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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

According to the Austin Independent School District (AISD) in Austin, Texas, 

Teacher quality [is] one of the most important factors in student learning and achievement … One of 
the newer more innovative approaches to this issue is to explore new ways of compensating teachers 
[through] compensation systems that reward teachers with higher pay based on new priorities which 
can include reaching specific professional development and student achievement goals (p. 3).1

In an effort to address issues of teacher quality, AISD began implementation of AISD REACH: A 
Strategic Compensation Initiative in July 2007. The initiative targets three key areas: student growth, 
professional growth, and recruitment and retention of teachers and principals at highest needs 
schools. Combining an outcome-based pay for performance component based on student 
achievement measures with two input-based components – one for professional development and 
another for teaching in hard to staff schools – the district’s goals for this program are: 

A quality teacher in every classroom, especially in Austin’s highest-needs schools; 
Improved student learning at all schools and for all students; 
Professional growth for teachers; and 
Increased retention rates among AISD teachers and principals.2

The pilot phase of this program began with nine schools – six elementary schools, two middle 
schools, and one high school. In July 2008, an additional elementary and middle school were added 
to the pilot group, and in the summer of 2009, AISD plans to begin a second pilot phase, increasing 
the number of participating schools to sixteen. 

In conjunction with the pilot, AISD is committed to systemic evaluation of REACH. Accordingly, 
this independent evaluation, which is being conducted alongside a comprehensive internal 
evaluation, is designed to offer feedback about teacher and principal experiences with REACH and 
recommendations to inform the scaling-up of the program. Our evaluation for this interim report is 
guided by three project questions: 

1. What are AISD REACH teacher attitudes toward pay for performance in general? 
2. What are AISD REACH teacher attitudes toward REACH components? 
3. What are teacher and principal perceptions of the implementation of AISD REACH?

Our project questions were investigated through multiple data collection efforts, including a teacher 
survey and interviews with both principals and teachers. Analyses of these data revealed the 
following key findings: 

When examining general attitudes about pay for performance, teachers participating in 
REACH are most supportive of market-based measures such as teaching in hard to staff 
schools or hard to staff fields. They also indicate strong support for outcome-based 
measures, particularly those based on student growth. These findings suggest the major 
components of REACH are well aligned with teacher preferences. 

1 Austin Independent School District – AISD REACH Brochure 
2 Ibid. 
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Teachers are supportive of REACH, with 74 percent agreeing the REACH components are a 
positive change to teacher pay practices. 
In terms of REACH components, teachers are most supportive of the recruitment and new to 
school stipends, followed by school-wide TAKS growth stipend. 
Only 8 percent of teachers participate in Take One!®, the program’s primary professional 
development opportunity.
While broad AISD REACH program goals appear to be clear, there is some confusion among 
teachers regarding REACH components and their associated stipends. 
Teacher surveys and interviews with teachers and principals suggest that staff in AISD 
REACH pilot schools are provided with frequent communication and valued support from 
the district’s REACH staff as they work to implement the program. 
AISD teachers report that REACH is not having a negative impact on collaboration with 
colleagues, and may in fact be improving it. 
67 percent of teachers report AISD REACH is fair to teachers. However, only 30 percent of 
teachers who did not meet at least one SLO in 2007-08 indicate the program is fair. 
61 percent of teachers disagree that REACH distinguishes effective from ineffective teachers. 
Only 36 percent of teachers report changing instructional practices in response to REACH,
suggesting teachers may not have truly engaged with the program. 

Based upon these findings, several recommendations have been developed. It is hoped these 
recommendations will provide useful information for future implementation. More specifically, our 
recommendations include the following: 

Further clarify REACH program goals and components; 
Maintain high levels of communication and support from AISD REACH staff; 

o Build leadership for REACH in schools; 
o Address teacher concerns regarding publication of teacher names and stipend 

amounts by local media; 
Examine professional development activities beyond Take One!®;
Investigate the impact of REACH on instructional practice; 
Investigate the impact of REACH on student achievement; and 
Investigate whether the retention stipend is retaining the most effective teachers. 
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SECTION 1:
AN INTRODUCTION TO AISD REACH AND PAY FOR PERFORMANCE

In July 2007, the Austin Independent School District (AISD) began implementation of AISD 
REACH, a comprehensive and strategic compensation initiative. The initiative addressed three key 
areas: student growth, professional growth, and recruitment and retention of teachers and principals 
at highest needs schools. REACH combines an outcome-based pay for performance component 
based on student achievement measures with two input-based components - one for professional 
development and another for teaching in hard to staff schools. The goals for the program are 
targeted to ensure: 

A quality teacher in every classroom, especially in Austin’s highest-needs schools; 
Improved student learning at all schools and for all students; 
Professional growth for teachers; and 
Increased retention rates among AISD teachers and principals.3

While the AISD Office of Strategic Compensation began the program with a clear determination to 
internally evaluate the outcomes implicit in these goals, they also contracted with independent 
evaluators. As part of that independent evaluation, the district engaged the National Center on 
Performance Incentives (NCPI) to examine the attitudes and experiences of teachers and principals 
in REACH pilot schools as they implemented the program. NCPI is also expected to offer 
recommendations as AISD moves to expand the pilot from the current 11 schools to 16 in August 
2009.

In order to address these issues, our team has developed a project design to answer the following 
questions of interest: 

1. What are AISD REACH teacher attitudes toward pay for performance in general? 
2. What are AISD REACH teacher attitudes toward REACH components? 
3. What are teacher and principal perceptions of the implementation of AISD REACH?

More specifically, we examine: 
General teacher toward pay for performance; 
Teacher and principal attitudes toward AISD REACH and its components; 
Perceptions of teachers and principals as to the fairness of AISD REACH;
Clarity of AISD REACH program goals and components; 
Teacher and principal beliefs about communications surrounding AISD REACH;
Teacher and principal perceptions of collaboration in AISD REACH pilot schools; and 
The impact of REACH on teacher effectiveness and practice. 

What we know about Pay for Performance 

The goals of AISD REACH arise from a belief that pay for performance holds the potential to 
increase teacher quality, improve teacher and principal retention rates, particularly in hard to staff 
schools, and, ultimately, improve student learning. A growing body of literature suggests current 

3 Austin Independent School District – AISD REACH Brochure 
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teacher compensation practices do not adequately match the diverse and rapidly changing needs of 
today’s public education system. In particular, the widely used single salary schedule may no longer 
be the most suitable way to compensate teachers. 

The Single Salary Schedule 

Incentive pay for teachers emerged as early as the late 19th and early 20th centuries when grade-
based pay, or pay on the basis of the level taught, was common. Under grade-based pay, elementary 
teachers, whose job was deemed to be less challenging, were typically paid less than their secondary 
counterparts (Guthrie, Springer, Rolle, & Houck, 2007). Most grade-based compensation models, 
particularly those in cities, also included a performance component that rewarded teachers based on 
subjective evaluations completed by their school administrators. However, this so-called “merit pay” 
component allowed for the perpetuation of pay disparities as white men were more frequently 
awarded merit bonuses than women and non-white male teachers. 

By 1921, Denver, Colorado and Des Moines, Iowa successfully negotiated and introduced the single 
salary schedule for teachers. The single salary schedule leveled the playing field by remunerating 
teachers on the same scale regardless of race, gender, or grade level taught. Rather, teacher pay was 
determined according to two criteria thought to be the most important to teacher productivity: years 
of education and years of experience. Endorsed by the National Education Association in 1944, the 
single salary schedule was adopted by 97 percent of all schools by 1950 and was used by an 
approximate 96 percent of public school districts accounting for nearly 100 percent of public school 
teachers in the 1999-2000 school year (Podgursky and Springer, 2007). 

While the single salary structure still predominates, there have been moves toward compensation 
reform in recent years primarily for two reasons. First, a growing body of research suggests student 
outcomes are not well correlated with teachers’ level of education and experience (Hanushek, 2003). 
Growing interest on the part of educational policy-makers to raise student achievement results has 
also signaled interest in alternative methods of evaluating and paying teachers. 

History and Recent Trends in Incentive Pay for Teachers 

Federal legislation throughout the mid to late 20th century reflected the view that inputs, or 
resources designed to lead to improvements in teacher practice, were the primary means of 
improving student achievement. Specifically, this included federal legislation to fund education and 
support the improvement of the teaching workforce through knowledge and skill building. 

In 1958, The National Defense Education Act (NDEA) was initiated in response to the Russian 
launch of Sputnik. NDEA provided money for programs to prepare teachers and students in 
science, math and foreign language as a means of securing the nation’s defense. The Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) followed in 1965, allocating federal funds to meet the needs of 
low-achieving children of poverty. In return for this funding, ESEA held schools, school districts, 
and states accountable for improving the academic achievement of all students. 

In 1984, A Nation at Risk was published. It called into question the effectiveness of previous federal 
funding for schools, raised education to prominence as a national issue, and further focused public 
and political attention on increasing educational attainment. Largely as a result of this report, and in 
an effort to improve teacher quality, schools and districts began experimenting with merit-based pay 
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as a supplement to salary schedule compensation plans. Merit-based pay rewarded a variety of 
outcomes such as student or teacher performance, generally on the basis of teacher-produced 
portfolios or classroom observations. There was often an input-based component as well with 
rewards based on efforts to improve practice by participation in professional development. 

In the 1990s the focus turned to comprehensive school reform and standards-based learning. As 
both of these efforts were predicated on a knowledgeable and highly skilled teacher workforce, 
emphasis on improving teacher quality grew even stronger. In light of this, knowledge- or skill-based 
pay began attracting attention (Odden & Kelley, 1996). An input-based measure, knowledge- and 
skill-based pay again rewarded teachers for participating in professional activities such as National 
Board for Professional Teaching Standards certification. 

Despite nearly 50 years of federal legislation and funding directed at improved teacher quality and 
student performance, results remained elusive. This led to one of the most sweeping changes in 
education history. In 2001, ESEA was reauthorized as the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB). 
NCLB aimed to ensure, among other things, that all children would perform at high levels and be 
taught by highly qualified teachers.

The enactment of NCLB also brought with it an increased focus on results. Through its highly 
structured accountability system, the emphasis on test-based student achievement has drawn 
attention to outcome-based measures of teacher performance as well. Advances in technology now 
allow for student achievement results to be calculated and attributed to individual teachers, 
potentially indicating the value a teacher’s instruction adds to student achievement. As a result of 
this, NCLB and its associated standards brought national prominence to the discussion of teacher 
quality related to results and effectiveness rather than qualifications. This shift from input-based 
measures to those based on outcomes also set the stage for consideration of aligning teacher pay 
with student outcomes rather than the historically entrenched input measures of teacher education 
and years of experience. 

Key Factors Driving Compensation Reform Efforts 

Currently, most of the work of reforming teacher compensation is experimental in nature. However, 
efforts to alter compensation strategies cite three primary reasons for investigation: (1) to improve 
existing pay structures so they reward effective practice; (2) to improve teacher quality; and (3) to 
improve student achievement.

Improving Existing Pay Structures to Reward Effective Practice
First, teacher compensation practices are not well aligned with the outcomes of schooling. At 
present, approximately 96 percent of public school districts pay teachers based on a single salary 
schedule. Yet, according to Goldhaber (2002), “only about 3 percent of the contribution teachers 
made to student learning was associated with teacher experience, degree attained, and other readily 
observable characteristics” (p. 2). 

Improving Teacher Quality
Second, the current teaching market does not appear to be attracting the best and the brightest to 
the profession. Individuals who teach generally graduate from less selective colleges and universities 
(Ballou, 1996; Goldhaber and Liu, 2003), and, according to a 1996 report from the U.S. Department 
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of Education, individuals involved in teacher education require more remediation when they are 
enrolled in post secondary institutions. Additionally, as Murnane et al (1991) explained,  

college graduates with high test scores are less likely to become teachers, licensed teachers with high 
test scores are less likely to take teaching jobs, employed teachers with high test scores are less likely to 
stay, and former teachers with high test scores are less likely to return (p.10).  

If anything, the problem is worse today, with many districts, particularly those in urban areas, 
struggling to recruit and retain effective teachers (Clotfelter et al, 2006; Rivkin et al, 2005; Rockoff, 
2004). Additionally, research shows the quality of a child’s teacher is one of the most important 
factors bearing on that child’s achievement. According to Hanushek (1992), teacher quality can 
account for more than a full grade level equivalent on standardized achievement tests. Goldhaber 
(2002) also asserts that the impact of teacher quality is larger than any other schooling input on 
student performance. There is enormous variation in teacher quality, however, and current methods 
of teacher compensation make no allowance for this variation. 

Improving Student Achievement
Finally, there is strong evidence that effective teachers can make sizeable contributions toward 
reducing the achievement gap (Hanushek & Rivkin, 2006). Unfortunately, when effective teachers 
are hired for work in schools, they are frequently not assigned to the students who need them the 
most. In fact, the students who are most in need often end up being taught by the least-qualified 
teachers (Lankford, et al., 2002; Tennessee Department of Education, 2007). 

Moving Forward with Pay for Performance 

Currently performance-related pay programs are attracting more and more attention as evidenced by 
the development of programs such as Denver’s ProComp, the Milken Family Foundation’s Teacher 
Advancement Program (TAP), Houston’s ASPIRE, and the U.S. Department of Education’s 
Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF). Among the most prominent performance-related pay programs are 
those in Texas, where the Governor's Educator Excellence Award Program (GEEAP) awards over 
$300 million in grants through the Texas Educator Excellence Grant (TEEG), the Governor’s 
Educator Excellence Grant (GEEG), and the District Awards for Teacher Excellence (DATE), 
which partially funds AISD REACH.

AISD REACH joins this list of programs with a belief that the district’s efforts to build a strategic 
system of teacher compensation will have a positive impact on teacher pay reform, improve teacher 
quality, and increase student achievement. In the next section, we will examine AISD REACH and its 
contextual realities. 
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SECTION 2:
BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT – AISD REACH

The Austin Independent School District (AISD) is a diverse urban school district located in Austin, 
Texas. 5800 teachers serve over 82,000 students. According to a district overview of AISD REACH,

Teacher quality [is] one of the most important factors in student learning and achievement … One of 
the newer more innovative approaches to this issue is to explore new ways of compensating teachers 
[through] compensation systems that reward teachers with higher pay based on new priorities which 
can include reaching specific professional development and student achievement goals (p. 3).4

In an effort to address issues of teacher quality, AISD began to explore implementation of 
performance-related pay. In 2005, a task forced was established, including AISD teachers, principal, 
parents and community members, to study nationwide compensation reform efforts and make 
program recommendations. After a two-year study, the task force developed a pilot plan for Austin’s 
teachers and principals, and implementation began early in the 2007-2008 school year. Three key 
areas were targeted: student growth, professional growth, and recruitment and retention of teachers 
and principals at highest needs schools.5

Description of AISD REACH Program Components 

AISD REACH includes six components organized within three overarching program elements: 
student growth, professional development, and recruitment to and retention of teachers at highest 
needs schools. Student growth includes teacher developed Student learning Objectives (SLOs) and 
school-wide growth on the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS). Professional 
development is addressed through Take One!®, a single element of the National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards certification process, and novice teacher mentoring, a mentoring 
program for teachers serving in highest needs schools who are in their first three years of teaching. 
Recruitment and retention of teachers is addressed by two stipends – one for teachers new to a 
highest needs school and one for teachers who remain at that school.  

Student Growth 

The Student Growth element is designed to recognize teachers and principals for student growth, 
both at the classroom level and at the school level. The Student Growth element includes 
compensation of individual teachers for meeting their teacher-developed Student Learning 
Objectives, and compensation of all teachers and principals for meeting growth targets in school-
wide performance on TAKS testing. 

Student Learning Objectives
Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) are teacher designed, data-based instructional goals. Through 
examination of student achievement data, teachers work with their principal to develop two SLOs 
based on student need. At least one SLO must target the teacher’s class as a whole, while the second 

4 An overview of the REACH program can be found on the AISD website. For additional information, see 
http://www.austinisd.org/compensation/ 
5 Highest-Need Schools are identified from the top 30% of AISD schools based on their populations of Economically 
Disadvantaged, Special Needs, and English Language Learner students. 
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SLO can focus on a particular sub-group of students. SLOs must be based on the state standards, 
address classroom needs, align with the goals of the Campus Improvement Plan, and satisfy 
standards of rigor for both performance and assessment. Each SLO must also be approved by both 
the teacher’s principal and AISD REACH staff to ensure objectives are appropriate and rigorous. At 
the end of the school year, students are evaluated to determine whether the performance objective 
has been met. Teachers can earn $1000 for each SLO met ($1500 if at highest-needs school). 
Principals receive a $3000 ($4500 at Highest-Needs Schools) stipend for facilitating the SLO process 
on their campus. 

