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|. TheNevada Teacher and Leaders Council (TLC)

Overview

ThisSystem®evelopmenWhite Papeisets forththe Nevada Educator Performance Framework,

including the teacher and administrator evaluation modedtablished by the Nevada TLC. It is expected
that this document will be useful in informing diverstakeholders about the woref the TLC, and that

it will be especially relevant for Nevada schogatiicts as they plan revisions é&xisting teacher and
administrator evaluation systems. The document explains why this change is happening, describes the
background behind the creation of the TLC, and addretssespportunitiesandthe work of the TLC.

The paper also@tuments the beliefs the Tli€entified whichdrove thefinal recommendations, the

goals and purposes of the evaluation system, and the categories of performance against which teachers
and adminigrators will be evaluated. Also noted are considerations with regard to balancing local
autonomy and priorities with statewide uniformity, as well as initial thinking with regard to purposefully
phasing in a new statewidevaluationsystemincluding the mcessity to conduct a carefuliesigred
validation study The glossarycontains a set of definitions to support understanding of the terms
associated with the development of the performance exion system and the content of this
document.Finally, theminutes of each meeting of the TCL are archived in this document.

Context: The Need for Systems Change

National research (Reform Support Network, 2011) has demonstrated that too few current educator
evaluation systems are effectively used () provide teachers and administrators with the training and
tools they need to be effectivg?) better identify and meet individual professional development needs;
(3) provide targeted intervention to help struggling educatdés;make personnel decisionand (5)
reward the accomplishments of effective educators. Implementation of evaluation systems has been
perceived as a perfunctory exercise, with insufficient measurement of characteristics directly linked to
student achievement. In a national analysi€valuation systems, the New Teacher Project sflity
Widget Effec{2009) found many design flaws with evaluation systems, iiedud

1 infrequent evaluations

1 evaluations not focused on behaviors and practices havirighpact on student learning

 evadzl A2y NIGAYy3Ia 2F GalbBABTHOOBAREII AYR &dz(aby
impossible to differentiate great teaching from good, good from fair, and fair from poor, and
whereby99% of educatorin many districtsearned adsatisfactorg rating
evaluations that did not provide useful feedback on classroom instruciot

lack of use of evaluation results to make important decisions about development,
compensation, tenure or promotion.

=a =9

At the same time that evaluation systems have come undey fiears of research tell us that providing
students with effective teachers is the most important variable for achieving student success (New
Teacher Project, 2009Key to this success is the articulation of expectations for teachers and the
implementaion of models of supervision that are aligned to standavtis.also know that effective

teachers must be supported by effective administrators. Quality Counts (2012) gives Nevada an overall
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grade of'C'- for the teachingprofession, with & C' for accountability for quality and &D" for building
and supporting capacifyankingthe state48" overall Clearly change is needed within the state.

¢Sy @SINBR 2F O2tfSOGAYy3 FYR FylrftelAy3a aKAIKE & |dz
No Chill Left Behind AGNCLB), have revealed that assessing educat@oigpand impact requires

much more than consideratioof licensure and years of experience. Accordingly, national and state
reform agendas to improve educational outcomes for Pt@kstudents have begun in earnest in the last
three years to shine a spotlight on educator evaluation systems. As spurred Dptma

aR Y A y A & (BNé&piinAf@ fReoéim Thereauthorization of theElementary and Secondary Education
Act(ESEA), competitiiRace to the Tofunding was made available to incentivize states and districts to
focus on assessing and developing edacaapacity, including using student achievement data as a
central measure to diagnose and classify educator success. In 201@¢vennor Gibbons created the
Nevada Blue Ribbon Task Force, which was charged with developing a set of recommendadions for
overall reform of public education for Nevada's children. A central téregtemerged orthe reform

agenda was that every student should be taught by a great teacher and every school building should be
led by a great administratorAlso emerging frorthis effort was the conclusion that in order to

accomplish these outcomeshanges were needed in Nevada statute and regulations, including a need

to establish a uniform performance evaluation system for Nevada educators.

bSJI R Qa 5ANBOGAODS

In 2011, Assmbly Bill 222- as approved in a kpartisanvote of the Nevada Legislature aednbraced
by Governor Sandovalauthorizedthe creation ofthe TLGnd requied that body to submitmodels for
teacher and school administrator evaluatsio the State Boardf Educatiorfor approval. A
preliminaryset of recommendationwaspresented to the Boardn June 1, 2012, with finahodels
presented to the Board on Decembbt, 2012. The newly-reconstitutedState Board of Education
(January 2013) was chargesith adopting regulationsto guide implementation of thé&evada Educator
Performance FrameworlPurposeful efforts were undertaken to fully inform the newly elected and
appointed state board members of the work undertaken by the TLC.

AB 222 specifically statéisat teaches and administrators are to be:

9 evaluated using multiple, fair, timely, rigorous and valid methods which includes pupil
achievement data (as required by NRS 386.650) to account for at least 50% of the evaluation

9 evaluated oruse of practiceand strategies to involve and engage the parents and families of
pupils in the classroom

9 afforded a meaningful opportunity to improve their effectiveness through professional
development that is linked to their evaluatians

9 provided the means to share eftive educational methods with other teachers and
administrators throughout the Stateand

9 classified under a foutier design in which each teacher and administrator must be rated as
highly effective, effective, minimally effective, or ineffective.
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AB222 created a 1'Bnember TLCwith 11 of themembership selected by Governor Sanddwain
recommendations made by stakeholder groups and the remaining 4 approvibe lsyate
superintendent andhe Nevada System of Higher EducatiNiS{E chancellor Members of the TLC
bring expertise in Prek2 standards, curriculunpedagogy, assessment, personnel evaluation,
professional developmenparent involvement, and public policyhich are the critica¢lements
identified iNnRNA GA Yy 3 bSOl RI QéuntghfitfEsystem Sy SN GA2y | OO0

The TLC began meeting in October 2011 and concludefitshphase of theiwork inDecember2012

with an appearance before the State Board of Education to begin the regulatory précesss the
fifteen-month period of model devefament, the TLC and associated task forces met on more than 25
occasionsAll TLAneetings were open to the public, and time faublic comment waseserved at each
meeting All meeting minuteg¢see appendixand related documents can be found at
http://www.doe.nv.gov/Boards _Commissions Councils/Commissions_and_Councils/Teachers_and Lea
ders_Council/Archive_Page/

Consistent with the legislative charge, the To@tinues to meet to further develoghe statewide
uniform performance evaluation system ftlevadh educators and to appthe results of the validéon
study to refinethe evaluation system during its implemtation.
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Il. The Future of Educator Evaluation and SuppaortNevada

Introduction

Enhancing educator evaluation presents Nevada with an unprecedented opportunity for systemic
reform thatcaninitiate the process of repositioning Nevada at the toducation. Educator evaluation
serves as the foundation to increasing educateffectiveness andetention, andto equitable

distribution of effective teachers and administratofSevada has an opportunity to recognize this strong
connection by aligningducatorpreparationandlicensure student standardsgurriculum and

instruction, andprofessional irservicewith educator performance evaluations.

Promoting educator voice in the design and implementation of performance evaluation is imperative so
that the model idfair, accurate, and useful for the stakeholders it is designed to support. Therefore,
educators arantegral to the design proces®uilding a system whereby educesaconsider the process
advantageous, ands happeningvith them and notto them, will go a long way in gaining stakeholder
support and improving teacher capacity and student outcomes. Such a system presents opportunities
for:

Students to:
1 be taught and supported by a highly effective educator
1 meet academic expectatiorgsgraduating fromschool collegeand careefready;
1 take on ownership for their own learningnd
1 have a voice in determining the performaneealuationof educators

Educators to:

9 positively impact the achievement of students in Nevada

1 grow professionallyhroughtargeted, sustained professional development antder
suppors;

9 monitor student growth, identifyand develomuality instructional practicegndshare
effective educational methods with colleagyes

9 reflect upon practice and take ownership for thprofessional growthand

i participate in constructive dialogue and obtain specific, supportive feedback from
evaluators

Districts/Schools to:
1 ensure all students are taught by a highly effective edugator
ensure that aleducatorsare adequately suppted;
allocate resources and supports based upon identified needs
make more informed human capital decisipns
provide educators with clear performance expectations aligned to professional
responsibilitiesand
1 acknowledge and reward educators for effectpuactices

=A =4 =4 =
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Guiding Beliefs for &lew Educator Evaluation System

The following beliefs support an underlying visfonall educatorsand guided the TLi@ the
developmentof astatewideuniform performance evaluation system fdlevada educators. It is the
clear intent of the TLC to promote educatffectivenessso that all students master standards and
attain essential skille graduate high school ready for college and highly skitledareer success.
Accordingly, the TLGleves that:

1

all educatorscanimprove through effective, targeted professional development, as identified
through the evaluation process and connected to district improvement pangoalsdesigned
to inform and transform practice

an effective evaluabn system must include clear expectations for both professional practice
and student growth as well as fair, meaningful, ingely feedback

the evaluation process will engage stakeholders in a collaborative process that informs practice
and positivelynfluences the school and community climate

the evaluation system must include student, teacher, and administrator achievement and
performance as measured over time using multiple measures,phiimes, over multiple
years;

an effective evaluation syste must include observation of practice

educator evaluations must be consistent with and supported by federal, stateictisnd
schootlevel systems;

aconsistent and supportive teacher and administrator evaluation system includes opportunities
for sef-reflection and continuous, measurable feedback to improve performance of students,
teachers,administrators, and the system;

the evaluation system must h@art of a larger professional growth system that consistently
evolves and improves to support the teachergla@uministrators that it serves;

the evaluation system must bmplemented with fidelity, ensuring that all educators and
evaluators are adequatgltrained; and

an effective evaluation system must hold educators accountable for student achievement by
including in individual teacher evaluations the achievement data for students in their
classrooms, anthcludingin individualadministrator evaluatios achievement data of students
in their schools, to the extent that valideasuresare available.
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lll. OverallEducatorEvaluationFramework

Evaluation System Goals

The Nevada Educator Performance Framewaokals

Goall: Fosterstudent learning and growth

Goal2: ImproveS RdzOl G 2NEQ STFSOGADS AyadNHzOGAZ2Y ! €
Goal3: Inform human capital decisions based on a professional growth system

Goal4: Engagestakeholders in the continuous improvement and monitoring of a professional

growth system.

Main Purpo®s of the Evaluation Framework

¢KS 2@SNIff LidzN1LI2 PSfordahcea®evbrRis tQidentByRifizQiveindtmdtion
and leadershipandto establish criteria to determine:

1 whethereducators are helping students meet achievement targets and performance
expectationgsupports goals 1 & 4)
whether educatorsare effectively engaimg families éupports goals 1 & 2)
whethereducatorsare collaboratng effectively éupports goals 1, 2, &3
the professional development needs of educatagpports goals 1, 2, 3 ;4
information on which to baseuman capital decisions including rewards and consequences
(supports goal B and
1 whether eduators are usinglata to inform decision makingypports goals 1, 2 &4

=A =4 =4 =

Statewide Uniformity & Local Implementation Considerations

TheTLC engagkn dialogue with stakeholdeistatewideand collaborative partners determine the

role of the statein providing guidance and oversight to local educational agencies (QEdis)rictsin
developing, validating, implementing, and improving educator evaluation sys#easrdingly, th&'LC
recommenabd that the state develop a model evaluation procesgliusive of the rubrics to measure
performance that a district may adopt and implement. Distrgltsuldalso have the flexibility to modify
the state rubric or develop their own as long as certain parameters are mahantdodel/rubrichas

been vetted tlloughan approval process by the Statducation agencySEApPr Nevada Department of
Education (NDERAs such, tricts must either adopthe State rubric or submit for approval applications
for local flexibility The applications must include the rubriecludinga demonstrated alignment within
the state standardsstatutes,and indicators ana level of assurance that thigzve (5)high everage
instructional standard$or teachers andour (4) high leverage irtsuctional leadership standardsr
adminstrators(described in further detail in subsequent sectiond) be measured and supported

Such an approach allows district models to address district priorities and needs, while also fostering a
coherent and aligned system that measures and suppedstier and leader practice in implementing

LINJ O

the high leverage instructional principles with fideltyK A & O2y OSLJi I f A 3yid IKANEK (K
LIk NI RAIY dzll2y 6KAOK bSQOIRIQA ySs +002dzyitoArtArde &
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The approval process for anisttict-submitted requests for flexibility regarding the Teacher and
Administrator Evaluation Frameworks will be developed by the NDE with stakeholder input, including
district representatives, parents, teachers, and others as deemed appropriate. ljgésteathat the

state will form a Technical Advisory Committ8&C) comprised afationdly recognized experts who

will, along with reviewing notested subject assessmentsoreview proposed local plans and provide
guidance on suggestions for enhargimefining, and/or modifying local plans to ensure that necessary
technical considerations are met with regard to those strict criteria established in state staidte
regulation
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V. Teacher Evaluation

Overview of the State Framework for Teacherdhvation Systems

The working framework represented below characterizesth@nodel forcategories of
performance/evidenceén which teachers will bevaluated

Figure 1: Nevada Teacher Evaluation Framework

Nevada Educator Performance Framework:
Teacher Evaluation Model

|
I |

[ Educational Practice ] [ Student Performance ]
| i
/Instructional Practice & 35%\ / Professional \ Student Outcomesd 50%

Responsibilities 6 15% .
Teacher behavior in the classroom that Students show appropriate,
enables every student& learning. Teacher behavior that expected growth over time in
supports learning and their subject/content area.
1) New learning is connected to prior promotes effectiveness of the Students show proficiency in
learning and experience school community their subjects and grade level.
2) Learning tasks have high cognitive
demand for diverse learners 1) Family engagement Categories of data:
3) Students engage in meaning-making 2) Reflection on professional 1) Student growth
through discourse and other growth and practice 2) Student subpopulation
strategies 3) Contribution to school gap reduction
4) Students engage in metacognitive community 3) Student proficiency
activity to increase understanding 4) Professional obligations
and responsibility for their own 5) Student perception
learning
5) Assessment is integrated into

I AN /

Teacher Quality Standards

TheTLChasestablished a modéehat assesses teacher performance acrvgs overarching categories:

(1) Educational Practice and (2) Student Performance. Under the Educational Practice categories are two
critically important domains: (a) Instructional Practice andRtnfessional Responsibilities. The

Instructional Practice domain sets the parameters for measuring the teacher behavior delivering
instruction in the classroom, while also specifically monitoring student behavior. The Professional
Responsibilities domaiaddresses the parameters for everything a teacher does outside of instruction
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to influence and prepare for learning at the highest level in the classroom and promote effectiveness of
the school community.

These domains have been determined in response tigorous review of existing standards, including
the Interstate Teacher Assessment and Support Consortiif@f£andthe National Board for
Professional Teaching Standards (NBRiESyell as examples of other state standards such as, lowa
Coloradoand DelawareThe TL@vas guided by the work of an establishiagk force whichreviewed
existing standards, removed any duplication, and ensured alignniém. TLC arngzed various
exemplars and created standards that aligih ( K (i ést@blishg¢ddel@®, goals, and purpes

TheTLC made a deliberatkecision to focus on high leverage instructional practlz&sed on inputrom

guidance by national experts and with trenforcementof research demonstratinthat by narrowing

the scope to the agessment of instructional practice and professional developntéet,TLCGwill

broaden the depth and breadth of the systerftese standardare based o vast body of empirical

evidence demonstratingn immediate and important connection to fostering sé&und success in post
aSO02yRINE Sy @AaNRYyYSy i éntuyskilosdzhdt tRey gratuade Caledddré 4 Q H M a
careerready.
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Teacher High Leverage Instructioraiandards

Table 1HighLeverage Instructional Standard

Standard 1: Indicator 1: The eacher activatesalld 6 dZRSYy 64 Q Ay AGALFf dzyRS
New Learning is skills
Connected to Prior | Indicator 2: The eacher makes connections explicit between previous learning and n
Learning and concepts and skills fall students
Experience Indicator 3: The eacher makes clear the purpose and relevance of new learniraylfor
students
Indicator 4: The eacher providesill studentsopportunities to build on or challenge initia
understandings
Standard 2: Indicator 1: The teacher assignagksthat purposefully employlla (i dzZRSy i & Q
Learning Tasks have abilities and skills
High Cognitive Indicator 2: The teacher assignagksthat place appropriate demands on each student
Demand for Diverse| Indicator 3 The teacher assigns tasket progressively developlla i dzZRSy (i a Q
Learners abilities and skills
Indicator 4: The teacher operates with a deéglief that all children can achieve
regardless of race, perceived ability and semionomic status.
Standard 3: Indicator 1: The tacher provides opportunities for extendeatoductive discourse
Students Engage in between the teacher and student(s) and among students
MeaningMaking Indicator 2: The tacher provides opportunities f@ll students to create and interpret
through Discourse multiple representations
and Other Strategieg Indicator 3: The tacher assistall students to useexisting knowledge and prior
experience to make connections and recognize relationships
Indicator 4: The eacher structures the classroom environment to enable collaboratio
participation, and a positive affective experience &tirstudents
Standard 4: Indicator 1: The tacher andll students understand what students are learning, why
Students Engage in they are learning it, and how they will knafsthey have learned it
Metacognitive Indicator 2: The tacher structures opportunities for sationitored learning foall
Activity to Increase students
Understanding of | Indicator 3: The eacher supportslld G dzZRSy G & G2 G11S FOGAZ2
and Responsibility selfmonitoring processes
for Their Own
Learning
Standard 5: Indicator 1: The tacher plans ogoing learning opportunities based on evidencalbf
Assessment is d0dzRSYy1aQ OdzNNByid ¢ SFENYyAy3I &adl Gdz
Integrated into Indicator 2 The tacher aligns assessment opportunities wéhrning goals and
Instruction performance criteria
Indicator 3: The tacher structures opportunities to generate evidence of learning du
the lesson ofll students
Indicator 4: The eacher adapts actions based on evidence generated in the lessati f

students

As recommendd by the TLC, the performance indicators for each standard and the corresponding
rubrics were developed byr. Margaret Heritagef the University of Californid,os Angeleblational
Center for Research on Evaluation, Standaadd, Student Testing (CRES&mg, her team (See
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Appendix A for the completed rubrics with each of the indicators build out across the four performance
levels). The rubrics and associated performance levels to assess the indicators were designed to look at
teacher and student behavior, with a focus on outcomes, not process results. Dr. Heritage and her team
prepared a research synthesis documenting the empirical research supporting the focus ofiviaése

high leverage instructional standadSee Apperid B).

Also noteworthy ighe attention the TLC paidalthough in smaller measurt those things that

educators do outside of their direct instructional engagement with students, cBiletéssional
Responsibilitiewithin the Nevadaframework to influence student performance. Most states include

both instructional practice and professional responsibilities in their educator effectiveness evaluation
systems, although they are not typically pulled apart as two separate domains. The TLC chasésto do
because of a desire to send a strong messaeerninghe importance of highly effective instruction

and the need for the alignment of professional development in these areas. Additionally, the TLC
believes that while professional responsibilities ar@dmant, more weight should be given to actual
instruction with students since this is the most important lever for student success. Family engagement
isestablished as a specific focus stratégyr Nevada educators, andsesmewhatunique to our state.
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TeacherProfessionaResponsibilitiesStandard

Table 2 ProfessionaResponsibilitieStandard

Standard 1:
Commitment to the
School Community

Indicator 1:

Indicator 2

Indicator 3:

The teacher takes an active role on the instructional team and collabora
with colleaguedo improve instruction for all students.

The teacher takes aactive role in building a professional culture that
supports school and district initiatives.

The teacher takes an active role in cultivating a safe, leastentered
school culture and community that maintains high expectations for all
students.

Standard 2:
SelfReflection and
Professional Growth

Indicator 1:

Indicator 2:

Indicator 3:

Indicator 4:

The teacher seeksut feedback from instructional leaders and colleagues
and uses a variety afata to selfreflect on his or her practice.
The teacher pursues aligned professional learning opportunities to supp
improved instructional practice across the school community.
The teacher takes an active role in mentayicolleagues and pursues
teacher leadership opportunities.

Operates with a deep belief that all children can achieve regardless
race, perceved ability and soci@conomicstatus.

Standard 3:
Professional
Obligations

Indicator 1:

Indicator 2:

Indicator 3:

The teacher models and advocates for fair, equitable, and appropriate
treatment of all students and families.

The teacher models integrity in all interactions with colleagues, students|
families, and the community.

Theteacher follows policies, regulations, and procedures specific to role
responsibilities.

Standard 4:
Family Engagement

Indicator 1:

Indicator 2:

Indicator 3:

The teacher regularly facilitates tweay communication with parents and
guardians, using available tools ttea responsive to their language need
and include parent/guardian requests and insights, about the goals of
instruction and student progress.

The teacher values, respects, welcomes, and encourages students and
families, of all diverse cultal backgrounds, to become active members o
the school and views them as valuable assets to student learning

The teacher informs and connects families and students to opportunities
and services according to student needs.

Standard 5:
Student Perception

Indicator 1: The students report that the teacher helps them learn.

Indicator 2:

Indicator 3:

The students report that the teacher creates a safe and supportive learn
environment.

The students report that the teacher caralsout them as individuals and
their goals or interests.

The teacheprofessional practice standasdare also based on empirical evidence and were selected to

specificallysupport improvements in teacher practice (ségpendixC). When theState Boaraf
Educationadopts the standards and indicatdia the professional practice domaithe performance
levels will be developed.
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Teacher Measures of Student Performance

The TLC recommends the remaining category to evaluate educator performancecokednaStudent
Performance; under which there is one domain: Student Outconiflse Student Outcomes domain
includes data that reflect that students show appropriate, expected growth over time in their
subject/content area, as well as show proficienciethi&ir subjects and grade level and is accurately and
appropriately attributed to the teacher.

a4 AYRAOIFIGSR G GKS 2yasSi 2F (GKAa R20dzySyid FyR NB
student growth and educator performances a criticafactor within evaluation modelas ithas the

potential to transform the professiatHowever, many variables affect the relationship between student

growth and educator performance. There are many technical issues surrounding the calculation of

student gravth and available measures that are both constructive eodtainthe technicalqualities

needed to make higistakes decisionsAs states and districts implement new educator evaluation

models, advances in research and promising practices are anticigsgatew research and information

emerges through national and Nevada validation efforts (described in further detail in subsequent

sections), the Nevada approach to measuring student growth will be adapted accordingly.

¢t KSNBEF2NE> (KS ¢ paticRsconc@diNg\ideasiires Nidére growthfgr use in
individual teacheevaluations are made after a close examination of the limitations of currently
available assessments, data availability and integrity, and technical limitations. The TLC atkispaid
attention to the potential unintended consequences that could result if the appropriate validation and
GSadAy3d RAR y2i 200dz2NW /| 2yaSldsSyites LINOBARSR o
student growth as it currently stand$he TLC r@enmends that the Student Outcomes domaiclude
measures of:
1 student growth
9 studentproficiency
1 contributions to the reduction of subpopulaticachievemengaps

(o))

¢KS dzaS 2F G(KA&A AYRSE FT2NXNIG A& AyiliSyleasarivig t t &8 RSa
school success through the Nevada School Performance FianéMSPF), as described in Nevada
Elementary and Secondary Education Rlekibility Request (i.e., ESEA waiver application). Included
within areboth student proficiency (did student naéthe goal) as well as student growttident
achievement over timednd reduction othe achievement gap for students in poverty, who are English
Language Learners, and/or have been identified with a disability.decision of the TLC to include
measues of both student growth and also status/proficiency in the Student Outcomes measure puts
Nevada in a group with only six (6) other states. Data presented at the November 2, 2012 meeting
shows that 32 states use only growth measures in this indicat@r uses only status/proficiency, seven
(including Nevada) include both growth and status, and in 11 states it was not possible to determine
which measures were included.
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Teacher Evaluation Cycle

The TLC defined the teacher evaluation as a-@ayprocess with multiple components. The annual

evaluation cycle begins with teacher safisessments, which includes, but need not be limited to, a self

assessment based on the fivaghilevel instructional standasi and a preevaluation conference

betweenthe teacher and supervising administrator that includes identification of an instructional focus

as illustrated below:

Figure2: RatingDrivenEvaluation Cycle

Rating-Driven Evaluation Cycle
| 3TimesPer Year nmum | 2Times Per Year mimm | 1Time Per Year in |

Educator Qassification

Self Assessment

Reflection Meeting
Analysis
Goal Setting
Plan Development

Bvidence Review* T
Data (ollection and
Qollaborative
Conferencing
Observation Process
Artifacts, Documentation

Educator Professional
Growth Planning and
Delivery (targeted PD)

Ummative BEvaluation

AProbationary educators

AEducators previously rated as
Minimally Bfective

AEducators previously rated as
Ineffective

Prior to first evidence review

Prior to the first evidence review

A1 review, within first 40 days
of start of instruction;

A2nd review, no later than 80
days of start of instruction;

A3 review, within 120 days of
start of instruction

AFollowing 1% evidence review

AFollowing 2" evidence review

AFollowing 3™ evidence review

APost-probationary educators
previously rated as Efective

Prior to first evidence review

Prior to the first evidence
review

A1 review, within first 80 days
of the start of instruction;

A2nd review, no later than 120
daysfrom start of instruction

AFollowing 1% evidence review
AFollowing 2" evidence review

APost-probationary
educators previously
rated as Highly Bfective

Prior to evidence review &
recommended within 50
days of start of instruction
Prior to evidence review
and recommended within
50 days of start of
instruction

Awithin first 120 days of
start of instruction

AFollowing evidence
review

Performance Rating assigned, based on evidence. The Summative Evaluation formsthe baseline
data for the annual cycle in the subsequent school year.

" —
nes are allowable given extenuating circumstances; district is responsi f

Evaluation Cycle Requirements

Observations:

Observations can be conducted by administrators and otiuginorizedpersonnel. Training for

observerds required. The supervising administrator must conduct:

9 atleasttwo (2) of thethree (3) observations for an ineffective/minimally
effective/probatianary teacher
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1 one @) of thetwo (2) observations for an effective teacher
1 one @) observation for a highly effective teacher

An announced observation will consist of ajoteservation review with the evaluator and the
teacher, an observation based uporethigh leverage instruainal principles, and post
observation review. The prand postobservation review will include a list of standardized
guestions and potential artifacts/evidence review, as requested by the observer.

Unannounced observatiorisllow the same procedure as announced observatiexcept for

the requirements for gre-observation review and minimum 20minute duration. Post
observation reviews for announced and unannounced observations can be combined into a
single meeting regardks of the length of time between the observations. Unannounced
observations may be conducted throughout the year, at the discretion of the evaluator, with no
minimum or maximum.

Pre and Post Conferencéshe TLC recommends that each observation is preceded by a Pre
Evaluation Conference. This provides the tea@reopportunityto describe the student needs,
evidence behind the instructional strategies used, and the primary objectives of the lesson. The
TLC recommends the teacher leads these discussions and provide the evidence and rationale for
the basis of the instruction and facilitated activity during the lesson. The TLC further recognizes
the professional development needs to ensure that teachers dexjaately prepared to lead

such a discussion and recommends professional development be an essential feature of the
model rollout.

The Post Observation Conference should be a joint discussion between the educator and
evaluator.This is a time in which éhevaluator should provide explicit feedback on performance
with the teacher. Professional learning needs would be discussed and identified. Again, training
for the evaluator in how to provide explicit and constructive feedback is essential.

Differentiating the Evaluation Cycle

During the initial pilot years, the TLC recommends the evaluation procedse modified according to
level of experience and performance level as specified below:

Eachannouncedclassroom observation, as one component of thacher evaluation, needs to be
conducted for a minimum of 20 minuteshe minimum number of classroom observations would be
differentiated according to teacher experience and performance as described below:

Three B) for probationary

Three B8) for ineffedive

Three 8) for minimally effective

Two @) for postprobationary effective

One () for postprobationaryhighly effective

=A =4 =4 4 A
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Review of Student Outcomes Data

Yearto-year Student Outcomes data must be reviewed as part of the evaluation cycle and geddo
professional development decisiarifhe use of Student Outcomes domain for higghkesdecision
making for posfprobationary teachers must include 3 prior years of student achievematat. This is
F2dzy RSR dzLl2y G KS y S SR dafagn thézinalysis forSdentiffiryofedsiaNaNS v
development decisions, while realizing that high stakes decisions need to be mad8& psior years of
student achievement data due to the need to be technically defensible, anddoess issues assotdd
with timing of data return from test vendors from spring GRIministrations which occur in May,
annually, per statutory requirements.

The student achievement data for any given year will be reviewed during thRE\Rle@ationConference
of the followng year, and included in the calculation of the Student Outcomes doscaire beginning
the following year. As referenced above, student assessment data will retdikable for analysis until
mid-July, making its inclusion in the end of the year postuatanimpractical under the present test

&SI N

results scheduleThe TLC understands this delay in accountability is undesirable and recommends that
changes be made as soon as possible to include student assessment data in the evaluation of the same

contract year.

Evaluation Process Timeline

The following chartiepicts the TLC timeline for conducting the evaluation process. Exception to strict

adherence to the timeline is allowed when conditions merit (e.g., comparatively large numbers of
probationary, minimally effective, and/or ineffective teachers; emergenaasmalies in school
calendar.) District administrative personnel are expected to provide oversight to exceptions with
additional oversight provided from the state.

