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Statement of the Case
William C.  Morgan, et al., Petitioners, bring this appeal from a decision of the Houston Independent School District's Board of Trustees, Respondent, denying their grievance related to the Board's alleged decision to reduce their annual salary and length of their contracts and to place them on allegedly inappropriate "salary steps" for the 1984-85 school year.

A hearing was conducted on May 6, 1985.  Petitioners were represented by Mayo J.  Thompson, Attorney at Law, Houston, Texas.  Respondent was represented by Kelly Frels, Attorney at Law, Houston, Texas.  Mark W.  Robinett, the Hearing Officer appointed by the State Commissioner of Education, presided over the hearing.

On June 19, 1985, the Hearing Officer issued a Proposal for Decision recommending to the State Commissioner of Education that Petitioners' appeal be denied.  Our records reflect that a copy of the Proposal for Decision was received by both parties.  No exceptions to the proposal were filed.

Findings of Fact
After due consideration of the evidence and matters officially noticed, in my capacity as State Commissioner of Education, I make the following Findings of Fact:

1.  Petitioners are administrators employed pursuant to term contracts by Houston ISD.

2.  In May 1984, Petitioners were offered contracts signed by Billy R.  Reagan, General Superintendent of Houston ISD.  The contracts varied in length - - from one to three years - - depending on the individual, but the term of each was to commence in August 1984.  Each contract contained the following provision:

2.  The employer hereby agrees to pay the Employee for the services rendered by the Employee pursuant to this contract, an annual salary for the current school year and for each school year thereafter during the life of this contract according to the Policies and Administrative Procedures of the Employer.  Once a salary (not to include stipends or other incentive payments) has been determined for any school year during the term of this contract, that salary shall not be reduced during the term of this contract except as provided in this contract.

These contracts were signed by Petitioners.  (Pet.  Ex.  1).

3.  During the 1983-84 school year, Houston ISD Board Policy 551.120 read, in pertinent part, as follows:

551.120 Salary of Administrators, Pay Grades 10A through 14B

Administrators, 10A through 14B who have earned an increment, shall advance one step in the applicable pay grade at the beginning of each scholastic year if the previous year's performance was rated satisfactory.  If an administrator receives an unsatisfactory assessment and his or her contract is not extended, the step increase shall be withheld.  All such action shall be consistent with contractual provisions.

(Pet.  Ex.  3).

4.  At a special board meeting on July 30, 1984, the Board of Trustees approved the 1984-85 work schedule, which included a reduction in the work schedule of certain employees, including principals, assistant principals, and other administrators.  Those on twelve month schedules were to be reduced to 11-1/2 months; those on eleven month schedules to 10-1/2 months; and those on 10-1/2 month schedules to ten months.  (Pet.  Ex.  16, p.  21).  Two Board members at that meeting stated that it was their understanding that the reduced work schedule was directly related to proposed increases in the district's longevity pay schedule, so that no individual would receive less compensation in 1984-85 than in 1983-84.  (Pet.  Ex.  16, pp.  8, 20).

5.  At its regular meeting on August 10, 1984, the Board of Trustees made the following change in its policies concerning compensation:

(a) It added to Board Policy 551.100, the following language:

It shall be the policy of the Houston Independent School District that no employee whose duty schedule (months on duty) is reduced in 1984-85 shall receive less in base compensation in 1984-85 than he or she received in 1983-84, as a result of the duty schedule reduction.  Base compensation is defined as contract annual salary plus longevity pay.  This policy shall not apply to reductions in total compensation which are not related to a reduction in duty schedule.

(Pet.  Ex.  17, p.  88).

(b) Board Policy 551.380, previously entitled "Seniority and Longevity Stipend," was retitled "Longevity Pay"; the number of years of service in the district required of employees by that section in order to receive longevity pay was reduced from fourteen to thirteen; and a Longevity Pay Table was adopted, which provided, in pertinent part, as follows:

LONGEVITY PAY TABLE

(Unit of Calculation Values)


HISD Experience  Range

Pay Grade
13-14
15-19
20+

  Range
Years
Years
Years

*        *        *

Admin.  10A - 16C
$2.00
$6.00
$8.00

The formula for calculating longevity pay is:

Years of

Number

Unit

1984-85

HISD
X
of Months
X
Calculation
=
Longervity

Experience

Employed in

Value

Pay



1984-85





*        *        *

No maximum amount of longevity pay was established for Administrators 10A - 16C.  (Pet.  Ex.  17, pp.  135-36).

