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 l.  PRELIMINARY 

 
Shepherd called the February 17, 2015, meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 
 

Roll Call  
 
The following members were present:  
 

JulieMarie A. Shepherd, president 
Cathy Wildman, vice president  
Mary W. Lewis, secretary 
Dan Jorgensen, treasurer  
Amber Drevon, director 
Eric Nelson, director 

 
The following member was present via phone for the first part of the meeting:  
 

Barbara J. Yamrick, director 
 

Also meeting with the Board of Education were: 
 

D. Rico Munn, superintendent of schools 
William Stuart, deputy superintendent  
Brandon Eyre, district legal counsel  
Georgia Durán, chief communication officer 
Lisa Escárcega, chief accountability and research officer 
Damon Smith, chief personnel officer 
David Trautenberg, chief financial officer 
Anthony Sturges, chief operating officer 
Adrienne Bradshaw, controller 
Tonia Norman, assistant to Board of Education 
 

Pledge of Allegiance 
 
Shepherd led the Board and audience in the pledge to the flag.  She then 
welcomed visitors to the meeting.   

 
Approval of Agenda 
 

The February 17, 2015, agenda was amended to include a Superintendent 
update following the consent agenda.   
 

Approval of Minutes 
 

The minutes of the regular meeting of the Board of Education held on February 
3, 2015, were approved as written.     
 

Opportunity for Audience 
 

Zebulon Carabello, literacy and journalism teacher and co-department chair at 
Rangeview, met with Principal Ronald Fay and Chief Academic Officer John 
Youngquist and has been corresponding with Board Vice President Cathy 
Wildman, regarding reinstating 1.0 English credit for all district speech, debate 
and journalism classes.  He cited several reasons why this decision would make 
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sense for a Board and district dedicated to equity, engagement, and 21st century 
literacy skills that will prepare students to succeed beyond high school, including 
the correlation between state literacy standards that focus on preparing students 
for reading, writing, speaking and research and the authenticity, diversity, 
rigorous, critical thinking, visual and communication skills that students obtain in 
speech and journalism classes. He discussed the importance of showing 
students that we value their efforts with more than an elective credit similar to 
core credit opportunities that their peers receive in neighboring districts.  He 
noted that journalism classes offer real world publishing experiences and digital 
badging literacy skill opportunities such as publishing, script writing, copying, 
editing, layout, design and video editing.   
 
Carabello provided the Board with a student created video in advance of the 
meeting that highlighted literacy rigors associated with journalism classes.   He is 
looking forward to working with the Board on this issue.   
 
Randy Mills, technology coordinator and engineering teacher at Rangeview, 
echoed comments from Carabello regarding the importance of creating 
opportunities for 21st century learning skills and digital badging.  He is currently 
working with a small group of Rangeview students around digital badging and 
noted that a digital badging open house is scheduled tomorrow.  He expressed 
that this is a wonderful opportunity for students, sharing that they are starting to 
take ownership, which is creating buy-in, excitement and enthusiasm.   
 
Mills addressed the Board after his cyber patriot team returned from a national 
competition last year and indicated that he now has eight teams of 50 students.  
He requested that the Board consider reinstating the technology graduation 
requirement, reemphasize technology at the elementary and middle school level, 
and institute a computer science department at district schools so students are 
prepared and positioned to fill the ranks at Northrop Grumman and Raytheon.   
 
Ann Atencio, counselor at Rangeview, supports reinstatement of the English 
credit for speech, journalism, and broadcasting coursework.  She highlighted 
research that she conducted at state colleges and universities, emphasizing that 
every major four-year state university accepts speech, journalism and 
broadcasting coursework as English credit and the 2014-15 Colorado Collegiate 
Handbook indicates that the University of Colorado at Denver requires a year of 
oral communication as part of the four-year English requirement for their 
business program. She discussed the importance of students having 
opportunities to match college requirements and highlighted a research study 
that surveyed former students throughout the country on how well high school 
prepared them for college or work.  She noted that 46 percent of college students 
and 47 percent of students who entered the workforce indicated that they needed 
more support around oral communication and public speaking skills.  She added 
that 27 percent of college students and 28 percent of students who entered the 
workforce indicated that they wish their high school had better prepared them in 
oral and communication standards, which has significantly increased from 
previous years.    
 
Anna Farnswann, language arts, speech and debate teacher at Rangeview, has 
seen increased growth and excitement in her classes.  She shared that 
Rangeview recently joined the Urban Debate League, noting that students are 
thriving in finding, proving and presenting research to judges and others in a way 
that all understand. She highlighted a Poetry Out Loud competition at Rangeview 
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in which students at various levels selected poems and provided presentations to 
teachers.  It is amazing what students are accessing through public speaking and 
debate.      
 