Table 3 Evaluation Process Timeline

3x a year 2x a year 1x a year
(Probationary teachers or (Postprobationary teachers | (Postprobationary teachers
teachers witha rating of with a rating of Effective) with a rating of Highly Effective
Minimally Effective or
Ineffective)
Pre-Evaluation Conference Prior to the first Prior to the first Prior to the first observation
(Teacher SelAssessment and observation observation and recommended within 5(
identified area(s) of instructional days of the start of
focus) instruction
1% observation Within first 40 days of the| Within first 80 days of the| Within first 120 day®f the
start of instruction start of instruction start of instruction
2" observation No later than 80 days of | No later than 120 days of
the start of instruction the start of instruction
3" observation Within 120 days fothe
start of instruction
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Measuring Performance and Weighting Results

Significant metaanalyses of the research on teaching and leadingelgaiided the TLC to recommend a

system that focuses upon five hitgverage instructional standasdorteachers The research is clear

that if educators are supported to master these elements apdlythem with fidelity across

environmens, students, and subjectgositive student achievement will result. A focused, deep

orientation will yield tremendouslgreater gains than will a system that includes too many components

for evaluators to understand and measure, and too unfocused a system of professional development.
Therefore, theTLGecommendghat the performance as assessed under these two domaittsrihe

9RdAzOF GA2Yy Il f t N OGAOS OF G1S32NE akhi36% f@shg'lligh A ( dzi S p m>
leverage instructional practices and 15% for professional responsibilities

As per SB 222, the TLC recommends the remamirgj: 2 ¥ | {1 &ionOdms i dhetrtyrd@ |  dz
categoryt Student Performance under which there is one domain: Student Outconigsder

bSO RI Q& RNI Fi 3dzA RSt Ay Sndedsuré peformantddittin tiie Stiddnd 6 At £ 0
Outcomes domain during a pilot procesith student growth at 35%, student proficiency 5%, and

contributions to reduction in subpopulations gaps 10%. The graphic below illustrates how the various
measures will compose an evaluation cycle and results $taredardteacher:

Figure 3 TotalEvaluation: Sample Standard Weighting

Student Performance Total Evaluation: Sample Standard
Weighting

H [nstructional
Standards

: 50%

m Professional
Responsibilities

Student
Performance

m Growt

m Proficiency
Subgroup Populations Gap

The TLC recommend reevaluation of the initial weightings after validation of the Teacher Evaluation
Framework(see Validation and Implementation section belpwjth the possibility of shiftingdditional
weight toward the Instructional Practice domaifhese percentages may be recommended for change
as a result of lessons learned during pilot efforts and as student data is val{@daetmplementation

and Validation section below)
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Differentiating the Evaluation Framework

The TLC is committed to development of a comprehensive evaluation framework that will be applied to

all teachers. However, whileis expected that atleachersbe evduated relative to the standasiand

indicators in the Iatructional Practice and Professionadponsibilities domains, data from the Student

hdzi 0O2YSa R2YIFIAY 6Aft 06S | LI ASR RA TahddneBwiabiliy RSLISY
of valid student data

Accordingly, the TLC recommends that sitedent performance domain be differentiated in 3 distinct
groupings:

1 Group 1: Teachers in state tested grades and subjects [as defined by NRS 391.311]
1 Group 2: Teachers in nestate tested subjects and grades [as defined by NRS 391.311]
1 Group 3: Speciali Personnel (e.g., related services, librarians) [as defined by NRS 391.031]

With respect to describing the membership criteria for Group 1 and Group 2 teachers, the committee
recommends the following:

Table 4 Membership Criteria for Group 1 and Graif eachers

Group 1 Group 2
Grade levels 4-8 K-3, 912
Subjects ELA and/or Math| K-3, 912: any subject

4-8: all other subjects (not ELA or Math)

Number of valid | 15 or more Not applicable until appropriate assessment toolsiarplace

student growth to establish individual teacher growth and status measures

scores

Assessment CRT assessment Student Growth and Proficiency/Status are calculated at thé

availability currently aggregate school level for Group 2 until appropriate
available assessmentools are in place to establish individual teacher

growth and status measures.

The TLC anticipates that Group 1 and Group 2 measures and corresponding weights will vary as
measures and data are validated@lhe TLC recommends that the state and distypdist various models
of measuring and attributing student growth to inform modification in the student performance
domain. As measures are piloted and validated, models and weighting of student growth will be
adjusted as appropriatddowever, during the itial implementation, the weighting of student growth
for group 1 and 2 teachers will be as follows:
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Figure 4Group 1: Teachers in Tested Subjestd Gradegas per the business rules depicted above):

Total Evaluation: Sample
Group 1 Teacher Weighting

Student Performance

u [nstructional
Standards

Responsibilities I

m Professional

= Student
Performance m Growth m Proficiency = Subgroup Populations Gap
|
I — — — 1
Growth Proficiency Gap

m School-wide  ® Individual m School-wide m Individual m School-wide

As depictedabove the TLC recommends that those teachers who teach in grades and subjects

assessed through the State Assessment System, their Student Outcomes score come from a combination

of individual scores and schaeaide aggregate scose minimally the comination of schoclwide and
AYRAGARIZ f GSIFOKSNEQ (Said a02NB RIGF akKz2dzZ R S y2
AYONBI AaAy3 GKS AYRAGARdZ faQ (SadG aO2NB | GGNRKROGdzi A 2
validity.

Q1
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Figure 5Group 2: Teachers in Narested Subjects & Grades (as per the business rules depicted above):

Total Evaluation: Sample
Group 2 Teacher Weighting

Student Performance

m [nstructional
Standards

m Professional >
Responsibilities

= Student
Performance ® Growth m Proficiency = Subgroup Populations Gap
| [
Growth Proficiency

H School-wide B School-wide B School-wide

Given thelack of available data with technical rigor, the TLC is recommending that teachens
testedgrades and subjects receive student outcoseeres based on scheaide data The TLC

recognizes the advantages of using an aggregate school level score as a measure of growth in that it will
foster a culture of accountability for all students, the degteevhich the school aggregate provides

specific feedback on performance to individual teachers is limited. As such, the TLC recommends that
the use of school aggregate includesunsé date of not later than two years from the date of adoption.

The TLCtongly suggests that as district determined measures are developed, identified, validated, and
approved through the TLC recommended Technical Advisory Council destribegthe use of

aggregate school level dalee reduced and district determined, v@dited, and state approved measures

be used. The TLC recommends the increase of individual teacher data in the student outcomes domain
over time.

The TLCecommends that theeacher groupsbove allow foexceptions to the system to
accommodateexceptional school circumstances based on student body size and/or student population
characteristics (e.g., correctional facilities, segregated schools, +ghisk studens, populations based

on second language or poverty, etS)ch exceptions witle monitored through the district and state
offices.
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Group 3:SB222 requires the evaluation of licensed teachers and leaders, therefore specialists personnel
are not required to be part of #hstatewide evaluation model. Members dfi¢ TLC belige all school
personnel are instrumental to fostering improved student performance so recommend to the Board of
Education that NRS 391.460 be modified for the inclusion of specialist personnel as part of a statewide
performance evaluation system provided tteertain parameters are met and include provision of some
assurances for evaluation framework flexibility to account for roles and responsibilities and local job
context (e.g. job descriptions and job assignments). Specialist personnel would consisteoivtio

serve as licensed employees and who spend at least 50% of the work year devoted to providing
educational services that support students to access and/or process the curriculum to meet the
academic standards within the realm of all education setinfydifferentiated timeline would be

applied so that results of Group 1 and Group 2 field studies, implementation, and evaluation and
recommendations of each specialist personnel stakeholder group can be considered in the development
of Group 3 specialigtersonnel evaluation frameworks within a 5 year period.
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V. Administrative Evaluation

Overview of the State Framework fekdministrator Evaluation Systems

The working framework represented below characterizesTh€ recommendechtegories of
performance/evidencein which administrators will bevaluated

Figure 6 Nevada Administrator Evaluation Framework

Nevada Educator Performance Framework:
Administrator Evaluation Model

|
I |

[ Educational Practice ] [ Student Performance ]
i
/ Instructional Leadership \ / Professional \ @tudent Outcomesd 50%\

Practice 8 35% Responsibilities 8 15%

Students show appropriate,

Administrator behavior that enables Administrator behavior that expected growth over time in
every teacher to support student supports learning and their subject/content area.
learning. promotes effectiveness of the Students show proficiency in
school community their subjects and grade level.

1) Creating and sustaining a focus on :

learing 1) Manages hyman capital Categories of data:

i . 2) Self-reflection & 1) Student growth

2) Crea}tlng anq sustaining a culture of professional growth 2) Student subpopulation

conthuous |mprovgment ) 3) Professional obligations gap reduction
3) Creating and sustaining productive 4) Family and community 3) Student proficiency

relationships

i o engagement
{Creatlng and sustaining structurey \ /

Administrator Quality Standards

The Nevada Administrator Framework corresponds to the Teacher Framework in structuet @sin
orientation to stakeholder values. Just as with teachers, administrators will be evaluated thiHhino
categoriesf (1) Educational Practice an@) Student Performance. Within the Educational Practice
categoryare two domains: (1) Instruictnal Leadersip Practiceand (2)Professional Practicé&he
InstructionalLeadershigPractice domain sets the parameters for measuringatiministratorbehavior

to be an instructional leadewhile also specifically monitorirtgacherperformance The Professional
Practicedomain addresses the parameters #ministrator responsibilities that support improvements
in teacher€practice as well as providing the structural supports to ensure teacher su&isskar to
teachersthe third categorywithin the Administrator Framework is School Performance, unadch
exists one domain: Stude@utcomes.
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As with the teacher evaluation frameworkegTLC made a deliberatkecision to focus on high leverage
instructionalleadershippracticesbased on inpuby national experts and with theeinforcementof
research demonstratinthat by narrowing the scope to the assessment of instructideediership
practice and professional development, we will broaden the depth and breadth of the syEterse
domains are tsongly influenced by existing administrator leadership standards, inclutiménterstate
School Leaders Licensure Consortil®5(andthe National Board of Principal Leadership Standards
(NBPLY Based upon these standards and in an explicit effoalign the administratoevaluation with
the standards and measws@entified in the teacher framework, Nevada identifitak four high
leverage leadership standards identified below. As with the Teacher Frameworkpgnaach
operationalizes aarrowed focus to ensure that due concentration is paideffectiveness and fidelity

of implementation.

¢tKS F2ff2Ay3 NBEO2YYSyYyRI (A 2A68mididrafaistandgidand KS ¢ [ / Qa N.
indicators used to evaluate Nevaddministratoss;

Administrator High Leverage InstructionélkadershipStandards

Table 5 Administrator High Leverage Instructiohaadershigtandarg

Standard 1: Indicator 1:The schoelevel aiministrator engages stakeholders in the

Creating and development of a vision for high student achievement and college
sustaining a focus and career readiness, continually reviewing and adapting the visig
on learning when appropriate.

Indicator 2:The schoclevel alministrator holds teachers argtudents
accountable for learning through regular monitoring of a range of
performance data.

Indicator 3:The schoaelevel aiministrator structures opportunities to engage
teachers in reflecting on their practice and taking improvement
actions to benefit mident learning and support professional growth

Indicator 4:The schoclevel RYA YA AGNI G2NJ a@adSyYl Ga
term and longterm planning for student learning through a variety

means
Standard 2: Indicator 1:The schoeleveladministrator sets clear expectations for teacher
Creating and performance and student performance and creates a system for
sustaining a consistent monitoring and followp on growth and development.
culture of Indicator 2: The schoeleveladministrator supports teacher development throug
continuous guality observation, feedback, coaching, and professional learning
improvement structures.

Indicator 3:The schoeleveladministrator gathers and analyzes multiple source
of data to monitor and evahte progress of school learning goals tq
drive continuous improvement.

Indicator 4: The schoolevel operates with a deep belief that all children car
achieve regardless of race, perceived ability and secanomic
status.
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Standard 3:
Creating and
sustaining
productive
relationships

Standard 3:
Creating and
sustaining
productive
relationships

Indicator 1:The schoclevel alministrator demonstrates a welcoming, respectfu
and caring environment anchanterest in adult$ y R & (1 dzR S
being to create a positive affective experience for all members of {
a0K22ftQa O2YYdzyAaideo

Indicator 2:The schoaclevel aiministrator provides opportunities for extended,
productive discourse between the administrator and teacher(s) an
among teachers to support decisiomaking processes.

Indicator 3:The schoclevel alministrator structures the school environment to
enable collaboration betweeschootleveladministrators and
teachers and among teachers to further school goals.

Indicator 4: The schoelevel aiministrator has structures and processes in place
communicate and partner with teachers and parents in support of
a0Kz22ftQa fSINYyAy3 3J2Ffao

Standard 4:
Creating and
sustaining
structures

Indicator 1:The schoclevel aiministrator implements systems and processes t
align curriculum, instruction, and assessment to state standards a|
collegereadiness standards, continually reviewing and adapting w|
appropriate.

Indicator 2:The schoeleveladministrator develops syesms and processes to
implement a coherent and clearly articulated curriculum across thq
entire schoolcontinually reviewing and adapting when appropriate

Indicator 3:The schoeleveladministrator allocates resources effectively,
including organizingre, to support learning goals.

A similar process was used to identify the professignattice standard The TLC task foe reviewed
existing standards and ensured a clear alignment with the teacher evaluation model in that

administrators, through the evaluation support process, would be evaluated on their ability to provide

the structural support and feedback to help teackhémprove their practice.

Administrator Professional Responsibilities Standards

Table6: AdministratorProfessbnal ResponsibilitieStandard

Standard 1:

Manages Human

Capital

Indicator 1:The schoelevel administrator collects high qualibpservation data
and evidence of teacher practice in a fair and equitable manner a
utilizes the results of evaluations to provide supports to improve
performance.

Indicator 2: Theschoollevel administrator uses available data, including teache
effectiveness data, to identify, recognize, support, and retain
teachers.

Indicator 3:Theschoolleveladministratorsupports the development of teacher
leaders and provides leadership opportunities.

Indicator 4:Theschootleveladministrator complies with theaguirements and
expectations of the NevadbBeacher Evaluation Framework.
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Standard 2: Indicator 1:Theschootleveladministrabr seeksout feedback from colleagues ar

SelfReflection and staff and uses a variety of data selfreflect on his or her practice.
Professional Indicator 2:Theschootleveladministrator pursues aligrieprofessional knowledgg
Growth in an effort to remain current on educational research and evideng

based practices
Indicator 3 The schoolevel administratopursues aligned professional learning
opportunities to improve his/her leadership across the school

community.
Standard 3: Indicator 1:Theschootleveladministrator models anddvocates for fair equitable
Professional and appropriate treatment of all personnel, students, and families,
Obligations Indicator 2: Theschootleveladministrator models integrity in all interactions with

colleagues, staff, studentiamily, and the community.
Indicator 3: Theschootleveladministrator respects the rights of others with rega
to confidentiality & dignity & engages in honest interactions.
Indicator 4: Theschootleveladministrator follows policies, regulations, and
procedures specifito role andesponsibilities.

Standard 4: Indicator 1:Theschootleveladministrator Involves families and the community
Family and appropriate policy implementation, program planning, and
Community assessment.

Engagement Indicator 2: Theschootleveladministrator involves families and community

members in the realization of vision and in related school
improvement efforts.

Indicator 3:Theschoolleveladministrator connects students and families to
community health, human and social servicespgropriate.

Once the standards and indicators are approved by the Board, the TLC recommends that the rubrics,
including the performance levels, be developed within the model system. Research supporting the
concentration on the 4 high leveragestructional leadership standasdis recommended by the TLC.

Administrator Measures of Student Performance

The TLC recommends the remaining category to evaldi@nistratorperformance be based on
Student Performance under which there is one domain: Student OutcomBse Student Outcomes
domain includs data that reflect that students show appropriate, expected growth over time in their
subject/content areaas well ashowproficiency in their subjects and grade leaed isaccurately and
appropriately attribded to the administrato(s)

14 AYRAOFGSR G GKS 2yasdid 2F (KAa R20dzySyd I yR
student growth and educator prformanceis a critical factor within evaluation modas ithas the

potential to transform the professiatHowever, many variables affect the relationship between student
growth and educator performance. There are many technical issues surroundingltiiation of

student growth and available measures that are both constructivecamtiainthe technicalqualities

needed to make higistakes decisiondAs states and districts implement new educator evaluation
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models, advances in research and promisiragpces are anticipated. As new research and information
emerges through national and Nevada validation efforts (described in further detail in subsequent
sections), the Nevada approach to measuring student growth will be adapted accordingly.

Therefore, KS ¢ [ / Q& OdzNNEB yednceMBORedsWré&s\siRderit gr@vihfar use in
individual administratoevaluations are made after a close examination of the limitations of currently
available assessments, data availability and integrity, and tecHmgtdtions. The TLC also paid close
attention to the potential unintended consequences that could result if the appropriate validation and
GSadAy3d RAR y2i 200dz2N /| 2yaSldsSyites LINPOBARSR 0S5
student growth asticurrently stands. Readers are encouraged to refer to the Statewide Pilot and
Implementation Study section described later in thisregp® 6 SO02YS FIF YAt AF NI 6A0K b
approach to validate this procesehe TLC recommends that the Student @uies domairinclude
measures of:

1 Schoolwide student growth

1 Schoolwide studentproficiency

1 Schoolwide reductionof subpopulatian achievement gaps

¢tKS dzasS 2F (GKA&a AYRSE F2NXIG A& AydaSyidazyltte RS&
schod &dz00S&da GKNRdzZAK GKS bS@IFRI {OK22f t SNF2NXI yOS
Flexibility Request (i.e., ESEA waiver application). Included withioo#retudent proficiency (did

student meet the goal) as well as student growth (did stud=xich up keep up, move up) and

reductions otthe achievement gap for students in poverty, who are English Language Learners, and/or

have been identified with a disabilitfhe decision of the TLC to include measures of both student

growth and also state/proficiency in the Student Outcomes measure puts Nevada in a group with only

six (6) other states. Data presented at the November 2, 2012 meeting shows that 32 states use only

growth measures in this indicator, one uses only status/proficiency, senelnding Nevada) include

both growth and status, and in 11 states it was not possible to determine which measures were

included.
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Administrator Evaluation Cycle

The TLC defined thadministratorevaluation as a yedong process with multiple components. The
annual evaluation cycle begins waldministratorselfassessments, which includes, but need not be
limited to, a seHassessment based on tifieur high leverage instructional leaderstsfandards.

Rating-Driven Evaluation Cycle
|| 3TimesPor Year nmum | 2TimesPor Year nmum | 1Time Per Year qun

Educator Qassification

Self Assessment

Reflection Meeting
Analysis
Goal Setting
Plan Development

Bvidence Review* T
Data Collection and
Qollaborative
Conferencing
Observation Process
Artifacts, Documentation

Educator Professional
Growth Planning and
Delivery (targeted PD)

ummative Evaluation

Excepﬁ.ons to these timelines are allowable given extenuating circumstances; district is responsible for monitoring exceptions. _-&

AProbationary educators

AElucators previously rated as
Minimally Bfective

AHElucators previously rated as
Ineffective

Prior to first evidence review

Prior to the first evidence review

A1 review, within first 40 days
of start of instruction;

A2nd review, no later than 80
days of start of instruction;

A3 review, within 120 days of
start of instruction

AFollowing 1% evidence review

AFollowing 2" evidence review

AFollowing 3™ evidence review

APost-probationary educators
previously rated as Efective

Prior to first evidence review

Prior to the first evidence
review

A1 review, within first 80 days
of the start of instruction;

A2nd review, no later than 120
daysfrom start of instruction

AFollowing 1% evidence review
AFollowing 2" evidence review

APost-probationary
educators previously
rated as Highly Bfective

Prior to evidence review &
recommended within 50
days of start of instruction
Prior to evidence review
and recommended within
50 days of start of
instruction

AWithin first 120 days of
start of instruction

AFollowing evidence
review

Performance Rating assigned, based on evidence. The Summative Evaluation formsthe baseline
data for the annual cycle in the subsequent school year.

Measuring Performance and Weighting Results

Significant metaanalyses of the research on teaching and leadinglgaiided the TLC to recommeiad
system that focuses upon fof) high leveragenstructional leadership standasdThe research is clear
that if administratorsare supported to master these elements aapplythem with fidelity across
environmentsand teachershat positive shool climateswill result. A focused, deep orientatida
providing the support and structuseto help teachers improwill yield gainsn teacher performance

and student growthTherefore, theTLGecommenddhat the performance as assessed under these two

domains within the Educational Practice egory will constitute 50% of administratd@s abiadionwith
35% for the high leverage instructional ptiaeand 15%or professional practice

As per SB 222, the TLC recommends the remalififxg of @ administratoQ a
third categoryt Student Performance under which there i®ne domain: Student Outcomeldnder

S @ lconuzfrdmithe y
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Outcomes domain during a pilot procasih schoolwide student growth at 35%schootwide student

proficiency 5%, and odributions to reduction in subpopulations gaps 10%. The graphic below illustrates

how the various measures will compose an evaluation cycle and results for a staldairdstrator

Figure 7 Total Evaluation: Sample Standard Weighting

Student Performance Total Evaluation: Sample Standard
Weighting

B Instructional
Leadership

m Professional
Responsibilities

! 50%

Student
Performance

m School-wide Proficiency
School-wide Gap Reduction

The TLC recommends a reevaluation of the initial weightings after validation Afithaistrator
Evaluation Framework (see Validation and Implementation section below), with the possibility of
shifting additional weight toward the Instructionakadersip domain.These percentages may be
recommended for change as a result of lessons learned during pilot efforts and as student data is
validated(see Implementation and Validation section below)

Nevada TLC Systems Guidelines White Papganuary 2013 Page28



VI. Summative Performance Resultsr Educators

Performance Levels

Nevada teachers araldministratorswill be classified within a differentiatedtier personnel

performance framework. NRS 391.465 (2)(a) states that the performance evaluation system must result
in the assignment of anof four performage designationd dzOK (G KI G |y Sevfadhafce SS Qa
is determined to behighly effective; effective; minimally effective; or ineffective.

Weighting and Scoring

As indicated above, each teacher and administrator will be evaluated accordingitgerformance
relative to each of the domaingstructional practice (35%oprofessional practic€l5%) and student
outcomes (50%). The TLC recommends that the summative performance report provide qualitative
performance ratings in addition to numeaicscores for each of the domains, whereby the final score
will be calculated as a result of a weighted average across the three domains. Individual elements
within each domain will be assigned an equal weight in order to produce a summative ratingcedep
below for the teacher evaluation framework:

Figure 8 Summative Rating Description

o Principle 1 7%
S 2 g Principle 2 7%
0 8 3 — . Minimally . Highly
ﬂ,>-’ § % Principle 3 7% lj 350/d:> neffective Effective Effective Effective
© @ ¢ | Principle 4 7%
T~ Principle 5 7% !
= 3 Principle 1 3%
S = Principle 2 3% — .
e a N | Minimally : Highly
é g Principle 3 3% 14 15%:>L neffective Effective Effective Effective
£ § Principle 4 3%
© [ Principle 5 3% !
o Growth 35%
£ 8 Proficienc 5% L.\ Ineffective Minimally Effective Highly
§ £ y ° ] 5@%) Effective Effective
s Gap 10% 4
(O]
o Reduction

The same process would be applied within the administrator framework.

The TLC further recommen@aitcomes be an overriding measure whigtermining teacher
effectiveness, such that:

A An Ineffective Performance Level in the High Leverage Instructieaaershigstandardg and in
the Student Outcomeprecludes an overall score dfféctive and Highly Effective
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Cut scores and rating guidanadl be provided after the validation period is conducted and data yields
benchmarksThis data will result from the validation studies and will be used to inform the creation of a
scoring framework.
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VII. Developing Quality Evaluation Frameworks

Implementation of the new evaluation frameworks and models presents many opportunities to assess
the overall efficacy of the models and modify the processSystematically evaluating the performance

of the evaluation model in terms of its goals and resahd modifying its structure rpcesses, or

format assures system efficacy, defensibility, and sustainability. The TLC recommends that the Nevada
teacher and administrator evaluation framework include systems to ensogeing improvements and
increasedverall effectiveness.

Implementation and Validation

In order to realize desired results, the TLC believes the evaluation frameworks must be developed and
staged in a calculated and thoughtful manner so that expectations for both performance and
assessment are clearly articulated and fidelity is maintaimedughout implementationThe TLC

strongly recommends validation studies to evaluate ¥agious components of the evaluation

frameworks and the necessary processes and infrastructures needed to successfully and efficiently
implement the frameworks

Systen integrity is paramount to the success of this bold new accountability and support endeavor. Prior
to full implementation, with resulting hightakes human capital decisions, rigorous validation studies
must be conducted on pilot implementation of the teer and administrator frameworks. Resources

will be needed to ensure that the system is tested for technical sufficiency and that requisite, resulting
changes to the system are well developed and responsive to results of validation studies. Initially and
over time, professional development and implementation monitoring will be mandatory for the system
to work and to advance through a cycle of continuous improvement. Evaluators must attain the
requisite knowledge, skills, and dispositions to collect dath walidity and reliability. Educators must
possess necessary understanding of the system dynamics in order to ensure that the evaluations are fair
and that the data are used to guide aligned supports. Policy makers must understand the strengths and
weaknesses of the system, as it expands and matures across time, to support human capital decisions
that arelegally defensible and aligned to other reform initiatives and priority actions.

The TLC further recommentise NDE issua Request for Proposals (RFARat incorporates the
Timeline for Pilot and Validation Studiegfsom vendors who may be interested in conducting work
& LJ NI 2validafickeforta BromittBstRERNe state will movdorward in following required
procurement laws to engage orm more vendors to assist the stateanalyzingevaluationdata and
using it to informthe framework efficacylmplementation approaches about the validation and pilot
processes are described in a detaitgdeline outlining the work of the state for theext two years
(20122013 and 2012014 schooyears), which is identified as Appen@XDraft: Timelines for NV
Teacher Evaluation Framewrk
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The validation process will include the following components:

1 Is the procesgechnically sound The evaluation system must produce results that are
reliable, valid, free of bias, and that acknowledge the intended and unintended
consequences thakesult from the designationsThe system has to be able to demonstrate
that it can be used to differerdte between the designationia a consistent and reliable
way.

1 Is the processlesigned with enough flexibility to allow for modificatis based on
informationfrom national implementation efforts and researeh

1 Is theNevada School Performance Framewookpatible with district models?

1 Is theNevada School Performance FramewarBust and comprehensive in its design and
flexible enougho allow for the evolution of the indicators, tools, and outcomes to meet
changing conditions across the 1 3, 5, 10 yesjectory of the prograrfd

91 Does theNevada School Performance Framewailtkw for ontinually evaluahgand
balandngthe valuesassociated with being able to produsemmative performance ratings,
against the burden for collecting data to meet all theigas elements of the system on
individuals, schoolschool districts and the state?

The TLC has createdimeline and projected work scope for the validation studies. Specific decisions
relative to the design of validation studies, as well asrtbeessary Request for Propasalill be
completed afterapprovalof the framework by the State Board of Education

Professional Development

Members of the TLC festrongly thatprofessional developmeris thekey to the success of this new
system Adequate resources must lawailableto NDE, Regional Professional Development Programs
(RPDPs), districts, and schadministiators to provide targetegbrofessional development to
administrators andeachers.The RPDRaill be vital in rolling out thewew educatoreffectiveness
system, both in training evaluators to collect data with suffitiechnical rigor as well as training
teachers and administrators on the instructional and leadership principles in order to change their
practice.

The need fothe statewide longitudinal data system as well as local stug@armation systems to
providethe necessary data with supreme accuracy and accessibility is of utmost importance. The NDE
has been seen as a fundamental source of leadership in suppadnengdrk of the TLC. This perception

of leadership must be sustained and the NDE must continue to work to ensure alignment between
educator performance systems and school and district performance systems, as well as to increase its
capacity to implement thmugh system monitoring undertakings. State and local policies that compel
the generation of reports by school and district administrators must betisized and revisedso that
administrators are able to be more present in classrooms and to focus reeptydon supporting

teachers in consistently implementing the high leverage instructional principles. Resources must be
assigned to support the implementation of fbbdied validation efforts so that the s is legally
defensibleand refined to ensuréechnical adequacy.
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Legislative Changes
Ly 2NRSNJ F2NJ GKS {GFrGS . 2FNR 2F 9RdzOF A2y G2 | R2LJ
the following areas must be addressed through legislative refinement in the 2013 session.
1) Timelines for imgimentation must be adjusted to allow for validation work to occur to
ensure:
a. Legal defensibility;
0d !'fAIYYSYl 6AGK GKS aGraGS8SQa GNryaixildazy G2
and CommorCore State Standards;
c. Evaluation of various growth modsitions; and
d. The ability to provide targeted feedback and supports to all of Nevada educators.
2) Student achievement data components must be expanded to allow for the adequate
measurement of more teachers.
3) Details regarding teacher observations mostadjusted to support timing considerations.
4) The date for adoption of final reguiahs must be moved back so the St&eardof
Educationcan adopt regulations that are allowed under the NRS as revised in the 2013 session.
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VIII. Stakeholder Involement and Communication

The TLC recognizes that evaluation systems are more likely to be accepted, successfully implemented,
and sustained if stakeholders are included in the design, implementation, and revision process. Beyond
stakeholder representation ithin the TLC, the councilising available funds from the National

Governors Association, contrackevith an outside expert, CaBaird, to help guide the stakeholder
involvement and communication plan. In addition, the TLC has established a Commungidaistn

Force, including representatives from within the TLC as well as NV stakeholders and experts. Capitalizing
on the work of the task force, the TLC has established a website on Educator Evaluation that provides
stakeholders the most upp-date informaion on TLC efforts
(http://www.doe.nv.gov/Teacher_Leaders_CoungiAdditionally, the task force has developed an
overview video (with support from Washoe County School District), as well as template presentations,
that have been used for multiple presentations across the state. These have helped the TLC portray a
clear and consistent message. At each presentation, TLC members garner stakeholder input through the
use of feedback response forms. Presently, the TLC has collected over 500 feedback responses from
parents, district and school administrators, teachers, statelandl educational boards, and other
community members. With a specific effort to inform parents, the TLC task force members have been
presenting to multiple Parent and Teacher Associations during the 2012 summer. The TLC is in
continuous communication ancbllaboration with state and local administrator and teacher

associations.

In collaboration with the Nevada State Education AssociahiEstaff coordinaedand h O 2 6 S NJ
[A20SYAy3d ¢2dzNE SAGK 20KSNJ ¢[ / YrBgioody MRaortiiefa,2 LI NI A O
southern, and rural eastern Nevada. Linda Archambault, previous member of the TLC representing
principals, worked with the Nevada Association of School Administrators to coordinate and conduct the
regional listening tour for administrator§he 90 minute meetings were designed to present new
information to teachers and administrators on this statewide evaluation system, and to listen to their
guestions for future communication and continuous development of the system. Information presented
on the uniform statewidesvaluation systenincluded the need for the new systerthe beliefs, goals,

and opportunities of the system; the contents of the framewoiksgthe empirical bases upon which

the systemisbuilt. Participants in the teacher foras were asked what questions they had about the
instructiond standard, indicators, rubrics, and evidence sources, and if they were comfortable with
these higheverage instructional standasdo measure efficacy in their classroom. Participants in the
administrator forums were asked if they felt they could supervise the components of the teacher
framework, if the concepts of the ¢ leverage leadership standarchade sense, where clarification

were needed, and the professional development needs thdigbe they will require around the high
leverage leaderdp standard.
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IX. Glossary

Administrator - An individual within the school serving in a managerial or supervisory role, including
principals and assistant principals. Administrators are generally charged with the evaluation of teaching
and teachers, as well as curriculum and program developmwihin the school.