(c) Administrative Procedure 551.380 was amended to provide that "[l]ongevity pay for eligible employees shall be added to the contract salary to derive base compensation." (Pet.  Ex.  17, p.  148).

6.  Prior to the August 10, 1984 changes set forth in Finding of Fact No.  5, the maximum amount paid by the district as a longevity "stipend" was $1200.

7.  During the 1983-84 school year, the school district paid its administrators in pay grades 10A through 14B in monthly amounts as set forth in a salary schedule for administrators, which contained the base monthly salary and seventeen or eighteen steps, depending on the particular pay grade.  (Pet.  Ex.  5 - - See Appendix).  The number of steps was reduced in all of these pay grades to fourteen for the 1984-85 school year.  (Pet.  Ex.  5 - - See Appendix).

8.  Despite the condensation of the number of steps on the salary schedule, every administrator was placed on a step for the 1984-85 school year in which the monthly compensation was equal to or greater than the amount the administrator would have received had he or she advanced one step on the 1983-84 salary schedule.  (Pet.  Ex.  5; Resp.  Ex.  4 - - See Appendix).

9.  Certain administrators were to receive less compensation during the 1984-85 school year from the salary schedule than they had received during 1983-84 because of the 1/2 month reduction in their duty schedule.  However, in every instance, the increase in longevity pay, which was intended, at least in part, to compensate administrators for salary lost due to the reduction in their duty schedules, exceeded the amount to be lost by the administrator as the result of such reduction.

10.  A grievance hearing was conducted on December 13, 1984, at which Petitioners stated their concerns with the reduction in their duty schedule and what they perceived as an accompanying loss of salary.  The Board of Trustees, by a 5-4 vote, denied their grievance.

11.  By memorandum dated January 9, 1985, Superintendent Reagan advised all employees affected by the reduction in work schedules for the 1984-85 school year of the following:

On December 14, 1984, the Board of Education adopted a motion concerning issues related to the work schedule reductions.  One of the recommendations was that all categories of employees involved in the duty schedule reduction recommendation last August be evaluated in terms of the needs of the individual buildings.  In accordance with this recommendation, we are enclosing duty evaluation forms to be completed by each employee affected by the reduced work schedule.  If it is the employees' desire to work beyond the 1984-85 duty schedule, building principals and/or department heads should review the completed forms and make any comments in the space provided.  After completion, the forms should be routed to the appropriate Deputy Superintendent who will then make the determination as to whether or not the requested change will be made.  The forms will then be sent to the Superintendent responsible who will review the Deputy Superintendent's recommendation and will designate where the funding necessary to make the change is to be obtained.  If additional forms are required, please feel free to duplicate as many as needed.  The forms should be submitted to the appropriate Superintendent by January 28, 1985.  Based on an analysis of the data gathered, we will then make a recommendation to the Board in February concerning any changes in duty schedules resulting from this survey.  No individual changes will be approved prior to Board approval in February.

(H.O.  Ex.  1).

12.  As of the date of hearing, all requests filed pursuant to the superintendent's memorandum had been approved, and the school district planned to approve any that were filed subsequent to the hearing.

13.  Under the policies and practices of HISD during the 1984-85 school year, no administrator who requested the reinstatement of duty days reduced by the Board's action at its July 30, 1984 meeting could receive less compensation from the salary schedule (not including longevity pay) than he or she had received during the 1983-84 school year; nor could any such administrator receive less compensation in 1984-85 than he or she would have received by advancing one step on the 1983-84 salary schedule.  (Pet.  Ex.  5; Resp.  Ex.  4 - - See Appendix).