Katherine Kheu, senior at Hinkley High School, has been in the speech and 
debate class for one year and supports changing speech and debate from an 
elective credit to an English credit.  She shared that speech and debate has the 
ability to improve an individual’s research, organization, and delivery skills.  She 
noted that studies have shown that debate significantly improves a student’s 
academic standing and allows more awareness of 21st century challenges.  She 
highlighted a study by the Chicago Debate League in the “Journal of 
Adolescence,” which examined the relationship between participation in debate 
and college readiness for students at various risk levels for educational failure, 
and shared that results indicated that debate is a proven effective program for 
educational success for all risk groups and debaters are more likely to graduate 
from high school.  She expressed that traditional English curriculum is focused, 
but is often not intriguing for students, adding that speech and debates allows 
students to venture out, inspires curiosity for learning, and excels in life skills 
necessary for 21st century learning, including critical thinking, communication, 
collaboration, creativity, and civic awareness.    
 
Benjamin Sea, senior at Hinkley High School, shared that speech and debate 
transforms students by allowing them to prevail against fears of public speaking 
no matter how introverted they are.  He highlighted an example of an individual 
who was very shy and had no friends, but transformed himself after he learned 
how to speak and socialize with people.  He now owns a multi-million dollar 
business.  He urged the Board to change speech and debate from an elective 
credit to an English credit.   
 
Jennifer Douglas, principal and founder of New Legacy Charter High School, 
noted that New Legacy, a school for pregnant and parenting teens, is scheduled 
to open in August.  She shared that a partnership has been developed with the 
Urban Land Conservancy, a non-profit committed to preserving urban land for 
community benefit, and construction of the new building is underway at 2091 
Dayton Street.  She expressed that 30 of the first-year target of 90 students have 
completed intent to enroll forms, emphasizing that the school is committed to 
offering world class early childhood education and care for children.  She 
provided the Board with a business plan and proposal for the early childhood 
education center and requested their consideration for financial support for the 
new building.  She would welcome a Board member or district representative to 
serve on the early childhood education committee or be more involved in the 
planning of the new center if the district is willing to provide some financial 
support.    
 
Noel Giametta, board member and early childhood education chair for New 
Legacy Charter High School and director of the First Steps Early Learning Center 
at Monarch Montessori School in Denver, expressed that high quality early 
childhood education centers are expensive and the primary funding source, 
CCAP, does not fully cover expenses.  She noted the criticalness of early 
childhood education in building a strong foundation for future education and 
success for kids.  She asked that the Board consider financial support, $100,000, 
to support operating costs for the 2015-16 school year.  She added that this 
would reduce the need for additional fundraising and allow staff to focus on 
developing and implementing a high quality early childhood education program.   
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Shepherd thanked Douglas and Giametta for providing information to the Board.   
She noted that a formal proposal was submitted to the district and shared that 
the Board is looking forward to hearing the outcome.     
 
Corey Price, teacher and social studies department chair at Aurora Central, 
recognized staff that were in the audience in support of Aurora Central. He 
understands that the Board will be engaging in an informal dialogue with the 
district Leadership Team and leaders from the Colorado Department of 
Education District and School Performance Unit to discuss the time line, statutory 
requirements and capacity for schools approaching year five on the state 
accountability clock.     
 
Price shared that staff is vested and truly cares about the future and custody of 
Aurora Central and are committed, determined and absolutely unwavering in 
their commitment to students and the Aurora Central community.  He had an 
opportunity to speak to long-time Aurora Central staff member Leone Bradfield 
prior to the meeting and shared that she is dedicated to both the school and the 
kids and has the same thought process in terms of unwavering commitment to 
the Aurora Central community.   He has been teaching at Aurora Central for 10 
years and stressed that it is his home.  He knows that Bradfield and many other 
staff members feel the same way and have built rapport and relationships with 
students, families, and community stakeholders.  He requested that staff be 
included in the process when determining the future of Aurora Central and be 
able to engage in conversations to determine actions and changes that are best 
suited for the Aurora Central community.  He believes that the school is heading 
in the right direction and the right leaders are in place.  He emphasized that 
Aurora Central is the heart of the community and is fearful of what would happen 
if the school is no longer in the community.    
 
Shepherd stated that tonight’s conversation is informal and emphasized that no 
formal action would be taken at the meeting.     
 
Approximately 30 Aurora Central staff members were in the audience to hear the 
informal conversation around turnaround planning.     

 
II.  CONSENT AGENDA 

 
Lewis moved and Nelson seconded to approve the following items on the 
consent agenda as presented, including the recommendation to name the new 
P-8 school, Edna and John W. Mosley.     
 

 Instructional Materials Adoption – K-12 Music  

 Instructional Materials Adoption – High School Social Studies and 
Sociology 

 Naming of the New P-8 School 
 
Roll Call:  Drevon, Jorgensen, Lewis, Nelson, Shepherd, Wildman, Yamrick #8341 
 
Approved on a vote of 7-0 
 
Board Director Barbara Yamrick was present for the vote via phone.   