Data- Information, including classroom observations, student achievement scores and artifacts,
gathered during the evaluation process for determining teacher/administrator performance.

Defensibleg Having grounds to deemanclusioror judgment valid and reliable based on various
measures and assessments

Diverse Learnerg Those students who, because of gender, ethnic background, socioeconatuis, st
learning stylesdisabilities, or limited English proficienegay have academic eds that requirevaried
instructional strategies to help them learn.

Domain- General areas of teacher/administrator impact. For example in the Teacher Evaluation Model
the two categoriesare Educational Practice and Student Performance.

Educator¢ Within this context, inclusive of all teachers and administrators at a school level

Evaluator- The individual in an evaluation system that collects educator data, analyzes the data, and
collaborates witheducatorsto make judgments regarding performance.

Feedlack- Information and/or recommendations given to an educator about performance which is
based on evaluation results. Feedback is intended to provide insight to the educator so that
professional learning can be targeted and improvements in performanceeachieved.

Frameworkg The system by which the measures are combined to evaluate the effectiveness of
educators and administrators and make overall performance decisions.

High LeveragélLeadership)Standard ¢ The identified standarg] or main objectives of effective
teachers and administratorgs identified by the NevadelL.C

Indicator ¢ Specific activity or procestemonstrated by the educator beirgyaluatedthat provides
evidenceof the high leveragestandard or professiongiracticebeing measured.

Measure The specific tool that will be used to assess educator performance on any standard. Examples
of measures could be the Nevada CRT or a specific classroom observation rubric.

Performance Criteria The specific performamcthresholds that need to be met for an established
goal/standard.

Professional Development¢ KS LINE OS & a oRYy B KAKNEyHGRhdedaddtiparities
are increased. This includes all types of professional learning activities inguofagsional
development sessions, jeembedded support, coaching, observing and/or mentoring, peer reviews etc.

Reliability - The extent to which an assessmamttool is consistent in its measuremerithere are
several types of reliability:
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9 intra-rater - the degree to which an assessment yields the same result when
administered by the same evaluator on the same teacher at different times

1 inter-rater - the degree to which an assessment yields the same result when
administered by different evaluatomn the same teacher at the same time

1 internal consistency the degree to which individug@lomponents of amssessment
consistently measure the same attribute

9 test/retest - the degree to which an assessment yields the same result over time of the
same eacher

Standard- Clearlydefined statements and/or illustrations of what all teachers are expected to know and
do. Standards operationalize the categories by providing measurable goals.

Student Achievement The performance of a student omyparticular measuref academics.
Validity- The extent to which an assessment or tool measures what it intends to measure.

Weight- The adjustment of a given measure to reflect importance and/or reliability that determines the
influence of the overall pgormance rating. For instance, the educator observation rubric may account
for 40% of the overall performance rating.
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X. Appendices

Appendix A: Teachetigh Leverage Instructional Standaf@ubrics

Appendix B: Higheverage Instructional Standar8upporting Research

Appendix C: Teaeh Professional Practicgtandards and Indicators

Appendix D: Pilot Plan and Timeline

Appendix E: Minutes of Meetings

Appendix A: Teacher Higleverage Instructional Standaré&ubrics

Phase I: Phase II: Fall/ Phase Il Phase IV: Fall/
) Winter 2013 Spring/ Winter 2014
Spring/ Summer 203 Summer 2014
Data Systems Validate teacher data in| Prepare data Incorporate all | Full rollout to

(SAIN)

SAIN (completeness,
ability to roster)

Identify data fields
needed

systems to run
full scale
validation run in
Spring/Summer
2014

external data
feeds

schools/teacherg
for input

Student
Outcomes (with
focus on Growth
models)

Run NV Growth Model
and VAM

Compare growth moded

Identify model to use

Collect teacher
and schoollevel
data for growth
model

Run 201213
growth scores

Run 201314
growth scores

Year 1 rollout

Instructional
Practice

Run small validation
study of full observation
rubrics for feasibility

Run full
validation run of
observation

Continue and
update training

Incorporate

Year 1 rollout
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and fidelity rubrics with data
systems

Validate observation Feedback loop

scores against other from teachers

measures (e.g.: previoug and

scores, administrator administrators

agreement, test scores)

Update rubiics

Train all educators to and training as

use necessary
Professional Finalize development Run small Run full Year 1 rollout
Practice validation study | validation

Develop training

of Prof
Responsibilities
(overlap with

study of Prof
Responsibilities

observation Train all
rubric validation | t€aChers
for comparison)
Full Evaluation Begin rolling out high Run small Run larger Year 1 rollout
Framework level communication simulation study | simulation
aimed at different using all data study
stakeholders and components

including timeline

Communication
rollout
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Appendix B:Draft Work Schedule for NV Teacher Evaluation Framework

Summer Sept/Oct | Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May | Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2012 2012 2012 2012 | 2013 2013 | 2013 | 2013 | 2013 | 2013 | 2013 | 2013 | 2013 2013 2013 2013
Growth Models | Define Identify Validate teacher level data in| RunNGM and Compare Select growth Identify teachers | Collectteacher and schoolevel

parameters validation | SAIN to assess quality, VAM growth models | model (andcut | who will be data for growth modelsAs

for piloting study completeness, ability to and simulation | pointsfor perf receiving growth | applicable, collect initial

the NV group roster, and percent of teache| of teacher levels) for NV scoresin 201314 | assessment scordthrough LE/

Growth populaton evaluation Teacher assessmentsjor nontested

Model (NGM) scores Evaluation grades and subjects

and a VAM Framework
Developing Develop rubrics; identify Begin training; Conpare results across | Initial teacher Followups with all
New State and train schools/ districts | Monitor fidelity and implementation issues in classrooms; LEAs, with additiongdilot | observations in all | administrators (ln
Teacher that will use Validate scores using existing teacher observation rubrics correlation/ validation schools person conference:
Observation studies as necessatry; LEAwide PD, or
Rubric Select teacher email

— - —— - —— - - observation rubrics and communications) tc
Existing Advise Monitor fidelity and implementation issues in classroanmmpare against modify (as applicable) receive feedback
(District) Districts existing research and manuals;  traini q regarding first
Teacher intending to | validate scores against newly developed teacher observation rubric Staff training aroun round of teacher
: ; teacher observation

Observation implement . observations
Rubrics non-State rubrics

rubric of

requirements;

Professional
Practice

Finalze Professional Practistandards;
Defire Professional Practigebric;
Identify potential measures

Professional Practicdata;

Practicescores with justification;

reliability, fidelity, and implementation;

Allow LEAs flexibility during initial year tolect
Settime pointsat which LEAs must bmit Professional

Review LEAevel Professional Practiseores and
monitor across LEAs for issues regarding validity,

Compare LEfevel data
for overlap, alignmento
Professional Practice

standards;

Identify 23 options for
measuring Profesional

Practice
Begin training

Continue trainng around Professional Pre
Ongoing data collection in LEAS;

Data Systems

Identify data elements
currently in SAIN; Identify
necessary work needed for
pilot/validation studies;

Develop timeline for data
systems development

Validate teacher level data in
SAIN to assess quality,
completeness, ability to
roster;

Identify percent of teacher
data that are available for
pilot/validation studies

SAIN;

uploading data as
Districts

Continue to update, clean, and
modify data in SAIN during
pilot/validation studies ;

Identify additional data to include ir

Create and distribute templates for|

needed to

Distribute data collection
templates to Districts
(may be electronic);

Work with Districts to collect applibte dat
Continue to update SAIN and the data c
Develop studenteacher rostering proces

Commungation

EDUCATORS

FAMILIES

Focus on building shared understanding of the five hégkrage instructional standards

Development of communication strategy fowltiple stakeholders
around each strand of work over the next two years
Communicate out timelines for study, reports, and application of
results in Fall 2013;

Focus on communications to school staff around growth modet
study and what the outcomesill mean

Begin rollout of timelines
and communications to
school staff

Develop
communications
presentations
and materials
around growth
model (once
selected)

In-depth communications to school staff around
growth model and what it means for individual

teachers

Development of communication strategy for multiple stakeholders around eaq
strand ofwork over the next two years

Highlevel communications around timelines for study, reports, and applicatiof
results in Fall 2013

Begin rollout of timelines and
communications to families and

public

Highlevel communications to parents/families
around gowth model and what it means for teache

and students
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Appendix C: Roadmap for Development and Initial Implementation of Nev@idacher and Leader Evaluation System

Roadmap for Development and Initial Implementation dfevada Teacher and LeadEwraluation System

Sep Sep Oct Oct Nov Nov Nov Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May June
18 15 2 14 28

Evaluation Framework & Proce¢same for teachers and administrators)
1

c ) | Determine criteria to trigggr\
'% I ! _human capital decishs P
=R ~
S 3 \ 1 Determine process to target professional Iearnlng opportunities >
410 e e == el I e F——————— T — = — 4
g o I Guidance ortinking™ N I Determine process to inform *
[ :
- _to Prof Deipmt | preparation programs ,
J T TT-T-=-=== b e e e e e e e e e — ”
=TT \
) 1 NGA funds and N
2 |, Communication Taskforce _,’
[
GE) c | ContinuedCommuncation S
O o I T T 7 = ==-==_ T T======
= gl Materials : Host Listening Tour"\ | Host Legislative" .
= S > I Events& Webinars , : Leaders Summit/
E E ________________________________ === === == e -
2 E _' Continue tolmplement Strategic Communication Plan _-==
S e ittt
IS
) FP= = = = = = = = - - — ~
I Validation Studies Py
___________ 1 -’
el O FUpUN S ——
\J , Create Aehoc group 0 AN Ny
2 I recommend proces® S
= 1 .
c | caluateratings o7 ___
o [ .
% > - : Develop lusiness rules for rubric and student \
_____________ -
£ | performance aggregation l Create gwdellnes document  ~
sty 0 MAme_—_—————————————— mmm s e e e = e == N
N | Monitor results by districtvith <
J : checks for consistency and fidelity ~
'
[2) N
c
S 5 - - Tt TT T == O B
5 %_ - i Determine needed legislative ™ ~ _ | State Bd of Ed Public WorkshopeaHngs pE
3 9 | changes; cost analysis P [ <
e} - '------------\
O < b e o e o o o e = - I . . . ~
x = | Legislative Session o>

P
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Appendix D: Roadmap for Development and Initial Implementation of Teacher Evaluation Framework

Nevada Teacher and Leader Relhp/Work-scope

Sep Sep Oct Oct Nov Nov Nov Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May
18 15 18 2 14 28

Teacher Evaluation Framework

@ |, Supporting Research
e \
g [ Document & \)
° ' Performance D_t_ - I_D_f_ - _L_ _I
o . . etermineProficiency Level S = = = = = = = = = = = = — — — = — — — N
o : Indicator Adoptlon,/_ _____________ ~” Face Validity ChecksRubricTraining S,
= ff--——--==-=== Y ot i i == ~
'§ I Pilotingof Model & S,
y, Aooroval ofDistrict \alidation Studies _
P
\ I Personnel Groupmg’ S e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e
he ===~ 1——==="_ Group 1 & 2: Adhoc Group/NDE Audit and Modifications to State D( s
o T T T T T T T T T T T T T e T T T e e —————— -
8 I Group 3: Meet with Specialists and Develop\
= o e e e e e e =
@ Recommendation;
S - : Determine business rules for inclusion and exclusion cnter’r
o
3 > | perSOPQelg_rO_uqngs _________________ . s
~
e b-- ~1 ldentify measures of student growth for personnel ~ ~
[} . . P
g 'L grouplngs across a-8-7 year strategic plan _-"
U) —————————————————————— e o - —
| Develop Technical Advisory Group to approve state and dist ~ -
I' determined measures e - T detuiuh
} L e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e = I Validation Studles \,\
______________ - 1 -
I ~ - . EEEmm e
g,\ Create Aehoc group to <.
E I recommend process to calculate -
o e e e e e m = e = ————
v -: Business rules for rubrlc and student performance\\
g > I aggregation o e e ~
€ e , Create guidelines document S~
ST e e e mm mm mm mm mm e S mm mm mm Em mm
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Appendix E: Roadmap for Development and Initial Implementation of Nevada Administrator Evaluation Framework

Roadmap for Development and Initial Implementation dfevada Teacher and LeadEwraluation System
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AttachmentE

Minutes of Meetings
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NEVADA TEACHERS AND LEADERS COUNCIL MEETING
October 25, 2011

Joe CrowleyStudent Union
University of Nevada Reno,
Building 87, Room 323 (3rd floor) Reno, NV.

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING

COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT:

Linda ArchambaultMember (arrived at approximately 9:55 am.
BarbaraSurritte Barker, Vice Chair

ChristineCheney Member

Kathleen GallaneCollins, Member (arrived at approximately 9:55 am.
Theresa CrowleyMember

Rorie Fitzpatrick Member

Sharla HalesMember

Robert McCordMember

Theo McCormick Member

Heath MorrisonMember

Dale Norton Member

Mary Petersno, Member

PanelaSalazay Chair (arrived at approximately 9:55 a)m.
Kimberly Tae, Member

COUNCIL MEMBERS EXCUSED:

Theodore SmallMember

DEPARTMENT STAFF PRESENT:

Leslie James, Title llAducation Programs Professional
Lori Johnson, ExecutivAssistant to the Superintendent of Public Instruction
Laurie Thake, Assistant to the Council

GUESTS PRESENT

Governor Brian Sandoval

George Taylor, Senior Deputy Attorney General

Lynn Holdheide Vanderbilt University, National Comprehensive CenterTieacher Quality
Jennifer VarratoRegional Implementation Coordinat®oyager

AUDIENCE IN ATTENDANCE :

Dana Galvin Washoe Education Association

Pam Hicks Clark County School Administrators Association
Chris Miller Nevada Association of School Boa President
Tara Madden University of Nevada, Reno

Lynn Warne Nevada State Education Association

Kristen McNeill Washoe County School Board

Mindy Martini Legislative Counsel BureduResearch

Pepper Sturm Legislative Counsel BureduResearch

Judy Osgood Office of the Governor

CALL TO ORDER; ROLL CALL; PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Rorie Fitzpatrick,Interim Deputy SuperintenderDirector Special Education (SE), Elementary & Secondary Education (ESEA), &

School Improvement (SI) called the meetiogtder at 9:48 a.m., with attendance as reflected above.

WELCOME
Governor Brian Sandoval

Governor Sandoval welcomed the Teachers and Leaders Council members and provided background information relative to the
Council ds outgr owt hinther78 begistatve Bessiph. yHe Ratet the bill ¥as a bipartisan effort spearheaded by
Assemblywoman Debbie Smith and he congratulated Assemblywoman Smith on her hard work and effort in establishing AB 222. He
expressed his pleasure at working witicls an energetic group of educational leaders and emphasized the historical importance of the
Council 6s work toward the future of public education in Neva

Governor Sandoval stated the primary goal of the Council was to develop an evaluation systemewlthe statutory requirements
of AB 222. He acknowledged the hard work needed to meet the June 1, 2012 deadline for recommendations to the State Board of
Education and stated a member of his staff, Judy Osgood, would be available at all timesthe agsiktof the Council.
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Governor Sandoval emphasized as the Council s work progresse
clarified or changed during the next legislative session. He stated his office expected feedbatle {Bwouncil on any needed
statutory changes.

Governor Sandoval e mphasi zed the i mportance of the Council ds work to
reform work could be anchored. He thanked the Council for the opportunityto sp@aand | ooked f orward to fc
progress.

INTRODUCTION OF COUNCIL
Rorie Fitzpatrick:Interim Deputy Superintendent, Director Special Education (SE), Elementary & Secondary Education (ESEA), &

School Improvement (Siglentified her role ashe representative for the Superintendent of Public Instruction. Member Fitzpatrick
emphasi zed the focus of the Council ds work needed tamityofent er
every teacher and administrator.

Pam SalazarSouthern Nevada Regional Professional Development Pragidentified her role as the professional development
representative nominated by the Nevada Association of School Superintendents (NASS) and appointed by Governor Sandoval.
Member Salaar emphasizestudent achievement should be the focus of any system put in place.

Kimberly Tate:President of the Nevada Parent Teachers Associaemtified her role as the parent representative nominated by the
Nevada Parent Teachers Association and appointed by Governo
voice.

Dale Norton:Nye County School District Administratatentified his role as one of the public school administrator representatives
nominated by the Nevada Association of School Administrators (NASA) and appointed by Governor Sandoval.

Theo McCormick:Lyon County School Boaidentified his role as one of tleec h 0 0 | board of trusteesdo re
the Nevada Association of School Boards (NASB) and appointed by Governor Sandoval. Member McCormick identified his focus
would be on measuring outcomes.

Heath Morrison:Superintendent of the Wash@wunty School Districidentified his role as the school district superintendent
representative hominated by NASS and appointed by Governor Sandoval. Member Morrison stated he hoped some of the work
already started in Washoe County relative to the Tedclmec e nt i ve Fund (TIF) grant could be wu

Kathleen GallandCollins: Teacher and Librarianin Clark Countyidentified her role as one of the public school teacher
representatives nominated by the Nevada State Educatiatidssn (NSEA) and appointed by Governor Sandoval. Member
Collins emphasized her focus would be on representing the voice of those teachers in specialist subjects like music.

Christine CheneyDean and Professor of the College of Education Universityevada Renalentified her role as the representative

for the Chancellor of the Nevada System of Higher Education. Member Cheney stated her focus would be on asking the tough
guestions to represent those teaching outside of the core. She also statedukh focus on research, information, and the

i mportance of constant evaluation of the Council 6s wor k.

Robert McCordWestEdidentified his role as a person with expertise in the development of public policy relating to education who
was appointed by éhSuperintendent. Member McCord stated his focus would be on representing state superintendent public policy.

Mary PetersonWesEd identified her role as a person with expertise in the development of public policy relating to education who
was appointedhy the Superintendent. Member Peterson has been heavily involved with teacher and leader effectiveness.

Theresa CrowleyTeacher in Washo€ountyidentified her roleas one of the public school teacher representatives nominated by
NSEA and appointed by Governor Sandoval. Member Crowley stated she was involved in the TIF grant in Washoe County and had
seen firsthand what effective teachers could do, and what notfectigk ones did, every day.

Sharla HalesbouglasCounty SchoolBoard dent i fi ed her role as one of the school
NASB and appointed by Governor Sandoval. Member Hales stated she would focus on therpelieese d t o support t
work.

Linda ArchambaultPrincipal of R. O. Gibso Middle School in Las Vegas a@fi12 MetLife/NASSP National Middle Level Principal
of the Year identified her role as one of the public school administrator representativeisiated by NASA and appointed by
Governor Sandoval. Member Archambault stated her focus would be on the concept that administrators create learning cultures.

Barbara SurrittdBarker: Teacher in Washo€ountyidentified her roleas one of the public sobl teacher representatives nominated
by NSEA and appointed by Governor Sandoval. Member Barker indicated her focus would be on advocating quality teaching at all
sociceconomic levels to better prepare all students for college and careers.

Lynn Holdhede: Vanderbilt Lhiversity, National Comprehensigenterfor Teacher Qualityndicated Member Fitzpatrick requested
her help in facilitating the Council déds meetings, asstadhe was
N e v as@ftorbs were similar to other states in this area and that she would be able to act as a national level resouraeniat.the Co

Explore Expectation Activity:
Ms. Holdheide asked that members of the groupntticate what you know aloit the charge of this Councilhe members provided:
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T Encouraged and surprised by Governordés statement tohat par
be made to accommodate our recommendations.

Develop teacher and admingsior guidelines.

How to balance a fottier system which includes consequences and rewards.

Understanding at least 50% of teacher evaluation wilbdised on student performana@ is provided bystatute

Address issues iAB222 and AB22%oncerning thether 69%of teachersn nontested areas. Where willat student

performance dateome from

1 Best Practices for improving teacher practices.

= =4 4 A

Ms. Holdheide then askedA/hat is your main question regarding teuncik charg® The Cound members responded:

1 Will the State and school districts have enough necessary resources: time and money to support process?

1 How specific will theC o0 u n guidHirges bein terms of tools and measuyrgsven thaindividual distrcts have different
reources?

1 How do you measure student growth in a fair and ateway with limited resources?

1 What specific recommendation will the Council make for changes in the statute to address those teachers who do not teach
subjects covered by CRTs for math and limgLanguage Arts?

1 Many are concerned about fairness across the board for core andrepadministrators, nesmdministrators, primary vs.
intermediate administrators.

1 Any implied or direct guidance on whichssgm we should develop firsidministators or teachersr do we develop them
simultaneouly?

1 Is this just policy, or will we actually see the process implemented? What will the level of accountability at theet?ate lev

Will certain methods be mandated and how much authority does thigiCloave?

1 How quickly will the process be developed and how quickly will we be able to use this to make human capital decisions; how
quickly will all states be doing this?

=

Ms. Holdheide then askedAhat is your hope for what the Counwill accomplist? The members provided:

1 Improve instruction and student achievement.

Have an effective tool to evaluate best practices in the classroom.

1 Describe a system that will hold all stakeholders accountable, not just teachers and administrators, but pdents and
community as well.

1 The need to be fair and equitable while helping teachers become more effective and provide continuous improvement.

1 Not just about evaluation, it is about growing teachers.

1 Address all elements faystemof educator effectivenesthe need tghink broadly enough to address things like-peevice
licensureandprofessional deslopmentOutcome should not béhe only driver.

1 Keep in mind that thengire system of supporhust be ohesive and reliable

1 Teachers and Leaders Counsibeginning the process of taking Nevada from the bottom of the national rankings to the top.

1 Improve ability for Nevada to recruit and retain qualified teachers.

=

Other concerns were noted, such as classroom teachers who feel they are under &ttack,ivie Counci | 6s wor k bei
to evaluate them. Also voiced were concerns about the short time frame for implementation, training, and the needthtotbave ti
refl ect on impacts and i mpl i cat i oionsheing oZaimdistioy punitiweaosinetiectiseo v oi c e

PUBLIC COMMENT
None

DISCUSSION OF OPEN MEETING LAW COMPLIANCE ISSUES
George Taylor, Senior Deputy Attorney General.

Mr. Taylor went over the synopsis of AB 59, which was passed during thiedgsative session. The bill contained changes to the
open meeting law, including those which gave authority to the AG office to fine agencies that do not hold to the rule of law.

Mr. Taylor went over the tenants of the open meeting law. Notice amtlageust be posted by 9:00 am by the third working day
prior to the day of the meeting. Mr. Taylor emphasized the importance of requesting a signed return receipt of postingasbm a
three prominent posting places listed on your agenda.

He continud with theclear and complete rue of whi ch the AG6s office receives num
reviewed by his office. What the Council needs to keep in mind is that the agenda is for the public, not the Coun@hdaheeads

to inform the public in a manner that the average person can tell what will be discussed under each agenda item. Just because
something is germane, does not mean that it can be discussed. If a topic is not on the agenda, it cannot be disamssed/hihy t

has even a remote possibility of being discussed, should be on the agenda. On the day of meeting if you have dedidedssot to
something then you can table the discussion. Any item requiring action or deliberation must be soltentisezin be elayed or

removed from agenda at anytime.
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Per AB 59, a public body must determine when they are going to take public comments. Reasonable time, place, and manner
restrictions are acceptable. Public comments should be at the start of the meeting and the end of meeting or beforeanisctio
deliberated on. If taken at the beginning and end of the meeting, Mr. Taylor recommended both be general periods afmpehlic co
meaning comments and questions should be allowed on anything under the jurisdiction and control of this Council.

Mr. Taylor discussed that all public bodies with a website must post agendas, including minutes.
When the minutes are drafted, they may be posted ahetad of ac

Member Fitzpatrick asked Mr. Taylobaut communications which occur between members of the group. Mr. Taylor answered that
Nevada is a quorum state, so a quorum of nine must be present for this Council to vote on any action item. Keep isengmlthat
members talking together can benceét r ued as quorum, thru soci al medi a, emai | ,
Mr. Taylor responded to a question on how the AG responds to a complaint. Mr. Taylor stated his office sends the cotiglaint to
public body and asks forrasponse. If necessary, they will ask for affidavits from those allegedly involved in the complaint, and then

if further investigation I s necessary, his offi cewhhsasvery he t o
broadsubpoena authority. A monetary penalty can be assessed for a violation.

SELECTION OF CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR

Member Fitzpatrick told the group that Pam Salazar had offered to be the chair and asked the group if anyone else wanted to b
nominated. Membeévlorrison had offered to act as vice chair but changed his mind, thinking that perhaps it would be better to have a
teacher in that position to provide balance. The purpose for having a vice chair is if the chair is unable to atiemdhtiewillbe

able to assist in the operation of the meeting.

Member Peterson asked if this Council is going to follow established Robert Rules.

Member Fitzpatrick announced that the Council had nominated Pam Salazar to be Chair and Barbara Barker to lie \&he Cha
then turned the facilitation of the meeting over to Chair Salazar.

APPROVAL OF FLEXIBLE AGENDA

Member Morrison motioned for flexible agenda. Member Barker secondddhe motion carried without objection.

Chair requested that the next itenmbdiscussed would be:

NATIONAL OVERVIEW OF EFFORTS TO EVALUATE AND SUSTAIN EDUCATOR EFFECTIVENESS

Leslie James, Title 4A Programs Professional from NDE gave a brief overview regarding the national movement to make teacher
evaluations comprehensive andsbd upon multiple measures. The Teacher Quality Center has put together a design framework
based on 8 key components and can be sdetpatresource.tqsource.org/evalmadel

Ms. James discussedetiongstanding belief that to improve achievement, teachers needed to be highly qualified (HQ). However,
current research shows that HQ does not look the same as highly effective (HE). The single highest impact on studest learning
teacher effectivenss. A st u dWdgetBhetd erde vtehael eid t hat teacher evaluations h;:
differentiate the effectiveness of teachers.

Whatever happens with the ESEA reauthorization, it is safe to say teacher effectivendhs imble. The current focus is to look at

student outcomes, as evidenced by Race to the Top. Education used to be very compliance oriented and is how becoming more
evidence based. The equitable distribution of HE teachers is another concern, asalledtuments having equal access to HE
teachers. AB222 provides that 50% of a teacher evaluation will be based student growth. This is a current trend &mwith state

the percentages varying between5806. Since this is a new procedure in all tregest, there is limited statistical data or best
practices to refer to. If a culture of trust is established the evaluation will be meaningful.

Me mber McCor mick mentioned an issue he heard f rerocamnobltehad s, i |
responsible for the outcome of the student. o

Member Peterson raised the issue that current tests are not designed to show growth.

Member Morrison stated that teachers are worried if an incoming student comes in already performitiiebedoade level, it is not
fair to the current teacher to be evaluated on thatbhefomudent C
where the student is coming in to a year later.

Member Archambaul't hast beaehemashkhedresipowsiclahe for what 'S not
environment. o0

Ms. Holdheide restated again, this effort means accountability for all, not just teachers and leaders, but parents tand studen
themselves. In her varioygesentations she has heard arguments has to how it should be done, but has heard no arguments that it
should not be done. The challenge is to remember we are about educating students, we are about growth, but how that will be
accomplished may be very dleaging.

Ms Holdheide indicated this is the first time the state has been asked to play a role in teacher evaluation. Previatisly weaal
left in the control of the local districts. This can prove challenging in states where local contra@riegrahd provided for. Now all
of a sudden the state is coming in and telling districts what to do and how that will work. Most states are trying povzitmedeas
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on how to allow local flexibility, but still provide total accountability of all fhieces. This Council will have to determine how to
provide flexibility, yet still insure some level of accountability. The challenge will be to find the right balance bisteveeo.

The three different models that have emerged are the following:

Model One: State provides strict interpretation of the system that will be used

State implements, designs, and evaluates the model and gets stakeholder input. State requires all districts to usedeé Jaime m
strong point for this method is that thereoisly one model and everyone is trained on the one model. A weak point would be a
systematic error would cause problems for everyone.

Member Tate brought up the possibility that each community has a different challenge. What happens in one distiidiareay n
problem at the state level. Students in different areas have different needs.

Member Norton stated that, of course, resources are different in each district.

Member Morrison stated that we s houll rkeddobe digciessed indugirg substamtye | ot
changes in staff and state board members. What will the priorities be for the new Superintendent and State Boardtoddldhey
and support change?

Member Fitzpatrick indicated some of the districtsevaiready well invested in the systems currently established. Given the current
lack of resources across the state, it would be prudent to review the work of the districts for measures and procedtoakivideich
readily incorporated into the work ofetCouncil.

Second Model:Elective statelevel system

The state provides a strict interpretation of state and federal legislation, dictating certain aspects of the protmss diieability

in areas of the evaluation. Only some of the procestsunslardized, so there is more of a challenge from a state oversight perspective.
Observation rubrics may also be different. From t hetheseat eb s
different models? How prescriptive woutte Council like to be?

Third Model: District evaluation system allowed with required parameters.
Districts have the ability to address local priorities, but State provides guidance and necessary measures includimgaprofessi
development and ensurimigor.

Ms. Holdheide brought up the Colorado model as one the Council might look at.

Some districts may use s@$sessment, but what does that due to rigor? Ensuring multiple measures may mean different measures in
different districts, so make sure everyone has the same base of information. Evidence of growth could be achieved#énrough ot
means such as administrative supervisor reports, and student or parent surveys. How do you weight the measures since not all
measures are equally useful or equally reliable?

OVERVIEW OF ASSEMBLY BILL 222 FROM THE 76 ™ LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Member Hzpatrick provided an overview of AB 222 and then provided information on how we arrived at differentiated teacher
effectiveness from what started as a component of the Race to the Top (RTT) application. Real teacher and leader guality was
section thahad to be addressed in the application, along with common core state standards, data systems that resulted in improved
instruction, and a focus on those schools farthest behind in terms of student achievement. Nevada did not receive ROT funds.
westernstate received RTT funds.

Nevada did more forward with legislation to launch some of the education reform initiatives. To access the complei@nagplicat

to www.nevadaspromise.org. In relation to teacher quality, Nevada education stakeholders aradmportant pledge to achieve
significant transformative change in our system of education. Agreement was reached on the need to have every school led by
effective principals, every classroom led by effective teachers, and in achieving this inekieoyystudent graduates.

AB 222 articulates in some depth what is required under law. The Council needs to establish a system that is fanelghdhe is
reliable, and that is rigorous. The system needs to include student achievement datst, 30%. This work has to provide
professional development; identify where individuals are doing well and where they need help. There needs to be aetwheimk
evaluation results and professional development.

Member Fitzpatrick stated the nestatute mandates very specifically that teachers and administrators must work to support family
engagement. More stakeholders will need to be involved in this process. We have an obligation as professionals tocdsetdme f
work on family engagement.