Discussion
The basis of Petitioners' appeal is set forth in their grievance filed with the Board of Trustees of Houston ISD and heard by the Board on December 13, 1984.  Their first claim is that "(1) actions of the Board have caused the 1984-85 salaries of many of the District's administrators and supervisors to be less than the 1983-84 salaries received by those administrators and supervisors; and (2) these actions constitute a breach of contract."

In order to illustrate their position, the Petitioners cite the following example:

W.C.M.  received an annual salary of $39,528 in 1983-84; .  .  .  On September 20, 1984, he was informed in his Notice of Base Compensation for 1984-85, that his annual salary for 1984-85 would be only $39,295.50; .  .  .  This represents an annual salary reduction of $232.50.

There are two problems with this contention.  First, W.C.M.  subsequently applied for and was granted restoration of his duty schedule, including $1721.50 as compensation for working the additional days.  (Resp.  Ex.  13).  Second, he received $299.00 designated as longevity pay that he did not receive during the 1983-84 school year.  His total compensation for 1984-85 was, therefore, $41,316 - - or $1788 more than his total compensation for 1983-84.

Petitioners contend that, because the longevity "stipend" could not be considered as part of the administrators' "salary" under paragraph 2 of their contracts with the district, it should not be included in comparing their 1983-84 compensation to their 1984-85 compensation merely because the district stopped referring to the amount as a "stipend." To an extent, Petitioners are correct.  The amount allotted for longevity in 1983-84 was a "stipend" pursuant to paragraph 2 of the administrators' contracts and, therefore, did not constitute part of the administrators' "salary." Nor should any amount contemplated, when the contracts were signed, as a "stipend" for longevity be included in the computation of the administrators' "salary" for the 1984-85 school year.  However, the amount allotted for longevity was significantly increased for the 1984-85 school year at the same time that the duty schedules were reduced.  It is clear from the minutes of the July 30, 1984 Board meeting that the increase in longevity pay was intended as a trade-off for any reduction in compensation from the administrators' salary schedule incurred as a result of the reduction in duty schedules.  (Pet.  Ex.  16, pp.  8 and 20; See also Finding of Fact No.  5).  Therefore, the amount received by an administrator as longevity pay in 1984-85 may fairly be considered as a component of "salary" pursuant to paragraph 2 of the contract to the extent that the amount allotted to the administrator for longevity pursuant to the 1984-85 increase exceeds the amount the administrator would have received for longevity in the absence of the increase.  W.C.M.  would have received no longevity pay in the absence of the increase, because he had only thirteen years of service in Houston ISD and, prior to the amendments to Board Policy 551.340 at the Board's August 10, 1984 meeting, employees were not entitled to supplemental pay for longevity until they had served fourteen years in the district.  As a result of the increase, he received $299.

In conclusion, comparing the amount W.C.M.  received in 1984-85 pursuant to the salary schedule plus that amount of longevity pay to which he would not have been entitled except for the Board's changes in computing the longevity allottment, it must be concluded that, in 1984-85, he received $1788 more in salary than he received in 1983-84 and that, therefore, paragraph 2 of his contract with the school district was honored.  Nor does it appear that any administrator who requested restoration of the full duty schedule suffered any decline in salary in 1984-85.

Petitioners' second contention concerns the Board's action in reducing their duty schedules.  More particularly, Petitioners explained their position on this matter in their grievance as follows:

Petitioners contend that such contract length "reductions" constitute a clear breach of contract.  The contention is that contract length is specified in one's contract and cannot be reduced without the consent of that administrator and supervisor.  For example, an administrator or supervisor who holds a valid three-year contract that specifies effective dates of September 1, 1984 through August 31, 1987 has a valid "twelve-month" contract for salary purposes for 1984-85.  Inasmuch as Board policy (Section 551.100) states, in part, that "salaries are expressed in monthly amounts," it follows that - - regardless of duty day reductions - - the annual salary of an individual with a twelve-month contract shall be calculated for twelve months (the effective period of his or her contract) at the monthly rate of pay (as determined from the adopted salary schedule) for his or her Pay Grade and Salary Step.