 
Eric Mosley acknowledged his sister, Edna Futrell, and members of his extended 
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family, Dave and Mary Lewis and their daughter, Katie.  He thanked Lewis for her 
consideration and generosity to his family throughout the years, especially to his 
mother, Edna Mosley.  He expressed that his mother would have been pleased, 
deeply honored, and almost speechless if she was here today, sharing that it was 
an unexpected honor befitting for two hardworking community activists.  He 
described his parents as renaissance men and women who were established in 
the community, raised families, active in politics and sports, and passionate 
about education.  He shared that when he mentioned the news to his father, it 
brought a genuine smile to his face.  He thanked the Board on behalf of his entire 
family for their consideration and reiterated appreciation for the honor.   
 
Munn stated that this is the first district building named in honor of a person of 
color. He shared that a ribbon cutting ceremony would be held in the near future 
and hopes members of the Mosley family will join the celebration.   
 
Superintendent Update 
 
Munn announced that the district received a $25,000 planning grant from the 
Department of Public Health and Environment to assess the feasibility of 
implementing a school-based health clinic at a district high school in spring 2014.  
Mary Beth Rensberger, director of health services, and her team have 
determined to move forward with the process and have applied for a $250,000 
implementation grant to establish a school-based health clinic at Aurora Central.     
 
Lewis is thrilled and excited about the possibility of a school-based health clinic 
at the secondary level.  She campaigned on the issue seven years ago as a 
need in the district and will do everything to support it.     
 
Drevon asked about the yearly maintenance cost.  Youngquist believes that 
community partners would help support the yearly cost, similar to the support 
structure at the school-based health clinic at Crawford.  He will provide additional 
information to the Board.   
 

III.  BOARD WORKSHOP 
 

Compensation Study 
 
Shepherd noted that the Board had indicated an interest around compensation at 
their 2014 summer planning retreat.  She stated that tonight’s conversation is 
informal and no action would be taken.    
 
Smith provided the Board with a teacher compensation presentation that 
highlighted survey data of compensation and earning potential in APS compared 
to other state school districts.  Data is based on studies by School Board Support 
Services.  APS is the only state district to rank in the top ten for lifetime earning 
potential, base salary, BA maximum and schedule maximum, salary only, salary 
plus employee benefits and salary plus family benefits.   
 
Smith highlighted slides that summarized non-traditional teacher compensation 
structures in Denver Public Schools, Douglas County Schools, Harrison School 
District 2, and Jefferson County, as well as non-traditional teacher compensation 
structures in national school districts, including Baltimore Public Schools, Newark 
Public Schools and the District of Columbia Public Schools.  He shared that 
structures are commonly centered on performance or achievement measures, 
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leadership, hard to fill positions, hard to staff schools, professional development 
or have a market-based component in terms of how schedules are structured to 
include stipends, bonuses, advancement, new schedule development or 
redefining of a step or a lane.    
 
Wildman asked about the median teacher salary across all 178 state school 
districts.  Smith will provide information to the Board.      
 
Shepherd asked if state districts studied as part of the non-traditional teacher 
compensation structure included a bargaining unit.  She also asked about the 
initiation process to a non-traditional teacher compensation schedule.  Smith 
replied that each district had a bargaining unit, but was unsure of the extent the 
development of compensation structures was addressed through the bargaining 
process.   He will provide the Board with more research regarding the initiation 
process to nontraditional compensation structures at select districts. 
 
Yamrick asked about demographics of national districts compared to APS.  Smith 
was unsure of demographic information for national districts included in the 
study.   
 
Drevon asked about pros and cons of varying salary schedules.   Smith shared 
that compensation structures varied among districts, but noted common themes 
based on collaboration between the district and the teachers’ association.  He 
expressed that most structures are adaptable, but acknowledged that this is new 
territory for most districts and requires flexibility and fluidity in design and 
implementation.  He highlighted the importance of bridging the gap between 
traditional salary and nontraditional salary structures, noting that structures can 
be complicated, confusing and may require additional monitoring.      
 
Yamrick asked if salary advancement would be based on test scores and 
observations.  Smith shared that advancement would be dependent on the salary 
structure.    
 
Shepherd asked about the number of salary structures that took into account 
educational or professional development advancements.  Smith believes that 
four of the seven districts looked at educational or professional learning 
advancements.    
 
Jorgensen requested that potential costs, benefits and outcomes related to 
compensation models be provided to the Board.     
 
Lewis requested that any proposed nontraditional salary structure be transparent, 
equitable, and easy to understand.    
 
Drevon expressed that the Board is interested in increasing student achievement 
and all information should reflect back to that goal.    
 
Lewis asked for more information related to the Harrison School District 2 salary 
schedule, including the number of teachers that have moved on the schedule as 
well as feedback from teachers.   
 
Shepherd will seek additional information from members of the Colorado 
Association of School Boards.      
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Wildman would like to see steps and lanes in the current salary schedule 
simplified.  She also requested that the Board review the teacher evaluation 
process at a future workshop to better determine teacher effectiveness.   
 