Further, AB 222 moves us from a binary system of satisfactory and unsatisfactory, totierésusystem of highly effective,
effective, minimally effective, or ineffective. We need to develop and recommend an implementation plan, includingcosts, an
present recommendations to the State Board of Education no later than June 1, 2012. The State Board will then hav20l&il June
to adopt regulations. However, the State Board has already indicated they would like to adopt regulations in advdooe @0the
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deadline. The State Board would be pleased if the Council came forward with recommendations for a possible pilot tivdegin at
start of the 2012013 school year.

OVERVIEW OF NEVADA EFFORTS IN EDUCATON EFFECTIVENESS

Ms. James provided amv er vi ew of Nevadaodos efforts in the area of educat
brought together five states in the region to learn from each other. After RTT, states knew they would be looking at teacher
effectiveness from a chaed systemic perspective. Legislation came about quickly, drafting the conceptual framework for teacher and
leader effectiveness which then morphed into AB 222.

Conferences to begin implementing these new systemic changes began last November, ballly esgiamationally. We have many
resources for technical assistance across the country, not just the Southwest Center. Building a comprehensive sy&em is the
How do you measure student outcomes and how do you evaluate? How do you deal witindestatiested subjects using multiple
measures? How are you linking evaluation results to professional development? Evaluation is not the driver; it fdi&sigynad
development will be the driver. The importance of transparency at state ahléVets was also discussed.

ESTABLISH GOALS AND PURPOSE FOR THE TEACHERS AND LEADERS COUNCIL
Ms. Holdheidestarted out with the need to establish goals of the evaluation system. There are items that need to be considered: how
to select valid and reliable measures and align them with the goals; maintain the integrity of data and data colleation; oper
rubrics, how to minimize the subjectivity within the observation framework; how will you conduct training and still keep teachers
their classrooms.
Other considerations:

1 Will teacher evaluation results be used for personnel and compensation decisions.

1 Will evaluation results be used to improve teacher practice.

1 Are the goals for the teacher evaluations and the leader evaluations the same or will there be differences.

After much discussiorilember McCordmoved theCouncil establish the following goals:
1) Ensure student learning and growth

2) Improve teacher and leader capacity and instructional practice

3) Develop a performance accountability framework

Member McCormickseconded. The motion carried without objection.

ESTABLISH AN OPERATION STRUCTU RE TO MEET STATUTORY TIMELINES

The Council discussed the difficulties they would encounter in meeting the statutory deadline and acknowledged theramitire Cou
would not be able to meet as often as they would like. The adoption-cbsuhittee or taskirce structure was discussed briefly.
Recommendations are due to the State Board of Education on later than June 1, 2012.

The Council explored ways to acquire a common base of understanding amongst its members. Chair Salazar stated common
background knowledge was critical prior to moving forward. The Nevada Growth Model was identified as one of the areas where a
common understanding was necessary. It was decided that all Council members would take on the responsibility for individual
learning in Noeember, and then come together in December to follow up and consult with a series of experts to answer specific
guestions.

Additionally, the need to communicate said common understanding to all stakeholders was discussed. It was noted Wailgroups

be looking to the Council for answers as the process moved forward and it would be necessary to clarify misunderstandings
surrounding the Council s work early on. To that end, Me mb
issueswvorking with the TIF grant and would be able to share the results of their work. It was also noted that similar wonkgwas bei
done in Clark County under other grants. Districts will be given the opportunity to present a status inventory on tessriprog
December.

In January, the Council will charter the work to establish the work of eaebosnimittee. Sulzommittees will work on a continuing
basis, perhaps meeting by phone or video conference every couple of weeks, with the full Councilfacedtrfgce every 5 to 6
weeks for evaluation of sumpmmittee progress. It is essential the-salmmittees remember to provide a venue for public comment
to comply with the requirements of the open meeting law.

Member Peterson moved for Member Fitzgak and Chair Salazar to collaborate and calendar future meeting dates. Member
Tate seconded. The motion carried without objection.

Member McCord moved to authorize Chair Salazar to identify the committees necessary for operati@guheil. Member
Peterson seconded the motion. The motion carried without objection.

FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS
Member Fitzpatrick moved for Chair Salazar to draft future agenda items. Member McCormick seconded the motion. The motion
carried without objection.
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PUBLIC COMMENT
Pam Hicks,Deputy Director of Clark County School Administrators Associatwas present and provided comment. Ms Hicks
stated her group was keenly aware of the work of the Council and proposed two rhetorical questions:

1. Are you going to includancillary groups, other than the groups you represtnprovide input to the Councignd
2. If you are going to do that, how are those groups going to be selected.

Ms Hicks stated there were teachers out there who would like to be part of this preeess,same small way, to make this process
more successful.

Chair Salazar responded and stated the Council would continue to consider the ways to hear all voices, not only frdmwlee peop
represent, but from all groups that would like to have an tppity to participate in the development of the end product.

A Council press policy was briefly discussed and it was agreed individual Council members could make his or her own gdomments
asked, but could not speak on behalf of the entire Council. ®hedl will choose a public contact person if the need arises.

Meeting adjourned at 2:45 p.m.
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NEVADA TEACHERS AND LEADERS COUNCIL MEETING
December 67, 2011

Hyatt Place Las Vegas
4520 Paradise Road
Las Vegas, NV 89169

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING

December 6, 2011

COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT:
PanelaSalazay Chair
BarbaraSurritte Barker, Vice Chair
Linda ArchambaultMember
Christine ChengyMember
Kathleen GallandCollins, Member
Theresa CrowleyMember

Rorie Fitzpatrick Member
SharlaHales Member

Robert McCorgd Member

Theo McCormick Member

Heath MorrisonMember

Dale Norton Member

Theodore Small, Member
Kimberly Tae, Member

COUNCIL MEMBERS EXCUSED:

Mary Peterson, Member

DEPARTMENT STAFF PRESENT:

Leslie JamesTitle lla Education Programs Professional
Laurie Thake, Assistant to the Council

GUESTS PRESENT

Carol Crothers, Director, Nevada Department of Education

Richard Alexander, Douglas County School District

Caroline Mclintosh, Superintendent, Lyon County ScHistrict

Lynn Holdheide Vanderbilt University, National Comprehensive Center for Teacher Quality
Jennifer VarratoRegional Implementation Coordinat®oyager

AUDIENCE IN ATTENDANCE :

Jerry Barbee Director of Teacher Licensing, Nevada Department afdation
Richard Vineyard Assistant Director, Nevada Department of Education
Craig Stevens Nevada State Education Association

Pam Hicks Clark County School Administrators Association
Kristen McNeill Washoe County School District

Pepper Sturm Legislative Counsel BureduResearch

Richard Stokes Superintendent, Carson City School District

Susan Keema Assistant Superintendent, Carson City School District
Dr. Steven Pradere Carson City School District

Dr. William Rob Roberts  Superintendent, N9yCounty School District

Lea Crusey Students First

Abby Parker Students First

Nicole Rourke Clark County School District

Joyce Haldeman Clark County School District

Marsha Irvin Black Caucus Education Chair

CALL TO ORDER; ROLL CALL; PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Pamela Salazar, Chair

Chair Salazar called the meeting to order at 8:40 a.m., with attendance as reflected above.
Chair Salazar provided a brief review of the key posestdbishedgoalsc ussed

1) Ensure student learning and growth, 2) Improve teacher and leader capacity and instructional practice, and 3) Def{@io@arece
accountability framework.

APPROVAL OF THE OCTOBER 25, 2011 MEETING MINUTES
Pamela Salazar, Chair

Member McCord motioned for approval of the October meeting minutes. Member Norton secohiEmber Fitzpatrick requested a change to
page 9, second to the last paragraph, to more accurately reflect the need to learn what the current district gractiwbsiow those practices
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mi ght fit into the Councilds current wor k. Mi nTher motiom calriedand thes wi t h c
minutes were approvedith the discussed changes.

APPROVAL OF A FLEXIBLE AGENDA

Chair Salazar requested a motion from the Council for a flexible agdhelaber Norton motioned for flexible agenda. The motion carried
without objection.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Chair Salazar opened the floor for public comment. There was no public comment.

OVERVIEW OF THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT (ESEA) WAIVER APPRICATION

PROCESS

Rorie Fitzpatrick, Interim Deputy Superintendent, Nevada Department of EducationDrartanley Rabinowitz, DirectorAssessment & Standards
Development Servicest WestEd.

Member Fitzpatrickprovided an overview of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) waiver application process. The ESEA waiver
provides new requirements with absolutes. The three key principles noted and discussed were:

1) Collegeand Career readiness standards.
Nevada has chosen to adopt common core state standards and patrticipation in the Smarter/Bsess@eénConsortium, both of
which satisfy requirements of the waiver. Meaningful college and career readiness is the goal.

2) School recognition, accountability, and support.
2(a) This section provides flexibility in dealing with different populations. Acknowledges systemic issues in schodieramndeti in
student supopulations are different issues which need diffesehitions.
2(b) Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) reports are still required, but are more flexible on how progress is determined. nisll ratugte
reach mastery, but will no longer require 100% attainment by-2813
2(ce) ldentify at least three subsatf schools: Reward schools,which have the highest performance and highest groRloyity
schools, which have low growth andbw achievement (lowest 5%¥ocus schools which show gaps in growth between student
populations.

3) Effective instruction ath leadership.
This principle requires the State to seffiect a category of completion. The categories are: A) No guidelines; B) Some guidelines; and C)
Fully integratedsystem. Member Fitzpatrick indicated Nevada was currently in category B. Newaatadute which requires specific
deliverables, but we are still working to attain a futiiegrationsystem.

The Councildiscusgedthe need for th€ouncil to support and endorse therk happening on the waivebDifferent definitions and charactstics
of the provisions remained an issue. Member McCord stated a common vocabulary of clearly understood definitions wefld b€Haet
Salazar stated some of the terms were already defined, however, some of the values from the ESEA waitebeezfeted by th€ouncil.

Member McCord motioned for Chair Salazar to construct &fibmattoppr opri
to do the work specified in principal three of the waiver. Member Hales secondedreMms no public comment. The motion carried without
objection.

Member Fitzpatrick provided background information on the Accountability Redesign Group and the Core Support Grougestatiece t
created to provide more efficient alignment of the waiprocess. The Accountability Redesign Group provides an overarching view on how to
shape the work of the waiver application, while the Core Support Group takes these general concepts and narrowshbespeiffit tetails of

the application itself

The Council discussed the work of the redesign and core support groups relative to family and stakeholder engagementhasaligiiment of
indicators. The Council noted the unparalleled collaboration between the school districts and the glesiesyond the basic requirements of the
waiver itself to ensure everyone was working on one commorvitfaatefinition of accountability in tH&ate of Nevada

Member Fitzpatrick turned the presentation ovebtoRabinowitz, who facilitated a discussion on the importance of alignment when developing
an accountability systemit is important to develop an alignegistem which makes sense and can be communicated effectivedyof the most
difficult issues in @veloping an aligned system is the selection and application of indicators. Will indicators apply equally across adiscategori
will they apply to some categories but not others?

Additionally, Dr. Rabinowitznoted the difficult questions centeredbneé fiot her 6 9 %0-tested subjecs and grades. Shouldryaun
makethe 31% of tested subjects the driver of the 69%, or should therediffeeent accountability model for those groupdt. Rabinowitz stated

there were really only 3 optionsrfthe other 69%. You can: Have the31% drive 69%, whatever the 3% does will equally apply to the 69%;
2)Youantrytomake 69% | i ke 31%. Bui | d oRecognizehe69% R d@ifteent thanrthe 84h Posstblyar e a s ;
differentper f or mance measure than CRT6s could be more useful

The Council discussed the issues of outcome versus process, local control, and qualitative versus quantitatise BheBabinowitz stated the
Council could build core indicators and use variamadicators and options to work with different issues. This type of structure can reinforce
continuous improvement.

Dr. Rabinowitzalsostressed the importance of looking ahead when designing an accountability system, with the keytpoabeingat years
1, 3, 5, and 10. Inear 1, think about how the system will be working in y&aWWhat will it look like in year Svhen the system is no longer
hypothetical and you have a base of research to evaluate the system? Are there unintended congequinrecegficators workirfgy Is there
really an argument about growth asi@tus? In year 10, are yawrrying about the same thingsu are today Build a system that is very
oriented to the future.

The item closed and the meeting broke for lunChair Salazar stated the meeting would resume at 1:00pm.

Overview of the Nevada Growth Model
Carol Crothers, Director, Nevada Department of Education, Office of Assessment, Program Accountability, and Curriculum

Ms. Crothers stated students enter andarenm the education system at different levels, with growth measures providing information for all
students regardless of where they start&€dlimary questions we want to answer with the growth model are: How fast is a student growing
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compared to othersHow muchdid they grow this year? Is the student achievdngugh academic progresd,least one year of academic
growth from last ye&t

Of the many growth models available, Nevada has chosen a well vetted model which has been used in over RDEtates.the districts
worked with data for over 2 years, so the model is something we can we stand behind. The model provides comparair estesertis fat all
levels of academic achievement.

Calculations from the growth model can indicate whethstudent is on target. However, the model does not inherently indicate whether the
student made at |l east a one yearbés growt h. The Couitg folcompares c us s e
students with others in treameacademiagyrowth percentile group, and the ability for educators to have conversationsvaibotishat had a

positive dfect, and the ability to crogsain each other on best practices.

The Council expressed concerns about the relative newn#ss miodel and the reliability of the data over time. The Council discussed the need
for a quality control aspect in the model, possibly an independent third partyt@ralu2r. Rabinowitz added that all growth modely®aome
problens; however, he stad this was an area where the Council could include the information as an indigatonit the weighting until the
validity and value of the studies was determined.

Member McCord stated for the purposes of disclosure that he serves on the bdastted, and that WestEd may be contacted in the ftdure
conductsome ofthe studies

The Council discussed the concept of proper weighting of indicators and the importance of doing a phased in weightisg lsiggtetakes

decisions were not jeopardid. Members also discussed the importance of educating stakeholders about growth models and what those results
mean.Specifically, educatioon the difference between growth and status magatsnentioned. Caution was raised on basing the system solely

on growth, as well as the importance of making sure we hold ourselves accountable so students who are far behina:tidabirgkt |

The members discussed the importance ofesttsdgraduating from our Nevada Schools Collagd CareerReady. Wewant our students
prepared for life and need to be honest with stakeholders what needs to be done, not only in school, but at home awe&iio ¥datinuously
remind the Legislature about education funding levels. Member Morrison recommendedjliringisiness leaders for a perspective on where
Nevada stands compared to the rest of the country and the rest of the world.

Presentations and Discussion on Existing Evaluation Systems in Nevada School Districts

Douglas County Presentation
Rich Alexander, Douglas County School District, Assistant Superintendent of Human Resources

Mr. Alexander introduced himself and stated his district was very appreciative of the tough challebgenttiewas taking on. Mr. Alexander

gave an overview of Dolgas 6 current wevalwuation framewor k, i ncl udasnnandatdddy d o ma i
statute satisfactory, unsatisfactory, and area of strente.entire Douglas County School District presentation can be viewed at:
http://nde.doe.nv.gov/PDFs/Teachers/DCSDCertifiedPerformanceEvalProcess.pdf

Mr. Alexander provided strengths as well as weakness fordheent framework and rubric.
Strengths Everyone knows what is expected. The system has specificity, which allows us to pinpoint areas of strength and wealgrgss. Stud
achievement is addressed as part of the evaluation. The suggested improvement plan always focuses on @gipsstarad development.

WeaknessesSystem focus is on inputs instead of outputs. Progress is not clearly defined. Parent and student input is hetpradesist No
evidence system has improved teaching quality. No evidence that our psavaging a difference.

Council members conferred with Mr. Alexander regarding issues of district demographics, focused staff developmentiraimingpatudent
input, and the importance afconsistent statewide system. The Council thanked Mr. Alexander for his presentation.

Chair Salazar provided all of our school distrigte being interviewed on their current practic&fiose results will be compiled and presented in
an aggregate far. If a district does not make a presentation today or tomorrow, we will still have their information and a sense eirwhat th
practice is.

Lyon County Presentation
Caroline MclIntosh, Superintendent of Lyon County School District, and Baotimori, Director of Testing & Educational Technology

Ms. Mclntosh made an introduction for herself and Mrmmori and emphasized héistrict did not work in isolation. They were very grateful

for the Councilds work and t heopmen prgg@amst(RPOP). MshMcintosh gontiouecawith gm overfiewsfs i o n-
district demographics and stressed the importance of their career and technical education program, stating that SBighafchedl students

were involvedn that program. The eém Lyon County School District presentation can be viewed at:
http://nde.doe.nv.gov/PDFs/Teachers/FutureOfTeachingLearningInLCSD.pdf

Mr. Lommoriintroduced their use of thdarzano Teacher Evaluation modeid discussed specific points of the system. Mr. Lommori indicated
Lyon County would focus their development, implementation, and training on those aspects which meant the most in the cMssroo
Mcintosh indicated their system had gehr rollout and stressed the importance of thinking ahead towards staging different portions of the
rollout. Compéting K-12 curriculumalignment with theCommonCore Standard§CCS)has been a huge project.

Council members conferred with Ms. Mcintosh and Mr. Lomnmagardingissues of teacher and evaluator feedback, real time targeted
professional developmentocused staff developmerds well as the application of the framework to librarians and aiadir membersThe
Council thankeds. MciIntosh and Mr. Lommofor their presentation.

Evaluating the Performance of Teachers in NoiTested Grades and Subjects
Dr. Stanley Rabinowitz, DirectorAssessment & Standards Development ServisedVestEd andDr. Lynn Holdheide, Research Associate, National
Comprehensive Center for Teacher Quality

Dr. Holdheice began her presentation by taklogk back at the hopesnd purposes theddncil establishedluring the initial October 25, 2011
meeting and posed aegtion to the memberg/hat measures of student growth alignhvite Council identified hopes apdrposes?
Members provided:
1 Informs practice to improve student learning.
Cohesive reliable system.
Recruit and retain effective leaders.
Could the growth mael provide the type of student data needed to improve teacher and leader performance?
Is the technical adequacy of the growth model sufficient for making teacher and leader performance decisions? Caatith@glsastakes level?
Do we feel comfodble doing that?

=A =4 -4 -4
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1 What methodology will the Council recommend for growth in-tested subjects and grades?
1 What role will the state play?
1 Wil the state provide training to ensure fidelity? Will the state require districts to do training?

Dr. Holdheide ten askedHow is growth currently measurea non tested subjects and grades?
Members provided measures such as: portfolios, projects, performances or recitals; and varguchtastthe English Language Proficiency
AssessmentELPA) and IEP goals ahobjectives.

Dr. Rabinowitz provided thassues of measures and systiainness were the hardest to deal with. The isfusomplexity canoftenlead to

| owest common denominator thinking. Peopl e wildl foal InNITHadk cam,noft |
everybody, then | am not going to do it erfectionafmedswangntiéa vergimpoftantc i e n c
factor. Remember, whatever these measures are, they were not designed for teacher evaluation.

Members discussed the possibility of working collaboratively with national groups, the importance of developing strastgddadky, and the
overall excitement arourtie growth and improvement of the teaching profession.

To foaus the group on theiralues, Dr Holdheide instructed members to identify 5 key purposes or hopes of the teacher evaluation system.
Council members identified their key hopes as the ability to:

1 Identify where teachers can grow

9 Target professional development

1 Establish effetive communication with parents

1  Work collaboratively

1 Work with gifted students as there is not enough challenge for the top 10%.

What types of measures are required to support what you v&te&®n to the importance of the 3, 5, and 10 year pective, otherwise the
scope is too big to handldrecall, hereare noperfect systemand measures othere now, so focus on wheyeu want to be in 10 yrsThink
about the process stagedor the purposef implementation. Implementation failucan destroy the credibility of the new system right away.

Vice Chair Barker provided Council members with materials from the National Governors Assddi@dnPolicy Academy on Teacher
Effectivenessonference.

PUBLIC COMMENT
Chair Salazar openete floor for public comment. There was no public comment.
The meeting adjourned at 4:30 pm.

Meeting scheduled to reconvene on December 7, 2011 at 8:00 am.
MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING

December 7, 2011

COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT:
PanelaSalazarChair
BarbaraSurritte Barker, Vice Chair
Linda ArchambaultMember
Christine CheneyMember
Kathleen GallaneCollins, Member
Theresa CrowleyMember

Rorie Fitzpatrick Member

Sharla HalesMember

Robert McCorgd Member

Theo McCormick Member

Heath Morrson, Member

Dale Norton Member

Mary Peterson, Member
Theodore Small, Member
Kimberly Tae, Member (arrived approximately 8:30 a.m.)

DEPARTMENT STAFF PRESENT:

Leslie JamesTitle lla Education Programs Professional
Laurie Thake, Assistant to the Council

GUESTS PRESENT

Kristen McNeill, Washoe County School District

Nicole Rourke Clark County School District

Richard Stokes, Superintendent Carson City School District

Susan Keema, Assistant Superintendent, CatsyrSchool District

Dr. Steven Pradere, Carson City School District

Lynn Holdheide Vanderbilt University, National Comprehensive Center for Teacher Quality
Jennifer VarratoRegional Implementation Coordinat®oyager

AUDIENCE IN ATTENDANCE :

JerryBarbee Nevada Department of Education
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Craig Stevens Nevada State Education Association
Pam Hicks Clark County School Administrators Association

CALL TO ORDER; ROLL CALL; PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Pamela Salazar, Chair

Chair Salazar called the meetittgorder at 8:05 a.m., with attendance as reflected above.
PUBLIC COMMENT

Chair Salazar opened the floor for public comment. There was no public comment.

Vice Chair Barker provided additional information on the NGA materials provided the prior day. The members discusseibility pbs
Gretchen Weber from NGA providing a short presentation at the next meeting relative to the communication compbengnatnof t

Continued Presentations and Discussion on Existing Evaluation Systems in Nevada School Districts

Clark County Presentation
Dr. Staci Vesneske& ounty School DistricHuman Resources Division

Dr. Vesneske introduced herself and stated thaeNb®a was f urt her al ong than most states in th
far. She noted Clark County started making some transformative changes with Student Incentive Grant (SIG) money thewithdearecho

High School being theipilot transformational model school. She noted the potential for the transformational model to influence the whole
conversation for evaluation in the district as a whole. The entire Clark County School District presentation can b& viewed a
http://nde.doe.nv.gov/PDFs/Teachers/CCSDTeacherPrincipalEvaluationProcessRevision.pdf

Dr. Vesneske discussed the change in focus on work from the prior yeayeaatie committees focused on the evaluation process itself and the
internal process changes which needed to occur. Both the CCSD teacher evaluation committee and principal evaluatiennaymifoitiesed

on internal changes. This year, she noted #tilyhave one committee for the principal evaluation process, but now have multiple committees
doing focused work on the teacher evaluation process, which is rigorous and achievable. Dr. Vesneske also stated¢h@ygareewsork of

the Council fothe purposes of alignment.

Goals of the principal evaluation process include developing a rubric and observable component for leadership, thingsgatd s#ts, and an
acknowledged need for some outside assistance in relation to discussiore on dat

Goals of the teacher evaluation process, we currently have 5 subcommittees working on two big issues:
1) The observable criteria and rubrics to be used; and 2) The technology to be used. Additionally, there is a comifictie dpsigned for
community outreach and involvement.

Dr. Vesneske stated the next big systemic step was to link the evaluation data to a coherent system of human capitaitrstrategiee
including hiring and professional development, differential retention, etc. ®snalsked for a definition of differential retention. Dr. Vesneske
explained that differential retention involved the need to increase retention of our best performers, while either hetpimggur of the worse
performing teachers. This is a compahour current system does not have.

Council members conferred with Dr. Vesneskgardingissues ofperformance framework indicators, the use of growth scores and gap scores,
and concern of multiple measures over multiple ydarsVesneske remindetie Council thathere was no perfect model, but some models were
more useful than others. She reinforced that the model chosen does not need to perfect, it just needs to be as goageit atetlvia time.

The Council thanke®r. Vesneske for hgsresentation.

Washoe County School District Presentation
Kristen McNeill, Chief Strategies Officer, State & Federal Programs ah€l Kitiatives

Ms . Mc Nei | | introduced herself and started h daerlingentieedend (Tik)gramt and wi t h
SIG money Washoe County had received. The TIF grant funds 9 TIF schools and 8 volunteer schools for a total of 5e/é&aesSighiinoney

funds 7 schools, as well as 2 additional title schools sites, for three ydasntire Washoe County School District presentation can be viewed

at:

http://nde.doe.nv.gov/PDFs/Teachers/WCSDPresentation.pdf

Relative to principal evaluations, Ms. McNeill indied Washoe had selected MeREL evaluatiorsystem. Difficulties with their old evaluation
system centered on a lack of data used and a lack of information provided to help principals and their schools movAdditiardlly, the old
system providednly two evaluation levels, satisfactory and unsatisfactory.

By contrast theVicREL evaluationlevels range from developing to proficient, with clearly established criteria for eachpstephe system is
rigorous, but easy to understand and includgsotessional growth system. Washoe used to have different evaluations for principals and assistant
principals, but now both are now aligned into same evaluation system. Ms. McNeill stated they were still piloting MaRElidist so they

will be looking at feedback from principals at the end of this year.

Council members discussed the impact of school improvement plans, student achievement data, and the rigor of the néte.syktieill
stated they wanted to create a true pilot model, so the student achievement data they add next fall will be @ ivéaah honest look at how
student achievement will impact evaluations. This work is too important to make it high stakes at this point in time.

Relative to teacher evaluations, Ms. McNeill indicated Washoe had seleci@dnieéson modelThe pat evaluation system did not provide a lot
of feedback to teachers. Additionally, most teachers were evaluated as satisfactory, but the district had a 56% gredudtionlF and
volunteer schools, weid not start with old rubric; we actually stadteith second edition of the Danielson modéle are currently piloting this
model in 17 schools and would like to fully implement the model in our next school year, so we are in the planningistplgesasitation now.

Council members conferred witdis. McNeill on the criteria for a good assessment system. They discussed issues such as available resources,
family and community involvement, and cultural diversity. Also discussed were growth and foundational targets and hakgetoggegrated
into the evaluation. Ms. McNeill stated they were still in the process of developing the specifics.

Council members discussed multiple measures and the positive impact of the Measures of Academic Process (MAP) systeas \lastiatyw

using. Members ated the system impacted all of the standards and helped to direct instruction. Member Crowley stated that the us@& of MAP ca
pinpoint where a student is lacking and helps both teachers and parents know how the student is doing. Alae tiwduteakulvn of data

which helped students chart their own pathways to academic success. MAP data is immediate, so it shows were a stogeines dime.
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Currently MAP is being used for instruction and parent conference only. Council members notddakatf @omputer resources could be an
issue for lower income schools.

Council members conferred with Ms. McNeill on the issue of surveys, in particuldrrignad project, and the reliability of that data and/or
concerns about signs of survey fatiguehefle is currently no evidence of either. They also discussed how the district currently obtains
professional support. Ms. McNeill stated Washoe wangldblending federal funde pay for consulting teachers and implementation specialists.
The Council tlankedMs. Mc Neill for herpresentation.

Carson City School District Presentation
Richard StokesSuperintendent d@arson CitySchool District Susan Keema, Associate Superintendent of Educational SevicH3r. Steven Pradere,
Director of Grants an&pecial Projects

Mr. Stokes introduced himself and provided an overview of his district demographics and discussed some of the challeBtmses Moted
Carson City has started making some transformative changes with SIG money they received. ahdamth@inistrator associations have been
included in this process, and the professional dialogue created between the schools was amazing. The entire Carsai DBigyriSicho
presentation can be viewed at:

http://nde.doe.nv.gov/PDFs/Teachers/CCSDFrameworkForEffectiveTeaching.pdf

Mr. Stokes turned the presentation over to Susan Keema, Associate Superintendent of Educational Services; and Dr.eBtciéme &osf
Grants and Special Projects.

Dr . Pradere began wi t Hearaer céritesed appreachbenindioated thehdestrict Iboked at ithe madstssuccessful teachers

and asked how they measured their success. Those teachers spdandee y measured their success by thei
teachers inherently follow this philosophy. Some teachers prefer to measure their success by how well they followubhe.cudricPradere

stated before they began this systémaere was no incentive in their system for teachers to be leaner centered. Dr. Pradere briefly discussed ideas
concerning curriculum development, assessment, instruction, and the leadership component.

Susan Keema presented information onDaaielson modepreferred by their district. Ms. Keema noted that other districts were using SIG and
TIF grant money to work on other pieces, so they chose to focus their work on curriculum development. Carson City éocBadatbrk in
year one on 3pecific pieces: the evaluation piece, the student achievement piece, and the persistence piece.

Going into their seconglear, Carson City is focusing their work on instruction and assessment and is currently rolling out pre and post
assessments. MEKeema noted some factors unique for a SIG school; such as the need to add instructional time to the school day, provide
academic instruction after school, and the need to turn homeroom in to a period to work on academic strategies courses.

Council membes conferred with the Carson City stafeégardingissues ofcommon assessment for the rtested subjects, the necessary
reorganization of resourcefocused staff developmerds well as the difficult issue of establishing and maintaining growth tafjety. also
discussed unintended positive consequences, such as special education and regular education teachers working matheloBe¢y Gagincil
thankedthem for theipresentation.

Member Fitzpatrick motioned for Chair Salazar to write a letten behalf of the Teachers and Leaders Council to the districts thanking them
for giving us their time, information and resources shared. Member Archambault and others seconded. The motion carriedtwhfection.

The staff for the Council has intéeewed most of the districts and put together a general summary which Member Peterson suggested be the
Council s starting point for further development of their tasks.

Continuation of Evaluating the Performance of Teachers in NoiTested Grades and Subjest
Dr. Lynn Holdheide, Research Associate, National Comprehensive Center for Teacher Quality

Dr. Holdheide reviewed information discussed the prior day, reminding the Council they started discussing purpose anghbse ¢hne of
these new evaluatiomsight phase in.

Council members discussed the possibility of using Student Learning Objectives (SLO) as part of the 50% of student acHiewaneoted
that some districts already have this culture established, but not all. Training will be teeadda: sure all SLO evaluators are knowledgeable.
For students who are deemed at risk, there will need to be some level of collaboration between teachers and speciatistdeasiop those
goals and objectives. SLOs need to be reflective of whatas d ent 6 s abi l i ties are.