Consequently, Petitioners request that the Board of Trustees: (1) rescind those policies and administrative procedures that resulted in contract length "reductions" for certain of the District's administrators and supervisors; (2) take such actions as are necessary to ensure that the contract length of no administrator or supervisor is - - except by mutual consent - - less than the effective period of his or her contract; (the effect of these actions would be to "restore" the contract lengths of those whose contracts had been "reduced"); and (3) take such actions as are necessary to ensure that 1984-85 annual salary of each administrator and supervisor is equal to the number of months in the effective period of his or her contract times the appropriate monthly rate.

Petitioners' problems with the reduction in the length of the contract and the resulting loss of compensation were both resolved by the date of hearing by the Board's action of restoring the full duty schedule upon request.  Those administrators who failed to request such restoration effectively agreed to the shorter duty schedule and cannot complain that the district is responsible for their shorter duty schedule and loss of salary during the reduced period.

Finally, Petitioners complain of their salary step placements as follows:

Board policies in effect during the 1983-84 school year (Section 551.120) state, in part:

Administrators, 10A through 14B who have earned an increment, shall advance one step in the applicable pay grade at the beginning of each scholastic year if the previous year's performance was rated satisfactory.

Petitioners contend that all administrators and supervisors in Pay Grades 10A through 14B during 1983-84 who were credited with a satisfactory year of service for 1983-84 (as evidenced by satisfactory evaluation ratings and the offer of a contract for 1984-85), earned the right to be advanced one salary step in 1984-85.  This was not done.

For example, W.C.M.  was in Pay Grade 14B, Salary Step 9 in 1983-84.  He has been placed in Pay Step 7 in 1984-85 even though he provided a satisfactory year of service in 1983-84 and was entitled to be advanced one step in 1984-85.  Had W.C.M.  been advanced one step - - from Step 9 to Step 10 - - in 1984-85, his monthly salary would have been $3732.  However, inasmuch as he was "placed" on Step 7, his monthly salary is only $3417.  This represents a loss of $315 per month.

Petitioners contend that administrators and supervisors in Pay Grades 10A through 14B who performed satisfactorily in 1983-84 earned the right to be advanced one salary step in 1984-85, based on Board policy in effect during the period of satisfactory performance.

What this argument fails to take into account is that the number of steps in Pay Grades 10A through 14B was reduced for the 1984-85 school year.  Had W.C.M.  been advanced one step, from Pay Grade 14B, Salary Step 9 to Pay Grade 14B, Salary Step 10 on the 1983-84 salary schedule, he would have received $3415 per month.  (See Appendix).  By being placed on Pay Grade 14B, Salary Step 7 on the condensed salary schedule, he received $3417 per month, an equivalent amount.  Placing W.C.M.  on Step 10 on the condensed schedule (i.e., $3732 per month) would have been equivalent to advancing five steps (i.e., Steps 10, 10a, 11, 11a, and 12) on the 1983-84 salary schedule.

In short, if Section 551.120 guaranteed Petitioners anything, it was not to be placed on a step with a particular name - - rather, it was to receive the next higher amount of compensation offered within a Pay Grade.  In other words, W.C.M.'s salary step for 1984-85 could have been called Step 1a, Step 2, or given any other designation as long as he received the $3415 per month allocated for Step 10 on the 1983-84 salary schedule.  Likewise, a designation of his step during the 1984-85 school year as Step 10, Step 50, or any other number would have been arguably inadequate if the salary for that step were less than $3415 per month.

Conclusion

It might be that the initial decision of the Board of Trustees of Houston ISD to reduce the duty schedule of Petitioners' contract, with an accompanying loss of pay for the reduced period, was in some way inconsistent with the Board's contractual obligations to Petitioners.  Whether it was, however, need not be discussed, because the Board subsequently provided every Petitioner with an opportunity to be returned to his or her full duty schedule and the appropriate accompanying amount of salary for that period.  Any administrator who failed to be restored to the full duty schedule and failed to receive any salary for that period did so by choice, not by the school district's alleged breach of contract.