School-wide TAKS Growth
The school-wide TAKS growth stipend rewards whole campuses for the performance of students 
on the TAKS. Stipends are determined based on the Comparable Improvement Index, a state-
developed index that compares groups of 40 match-comparison schools. Teachers earn $1000 per 
subject ($2000 at highest needs schools), with half the stipend distributed only if the teacher returns 
to service the following year. Principals receive $2000 for each subject in the year achieved, and 
another $2000 per subject if they return the following school year. 

Professional Growth 

The second major element of REACH promotes the professional growth of AISD faculty members 
in two ways: development opportunities through Take One!®, and novice teacher mentoring 
programs for highest needs schools. 

Take One!®
Take One!® is a unique offering from the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards 
(NBPTS) that allows teachers and administrators to complete one element of the rigorous National 
Board Certification process. Take One!® focuses on examination of classroom practices through the 
use of guided self-reflection and videotaping. Take One!® participants develop and submit to the 
National Board a portfolio detailing their instructional practices, including videotaped lessons, 
providing evidence of how their instruction improves student learning. In addition to the $395 
portfolio submission fee being waived, participants receive a stipend of $200 for submitting their 
portfolio and an additional $200 if they receive a passing score from the National Board. Teacher 
facilitators, who work with participants on portfolio development, receive a $1000 stipend for 
service.

Novice Teacher Mentoring
The novice teacher mentoring component provides a dedicated mentor for novice teachers at the 
five highest-needs pilot schools. New teachers within their first three years in the profession, a group 
generally who are most at risk of attrition, are assigned a mentor. The mentors are veteran teachers 
with 7 or more years of experience who are released from classroom assignments to serve as a full-
time mentor for a period of up to two years. Mentors assist teachers with instructional planning and 
SLOs, classroom management, school and district practices, and emotional support. Mentors also 
work with teachers to examine their strengths and areas in need of improvement, and facilitate the 
professional growth process for novice teachers. Mentors receive a $3000 stipend for service and 
may receive an additional $2000 if they receive a satisfactory evaluation. 
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Recruitment and Retention at Highest-Need Schools 

The final two components of the REACH pilot program are designed specifically for the five highest-
needs schools. Teachers and principals in these schools are eligible for a Retention Stipend or a New 
to School Stipend (for teachers only) starting in the 2008-2009 school year. 

New To School and Retention Stipend
In 2008-2009, teachers and principals at highest-needs schools will be eligible to receive stipends for 
each year of service in a highest-need school. Stipends are based on the number of years at the 
campus. Teachers who remain at highest-needs schools for 1-3 years receive an annual $1000 New 
to School stipend; those who stay for their fourth through sixth year receive a $3000 Retention 
Stipend annually. Principals are eligible for $3,000 each year. Starting in 2011-2012, teachers with 
seven or more years at a highest-needs school will earn a $6000 Retention Stipend for returning. 
These stipends are paid in two parts: half at the beginning of the school year, and half for 
completing the school year. 

Table 2.1 provides an overview of the REACH program, as well as possible award ranges for each 
component.

Table 2.1. Overview of AISD REACH

All Pilot Schools Highest-Needs Pilot Schools 

Student Growth Professional Growth 
Recruitment and Retention 

Stipends
Program
Element Student 

Learning 
Objectives 

School-Wide 
TAKS Growth

"Take 
One!"®

Novice 
Teacher 

Mentoring 

New to 
School 
Stipend

Retention 
Stipend

Description 

Teacher 
designed data-

based
instructional 

goals 

School level 
growth on state 

achievement 
assessment 

Completion of 
one

component of 
NBPTS

certification 

Full-time 
mentoring to 

novice teachers
(1-3 years 

experience) 

Teachers in 
years 1-3 of 
service at 

highest needs 
schools

Teachers and 
principals 

retention at 
highest-needs 

schools

Principals Principals Candidates Mentors Teachers Principals
$3000 - $4,500 $4,000 -$8,000 $395 - $795 $3,000 - $7,000 $1,000 $3,000 

Teachers Teachers
NBCT 

Facilitators Teachers

$1,000 - $3,000 $2,000 - $4,000 $1,000 $3,000 - $6,000 

Stipend
Amounts 

Possible Totals 2007-2008 Stipends

Principals:$3,000 - $15,500 Principals: $8,244 ($3,000 - $14,000) Total 

Teachers: $200 - $14,795 Teachers: $4,620 ($200 - $8,700) 

Pilot Phase Implementation 

The pilot phase of AISD REACH program began with nine schools – six elementary schools, two 
middle schools, and one high school. In July 2008, an additional elementary school and a middle 
school were added to the pilot group. In the summer of 2009, AISD plans to begin a second pilot 
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phase, doubling the number of participating schools. As strategic compensation moves forward 
throughout the district, AISD is eager to evaluate progress toward goals and make appropriate 
adjustments in order to ensure the greatest possible success once the program is fully implemented. 
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SECTION 3:
PROJECT DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

In order to address the project questions in a rigorous and systematic manner, we developed a 
mixed-methods, non-experimental design that includes a teacher survey, interviews with key actors, 
teachers and principals, and analysis of district documents. These research procedures enable us to 
develop a comprehensive understanding of teacher and principal attitudes toward pay for 
performance generally, and AISD REACH and REACH components specifically. We are also better 
able to understand teacher and principal perceptions of implementation of AISD REACH. This 
research design further allows us to triangulate our data, evaluate the impact of REACH, and suggest 
how AISD might best address teacher and principal needs and concerns moving forward. Figure 3.1 
delineates key constructs under examination in this study and the data sources used to examine 
them.

Teacher Survey 

According to Carol Weiss (1998), 

When a program is clearly defined with well-specified activities, quantitative methods can be used to 
characterize program process. . . . Quantitative methods have the edge for developing specific 
answers about the relations of particular program strategies or events to outcomes, if the evaluator 
developed measures of salient program process ahead of time and collected the requisite data (pp. 
85-86).

For this evaluation of REACH, quantitative methods will be particularly useful for gathering specific 
information about teacher and principal experiences with and opinions of REACH. Accordingly, a 
125 question teacher survey was administered to all teachers in the eleven AISD REACH pilot 
schools. The survey was designed to examine attitudes toward pay for performance in general, 
attitudes toward REACH, and early experiences with implementation.  
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Figure 3.1. Key Construct Measurement Plan 

Factors Shaping 
REACH

Principal
Interviews

Teacher
Interviews

Teacher
Surveys

Key Actor 
Interviews

District 
Documents

Project 
Question

Background of REACH
development X 1

Awareness X X X X 1, 2

Attitudes towards 
REACH

X X X 1, 2

Attitudes toward pay 
for performance X X X 1

Expectancy X 2

Instrumentality X X 1, 2, 3

Valence X 2

Negative
Consequences X X X 1, 2, 3

Instructional Quality X 2

Student Specific Focus X X 2

Improvement Efforts X X X 2, 3

Topic Coverage X X 2, 3

Instructional Impact X X 2

Assessment X X X X 2

Local Leadership X X 1, 2, 3

School Environment X X X X 1, 2, 3

Support Systems X X X 1, 2, 3

Communication X X X 3

Curriculum X X X 1, 2, 3

Competing Initiatives X X X 1, 2, 3

Teacher Labor 
Market

X X X 2, 3

Implementation X X X X 1, 3

Survey Design and Analysis 

The teacher survey explores the impact of REACH on teacher attitudes and behaviors. The survey 
includes key concepts from the pay for performance literature including attitudes toward pay for 
performance generally, preferred measures for performance pay, and previous experience with pay 
for performance. Concepts more specific to REACH were also addressed. Specifically, teachers were 
asked about the level of importance they attach to various components of REACH, about the appeal 
and fairness of stipends, and the perceived impact of AISD REACH on teacher and organizational 
behaviors.

In order to appropriately address these questions and constructs, we consulted previously validated 
survey instruments and literature in the field of education. We included questions from surveys 
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crafted by the National Center for School Choice, the National Center on Performance Incentives, 
and the RAND Corporation. These resources, which were pilot-tested prior to large scale 
implementation, provide a sound conceptual foundation for the way in which constructs were 
operationalized. Additionally, we team worked with AISD to insure that specific areas of interest 
were addressed. For example, we crafted questions to examine media coverage of REACH as well as 
teacher use of Student Learning Objectives in their teaching. (See Appendix A for a copy of the 
survey instrument.) 

Upon completion of the survey, results were downloaded and deidentified to insure that respondent 
confidentiality was protected. We analyzed survey data using various techniques. Findings of these 
analyses will be reported in Chapter 5. 

Survey Limitations 

Several steps were taken to insure both validity and reliability of results. To begin, many of our 
survey questions are from established sources with proven reliability (Babbie, 2005). Hosting the 
survey online and allowing teachers private access also increases the likelihood of candid and reliable 
responses. In spite of these efforts, however, teachers self-selected to participate, and self-reporting 
can invite bias.

The response rate of 71 percent is strong, suggesting a high degree of validity and confidence in the 
generalizability of findings to the population of teachers in REACH pilot schools. Generalizability of 
findings is further strengthened through examination of observable characteristics of survey 
respondents as compared to those same characteristics in the total population of teachers in pilot 
schools. Teacher respondents by gender, school level, years of experience, and education level are all 
similar to teachers throughout the REACH pilot (Table 3.1). 

Table 3.1.Teacher Survey Respondents v. Population 
Survey Respondents (449) Population (634)

Gender

Male 22.5% (101) 24.0% (152)

Female 77.5% (347) 76.0% (482)

School Level

Elementary School 50.4% (226) 52.5% (333)

Middle School 31.5% (141) 18.8% (119)

High School 18.1% (81) 24.0% (152)

Years of Professional Experience*

1-5 years 34.2% (153) 35.7% (226)

6-15 years 33.7% (151) 32.0% (203)

16+ years 26.1% (117) 24.0% (152)

Level of Education

Bachelor’s Degree 69.9% (313) 70.2% (445)

Master’s Degree 29.7% (133) 29.0% (184)

Doctorate Degree .4% (2) .8% (5)
*n=421 and 581
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Additionally, as it is important to know how the characteristics of responders compare to non-
responders, a Kruskal/Wallis test was used to examine equality of population medians. The results 
of this analysis further suggest that findings are generalizable. The test indicates that there are no 
statistically significant differences in the observable characteristics of those who responded to the 
survey and those who chose not to respond. 

That being said, caution must still be exercised. These similarities cannot overcome other potential 
systematic differences. For example, there may be attitude differences that lead some to participate 
in an evaluation and others to decline participation. Varying levels of enthusiasm for pay for 
performance generally or REACH specifically may also influence survey results, and encouragement 
for survey participation, or lack thereof by pilot school principals might also have an impact. 

Principal and Teacher Interviews 

While surveys enable us to gather information about AISD REACH from a large number of 
individuals in pilot schools, they cannot provide us with the depth of information necessary to fully 
understand teacher and principal experiences with AISD REACH or the context of pilot schools. As 
Weiss summarizes, 

[A] qualitative approach allows the evaluator to rummage around and peer into all the nooks and 
crannies in order to characterize the program in action. . . . Moreover, qualitative data give dynamic 
rather than static information, moving images instead of a few snapshots. They incorporate evidence 
gathered from multiple perspectives and do not rely on only the evaluator’s pre-set categories. They 
provide a richness of detail (p. 85). 

Therefore, a qualitative approach was deemed well suited to gather information from pilot school 
principals, as well as to more deeply investigate the perceptions of a small number of teachers 
engaged in REACH. As Peshkin (1993) notes, quoting Rene´ DuBois, “Sometimes the more 
measurable drives out the more important” (p. 23) Primarily using interviews, we delved into the 
“important” and “provide(d) a framework within which people can respond in a way that represents 
accurately and thoroughly their points of view about the world, or that part of the world about 
which they are talking” (Patton, 2002, p.21). By doing this, a variety of important perspectives were 
illuminated and an accurate, sensitive and comprehensive description (Peshkin, 1993) of REACH and 
its impact on teacher and principal attitudes and behaviors was crafted. As is detailed in Figure 3.1, 
we also inquired into individual perceptions in order to better understand the value and meaning 
that teachers and principals attach to performance pay in general, and AISD REACH specifically. 
This examination offered valuable insight to inform both policy and practice. 

Principal Interviews 

Pilot school principals were interviewed in order to allow us to explore their perceptions of REACH
and to develop a greater sense of the initiative’s context. Two interview protocols were developed – 
one for principals at pilot schools who were part of the initiative during the 2007-2008 school year, 
and one for principals of the two schools that joined the pilot at the beginning of the 2008- 2009 
school year. These protocols, found in Appendix B, contained both close-ended and open-ended 
questions, and focused on many of the same concepts as the teacher survey.
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Teacher Interviews 

The team also conducted a total of 70 interviews with a purposeful sample of teachers from pilot 
schools. Sixty teachers, or roughly ten percent of the population of eligible teachers from the 2007-
2008 pilot schools, were randomly selected using a stratified random cluster sampling procedure. 
These teachers were stratified on the basis of Student Learning Objectives met, years of professional 
experience, and school level (Table 3.2). In addition, 10 teachers were randomly selected from 
among staff of the two schools added to the pilot in August 2008. 

A single interview protocol was developed – with clear prompts as to questions for teachers at pilot 
schools during the 2007-2008 school year, and those for teachers at the two schools that joined the 
pilot at the beginning of the 2008-2009 school year. This protocol, found in Appendix C, contains 
both close-ended and open-ended questions that both complement and supplement the information 
gathered in the survey.

Table 3.2. AISD REACH Fall Interview Participation by Strata 
Participants (29)* Population (60) 

SLOs Met 

1-2 72%  (21) 75% (45) 

0 28% (8) 25% (15) 

Level of Participants 

Elementary 48% (14) 56% (34) 

Middle 21% (6) 20% (12) 

High 31% (9) 23% (14) 

Years of Experience 

0-5 25% (7) 28% (17) 

6-15 41% (12) 37% (22) 

16+ 34% (10) 35% (21) 

*10 additional interviews were requested with teachers at the two pilot schools 
added in August 2008.  5 Interviews were conducted. 

Interview Analyses 

The primary goal of the team’s interview analyses was to identify core themes and the ways in which 
those themes inform our understanding of the project’s evaluation questions. Initially, we each 
conducted a thorough and systematic review of interview transcripts to identify key themes and 
patterns emerging from the data. Subsequently, we shared our initial impressions and findings in 
order to clarify themes and develop a common understanding of concepts recurring in the 
interviews (Rubin & Rubin, 2005). 

With these established concepts, we utilized a concept-clustered matrix to cross-classify the different 
dimensions to generate new insights about how the data could be organized and to look for patterns 
that may not have been immediately obvious in the initial, inductive analysis (Patton, 2002, p. 468). 
These matrices also allowed us to focus our coding around the central themes of this evaluation: 
exploring attitudes around pay for performance generally, and attitudes and perceptions related to 
REACH. Due to the intentionally descriptive nature of our interview protocol, we were also able to 
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use the protocol, particularly the grouping of questions by their concept, to guide us through these 
analyses. Once concepts were clarified and charted, we revisited the interview transcripts in order to 
identify illustrative quotes and responses most relevant to the themes that were unfolding in the 
interviewees’ responses. Upon completing this analysis and reanalysis of the responses, we 
synthesized the findings to see how they worked together to support findings from the survey and 
inform the original project questions. 

Limitations

The interviews provided rich, descriptive information about teachers and principal attitudes toward 
AISD REACH and resulting behaviors. As with most qualitative studies, however, there are certain 
limitations. In order to address both external and internal reliability, the following steps were taken. 
First, each member of our team has had training and extensive experience conducting interviews for 
qualitative studies. Participants were told that participation in the interviews was voluntary and 
answers would remain confidential. We further explained that we had no vested interest in the 
outcome, and encouraged participants to answer truthfully. Our inability to travel to Austin for the 
interviews may have been problematic as well. Being interviewed by phone and by a stranger may 
have been disconcerting for some. Phone interviews did, however, allow those who participated to 
select a time and place for the interview that was both convenient to the interviewee and private, 
potentially enhancing the interviewee’s inclination to speak freely. 

Only 34 of 70 contacted teachers agreed to be interviewed. Though additional interviews may have 
been helpful the team determined that individuals who failed to respond to five interview requests 
were not likely to agree to an interview. Additionally, as we discussed interviewee responses, a 
substantial degree of similarity was evident and patterns had already begun to emerge. We 
determined that additional interviews would provide little new information and therefore stopped 
requesting interviews.

Issues of validity were addressed as well. We were careful in constructing the interview protocol so 
as to avoid leading our participants toward a particular bias. Participants seemed to respond freely 
and openly, indicating a certain level of comfort with honest and open expression of ideas. That 
said, interviews by their very nature rely on self-reporting by interviewees, so the potential for bias 
still exists.

In our own interpretation of findings, we were careful to avoid drawing conclusions based on 
innuendo or evidence not present. More importantly, we challenged each other to recognize our 
own biases and perspectives and how they may cloud our interpretation of the findings. 