Lewis asked about compensation studies for classified employees and 
administrative/professional technical employees.  Smith shared that classified 
and administrative/professional technical positions are benchmarked with other 
metro districts on a yearly basis.  He noted that Human Resources is always 
looking to ensure classified and APT positions are within five percent of the 
metro school district market.      
 
Nelson expressed the importance of including more professional development 
within compensation structures.    
 
The Board will revisit the conversation and potential next steps following the 
March 3 conversation with the AEA board.   
 
The State of Colorado Public School Salary Comparison presentation and the 
Nontraditional Teacher Compensation Structures presentation are appended to 
the February 17 Board minutes.    
 
Turnaround Planning  
 
Shepherd stated that tonight’s conversation is informal and no decision or action 
would be taken at the meeting.  She emphasized that this is an opportunity for 
the Board to hear from Colorado Department of Education (CDE) leaders, ask 
questions and review available options.   
 
Peter Sherman, executive director for school and district performance, and 
Lindsey Jaeckel, director for turnaround network, highlighted options and actions 
to support low performing districts and schools, and provided an overview of the 
accountability system in Colorado, timeline for the district and low performing 
district schools,  and next steps, benchmarks and actions for the 2015-16 school 
year.  CDE works with unique challenges of districts and schools to ensure that 
low performing districts and schools review systems in place and make research-
based changes and improvements to support and increase learning.  In 2009, the 
Education Accountability Act, Senate Bill 163, was passed, which requires an 
annual review of district and school performance.  The Act states that districts 
and schools may not reside in the lowest two category ratings, Turnaround or 
Priority Improvement, for more than five consecutive years.  If this occurs, the 
State Board of Education will recommend actions to the local board to ensure 
significant improvement. The district is currently in year three of Priority 
Improvement and will enter year four on July 1, 2015.  Aurora Central will enter 
year five of Priority Improvement on July 1, 2015.  Boston K-8 will enter year four 
of Priority Improvement on July 1, 2015.  Paris Elementary School will enter year 
three of Priority Improvement on July 1, 2015.  Fifteen schools will enter year one 
or two of Priority Improvement on July 1, 2015. 
 
The State Board of Education will hear and consider challenges facing districts 
and schools, and will review performance framework data and recommendations 
from the State Review Panel and the Commissioner of Education.  The State 
Board of Education will make recommendations to the local board of education, 
which could determine whether or not to accept recommendations. The State 
Board of Education has the authority to lower or remove a district’s accreditation 
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rating if the local board elects not to consider recommendations.   Senate Bill 163 
provides a variety of pathway options for schools approaching the five year 
accountability clock, including management by a public or private entity, 
innovation status, conversion to a charter school, charter school operator or 
board replacement, school closure or revoking of a charter school if applicable.      
 
Yamrick asked about ramifications if a district does not elect to implement 
recommendations from the State Board of Education.  Sherman believes that 
conversations and dialogue would first occur with district leaders.  He added that 
the state board could take action by lowering or removing a district’s 
accreditation rating.  Shepherd asked about ramifications for lowering or 
removing a district’s accreditation rating.  Sherman shared that the loss of 
accreditation would affect students and possible implications around graduation 
and college entrance requirements.  He did not have conclusive consequences 
regarding affects of accreditation loss at individual schools as the state accredits 
districts and districts accredit schools.     
 
Jaeckel indicated that members of the State Review Panel will visit Aurora 
Central to look at UIPs for the past five years.   She noted that the State Review 
Panel would also be conducting a district site visit, adding that the goal is to 
support the district with planning and evaluating of current conditions to 
determine potential options and opportunities.  
 
Lewis asked about the number of state schools approaching year five on the 
accountability clock.  Jaeckel believes that 30 schools are approaching year five.    
 
Lewis asked about the number of high schools approaching year five on the 
accountability clock.   Sherman will provide information to the Board.   
 
Yamrick asked about templates to better monitor feedback.  Jaeckel will provide 
the Board with examples of templates.     
 
Wildman asked if the State Review Panel had teacher representation. Munn 
shared that the updated roster included classroom teachers.    
 
Lewis asked about the structure of site visits.  Sherman shared that two or three 
members of the State Review Panel would visit schools and the district for one or 
two days and will have conversations with district staff, Board members, school 
leaders, and teachers.  Lindsey shared that school visits typically follow protocol 
in terms of focus groups and one-on-one interviews to gather information around 
specific questions, and is managed by a third party company.      
 
Wildman asked when the district would receive recommendations from the State 
Review Panel.  Sherman believes that recommendations would be available in 
fall 2015.    
 
Shepherd thanked Sherman and Jaeckel for providing information, options and 
next steps to the Board.  She shared that this is a topic that the Board is 
concerned about and it was helpful to hear about next steps and options.   
 
Munn expressed that Leadership Team will be providing the Board with 
recommendations that (1) align with core beliefs articulated in the APS 2020 
Strategic Plan, (2) are aligned and formed with creditable research, (3) are 
aligned and formed with community support, and (4) provide for a collaborative 
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development process.  He also stressed the importance of pursuing a more 
aggressive time line to provide recommendations and direction to the Board.        
 