Conclusions of Law
After due consideration of the record, matters officially noticed, and the foregoing Findings of Fact, in my capacity as State Commissioner of Education, I make the following Conclusions of Law:

1.  The term "salary" in paragraph 2 of Petitioners' contracts with Houston ISD refers to the amount of monthly compensation set forth in the district's salary schedule for administrators times the number of months in the particular administrator's duty schedule, plus the amount of longevity pay received by the particular administrator solely as the result of the Board's changes in determining longevity pay adopted at its meeting on August 10, 1984.

2.  No Petitioner received less "salary" for the 1984-85 school year than he or she received for the 1983-84 school year.

3.  Pursuant to Board Policy No.  551.120, all administrators whose performance for the 1983-84 school year was rated satisfactory were entitled to advance one step in the applicable pay grade for the 1984-85 school year.  This provision did not entitle administrators whose performance for the 1983-84 school year was rated satisfactory to be placed at a particular step number; rather, in the event of a change in the number of steps within a pay grade, they were entitled to be placed on a step on the 1984-85 salary schedule equivalent in compensation to the step to which they would have been advanced had the 1983-84 salary schedule remained in effect.

4.  Every Petitioner was placed on a step on the condensed 1984-85 salary schedule equivalent to the step on which they would have been placed had they advanced one step on the 1983-84 salary schedule.

5.  Any Petitioner who did not receive the full benefit of his or her contract as contemplated by the parties at the time the contract was signed waived any right to those benefits by failing to request the restoration of his or her full duty schedule.

6.  Petitioners' appeal should be DENIED.

O R D E R
After due consideration of the record, matters officially noticed, and the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, in my capacity as State Commissioner of Education, it is hereby

ORDERED that Petitioners' appeal be, and is hereby, DENIED.

SIGNED AND ENTERED this 18th day of July, 1985.

_______________________

W.  N.  KIRBY

COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION

A P P E N D I X

EXHIBIT "F"