District Documents 

The team also examined relevant district documents related to AISD REACH. REACH staff provided 
us with existing documents related to the content of REACH and to implementation of selected 
components. These documents provided foundational understanding for the evaluation team as well 
as insight into the information shared with principals and teachers. We also analyzed Spring 2008 
Strategic Compensation survey data. 
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SECTION 4:
FINDINGS - PROJECT QUESTION 1

These next three sections will present our findings and analysis of the teacher survey, as well as 
teacher and principal interviews. For clarity, the findings are arranged by project question. Our 
survey data are quiet extensive. For the purposes of this evaluation, we limit our reporting to those 
data that address our three project questions and inform our recommendations.  

Project Question 1: What are AISD REACH teacher attitudes toward pay for performance in general? 

Our first project question investigates teacher attitudes toward pay for performance in general. We 
were interested in learning not only about teacher opinions about the impact of pay for 
performance, but also their preferences for various types of pay for performance and how well those 
preferences align with the components of REACH. While we found teachers to be only modestly 
supportive of pay for performance, their preference for pay for performance measures are well 
aligned with REACH.6 Notably, market-based measures, outcome-based measure, an input-based 
measures are all elements of the REACH design.

Attitudes toward Pay for Performance Generally

Teachers were asked a series of questions designed to measure perceptions of the impact of pay for 
performance on teachers and teaching. As Table 4.1 displays, responses indicate moderate support 
for pay for performance. Some 66 percent of respondents disagree that rewarding teachers based on 
student performance will disrupt the collaborative culture of teaching, while 54 percent agree 
teachers will work more effectively when rewarded based on their students’ performance.7 Though 
60 percent of respondents agree performance pay will help retain more effective teachers in the 
profession, nearly the same amount (54 percent) disagree that rewards based on student 
performance will attract more effective teachers into the profession.

6 The following scale is used to categorize the degree of participant support: weak=0-25 percent; fair=25-50 percent; 
modest/moderate=50-75 percent; and strong=75-100 percent. 
7 A note about our findings: For ease of reporting, unless specifically identified otherwise, all survey responses are combined 
such that “agree” reports those teachers who both agree and strongly agree, while “disagree” reports those who both disagree 
and strongly disagree. 
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Table 4.1. Teacher Attitudes toward Pay for Performance 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Mean

Rewarding teacher based on their 
students’ performance will help retain 
more effective teachers in the 
profession

13.9%
(62)

26.5%
(118)

43.0%
(196)

15.5%
(69) 2.61

Rewarding teachers based on their 
students’ performance will cause 
teachers to work more effectively 

11.8%
(52)

34.5%
(152)

42.5%
(187)

11.1%
(49) 2.53

Rewarding teachers based on their 
students’ performance will attract 
more effective teachers into the 
profession

17.4%
(77)

36.7%
(162)

35.3%
(156)

10.6%
(47)

2.39

Rewarding teachers based on their 
students’ performance will disrupt the 
collaborative culture of teaching 

13.6%
(60)

52.6%
(232)

25.4%
(112)

8.4%
(37)

2.29

Preferences for Pay for Performance Systems 

It is important to understand the preferences of teachers, if any, toward the plethora of pay for 
performance models. Accordingly, teachers were asked how much importance they would assign to 
any of 17 possible measures if they were designing a hypothetical pay for performance program. 
Respondents answered using a four-point likert scale of importance, where one was not important 
and four was high importance. 

Table 4.2 shows the mean scores for each of the 17 questions, ranking them from highest to lowest. 
As is evident, respondents are most supportive of policies that reward teaching in hard to staff 
schools and hard to staff subjects, followed by improvements in students’ test scores. It is significant 
that all three of these criteria are elements of the REACH program. Mentoring other teachers, also a 
component of REACH, was ranked sixth, while National Board for Professional Teaching Standards 
certification, of which Take One!® is a part, is ranked fifth to last, with only 20 percent of 
respondents assigning it high importance. 
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Table 4.2. Mean scores for factor analysis 

 Factor Mean 
Teaching in hard to staff schools 3.6

Teaching in hard to staff fields 3.4

Improvements in students’ test scores 3.4

Collaboration with faculty and staff 3.3

Efforts to involve parents in students’ education 3.3

Mentoring other teachers 3.1

Time spent in professional development 3.1

Working with students outside of class time 3.0

Serving as a Master Teacher 2.9

Performance evaluations by supervisors 2.9

Independent evaluations of students’ work (e.g., portfolios) 2.9

High average test scores by students 2.7

National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) certification 2.7

Parent satisfaction with teacher 2.7

Performance evaluations by peers 2.6

Independent evaluation of teaching portfolios 2.6

Student evaluations of teaching performance 2.5

We next conducted a factor analysis to determine more general patterns in the teachers’ responses. 
The factor analysis allows us to identify broader themes within the teachers’ preference. Five factors 
were revealed in the analysis: market-based measures, outcome-based measures, collaborative 
measures, input-based measures, and subjective measures. Table 4.3 displays each of the five factors, 
the measures that factored together, and their mean value. 
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Table 4.3. Factor Analysis Results of Teacher Preferences toward
Pay for Performance  

Factor Measure Mean 

Market-Based 
Measures 

Teaching in hard-to-staff schools 
Teaching in hard-to-staff fields 

3.5

Outcome-Based
Measures 

Improvements in students’ test scores 
High average test scores by students 

3

Collaborative 
Measures 

Collaboration with faculty and staff 
Efforts to involve parents in students’ education 
Parent satisfaction with teacher 
Working with students outside of class time 

3

Input-Based 
Measures 

Mentoring other teachers 
NBPTS certification 
Serving as a Master Teacher 

2.9

Subjective 
Measures 

Importance of performance evaluation by 
supervisors 

Importance of performance evaluation by peers 
Importance of independent evaluation of student 

work 
Importance of student evaluations of teaching 

performance 

2.7

Market-Based Measures 

Overall, teachers are strongly supportive of market-based measures of pay for performance, 
meaning extra pay for teaching in hard to staff schools and hard to staff fields. Table 4.4 presents 
descriptive survey findings for the two market-based preference questions. As is evident, teachers 
are slightly more supportive of pay for performance for teaching in a hard to staff school than in a 
hard to staff subject, with 93 percent of respondents assigning moderate or high importance to the 
former and 90 percent for the latter. Despite their slight preference for hard to staff schools, these 
two measures received the highest mean scores of all 17 questions. These results are consistent with 
the broader literature from other states which finds teachers responding favorably towards pay for 
performance for teaching in hard to staff schools (Ballou and Podgursky, 1993; Goldhaber, 
DeArmond, and DeBurgomaster, 2007; Public Agenda, 2003; and Springer et al., 2008). 
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Table 4.4. Descriptive findings for Market-Based Measures 

Evaluation 
Measure 

Not
Important

Low
Importance

Moderate 
Importance

High
Importance

Mean

Teaching in 
hard-to-staff 
school

1.4%
(6)

5.2%
(23)

28.1%
(124)

65.3%
(288) 3.57

Teaching in 
hard-to-staff 
fields

1.6%
(7)

8.8%
(39)

34.7%
(153)

54.9%
(242) 3.43

Outcome-Based Measures 

Respondents were also strongly supportive of outcome-based measures in pay for performance 
systems. Of the two questions asking about test scores, one targeted growth in student scores while 
the other focused upon student achievement levels. In other words, a measure of how much 
students’ scores improve compared with prior test scores versus a single proficiency target that 
students must achieve regardless of their starting point. 

Responses indicate greater support for test score growth than test score levels. Some 89 percent of 
teachers assign moderate or high importance to test score growth, while only 62 percent assign 
moderate or high importance to test score levels. Table 4.5 displays more detailed survey findings 
for the two measures. It is striking that these data are inconsistent with the broader literature on 
teacher preferences which generally finds teachers opposed to test-based pay for performance 
systems (Ballou and Podgursky, 1993; Goldhaber, DeArmond, and DeBurgomaster, 2007; Public 
Agenda, 2003; Jacob and Springer, 2007). They are consistent, however, with a smaller body of 
literature from Texas that finds teachers favorable toward test-based measures in pay for 
performance programs (Springer et al, 2007; Springer et al, 2008). 

Table 4.5. Descriptive findings for Outcome-Based measures 

Evaluation 
Measure 

Not
Important 

Low
Importance

Moderate 
Importance

High
Importance

Mean

Improvement in 
students’ test 
scores

2.0%
(9)

8.7%
(39)

41.1%
(184)

48.2%
(216) 3.35

High average test 
score by students 

6.1%
(27)

31.0%
(138)

49.2%
(219)

13.7%
(61)

2.71

Collaborative Measures 

In addition to market-based and outcome-based measures, respondents identified a preference for 
collaborative measures in pay for performance plans. These measures include collaboration with 
faculty and staff, working with students outside of class time, efforts to involve parents in students’ 
education, and parent satisfaction with the teacher. Combined, these four measures are unique from 
the others in that they relate to school climate and are more community-based than the other 
measures.
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Of the four measures of collaboration, teachers show the strongest support for collaboration with 
faculty and staff, with 90 percent assigning it high or moderate importance. Efforts to involve 
parents in students’ education is second, with 85 percent of respondents assigning it moderate or 
high importance. It is interesting that while the teachers appear to value involving parents, they are 
less concerned with the parents’ satisfaction with their teaching: 59 percent assign parent satisfaction 
with teacher moderate or high importance. Working with students outside of class time was ranked 
third, with 76 percent of teachers assigning it moderate or high importance. Table 4.6 displays 
summary statistics for each of these four measures. 

Table 4.6. Descriptive findings for Collaborative Measures 

Evaluation Measure Not
Important

Low
Importance

Moderate 
Importance

High
Importance 

Mean

Collaboration with 
faculty and staff 

2.0%
(9)

8.3%
(37)

44.6%
(198)

45.0%
(200) 3.33

Efforts to involve 
parents in students’ 
education 

3.1%
(14)

11.5%
(51)

39.8%
(177)

45.6%
(203)

3.28

Working with students 
outside of class time 

4.3%
(19)

19.7%
(88)

46.9%
(209)

29.1%
(130)

3.01

Parent Satisfaction with
Teacher

11.7%
(52)

29.6%
(131)

39.7%
(176)

19.0%
(84)

2.66

Input-Based Measures 

Teachers also express support for input-based measures of pay for performance, namely, activities 
which fall outside the traditional responsibilities of a teacher. In this case, respondents identify, in 
order of importance, mentoring other teachers, serving as a master teacher, and obtaining National 
Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) certification as desirable elements in pay for 
performance plans. In light of respondents’ support for collaborative measures, it is perhaps not 
surprising the first measures here involve working in a leadership role with novice teachers. It is also 
worth noting that both mentoring and NBPTS (through Take One!®) are components of REACH.
Teachers express strong support for mentoring, with 80 percent assigning it moderate or high 
importance, but only moderate support for NBPTS (59 percent assign it moderate or high 
importance). Table 4.7 provides a summary of teacher preferences for input-based measures. 

Table 4.7. Descriptive findings for Input-Based Measures 

Evaluation 
Measure 

Not
Important 

Low
Importance 

Moderate 
Importance 

High
Importance Mean

Mentoring 
other teachers 

2.0%
(9)

18.1%
(80)

45.7%
(202)

34.2%
(151)

3.12

Serving as a 
Master
Teacher

5.7%
(25)

24.3%
(107)

42.4%
(187)

27.7%
(122) 2.92

NBPTS
Certification

13.0%
(57)

28.0%
(123)

39.3%
(173)

19.8%
(87) 2.66
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Subjective Measures 

The final preference revealed in the factor analysis is for subjective measures, that is, performance 
evaluations by others. More specifically, 71 percent of respondents assign moderate or high 
importance to both performance evaluations by supervisors and independent evaluations of 
students’ work. Teachers were only moderately supportive of performance evaluations by peers, 
with 58 percent assigning it moderate or high importance. Similarly, 58 percent assign moderate or 
high importance to independent evaluations of teaching portfolios. The lowest criterion is student 
evaluations of teaching performance, with 53 percent assigning it moderate or high importance. It is 
important to note that while subjective measures were the least preferred of the five factors, the 
mean scores for each are still fairly high. Table 4.8 displays descriptive findings for the subjective 
measures.

Table 4.8. Descriptive findings for Subjective Measures 

Evaluation Measure 
Not

Important 
Low 

Importance
Moderate

Importance
High

Importance 
Mean

Performance evaluations by 
supervisors

5.8%
(26)

23.5%
(105)

50.9%
(227)

19.7%
(88)

2.85

Independent evaluations of 
students’ work (e.g., portfolios) 

7.9%
(35)

21.5%
(95)

47.6%
(210)

22.9%
(101)

2.85

Performance evaluations by 
peers

9.9%
(44)

31.6%
(140)

43.1%
(191)

15.3%
(68)

2.64

Independent evaluation of 
teaching portfolio 

13.3%
(59)

29.2%
(129)

42.1%
(186)

15.4%
(68)

2.6

Student evaluations of teaching 
performance 

17.1%
(76)

30.3%
(135)

37.8%
(168)

14.8%
(66)

2.5

Alignment

The success of any pay for performance program may depend to a certain degree upon the 
alignment between teacher preferences and the components of the program. That is, does the 
program incent criteria teachers likewise value? In general, respondent preferences for pay for 
performance align well with the components of the REACH program. Table 4.9 shows the alignment 
between teacher preferences for pay for performance systems and REACH components. As is 
evident, the top preference, market-based measures, is captured by the retention and new to school 
stipend in REACH. Similarly, outcome-based measures is included as the school-wide TAKS growth 
stipend. Though teacher-designed assessments were not one of the 17 measures in our survey, given 
the teachers strong preference for outcome-based measures, it is likely SLOs would have factored 
into outcome-based measures had it been included. As such, though not a “true” fit to outcome-
based measures, SLOs are included in that grouping. While REACH does not include specific 
collaborative or subjective measures, input-based measures are captured through novice teacher 
mentoring and Take One!®.
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Table 4.9. Teacher Preference Alignment with AISD REACH

System Preference AISD REACH Component 

Market-based measures 
Retention stipend 
New to school stipend 

Outcome-based measures School-wide TAKS growth 
Student Learning Objectives 

Collaborative measures ?

Input-based measures Novice teacher mentoring 
Take One! 

Subjective measures ?
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SECTION 5:
FINDINGS - PROJECT QUESTION 2

Project Question 2: What are AISD REACH Teacher Attitudes Toward REACH Components? 

AISD REACH teachers were asked a series of questions designed to probe their attitudes toward the 
REACH program and REACH components. This next section presents results from these analyses. We 
found teachers are strongly supportive of REACH, in particular the recruitment and school-wide 
TAKS growth stipends. In general they were moderately or strongly supportive of all REACH
components except for Take One!®, which garnered only weak levels of support. 

Attitudes about REACH

Teacher responses indicate fairly strong levels of support for REACH. Overall, 74 percent of teachers 
agree the REACH components are a positive change to teacher pay practices. More specifically, 67 
percent agree stipends based on school-wide TAKS growth are a positive changes, 71 percent agree 
Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) and Take One!® are positive changes, and 90 percent agree 
stipends for working in a high-needs school are a positive change. 

When asked how much importance they would assign to each of the REACH components, 
respondents were most supportive of the retention stipend, with 59 percent assigning it high 
importance. Overall, respondents were strongly supportive of the retention and school-wide TAKS 
growth stipends, with 88 percent assigning each moderate or high importance. They were also 
strongly supportive of stipends based on SLOs, with 81 percent of respondents assigning it 
moderate or high importance. Respondents were moderately supportive of the mentoring and new 
to school stipends, with 70 and 67 percent of respondents, respectively, assigning each moderate or 
high importance. It is striking that more than two-thirds of all respondents assign moderate or high 
importance to each of the program components, except for Take One!® in which case only 38 
percent of teachers assigned it moderate or high importance. The results of these analyses are 
displayed in Figure 5.1. 
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Figure 5.1. Teacher Attitudes Generally Toward AISD REACH Components8

How much importance would you assign to each of the following program components?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Retention Stipend

School-wide TAKS Growth

Student Learning Objectives
(SLOs)

AISD REACH Mentoring

New to School Stipend

“Take One!”®

Not Important Low Importance Moderate Importance High Importance

etention Stipend R

Respondents were the most supportive of the retention stipend. Some 89 percent agree the retention 
stipend will help retain outstanding teachers in their school, while 80 percent agree the retention 

ipend will help attract outstanding experienced teachers to the school. st

In both teacher and principal interviews, support for the retention stipend was likewise strong. As an 
example, a 16-year veteran teacher expressed frustrations with the challenges associated with 

orking in a highest-needs school. She explained,w

I was actually planning on leaving. . . . I was thinking of putting in a transfer to another school. And 
then when this happened, I was like, well okay, at least we’re getting paid for it so I guess I’ll stay. 