Duran shared that the community engagement process would be similar to the 
engagement process used to gather feedback for the APS 2020 Strategic Plan 
and would encompass more than the Aurora Central and north Aurora 
community.   
 
Drevon concurred with Munn regarding pursuing an aggressive and proactive 
timeline.  She asked if CDE would support district considerations.  Sherman 
noted that the State Board of Education is aware that the district has been 
working and taking steps to implement systems that promote student 
achievement.  He believes the state board would be considerate of plans if the 
district is thoughtful about improvement efforts and can demonstrate intensity 
and results in approaches.  Jaeckel noted the importance of ensuring that plans 
rise to appropriate rigor and action levels.  She added that it is CDE’s job to 
support, document and provide feedback on district plans.   
 
Wildman asked about the general timeline for Leadership Team to provide 
recommendations to the Board.  Munn hopes to have recommendations to the 
Board by the end of the school year.   
 
Drevon emphasized that families should be heavily involved in the community 
engagement process.   
 
Lewis noted the importance of having staff, parents, students, and the community 
involved in the initial recommendation process.   
 
Munn highlighted community engagement efforts that have already taken place 
at Aurora Central, including community meetings and a staff survey. He 
emphasized the need for a broader discussion outside of Aurora Central.  
 
Jorgensen discussed the importance of having analytic details attached to 
proposed recommendations that demonstrate the best outcomes for kids.  He 
requested that data be provided to determine the viability of options prior to 
communication engagement.  Escárcega will provide information to the Board.  
 
Lewis asked if Aurora Central staff felt that pilot status would make an effective 
difference.  Munn shared that Aurora Central submitted a pilot status application 
for the 2015-16 school year, but does not believe it fits criteria within the Master 
Agreement.     
 
Drevon asked about other options for the 2015-16 school year.  Sherman shared 
that it could be a combination of options to support a low performing school, 
including pathways, pilot school, or innovation status.     
 
Jorgensen asked about other options, including RFPs for charter schools.  Munn 
shared that staff would look at all options.   
 
Jorgensen asked if data was available to reflect growth or gaps at Aurora 
Central.  Escárcega shared that MAP data would be available for review in the 
fall.     
 
Shepherd thanked Sherman and Jaeckel for providing information to the Board.   
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The CDE School and District Accountability and Support presentation is 
appended to the February 17 minutes.   
     

IV.  BOARD WORK 
 

Ends Conversation 
 
Standing Committee Report 
  
No Items 
 
Superintendent Evaluation Tools 
 
Shepherd will provide the Board with an updated copy of the Superintendent 
evaluation tool in March.   
 
Negative Factor Resolution  
 
Shepherd will provide the Board with a Resolution in Support of the Negative 
Factor for review in the near future.   
 
Open Dialogue 
 
Lewis requested that staff consider changing speech, debate, and journalism 
from an elective credit to an English credit.  Stuart discussed the importance of 
reviewing graduation requirements as the Board specifically excluded debate, 
speech and journalism as English credit to better align with higher education.  
Youngquist noted that higher education would accept what the district identifies 
as an English course.  He requested that the Board include potential changes as 
a workshop or informational topic at a future meeting.    
 
Nelson asked for information regarding the number of African-American males 
enrolled in the gifted and talented program.  Shepherd asked that data also 
encompass the AP and IB programs. Youngquist will provide information to the 
Board.   
 
Nelson invited everyone to his minister ordination service at the new Heritage 
Christian Center on Sunday, February 22, at either the 9:00 a.m. or 11:00 a.m. 
service 
    
Policy Perception Checklist  
 
Did the Board receive information at tonight’s meeting that requires a policy 
change? 
 
The Board will review additional information around graduation requirements.   
 
Did the Board receive information at tonight’s meeting that requires additional 
information or monitoring? 
 
Additional information will be provided to the Board.   
 
Board Self-Monitoring 
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Nelson shared that tonight’s meeting was productive and noted good 
participation from all Board members.   
     

V.  CONCLUDING ITEMS 

 
Next meeting date 

 
The next meeting of the Board of Education will be held on March 3, 2015, at 
6:30 p.m. in the Dr. Edward and Mrs. Patricia Lord Boardroom of Educational 
Services Center 4.     
 

Adjournment 
 
The regular meeting of the Board of Education adjourned at 9:27 p.m.   
 
       _________________________ 

President  
 

 
      ATTEST _________________________ 

Secretary 
 



State of Colorado Public School 
 Salary Comparison 

• All 178 school districts in the state were surveyed 
• APS is the only district in the state to rank in the top 10 

for every category: 
– Lifetime Earning Potential, Base Salary, BA Maximum, 

Schedule Maximum 
– Salary Only, Salary + Employee Benefits, Salary + Family 

Benefits 

• Earning potential assumes 26 years of service and 
maximum salaries are all determined at Step 26 
– Based on studies by School Board Support Services, 26 is 

the average number of years of service teachers have 
when initiating retirement 
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Salary Maximum at BA Level 

$91,768 

$87,495 

$82,502 

$80,981 

$78,966 

$70,000 

$75,000 

$80,000 

$85,000 

$90,000 

$95,000 

Douglas 
Co. 