The discussion then returned to the concept of adequate growth begun yesterday. The big question is how do you ciealik googglcific
teachers? Think of a ¢eaching situation, some systems say a 50/50 split onlgrottters say 100% to each teacher. The Council discussed the
need to partner with national regional comprehensive centers to assist in adopting standards. Working collaborativedyswiit balance the
work and save resources.

The Council discugsl the need to develop a communication strategy. Many members were already getting lots of questions regarding the
Council 8s work and what was curr ent | y-tebted pybjectsinaeds .to be v aticulafed atien| | vy, t
what evaluation manner is decided upon.

The Council briefly discussed the need to come to some agreement on purpose. Dr. Holdheide noted this is where theaymhggdtthere
needs to be buy in from stakeholders across the state. Mésatements are useful in helping everyone move in the same direction.

Council members discussed the unfunded legislative mandate relative to the changes required, in particular in yeardis@issddovas the
concept of phasing in certain aspedte lprofessional development balanced with the need to move forward in a meaningful way.

Members discussed the preference for beginning with the evaluation process for principals. It is important to estabésly vosand by
beginning with pringdals, other educators can observe how the process will work before it applies to them. There will be differentiated
components in each system, but there will need to be systemic alignment overall for both.

Members also discussed the importance of geltaak to the core in the next meeting. Specifically, what are the deliverables? Which measures
are nonnegotiable? As well as the concept of multiple measures and the difficult decisions they represent.

Determine Meeting Schedule for 2012012 SchobYear
Pamela Salazar, Chair
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Chair Salazar provided some topics for the next agenda would be:
Core measures.

What is in the 50%.

Multiple measures.

Working groups and expert panels. How do different groups use and address these problems.

PR

The followingdates were established for future Council meetings:
Jan 2021, 2012 in Reno

Feb 8, 2012 in Las Vegas

March 5, 2012 in Las Vegas

April 16, 2012 in Reno

May 7, 2012 in Las Vegas

May 21, 2012 in Reno

E R

Meeting times angtenuego be determined.

Member Halesand Member McCord stressed the importance of establishing and voting on &eyeasureand basic tenants at the beginning of
the next meeting. It is impa@nt to begin action on the core measuresoasas possible

PUBLIC COMMENT

Chair Salazaopened the floor for public comment. There was no public comment.

The meeting adjourned at 1:05 pm.

Nevada TLC Systems Guidelines White Papanuary 2013 Pageb7



NEVADA TEACHERS AND LEADERS COUNCIL MEETING
January 20-21, 2012

Hyatt Place Reno
1790 East Plumb Lane
Reno, NV 89523

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING

January 20, 2012

COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT :

Pamela Salazar, Chair

Barbara Surrittd8arker, Vice Chair

Christine Cheney, Member

Kathleen GallandCollins, Member

Theresa Crowley, Member (arrived approximately 9:00 a.m.)
Rorie Fitzpatrick, Member

SharlaHales, Member

Robert McCord, Member

Theo McCormick, Member

Heath Morrison, Member (arrived approximately 1:30 p.m.)
Dale Norton, Member

Mary Peterson, Member

Theodore Small, Member

Kimberly Tate, Member

PRESENT BY PHONE:

Linda Archambault, Member

LEGAL STAFF PRESENT:

Ed Irvin, Senior Deputy Attorney General

DEPARTMENT STAFF PRESENT:

Leslie James, Title lla Education Programs Professional
Laurie Thake, Assistant to the Council

GUESTS PRESENT

Stanley Rabinowitz Assessment & Standar@&velopment Services at WestEd
Margaret Heritage Nation Center for Research on Education Standards and Testing
Lynn Holdheide National Comprehensive Center for Teacher Quality

Jennifer Varrato Administrative Assistance

AUDIENCE IN ATTENDANCE :

JerryBarbee Director of Teacher Licensing, Nevada Department of Education
Pam Hicks Clark County Association of School Administrators

Kristen McNeill Washoe County School District

Judy Osgood Office of the Governor

Lonnie Shielor Clark County Assoct#on of School Administrators

Tami Berg Nevada Parent Teachers Association

CALL TO ORDER; ROLL CALL; PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Chair Salazar called the meeting to order at 8:52 a.m., with attendance as reflected above.
PUBLIC COMMENT

Pam Hicks from ClariCounty Administrators Association made the following comments:

Since hearing and reviewing the district presentations on how they are moving forward, it is apparent there are semrdirdiffeons districts

have chosen. She felt this Council slibtake those directions into account so the good work each district has done will still be relevant. It is
critical the communication about the Councilds wor k bakfoowad.nl becau
do thirk there are ancillary groups out there who would be of great assistance in moving forward on the good work you areadkiggu Véry

much.

The December action report was handed out and it was agreed that this action report be an informatiomid! titermeeting minutes were
complete.
APPROVAL OF A FLEXIBLE AGENDA

Member McCord motioned for approval of a flexible agenda. Member Hales seconded. The motion carried without objection.

CHAI R6S REPORT

Chair Salazar gave an update on the statule Council, what has been accomplished so far, and where the work seems to be going. AB 222
required the Council to provided recommendations to the State Board by June 1, 2012, which would:
1. Use multiple measures, including student achievement datdain timely, and rigorous way to promote student learning.
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2. Improve the effectiveness of teachers and leaders through professional development, with said development beingia part of the
evaluation.
3. Provide a mechanism for public input and shared frestices.

The Council has dissected AB222 and received the background knowledge, including research and expertise of industgeeepkettshelp
build a strong background of understanding of the elements that will go into creating a new typleatioevsystem.

The Chair expressed the need to achieve a framework by the end of this meeting that will shape what effectiveness Mtk dikd.to

determine what types of supports we need to ensure effectiveness, determine the timeline ablds|idetermine recommendations for the role

of state versus local control in the new system, and develop a communication piece to gain stakeholder input. Alllofwhergodoing is
really about positioning alistinactievemen. adadés students at the top of ¢t

A handout titledNevada Teacher and Leaders Council: Developing a Statewide Uniform Performance Evaluatiorm@gstenvided to help
facilitate the Council s work and can be viewed in its entirety at
http://nde.doe.nv.gov/PDFs/Teachers/Meetings/2012/01
20/Teachers%20and%20Leaders%20Council%20Guiding%20Principles%20Document.pdf

ANTICIPATED STRUCURE FOR SUBMISSION OF REQUIRED PLAN TO STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

Member Fitzpatrick stated that ESEA Waiver principal 3, which very closely aligns with the charge of the Council, reguredtitn of a
uniform statewide performance auation framework and an assurance that the Nevada Department of Education (NDE) ensure districts
implement that framework with fidelity.

The Council discussed drafting a white paper to make information available to the public so they can seesthangraleision points that we
are beginning to make along the way, and provide an opportunity for public input.

The Council was provided a handout titlEdachers and Leaders Council Proposed Development and Implementation Tintetihecan be
viewed inits entirety at:

http://nde.doe.nv.gov/PDFs/Teachers/Meetings/20120Teachers%20and%20.ldeas%20
%20Proposed%20Development%20&%20Implementation%20Timeline.pdf

Member Fitzpatrick numerically referenced and discussed the timeline:

1. Teacher and Leader Evaluation Framework

The model for the evaluation framework will need to be done by Juh@®11 2 . Dr . Rheaul t has had some conve
and with Legislative Committee on Education, and it is understood at this point, that we may only have a preliminaggaahwndations by

this statutory deadline.

Member McCod asked if that assumption was realized, will there be time to do a pilot. Member Fitzpatrick stated that the aboviocenversa
indicate the need for a phased in approach and she believes there is support from important stakeholders that tha timelopeczched with

this in mind. The State Board could adopt regulations for a phasfethis process. The National Association of State Legislatures has been
telling legislators, if this whole matter is approached in adaliberative way, it may b to some serious litigation which will cost more in the
end than taking the time to build the system properly. The message delivered by the National Governors Associationold@#péch this
evaluation with rigor and speed, but use a plasgpoach that includes some piloting.

2) Evaluation Process
The Council discussed issues of local control and flexibility versus state uniformity. It was agreed that some bastcatetisiqgets needed to
occur right away.

3) Categories of evidence

The discussion moved to the issue of evidence. How will we know if we have gotten the right combination in place? Wéhatituié the 50%
student achievement and what will make up the other 50%. Dr. Rabinowitz acknowledged a great deal ofi@onveusitontinue around the
percentages, both now and as the process evolved.

Member Archambault noted using only one year of growth data for building the framework was troubling and expressed asiegdtftaast

two years of data. Membéitzpatrick stated our Nevada Technical Advisory Committee, as well as other experts on student assessment, have
stated the use of twiliree years of growth adds stability. Dr. Rabinowitz said the strategy is to build reliability by balancing the diibéiétyt

rates in various districts.

4) Specific Indicators
What measures will we include and will be defined as negotiable andegmiable?

5) Data Collection
Will need to obtain data. In some cases we may have infrastructure in ptdsteitg and in other cases the infrastructure remains to be built, this
will include informing the State Board of the anticipated costs for implementation.

6) Training Needs
Training that is valid and reliable across a diverse spectrum of individuals.

7) Professional Development and Support
The Council discussed the significant charge of achieving improved instruction and student learning through the prdéestopmaént of
teachers and administrators.

8) System Evaluation and Support
Also discused was the need for continuous feedback to improve the system itself.

9) State Education AuthorifSEA) and Local Education Authoritft. EA) Duties and Associated Cost
Stakeholder Involvement and Communication
Vice Chair Barker provided the inforiti@n she received at the Policy Conference for NGA, which recommends-aridgtommunication plan

be devel oped to include the Governorods office and Judy Osgood as ¢

Member Peterson commented the use of the developed timeline would targajeatile and act as a road map for each meeting.
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DISCUSSION OF CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR DEVELOPMENT OF REQUIRED PLAN

Dr. Holdheide began her presentation discussing the importance of developing a framework before moving on in the fracesgorldis a bit
like a mission statement and would be the basis on which future decisions would be made. She continugddtoréfertimeline previously
referenced and noted all of those items were interrelated. A change to one may necessitate changes to the others.

Referring back tdeveloping a Statewide Uniform Performance Evaluation Syeteem d o u t s h eworls woald eenter araumdahe 6 s
Council 6s assumptions, goal s, purposes, and state ece, mbuldblodk ioc a | co
issues such as measure and weights to rest upon. The following definitioregyvese upon:

Assumption: The agreed upon norms or values that an evaluation system need to meet. What do we want this system to do?
Goal: The agreed upon goals of the evaluation system. How we will you know if the system is working?
Purpose What isthe system going to be used for and what is it going to do.

Dr. Holdheide provided a handout for reference tifledcher and Leaders CountiNevadawhich can be viewed in its entirety at:
http://nde.doe.nv.gov/PDFs/Teachers/Meetings/20120January%20TL%20C%20Meeting%2620Lynn%20Holdheide.pdf

The Council began their discussion of assumptions by reviewing information fheanstatessge pg 12 of aboye The Council discussed the
assumptions of Colorado, Rhode Island, lllinois, Maryland, and Ohio, noting the common themes across the states.

The Council discussed what the Nevada assumptions would include. The topiofes$ipnal development; the ability to recruit, retain and
reward effective teachers; the need for a system that was fair, equitable, and consistent over time; and how to regicattagerwith very
diverse districts were discussed.

Also noted waghe need to step back and look at the problem and the solution, keeping in mind the creation of an honest and meaningful
evaluation to increase student learning, with a goal of creating globally competent students. Dr. Rabinowitz stateel efveérgatovelisted

points should be focused on improving student outcomes. Dr. Heritage added there was a joint responsibility for imgleniigashing and
those outcomes should be at the center of Itishogrepare atulents dor their future aot e d .
our past. o

The Council also discussed the nature of the relationship between teachers and administrators, and the need to miidestiiatmelae
collaborative and collegial. Professional developnmeided to start with administrators so they are more able to provide feedback and support to
their teachers. Member Cheney noted part of the goal was to create schools that were good places to learn and gowatrklathsyaeed to

be a better placi®r everyone.

The Council deliberated and created the following preliminary assumptions before taking a break:

Recruit / retain / reward effective teachers.

Professional Development: Continuous learning.

Do no harm. Fair and meaningful evaluationsiogsrove student outcomes.

Collaborative and informative for both teachers and leaders which positively impacts school climate and culture.
Involve stakeholders, continuous improvement of the system.

Alignment between the systems.

ouprwNE

The Council returned frofareak and heard comments from Assemblywoman Debbie Smith.

Assemblywoman Smith thanked everyone for their commitment of time. She expressed her appreciation of the tasks thatl this @efore
them and how i mportant ffaetithss will lmaveror whathappemsdnrtie classroora. 1Slie statédeshe és committed as a
legislator to going forward to try to give the Council the support it needs to implement this work.

The Council discussed whether there should be an affirmativenstatéhat student assessment data can and will be used and that it is right to do
so. Dr. Rabinowitz cautioned on the-mingling of terms.
AB 222 states student achievement data must be used; it does not say student assessment data.

The Council detenined it was more effective to break into small groups, with each group assigned a specific assumption to evaluate. Prior to
doing so, Dr Irvin provided his function was not to make sure the open meeting law was followed, but to assist the @dlowihinthe open

meeting law and to make occasional suggestions to support compliance. He stated he would try to assist to make sdris thepregoiate.

He stated that breaking into small groups is difficult under the open meeting law. The fohctioopen meeting is to create minutes. Those
minutes are evidence of what happened and what action was taken. Until those minutes are prepared, the audio rectivdiptatakes the

minutes. It is difficult to have a complete audio record whanlyeak into groups. Everything considered by a public body needs to be on the
record. Subcommittee groups need an agenda, and open meeting law needs to apply. If a member of the public waneedheybeohkt
participate by walking around andtéging. In order to address this, then, given the desired to engage in small group work, when small groups
report to the large group, discuss the process used and explain thoroughly the dibagssorit is in the record to support compliance with the

spirit of the open meeting law.

The Council broke into groups to discuss each of the assumptions listed. Members reviewed the work of each group sonl foom ach
group made a presentati to the entire Council. The Council discussed at length each of the assumptions and the differences between them and
agreed upon the following language:

The following assumptions support an underlying belief that effective teachers and adminisiteiobe developed and supported so that all
students master standards and'2&ntury skills so that students leave high school college and career ready.

1. Teachers and leaders will improve thru effective, targeted professional development that inftransfodm practice.

2. An evaluation system will include clear expectations for both professional practice and student growth and include fiagfunean
and accurate feedback.

3. The evaluation process will involve all stakeholders in a collaborative prolcassiforms practice and positively influences the
school and community climate.

4. Student growth is measured over time using assessments and other student work.

5. Educator and administrator evaluations are consistent with and supported by the statd, atistischoclevel systems (i.e. human
resource policies, licensure, negotiated agreements, professional development, and governance.)

6. An aligned and supportive teacher and leader evaluation system includes continuous & measurable improvement of the system
individuals within, and the students.

Member Peterson made a motion for Chair Salazar to word smith the assumptions and present to the Council at the Februamg. meet
Member McCormick seconded. The motion carried without objection.
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The Council lboke for lunch and returned at 12:45p.m.

Referring back to the documebeveloping a Statewide Uniform Performance Evaluation SydienHoldheide stated the issue of state versus
local control would be tabled until tomorrow, and the Council returnéloetdiscussion of the at least 50% student achievement piece required by
AB222. The Council stressed the importance of focusing on measures that would be meaningful to teachers. Dr. Irvid2ibtdsoBayed a

role in the discussion as it dealt wiihobationary and pogirobationary teachers and administrators.

The Council reviewed how other states handled the student achievement piece, looking specifically at Colorado, lowaabelNeard ork.

The Council discussed whether this was the timsetothe student achievement percentage at a firm 50%. It was suggested that perhaps 50%
might be used during the initial piloting phase, and could be adjusted when validity of the measures could be evalastechphasgized the
decision should not barbitrary and the TLC agreed it would be premature at this point.

Dr. Holdheide stated that the next presenter, Dr. Margaret Heritage, will be giving background information on whatstiffesdmve created to
show student achievement.

Dr. Margaret HeritageAssistant Director for Professional Development at the National Center for Research on Evaluation, Standards and
Student TestingCRESST)at UCLA

Dr. Heritage began with her perspective on the evaluation process: Less is mostatdheho have created long lists of measures are taking on
far too much. The goal is to transform the education system to enable student learning. It is important to havetoguaidy fios all, which is

based on specific principles and contingepon individual student advancement. She noted the United States, like Britain, has an issue with
underachieving students. These students bring cultural capital to the classroom, but do not achieve their potentisinebekichibe responsive

to sudents needs at all times.

Feedback loops

Feedback is information on the gap between the actual level and the ideal level of performance; an evaluation of tatesimetht respect to
desired goals. This is an ongoing process. If informasiotoi used to alter the gap between the actual and ideal level, then it is not feedback. She
noted to achieve feedback; the system needs to be manageable. Less is more.

Desired practice to create learning

Dr. Heritage stated she hoped Nevada woulddb& bThe Common Core Standards (CCS) are an opportunity to reset the education button. Begin
with what you would like to see in 2014 and how that might grow and develop. There are huge changes ahead. Both tetddtemssarebd to
transform for thesystem to see real change. Think about what an effective teacher in Nevada will look like and sound like, also whiatean effec

l earner wil |l l ook Ii ke and sound I|i ke. Donét think about status

Changes ahead

There are sigficant changes looming on the horizon. Access to complex text will be required for all students, which is viewed @ada parti
challenge because students do not meet current standards. There will be more emphasis placed on reasoning and ampntexttatioh,
language together, and the ability to compare and contrast ideas across texts and subjects. Higher levels of classssowiltiiseoequired.

Dr. Heritage emphasized classrooms will have to look and operate differently to achievegbkse

The Council discussed issues around implementing the CCS. Trying to get everyone to buy into the concept that evarlyimeresatinag has
been difficult. The Council noted the need to ensure a specific link to the implementation of thencoonenand what will be required from
teachers to ensure the CCS are reached. Everyone will need to assist in reaching these goals.

Dr. Heritage continued that learning to learn skills were as important as the content standards. We do not wanptpudédion with learned
helplessness; we have that now. The ability toregjfilate ones learning behavior is essential.

Dr. Heritage led a discussion of the principles to evaluate across disciplines, which are:
New learning is connected to priearning and experience.

Students are clear about intended learning and performance criteria.
Learning tasks have high cognitive demand for diverse learners.

Students engage in meaningaking through discourse and other strategies.
Students engage in metamnitive activity.

Assessment is integrated into teaching and learning.

ogrwNE

Clear performance criteria and constructive classroom discourse will be essential. To achieve this, teachers willrnetedettinse in the
lesson for students to be reflective thieir work. Students need time to think and get their thoughts together to deepen their learning.

Dr. Heritage and the Council discussed how to achieve these principles in practice. It was suggested the six pritegaddrba pubric with
reseath questions and given to the districts to pilot. Dr. Heritage emphasized the rubric needed to be lean, mean and bmdaatfudowitz
proffered tests for an effective rubric and the Council discussed the types of exemplars which could be usatrio. thehe three types of
exemplars are: direct observation, an artifact of the exemplar, and indirect artifacts. The Council thanked Dr. Hé&etagesentation.

Member Morrison arrived and explained the reason for his delay in joining thingneeas a result of addressing issues associated with the
Washoe Valley fire. He provided an update on the fire, stating he was able to tour the area earlier in the day, améhitredibla sight. He
discussed the very fast movement of the firthatpress conference the night before. He complimented the bravery of bus drives who went into
dangerous areas and situations to get students out, as well as teachers who live in that area and stayed behinderhbgr ddrrison stated

the fire wa currently about 50% contained, and weather coming in will help with that. Three schools were closed today, two dwe to smok
damage and one used as a command center.

DISCUSSION ON THEORY OF ACTION

Dr. Rabinowitz stated the goals and purposes could create an incorrect perception unless the council was very clesetbailthiey a system
which, over a series of years, will phase in from pilot to implementation. Each phase will become afecrsystem than the one before. The
system will become progressively better every time.

The Council discussed the need to have subcommittees work on the indicators to begin the evaluation system. ChaiopBakaaher
following three subcommiges and stated their proposed tasks. The subcommittees recommended were:

What: What class of indicators do we want?

How and the how much: Which test, what rubric, existing surveys or do we create our own? Then how much do we weight them across the
phases and years.

Communication and professional development pieceHow do we get information out there?
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Members raised concerns on how thgesups would work together and how the information obtained would be presented to the group. Chair
Salazar stated the subcommittees would present information to the entire Council who would make the decisions regadinys thed future
work of thesubcommittees.

Chair Salazar encouraged the members to think about the big ideas tonight, and indicated subcommittees would be dexetpedstome
members have interest and expertise in some areas that she would not be aware of. She atgdaheomembers to consider the level of work
which would need to be accomplished in conjunction with their existing time demands.

The conversation turned to a discussion of state versus local control. In particular, how the Council could deterstama avkich would work

for every district, both large and smdDyr. Irvin stated we actually have guidance in three bills, AB222, AB225 and AB229. What the Council will
find is some things can be discussed and negotiated in general terms, but anothensejitie the districts flexibility to come up with their own
policies and procedures. Since there will be contractual issues which will require consultation with groups like theStieaBiducation
Association (NSEA), that is the way it is to hapdevery year school districts evaluate policies and procedures. AB 222 created the functions of
this council, while AB225 concerns changes to NRS 391.3116. To some extent, the application of these three bills tggtiaethehworld.

AB225 and AB229 athe effects of evaluation on individual teachers. Your discussion at this time is leading into possible regulations the State
Board will eventually make based on the recommendations of this Council. If you submit a white paper to the State Boded hiowl you are

going address these subjects including the ability for implementation of the other issues, the 50% or less categoryljdatibpnapmoncore,
non-tested subjects, and school improveme@hair Salazar stated the state/local continuum diston would be continued tomorrow.

Dr. Rabinowitz and the members discussed some of the general issues presented by too much local or too much stasuesnifolalidity

and fidelity of results were discussed, as well as physical and finanogttaiots of the districts. They also discussed how goals and purposes
may change over time based upon refinement of the measures. The focus now should be on what was realistic to aceamphigh in y

Member Fitzpatrick stated the Council was to iewecommendations to the State Board. Perhaps our recommendations include a phased in
approach to the evaluation system, and then the State Board may adopt regulations for phase in. Our recommendatioaveaa ftaged and
sequenced implementatiavith the required feedback, etc. The State Board has the choice to accept the recommendation in its entirety, or to do
something entirely different.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Chair Salazar opened the floor for public comment. There was no public comment.

Themeeting adjourned at 4:18 pm.

Meeting scheduled to reconvene on January 21, 2012 at 8:00 am.
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MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING

January 21, 2012

COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT :
Pamela Salazar, Chair

Barbara SurrittdBarker, Vice Chair
Christine Cheney, Member
Kathleen GallandCollins, Member
Theresa Crowley, Member

Rorie Fitzpatrick, Member

Sharla Hales, Member

Robert McCord, Member

Theo McCormick, Member

Heath Morrison, Member

Dale Norton, Member

Mary Peterson, Member
Theodore Small, Member
Kimberly Tat, Member

PRESENT BY PHONE:

Linda ArchambaultMember

LEGAL STAFF PRESENT:

Ed Irvin, Senior Deputy Attorney General

DEPARTMENT STAFF PRESENT:

Leslie James, Title lla Education Programs Professional
Laurie Thake, Assistant to the Council

GUESTS PRESENT

Lynn Holdheide National Comprehensive Center for Teacher Quality
Jennifer Varrato Administrative Assistance

AUDIENCE IN ATTENDANCE :

Pam Hicks Clark County Association of School Administrators
Jerry Barbee Nevada Department of Education

KristenMcNeill Washoe County School District

Shane McLoud Students First

Barbara Janne NAE

Judy Osgood Office of the Governor

Sean Hill Sierra Nevada Journeys

CALL TO ORDER; ROLL CALL; PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

Chair Salazar called the meeting to order at &:id., with attendance as reflected above.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Chair Salazar opened the floor for public comment.

RECAP OF YESTERDAY®S MEETI NG (January 20, 2012)

Chair Salazar recapped the work done on the assumptions and indicated they would revisit that issue today. Shelegavstakedavisit the
issues Dr. Heritage presented as well. They would cover in more what the subcommittees would look like.

Chair Salazar stated today they would discuss state versus local control, review our assumptions, and work on goakeandTespavould

also spend time working on communication and how to gather input from stakeholders, as well as how do erstarg o@ssiaging about the
council 6s wor k. As time goes along, we wil!/ gai n me arebeginmidgtomor e i
make.

CONTINUED DISCUSSION OF CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR DEVELOPMENT OF REQUIRED PLAN
Dr. Holdheide continued the discussion of conceptual framework. She stated the members spent a great deal of time agstkimgtions the
prior day and suggested revisiting those assumptions. The Council discussed wording, context, and scopguoiptiiena. Revisions were

made and the assumptions were restated and reflected as:

Introduction: The following assumptions support an underlying belief that effective teachers and administrators must be developedtadd suppo
so that all students maststandards and essential skills so that students graduate college and career ready.

1. Teachers and administrators will improve thru effective, targeted professional development that inform and transform practice

2. An evaluation system will include cleampextations for both professional practice and student growth and include fair, meaningful, and
accurate feedback.

3. The evaluation process will engage stakeholders in a collaborative process that informs practice and positively influscioes! thnd
community climate.
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4. The evaluation system must include student, teacher, and administrator achievement and performance measured over tiltigaising m
measures, multiple times, and multiple years of assessment and other student work.

5. Educator ancadministrator evaluations are consistent with and supported by the state, district andlsgBbsl/stems.

6. A consistent and supportive teacher and leader evaluation system includes continuous and measurable feedback to impenezperfo
of students,gachers, administrators, and the system.

7. The evaluation system is a part of a larger professional growth system that consistently evolves and improves to seggiosthend
leaders it serves.

Member Peterson made a motion to adopt the assumptiassamended with the caveat to edit and revisit again. Member McCormick
seconded. The motion carried without objection.

The Council then reviewed their original goals to see if any revisions were needed.

Original goals:
1. Develop an accountability fraework that improves performance of all educators and students.
2. Inform human capital decisions based around a professional growth system.
3. Engage stakeholders in the continuous improvement and monitoring of a professional growth system.

The members discussaevhether the terms contained too much jargon, whether the goals were actually measurable, and if they were accurately
worded. The Council debated on changes and settled on the following goals:

Develop a performance accountability framework that:

Ensuresstudent learning and growth

Improve teacher and administrator capacity and instructional practice

Informs human capital decisions

Continually improves thru feedback

arLdE

Member McCord made a motion to adopt the goals as amended. Member Cheney secondedotibhecanried without objection.

Dr. Holdheide began a discussion with the Council on purposes. As we have talked about before, purposes may changdt ovayligria the

first year you do not make human capital decisions because the data isabte Bxlough. The Council needs to focus in on specific purposes.
The members reviewed and discussed some of the general purposes seen across other states. Dr. Holdheide stresseit jouhputjoose
helps to drive the type of measures you wded to put in place.

The Council discussed purposes in detail and decided upon the following wording of their purposes and indicated wiaghuguoadeh
supported.

Identify effective instruction and leadership that will establish criteria to determ

Whether students are meeting achievement expectatsumppdrtsGoal 1)

Effective engagement of familiesupportsGoal 1&2)

Educator 6s ef f esgpportsGeal 1¢208%B)I abor ati on. (

What professional development is needsedpportsGoal 1, 2 &3)

Human capital decisions including rewards and consequeso@poftsGoal 3)

Educatords use of dat supporsGoalh, P& m deci si ons making. (

Nouo,rwdhE

Member Hales made a motion to take purposes as they currently stand, with the flexibility to wolndEmitlarification. Vice Chair Barker
seconded. The motion carried without objection.

Chair Salazar opened the floor for public comment.

Kristen McNeil!]l commented she appreciated the opport sumptionsando cont
proposed a change to a stronger statement. State what your beliefs are wrapped around this entire discussi@rofestaonal development
and the evaluation system for teachers and principals.

Moving to the goals section, she recommended capturing both effective teachers and administrators as effective edundca¢orBitzietatrick
asked for a clarificationfavhether she was talking about goals or purposes. Ms. McNeill stated she was referring to the goals. Sia sketed
believes if you take a few moments to review, these restated goals capture the high level disthiesidis has beehaving with he intent of
the legislation as far as lesson planning, classroom management, but it also speaks to the importance of monitorimgaihe sesj@lar basis.
She said she could nstress enough the importance of having feedback as this system iggtheto Thank you.

The Council agreed on the preference for belief over assumption, but expsessed to be surde public would understanihat the term
i e d u caaldresseBth teachers and administrators.

Member McCord proffered he would agree amend his prior motion to reflex the change from assumption to belief if the second agreed.
Member Cheney agreed. The motion carried without objection

With the above motion carried the former assumptions are now characterized as beliefs and ltead:as fo
Introduction: The followingobeliefs support an underlying belief that effective teachers and administrators must be developed and supported so
that all students master standards and essential skills so that students graduate college and career ready.

1. Our belief is teachers and administrat® will improve thru effective, targeted professional development that inform and transform
practice.

2. Our belief isan evaluation system will include clear expectations for both professional practice and student growth and include fair,
meaningful, and amurate feedback.

3. Our belief isthe evaluation process will engage stakeholders in a collaborative process that informs practice and positively influences th
school and community climate.

4. Our belief isthe evaluation system must include student, teacher, and administrator achievement and performance measured over time
using multiple measures, multiple times, and multiple years of assessment and other student work.

5. Educator and administrator evaluatioase consistent with and supported by the state, district and stdaalsystems.
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6. A consistent and supportive teacher and leader evaluation system includes continuous and measurable feedback to immaneeperfo
of students, teachers, administratcaad the system.

7. The evaluation system is a part of a larger professional growth system that consistently evolves and improves to sepploetrshend
leaders it serves.

Chair Salazar opened a di scussi on bahfteachdrseanduadn@nistoafors.t The Caureil discusseddhe c a t ¢
matter and reached a consensus to use the term educator, with the proviso to define the term on its first use. Thellnmeshitkrswaveat to
use the term teacher or administrator onlinstances where reference to only one was intended.

Member Peterson made a motion to use the term educator in place of teachers and administrators after first defining itichstatement.
Member Tate seconded. The motion carried without objection.

The Council next began work to define a proposed evaluation framework. Dr. Holdheide stated they were not talking simmifi@measures

at this point, just how the Council would define the framework. The Council returned to a discussion on thisetheuld be an appropriate
time to set the student achievement portion of the framework at 50% as a preliminary recommendation for the initial atiptepleste.
Members discussed the issue of alignment in classroom observation versus and shielsnant. Dr. Holdheide indicated some places like
New Haven had developed a rubric to help account align an imbalance between observation and achievement.