Another highest-needs school teacher reconsidered retirement when offered the retention stipend. 
hen asked about the retention stipend, he said, W

I love it. . . . Right now that’s the reason I’m here because of the stipend and stuff there. Because I 
could retire. I’m working for about 10 percent of my salary and . . . the different money I can get 
affects my retirement greatly right now and so that’s why I stayed. 

While support for the retention stipend is strong, an important question to ask is whether the most 
effective teachers are being retained. There is no performance measure associated with the retention 
stipend. Rather, teachers in highest-needs schools with four or more year of experience earn the 
stipend simply for returning to work in that school. As one teacher remarked, “Of course my 
favorite is the retention stipend because you just come back.” When asked whether the stipend 

8 This figure displays the level of importance respondents would assign to each of the REACH components. Along the vertical 
axis are each of the program components (retention stipend, school-wide TAKS growth, SLOs, mentoring, new-to-school 
stipend, and Take One!®. The horizontal bars display percentages of the level of importance assigned by respondents for each 
of the six program components, starting with not importance, low importance, moderate importance, and high importance. 
The program components are listed, from top to bottom, according to the level of support assigned, with the retention stipend 
receiving the most support and Take One!® the least. 
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should only be offered to highly effective teachers, the teachers were divided: 54 percent disagree 
while 46 percent agree. In interviews, one teacher spoke specifically about the importance of 

ffering the retention stipend: 

retained that I originally knew my first year here. And so for me, I think that’s a really important one. 

chool-wide TAKS growth 

ree they have a clear 
nderstanding of the criteria they need to meet in order to achieve the stipend. 

and it just killed us, but we will, we will. We’ll get there.” Later, the same 
rincipal elaborated, 

ve Pre-K teachers tutoring 3rd grade kids. Everybody’s trying to do 
their part to help our kids learn.  

saw to the campus-based award. For instance, one teacher 
poke to the community-building affect: 

er . . . I think it brings the community of 
the class and the school-wide community closer together.  

KS growth stipend 
ersus only 64 percent of elementary school teachers (significant at .001 level).

 may be more comfortable and familiar with standardized testing than 
lementary teachers.

o

It sounds like that would be easy to get, but we do kind of hemorrhage teachers around here. I think 
since I started there’s been 87 percent turnover. So you know 13 percent of people have been 

S

Respondents were strongly supportive of stipends based on school-wide TAKS growth, with 88 
percent assigning it moderate or high importance. A total of 71 percent agree they have a strong 
desire to earn a stipend based on school-wide TAKS growth, and 77 percent ag
u

In both teacher and principal interviews, support for the school-wide TAKS growth stipend was 
strong. When asked, a principal replied, “That’s the one we want but we haven’t gotten. We didn’t 
come close this year 
p

I think the school-wide TAKS growth is giving our school a goal to reach . . . and we are all working 
together to meet it. I mean we ha

Teachers also spoke of the benefits they 
s

Well, it’s exciting to be involved in it because it makes you feel part of the whole team. To be 
involved . . . gives you more of the buy-in of pulling togeth

In analyzing our data, an interesting finding emerged. When sorting responses to survey questions 
according to the campus level (elementary, middle, or high), we found statistically significant 
differences in the responses of elementary and high school teachers in regards to TAKS growth. In 
particular, 84 percent of high school teachers have a strong desire to earn a TA
v

There are several possible reasons for this difference. First, the only high school participating in the 
pilot program has met the growth standard for each of the past four years. As a result, those 
teachers may have increased confidence they will earn the stipend. Second, in Texas, standardized 
testing occurs in high schools beginning in grade 9, versus grade 3 in elementary schools. As such, 
high school teachers
e

Third, the pay for performance literature (Ballou and Podgursky, 1993; Jacob and Springer, 2007; 
Goldhaber, DeArmond, and DeBurgomaster, 2007) finds high school teachers more supportive in 
general of pay for performance programs than elementary teachers. Moreover, men are typically 
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more supportive than women. In our sample, 40 percent of the high school respondents were male, 
 elementary teachers. 

gh to 

ree their SLO goals are rigorous. Yet, only 34 percent of 
achers agree SLOs are a good measure of what it means to be an effective teacher. Table 5.1 

displays

Table 5.1. Respondent general o ab

S  
D D  

S  

versus only 14 percent of

Student Learning Objectives 

Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) are supported as a positive change to teacher pay practices by 
67 percent of respondents. Survey responses regarding SLOs are compelling in that they are often 
contradictory. For instance, while 73 percent of respondents agree they have a strong desire to earn 
a stipend based on SLOs, only 56 percent agree the size of the SLO stipend is large enou
motivate them to put in extra effort.9 Similarly, 91 percent of respondents indicate using their SLOs 
in their instruction, and 98 percent ag
te

results from these analyses. 

pinions out SLOs 

trongly
isagree isagree Agree 

trongly
Agree Mean

I have a strong desire to earn an SLO 
stipend

8.8%
(38)

18.0%
(78)

46.2%
(200)

27.0%
(117)

2.91

The size of the SLO stipend is large 
a

effort 
17.3%

SLOs are a good measure of what it 
means to be an effective teacher 

29.7%
(129)

36.1%
(157)

29.2%
(127)

5.1%
(22)

2.1

enough to motivate me to put in extr
(75)

27.0%
(117)

43.3%
(188)

12.4%
(54)

2.51

My SLOs for this year are rigorous .9%
(4)

1.4%
(6)

58.5%
(258)

39.2%
(173)

3.36

The development of instructional goals and use of data system technology is time consuming. The 
stipend for SLOs, however, is among the lowest of all the components. Teacher interviews 
responses were at times equally contradictory. When asked if they will make changes to their 
instruction to earn an SLO stipend, 16 teachers said yes while 17 said no. Among those who said 
es, some spoke of the benefit of having a targeted goal in their instruction. For instance, one 

teacher

 bit more meaningful this year. . . . I made it a little harder for me to 
achieve, well at least I made the goal that I’m trying to achieve something that I felt was more 

ids to learn.  

Anothe

It has helped me target the objective whatever that may be and it has helped our department identify 

ne teacher replied, “Not 

y
 said,

I did try to make my SLO a little

important for the k

r teacher shared, 

the greatest needs that we need to see our students improve on across the board. 

For others, however, the stipend opportunity was not a reason for them to change their instructional 
practice. When asked if she would change her instructional practices, o

9 It is worth noting that SLOs are arguably the most intensive REACH component in terms of teacher input. 

AISD REACH INTERIM EVALUATION  PAGE 28



FINDINGS: PROJECT QUESTION 2

because
but not

I’m pretty confident in my abilities as a teacher and I have a proven track record with the way I teach 

cause of all the technical issues that we’ve had . . . the buzz is not so 
ositive anymore.” Other teachers indicated, “The glitch [with] the computer have been the most 

 of problems so 
at’s equally frustrating.” 

A princ

I feel like we lost ground this fall because of [D2]. . . . When the system is not only difficult to 

hen asked if it was worthwhile to continue participating in REACH, the principal replied, “As long 

While t
such ea

 were told from the get-go that there are still a lot of changes happening to the program and . . . 
we need to be patient and so I hope that our feedback is taken seriously. 

ill help them become a better teacher and 87 percent agree that they are likely to seek help 
om their mentor if they have questions about teaching practice or classroom management. 

In princ
principa

 of the REACH program. I’m making changes to the way I teach because of my class makeup 
 anything to do with the program.” Likewise, another teacher said, 

and that it has been successful. To completely change the way I teach just to earn more money, I 
don’t feel right about that. 

One small theme that did emerge in interviews addressed the technology associated with SLOs, 
including the ease of uploading data and accessing student assessment. When asked to characterize 
the buzz among teachers about REACH, one teacher replied, “The buzz at the beginning was very 
positive. . . . However, be
p
frustrating,” and “the technological piece of that has been really slow and had lots
th

ipal echoed the teachers’ frustrations with SLO technology, specifically D2: 

maneuver, but it’s also faulty, it just makes it that much more frustrating, and so we’re . . . going to be 
doing a lot of damage control and repairing things this year than we should have been doing. 

W
as they can get the D2 thing fixed completely, yeah, I think so. I think if we have another fall like we 
just had . . . I’ll start to lose people’s interest.” 

he technology problems were certainly frustrating, there was at least some suggestion that 
rly challenges were not insurmountable. As one teacher said,  

We

Mentoring

On the whole, respondents were moderately supportive of the mentoring stipend, with 70 percent 
assigning it moderate or high importance. In our survey data, we found only 46 teachers were 
participating in the mentoring program.10 For those who are participating, their responses indicate 
strong support for the mentoring program: 89 percent agree that assistance from an AISD REACH
mentor w
fr
Interestingly, 94 percent agree the mentoring program helps other new teachers to become better 
teachers.

ipal interviews, support for the mentoring program was evident. One highest-needs campus 
l said, 

10 The mentoring program is only available to teachers in highest-needs pilot schools who are in their first three years of 
teaching. It is worth noting, however, that several additional mentoring programs are offered within AISD that are not a part 
of REACH. 
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It’s wonderful. Oh, we love that. Our mentor teacher . . . has been so good for the new teachers here. 
That has been one of the best things about this whole program. 

Anothe

set goals and to set targets and to set new learning that they 
want to master and then is able to watch them at their craft and provide feedback and debrief and set 

principals at non-highest needs schools expressed a desire to have a mentor in 
eir buildings: “I would love having a mentor teacher but we don’t get it.” 

of the new to school stipend, with 75 percent of 
spondents agreeing that offering a new to school stipend will help attract better teachers to the 

school.
intervie

perienced teachers, teachers that are already 
in the district that might be looking to change campuses. That might be an extra bit of 

end as having. 
escribing her previous hiring experiences, the principal said, “The truth is if somebody walked in 

the doo
have th

When we went to the job fair [this year], our school had the longest line. . . And that lets me, as a 
ipal, I’ve got a larger pool of high quality teachers to select from. . . . Now, you know, I get to 

choose from the cream of the crop. 

ortant in 
eir decision to participate, 86 percent identify their belief that Take One!  is a valuable use of their 

r principal spoke more pointedly about the benefit of the mentoring program:

The mentoring piece is a godsend. . . . The mentor that we have has been instrumental in the 
coaching, in the reflecting, in the providing feedback, in the helping the individual teacher to examine 
and reflect on his or her own practice, to 

new goals or continue working on the ones they have. So the mentor program has been just 
instrumental in getting our staff to grow. 

Indeed, a couple of 
th

New to School Stipend 

Respondent teachers were strongly supportive 
re

11 Support for the new to school stipend was likewise strong in both teacher and principal 
ws. For instance, one teacher expressed 

I think that’s tremendously effective for getting more ex

encouragement to come to a high needs campus . . . that’s really straight forward, and I think a 
positive way to get more experienced teachers to come. 

One principal similarly shared the positive effect she sees the new to school stip
D

r and they were certified for math, we just about had to hire them because we just didn’t 
at many applicants.” With the new to school stipend, however, she explained, 

princ

Take One!®

Only 37 respondents (8 percent) indicate participating in Take One!® For those who are 
participating, their reasons for doing so indicate a strong support of the program. Specifically, 95 
percent say their belief that participating in Take One!® will benefit their students was imp

®th
time was important in their decision to participate, and 86 percent indicate their belief that Take 
One!® is likely to make them a better teacher was important in their decision to participate. 

11 It is worth noting that while called a new to school stipend, this stipend award operates effectively as a retention stipend. 
More specifically, the retention stipend is a non-merit based stipend offered to teachers at highest-needs schools with a 
minimum of four years of service to that school. The new to school stipend, on the other hand, offers a non-merit based 
stipend for teachers on highest-needs campus with between one and three years of experience. These two program 
components operate in exactly the same way but simply incent the retention of teachers with different levels of service. 
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For the 92 percent of respondents not participating in Take One!®, survey data did not reveal 
potential reasons: the majority of respondents answered “not important” to each of seven questions 

robing their reason for not participating. Teacher interviews, on the other hand, were more 
revealin
princip

hat on this campus. I haven’t had many teachers want to really get 
re working so hard as it is just trying 

eople, I think I’ve had only one person, 
express interest in Take One!®

Teache

No, I chose not to do that this year and last year. I don’t maybe one day. . . . It just seems like a lot 

ons about 
said, “A colleague of mine did it last 

ear and she said that it made her a much more distracted teacher. . . . She’s a good teacher and the 
fact that she did that last year made her worse off.” Another teacher said more succinctly, 
“Oh that was horrible. That was a nightmare from hell.” 

p
g. Several interviewees spoke to the workload associated with Take One!®. For instance, one 

al replied,

Take One!®, we struggle with t
involved because they know the amount of work it is. And they’
for us to meet our target. So I haven’t had very many p

rs similarly expressed reservations about the program: 

more to do and my campus this year is academically unacceptable so we have an immense more 
paperwork and work to do that I just, it’s not one of those things that I want to do just yet. 

While the workload was a concern for some teachers, others had more general reservati
Take One!®. When asked about the program, one teacher 
y
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SECTION 6:
FINDINGS - PROJECT QUESTION 3

Project Question 3: What are Teacher and Principal Perceptions of Implementation of AISD REACH?

Our third project question assesses pilot school experiences with implementation of AISD REACH.
Six questions help frame this question: (1) Do participants report understanding how REACH
works?; (2) What are perceptions of program communication?; (3)What is the perceived impact of 
REACH on collaboration?; (4) Do teachers perceive REACH as fair?; (5) Do teachers believe REACH
distinguishes effective from ineffective teachers?; and (6) What is the overall level of teacher 
engagement with REACH?

Do participants report understanding how REACH works? 

The transparency, or clarity, of a pay for performance program can prove critical to successful 
implementation (Kelley, 1999; Richardson, 1999). Teacher responses to survey questions suggest 
teachers understand conceptually how REACH works: 76 percent of teachers can explain 
conceptually how REACH will award teachers, while 82 percent and 70 percent can explain how  
SLO and TAKS-growth stipends, respectively, will be awarded. 

In spite of positive teacher survey results, teacher and principal interviews suggest perhaps more 
varying levels of clarity for the different components. Interviewees were asked to describe each 
component of REACH, including how stipends are determined. While teachers were generally clear 
on at least some of the components, many struggled to accurately explain all REACH components. 

For instance, one teacher responded “That one I feel like I’m less clear on,” while another said, 
“Now you’re getting into questions that I just don’t know.” One teacher response captured the 
potential for confusion with the various components. When asked whether the standards for 
achieving a REACH stipend are well defined and transparent, she replied: 

I believe that they are. You’ll note though that I’m not exactly sure on some of the details. I think 
that people forget because . . . there are different levels and different things going on that you can get 
the stipend for. . . . Of course my favorite is the retention . . . so of course I understand the details of 
that one a little bit more than I would for instance “Take One!®” which I didn’t do last year. 

For this highest-needs school teacher, she understood the components that were of particular 
interest to her but lacked understanding of all program elements. One principal comment also 
addressed the potential for confusion among the multiple components. When asked to describe each 
of the components, the principal replied, “Is this a quiz? Because if it is than I’m at my computer 
and I’m going to pull it up.” 

What are perceptions of program communication? 

Two aspects of communication were of particular interest to AISD staff. First, they were interested 
in learning general perceptions of program communication. Second, they wanted to know what 
participants thought of the media’s coverage of the program. At their request, several questions were 
added to our survey and interview protocols to address these concerns.  
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Overall communication

Teacher survey responses indicate strong levels of program communication. More specifically, 67 
percent of respondents indicate receiving communications about the program, while 72 percent 
report communications about REACH are helpful. Survey findings also reveal 84 percent of 
respondent teachers agree they have opportunities to provide feedback to the AISD REACH staff 
about the program, while 77 percent of respondents agree REACH staff members are generally 
willing to make programmatic changes based on feedback provided by teachers and other school 
personnel.

In both teacher and principal interviews, the support from district staff was evident. One teacher 
said, “Well when I have a question about it, I always email Joanne Taylor [in the district office], and 
she does a fantastic job of getting back at you within 24 hours to answer any questions that you 
have. And she’s very detailed.” Likewise, a principal acknowledged the important role of the district 
staff communication: 

The lower level support people from downtown . . . have been outstanding, beyond outstanding, very 
responsive, very helpful, very supportive of the campus teachers. I can’t say enough about them, they 
have been the glue that has held that whole thing together. If those people left, this thing would go in 
the toilet in a heartbeat.  

Combined, the survey and interview data highlight both strong levels of communication and support 
from program staff. 

Media

In terms of media coverage of REACH, 61 percent of respondents agree media coverage has been 
positive for the program. However, 89 percent of respondents agree with the statement “media 
coverage (newspapers, television, etc.) should not identify the names of teaches and the amount of 
their AISD REACH stipend.” Indeed, in teacher interviews, some respondents spoke directly of a 
July 2008 Austin Statesman article that published the names and earned stipend amounts for pilot 
school teachers. One teacher commented on the potential implications for teachers who did not 
receive stipends: 

Last year at the end of last year, they released the names of all the teachers and how much they made, 
and I felt that that was not the best way to do it. I think if they were going to do that, there needed to 
be previous discussions . . . because my worry is that it came across as the teachers who made this 
much are the good teachers and the teachers who didn’t make anything are bad teachers. 