Academy Aurora (#3) Adams 12 Jefferson 
County 

Y
ea

rl
y 

To
ta

l C
o

m
p

en
sa

ti
o

n
  

Top 5 Districts 

Maximum BA Salary + Emp 
Benefits 

$100,468 

$90,267 

$82,502 $81,535 $80,981 

$0 

$20,000 

$40,000 

$60,000 

$80,000 

$100,000 

$120,000 

Douglas 
Co. 

Academy Aurora (#3) Eagle Co. Adams 12 

Y
ea

rl
y 

To
ta

l C
o

m
p

en
sa

ti
o

n
 

Top 5 Districts 

Maximum BA Salary + Family 
Benefits 



Salary Maximum at BA Level 
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*Calculated at Step 26 
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Maximum Salary on the Schedule 
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Maximum Salary on the Schedule 
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Nontraditional Teacher 

Compensation 

Structures  



Nontraditional Compensation  

• While several districts are implementing nontraditional teacher compensation 
structures, no two approaches are the same.  However, there are certain elements 
that are common to the structures: 

• Areas of Focus for Compensation 

• Performance (Evaluation/Student Achievement Data) 

• Leadership  

• Hard to Fill (positions) and/or Hard to Staff (schools) 

• Professional Development 

• Market-based 

 
• Compensation Structures include: 

• Stipends/Bonuses 

• Advancement on the salary schedule 

• Completely new salary schedule 

• Redefining “steps” and “lanes” 
 

• The vast majority of nontraditional compensation structures include performance 
based pay 

• There is no definitive research that supports the notion that increasing pay 
increases student achievement 

• Most studies have shown there is no increase, or a small one that is not universal 
to all subject areas/grade levels 



 
Colorado School Districts with 

Nontraditional Compensation 

Structures   

 

• Denver Public Schools 

 

• Douglas County Schools 

 

• Harrison 2 

 

• Jefferson County 

 



Harrison 2 

EFFECTIVENESS AND RESULTS PLAN 

• Area of Focus: Performance-Based 

• Implementation : Completely new salary scale 

• Years of experience play no role in salary 

• Advancement in pay tied directly to evaluation ratings  

• Different salary scales for Teachers and Special Service Providers  

• Little to no room for additional compensation (not paid for being 

department chairs, mentors, etc.)  

• Required overhaul of evaluation system and standards for every 

position to ensure equity  

• 5 year pilot -  If district measurements don’t improve, they will consider 

going to back a traditional salary schedule 

 



Harrison School District 2 Salary Scale 

• Teachers are placed on a level based on their Overall Effectiveness Level 

(combination of Evaluation and Student Achievement Data) 

• Requirements for advancement become more rigorous as a teacher moves up 

the scale 



Denver Public Schools 
PROFESSIONAL COMPENSATION (PROCOMP) 

• Area of Focus: Performance-Based, Hard to Fill, Professional Development 

• Implementation: Bonus, Salary Increase 

• Teachers receive a monetary bonus based on: 

• Working at a High Needs School 

• Filling a Hard to Staff assignment 

• Working at a Top Performing school (based on student achievement data) 

• Working at a High Growth school (based on student achievement data) 

• Meeting of a Student Learning Objective 

• Completing approved professional development if they have more than 15 years 

experience. 

• Teachers can receive salary advancement for: 

• Meeting 2 of your Student Learning Objectives 

• Earning a new advanced degree, license or certificate 

• Completing approved professional development if they have 14 or less years 

experience.  

• DPS is currently revising the ProComp system to make it easier for teachers to 

understand and to include leadership opportunities 



Douglas County School District 

PAY FOR PERFORMANCE 

• Areas of Focus: Market-based, 

Performance-Based 

• Implementation: New Salary Bands 

• Douglas County’s compensation is 

completely different from any other 

district.   

• Positions, down to the specific grade 

level,  are assigned to a salary band 

based on market forces 

• Teachers are placed in the 

respective band based on 

experience, education and skills, but 

there is no set weight for each 

• After hire, a teacher is eligible for 

salary increases and bonuses based 

on their performance 

• Salary increases and bonuses are 

not transparent 



DCSD Salary Bands for Entry 



National Districts with 

Nontraditional  Compensation 

Structures  

Baltimore Public Schools 

 

Newark Public Schools 

 

District of Columbia Public Schools 

 

 



Baltimore Public Schools 

PROFESSIONAL PRACTICES AND STUDENT LEARNING PROGRAM 

• Areas of Focus: Leadership, Performance, Professional Development 

• Implementation: New Salary Schedules 

• 6 different salary schedules: 