Dr. Irvin noted that historically you could not use student achievement to evaluate teachdrendRace to the Top (RT) came along. RTT
recommended including student achievement in teacher evaluations. AB222 changed that in this state. Our legislatdrexdisttysgieat you

are discussing now; that the tests we have now are not desighedused for teacher evaluation. Legislators questioned where the concept of
50% came from, and the answer to that was theTRapplication.

The Council discussed the need to have the framework support educator interaction with students asliealjues coNVe want to make sure
those educators producing excellent results are sharing with others. It was emphasized the Council was working ofoarsgstgmatvhich
will define success and accountability; not just proficiency. No matter whansygeé come up with, it is important to acknowledge those who
exhibit outstanding performance.

The Council also discussed the need to establish confidence and reliability in the newly established system. It vasumoed system was

based purely mw evaluations and now we are moving away from that. Until we have confidence the new model, the prudent thing to do would be
to hold at the 50% student achievement required by statute. Dr. Holdheide reminded the Council that as confidencein &hé sysasures
increased, the percentage could increase as well.

Member McCormick motioned for student achievement at 50% in the initial stages of implementation of evaluation system. r\bexthdoed-
Collins seconded.

The Council discussed conceraound articulating to constituents why student achievement would only be 50%. It was noted that 50% was
currently at the high end of what states would be implementing, most were below 50%. It will be important to explahdtustakhat we are
replacing an entire evaluation system for educators. Our current tests are valid for the purposed they were created fa. naWeehav
established their validity for other purposes.

Member Hales indicated she felt the vote was premature at this poimhbévi€rowley stated it may be better to start from the end. If we can
determine the pieces which go into establishing the two major categories, then it will be easier to determine whapéhecfitede of each
major category will be.

Member McCormickwithdrew the motion and Member Gallar@ollins withdrew the second.

Council members had a lengthy discussion about the structure of the proposed evaluation framework. Members decided upon:
Evaluation Framework
Student Achievement/Performance
Studeit Assessment
Other Student Outcomes
Student Perception

Educational Practices
Instructional Principles
Family Engagement
Professional Responsibility

Member Cheney motioned to endorse the Evaluation Framework as a working documéeigianing framework for the Council to continue
building upon. Member Peterson second’he motion carried without objectian

Dr . Hol dhei de then opened a discussion on the Counc éevHuaten ppobessl os op h:
Council members stated they were to provide recommendations to the State Board, but questioned whether they had amjion@atherity.

Members also discussed the preference of the districts to have a minimum framework frontetheAStammon framework for some of the
requirements to allow for the sharing of resources, with flexibility enough to cover 17 diverse districts was seen as optimal

Dr. Holdheide then discussed what other states were doing-a&mdoguced the thremodels previously discussed, which are the:

State model State dictates what is to be done.

Elective state modelState provides strict interpretation in some area, but allows flexibility in others.

District evaluation system with required paramete®&t at e wonét necessarily put out a framewor k,
measures, etc.

The Council discussed the possible traffs between the models and reviewed how other states were approaching the issue. Specifically, the
Courtil reviewed: Colorado, Georgia, Indiana, Massachusetts, Ohio, Rhode Island, lowa, Florida, Maryland, Washington, NewiSiarka,L
Delaware, and North Carolina. The information can be view in its entirety at:
http://nde.doe.nv.gov/PDFs/Teachers/Meetings/2012(B1odels_State LocalRelationships.pdf

The Council discussed the concept of weighting and range limitations. There needs to beparameters to ensure uniformity. There may be

a possibility of districts submitting plans to for vetting and review by the State, but unsure of staffing and capaisityina¢.thMember
McCormick stated there may be some value in bringing currentatliptidt programs and our process together over the next 1 %2 years to view
alignment.

The Council reviewed and discussed the interview information provided by the districts. This information can be viswadrigtyt at:
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Council membersliscussed what type of system they wanted to develop. Members cautioned agdingtisglthe possibilities of the system
up front, indicating it may be better to develop the system we really want, and then going back to evaluate fundingheeedwmy Be a
possibility of sharing resources with other states to get those things we really want for our system.

The Council will develop a framewattkat defines effective instruction and practice for educators and establishes a minimum set of citeria an
expectations related to measures of performance. Including but not limited to:
The use of multiple measures
The training of evaluators
The use of observations
Includes professional development
Establish minimum and maximum weights for specific oreas
Selfassessment
Parent/Student feedback
Educators need to receive written feedback
Districts need a reflective process

Member Cheney made a motion to table the conversation at this point to word smith and edit the state versus localpeesgralong with
some of the criteria identified, and present again at the next meeting. Member Small seconded. The motion carried wighctigrob

DEVELOPMENT OF A COMMUNICATION PLAN

Dr. Holdheide began the discussion of a communication plan by referring membBdpsactical Guide to Designing Comprehensive Teacher
Evaluation Systempage 16, which can be viewed in its entirety at:

http://nde.doe.nv.gov/PDFs/Teachers/Meetings/2012/01
20/A%?20Practical%20Gua20t0%20Designing%20Comprehensive%20Teacher%20Evaluation%20Systems%20
%20National%20Comprehensive%20Center%20for%20Teacher%20Quality.pdf

Dr. Holdheide stated the Council needed to establish who the stakeholders were and what their communicatimms>grectat plan is needed
from the beginning to correlate communications to your targeted audience.

Chair Salazar stated the Council had resources through an NGA grant to provide technical assistance for the implenzntatiorupication
plan. TheChair called on Judy Osgood from the Office of the Governor for public comment.

Ms. Osgood stated the NGA grant funding could be used to hire consultants to assist with a communication plan. Welhde=alnedouch

with the staff at NGA and theyr@very willing and able to offer any kind of technical assistance we need. One of their staff members has already
offered to compile a set of what they consider communication best practices which have been utilized by other states cotlkel Mbiter

excellent guidance for this Council so they will know what is needed. An NGA technical assistance team will be in Nevadavtth rtres
leadership team on February 3, 2012. It would be helpful for some guidance from this Council for that meetingoul hank

Member Morrison stated there was a sense of urgency in creating a website so anybody who has questions knows whereeto go. Th
communication subcommittee needs to start discussing what we need to do receive input and inform stakeholders onh wwekcafrére

Council. Member Morrison offered to make a Washoe County a resource available to the Council; a partnersiip Wnilghkt to get targeted
feedback.

SUBCOMMITTEE PURPOSE AND STRUCTURE

Chair Salazar stated since the Council had previously given hdir¢lationto set up the subcommittees, she wanted to suggest possible people to
chair those subcommittees using individual expertise were it would be most valuablsk8tefVice ChairBarkerwould be interested in
chaiiing the subcommittee on communication, sinte $1as been involved in the NGA policy academy and the goal of this subcommittee would
be to build a communication plan to both convey information to the public and recfirmation from stakeholders. Vice Chair Barker agreed

to serve in that role.

Chair Salazar stated shas an interest iohaiingt he subcommi ttee centered on the AWhato; the
will look at some of the meases we can use for educator effectiveness, and Standards and measures used to create standards. She thought this
subcommittee should look at other states practices also.

Chair Salazainquired as to whethdvlember Fitzpatrickwould be available tcharh e subcommi ttee centered on t
weight to use, as well as the indicators and application thereof.

The Council discussed how many members would be on each subcommiteegagddr. Irvin with regard tohow the subcommittearight
communicate with each other and the Council. Dr. Irvin emphasized the subcommittees could not conduct meetings viafeoaail .erSaal
members of the subcommittee and you can have limited communication. You need to establish the number on theacahuaittes have a
guorum discussing any matter away from the full committee unless it has been agenized. To clarify, there are 15 nambeusaf,t5 of you
can meet over dinner and discuss just about anything you want. The problem is whestyssi iatters electronically; there is the possibility of
it going to a quorum. You need to be careful about that. He then referred to the presentation of George Taylor ditrai@inenicil meeting;
stating Dr. Taylor emphasized this is a quoruatesand a deliberation state. Deliberation is an attiadoes not need to have a motion to occur,
so if it looks like action, then it probably is.

Chair Salazar stated the main purpose of the subcommittees would be to gather information to pghesentite Council for deliberation and
possible action. The Council discussed the possibility of using staff to gather information and the possible burdeunkl tbaateo Chair
Salazar stated the issue of subcommittees would be tabled until theeetiig so the communication aspect could be more thoroughly explored.
The Chair stated goal of the Council was to be transparent and comply with the open meeting law.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Chair Salazar opened the floor for public comment.

Pam Hicks:

Cormgratulations on the work you did today. This is a very difficult task and you are doing a fine job. This process isngangntym, and you

have districts in all stages of process. It is important to get something out to the districts so they cenflz@gen things because they are
interested in what the Council has to say. My second The bagistaivet i s v
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Committee on Education has a very different view on what statewide meaiirsk \tfdb should look at local versus state and have a definition of
what that term means. Thank you.

Shane McLoud:

I am with Students First and we are a nationwide organization who works in over a dozen states on issues like this.sOMic@&@ Rhee.

The organization is based in Sacramento. | am a former teacher of 14 years for Los Angeles Unified School Districtvorkddvet charter
schools and have been a public school board member and a former union leader. There are teachers \ehjinnt@regrocess and its
outcomes and they will be coming to meetings within the next few months to add their voice so, we are happy you anet taadspateoming

to the public, and that the information in your work is going to be very public tetéfkeholders. Thank you for starting this work, | am very
impressed with the amount diversity and experience at this table. All of the points you are discussing are very stritioal. the work | have

seen, Nevada certainly could be a leader. Itedto introduce myself and my organization and let you know we are open to being a resource for
your work. We are available. Thank you for your transparency and the revolutionary work you are doing.

The meeting adjourned at 1:28 pm.

The next meetingsischeduled for February 8, 2012 in Las Vegas.
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NEVADA TEACHERS AND LEADERS COURMEETING
April 16, 2012

Hyatt PlaceReno
1790 East Plumb Lane,

Reno, NV 89523
MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING

April 16, 2012

COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT

PamelaSalazar, Chair

Barbara SurritteBarker, Vice Chair
Linda Archambault, Member
Christine Cheney, Member
Theresa Crowley, Member
Kathleen GallanCollins, Member
Sharla Hales, Member

Robert McCord, Member

Theo McCormick, Member

Heath Morrison, Member (arrived at 10:45 a.m.)
Dale Norton, Member

Mary Peterson, Member
Theodore Small, Member
Kimberly Tate, Member

MEMBERS PRESENT BY PHONE

Rorie FitzpatrickMember (present by phone until 12:00 p.m.)

LEGAL STAFF PRESENT

Shane ChesneyenioDeputy Attorney General

DEPARTMENT STAFF PRESENT

Leslie Jamegiitle l1IA Education Programs Professional
Laurie Thake, Assistant to the Council

GUESTS PRESENT

Sujie Shin

Lynn Holdheide

Senior Manager, Assessment and Standards Development at WestEd
Consultant, Vanderbilt University

AUDIENCE IN ATTENDANCE

Pam Hicks
Judy Osgood
Kristen McNeill
Pepper Sturm
Nicole Rurke
Shane McLoud
Tami Berg
Shari Ory

Clark County Association of School Administrators
Office of the Governor

Washoe County School District

Legislative Counsel Bureau

Clark County School District

Students First

Nevada Parent Teachers Association

A6

CALL TO ORDER; ROLL CALL; PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

Chair Salazar dadl the meeting to order at 8:48.m., with attendance as reflected above.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Chair Salazar opened the floor for public comment. There was no public comment.

APPROVAL OF FLEXIBLE AGENDA

Member McCord motioned for a flexible agenda. Member Cheney seconded. The nuatidaed without objection.

APPROVAL OF FEBRURY 8, 2012 AND FEBRU2(R'?2 MINUTES

The Council reviewed the February 8, 2012 minutdember Tate motioned to approve the February 8, 2012 minutes as presented. Member

Peterson secondedThe motion caried without objection.

The Council reviewed the February 17, 2012 minutbtember Collins motioned to approve the February 17, 2012 minutes as presented.

Member Cheney seconded-he motion carried without objection.
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REVIEW OF PROPOSED RECOMMENDMHLINE FOR 2012 TEACHERS AND LEADERS COUNCIL DELIVERABLES INCLUDIN
ANTICIPATED PRESENTATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION ON JUNE 1, 20322 AND DECE
7,2012

Members discussed the potential for making legislative changes to¢beent statute, AB 222. Judy Osgood, Office of the
Governor, provided it was anticipated if clarification was needed on the statute itself, then modifications should be coedide

and proposed by the Council. Pepper Sturm, Legislative Counsel Buraameaxtted the May Legislative Committee on Education
(LCE) meeting would be a good time to start the process for any proposed changes to legislation. The LCE will have a June
meeting, but may not have a July meeting. In August they will take action onrtfmmmendations, so plan on submitting
something in writing regarding proposed changes to statute in that June period. Members queried whether the proposed
changes would need to be agendized to the LCE before they could take action. Mr. Sturm proisdeftide would need to

consult with their counsel, but usually a general recommendation was enough ground work and could be distributed prior to the
meeting. Chair Salazar stated she would provide the LCE with a set of general recommendations at tH®ONM2Y12 meeting,
followed by more specific written recommendation at the June meeting.

Members discussed the upcoming Joint Task Force meeting of the Models and Indicators/Measures task forces and questi@hed aium
to the presence of a quorum of TLC members participating in the Joint Task Force meeting. Shane Chesney, SgndtoDeputGeneral
stated he would review open meeting law procedures relative to joint task force meetings and report back to Chair Saldembed
Fitzpatrick. Members questioned how they should communicate with the Joint Task Force and it wasecbitigre should be no direct
communication between the task forces. All communication should be conducted through staff to ensure the Council anébitsetsislid not
engage in serial communications. Member Fitzpatrick clarified for the record i@ f the email communication occurred between
members, all were sent through staff.

Members reviewed and discussed the proposed deliverables timeline. Member Hales questioned whether the Council wouidbactuall
adopting standards and indicators tagl Members determined they would only review and discuss standards and indicators at the April 16,
2012 meeting.

Member Barker motioned to approve the timeline with the suggest revision to the April 16, 2012 date, indicating the Cawidcil w
be lookingand reviewing standards and indicators, but not adopting them today. Member Archambault seconded. The motion
carried without objection.

't 51¢9 Cwha ¢19 /haa!bL/!¢Lhb{ ¢!'{Y Chw/9Y w9+L92 ¢19 /haa!
SHARING IRKDRMATION WITH INTERESTED STAKEHOLDERS REGARDING THE WORK OF THE TEACHERS AND LEADERS ¢
AND EFFORTS TO DEVELOP A STATEWIDE UNIFORM PERFORMANCE EVALUATION SYSTEM FOR TEACHERS AND
ADMINISTRATORS

Material presented by the Communications K&rce to the TLC can be viewed at:
http://nde.doe.nv.gov/Teachers_LeadersCouncil_Resources.html
April 16, 2012 Meeting: Communications Task Force Information.

Task Force Chaarker presented the work to date of the Communications Task Force for Council apphavplrpose of the Communication
Task Force is to communicate the work of the Council to our stakeholders. Members reviewed the power points paasedieclissed he
need to have presentatianof varied lengths to present a consistent message from the TLC. Presentation length$§ afiatite, 30 minute,
and 1 hou were recommended Chair Barker emphasized power points wouldeler evolving documentsas changeso the White Paper
would necessitate changes to the power points.

Members discussed the idea ofeating a 56 minute informational video on # TLC with the assistance of the Washoe County School District
(WCSD) TLC Chair Salazar will present genieffarmation about the TLC on the video, whishl look similar to Washoe Bell Schedule, and will

include background video of teachers, administrators, and the Council. If approved, it is anticipat@ketheill be up and running at the end

of the morth. Members discussed placing the vikkg/ (G KS yS¢ 6S6aAiGS K2aGSR o0& (GKS D2OSNYy2NEQ

Members reviewed the feedbadiorms designed by the task force and discussed each form in detail. Members suggested changes to the
response options provided vich would lessen the neutrality of responses and provide respondents with an opportunity to provide more
detailed comments and feedback. It is important to emphasize during the presentations that the TLC both wants and néeddsririfsi
stakeholders. It was recommended the feedback forms be handed out at the beginning of the presentation to provide ample opportunity for
input. The feedback forms are currently being collected by Task Force Chair Barker.

The format of the new website was discussed andjth by the Members. Judy Osgood, Office of the Governor, stated she had

been working with the Information Technology (IT) department relative to the requirements of the new page. There had been

some indecision as to whether the new TLC site would leated now or during the overhaul of thBlevada Department of
Education (NDEy) S6 aAGST K26SOSNE AlG 61 & dAf GAYIFGSteé RSOARSR (UKS dzZNHSy
website now.Members discussellow the website would be accessed attte information it would contain. It was determined a

web link would be created which could be placed on other websites to direct interested person to the TLC website. The new

website will contain the video, webinar information, and possibly an interatiblog. Information from the current NDE website

will be selectively used on the new site, with the new site containing a link to the NDE. The NDE site will be maintathed as

archival location for all of the information presented to the TLC. Thermmtion between the new website and the NDE website

will need to be as seamless as possible

Member Cheney motionetb approve the Communications Task Force work with the changes discivisedber Peterson

seconded. TLChair Salazesummarizedhe two main changes: First, the task force witloptstandardized power point format®er

15, 30and 1 hour presentations. Once those are created, they are not to be changed or modified by the presenter; and second,
there will be anew TLQvebsite hosed from th® 2 @ S NJ/ 2 MEbaage Fh& rhoddh carried without objection.

w9+L92 hC twhth{95 w9/ haa9b5 Y9, ¢9walLbh[hD, hb ¢9wa{ {!/]1
G/ ! ¢9DhwL9{£3 ' b5 !'b, he¢lO9w ¢9wa{ ¢I'!'¢ 9a9wD9 5! wLbD ¢19 5L
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ORDER TO ENHANCE THE CLARITY O THE TEAER EVALUATION FRAMEWORK/MQOENHEDNV TLC ADMINISTATOR
EVALUATION FRAMEWORK/MODEL

Chair Salazar stated this item would essentially be blended with a discussion with the next agenda item. She requeS§kuh, Sejeor
Assessment Manager, Assessment é@tdndards Development Services at WestEd, to provide some background information regarding
terminology and thework completed to date. MsShin providedthat based upon clarification of Open Meetin@w requirements,
communicationdirectly between Indic@rs/Measures and Models task forcesould not be possible. HE task forces reached a point where
they wereworking on pardel tracks and further worlvould need to be bsedon and need input fsm the other group. The decision was made

to halt those conversations and bring the matter back to the TL@pttate everyone on where we stapdave a full group discussion, and then
provide further instruction to the task forces. As of the last TLC meeting, the framework/model reflected two sphecagioBduPractice on

the left and Student Outcomes on the right. The Educational Practice sphere contained 2 domains; Instructional PraBliotessidnal
Responsibilities. The Student Outcomes sphere contained 2 domains; Student Achievement amd Shg@dgement. Ms. Shin then
transitioned to the next agenda item.

't 51¢9 Cwha ¢19 ah59[{ ¢!'{Y Chw/9Y w9+L92 hC ah59[{ ¢! {Y
STRUCTURE OF THE NV TLC TEACHER EVALUATION FRAMEWORK/MODEL INCLUDING THE RENGTOFE TMEIGHT
DOMAINS AND CATEGORIES FOR ASSESSING TEACHER PERFORMANCE; AND AN UPDATE FROM THE INDICATORS/ME
¢!'{Y Chw/9 Lb/[!5LbD w9xL92 hC Lb5L/! ¢hw{ka9! {! wI{NVETLGY Chuv
TEACHERS EVALUATION FRAMEWORK/MINGEIDING POSSIBLE CATEGORIES, STANDARDS, INDICATORS, AND MEASURE!
TO INCLUDE IN EVALUATING TEACHERS, AS WELL AS STRUCTURES FOR ASSESSING TEACHERS WITHIN THAT FRAMEWOF

Ms. Shin presented the work of the Models Task Force in seven motions, angpth@rting rational, to the TLC.

Motion 1: wSY Il YS G(KS a¢SHOKSN) 9gtfdZd A2y a2RSté¢ (2 GKS 4¢SIHOKSNI 9gI t d

Rationale: ¢KS a2RSfa ¢Fal C2NDS OSfAS@Sé GKS yIYS daz2RSft ¢ 02dzhdR A YLX &
FSSfta GCNIYSE2Nl ¢ Y2NB I OO0dzNI Sfte NBLINBaSyida uKS OdzNNBy G &
TLC.

Motion 2: wSYlYS GKS a{GdzRRSYyld ! OKAS@GSYSyilk9oy3draSYSyidé¢ ALIKSNB G2 a{ ddzR
Rationale: ~ The Models Task Forcetbd S@Sa GKS yIFYS a{ GdzRSyid t SNF2NXIyOS¢ Y2NB | C)C)d \
sphere and allows for flexibility in adding additional domains, categories, and measures as may be needed in the future.

Motion 3: Weight the Student Perforance domain at 50% of the overall score
Rationale: In the absence of any research, internal or external, regarding the benefits of weighting student performance data more than
50% of the overall model; the Models Task Force recommends holding it aedistated weighting until further informed
decisions can be made.
Motion 4: wSYlFYS GKS a{iGdzZRSyid ! OKAS@S¥Syilé¢ R2YIFIAYy (2 G{GdzRSyd hdziO2YS
Rationale: ¢KS a2RSfa ¢rFal C2NOS o06StAS@Sa G(GKS ylYS a{udmﬁwwmmmmozvééé
R2YIAYX FYR RRAGAZYIff& R2Sa y20 O2yFtIlF4S Al 6AGK &l OKAS@S

Motion 5: wSY2@S G{GdzZRSyd 9y 3AlFIASYSyYyiGé FTNRY daddry RndertheiSyudeht®di®mes Hoyh&n. A y a i S

Rationale: In comparing the level of granularity measured by the Student Engagement domain, it appears to be more in line with a single
category within the domain of Student Outcomes, with the categories as currently listed components of a single surtleg (e.g.:
Tripod survey).

Motion 6: Weight the Instructional Practice domain radreavily than the ProfessiorRRésponsibilities domain, within the remaining 50%.

Rationale:  The Model Task Force believes that the research they are most compelled by (Danielsod Si&itaS G Od0 LI Ay Ga G2
actions and practices in the classroom as being the most measureable and having the greatest impact on student outcomes.
Therefore, the Model Task Force would like to ensure that there is a greater weight on these cotsponen

Motion 7: Request the Indicators/Measures Task Force to specifically outline and differentiate the components of the Professional
Responsibilities domain.
Rationale: The Models Task Force believes the way the model current stands; the ProfessEpahdialities domain remains vague and

runs the risk of being subsumed under the categories of the Instructional Practice domain.

Council members had a robust discussion on the seven changesmesuled by the task force, with particular emphasis on 5086 student
outcomes piece. Pepper Sturm, Legislative Counsel Bureau, clarified for the TLC that per AB222 the 50% must come fraime data i
longitudinal data system. Concern was also expressed around how all teachers could be measured with theadla aantained in the
longitudinal data system. Members discussed the possibility of making legislative changes to AB222 to incorporate mote tea
longitudinal system, which would provide for multiple measures for tested anetested subjectand grades.

Members discussed the need to place emphasis on instructional practice in the classroom, and as such, the need to weligindh§tractice
higher than Professional Responsibility in the teacher evaluation framework. Members also mmhsitiether instructional practice could be
weighted higher, given that professional responsibility improves instructional practice.

Member Cheney mtioned to adopt the revised teacher evaluatioframework, includingall of the language in the 7 motios, providing it
would remain a dynamic framework Member Morrison seconded Member Barker expressed concerns over motion 6 relative to weighting
and suggested adoption of the revised framework relative-fdnd 7; leaving motion 6 for future discussidlembers Cheney and Morrison
accepted the friendly amendment. The motion to adopt recommended changgsiad 7 carried without objection.

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING TEACHER AND ADMINISTRATOR STANDARDS
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Lynn Holdheide, Consultant from tHeational Teacher Quality Comprehensive Center, facilitated a discussion regarding the items to be
considered nomegotiable by the State, the current work of the districts, and the possible development of rubrics at the State levelasThis
done with theunderstanding the TLC was making recommendations to the State Board for their approval. Members discussed the need to
remain focused on improving student learnings such, the discussion centeredah NH | NB { sik Bgklvéraga Sictiples:

1. Newlearning is connected to something already learned;
Students are clear on intended learning and performance criteria;
Learning tasks have high cognitive demand for diverse learners;
Students engage in meaninmaking through discourse and other stratege
Students engage in metacognitive activity; and
Assessment is integrated into teaching and learning.

ook wN

la Sttt a GKS L2gl /2NBQa FTADS LINAYyOALX Say
Student centered classrooms;

Teaching for understanding;

Assessment for learning ;

Rigorous and relevaninstruction; and

Teaching for learning differences.

arwdE

Members discussed overlap between the two sets of principles and how state control versus local flexibility might fit mbaéve
discussed having the lowa Core as the overarching principles, with MaxgS G | S NJ& G-lev@rage arinciplesas tosattie
districts would be held accountable for. It was determined if the TLC provides keyléigiiage principles that are so important
to our values to be put into place consistently across the statesrt it would make sense that the TLC tell districts what these
principles will look like in the classroom and at the different performance levels: highly effective, effective, minimédigtio,
and ineffective.

Member Tate motioned to acceptthefite2 g1 / 2NB LINAYOALX Sa +Fa 2@FSNI NOKAYy 3 LINRYy OAX L
leverage principles. Member Crowley seconded. To clarify, Chair Salazar stated the motion was that we capture theJore lowa
principles and the six instructiohpractices as identified by Margaret Heritage as our framework for Instructional Practice. The

motion carried without objection.

add® | 2f RKSARS FFIOAfAGIFGISR + RA&OdzaaAzy 2y (KS RA abiibidg@héimbodgedsdaNNES v i
policy statement relative to the districts carrying on with their current teacher evaluation work is needed. There isesmrad ggreement

with the frameworks and the six higaverage principles adopted; however, it is ackrexged the evaluation tools currently used by the
districts may not be developed to the level of depth needed. How and where tools need to be strengthened will be eatemnime when

the indicators for each of the abowatated principles are establied.

Further, the Members discussed the need to adjust the rubrics as necessary; not to merely lengthen the rubrics. For iéyampiaye a
teacher who is struggling, they will need a moredapth evaluation than a teacher who is not. Member Petersorvided that current
criticism of school curriculum is that it is a mile wide and an inch deep. To a large extent, the same can be saidchieo@valaiations. What
the Council is saying is these are the areas where we want to dig deeper and have exteosive evaluation because they are our high
leverage principles. Districts can use additional evaluation criteria if they wish, but these are the areas we are looning in

To provide additional direction for the districts, the Members discussedipostatements for inclusion in the System Guideligkite Paper
relative to the districts continmig work on evaluations, professional development, and training.

The first position statement is:

1 Initial motion: Districts be accommodated to use cent rubric as long as they are strengthened as needed to be aligned
with the frameworks the TLC adopts.

1 Rephrased motianDistrict rubrics must be rigorous and aligned to the framewaifkthe TLC.
Member Cheneynotioned to alopt the initial positiorstatement indicating thalistricts be accommodated to use current rubric as
long as they are strengthened as needed to be aligned with the frameworks the TLC &apber Tateseconded.By friendly
amendment the position statement was rephrased to rehstrict rubrics must be rigorous and aligned to the frameworks of the
TLC.The motion carried without objection.
The second positiogtatement is

9 Initial motion: The TLC adopt a standard model rubric for district-opt

1 Rephrased motianThe TLC will develop opt standard model rubrics.

Member Hales motioned todopt the initialposition statement indicatinghe TLC adopt a standard model rubric for district-impt
Member Crowleyseconded. By friendly amendment the position statement was rephrased to hea@ltC will deatop optin
standard model rubricsThe motion carried without objection.

TLC PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY PRINCIPLES

The Indicators/Measures and Models Joihask Forcevill work ona review of the principles for Professional Responsibility during
their May 1, 2012 meeting. The Joint Task Force will present that work to the TLC during the May 7, 2012 council meeting.

PROVIDE DIRECTIONS FOR POSSIBLE BH¥ARS BOR THE TASK FORCES
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Chair Salazar presented next steps relative to task force work. She indicated the Indicators/Measures Task Force wokidgbat loo
professional responsibilities, the Models Task Force would be looking at relative weightitegrimodel, and the Communication Task Force

g2dt R O2yGAydzS (2 NBONHAG AYRAGARII ta G2 O2y@sSe G(KS Ynanmchtasd 2F (K
calendar and consider speaking at some of the meetings.

REVIEW, RETHINKSCUSS, REFINE, MAKE CHANGES TO AN POSSIBLY APROVE AN APRIL 16, 2012 VERSION OF THE SYSTENM
GUIDELINES WHITE PAPER

Members discussed proposed changes to the System Guid®lihi¢e Paperincluding the two approved mission statements referenced above.
Revsions will be made to th&/hite Papercreating an April 16, 2012 version.

RECAP AND DISCUSS KEY DECISIONS REACHED DURING THE COURSE OF THE MEETING AND DEVELOP FUTURE AGENDA

The TLC approved th€éommunications Task Force work aapproved thelnstructional Finciples in the Teacher Evaluation Framework.
Additionally, the TLC adopted two important position statements for inclusion in the White Paper which convey importanatiofoto the
districts relative to rigorous evaluation rubrics.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Chair Salazar opened the floor for public comme@hane McLoudStudents Firstprovided his organization hathree primary
goals: elevate thégeachingprofession, empower parent&ith more choices and real information to help make those choicawdd
spend money wisely to keep money on instructiand in schools. A year from now Nevadall be looked at as the moddbr an
amazing statewide teacher and administrator evaluation $gs. You are bcused on accountabilitymeasurement, and student
growth; not just test scores. encourage you to@ntinue to get stakeholder input.l invite you to use us as a resource if needed.

The meeting adjourned at 3:55 p.m.