A second teacher similarly commented about public perceptions of teachers who did not receive a 
stipend. When asked how she felt about the publication of names and stipend amounts, she said, 

Not very good actually. I did not actually achieve either one of my goals. However, 100% of my 
students passed the state tests. So do I feel that those results were reflective of my teaching? 
Absolutely not. . . . I don’t know what other people perceive when they read that, but I think it 
makes it sound like I’m not a very good teacher. However, you know if you came to my classroom or 
if you looked at my test results, you would know otherwise. 
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From the district perspective, evidence from key actor interviews identify a similar frustration. AISD 
Superintendent Pat Forgione said, 

The newspapers sometimes become the enemies because they just want to get the story out. They 
don’t think about the parent, the person who didn’t get the grant. I mean we had people who didn’t 
get the grant because they set their goal too high, and you know their name is in the paper like they 
got zero. But that could be the best teacher in my whole district. But again, you could only do so 
much, you know. We tried our best. 

What is the perceived impact of REACH on collaboration? 

According to Ballou and Podgursky (1993), concerns that pay for performance programs will 
negatively impact teacher collaboration are among the strongest reasons teachers are historically not 
supportive of pay for performance. Overall, AISD REACH respondent teachers do not indicate 
decreased collaboration or increased resentment since implementation of REACH. Indeed, 86 percent 
of respondents disagree the prospect of earning a stipend discourages staff in the school from 
working together. Likewise, 74 percent of respondents disagree that they have noticed increased 
resentment since the implementation of REACH.

Teacher and principal interviews further indicate the program may in fact be enhancing 
collaboration. In the interviews, some respondents indicate the goals of the program increased 
collaboration. When asked about the highlights of participating in REACH, one principal remarked: 

I think the highlights have been some of the interactions among teachers. They’re working together . 
. . , they’re writing their SLOs together, they’re talking about making growth and how to meet 
students’ needs and that has been a really positive impact on this campus. 

Like this principal, one teacher spoke of the increased collaboration, particularly surrounding 
development of SLOs. She said, 

[SLOs] really prompted us to sort of share some strategies and share some understanding and really 
understand what our kids need and where they need to go. I think it’s built some camaraderie in 
terms of just working together and . . . having the same, not necessarily the same objectives, but the 
same goal. . . . We’re trying to support each other and help each other. 

Though these results are a positive indicator for REACH, they may also be reflective of the 
configuration for stipend distribution. To clarify, historic evidence citing increased resentment and 
competition in pay for performance programs have emerged largely from fixed tournament 
programs (Murnane and Cohen, 1986; Podgursky and Springer, 2007; Prendergast, 1999; Solomon 
and Podgursky, 2001). These programs distribute awards at the teacher level, thereby placing 
teachers in competition with one another to earn awards. In the case of REACH, stipends are 
awarded at the school and individual level and do not involve direct competition between teachers. 
As such, threats to collaboration may not be as great as the traditional pay for performance literature 
would suggest. Nevertheless, the results are certainly a positive indication for the program. 

Do teachers perceive REACH is fair? 

In designing and implementing pay for performance programs, teacher perceptions of program 
fairness are a significant consideration (Ballou and Podgursky, 1993). Given this, our teacher survey 
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asked teachers whether they think REACH is fair to teachers. Overall, 67 percent of respondents 
agree REACH is fair to teachers. Interestingly, when teacher responses are sorted according to the 
number of SLOs met in the 2007-2008 school year, these results shift. More specifically, for those 
teachers who are new to a pilot school this year (and therefore did not write SLOs in 2007-2008), 74 
percent agree REACH is fair.12 Of teachers who did write SLOs in 2007-2008, those who met both of 
their SLOs goals were 2.3 times more likely to agree REACH is fair than teachers who met neither of 
their SLOs goals. In particular, 31 percent of teachers meeting neither of their SLO goals, 57 percent 
of teachers meeting one SLO goal, and 72 percent of teachers meeting both SLO goals believe that 
REACH is fair to teachers. Figure 6.1 displays the results of these analyses. 

Figure 6.1 Teacher Perceptions of the Fairness of REACH13

AISD REACH is fair to teachers
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Do teachers believe REACH distinguishes effective from ineffective teachers? 

An important component of our investigation was to understand whether participant teachers 
believe REACH distinguishes effective from ineffective teachers. Some 61 percent of teachers 
disagree that REACH does a good job of distinguishing effective from ineffective teachers. Similar to 
the responses regarding fairness, when sorted by whether the teachers met their SLO goals in 2007-
2008, the results shift. As is evident in Figure 6.2, fifty percent of teachers who were not eligible to 
earn an SLO stipend in 2007-2008 agree that REACH distinguishes effective from ineffective 
teachers. In contrast, only 39 percent of teachers who met both SLOs, 31 percent of teachers who 
met one SLO, and 7 percent of teachers who met no SLOs agree REACH distinguishes effective 
from ineffective teachers. These results are significant in highlighting that teacher perceptions appear 
dependent upon first year experiences with the program. 

12 Ineligible teachers are those who did not teach in one of the nine pilot schools included in the program in 2007-2008. In 
total, 177 respondent teachers fall into this category. 
13 This figure displays respondent perceptions as to the fairness of REACH, sorted by the number of SLOs the respondent 
met in year one of the pilot (2007-2008). Along the vertical axis is the number of SLOs the respondent met, beginning with 
zero SLOs at the bottom. The top row represents those teachers who did not teach in a pilot school in year one. The 
horizontal bars display percentages of the level of perceived program fairness and is grouped according to teacher SLO 
classification (scale: strongly disagree to strongly agree). 
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Figure 6.2. Teacher Perception of REACH and Teacher Effectiveness14
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What is the overall level of teacher engagement with REACH?

Finally, analyses of our survey data raise questions as to the overall level of teacher engagement with 
REACH. Specifically, 80 percent of respondents agree they were already working as effectively as they 
could before implementation of REACH so the program does not affect their work. Additionally, 68 
percent of respondents agree REACH does not evaluate important aspects of their teaching 
performance. Furthermore, only 38 percent of teachers indicate altering their instructional practices 
in response to REACH. Yet, in spite of this, 88 percent of teachers indicate their workload has 
increased. Taken as a whole, these data raise questions as to whether teachers are engaging 
meaningfully with the program in terms of evaluating and modifying their practices. Indeed, they 
suggest teachers may be spending time on the mechanics of REACH (entering SLO data, for 
example) as opposed to using REACH as an opportunity for critical examination and reflection upon 
their own teaching practices. 

14 This figure displays respondents perceptions as to whether REACH distinguishes effective from ineffective teachers as 
sorted by the number of SLOs the respondent met in year one of the pilot (2007-08). Along the vertical axis are the number of 
SLOs the respondent met, beginning with zero SLOs met at the bottom.  The top row represents those teachers who did not 
teach in a pilot school in year one. The horizontal bars display percentages of whether the respondent thinks REACH 
distibguishes effective from ineffective teachers and is grouped according to teacher SLO classification (scale: strongly disagree
to strongly agree). 
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SECTION 7:
DISCUSSION

The purpose of this evaluation is to investigate teacher attitudes and behaviors toward AISD 
REACH, a pilot-phase pay for performance program in Austin, Texas. It is noteworthy that this 
independent evaluation is being completed simultaneous to an internal evaluation being conducted 
within AISD. This type of formative evaluation will offer the most robust feedback to district 
officials not only in terms of early responses to the program but also to inform potential areas for 
revision as the program moves to district-wide implementation. According to Ballou and Podgursky 
(1993), “proponents and foes alike have observed that teacher opposition is a fundamental reason 
for the failure of merit pay plans” (p. 50). Appraisals of teacher and principal attitudes toward the 
program will therefore likely prove critical to its long-term success. This next section will review key 
findings from the evaluation, drawing from current literature on pay for performance as a lens for 
interpreting their significance.

Overall Results 

AISD REACH respondent teachers express only moderate support for pay for performance in 
general, with 54 percent of teachers agreeing teachers will work more effectively when rewarded 
based on their students’ performance. They are strongly supportive, on the other hand, of the 
REACH program: 74 percent of teachers agree the REACH components are a positive change to 
teacher pay practice. In a 2008 evaluation of the Texas Educator’s Excellence Grant, Springer et al. 
attribute similar findings to a natural allaying of fears and reservations that occur as participants 
become more familiar with a particular program. While this is likely true in part for REACH, it may 
also reflect the extensive lengths taken to develop a program that would work for AISD teachers. 

Planning for REACH began as early as 2004, and a concerted effort was made to include not only 
teachers and principals, but education stakeholders throughout the community. Representatives 
from the teachers association, the business community, and the central office, as well as national pay 
for performance experts, were included in early planning for REACH. Rick Burciaga, a business 
representative, described the collaborative nature of their work: 

Austin is collaborative to a fault, . . . but it really paid off that everybody was engaged in considering 
the notion. . . .They were very collaborative and very engaging and . . .they did involve teachers and 
principals and they provided for a good long-term pilot program. 

In describing this early work, AISD Superintendent Pat Forgione said “a basic philosophy I had was 
you gotta do it with teachers, not to them.” The collaborative nature of REACH’s development 
helped ensure not only a program that is reflective of teacher and principal preferences, but greater 
buy-in from all. Addressing the importance of such stakeholder engagement, Elizabeth Snowden 
(2007) writes, 

Teacher buy-in is a must. The new system cannot be imposed on teachers; it must be developed with 
them. Teachers need to be involved in all aspects of the design, implementation, and evaluation of a 
new system and that system eventually should be part of the collective bargaining agreement or 
memorialized in memoranda of understanding (p. 2). 
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Given the extensive and inclusive nature of program development, it is not surprising that teachers 
view REACH more favorably than generic pay for performance. Indeed, their expressed preferences 
for pay for performance systems align well with the components of REACH. In particular, the 
retention stipend, school-wide TAKS growth stipend, and their lack of support for Take One!®.

Retention and Recruitment Stipends 

Teacher quality is a critical issue in urban schools. According to Richard Kahlenberg (2003), 

In high-poverty schools, teacher vacancies are harder to fill. In addition, teachers are less likely to be 
licensed, less likely to be experienced, more likely to teach ‘out of field’ (not in their subject area), less 
likely to have master’s degrees, . . . less likely to score well on teacher exams . . . [and] are more 
likely than colleagues in low-poverty schools to have less than three years’ experience (pp. 67-69). 

Evidence also suggests administrators fill teacher vacancies in these settings with less experienced 
teachers (Clotfelter et al.; 2006; Rivkin et al., 2005; Rockoff, 2004). With mounting evidence 
suggesting teacher quality is one of the most important factors in determining a student’s learning 
outcomes (Hanushek, 1992; Goldhaber, 2002), ensuring high quality, experienced teachers remain in 
high-needs schools becomes all the more pressing. 

Of the various types of pay for performance measures, respondents most strongly favor market-
based measures. That is, recruitment and retention stipends for working in hard to staff schools and 
hard to staff subjects. More than 90 percent of respondents assign moderate or high importance to 
these components when considered as a measure of pay for performance generally. 
Correspondingly, 88 percent assign the REACH retention stipend moderate or high importance, 
ranking it the highest of the six REACH components. 

Coupled with the strong findings from the survey, evidence from principal and teacher interviews 
suggest the retention stipend is motivating some participants to remain in the highest-needs REACH
pilot schools. Indeed, Springer et al (2008) find the probability of teacher turnover greatly decreases 
as bonus award amounts increase. Additionally, the probability of turnover decreased among 
teachers receiving large bonuses and increased sharply among teachers receiving no bonus award or 
a relatively small award (p. 183). Clotfelter, Glennie, Ladd, and Vigdor (2008) similarly find mean 
turnover rates of teachers in high-poverty, low-performing schools in North Carolina were reduced 
by 17 percent when offered a minimum $1800 bonus. Given the strong teacher support for this 
stipend opportunity, it appears a policy leaver may exist to entice participants to remain in AISD 
highest-needs schools. 

School-wide TAKS Growth 

Following market-based measures, REACH teachers express the strongest support for outcome-
based measures, meaning growth in student test scores and high average test scores. In total, 89 
percent of teachers assign moderate or high importance to test score growth as a measure of pay for 
performance. In terms of REACH, school-wide TAKS growth is rated as the second most preferred 
component, with 88 percent of respondents assigning it moderate or high importance. 

Though teachers support for school-wide TAKS growth is significant, so, too, are the additional 
findings related to this stipend opportunity. According to Carolyn Kelley (1999), school-based 
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performance awards “appear to provide a curricular focus for teacher collaboration and professional 
development” (p. 323). In both teacher and principal interviews, evidence emerged that the goals for 
this school-based award were increasing collaboration among faculty. For instance, one teacher 
remarked, “it’s really prompted us to sort of share some strategies and share some understanding 
and really understand what our kids need and where they need to go.” One principal shared, “I think 
the highlights have been some of the interactions among teachers. They’re working together, they’re 
talking about making growth and how to meet students’ needs and that has been a really positive 
impact on this campus.” These findings are all the more salient in light of the teachers’ strong 
preferences for collaborative measures in pay for performance program. Though the REACH
program does not involve a collaborative measure, it appears the goals of program as a whole are 
increasing collaboration. 

Take One!®

Teachers were less supportive of input-based measures in pay for performance systems than they 
were of market-based measures and outcome-based measures. Input-based measures are comprised 
of mentoring other teachers, serving as a master teacher, and National Board for Professional 
Teaching Standards (NBPTS) certification. Of these measures, 80 percent of teachers assign 
mentoring moderate or high importance, but only 59 percent assign NBPTS moderate or high 
importance. Overall, NBPTS certification was among the five least-preferred measures of pay for 
performance programs. Likewise, Take One!® was ranked as the lowest of the REACH components, 
with only 38 percent of respondents assigning it moderate or high importance. 

In both teacher and principal interviews, the lack of support for Take One!® was evident. While 
some were very outspoken in their disdain of the program, the strongest evidence comes from the 
survey data: only eight percent of respondents (37 teachers) are participating in Take One!®. Yet, for 
teachers at non-highest needs schools (and those with more than three years experience at highest-
needs schools), Take One!® is the only professional growth opportunity associated with REACH. As 
a consequence, 92 percent of respondents have no REACH-associated professional growth 
opportunities this year. 

According to Michael Garet and colleagues (2001), “the success of ambitious education reform 
initiatives hinges, in large part, on the qualifications and effectiveness of teachers. As a result, teacher 
professional development is a major focus of systemic reform initiatives” (p. 916). Sharon Feiman-
Nemser (2001) further contends, 

Unless teachers have access to serious and sustained learning opportunities at every stage in their 
career, they are unlikely to teach in ways that meet demanding new standards for student learning or 
to participate in the solution of educational problems (p. 1014). 

Without question professional development opportunities are essential not only for continued 
teacher growth, but also for building teacher capacity around REACH. Simply providing a structured 
reform does not ensure teachers will modify their practices in response to it. In many instances, 
capacity needs to be built. As one teacher comment highlights, “I don’t think [REACH] makes a 
better teacher.” This quote accentuates the need for meaningful professional development to help 
teachers understand how to grow with the program. Unfortunately, for the vast majority of REACH
teachers, this professional growth need is not met. 
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An important caveat needs to be made regarding professional growth and REACH. In the REACH
program design, there are opportunities for professional development built into the SLO 
development process. Specifically, teachers are asked to identify, with the help of their principal, any 
professional development that will assist them in meeting their SLOs. In our teacher and principal 
interviews, however, we saw no evidence that this takes place. As a matter of fact, one principal 
spoke very specifically of its absence:

That’s the piece that’s missing right now. . . . That’s a big piece of how we make teachers more 
effective, is to be really specific about the staff development that they need in order to reach their 
goals, but we haven’t gotten there yet.  

While the design of REACH provides for ample professional growth, in practice, these opportunities 
are not being realized. On the whole, evidence from both the survey and interviews suggests not 
only that teachers do not value NBPTS certification in pay for performance programs, but only 8 
percent are taking part of the Take One! component of REACH. Consequently, the professional 
development component of REACH is being largely unutilized. 

Program Clarity 

Data from our teacher survey indicate fairly strong levels of clarity about the program: 79 percent of 
teachers can explain conceptually how REACH will award teachers, while 85 percent and 71 percent 
have a clear understanding of the criteria for earning SLO and TAKS-growth stipends, respectively. 
In spite of these positive results, however, teacher and principal interviews suggest perhaps more 
varying levels of clarity for the different components. Several dimensions of the REACH program 
may contribute to this confusion. 