1. Base Teacher  

2. Support Teacher 

3. Clinicians 

4. Department Chairs  

5. Calendar Year Assoc.  

6. IEP Team Members 

• Benefits teachers who are ambitious – teachers must take ownership over 
movement on the scale 

• Vertical advancement is based on receiving 12 Achievement Units  

• AUs can be set by the district (i.e. 12 units for a top evaluation), but principals 
also have the discretion to hand them out subjectively as long as a teacher can 
demonstrate a tie-in to student learning ( 

• Horizontal Advancement based on demonstrated performance and leadership 

• No movement on the scale is automatic 

 



Example of the new teacher salary schedule for Baltimore 

• Teachers move vertically by earning 12 “achievement units” (top evaluation, professional 

development, after school activities) 

 

• Teachers move horizontally by submitting a portfolio for application, which is then blind-

reviewed. Teachers are included on the review panel 



Newark Public Schools 
• Areas of Focus: Performance – Based, Hard to Fill 

• Implementation: Stipends, Universal Salary Schedule 

• Teachers can earn an annual stipend if they are rated as highly effective and work in hard 

to fill positions or low-performing schools  

• $5,000 Highly Effective rating 

• $7,500 Highly Effective rating and teach in a hard-to-staff subject 

• $10,000 Highly Effective rating and work in one of 25% lowest-performing schools 

• $12,500 Highly Effective rating, teach in a hard-to-staff subject, and work in one of the 

25% lowest-performing schools. 

• New Universal Salary Scale 

• New teachers and those with a BA were required to move scales 

• Teachers with a MA or PHD could elect to move to the new scale 

• Current teachers were given a transition bonus for moving ($500-$10,500) 

 



Washington D.C. 

IMPACTPLUS AND LIFT 

• Areas of Focus: Performance-Based, Hard to Fill, Leadership 

• Implementation: Annual bonus, Movement on Salary Schedule 

• Developed w/ the union and teachers must be a union member to participate 

• Must be rated highly effective to be eligible for bonuses 

• Working in a high % FRL school 

• Working in one the bottom 40 performing schools 

• Being in a group that has 35% of their evaluation tied to student achievement 

data 

• Teachers must opt to receive bonuses 

• Still have a traditional salary schedule, but placement is fluid 

• A teacher can achieve maximum salary in 9 years instead of 21 

 

 



DC –Teacher Stages 

• New teachers come in at the Teacher stage 

• Move to the next stage by earning 2 consecutive years of effective ratings or 1 

year 

•  of highly effective rating. 

• Teachers at high poverty schools can earn additional years of service for 

placement 

•  on the salary schedule at the top 3 stages 

• Advanced – +2 years of service 

• Distinguished - +5 years of service 

• Expert - +5 years of service 

• Eligibility for leadership positions within the district increase as you advance 

•  through the stages 

• Formal observations decrease as you advance through the stages 



Summary  

• No two systems for nontraditional compensation 

structures are the same from district to district 

• Most are based on a collaboration between the district 

and the local Teachers’ Association  

• They are adaptable– districts realize this is new territory 

which requires flexibility in design and implementation   

• Most districts have included a transition plan for those 

teachers currently on the traditional salary scale 

This results in teachers being paid multiple ways for a 

period of time 

• They are complicated compared to the traditional salary 

schedule and require increased management and 

oversight.  
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The need for bold action in Priority Improvement & 

Turnaround Districts and Schools  

2 

• Improve our state’s 
lowest-performing 
schools; challenging yet 
necessary work.   

• Intervention in these 
schools requires 
substantial system 
changes. 

• Identify rigorous, 
research-based options 
for PI/T schools that will 
yield dramatic 
improvements in student 
achievement. 

• School improvement 
efforts do not address 
the systemic challenges 
present in turnaround 
schools and districts. 

• Options outlined in SB 163 
are research-driven 
interventions. 

• CDE must support districts 
in evaluating  local trends, 
context and need to 
determine the option (or 
combination of options) 
that will yield dramatic 
results. 

The Situation The Challenge The Opportunity 



Background 
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 The Education Accountability Act of 2009 (SB -163, section 
22-11-208 and 22-11-210 C.R.S.) requires an annual review 
of district and school performance.  

 All districts and schools annually receive a District or 
School Performance Framework (DPF or SPF) report. This 
determines the accreditation rating or school plan type.  

 The Act states that districts and schools may not be in one 
of the lowest two ratings -  Turnaround or Priority 
Improvement - for more than five years. 

 If this occurs, the State Board of Education will recommend 
actions to the local school board to ensure significant 
improvement. 