The nextmeeting of the Teachers and Leaders Council is schefdulbthy 7, 2012 aHyatt Place Las Vegas, 4520 Paradise Road, Las V&lya89169. For
@2dz2NJ 02y @SyASyOSs YAydziSa FyR F3aISyRIFa FINB LRAGSR 2y ik & Cobddld, Rt 5SLJ
http://www.doe.nv.gov
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NEVADA TEACHERS AND LEADERS COUNCIL MEETING
May 7, 2012

Hyatt PlaceLas Vegas
4520 Paradise Road

Las Vegas, NV 89169
MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING

May 7, 2012

COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT
Pamela Salaza€hair

Barbara SurritteBarker, Vice Chair
Linda Archambault, Member
Christine Cheney, Member

Rorie Fitzpatrick, Member
Kathleen GallanCollins, Member
Sharla Hales, Member

Robert McCord, Member

Theo McCormick, Member

Dale Norton, Member

Mary PetersonMember

Theodore Small, Member

MEMBERS PRESENT BY PHONE
Theresa Crowley, Member (joined the meeting at 1:35 p.m.)

MEMBERS EXCUSED
Heath Morrison, Member
Kimberly Tate, Member

LEGAL STAFF PRESENT
Shane Chesnegenior Deputy Attorney General

DEPARTMENT STAFF PRESENT
Leslie James, Title IIA Education Programs Professional
Laurie Thake, Assistant to the Council

INVITEBGUESTS PRESENT

Dr. James W. GuthriSuperintendent of Public Instruction

Stanley Rabinowitz Director, Assessment and Stards Development Services at WestEd
Sujie Shin Senior Manager, Assessment and Standards Development at WestEd
Lynn Holdheide Consultant, Vanderbilt University

AUDIENCE IN ATTENDANCE

Keith Walz Elko County School District

Kristen McNeill Washoe Couty School District

Karen Leggett Clark County School District

Lisa Martin Clark County School District

Judy Osgood Office of the Governor

Rene Etheridge Clark County School District

Pepper Sturm Legislative Counsel Bureau

Craig Stevens Nevada Stat&ducators Association

Pat Skorkowsky Clark County School District

Meg Nigro Clark County School DistricHuman Resources
Dena Durish Clark County School DistricHuman Resources
Bill Hanlon Regional Professional Development Program
Pam Hicks ClarkCounty Association of School Administrators
Adam Berger CCSR

CALL TO ORDER; ROLL CALL; PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

Chair Salazar dal the meeting to order at 8:3&.m., with attendance as reflected above.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Chair Salazar opened the floor fsublic comment. There was no public comment.

APPROVAL OF FLEXIBLE AGENDA

Member McCordnotioned for aflexible agenda. Member Gallan@ollinsseconded. The motion carried without objection.
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Dr. James W. Guthrie, Nevada Superintendent of Public Instruction, introduced himself to the Council and discusseddigudisiation in
Nevada. Dr. Guthrie spoke on those aspects which make a person a professional and conveyé&é tiscdeate an environment where
teachers are viewed and engaged as professionals and deserving of high regard from the community.

Dr. Guthrie spoke on the necessity of keeping teachers involved and engaged in the process oWkamget to make the whole profession
better respected and more effectivelhere needs to be andentive system in Ama&rOl Qa LJdzof A0 aOK22fa |yR Ay bSQ
brightest teachers in the classroom teaching kids.

In that regard, Dr. Giirie discussed programs such as the Teacher Advanced Program (TAP), which is facilitated by the Milken Family
Foundation. The TAP haduilt in career lader and a kown progressiorof teacher proéssionatesponsibility TheMilken Foundationis very
interested in Nevada and would like to work with the state to build participation levels overtime to 10% of Nevada schddlghiigr also
discussed experimenting with a Nevada Teacher Core to recruit individuals with exceptional abilities tetaching profession.

Dr. Guthrie and council members discussed the issue of teacher credentialing and licensure, and the need to revise shosmarea
effectively recruit teachers in Nevada. They also discussed the desire to keep reform méasused on improving education for Nevada
alddzRSyitao l RRAGAZ2YyFfteY (GKSe RAaOdzaaSR bSO RIFQa SRdi€slairds2the NI y 1 Ay :
state.
In closing, Dr. Guthrie discussed the education goals he woybddsenting to Governor Sandoval. Those goals are:
1. Elevate achievement
Close the achievement gap
Professionalize teachers
Start substituting performance for time as a metric of sucgess

Ensure every dollar we have is wisely spamid

© g ~ w DN

Have a w@te eduation department which is the envy of all states.

Chair Salazar opened the floor for public questions or comments. There were no questionmoents from the public.

APPROVAL OF MARCR®12 MINUTES

The Council reviewetthe March 5. 2012ninutes.Member Peterson motioned to accept the MarchZ)12 minutesas presented.
Member Chenegeconded.The motion carried without objection.

PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF BENEFITS AND CHALLENGES FOR INCLUDING GROWTH IN STUDENT ACHIEVEME
MEASURE OF STENDI OUTCOMES

SugieShin Senior Manager, Assessment and Standards Development at Wésthithted a disassion aroundtudent growth and the various
ways in which growth could be measured and evaluated. The issue désied grades and subjects was also debated. Members discussed
some of the logistical and political aspects of growth model information, as well asdheical rigor required for transparency.

Members discussed having districts pilot th&etent models for growth in thenext school year. Districts would then be able to observe and
evaluate any unintended consequences of the different models uat@lhow different weighting percentages affect the models, evaluate the
impacts on nortested grades and subjects, and the impacts on special education.

Member Peterson motioned to allow and encourage districts tdop various growth models andwveights in the educatoreffectiveness
evaluationto inform the work of the TLC. Districts are to pilot different models and weights in the 23 8chool year. Member McCormick
seconded. The motion carried without objection.

REVIEW AND DISCUSS THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE INDICATORS/MEASURES AND MODELS JOINT TASK FORCE RE(
THESTANDARDBHE RECOMMENDED BE INCORPORATED INVEVAEEA TEACHER EVALUATION FRAMEW@ROER TO
EVALUATE THE PERFORMACE OF NEVADA TEACHBERS. NBI$ST STEPS RELATIVE TO FINALIZING THE ADOPTION OF THOSE
STANDARDS AND THEN TAKE ACTION BASED UPON THOSE NEXT STEPS AS IDENTIFIED DURING THE MEETING. REV
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE JOINT TASK FORCE RELATIVE TO THE SEMESIUMNEFIPR ASSESSINEACHER
PERFORMANCE WITHIN THE/ADA TEACHER EVALUATION FRAMEWCETUSS THOSE MEASURES AND THE RATIONALE
AND CONSEQUENCES OF THE MEASURES; AND ADOPT MEASURES TO BE USED TO ASSESS TEACHBRB®AVITHIN THE
TEACHER EVALUATERAMEWORK

Lynn HoldheideConsultant fromVanderbilt Universitypresented the May 1, 2012 work of the Indicators/Measures and Models Joint Task
Force to the Council faeview in a series of 5 motions:

1. Accept the following categories under the Instructional Practice domairtefachers: 1) Studentcentered classroom; 2) Teaching for
understanding; 3) Assessment for learning; 4) Rigorous and relevant curriculum; and 5) Teaching for learner differences.

2. Accept the following standards under the Instructional Practice domainatoathteachers can implement these high leverage instructional
strategies with fidelity: 1) New learning is connected to something already learned; 2) Students are clear about irimilegl &nd
performance criteria; 3) Learning tasks have high dogndemand for diverse learners; 4) Students engage in meanaking through
discourse and other strategies; 5)Students engage in metacognitive activity; and 6)Assessment is integrated into tebleaingran

3. Accept the following categories undéne Professional Responsibilities domain: 1) Family Engagement; 2) Commitment to the School
Community; 3) Reflection of Professional Growth and Practice, and 4) Professional Obligations

4. Include the following potential measures for use in determiniracteer the Educational Practice Domain: 1) observation rubrics; 2) Artifact
Review; 3) Student Survey; and 4) Parent Survey
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5. With direction and guidance from the TLC, outside experts, such as Margaret Heritage, will work to establish perforneaiaceitiin the
four performance levels.

The Joint Task Force also included a restatement of the position statements discussed and approved by the Council Aprihd@h2012
meeting as their 8 and 7" motion:

6. Require that district rubrics be rigous and aligned to the framework of the TLC.

7. The TLC will develop opt standard model rubrics.

The first motion considered was on 3ol ask Force recommendation three, Professional Responsibilities, as delineated below:
1) Family Engagement;
2) Commitment to School community;
3) Reflection on Professional Growth and Practice; and
4) Professional Obligations.

Member Cheney motioned to adopt thieur Professional Responsibilities as recommended by the Joint Task Force; acknowledging they ma
be changed and modified in the future. Member Hales seconded. The motion carried without objection.

The members discussed Joint Task Force recommendation four, potential measures for the Educational Practice domainastinesarae
1) Observation rorics;
2) Artifact review;
3) Student survey; and
4) Parent survey.

Member Cheneythen motioned to adopt the recommended work of the Joint Task Force relative to the potential measures for the
Educational Practice domainThe mtential measures are: observatiorubrics, artifact review, and student and pant surveys. Vice Chair
Barker seconded. The motion carried without objection.

w9+L92 ¢19 /haa!bL/!¢Lhb{ ¢!{Y Chw/9Q{ w9/ haa9b Lhb{ Ch
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DEVELOP A STATEWIDE UNIFORM PERFORMANCE EVALUATION SYSTEM FOR TEACHERS AND SCHOOL ADMINISTF
INCLUDING THOSE CONSIDERATIONS DISCUSSED BY THE COUNCIL DURING THEIR APRNGL6, 2012 MEET

Communications Task Force Chair Barker apprised the TLC of their current work. The task force was still in the prati§sagfiragower
points for different length presentations. They also discussed the possibility of town hall meetirggomsalr engagement opportunities. The
Council thanked Task Force Chair Barker for her presentdtoraction was taken.

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ADOPTION OF RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION REGARDING |,
INCLUDING RESPONSIBILITIHS ABSOCIATED COSTS, FOR THE DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMEMTATION OF A UNIFOR
PERFORMANCE SYSTEM INCLUDINGZEAGHER AND ADMINISTRATOR EVALUATION FRAMEWORKS

Members discussed the areas of associated costs for the evaluation frameworks as required by B&8s2&2@ere discussed in the areas of:

Project management; Professional development; Data collection; System evaluation; Technical validation; Developmemeottéfstals; Off
the-shelf products; Communications; and Pilot implementation.

Members provided direction to the Chair to ool the list and bring back to TLC in a draft version for the May 21, 2012 meetifgs item
will be discussed as an action item on the next agenda.

REVIEW, DISCUSS, REFINE, MAKE CHANGES TO AND POSSIBLY APPROVE A MAY 7, 2012 VERSION OF THE SYSTEM GU
WHITEPAPER

Members discussed revisions to tiéhite Papeis follows:
1 Vocabulary:
Framework needs to beefined in the White Paper
Spheres ge now bmains;
Domains are now:
High Leverage rinciples: Instructional PracticBfofessional Responsibilitiessith the next level as Performance
Indicators.
1 Updates to the framework:
Student Outcomes
Standards and Practices on both sides of thelea evaluation framework

9 Addition of the two position statements adopted during the April 16, 2012 meeting and restated above as motion 6 & 7.
1 Update Communications Task Force summary of work and stakeholder information.

Member Cheney motioned taccept updates to White Paper as listed. Member Norton seconded. The motion carried without objection.
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PROVIDE DIRECTIONS FOR POSSIBLE NEXT STEPS FOR THE TASK

Next Joint Task Force meeting: May 21, 2012 prior to the regular TLC meetingcomhaunications Task Force will also have a separate
meeting at this time as well.

TLC will finalize the remaining large pieces of the framework with recommendations from Joint Task Force. They wikwlsmudgeiary
responsibility and adopt a set cdcommendations for the State Board of Education.

PUBLIC COMMENT
Chair Salazar opened the floor for public comment. There was no public comment.

The meeting adjourned at 4:Gim.

The next meeting of the Teachers and Leaders Council is schémtuldaly 21, 2012 aHyatt Place Reno, 1790 East Plumb Lane, Reno89802. For your
02y @SYyASyOSs YAydziSa IFyR F3aSyRIFa INB LIaiSR 2y (GKS bSohtRwWE®SeIVNRYSY i 27F
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NEVADA TEACHERS ANDDHERS COUNCIL (TLC)

MEETING MINUTES

May 21, 2012
Hyatt Place
Meeting Place 1 & 2
1790 East Plumb Lane

Reno, Nevada

COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT:
Pamela Salazar, Chair

Barbara SurritteBarker, Vice Chair
Linda Archambault, Member
Christine Cheney, Member
Kathleen Gallan€ollins, Member
Theresa Crowley, Member

Rorie Fitzpatrick, Member

Sharla Hales, Member

Robert McCord, Member

Theo McCormick, Member

Dale Norton, Member

Mary Peterson, Member
Theodore Small, Member

Kimbery Tate, Member

COUNCIL MEMBER ABSENT:

Heath Morrison, Member

DEPARTMENT STAFF PRESENT:
Laurie Thake, Administrative Assistant

Leslie James, Title IIA Education Programs Professional

INVITED GUESTS:
Sujie Shin SeniorManager, Assessment aiglandards Development at WestEd
Lynn Holtheide Consultant, Vanderbilt University

Judy Osgood bS@IFRI D2OSNYy2NRa hF¥FAOS
AUDIENCE IN ATTENDANCE:
Tami Berg Nevada PTA

Pepper Sturm Legislative Counsel Bureau

CALL TO ORDER; ROLL CALL; PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
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Chair Salazar called the meeting to order at 2:25 P.M., with attendance reflected above. It was determined that a qugmesenas

Chair Salazar led the pledge of allegiance.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Thete was no public comment.

APPROVAL OF A FLEXIBLE AGENDA

MOTION: Member McCord moved for a flexible agenda. Member Norton seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

APPROVAL OF APRIL 16, 2012 AND MAY 7, 2012 MINUTES

This item was tabled until the next meeting. Chair Salazar stated that an Action Report and any amendments madite apeor the
Framework be outlined so that TLC Members can see what has changed.

REVIEW OF PROPOSED TIMELINE FOR 2012 TEENIHERADERS COUNCIL DELIVERABLES INCLUDING ANTICIPATED PRESENTATION OF
RECOMMENDATION TO THE STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION ON JUNE 1, 2012 ANDDECEMBER 6

Chair Salazar and Member Fitzpatrick made a presentation to the Legislative Committee oroEquUCHE) on May 9, 2012 and will be
presenting to the Nevada State Board of Education on June 1, 2012. Member Fitzpatrick reviewed the information presegtédteduCE
meeting. It was reiterated the TLC was charged, by the Nevada Legislature, lmpdavaligned system which includes various measures and
practices, as well as strategies for family engagement.

They discussed the current timelines and the possible need to amend the timelines to allow for piloting the evaluatiorasgsaguhasedn
implementation. The guiding beliefs and four goals of the TLC were shared. They stated the need to develop a systewowtdgegood
teachers to remain in the classroom and teach. There was also a discussion related to student achievemadttataraas of notested
grades and subjects.

Concerns related to the data collection system were discussed. The System of Accountability Information for Nevadaté®diNigby be too
narrow to achieve the goals outlined. Concerns were alscesspd regarding the legal defensibility and ethical obligations. The goal is to build
a robust system which is defensible over time and is the best use of the available resources. Members discussed cigtreapdistities to

expand the data colleixin system and how that data could shape teacher effectiveness and performance. The new system will haveia phased
implementation.

Member Fitzpatrick reported the LCE was appreciative of the work the TLC was doing and noted how hard the work W@E. Wi respectful
of the implementation timeline and the issues with ntasted grades and subjects. There was discussion of possible enhancements to the SAIN
system, or to possibly broaden the statute to include the use of student achievement datamently contained in SAIN.

[N
A
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assist with the work on the statewide evaluation system. They discussed whereaNstaads in relation to other states in this process, and it
was noted no state had developed the perfect system yet. It was emphasized this process will take time to get riglgsehteatipn was well
received by the LCE and they were appreciatih@fvork completed to date.

ACTION:The TLC Members requested a copy of the power point presented to the LCE.

REVIEW UPDATED NEVADA TLC TEACHER EVALUATION FRAMEWORK AND TERMINOLOGY

Chair Salazar stated the Joint Task Force recommended amendiag3ie G INB g Ké Ay GKS ¢S OKSNJ 9@ t dzl G A
as a means of differentiating from other types of growth measures since achievement can be measured in a lot of ways.

MOTION: Member Crowley moved to approve the amended Teachet Bz G A 2y CNJ YS62N] GSN¥Y GaINRgOIKE (2
4SO2yRSRO® aSYOSNIt SGSNE2Y adFdiSR F2NJ 6KS NBO2NRX a2 SdrgligheR (2 065 1
these growth measures are because we know thereggestion about validity and reliability at the school level. There is bound to be more
jdzSadAaz2ya G GKS GSHOKSNI fS@OSt o¢ aSYOSNIt SGSNE2Y &todetdr@iRetieKS O2y |
reliability and validityof those scores from one year to the next. As you would expect, the reliability and validity goes up significantly if you

average three to four years of data. The hope is the message to the LCE was that it is important to measure growthtoviectéase

reliability and validity.

Chair Salazar called for a vote on the motion. The motion passed.

UPDATE FROM THE MODELS AND INDICATORS/MEASURES JOINT TASK FORCES: PROPOSE, REVIEW, AND DISCUSS THE OVERALL S
OF THE NEVADA TEACHERADIMNISTRATOR EVALUATION FRAMEWORKS, INCLUDING THE RELATIVE WEIGHTING OF THE DOMAINS AN
CATEGORIES FOR ASSESSING TEACHER AND ADMINISTRATOR PERFORMANCE AS WELL AS THE IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE DEVEL(
CONSIDERATIONS

Chair Salazar reviewed the proposmcerall Administrator Evaluation Framework. Members discussed the type of leadership needed to
improve schools and student learning. Chair Salazar stated the guiding principle: Principals need to enable teachdesstadsras to learn.

The Indiators/Measures and Models Joint Task Force recommended approval of the following Administrator Evaluation Framework:
 Two domains within the Administrator Evaluation Framework:

1) Educational Practice
2) School Performance
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1 Two categories of High Lewage Principles under the Educational Practice domain:
1) Instructional Leadership
2) School Leadership

9 High Leverage Principles under the Instructional Leadership domain:
1) Leadership for Results;
2) Vision/Culture/Clear & High Expectations;
3) Leding the Instructional Framework that aligns curriculum, instruction and assessment;
4) Build Teacher Capacity and Effectiveness (professional development that is differentiated and sustained); and
5) Collaboration/Collective Inquiry.

9 High Leverage Principles under School Leadership domain:
1) Family Engagement;
2) Community Advocacy;
3) Strategic Management;
4) Reflection of professional growth and practice;
5) Professional Obligations (legal responsibilities; ethical practice, district/stalieréd requirements and other positietied
responsibilities); and
6) School Climate.
1 One category under the School Performance domain:
School Outcomes

1 Under School Outcomes:
1) Gradelevel or subjecbased benchmarks/thresholds;
2) Reducing gap;
3) Proficieny;
4) Aggregated student growth;
5) Stakeholder engagement; and
6) State group growth model check.

The TLC reviewed the proposal from the Joint Task Force and held discussion. The following question was discussadpditaiat ie
measure for principals?

Chair Salazar stated this was the starting point and the Task Force will be defining and building performance inditegdigefqurinciples. It
was briefly discussed to possibly provide each district with a tool to train administrators.

Ms. Shin describethe differences between aggregated student growth and what we are capturing in the evaluation of principals, and what we
are trying to capture with the Nevada School Growth Model. The Nevada School Growth Model is based on the teaealienevialiel at the
school level. It was stated the avenue by which to measure student growth has yet to be decided. As we move forwzederitihér and
administrator frameworks, we want to ensure there is consistency between the school growth emmtite student growth model that is

selected for teachers; to institute a type of check and balance. Chair Salazar stated this process would be clariftesl wbeéelmatrix is
developed.

It was discussed to begin communicating and discussing dleation framework with administrators at upcoming administrator conferences.

MOTION: Following discussion, Member Cheney moved to approve the draft Administrator Evaluation Framework as proposed from the Joint
Task Force. Member Galla@bllins secoted. The motion passed.

REVIEW, RETHINK, DISCUSS, REFINE, MAKE CHANGES TO AND POSSIBLY APPROVE A MAY 21, 2013 YERVOGIUDBEHEES
WHITE PAPER

Ms. Shin reviewed the last version of tiéhite Papemvith the recently amendments of May 7, 2D1 Members discussed and proposed the

following amendments to th&Vhite Paper

wSY2@S GKS GSNY GAYGSNAYE FNRBY aSYOoSNI CAGI LI GNRO1Qa GAGEST
Update the Teacher Evaluation Framework as discussed,;

Update the Administrator Evaluation Framework as discussed;

' YSYR (2 @aLIdzNIFE 3 Fdaf S Syt digRYy T (G2 6S | ASyAl SR | yhhprodedsid Odza &4 SR
Update the TLC glossary; and

Include anticipated costs with their associated categories.

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

It was discussed to update tlowmmunications piece of thé/hite Paperelative to state vs. local control. TKeghite Papeshould be ready
after the amendments are approved and updates completed and couldrbailed out by later today.

aSYOSNBE RA&AOdAASRYysWNENEBySye I WKR¥FERIaE AlG 6l a y20SR ¢S I NB -f NBIF R@
in implementation will make it clear to core subject area teachers will be first to be evaluated. Members didbessewere high stakes
decision which needs to be delayed until there is an equitable measure for all teachers.

ACTION:Define the phasedh implementation process to include specifics as a separate agenda item. It was discussed there is no level of
specificity as to the cost of the phaseprocess at this time.

MOTION: Member Tate moved to approve the following amendments to\Wikite Paper

wSY2@3S GKS GSNY GAYGSNAYE FNBY aSYOSNI CAGI LI GONROlIQa GAGEST
Update the Teacher Evaluation Framework as discussed;

Update the Administrator Evaluation Framework as discussed;

' YSYR (2 @aLIzNINFE 3 Wdaf S Syt digRYy T (G2 6S | ASYyAl SR | yhiprodedsa Odza &4 SR
Update the TLC glossary; and

Include anticipated costs with their associated categories.

= =4 =4 =4 -8 =9
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Member Cheney seconded. The motion passed.

Chair Salazar granted a 10 minute break.

UPDATE FROM COMMUNICATIONS TASK FORCE ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE STAKEZEHRENERND/OOMMUNICATION PLAN
AND OUTREACH APPROACH TO ENGAGE MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC AND CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ADOPTION OF A PLAN AND
APPROACH

The Communications Task Force shared the new five minute video. Vice Chair Barker requested appeovialeaf, thnd for the
Communications Task Force to continue their current communication and outreach plan with further direction from the Odentlilers
discussed the summer outreach planned, which included approximately 1,000 parents. Feedbaclat@rimsem received and the data
collected. The website is up and operative. The Task Force is developing a brochure for distribution.

Vice Chair Barker stated approximately 281D feedback forms had been received and reviewed. The Task Forceasifitheting a select

ANRdzL) 2F AYRAQGARdzZ fa F2NJ GOKSANI LISN¥AadaaAzy (2 AyOf dzRSAssodattoh (NGA S S RO | (
has provided the administrative support to analyze and summarize the statements. The valie shared with the Council when completed.

Members discussed teacher have concerns relative to their name being associated with comments provided on the feedb&ogef@hair

Barker responded the feedback forms are only for information akdiwf y 24 dz&S | (Sl OKSNRa ylFYS AT (GKSe& ¢
comments and/or name.

Members discussed the development of a short bibliography of the most important citations and research used in the develbpimeen
framework to be included on #ghnew website.

MOTION: Member Cheney moved to approve and include the video in the current communication plan. Member McCormick seconded. The
motion passed.
DISCUSS KEY DECISIONS REACHED DURING THE COURSE OF THE MEETING AND POSSIBDR RDSPINGHWISEHE TLC WEBSITE
TO KEEP STAKEHOLDERS INFORMED OF THE PROGRESS OF THE COUNCIL
Chair Salazar stated that the following items were approved by the TLC today:

1 Adopted amendments to the teacher evaluation;

1 Adopted the administrator framework;

1 Updated thewhite Papey

1 Reviewed the video and approved for the video to be uploaded to the website; and

9 The new TLC website.
FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

The TLC reviewed the draft of the meeting schedule and confirmed the July meeting dates; the NdV&n2B&2 meeting date was amended
to November 14, 2012.

Chair Salazar requested that TLC Members notify staff if they had any items to be discussed at a meeting or if they doeatiesiol a
meeting.

ACTION:The TLC meeting schedule will bepd8R 2y GKS ¢[/ f Ayl 2y (GKS bS@OFIRI 5SLINIYSyld 2-

MEETING SUMMARY ANNIFORMATIONAL ITEMS AND COMMENTS FROM TASK FORCE MEMBERS

aSYOSNI ¢l 4GS &adAaA3SadSR GKS 5SLINIYSYyd 27F 9 RdzOIINTAGmEemieR Yelxdnsidend fddl5 O2 Y Y ¢
reappointment for a second term on the Teachers and Leaders Council.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

There were no public comments.
MEETING ADJOURNMENT

Chair Salazar adjourned the meeting at 5:35 P.M.

The next meetingf the Teachers and Leaders Council is schedotetuly 112012 atBest Western Airport Plaza, 1981 Terminal Way, Reno, NFér your
O2y@SYyASyOSs YAydziSa FyR F3ISyRIFad INB LRAGSR 2y {KGoui @httRImwe®elvydYSy G 27F
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NEVADA TEACHERS AND LEADERS COUNCIL (TLC)

MEETING MINUTES

July 112012
Best Western Airport Plaza
1981 Terminal Way, Aztec Meeting Room

Reno, Nevada

COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT:
Pamela Salazar, Chair

Barbara SurritteBarker,ViceChair
Linda Archambault, Member
Christine Cheney, Member (arrived 9:05am)
Theresa Crowley, Member
Kathleen Gallan€ollins, Member
Rorie Fitzpatrick, Member

Sharla Hales, Member

Robert McCord, Member

Theo McCormick, Member

Mary Peterson, Member
Theodore Small, Member

Kimberly Tate, Member

COUNCIL MEMBERS EXCUSED

Dale Norton, Member

LEGAL STAFF PRESENT

Shane Chesnegenior Deputy Attorney General

DEPARTMENT STAFF PRESENT:

Karen Johansefxdministrative Assistant

INVITED GUESTS PRESENT
Lynn Holdheid€onsultant, Vanderbilt University

Sujie Shin Senior Manager, Assessment and Standards Development at WestEd

AUDIENCE IN ATTENDANCE:

Pam Hicks Clark County Association of School Administrators
Pat Skorkowsky Chrk County School District

Paul LaMarca Washoe County School District

Judy Osgood Office of the Governor

Craig Stevens Nevada State Educators Association

Jose Delfin Carson City School District

Natha Anderson Nevada State Educators Association/ WasBEdacation Assoc.
Dana Galvin Nevada State Educators Association/ Washoe Education Assoc.
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CALL TO ORDER,; ROLL CALL; PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

Chair Salazar called the meeting to order at 8:53 A.M., with attendance reflected above. It was determinegutranawas present.

Chair Salazar led the pledge of allegiance.

PUBLIC COMMENT

There was no public comment.

APPROVAL OF A FLEXIBLE AGENDA

MOTION: Member McCord moved for a flexible agenda, seconded by Member Peterson. The motion passed wsignimo

UPDATES AND RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING THE EDUCATIONAL PRACTICE DOMAIN AS A RESULT OF THE MODELS AND
INDICATORS/MEASURES JOINT TASK FORCE MEETINGS WHICH TOOK PLACE GNDUNIE 280, 2012

Review, discussion and possible adoption of theustlards against which the Task Forces believe teachers should be assessed with the
Nevada Teacher Evaluation Framewdik RA 8 Odzaa AYLIX AOF A2y FT2NJ GKS ¢[/ Qa | R2LIGA2Y 27F |
recommendations regarding Instructital Practice standards

The Council reviewed the motions made by the Joint Task Force onrllul2012. Sujie Shin and Lynn Holdheide facilitated the review.

Task Force Motion ¢ Include rational and research base for whatever principles we devstopur constituents and stakeholders are aware of
the research behind our high level principles and include withtgte Papeand other communications. The rationale: Nevada is taking a
very specific approach to narrow the scope of the observatiahéds High Leverage Instructional Practices. The TLC is in agreement it will be
necessary to have solid research and information backing to provide support their decision. Margaret Heritage and havdesgneled to
prepare this literature.

MOTION:Member Small moved to approve and include rationale as well as research base for whatever principles are developed, so our
constituents and stakeholders are aware of the research behind our High Level Principles. This information will alsdeddritted White
Paperand other communications. Vice Chair Barker seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Task Force Motion g Modify the original six (6) Instructional Principles to five (5) Principles: 1) New learning is connected to priordadrning
experience;

2) Learning tasks have high cognitive demand for all students including diverse learners;
3) Students engage in meanintpking through discourse and other strategies;
4) Students engage in metacognitive activity and

5) Assessment is ingeated into instruction.

The rationaleStudents are clear about intended learning and performance critexsaremoved as a staralone principle and imbedded using
metacognitive in principle 4 and infused in principle 3 & 5 as an indicator.

MOTION: Member Crowley moved to modify the original six Instructional Principles to five:

1) New learning is connected to prior learning and experience; 2) Learning tasks have high cognitive demand for allistha#intsdiverse
learners; 3) Students enga in meaningnaking through discourse and other strategies; 4) Students engage in metacognitive activity; and 5)
Assessment is integrated into instruction. Member Hales seconded. The motion passed unanimously.
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Task Force Motion 8 Define teacher ealuation as a yealong process with multiple components.

¢CKS NI GA2YyIlESY ¢CKS ¢lal C2NOS RA&A0dzaaSR OdzZNNBy G a (ddéfideie@aluatighR

as broader than just an observation.

Members dscussed the yearly evaluation cycle, the process of evaluation, and the possibility it may not be required yearly feffddtiey
teachers.

MOTION: Member Archambault moved to define teacher evaluation as a-@ay process with multiple compontn Member Small
seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Task Force Motion 4 Observations need to be conducted for a minimum of 20 minutes.

The rationale: The research is beginning to emerge which indicates observationsiinut8 lengths prode as much information as longer
observations.

Ms. Holdheide stated the intent was not to limit observations. Members discussed whether observations were assumedttoftibepar

SOl tdzk GA2yas SOSYy AT y2d YSyidA2ySR &LISOATAOI{{ &d otk SMembei & Odza &
t SGSNB2Y 4da3S5330SR GKS fly3da 38y aSHOK Ot A4ANB2Y 6 & ioRSdedsyos R

be conducted for a minimum of 20 minutes.

iKS

Council member discussed the opportunity for local Baity and it was noted upcoming Motion 15 discussed the flexibility and expectations of

the process, as well as language implications and possible impact. Member Fitzpatrick stated the job of the TLC ip tecmwelendations

and build the frameworknot to fine tune legal language. The Council will continue to discuss the legal ramifications and then the Department

of Education will draft the regulatory framework.