First, REACH is a large program. There are a total of six components, each of which has a different 
focus, different performance standards, different payout amounts, and different eligibility criteria. 
With this many criteria, it is perhaps not surprising that some teachers and principals struggled to 
remain clear on each. Second, three program elements are targeted to teachers in highest-needs 
schools only. Highest-needs schools, which are different from high-needs schools, are identified 
through a calculation based upon the percent of students who are economically disadvantaged, 
special education, and limited English proficient in a given year. The highest-needs classification was 
not familiar to all teachers: 13 percent of teachers mis-categorized their school in the survey. Third, 
the REACH components require different levels of input from the teachers. For instance, the 
development of SLOs requires extensive planning and preparation on the part of teachers whereas 
the retention stipend is awarded simply for working at a highest-needs school. In fact, several 
teachers appeared to equate REACH with SLOs. When asked if the criteria for earning REACH
stipends are well defined and transparent, one teacher explained,  

Yeah, they’re well defined because you set your target, you know what your goal is. So I think in that 
way that’s well defined. As far as being clear, it’s up to the individual teacher what their target is and 
the principal approving that and since it’s data-driven it’s not a subjective number. 

This not altogether uncommon response clearly indicates the teacher associated the entire REACH
program with just the SLOs.
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In addition to elements within REACH that are confusing, competing initiatives within the district 
may further cloud the program. In particular, a state-developed incentive program (TEEG) and 
other mentoring programs seemed to confuse at least a few teachers. Though TEEG only operates 
on two pilot school campuses, one teacher spoke of her confusion: “But it is a little confusing and I 
think the confusion mainly results from also having the TEEG program right now because people 
are like wait, is that TEEG money or is that REACH money?” She later continued, “We have a lot of 
programs going on right now in the school so you know it’s hard to delineate exactly what things 
I’ve changed about my practice would be from REACH and what would be from other things.” 
Similarly, several mentoring programs are available to teachers outside of the REACH mentoring. In 
the survey, 25 teachers identified themselves as participants in REACH mentoring who were in fact 
participating in other district mentoring programs.

Fairness, Effectiveness, and Teacher Engagement 

In designing and implementing pay for performance programs, teacher perceptions of program 
fairness are a significant consideration. Ballou and Podgursky’s (1993) cite concern that evaluations 
will not be fair as the most common reason for teacher opposition to performance pay. In REACH
pilot schools, perceptions of fairness vary based upon teacher experiences with the program. That is, 
teachers who met both their SLOs in 2007-2008 are 2.3 times more likely to say REACH is fair than 
those who met no SLOs. 

Similar to the findings regarding fairness, teachers perceptions of whether REACH distinguishes 
effective from ineffective teachers also vary based on SLO receipt in 2007-2008. In this case, 
teachers who met both SLOs are four times more likely to agree REACH distinguishes effective from 
ineffective teachers. In fact, only 7 percent of teachers meeting no SLOs believe REACH
distinguished effective from ineffective teachers.

These results may seem fairly innocuous in that teachers who do not believe the program is fair or a 
measure of teacher effectiveness can simply opt not to actively participate. In point of fact, teachers 
who met no SLOs in 2007-2008 were more than 20 percent more likely to indicate not altering their 
instructional practices in response to REACH than those who met both SLOs. However, such 
decisions are not without consequence as teacher names and earned stipend amounts are published 
in the local paper. As a result, the stakes for earning a stipend are raised in that a message, right or 
wrong, is sent to the public about who are the ‘good’ and ‘bad’ teachers.15

While these results apply to a small minority of teachers in REACH schools (more than 80 percent of 
teachers earned at least one SLO stipend in 2007-2008), they point to a potential area of concern as 
the program moves towards district-wide implementation. Goldhaber, DeArmond, and 
DeBurgomaster (2007) speak to the importance of monitoring the experiences and attitudes of 
teachers who do not receive stipend awards. In “Teacher Attitudes about Compensation Reform: 
Implication for Reform Implementation,” the authors advise caution in pay for performance 
programs that are mandatory at the school-level due to the potential for this precise type of chasm if 
large portions of the faculty have misgivings about such mandatory programs. While schools thus 
far have opted into participation through a majority vote of their faculty, as the program is 

15 To be clear, the district worked extensively in Year 1 to explain that teachers who do not receive stipends are not ‘bad’ 
teachers. However, this type of message is very hard to control and no matter what lengths the district goes to, many may 
remained unconvinced. 
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implemented in more schools, the potential for teacher negativity may increase. Moreover, if 
teachers feel they are unfairly judged in the public, there could be significant consequences 
(increased turnover from REACH schools, damage to school culture, or program failure). 

Teacher Responsiveness 

According to AISD (2008), one of the goals of REACH is “to explore new ways of compensating 
teachers [through] compensation systems that reward teachers with higher pay based on new 
priorities which can include reaching specific professional development and student achievement 
goals” (p. 3). It remains difficult to truly assess how AISD REACH is influencing teacher behaviors. 
For example, 70 percent and 69 percent of respondent teachers indicate having a strong desire to 
earn stipends based on SLOs and TAKS growth, and 54 percent agree that the size of the maximum 
bonus is enough to motivate them to put in extra effort. Yet, only 38 percent of respondents 
indicate altering their instructional practices in response to REACH. This may indicate that though 
teachers find the stipend appealing, they are not truly motivated to change their practices. Or, it may 
indicate they do not believe it is necessary to change their practices in order to receive the stipend. 
Indeed, over 80 percent of respondents received a stipend in 2007-08, and 68 percent believe they 
will receive a stipend this year (4 percent do not think they will earn one, while 28 percent are 
unsure).
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SECTION 8:
RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

As part of a comprehensive independent evaluation of AISD REACH, AISD contracted with NCPI 
to more fully understand teacher and principal experiences with the pilot phase of REACH. By 
deliberately seeking an independent evaluation, AISD has demonstrated a strong commitment to 
successfully developing and implementing a meaningful pay for performance program grounded in 
research. Though initial findings reveal principals and teachers view the program favorably, we have 
developed several recommendations to inform future implementation. The first three 
recommendations are intended as calls for immediate action. The second three are 
recommendations for further study of key issues. Specifically, we recommend that AISD 

Further clarify REACH program goals and components; 
Maintain high levels of communication and support from AISD REACH staff; 

o Build leadership for REACH in schools; 
o Address teacher concerns regarding publication of teacher names and stipend 

amounts by local media; 
Examine professional development activities beyond Take One!®;
Investigate the impact of REACH on instructional practice; 
Investigate the impact of REACH on student achievement; and 
Investigate whether the retention stipend is retaining the most effective teachers. 

Further Clarify Program Goals and Components 
As research indicates, the transparency, or clarity, of a pay for performance program is important 
(Kelley, 1999; Richardson, 1999). While teacher responses to survey questions suggest that teachers 
understand conceptually how AISD REACH works, both teacher and principal interviews suggest 
varying levels of clarity for the different components. Teachers were generally clear on at least some 
of the components of AISD REACH, though many struggled to accurately explain all REACH
components, and were often unsure of the details. For instance, few could explain the concept of a 
highest needs school, and others had difficulty explaining the AISD REACH mentor component, 
confusing it at times with other mentoring programs in the district. 

While teacher survey responses suggest an understanding of how REACH stipends are determined, 
interview data suggest there may in fact be confusion there as well. This confusion may lead to 
weakened levels of engagement and participation in the program. As such, it will be important 
moving forward that district staff speak explicitly about each of the components of REACH,
explaining how they work, who is eligible, and the level of stipends and how they are determined for 
each. This is especially necessary at highest needs campuses where there are six stipend 
opportunities.

Maintain High Levels of Communication and Support for AISD REACH Staff 

Build Leadership for REACH in Schools 

Our findings from the teacher survey as well as teacher and principal interviews indicate participants 
experience strong communication and support from AISD REACH staff. The degree to which 
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participants rely upon district staff for support, clarity, and understanding surrounding the program 
was particularly evident in the interviews. It will be unrealistic to maintain current levels of support 
through the district office as this program is taken to scale. Moving forward, the district will need to 
develop strategies for transferring teacher reliance on them to reliance on school site leaders. As 
such, our first recommendation is to maintain the current level of support available to participant 
schools while working to build capacity of principals and teacher leaders to assist with program 
implementation. 

Address Teacher Concerns Regarding Publication of Teacher Names and Stipend Mounts by Local Media 

In spite of their support for the REACH staff and their communication efforts, AISD teachers 
express strong opposition to the publication of teacher names and stipend amounts by the local 
media. Indeed, 84 percent of respondents agree that media coverage should not identify the names 
of teachers and the amount of their AISD REACH stipend. Although some pay for performance 
literature finds teachers equally or more motivated by both the possibility of public recognition and 
the threat of public sanctions than they are by money (Kelley and Protsik, 1997; Kelley, 1999), most 
respondent teachers view such public awareness negatively. There does appear to be some 
acknowledgment that the release of this information in Fall 2008 was not the district’s preference 
but was rather the result of legal requirements associated with the Freedom of Information Act. One 
principal explained: 

The district puts out the word as things are getting ready to come online. For example, the payouts, 
they have been very proactive when the newspaper has really tried to make it a divisive issue. They 
have been very proactive and been willing to meet and have asked to meet with people so that we 
have, you know, some control over the message that is out, meaning that I think in publishing the 
names of people and the stipends that they got under REACH, you know, making that available online 
through the newspaper could have had detrimental effects, and it was not the district’s choosing to 
do that, but it was a legal request that was made. 

However, regardless of whether teachers acknowledge the district’s reticence to release stipend 
information, such publication may sabotage teacher support for the program. This is of particular 
concern since only 37 percent of respondents believe REACH does a good job of distinguishing 
effective from ineffective teachers. If the majority of teachers do not believe REACH is a true 
measure of teacher effectiveness, yet names and stipend amounts are released to a public who may 
believe REACH measures teacher effectiveness, teachers who do not receive stipends may feel 
unfairly judged. 

Moving forward, it will be important for the district to approach media coverage proactively. It may 
not be possible to protect the identity and stipend amounts of teachers. However, AISD can work 
to control the tone of the media coverage, in part by releasing statements about the program and 
bonus recipients. Additionally, district staff should be prepared for a possible parent backlash 
following publication of teacher names (for instance, requesting children not be placed in the 
classroom of stipend non-recipients). Though it will be impossible to control all the media coverage 
for REACH, district staff ought to work proactively so participants know they are supported.
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Consider Expanding Professional Development Options Beyond Take One!®

When designing this program, developers were careful to include supports for the professional 
learning that is essential when a change in teacher practice is desired. At present, for the majority of 
teachers, that support comes solely in the form of Take One!®. Unfortunately, only 8 percent of 
respondents, or 37 teachers, are participating in Take One!® this year. The same was true for the 
2007-2008 school year, and teacher survey responses indicate teachers assign the least importance to 
Take One!® of all the REACH components. While teachers who are participating in Take One!® offer 
positive reports of their experiences, the remaining 92 percent of teachers are not engaged. 
Therefore we recommend the district expand professional development offerings to include 
professional growth that is meaningful to the majority of teachers and better supports the initiative. 

Investigate the Impact of REACH on Instructional Practice 

Our evaluation reinforces the need for investigation of the impact of AISD REACH on instructional 
practice. As previously mentioned, it remains unclear whether teachers are changing their 
instructional practices in response to program components and goals. Indeed, in the teacher survey, 
80 percent of teachers do not believe that REACH affects their work, 68 percent of teachers do not 
believe it evaluates important aspects of their teaching, and only 6 percent of teachers who met two 
SLO goals for the 2007- 2008 school year strongly agree that they have changed their instructional 
practices.

We suggest the district further investigate this area by, first, engaging school level leadership in 
recognizing and supporting effective classroom practice, and, second, looking for a variety of ways 
to document current and future behaviors. Specifically we encourage the use of surveys, focus 
groups, and interviews as well as frequent classroom observations to determine whether teacher 
behavior is changing, and whether that change is having a positive impact on student achievement. 

Investigate the Impact of REACH on Student Achievement 

One way to assess whether practices are changing in ways that are meaningful to student 
achievement is through systematic analyses of student achievement data. In light of this, our fifth 
recommendation is for a comprehensive analysis of student achievement data. We encourage the 
district to continue their work in refining a data infrastructure which will allow them to track student 
learning, and changes in student learning under the REACH program. We also encourage the district 
to conduct these analyses on both pilot and a match-comparison group of non-pilot schools so 
researchers can approximate, as closely as possible in a non-experimental design, the impact of 
REACH on teachers’ instructional practices. Finally, we encourage the district to look for additional 
means of gathering data (e.g. classroom observations, principal evaluations) to assess the 
effectiveness of teacher practice and its impact on student learning. 

Investigate Whether the Retention Stipend is Retaining the Most Effective Teachers 

The majority of teachers do not believe that REACH distinguishes effective from ineffective teachers. 
As mentioned above, there are also indications that practices are not changing as a result of this 
program. Potentially, some of the largest REACH bonuses will be paid to teachers who are retained in 
the highest needs schools. Student achievement data should be examined to determine if the most 
effective teachers are being retained at highest needs schools. As with the investigation of student 
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achievement, additional data collection measures should be instituted to assess the effectiveness of 
teacher practice and its impact on student learning. 

Conclusion 

AISD REACH is one of a growing number of compensation reform initiatives designed to improve 
teacher quality and increase student achievement outcomes. Originally piloted in nine schools in 
2007-2008, and an additional two in 2008-2009, phase two of the initiative will begin in August 2009 
with implementation of REACH at sixteen schools. AISD contracted with NCPI to conduct an 
independent evaluation of teacher and principal attitudes and behaviors to date in the pilot. The 
expectation for the full evaluation is to provide data and feedback to inform efforts as the program 
expands.

While it is clear that there is much support among teachers and principals in pilot schools for this 
effort, there are also numerous opportunities for the district and its strategic compensation staff to 
improve upon the initiative. Specifically, and in summary, we encourage the district to: 

Further clarify REACH program goals and components; 
Maintain high levels of communication and support from AISD REACH staff; 

o Build leadership for REACH in schools; 
o Address teacher concerns regarding publication of teacher names and stipend 

amounts by local media; 
Examine professional development activities beyond Take One!®;
Investigate the impact of REACH on instructional practice; 
Investigate the impact of REACH on student achievement; and  
Investigate whether the retention stipend is retaining the  most effective teachers. 

In closing, we acknowledge the district’s commitment to improving teacher quality and increasing 
student achievement. We also acknowledge their efforts to offer a high level of support to teachers, 
and the recognition that by doing so, students are better served. 

Finally, we appreciate the effort of those working with AISD REACH to ground the program in the 
research around performance pay and teacher quality. It is the evaluators’ sincere hope the district 
will maintain this commitment to the role that quality research can play in improving education as 
they move forward with this and other initiatives. 
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APPENDIX A

FALL 2008 AISD REACH TEACHER SURVEY



AISD REACH Fall 2008 Teacher Survey - 1

AISD REACH Survey 
Fall 2008 

Pilot Schools 

Greetings, 

The Austin Independent School District (AISD) has contracted with the National Center on Performance Incentives 
(NCPI) at Vanderbilt University, to conduct an independent evaluation of AISD REACH (formerly known as the 
Strategic Compensation Initiative.) As part of this evaluation, we are surveying individuals in pilot schools. The 
information we gather will help NCPI better understand teacher perceptions of and experiences with AISD REACH, 
provide valuable information for our evaluation, and inform research activities undertaken by NCPI related to 
strategic compensation. The principal investigator for this research is Professor Matthew G. Springer, Director of 
NCPI. 

Your completion of this survey is voluntary, and you may refuse to answer specific questions if you do not wish to 
answer them. Your feedback is critical, however, as it will enable us to better understand your personal views and 
experiences with AISD REACH. 

The information you provide will be kept strictly confidential. We will not share individual responses with district 
staff or anyone else outside the project, except as required by law. We will not identify any individuals by name in 
our study reports; your responses will be combined with others and reported in the aggregate. At the end of the 
study, we will destroy any personally identifiable information. 

The survey should take approximately 20 minutes to complete. Schools that have 80% or more of staff 
participating will receive a $250 honorarium for their participation. 

All surveys must be completed no later than December 19, 2008.

If you have any questions about the survey, please contact: 

Susan Freeman Burns 
Program Manager 
NCPI at Vanderbilt University 
Phone: 615.322.5538 
E-mail: susan.f.burns@vanderbilt.edu
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AISD REACH Fall 2008 Teacher Survey - 2 

SECTION A: PERFORMANCE-BASED INCENTIVES 

1.  We would like to better understand your personal beliefs about different concepts and ideas related to 
teacher pay for performance, in general. 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about pay for performance? 

(Circle One Response in Each Row)

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

a. Incentive pay for teachers based on Student Learning 
Objectives (SLOs) is a positive change to teacher pay 
practices. 

1 2 3 4 

b. Incentive pay for teachers based on school-wide TAKS 
growth is a positive change to teacher pay practices.  1 2 3 4 

c. Incentive pay for teachers based on “Take One!”® is a 
positive change to teacher pay practices. 1 2 3 4 

d. Incentive pay for teachers working in a high needs 
school is a positive change to teacher pay practices.     

e. Incentive pay for administrators based on their 
involvement with SLOs is a positive change to 
administrator pay practices. 