 Grade 10A &10B
         Pay Grade 11
 Pay Grade 12

 Steps
83/84

84/85
83/84

84/85
83/84

84/85

Base
2,037
158 7.8
2,195
2,107
160 7.6
2,267
2,178
169 7.8
2,347

1
2,091
174 8.3
2,265
2,161
177 8.2
2,338
2,235
187 8.4
2,422

2
2,144
121 5.6
2,265
2,218
120 5.4
2,338
2,293
129 5.6
2,422

3
2,199
138 6.3
2,337
2,275
137 6.0
2,412
2,351
148 6.3
2,499

4
2,254
158 7.0
2,412
2,333
155 6.6
2,488
2,410
168 7.0
2,578

5
2,308
181 7.8
2,489
2,392
174 7.3
2,566
2,471
189 7.6
2,660

6
2,366
123 5.2
2,489
2,453
194 7.9
2,647
2,535
125 4.9
2,660

7
2,438
131 5.4
2,569
2,531
199 7.9
2,730
2,617
127 4.9
2,744

8
2,524
127 5.0
2,651
2,616
200 7.6
2,816
2,704
127 4.7
2,831

9
2,615
121 4.6
2,736
2,706
199 7.4
2,905
2,797
124 4.4
2,921

10
2,711
203 7.5
2,914
2,802
195 7.0
2,997
2,895
215 7.4
3,110

10a
2,815
192 6.8
3,007
2,903
188 6.5
3,091
3,001
208 6.9
3,209

11
2,870
137 4.8
3,007
2,962
129 4.4
3,091
3,060
149 4.9
3,209

11a
2,924
179 6.1
3,103
3,012
176 5.8
3,188
3,112
200 6.4
3,312

12
2,983
120 4.0
3,103
3,072
216 7.0
3,288
3,174
138 4.3
3,312

12a
3,040
161 5.3
3,201
3,127
161 5.1
3,288
3,233
185 5.7
3,418

13
3,101
201 6.5
3,302
3,190
202 6.3
3,392
3,298
120 3.6
3,418

13a
3,164
138 4.4
3,302
3,250
142 4.4
3,392
3,362
145 4.9
3,527

14
3,226
181 5.6
3,407
3,315
185 5.6
3,500
3,429
211 4.2
3,640


Pay Grade 13
  Pay Grade 14_
 Pay Grade 14A_

 Steps
83/84

84/85
83/84

84/85
83/84

84/85

Base
2,254
183 8.1
2,437
2,288
188 8.2
2,476
2,409
197 8.2
2,606

1
2,314
123 5.3
2,437
2,343
133 5.7
2,476
2,477
129 5.2
2,606

2
2,374
139 5.9
2,513
2,401
151 6.3
2,552
2,545
142 5.6
2,687

3
2,433
158 6.5
2,591
2,461
170 6.9
2,631
2,613
157 4.0
2,770

4
2,495
176 7.1
2,671
2,522
190 7.5
2,712
2,681
175 6.5
2,856

5
2,558
196 7.7
2,754
2,588
124 4.8
2,712
2,753
192 7.0
2,945

6
2,624
130 5.0
2,754
2,653
143 5.4
2,796
2,825
120 4.2
2,945

7
2,692
147 5.5
2,839
2,726
156 5.7
2,882
2,921
209 7.2
3,130

8
2,786
141 5.1
2,927
2,821
150 5.3
2,971
3,025
202 6.7
3,227

9
2,885
133 4.6
3,018
2,921
142 4.9
3,063
3,134
193 6.2
3,327

10
2,992
120 4.0
3,112
3,029
128 4.2
3,157
3,252
178 5.5
3,430

10a
3,105
202 6.5
3,307
3,143
211 6.7
3,354
3,376
160 4.7
3,536

11
3,167
140 4.4
3,307
3,206
148 4.6
3,354
3,444
202 5.9
3,646

11a
3,226
184 5.7
3,410
3,265
192 5.9
3,457
3,509
137 3.9
3,646

12
3,289
121 3.7
3,410
3,329
128 3.8
3,457
3,579
181 5.1
3,760

12a
3,352
164 4.9
3,516
3,395
148 4.9
3,563
3,628
132 3.6
3,760

13
3,420
220 6.4
3,640
3,463
210 6.1
3,673
3,695
183 5.0
3,878

13a
3,486
154 4.4
3,640
3,533
140 4.0
3,673
3,729
149 4.0
3,878

14











Pay Grade 14B
Pay Grade 16
Pay Grade 16A

Steps
83/84

 84/85
83/84

84/85
83/84

84/85

Base
2,552
228 8.9
2,780
34,848
912 2.6
35,760
37,337
923 2.5
38,260

1
2,617
163 6.2
2,780
34,848
5.4
(2,980)
37,337
5.4
(3,188)

2
2,681
182 6.8
2,863
(2,904)
5.4
52,800
(3,111)
5.4
57,800

3
2,751
198 7.2
2,949
52,272
528 1.0
52,800
57,250
650 1.0
57,800

4
2,823
126 4.5
2,949
(4,356)

(4,400)
(4,771)

(4,817)

5
2,895
142 4.9
3,037







6
2,979
149 5.0
3,128







7
3,078
144 4.7
3,222









Pay Grade 16B
Pay Grade 16C

8
3,182
136 4.3
3,318
83-84

84-85
83-84

84-85

9
3,294
123 3.7
3,417
42,315
945 2.2
43,260
74,674
626 0.8
75,300

10
3,415
209 6.1
3,624
42,315
5.4
(3,605)




10a
3,546
186 5.2
3,732
(3,526)
5.4
65,300




11
3,616
228 6.3
3,844
64,717
583 0.9
65,300




11a
3,680
164 4.5
3,844
(5,393)

(5,442)




12
3,753
206 5.5
3,959







12a
3,801
158 4.2
3,959







13
3,871
206 5.3
4,077







13a
3,905
172 4.4
4,077







Article Five - Employee Policies

551.110-551.120 Salary Schedule for Administrators 1983-84



Base



















Pay

Mo.



