School and District Performance 

Frameworks 
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 Annual review of performance in the School and District 
Performance Frameworks (SPF and DPF)  

 Achievement (state assessments) 

 Growth and Disaggregated Growth (state assessments) 

 Post-secondary and Workforce Readiness (grad, dropout, ACT)  

 Used for district accreditation ratings and school plan type 
assignments 

 

Achievement 
25% 

Growth 
50% 

Growth Gaps 
25% 

Elementary and Middle Schools 
Achievement 

15% 

Growth 
35% 

Growth Gaps 
15% 

PWR 
35% 

High Schools and Districts 



District Accreditation and School 

Plan Types 
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District Accreditation Ratings 

Accredited with Distinction 

Accredited 

Accredited with Improvement Plan 

Accredited with Priority 
Improvement  

Accredited with Turnaround Plan 

School Plan Types 

Performance 

Improvement Plan 

Priority Improvement  

Turnaround Plan 



Aurora Public Schools 
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 DISTRICT 
 Currently in year three of Priority Improvement  

 Will enter year four on July 1, 2015 

 

 SCHOOLS –  (entering __ year on July 1, 2015)  

 Aurora Central High School will enter year five of Priority 
Improvement 

 Boston K-8 will enter year four of Priority Improvement 

 Paris ES will enter year three of Priority Improvement  

 15 other schools will enter year two or one 
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DPF and SPFs 
Released 

Dramatic 
change 

documented 
in UIP 

Accountability 
Clock set in 

motion 

State Review 
Panel makes 

recommendations 

Commissioner 
makes 

recommendations 

State Board 
requires 
actions 

Process for 
Districts and 

Schools with Low 
Performance 

After 5 years on 
clock or early action 

Components of the 

Education Accountability Act of 2009 



State Review Panel 
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Educational experts from field appointed by Commissioner and 
State Board, including: school and district leaders, curriculum 
specialists, data managers, and teacher leaders.  

 
Who 

 

Function 

Provides :  
(1) A “critical evaluation” of the UIP and site visit 
(2)  Recommendations to Commissioner and State Board on 

“next steps” when a school or district remains on the 
accountability clock for more than five consecutive years, 
or earlier upon request.   

What 
Based on body of evidence (document reviews and site visits), 
panel assesses school capacity and must select at least one of 
the required actions from the law.  



State Review Panel  
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The SRP is asked to determine whether: 
1) School/district leadership is adequate to implement change; 
2) School/district infrastructure is adequate to support 

improvement; 
3) The readiness and capacity of the school to plan and implement 

school improvement; 
4) The readiness and capacity of the school and district to engage 

with an external partner; 
5) The likelihood of positive returns on state investments of 

assistance and support; 
6) The necessity that the public school remain in operation to serve 

students. 



The “Pathways” of SB09-163 
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 The State Board of Education 
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State 
Board 

Performance 
Data 

State Review Panel 
Recommendations 

Commissioner 
Recommendations 

Local Boards of Education 



Pathway options 
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Management by a 
Public/Private Entity 

Charter school operator 
or board be replaced 

Innovation  
Status 

School 
 Closure or Revoked 

Charter 

Conversion to a Charter 
School 

• Management by a public/private organization or internal LEA structure 
with turnaround expertise  

• Management org assumes significant authority over school operations 

• Replace operator or governing board of a district or CSI school 

• Conversion to a charter school in order to provide more 
autonomy/flexibility  

• Provide autonomy to schools in areas of hiring, scheduling, budget, and 
programming 

• Develop innovation plan in collaboration with school community and 
district 

• Closure or phase-out of an existing school 
• Closure and phase-in of a new school 
• Develop plan for ensuring students re-enroll in a higher performing 

school 



The Next 16 Months. 
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For year 5 school, district assesses and plans for end of clock pathway 

Spring 2015 

State Review 
Panel visits 
APS and ACHS 

Aug-Sept 2015 

Preliminary 
District 
accreditation 
ratings and 
School plan 
types released 
to districts 

Oct-Dec 2015 

Request to 
Reconsider 
Process 

Feb-Mar 

Final District 
accreditation 
ratings and 
School plan 
types brought 
to State Board 
of Education 

Feb-Mar 2016 

State Board 
makes 
recommended 
actions to 
districts 



Turnaround Research 
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 Planning 
 Engage community in creating a vision for dramatic change 

 Hire specialized staff, recruit and train teachers with 
specific turnaround capabilities 

 View turnaround as a portfolio of options, match school 
need with most rigorous school design 

 Conditions and capacity 
 Create school-based conditions for autonomy in budget, 

schedule, hiring, and program 

 Build accountability systems to track progress and share 
lessons learned 



The Local Board’s Role 
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budgets, buildings, buses 
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Assessments 

Align programs and resources 

Climate 
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Set robust vision for 
turnaround school 
performance  
 

Establish and 
manage 
performance goals 
 

Increase scrutiny on 
school performance 



The APS Board’s Role in 

Accountability Clock 
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Significant 
School 

Improvement 
Action 

Leadership 
Community 
Engagement 

Conditions 
and Capacity 

in District 



Next Steps and Questions 
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 Plan for significant change at ACHS, consider:  
 Turnaround research 

 Evaluate persistent structural barriers to improvement  

 Collaboration with stakeholder groups and school community  

 Building district capacity and systems to support low-
performing schools 
 

 
   

 

Questions? 
 