1 2 3 4 

f. Incentive pay for administrators based on school-wide 
TAKS growth is a positive change to administrator pay 
practices. 

1 2 3 4 

g. Incentive pay for administrators working in high needs 
schools is a positive change to administrator pay 
practices. 

    

h. Rewarding teachers based on their students’ performance 
will disrupt the collaborative culture of teaching. 1 2 3 4 

i. Rewarding teachers based on their students’ performance 
will cause teachers to work more effectively. 1 2 3 4 

j. Rewarding teachers based on their students’ performance 
will attract more effective teachers into the profession. 1 2 3 4 

k. Rewarding teachers based on their students’ performance 
will help retain more effective teachers in the profession. 1 2 3 4 
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AISD REACH Fall 2008 Teacher Survey - 3 

2. The current teacher salary schedule rewards experience and education. Several additional factors have 
been suggested for determining incentive pay for individual teachers. If you were designing an 
incentive pay program for individual teachers, how much importance would you give to each of the 
following? 

(Circle One Response in Each Row) 
Not 

Important 
Low 

Importance 
Moderate 

Importance 
High 

Importance 

a. Time spent in professional development. 1 2 3 4 

b. High average test scores by students. 1 2 3 4 

c. Improvements in students’ test scores. 1 2 3 4 

d. Performance evaluations by supervisors. 1 2 3 4 

e. Performance evaluations by peers. 1 2 3 4 

f. Independent evaluation of teaching 
portfolios. 1 2 3 4 

g. Independent evaluations of students’ work 
(e.g., portfolios). 1 2 3 4 

h. Student evaluations of teaching 
performance. 1 2 3 4 

i. Collaboration with faculty and staff. 1 2 3 4 

j. Working with students outside of class time. 1 2 3 4 

k. Efforts to involve parents in students’ 
education. 1 2 3 4 

l. Serving as a Master Teacher. 1 2 3 4 

m. Mentoring other teachers. 1 2 3 4 

n. National Board for Professional Teaching 
Standards (NBPTS) certification. 1 2 3 4 

o. Parent satisfaction with teacher. 1 2 3 4 

p. Teaching in hard-to-staff fields. 1 2 3 4 

q. Teaching in hard-to-staff school. 1 2 3 4 

Appendix A



AISD REACH Fall 2008 Teacher Survey - 4 

3. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement about AISD REACH. 

(Circle One Response in Each Row) 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

a. AISD REACH does a good job of distinguishing effective from 
ineffective teachers at this school. 1 2 3 4 

b. AISD REACH is fair to teachers. 1 2 3 4 

c. The prospect that teachers at my school can earn a stipend 
discourages staff in this school from working together.  1 2 3 4 

d. I have noticed increased resentment among teachers since the 
start of AISD REACH. 1 2 3 4 

e. I was already working as effectively as I could before the 
implementation of AISD REACH, so the program does not 
affect my work. 

1 2 3 4 

f. I am not confident that sufficient financial resources exist to 
pay stipends as promised. 

    

g. I have altered my instructional practices as a result of AISD 
REACH. 

1 2 3 4 

h. The size of the maximum AISD REACH stipend is large 
enough to motivate me to put in extra effort. 1 2 3 4 

i. I have a strong desire to earn a AISD REACH stipend based 
on SLOs. 1 2 3 4 

j. I have a strong desire to earn a AISD REACH stipend based 
on school-wide TAKS growth. 1 2 3 4 

k. AISD REACH does not evaluate important aspects of my 
teaching performance. 1 2 3 4 

l. I have a clear understanding of the criteria I need to meet in 
order to achieve a AISD REACH stipend based on SLOs. 1 2 3 4 

m. I have a clear understanding of the criteria I need to meet in 
order to achieve an AISD REACH stipend based on school-
wide TAKS growth. 

1 2 3 4 

n. I know highly effective teachers who want to work at this school 
because of the opportunity to earn a stipend as part of AISD 
REACH. 

1 2 3 4 

o. I am considering leaving this school because of AISD REACH. 1 2 3 4 

p. AISD REACH is a reason for me to stay at this school. 1 2 3 4 

q. I can explain conceptually how AISD REACH will reward 
individual teachers. 1 2 3 4 
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AISD REACH Fall 2008 Teacher Survey - 5 

SECTION B: INSTRUCTIONAL ENVIRONMENT 

4. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the principal of this 
school? 

(Circle one response in each row)
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree

a. The principal in this school works to create a sense of 
community in the school. 1 2 3 4 

b. The principal in this school sets high standards for 
teaching. 1 2 3 4 

c. The principal in this school ensures that teachers have 
sufficient time for professional development. 1 2 3 4 

5. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your work with students? 

(Circle one response in each row)

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

a. I can get through to the most difficult students. 1 2 3 4 

b. When students do not remember information from 
a previous lesson, I know how to increase their 
retention in the next lesson. 

1 2 3 4 

c. A teacher is very limited in what s/he can achieve 
to help a student learn because a student’s home 
environment has a large influence on his/her 
achievement. 

1 2 3 4 
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AISD REACH Fall 2008 Teacher Survey - 6 

SECTION C: ATTITUDES TOWARD INDIVIDUAL ELEMENTS OF AISD REACH 

6. Please answer the following questions about completion of your SLOs 

(Circle one response in each row)

Yes No 

a. I was able to complete my SLOs by October 31, 2008. (If YES continue to question 
7.  If NO, go to question 8.) 1 2 

7. How important was each of the following factors in completing your SLOs by October 31, 2008?  

(Circle one response in each row)
Not 

Important 
Low 

Importance 
Moderate 

Importance 
High 

Importance 

a. The priority I place on SLOs. 1 2 3 4

b. D2 assessments were ready when I needed 
them. 1 2 3 4

c. D2 results were returned to me in a timely 
fashion. 1 2 3 4

d. The ease of entering my SLOs online.  1 2 3 4

e. My principal’s availability to review my SLOs. 1 2 3 4

f. Receiving feedback from the SLO staff in a 
timely fashion. 1 2 3 4

g. Not having to make revisions based on 
principal feedback. 1 2 3 4

h. Not having to make revisions based on SLO 
staff feedback. 1 2 3 4

PLEASE NOTE: CONTINUE TO QUESTION 9 
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AISD REACH Fall 2008 Teacher Survey - 7 

8. How important was each of the following factors in NOT completing your SLOs by October 31, 2008? 

(Circle one response in each row)
Not 

Important 
Low 

Importance 
Moderate 

Importance 
High 

Importance 

a. The lack of priority I place on SLOs. 1 2 3 4

b. D2 assessments were not ready when I needed 
them. 1 2 3 4

c. D2 results were not returned to me in a timely 
fashion. 1 2 3 4

d. The difficulty of entering my SLOs online 1 2 3 4

e. My principal’s unavailability to review my SLOs. 1 2 3 4

f. A delay in receiving feedback from the SLO staff. 1 2 3 4

g. Making revisions based on principal feedback. 1 2 3 4

h. Making revisions based on SLO staff feedback. 1 2 3 4

9. Please answer the following question about  SLOs. 

(Circle one response in each row)

Yes No 

a. I am using my SLOs as I teach my students this year (2008-2009.) (If YES
continue to question 10.  If NO, go to question 11.) 1 2 
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AISD REACH Fall 2008 Teacher Survey - 8 

10. How important was each of the following factors in your decision TO incorporate SLOs as you plan for 
instruction this year? 

(Circle one response in each row)
Not 

Important 
Low 

Importance 
Moderate 

Importance 
High 

Importance 

a. My support of teacher pay for performance 
policies. 1 2 3 4

b. My belief that SLOs are valuable. 1 2 3 4

c. The availability of D2 data. 1 2 3 4

d. My belief that SLOs are likely to make me a better 
teacher. 1 2 3 4

e. My belief that the SLO stipend is large enough to 
motivate me to do extra work. 1 2 3 4

f. My belief that SLOs are a good measure of what it 
means to be an effective teacher. 1 2 3 4

g. My belief that working to meet my SLOs will 
benefit my students. 1 2 3 4

h. The availability of adequate technology.  1 2 3 4

i. The availability of AISD REACH staff support.  1 2 3 4

j. The availability of resources and materials. 1 2 3 4

PLEASE NOTE: CONTINUE TO QUESTION 12

11.  How important was each of the following factors in your decision NOT TO incorporate SLOs as you 
plan for instruction this year? 

(Circle one response in each row)
Not 

Important 
Low 

Importance 
Moderate 

Importance 
High 

Importance 

a. My opposition to teacher pay for performance 
policies. 1 2 3 4

b. My belief that SLOs are a waste of time. 1 2 3 4

c. The lack of D2 data. 1 2 3 4

d. My belief that SLOs are unlikely to make me a 
better teacher. 1 2 3 4

e. My belief that the SLO stipend is not large enough 
to motivate me to do extra work. 1 2 3 4

f. My belief that SLOs are a poor measure of what it 
means to be an effective teacher. 1 2 3 4

g. My belief that working to meet my SLOs will not 
benefit my students. 1 2 3 4

h. The lack of adequate technology  1 2 3 4

i. The lack of adequate AISD REACH staff support 1 2 3 4

j. The lack of adequate resources and materials 1 2 3 4
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AISD REACH Fall 2008 Teacher Survey - 9 

12.  To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about SLOs for this school year 
(2008-2009)? 

(Circle One Response in Each Row)
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

a. My SLOs for this year are rigorous. 1 2 3 4

b. My SLOs for this year are more rigorous than last 
year 1 2 3 4

c. I set the bar low on my SLOs this year so I will 
receive the SLO stipend. 1 2 3 4

d. Teachers at this school set the bar low on their 
SLOs so they receive the SLO stipend. 1 2 3 4

e. SLOs are a good measure of what it means to be 
an effective teacher. 1 2 3 4

f. The size of the SLO stipend is large enough to 
motivate me to put in extra effort. 1 2 3 4

g. I have a strong desire to earn an SLO stipend. 1 2 3 4

h. I would really hate to be one of the teachers who 
did not meet at least one of their SLOs. 1 2 3 4
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AISD REACH Fall 2008 Teacher Survey - 10 

13. Please answer the following question about “Take One!”®.

(Circle one response in each row)

Yes No 

a. I am participating in “Take One!”® this year. (If YES continue to question 14.  If 
NO, go to question 15.) 1 2 

14. How important was each of the following factors in your decision TO participate in “TAKE ONE!”® 

(Circle one response in each row)
Not 

Important 
Low 

Importance 
Moderate 

Importance 
High 

Importance 

a. My support of teacher pay for performance 
policies.  1 2 3 4

b. My belief that “Take One!”® is a valuable use of 
my time. 1 2 3 4

c. The availability of information needed for “Take 
One!”® . 1 2 3 4

d. My belief that “Take One!”® is likely to make me a 
better teacher. 1 2 3 4

e. My belief that the “Take One!”®  stipend is large 
enough to motivate me to do extra work. 1 2 3 4

f. My belief that “Take One!”® is a good measure of 
what it means to be an effective teacher. 1 2 3 4

g. My belief that participating in “Take One!”®  will 
benefit my students. 1 2 3 4

h. My strong desire to attain a passing score on 
“Take One!”®. 1 2 3 4

i. My desire to complete the National Board of 
Professional Teaching Standards certification 
process. 

1 2 3 4

PLEASE NOTE: CONTINUE TO QUESTION 16 
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AISD REACH Fall 2008 Teacher Survey - 11 

15. How important was each of the following factors in your decision NOT TO participate in “TAKE ONE!”® 

(Circle one response in each row)
Not 

Important 
Low 

Importance 
Moderate 

Importance 
High 

Importance 

a. My opposition to teacher pay for performance 
policies. 1 2 3 4

b. My belief that “Take One!”® is a waste of time. 1 2 3 4

c. The lack of availability of information needed for 
“Take One!”®. 1 2 3 4

d. My belief that “Take One!”®  is not likely to make 
me a better teacher. 1 2 3 4

e. My belief that the “Take One!”® stipend is NOT 
large enough to motivate me to do extra work. 1 2 3 4

f. My belief that “Take One!”® is a poor measure of 
what it means to be an effective teacher. 1 2 3 4

g. My belief that participating in “Take One!”®  is not 
going to benefit my students. 1 2 3 4

h. My fear of not attaining a passing score on “Take 
One!”®. 1 2 3 4

16. Please answer the following question about work in a AISD REACH “highest need” school. 

(Circle One Response in Each Row)

Yes  No 

a. Is your school defined as a “highest need” school in the AISD REACH Pilot? (If 
YES, continue to question 17.  If NO, go to question 23.) 1 2 

17. Please answer the following question about work in a AISD REACH “highest need” school. 

(Circle One Response in Each Row)

Yes  No 

b. Are you in your first 3 years of teaching including this school year? (If YES, 
continue to question, 18. If NO, go to question 22.) 1 2
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AISD REACH Fall 2008 Teacher Survey - 12 

18. Please answer the following.  

Yes No 

I am assigned an AISD REACH Mentor 1 2

19. Please answer the following.  

Yes No 

I know who my AISD REACH Mentor is 1 2

20. Please answer the following.  

Yes No 

I have regular contact with my AISD REACH Mentor 1 2

21. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about AISD REACH Mentors 
during this school year (2008-09 school year).  

(Circle One Response in Each Row)

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

a. Assistance from my AISD REACH mentor will 
help me become a better teacher. 1 2 3 4

b. If I have questions about teaching practice, I am 
likely to seek help from my AISD REACH 
mentor. 

1 2 3 4

c. If I have questions about classroom 
management, I am likely to seek help from my 
AISD REACH mentor. 

1 2 3 4

d. The Mentoring component of AISD REACH 
helps other new teachers become better 
teachers. 

1 2 3 4

e. The AISD REACH Mentoring program is a 
waste of time. 1 2 3 4
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AISD REACH Fall 2008 Teacher Survey - 13 

22. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about Recruitment and 
Retention stipends during this school year (2008-09 school year)? 

(Circle One Response in Each Row)

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

a. Offering a new-to-school stipend will help to 
attract better novice teachers to this school. 1 2 3 4

b. Offering a retention stipend will help to attract 
outstanding experienced teachers to this 
school. 

1 2 3 4

c. Offering a retention stipend will help retain 
outstanding teachers in this school.  1 2 3 4

d. The retention stipend should only be offered to 
highly effective teachers in this school. 1 2 3 4

23. What level of importance you would give to each of the following elements of AISD REACH?

(Circle One Response in Each Row)
Not 

Important 
Low 

Importance 
Moderate 

Importance 
High 

Importance 

a. Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) 1 2 3 4

b. School-wide TAKS Growth 1 2 3 4

c. “Take One!”® 1 2 3 4

d. AISD REACH Mentoring 1 2 3 4

e. New to School Stipend  1 2 3 4

f. Retention Stipend 1 2 3 4
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AISD REACH Fall 2008 Teacher Survey - 14 

SECTION D: PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES ABOUT AISD AISD REACH COMMUNICATION  

24. To what extent do you agree or disagree with each statement about AISD REACH communication.

(Circle One Response in Each Row)
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

a. I regularly receive communication about AISD REACH.  1 2 3 4 

b. Communications I receive about AISD REACH are generally 
helpful. 1 2 3 4 

c. Media coverage  (newspapers, television, etc.) of AISD 
REACH has been positive for the program. 1 2 3 4 

d. Media coverage (newspapers, television, etc.) should not 
identify the names of teachers and the amount of their AISD 
REACH stipend. 

1 2 3 4 

e. Teachers and other personnel in my school have 
opportunities to provide feedback to the AISD REACH staff 
about the program. 

1 2 3 4 

f. AISD REACH staff members are generally willing to make 
programmatic changes based on feedback provided by 
teachers and other school personnel.    

1 2 3 4 

SECTION E: PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION 

25. To what extent do you agree or disagree with each statement about the implementation of AISD REACH 
at this school? 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree

a. Teachers at this school were involved in the development of 
AISD REACH.

1 2 3 4

b. Teachers at this school had a clear understanding of 
expectations prior to participating in AISD REACH.

1 2 3 4

c. I have had sufficient training and information to create 
effective SLOs.