Grade
Position Title
Salary
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
10a
11
11a
12
12a
13
13a
14

10A

,
Program Administrator

Specialist
2037
2091
2144
2199
2254
2308
2366
2438
2524
2615
2711
2815
2870
2924
2983
3040
3101
3164
3226

10B
Assistant Director, Supervisor
2037
2091
2144
2199
2254
2308
2366
2438
2524
2615
2711
2815
2870
2924
2983
3040
3101
3164
3226

11
Assistant Principal
2107
2161
2218
2275
2333
2392
2453
2531
2616
2706
2802
2903
2962
3012
3072
3127
3190
3250
3315

12


Specialist, Instructional

Principal, Campus of 0-19 FTE

  Professionals
2178
2235
2293
2351
2410
2471
2535
2617
2704
2797
2895
3001
3060
3112
3174
3233
3298
3362
3429

13


Principal, Campus of 20-49 FTE

Professionals

Assistant Principal, Senior High 
2254
2314
2374
2433
2495
2558
2624
2692
2786
2885
2992
3105
3167
3226
3289
3352
3420
3486


14
Associate Director
2288
2343
2401
2461
2522
2588
2653
2726
2821
2921
3029
3143
3206
3265
3329
3395
3463
3533


14A


Director,

Principal, Campus of 50- 79 FTE

Professionals
2409
2477
2545
2613
2681
2753
2825
2921
3025
3134
3252
3376
3444
3509
3579
3628
3695
3729


14B
Executive Director,

Principal, Campus of 80 or more FTE Professionals
2552
2617
2681
2751
2823
2895
2979
3078
3182
3294
3415
3546
3616
3680
3753
3801
3871
3905


16

,
Principal, Comprehensive Sr.

  High School with enrollment of Assistant 1200 or more Superintendent
34,848 to 52,272 annually (Recommended by the General Superintendent)

16A
Associate Superintendent
37,337 to 57,250 annually (Recommended by the General Superintendent)

16B
Deputy Superintendent
42,315 to 64,717 annually (Recommended by the General Superintendent)

16C
Superintendent
Maximum of 74,674 annually (Recommended by the General Superintendent)

18
General Superintendent
Determined by the Board of Education at the normal time of review (1982-83: $96,000 - 1983-84: $95,583)

Article Five - Employee Policies

551.110-551.120 Salary Schedule for Administrators 1984-85



Base















Pay

Mo.















Grade
Position Title
Salary
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14

10A


Program Administrator,

Specialist
2195
2265
2337
2412
2489
2569
2651
2736
2824
2914
3007
3103
3201
3302
3407

10B
Assistant Director, Supervisor
2195
2265
2337
2412
2489
2569
2651
2736
2824
2914
3007
3103
3201
3302
3407

11
Assistant Principal
2267
2338
2412
2488
2566
2647
2730
2816
2905
2997
3091
3188
3288
3392
3500

12


Instructional Specialist,

Principal, Campus of 0-19 FTE

  Professionals
2347
2422
2499
2578
2660
2744
2831
2921
3014
3110
3209
3312
3418
3527
3640

13


 Principal, Campus of 20-49 FTE

 Professionals

Assistant Principal, Senior High
2437
2513
2591
2671
2754
2839
2927
3018
3112
3208
3307
3410
3516
3640
3739

14
Associate Director
2476
2552
2631
2712
2796
2882
2971
3063
3157
3254
3354
3457
3563
3673
3787

14A


Director,

Principal, Campus of 50-79 FTE

  Professionals
2606
2687
2770
2856
2945
3036
3130
3227
3327
3430
3536
3646
3760
3878
3999

14B


Executive Director,

Principal, Campus of 80 or more

  FTE Professionals
2780
2863
2949
3037
3128
3222
3318
3417
3519
3624
3732
3844
3959
4077
4198

16


AAssistant Superintendent,

Principal, Comprehensive Sr.  High School with enrollment of  1200 or more 
35,760 to 52,800 annually (Recommended by the General Superintendent)

16A
Associate Superintendent
38,260 to 57,800 annually (Recommended by the General Superintendent)

16B
Deputy Superintendent
43,260 to 65,300 annually (Recommended by the General Superintendent)

16C
Superintendent
Maximum of 75,300 annually (Recommended by the General Superintendent)

18
General Superintendent
Determined by the Board of Education at the normal time of review

# Steps not implemented in 1984-85.

4
8
#065-R3-185