1 2 3 4

d. I have sufficient training and information to effectively 
implement AISD REACH 1 2 3 4

e. Participation in AISD REACH has increased my workload. 1 2 3 4
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SECTION F: COMPENSATION 

26. What do you estimate your total AISD REACH stipend to be for the last school year (2007-2008)? 
a. $0 
b. $1 to $999 
c. $1,000 to $1,999 
d. $2,000 to $2,999 
e. $3,000 to $3,999 
f. $4,000 to $4,999 
g. $5,000 to $5,999 
h. $6,000 to $6,999 
i. $7,000 to $7,999 
j. $8,000 to $8,999 
k. $9,000 to $9,999 
l. $10,000 or more 
m. Do not know 

27. Do you believe you will receive a AISD REACH stipend for your performance during the 2008-2009 school 
year? 

n. Yes  
o. No  
p. Do not know  

28. Do you receive any bonus or incentive pay – other than an AISD REACH stipend– that is over and beyond 
your annual teaching and extra duty salary? 

q. Yes 
r. No 

29. Have you ever worked in a school or district that used any of the following incentives? (Mark all that apply) 
a. Performance pay based on test scores 
b. Performance pay based on teacher-identified achievement criteria 
c. Hiring bonus 
d. Bonus for work in a hard to staff school 
e. Bonus for work in a hard to staff field 
f. Bonus for professional development  
g. Bonus for National Board certification 
h. Bonus for serving as a mentor teacher 
i. Bonus for serving as a Master teacher  
j. Other – Please explain:            

30. Is there anything else that you would like to share about your experience with AISD REACH that you did not 
have the opportunity to convey in your survey responses above? If so, please use the space provided below. 
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AISD Pilot Principal Interview – 07-08 pilot schools – p. 1

AISD REACH Principal Interview – Fall 2008 
Introduction and Interview Consent 

The Austin Independent School District (AISD) has contracted with the National Center on Performance 
Incentives (NCPI) at Vanderbilt University’s Peabody College to conduct an evaluation of AISD’s REACH, 
a strategic compensation initiative.  

As part of this evaluation, we are conducting interviews with principals of REACH pilot schools. Questions 
will address a variety of topics including program components, communication, implementation, and media 
response to the initiative.  

This information will help NCPI better understand REACH and provide valuable information for our 
evaluation. It will also inform research activities undertaken by Vanderbilt relating to REACH. The principal 
investigator for this research is Professor Matthew G. Springer, director of NCPI. 

Participation in this interview is voluntary, and you may refuse to answer specific questions if you do not 
wish to answer them. You may also choose to end the interview at any time if you do not wish to continue.  

Any information you provide will be kept strictly confidential. We will not share individual responses with 
district staff or anyone else outside the project, except as required by law. We will not identify any 
individuals by name in our study reports, and your responses will be combined with others and reported in 
the aggregate.  

Please remember per earlier communications that this interview will be recorded. Once recorded, 
interviews will be transcribed and recordings destroyed.  All identifying information will be removed from 
transcripts so that your identity will not be accessible to researchers or to the district. All transcripts will be 
stored in our secure data storage facility, and, at the end of the study, we will destroy transcripts as well as 
any personally identifiable information.  

It should take approximately 30 minutes to complete this interview.  Upon completion, you will receive a 
$25 check for participating. 

I. To begin, 

1. Please tell me a little about your background and why you decided to become an educator, 
specifically a principal.  
(Prompts include:  
How long have you been a principal in AISD?   
How long have you been a principal at this school?  
Have you been a principal outside this district?  

[If yes] How long?  
Have your served in any other professional positions in the field of education?  

[If yes] In what positions and how long?) 

2. How would you describe this school’s overall performance in teaching and learning? 

a. What are the school’s primary strength 

b. In what areas could the school improve?
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II. Communication about REACH - I would now like to ask you a number o f ques tions about
communicat ion around REACH both within the s choo l and within the di s t r ic t .

1. How did you learn about REACH (the Strategic Compensation Initiative)?

2. Please walk me through the school’s decision to participate in REACH? (To consider when asking 
the question: What was this school’s motivation for participating in REACH?)

3. In your opinion, has REACH been adequately explained by the district? 

a. Has it been adequately explained at your school site?

b. What specific strategies or techniques has AISD employed to improve general awareness of 
REACH?

4. Were there regular communications about strategic compensation that came to you last year from 
the REACH staff? 

a.  [If yes] Were they useful/helpful?

b. Are there regular communications this year?

5. How do you communicate information about REACH with teachers? 

6. Are there opportunities for you to offer feedback about REACH?  

a. [If yes] Please elaborate.

III.  Program Components - I would now like to ask you a number o f ques tions about REACH
program components as they re lat e to both princ ipals and teachers .
1. Please explain your understanding of each of the following components and the associated stipend: 

a. Student Learning Objectives (To consider when discussing SLOs: development and approval 
process, training to oversee and engage in the process, conversations with teachers once SLOs 
are written, monitor for progress on SLOs) 

b. School-Wide TAKS growth 

c. “Take One” 

d. Novice Teacher Mentoring 

e. New to School Stipend 

f. Retention Stipend 

2. From your perspective, are all the components of REACH equally important? (To consider when 
asking the question: Are they valuing certain components more than others?) 

3. Are they fair? 

4. Did you earn a REACH stipend last year?  

[If yes] For which component(s)? 

[If via SLOs] Please explain how the principal stipend is determined? 

IV. Program Impact - I would now like to move on to some quest ions regarding the impact o f
REACH on thi s s choo l , part i cu larly as it re lat e s to teaching and learn ing.
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1. Please describe what you have found most rewarding and most challenging about leading a school 
that is participating in REACH.  (To consider when asking the question: increased pressure or stress, 
increased workload, changes in interaction with staff, impact on school climate, etc.) 

2. How does REACH help you distinguish effective from ineffective teachers? (Please note: In survey 
responses, 87% of administrators say it doesn’t help therefore probe to understand.) 

3. What impact, either positive or negative, has REACH had on your ability to recruit and retain 
teachers?   

V. Program Implementation - I would now like to move on to some ques t ions regarding the
implementat ion of REACH.

1. Do other federal, state, district, and/or school programs compete with the implementation of 
REACH? 

[Prompts: NCLB requirements, district initiatives, and school goals and objectives] 

2. This question addresses your specific involvement with SLOs. 

a. First, please take me through the SLO development and approval process.  

b. Describe the training you have had to oversee and engage in this process? 

c. What type of conversations, if any, do you have with teachers once SLOs are written? 

d. How do you monitor for progress on SLOs? 

3. Are there members of the school staff not included in the initiative who should be? 

[If yes} What positions? 

4. Are there any incentives that you would find equally or more motivating that the REACH stipends?  

VI. Summary Thoughts on REACH - I would l ike to conc lude wi th a few final ques tions about
REACH.

1. If you could make changes to REACH, what would they be? 

2. Describe what you have found to be the highlights and the lowlights of working at a school that is 
participating in REACH.  The good and bad could include impacts on your school, your students’ 
learning, your teaching, interactions among teacher, or interactions between you and teachers/other 
school personnel. 

3. Do you feel it is worthwhile for your school to continue participating in REACH? Why or why not?  

4. Is there anything else you would like to add about your experiences with REACH?

Thanks for your time and cooperat ion !
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AISD REACH Principal Interview – Fall 2008 
Introduction and Interview Consent 

The Austin Independent School District (AISD) has contracted with the National Center on Performance 
Incentives (NCPI) at Vanderbilt University’s Peabody College to conduct an evaluation of AISD’s REACH, 
a strategic compensation initiative.  

As part of this evaluation, we are conducting interviews with principals of REACH pilot schools. Questions 
will address a variety of topics including program components, communication, implementation, and media 
response to the initiative.  

This information will help NCPI better understand REACH and provide valuable information for our 
evaluation. It will also inform research activities undertaken by Vanderbilt relating to REACH. The principal 
investigator for this research is Professor Matthew G. Springer, director of NCPI. 

Participation in this interview is voluntary, and you may refuse to answer specific questions if you do not 
wish to answer them. You may also choose to end the interview at any time if you do not wish to continue.  

Any information you provide will be kept strictly confidential. We will not share individual responses with 
district staff or anyone else outside the project, except as required by law. We will not identify any 
individuals by name in our study reports, and your responses will be combined with others and reported in 
the aggregate.  

Please remember per earlier communications that this interview will be recorded. Once recorded, 
interviews will be transcribed and recordings destroyed.  All identifying information will be removed from 
transcripts so that your identity will not be accessible to researchers or to the district. All transcripts will be 
stored in our secure data storage facility, and, at the end of the study, we will destroy transcripts as well as 
any personally identifiable information.  

It should take approximately 30 minutes to complete this interview.  Upon completion, you will receive a 
$25 check for participating. 

I. To begin, 

1. Please tell me a little about your background and why you decided to become an educator, 
specifically a principal.  
(Prompts include:  
How long have you been a principal in AISD?   
How long have you been a principal at this school?  
Have you been a principal outside this district?  

[If yes] How long?  
Have your served in any other professional positions in the field of education?  

[If yes] In what positions and how long?) 

2. How would you describe this school’s overall performance in teaching and learning? 

a. What are the school’s primary strengths? 

b. In what areas could the school improve?
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II. Communication about REACH - I would now like to ask you a number o f ques tions about
communicat ion around REACH both within the s choo l and within the di s t r ic t .

1. How did you learn about REACH (the Strategic Compensation Initiative)?

2. Please walk me through the school’s decision to participate in REACH? (To consider when asking 
the question: What was this school’s motivation for participating in REACH?)

3. In your opinion, has REACH been adequately explained by the district? 

a. Has it been adequately explained at your school site?

b. What specific strategies or techniques has AISD employed to improve general awareness of 
REACH?

4. Are there regular communications about strategic compensation that come to you from the REACH 
staff? 

a.  [If yes] Are they useful/helpful?

5. How do you communicate information about REACH with teachers? 

6. Are there opportunities for you to offer feedback about REACH?  

a. [If yes] Please elaborate.

III.  Program Components - I would now like to ask you a number o f ques tions about REACH
program components as they re lat e to both princ ipals and teachers .
1. Please explain your understanding of each of the following components and the associated stipend: 

a. Student Learning Objectives (To consider when discussing SLOs: development and approval 
process, training to oversee and engage in the process, conversations with teachers once SLOs 
are written, monitor for progress on SLOs) 

b. School-Wide TAKS growth 

c. “Take One” 

d. Novice Teacher Mentoring 

e. New to School Stipend 

f. Retention Stipend 

2. From your perspective, are all the components of REACH equally important? (To consider when 
asking the question: Are they valuing certain components more than others?) 

3. Are they fair? 
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IV. Program Impact - I would now like to move on to some quest ions regarding the impact o f
REACH on thi s s choo l , part i cu larly as it re lat e s to teaching and learn ing.

1. Please describe what you have found most rewarding and most challenging about leading a school 
that is participating in REACH.  (To consider when asking the question: increased pressure or stress, 
increased workload, changes in interaction with staff, impact on school climate, etc.) 

2. How does REACH help you distinguish effective from ineffective teachers? (Please note: In survey 
responses, 87% of administrators say it doesn’t help therefore probe to understand.) 

3. What impact, either positive or negative, has REACH had on your ability to recruit and retain 
teachers? 

V. Program Implementation - I would now like to move on to some ques t ions regarding the
implementat ion of REACH.
1. Do other federal, state, district, and/or school programs compete with the implementation of 

REACH? 

[Prompts: NCLB requirements, district initiatives, and school goals and objectives] 

2. Are there members of the school staff not included in the initiative who should be? 

[If yes} What positions? 

3. Are there any incentives that you would find equally or more motivating that the REACH stipends? 

VI. Summary Thoughts on REACH - I would l ike to conc lude wi th a few final ques tions about
REACH.

1. If you could make changes to REACH, what would they be? 

2. Describe what you have found to be the highlights and the lowlights of working at a school that is 
participating in REACH.  The good and bad could include impacts on your school, your students’ 
learning, your teaching, interactions among teacher, or interactions between you and teachers/other 
school personnel. 

3. Do you feel it is worthwhile for your school to continue participating in REACH? Why or why not?  

4. Is there anything else you would like to add about your experiences with REACH?

Thanks for your time and cooperat ion !
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AISD REACH Teacher Interview – Fall 2008 

Introduction and Interview Consent 

The Austin Independent School District (AISD) has contracted with the National Center on 
Performance Incentives (NCPI) at Vanderbilt University’s Peabody College to conduct an 
evaluation of AISD’s REACH, a strategic compensation initiative 

As part of this evaluation, we are conducting interviews with teachers who are involved in the pilot 
phase of the REACH program. Questions will address a variety of topics including student learning 
objectives, TAKS growth, professional development, mentoring and media response to the 
initiative.

This information will help NCPI better understand REACH and provide valuable information for 
our evaluation. It will also inform research activities undertaken by Vanderbilt relating to the 
program. The principal investigator for this research is Professor Matthew G. Springer, director of 
NCPI.

Participation in this interview is voluntary, and you may refuse to answer specific questions if you do 
not wish to answer them. You may also choose to end the interview at any time if you do not wish 
to continue.

Any information you provide will be kept strictly confidential. We will not share individual 
responses with district staff or anyone else outside the project, except as required by law. We will not 
identify any individuals by name in our study reports, and your responses will be combined with 
others and reported in the aggregate.

Please remember per earlier communications that this interview will be recorded. Once 
recorded, interviews will be transcribed and recordings destroyed.  All identifying information will 
be removed from transcripts so that your identity will not be accessible to researchers or to the 
district. All transcripts will be stored in our secure data storage facility, and, at the end of the study, 
we will destroy transcripts as well as any personally identifiable information.  

It should take approximately 30 minutes to complete this interview.  Upon completion, you will 
receive a $25 check for participating. 

I. Introduction - Your school is participating in the pilot phase of REACH, or what was 
referred to last year as the Strategic Compensation Initiative.  We are interested in 
learning more about your experience with this initiative.   

1. Before we begin, can you please tell me a little about your teaching background and why 
you decided to become a teacher? (Prompts include: How long have you been a teacher 
at this school? How long have you been a teacher in this district? Have you taught in any 
other school or district? If so, for how many years? What subject (s) and grades did you 
teach last year? What subject (s) and grades are you teaching this year?) 

AISD Pilot Teacher Interview – p. 1 

Appendix C



I am now going to ask you to describe your school’s overall performance in teaching and 
learning.

2. First, in your opinion, what are your school’s primary strengths? 

3. In your opinion, what are the areas your school could improve upon? 

II. Communication about Reach - I would now like to ask you a number of questions about 
communication around the REACH program, both within the district and within your 
school.

1. Why do you think the district is implementing the REACH program? 

2. What specific strategies or techniques has AISD used to create awareness of the REACH 
program?

3. What is your perception of media coverage of the REACH program?

4. How did you find out your school was eligible to participate in the REACH program 
and why do you think your school was selected to participate in the REACH program? 

5. What process did your school go through to decide whether to participate in the 
program and why do you think your school ultimately decided to participate? 

6. How often does your principal (or the REACH program coordinator) discuss the 
program with teachers and other school personnel? Have these communications been 
helpful?

7. If you want to know more about the program, how do you find answers?

8. If you want to provide feedback about the program, who do you turn to? 

9. How would you characterize the “buzz” among teachers about REACH? 

III. Program Components - I am now going to ask you to describe different components of 
the REACH program. We are interested in learning more about your experience with the 
different REACH stipend opportunities.

1. Please explain to me how teacher stipends are determined for each of the following 
components and, where relevant, please describe your experience with these different 
stipend opportunities:

a. Student Learning Objectives 

i) Take me through the process of developing an SLO. 

ii) Time, Access to useful resources, Feedback. 

b. School-Wide TAKS Growth 

c. “Take One!” 

d. Novice Teacher Mentoring 

e. New to School Stipend 

f. Retention Stipend 
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2. Should school personnel not presently included in REACH be included in this initiative?  
If yes, what positions? 

IV. Program Impact - I would now like to ask some questions regarding the impact of 
REACH.

1. In your view, are the standards for achieving a REACH stipend well defined and 
transparent? Please explain. 

2. In your view, are the standards for achieving a REACH stipend fair? 

[Questions 3 and 4 pertain only to those teachers in a 2007-2008 pilot school] 

3. Did you earn a REACH stipend last year? [If so], for which program element(s)? 

a. How were you notified about your stipend? 

b. How did you feel about this method of notification?

4. Do you anticipate earning a stipend for elements not yet awarded? (Example, TAKS) 

5. Do you think you will make any changes to the way you teach this year as a result of 
your experience with REACH last year? [If yes]:  Please describe the kinds of changes 
you plan to make. 

V. Program Implementation - The next question addresses other factors affecting the 
implementation of the REACH Program. 

1. Do other federal, state, district, and/or school programs compete with the 
implementation of the REACH program? [Prompts: NCLB requirements, district 
initiatives, and school goals and objectives] 

VI. Summary Thoughts on REACH - Finally, I would like to ask your opinion about the 
REACH program in general. 

1. If you could make changes to REACH, what would they be? 

2. Describe what you have found to be the highlights and the lowlights of working at a 
school that is participating in the REACH program.  The good and bad could include 
impacts on your school, your students’ learning, your teaching, interaction among 
teachers, or interactions among principal and teachers/other school personnel. 

3. Do you feel it is worthwhile for your school to continue participating in REACH? Why 
or why not?

4. Is there anything else you would like to add about your experiences with the REACH  

Thank you very much for your time and cooperation. 
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