MOTION: Member Cheney moved for the approval that each classroom (as definedtoye3tobservation, as one component of the teacher

evaluation, needs to be conducted for a minimum of 20 minutes. Member McCormick seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Task Force Motion § The required minimum number of classroom observationside differentiated according to teacher experience and

performance as described below:

3 for probationary;

3 for ineffective;

3 for minimally effective;
2 for effective; and

1 for highly effective.

=A =4 =4 4 =9

The rationale: The Task Force wanted to diffetie the process and evaluation according to teacher ability; therefore allowing more resources

to be spent on teachers who need the most support.

Ms. Holdheide discussed the number of required observations and how to best capitalize on resoutabkavdember Fitzpatrick stated that

this aligns to the accountability system in the waiver application and focuses resources where they are most needeubtétthaat highly
effective teachers are usually driven by their own growth and development.

Member Tate stated that when a highly effective teacher takes on peer coaching, it adds more to their plate and it phaishesytou take

them out of the classroom and give them more responsibility. Chair Salazar reiterated that this motion orilyedebe number of evaluations

per teacher.
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MOTION: Member McCord moved the required minimum number of classroom observations would be differentiated according to teacher
experience and performance as described below:

3 for probationary;

3 for indfective;

3 for minimally effective;
2 for effective; and

1 for highly effective.

=A =4 =4 4 =4

Member Tate seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Task Force Motion § Suggested timeline of observations.

The rational: This timeline provides some level of guidance but does not restrict flexibility in the observation proe€BisC Tansidered year
round schools in this schedule.

3x a year 2x a year 1x ayea

(Probationary, ME, IE) (Standard, Effective) (Highly Effective)

Pre-Evaluation Prior to the first Prior to the first
Conference observation observation and
(Teacher Self recommended within 10
Assessment and weeks of the start of
identified area(s) of instruction

instructional focus)

1% observation Within first 8 weeks of Within first 10 weeks of| Within first 24 weeks of
instruction instruction instruction
2" observation No sooner than 2 weeks | No sooner than 2 weekg

from previous observation;| from previous

no later than 16 weeks of | observation; no later
instruction than 24 weeks of
instruction

3 observation No sooner than 2 weeks
from previous observation,
within 24 weeks of
instruction

Ms. Holdheide stated that the idea is to provide guidelines around required dates. It was discussed that this reallististimipservation
from evaluation. It was discussed that this timeline needs to be approved in order to build the template.

MOTION: Member Small moved to approve the above referenced timeline. Member Collins seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Task Force Motion € The annual teacher evaluation cycle begins with a teachease#issment against the five high levelinstional
principles and a prevaluation conference between the teacher and administrator which includes identification of an instructional focus.

The rationale: Allow flexibility in the process of the sel§essment, capitalize on practices and dtmes within districts, and requires focus on
the five high level instructional principles to strategically align professional development.

Members discussed process built self reflection into the evaluation system and addresses the five principlesedtdmmendation of a
specific assessment process. The purpose was to provide the actual process, not provide specifics, to ensure focus printiplés.

MOTION: Member Hales moved the annual teacher evaluation cycle begin with a teachessefisment, which includes but need not be
limited to, a seHassessment based on the five high level instructional principles andevpheation conference between the teacher and
supervising administrator which includes identification of an instructidmeus. Member Cheney seconded. The motion passed unanimously.
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Task Force Motion 8 Evaluators can include administrators and other identified personnel. Training for evaluators is required. An
administrator must conduct:

1 Atleast 2 of the 3 obseations for an ineffective/minimally effective teacher;

1 1 of the 2 evaluations for an effective teacher; and

1 If only one observation per year is required, then at least one observation must be conducted by an administrator every other
evaluation.

The ationale: The Task Force felt strongly that evaluators should be trained. In addition, if personnel decisions are goimap® Using
evaluation results, then administrator should conduct the majority of the evaluations.

MOTION: Member Cheney mowkthat observations can be conducted by administrators and other identified personnel. Training for observers
is required. The supervising administrator must conduct:

9 Atleast 2 of the 3 observations for an ineffective/minimally effective/probationaagher ;
1 1 of the 2 observations for an effective teacher; and
1 1 observation for a highly effective teacher.

Member Tate seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Task Force Motion § An announced observation will consist of a4ation review with the evaluator and the teacher, an observation based
upon the high leverage instructional principles, and end with a-potibn review. The pre and post action review will include afist
standardized questions and potential artifacts/evidence review, as requested by the evaluator.

The rationale: The Task Force believes establishing a pre and post action review within the observation process wilthemualiity of the
observation and its results, as well as emphasize teachefreéiiction.

There was discussion with regards to setting up the observations with-aljservation review; then a post action review. It was discussed to
hone in on the pre and post reviews to diéatiate.

MOTION:Vice Chair Barker moved an announced observation will consist of@pegvation review with the evaluator and the teacher, an
observation based upon the high leverage instructional principles, and aopsstvation review. The prand post observation reviews will
include a list of standardized questions and a potential artifacts/evidence review, as requested by the observer. Mewlbgrs€omnded.
The motion passed unanimously.

Task Force Motion 16 A post evaluation coefence, to review teacher performance across all components of the Teacher Evaluation
Framework, must occur prior to the end of the current instructional year.

The rational: The Task Force recommends this-gadrreview to provide administrators andauators an opportunity to review the Teacher
Evaluation Framework results prior to the end of the instructional year.

Members discussed the data will follow the teacher from school to school and there was a discussion of an exemptiohlae ses
concern expressed regarding a life changing event during the school year for a teacher, and it was discussed the systetheteseher
with multiple years of data and observations will be used three times a year, built up data, and score®withi®lteacher within Nevada.

MOTION: Member Tate moved for a PeElvaluation Conference, to review teacher performance across all components of the Teacher
Evaluation Framework, must occur prior to the end of the current instructional year. Memblearbault seconded. The motion passed
unanimously.
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Task Force Motion 1& The State will develop and provide a State observation rubric to access teacher performance on{bevieighe
Instructional Principles identified by the Teacher Evaluation Framework. Districts must either implement the State sulfiicitoappliciions
for approval of local flexibility by submitting the rubric they propose to use, as well as evidence that the selectediliulaiicly and reliably
measure teacher performance against the five high leverage principles.

The rationale: The Taskiee recognized the need to allow for local flexibility, but wanted to ensure some level of assurance that the 5 high
leverage instructional principles would be measured.

MOTION: Vice Chair Barker moved the Nevada Department of Education develop aridgpeoTeacher Evaluation Framework observation
rubric to access teacher performance on the Higlverage Instructional Principles identified by the Teacher Evaluation Framework. Districts
must either implement the Nevada Teacher Evaluation Frameworkredten rubric or submit for approval applications for local flexibility by
submitting the rubric they propose to use, as well as evidence that the selected rubric will validly and reliably measerepedormance
against the five high leverage prinlgp. Member Small seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Task Force Motion 12 Yearto-year Student Outcomes data must be reviewed as part of the evaluation cycle and used to guide professional
development decisions, but the use of Student Outcorh@®ain for highstakes decision making for pgstobationary teachers must include
three prior years of student achievement data.

¢tKS NIGA2YIFESY ¢KS ¢l al C2NOS NBO23IyAT SR GKS ySSRonalzevaapmentAil S G KS
decisions, but recommended that high stakes decisions needed to be made using three prior years of studemhanhata due to the need

to be technically defensible. The TLC emphasized the rationale behind this motion is to protect teachers from actichg/based/ S & S| NN & R
The number of years of data to be included in the calculation of a Student Outctomesn score may be amended based on the results of

pilot and validation studies to be conducted beginning Fall 2012.

Members discussed the student outcomes must include three years prior of student achievement scores. There was digarsingntie
number of years, from three to five years, with the consensus being three years.

MOTION: Member McCormick moved for that the yetr-year Student Outcomes data must be reviewed as part of the evaluation cycle and
used to guide professional developmatecisions. The use of Student Outcomes domain for-$iigkes decision making for pgstobationary
teachers must include three prior years of student achievement data. Member Tate seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Task Force Motion 18 Thestudent achievement data for any given year will be reviewed during thé&Rakuation Conference of the following
year, and included in the calculation of the Student Outcomes domain score beginning the following year.

The rationale: The student assesent data would not be available for analysis until 4didly, making its inclusion in the end of the year post
evaluation impossible. However, the review should be included at theyafuation conference. It was discussed and recommended, with the
current evaluation cycle, that data be included in fealuation in the beginning of the following year.

There was concern expressed that the CRT tests were given too early in the semester and discussed the issue of aciméniet Hiaigpr.
Membersdiscussed comparing data over the years to provide a picture of student progress; with the ultimate goal to provide arskaws t
significant achievement.

It was discussed to make this a two prong approach and educate the public that the CRT resutdlze be all and end all results for a child;
other assessments should be used. The CRT assessment is good for approximately 30% of students.

MOTION: Member Hales moved for student achievement data for any given year will be reviewed durietBealuation Conference of the
following year. Vice Chair Barker seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Task Force Motion 14 The Student Outcomes Weighting (subtotaling 50% of Teacher Evaluation Framework score),c@@ih
Proficiency/Statug 15%; Contribution to reducing the gad0%; and Student engagemen$% with the possibly to allow flexibility between
growth and proficiency/status allowing either to fluctuate up to 25%.
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The rationale: The Task Force recognized the need to hikimeighting this fall.

Ms. Shin stated that different consideration have come to light after discussions and these are starting points to begjritpgdall, not
necessarily the final recommendations. Members discussed and expressed contemegyands to measuring growth, proficiency and that this
is a starting point for the pilot program.

MOTION: Member Tate moved for the variations on the weighting of Student Outcomes components (subtotaling 50% of Teacher Evaluation
Framework score) wibe examined during the initial piloting phase, beginning in Fall of 2012; potential weighting structure: Growth: 20%,
Proficiency/Status: 15%, Contribution to reducing the gap: 10%, and Student engagement: 5%. Member Crowley secondéidn passao

with Member Hales voting in opposition.

Task Force Motion 1§ The approval process for District submitted requests for flexibility regarding the teacher and administrator evaluation
frameworks will be developed by the State Education Agency waktebblder input, including District representatives, parents, teachers, and
others as deemed appropriate.

The rationale: The Task Force recognized to the framework will cover most situations; however wanted to allow flexéiliéy fmting
circumstances.

MOTION: Member Tate moved for the approval process for District submitted requests for flexibiiyding the teacher and administrator
evaluation frameworks will be developed by the State Education Agency with stakeholder input, including District repveseptatnts,
teachers, and others as deemed appropriate. Member Galapitins secondedThe motion passed unanimously.

MOTION: Member Hales moved for the substantial compliance with the evaluation components will result in a valid evaluation despite mi
noncompliance due to consequential unforeseen or compelling circumstances.

Therationale: The TLC recognizes that evaluations are too important to be invalidated as a result of technicalities anisiogl&gitimate
circumstances.

Member McCord seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

It was stated that Items § 8 on the agenda have been covered and discussed by the above referenced motions.

REVIEW OUTCOMES FROM THE JUNE 1, 2012 PRESENTATION TO THE STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION IN WHICH THE INITITAL
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE TLC WERE PRESENVBICANIRE POSTED AT
http://nde.doe.nv.gov/Teachers_LeadersCouncil_Resources.html

Member Fitzpatrick and Chair Salazar reviewed their presentation to the State Board of Education held on June 1, 2012.

UPDATE FROM COMMUNICATIONS TASK FORCE ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF TBIERSINAVEHMNMEMENT AND COMMUNICATION PLAN
AND OUTREACH APPROACH TO ENGAGE MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC AND CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ADOPTION OF A PLAN AND
APPROACH

Member Barker provided an update from the Communications Task Force. Member Barker statbée thask Force has been working,
collecting and collating information which will be available to the TLC Council on July 25
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The Task Force is working on a brochure and reviewing information to be included in the brochure. The Task Forceussafgp dis
communications to districts, across the State, PTA communication coalition, and speaking to large audiences. NSHEW ispeateisifrom
the Task Force and there is discussion regarding holding town hall meetings.

Member Tate from NVEnergy h@entified education as a key for engagement and will hold a town hall meeting in Elko, Nevada. NVEnergy will
help to identify community members to help with the town hall meeting and will also be holding town hall meetings in Ré&as afedjas.

Member Barker stated that the Task Force has been receiving feedback forms and will have more information with regards tbalk teed
July 2%

REVIEW, RETHINK, DISCUSS, REFINE, MAKE CHANGES TO AND POSSIBLY APPROVE A JULY 11, 20 &Y"\AHESHONDEEINHE
WHITE PAPER

ChairSalazar provided an updated version of White Paper Ms. Shin stated currently updates were being edited intovhete Paperand
suggested moving forward changes. It is anticipated to have the next version\MHite Raperon July 2% or 25"

DISCUSS KEY DECISIONS REACHED DURING THE COURSE OF THE METING AND POSSIBLY ADOPT THOSE FOR POSTING TO THE TLC
KEEP STAKEHOLDERS INFORMED OF THE PROGRESS OF THE COUNCIL

Chair Salazar stated that a number of decisibave been made to begin the shape of the administrator framework. Upon the questioning of
forming another task force, Chair Salazar stated that it was suggested to utilize staff and the Communications Tasknedisieefmsues.

FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

Chair Salazar stated that the next meeting will be held in Reno.

MEETING SUMMARY ANNIFORMATIONAL ITEMS AND COMMENTS FROM TASK FORCE MEMBERS

There were no further comments.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Craig Stevens stated that the Council was doing a jpbat

Chair Salazar adjourned the meeting at 3:47 A.M.

The next meeting of the Teachers and Leaders Council is schéatuledly 252012 atBest Western Airport Plaza, 1981 Terminal W&eno, NV For your
convenience, minutes and agendas ardpoS R 2y GKS bS@FRF 5SLI NIYSydG 27F 9 RdzOhttp/egw doénv.go8o6 aA G Ss dz
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NEVADA TEACHERS AND LEADERS COUNCIL (TLC)

MEETING MINUTES

July 25, 2012
Best Western Airport Plaza
1981 Terminal Way

Reno, Nevada

COUNCIMEMBERS PRESENT:

Pamela Salazar, Chair

Barbara SurritteBarker, Vice Chair

Christine Cheney, Member

Kathleen Gallan€ollins, Member

Theresa Crowley, Memberleft the meeting at 11:45 A.M.
Rorie Fitzpatrick, Member

Sharla Hales, Member

Theo McCornck, Member

Theodore Small, Member

Kimberly Tate, Member

COUNCIL MEMBERS ABSENT:

Linda Archambault, Membeyexcused
Robert McCord, Memberexcused
Dale Norton, Member excused

Mary Peterson, Memberexcused

DEPARTMENT STAFF PRESENT:

LaurieThake, Administrative Assistant

Leslie James, Title IIA Education Programs Professional

Russ Keglovitgyssessment, Program Accountability, and Curriculum
Richard Vineyard, Assistant Director, Assessment

LEGAL COUNSEL:

Shane Chesney, Senior DeputioAtey General

INVITED GUESTS:

Sujie Shin, SeniorManager, Assesnent and Standards DevelopmeaxitWestEd
Lynn Holdheid€onsultant, National Comprehensive Center for Teacher Quality
Judy Osgood bS@IFRI D2@OSNYy2NRa hFFAOS

AUDIENCE IN ATTENDANCE:

Kelley Miner NV PTA, Vice President of Programs

Linda Hunt Teacher, Washoe County School District

Jose Delfin Carson City School District

Natha Anderson Washoe Education Association and Nevada State Education Association
Kristen McNeilWashoe Gunty School District

Judy Osgod bS@IFRI D2OSNYy2NRa hF¥FAaAOS

CALL TO ORDER; ROLL CALL; PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

Chair Salazar called the meeting to order at 8:40 A.M., with attendance reflected above. It was determined that a quqrtesemis

Chair Salazar led the pledge of allegiance.

PUBLIC COMMENT

There was no public comment.

APPROVAL OF A FLEXIBLE AGENDA

MOTION: Member Tate moved for a flexible agenda. Member Cheney seconded. The motion passed.
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REVIEW UPDATES AND DISEREE®MMENDATIONS REGARDING THE STUDENT OUTCOMES DOMAIN OF THE NEVADA TEACHER
EVALUATION FRAMEWORK AS A RESULT OF THE MODELS AND INDICATORS/MEASURES JOINT TASK FORCES MEETING WHICH TOOK
ON JULY 24, 2012

Chair Salazar stated at the July"2int TaslEorce meeting the discussion centered on measuring student growth itesoed grades.
Ms. Shin provided a review of the discussion on the main issues from Julgigt Task Force meeting:

1 The teacher evaluation diagram:
0 50% educational practice and 50% student performance for at least the first several years;
o Educational practice is not yet differentiated and currently is flexible as we define the rubric for the operational practice
0 There needs to be further discussiwith regards to professional responsibility.

1 Student performance side to be weighte®&tudent outcomes 50%:
0 Student growthg 20%;
o Proficiency/Statug 15%;
o Contributions to reducing the gap10%;
0 Student engagement 5%.

1 There was discussiaegarding the development of assessments for different courses with strong curriculums, and for groups of
teachers who teach elective courses. Also discussed was the different weighting needed for different groups of teachetatid
there is aneed to ensure teachers know what categories they are in and how they will be evaluated.

The Joint Task Force also worked on timelines during the Jliyédting.

Ms. Shin introduced the motions from the Joint Task Force and opened the floordosslisns on the motions.
Joint Task Force Motion € KS G S OKSNJ S@F fdzr 6A2y FNIYSE2N] oAttt RAFFSNBYGAFGS a3l
school based on job description.

It was discussed if growth and status will apphalicas it may make more sense to apply to some groups but not others. Groups will be defined
based upon job description per NRS 391.81dacher/administrator. There was a discussion to differentiate weighting and measures, as the
al YS ydzYyo S Nbor esedyyte@dner. 4TRis process needs to be fair and equitable for all educators.

Also discussed was the need to differentiate amongst school personnel such as school psychologist, speech/languageespdoiakst who

will need to be includd and excluded from the definition of teacher, and the role/suitability of specialist personnel professional standards

FLILX ASR (2 GKS RATFSNBYGAIFIGAZ2Y 2F S@rtdzr A2y Ay (KBempliyeech& 6 A RS SO

YI22NAR(Ge 2F o9K2aS GAYS Aa RSGPG20GSR G2 GKS NBY RSN yadRaENRSBNBIDG S RdzO
gl a dzaSR (2 SyadaNB (KFi SHSNB2YS gl a 2y G(KS AARYDIIDRIR k1K OGKSI| OK
discussed to establish a task force to define the groups of educators and it was further discussed this may look dififle¥enirareas of the

state.

Senior Deputy Attorney General Chensey advised that NRS 891.31a SO A2y H NBTFSNE (2 GKS f20Ff 02 NRC
the responsibility to develop an evaluation for teachers and the local boards have the responsibility for evaluatingdibratiaselors, and

other licensed personnel. Meber Crowley expressed those individuals do share the responsibility of teaching students for student
growth/improvement.

Following a discussion regarding legislative language and legislative intent, Chair Salazar stated the Council witiupsloatepchers.

MOTION:aSYO6 SNJ aO/ 2N¥A O]l Y2@0SR (2 FO0OSLII GKS ¢S OKS Miers lehset aizithéilrdey CNJI Y S
(as defined by NRS 391.311) within the school based on job description. Vice Chair Barker seconded. Following aClietuSsitazar called
for the vote; the motion passed.

Joint Task Force Motion Z'he Teacher Evatimn Framework may differentiate the weighting of the components within the domain of
Educational Practice or Student Outcomes of the teacher evaluation model based on identified groups of teachers.

MOTION: Member Small moved to approve the Teacherl&a@on Framework with a possible differentiation of the weighting of the
components within the domain of Educational Practice and/or Student Outcomes of the teacher evaluation model based muigemiips of
teachers. Member Hales seconded. The oropassed.

Joint Task Force Motion J'he teacher evaluation framework may differentiate the implementation timeline of the teacher evaluation model
for those groups of teachers.

It was discussed to develop a roll out plan for all groups of tea@retsdentify a tool to explain to the public the timeline of what is to take
place.

Ms. Shin stated the Council may have to begin the process using assessments and measures which will change as thevegsténs.eSbin
advised the Council to be fuabout the system before any high stakes decisions are made.

Member Small stated the school districts are expecting the TLC to develop the frameworks for all groups of teachersLahdekdslto clearly
communicate with the districts what is beingme. Member Hales stated she feels the school districts know they will need to dovetail their
work into what the TLC is developing.
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MOTION: Member Hales moved to approve the Teacher Evaluation Framework that may differentiate the implementatioretohéte
teacher evaluation model for the different groups of teachers. Member Crowley seconded. The motion passed.

Joint Task Force Motion 4'he Joint Task Force recommended the TLC adopt the Draft Work Schedule for the evaluation framework as a
working timeline with edits to the definition of existing teacher evaluation rubrics and district responsibility of training.

Chair Salazar granted a break.
The meeting reconvened.

Ms. Shin led the review of the Draft Work Schedule. The TLC reviewed and worked through the Draft Work Schedule foedtbemda T
Evaluation Framework with the Overview of Teacher Evaluation Cycle for reference.

The following items were reviewed alomgth the work that needs to be completed over the next year. The TLC reviewed the five strands:
f 1%strandc work around the growth models.
o0 An external group will be developing the growth model and the TLC needs to provide an outline for those gdodefne
parameters for the piloting.

1 2"strand- existing district teacher observation rubrics.
o There is a need to educate stakeholders on how assessments can be relevant and ensure that part of the communication plan is
to inform and educate stakwlders on the work of the TLC.
§ 3“strandc developing a new teacher observation group.
0 Advise districts of their responsibility to ensure qualification/certification demonstration of rubric competence. lbigantp
to look at the context of techinal advisory groups.
4" strand- professional responsibility.
o Allow flexibility to collect data, understand that the LEAs are using multiple measures and assessments and recommended a
phasedin implementation.
¢ 5" strandc communications.
0 Need tobe able to deliver more detailed communication to families.

The TLC discussed defining and setting the parameters of the validation for this process, as well as data collecti@vandtiba of data.

This evaluation system is going to take at téhsee years to be operational for all educators. It was suggested the TLC hold further discussions
on reducing the gap to see if a teacher is actually contributing to gap reduction. Member Small recommended allowirtistiébisaio use

their currert evaluation tool to help expand the score of growth beyond CRTs and expand the data being used.

Members expressed concern about districts using different collection and evaluation methods for data and the need tacprmsigtency in
these areas. Mvas stated communication to stakeholders is a key imperative in this process. As part of the communication plan, tieé is a
to educate individuals regarding what assessment can be used to measure student growth, as these measure will consistaof mGRT

test. Members discussed the additional valid ways to measure student growth to evaluate how well a teacher is doing.

Vice Chair Barker stated the Communications Task Force established the need to educate legislators in this entioa pvabess.

There was a recommendation to allow assessment flexibility in the evaluation process. Members expressed concern ogetoallowich
flexibility. It was suggested to continue with the current assessment system and move forward witfyigigavenues in which to measure a
a0dzRSYy i Qa INRGUKOD

Ms. Shin recommended that the TLC spend the summer defining professional responsibility and then define the rubrid.in the fal

MOTION: Member Tdée movedthe TLC recommend to the Nevada DepartmeriEdiication to create a Technical Advisory Group (TAG) to
oversee the piloting and validation process of the technical components associated with the Teacher and AdministratisrEFedinaeworks.
Member Crovey seconded. The motion passed.

A lunch break was granted at 11:40 A.M.
The meeting reconvened at 12:30 P.M.

Ms. Shin stated the high priority for the next couple of months is building and understanding the five high leveragegandpl
communi@ting the timelines. For families, the need is to focus on communicating the timeline and the dissemination of the results.

MOTION: Following discussion regarding the timeline, Member Gal@ndins moved for the TLC to adopt the Draft Work Scheidulne
Nevada Teacher Evaluation Framework as a working timeline. Member Tate seconded. The motion passed.

RECEIVE UPDATES AND DISCUSS RECOMMENDATIONS (IF ANY) REGARDING NEXT STEPS, TIMELINES, AND COMMUNICATION NEEDS
IDENTIFIED BY THE MODELS ANITANORS/MEASURES JOINT TASK FORCE WHICH MET ON JULY 24, 2012

Ms. Fitzpatrick shared the recommendations from the Joint Task Force:

1 Hold a series of one day summits to be offered on Saturdays in September, with locations in Reno, Las Vegas aadrielkungrh
session would cover the expectations of the framework and the afternoon session would be for conducting smaller focudsigroups
feedback.

The Communications Task Force will develop the summits with support from the State Department of Bducatio

It was discussed to video tape the summit for individuals to be able to access via the website and to be used forltraiagaglso
discussed to offer a series of webinars, wherein individuals could participate in a live via webinar or dohalwatinar for later
viewing.

= =

Member Hales questioned the possibility of educators receiving continuing education credit for attending the summit.

Vice Chair Barker stated the Communications Task Force discussed holding a summit for legislasintdaaléting experts in the evaluation
system from other states and providing a listening forum and feedback in December in preparation for the 2013 Legidaiive Ses
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Judy Osgood stated it was instructive to hear directly from the legislatordilés d@n important gap. It was indicated the work the TLC is doing
could necessitate some large statutory changes during the 2013 Legislative Session.

Ms. Osgood stated she spoke with Stavan Corbett, Nevada State Board of Education President, on how to include botidthewI8tate
Board of Education Members in this process. Mr. Corbett stated he is interested in making the transition easiggestdunvolving both
new and old Board Members in order to inform the new Board Members of this ongoing process. Member Fitzpatrick sug@estiag) ext
invitation to new Board members to attend the December TLC meeting as members of the pubiéntddan and begin to understand this
process. Member Fitzpatrick recommended the orientation may want to be centerdlde White Paper

Vice Chair Barker expressed concern with the logistics and support for the communication plan to ensureidtia prqduct is delivered. It
was stated the charge of the Communications Task Force is to specify the communications plan/timeframe and then foothe/iEmCwhat
resources are available and the areas in which the Department of Education casufspuait.

ACTION:It was recommended thi@Vhite Papebe updated and posted to the website on a consistent basis, as this is the main source for
communication with TLC members and stakeholders.

Craig Stevens, NSEA, questioned if the Legislature re afvehe amount of professional development which will need to be provided through

the Regional Professional Development Programs. Mr. Stevens offered his assistance to the TLC in this area. Clemp&adazbthat she

felt the Legislature was awarthe TLC is waiting for Margaret to complete the work on the five high level principles before moving forward with
the professional development piece.

MOTION: Member Small moved the TLC adopt the recommendations and forward the recommendationsdorttmunication Task Force
regarding the summits and webinars for communications purposes in the fall of 2012, as well as a legislative summit ieré2&hb.
Member GallaneCollins seconded. The motion passed.

FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

The next meetig of the TLC is scheduled for August 20, 2012. It was suggested the following be on the agenda:

Discussion on professional responsibilities for teachers, to include the parent/family engagement component;
Discuss the administrator framework and/or fieesional responsibilities for administrators;
Update on communications plan;
Request that Kate Lipor, Educational Council, make a presentation on what is happening nationally on the legalitiesloatienev
tools;
Communications Task Force Update;
Discussion/update regarding the replacement of Council Members who have resigned; and
Discussion and possible development of ad hoc task forces to address the issues around:
o Defining teacher groups and differentiation of model weighting by group.
0 Next steps for teacher evaluation results around:
A Reporting
Human capital decisions
Professional development decisions
Process around the above

= —a = =a =4 -4 -9
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9 Discuss reporting and the use of evaluation data.

MEETING SUMMARY ANIFORMATIONAL ITEMS AND COMMHENRICM TASK FORCE MEMBERS

The meeting summary and informational items discussion was tabled.

Member Fitzpatrick thanked the Communications Task Force and the Joint Task Force Members for all of their time, hard dexficadion in
this process.

PWBLIC COMMENTS

Mr. Stevens expressed concern there were educators and administrators out there who feel unprotected by this proceseeskkdesqgncern
over how information was disseminated and the importance of the buy in by these educators and &dioirsis

Chair Salazar adjourned the meeting at 1:47 P.M.

The next meeting of the Teachers and Leaders Council is schddulédgust 20, 2012 dilyatt Place Las Vegas, 4520 Paradise Rd., Las Vegas;&t\Wour

convenience, minutes and agendaNB L2 aG0SR 2y (KS bS@GFIRI 5SLI NIGYSYy(ld 27 9mppdwidoeniga ¢Soaii
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NEVADA TEACHERS AND LEADERS COUNCIL (TLC)

MEETING MINUTES

August 20, 2012

Hyatt Place
4520 Paradise Road; Meeting Place 9

Las Vegadyevada

COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT:
Pamela Salazar, Chair

Barbara SurritteBarker, Vice Chair
Linda Archambault, Member
Christine Cheney, Member
Kathleen Gallan€ollins, Member
Theresa Crowley, Memberleft the meeting at 11:45 A.M.
Rorie Fitzpatrick, Member

Sharla Hales, Member

Robert McCord, Member

Theo McCormick, Member

Dale Norton, Member

Theodore Small, Member

Kimberly Tate, Membeg arrived at 9:45 A.M.

COUNCIL MEMBERS ABSENT:
Mary Peterson, Membet excused

Theodore 8all, Memberg excused

DEPARTMENT STAFF PRESENT:

Laurie Thake, Administrative Assistant

Leslie James, Title IIA Education Program Professional

Russ Keglovits, Assessment, Program Accountability, and Curriculum

Krishanu Sengupta, Director of Teacheehsure

LEGAL COUNSEL:

Shane Chesney, Senior Deputy Attorney General

INVITED GUESTS:
Sujie Shin Senior Manager, Assessment and Standards Development at WestEd
Lynn Holdheid€onsultant, American Institutes for Research (AIR)

Judy Osgood NevadaD 2 SNy 2 NR& hF¥FAOS

AUDIENCE IN ATTENDANCE:
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Pam Hicks CCASAPE

Kristen McNeilWashoe County School District
Barbara Gnatovich  Sierra Nevada College
Nicole Rourke Clark County School District

Jane Newton League of Women Voters

CALL TO ORDER; ROLL CALL; PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Chair Salazar called the meeting to order at 8:45 A.M., with attendance reflected above. It was determined that a quqtesemis

Chair Salazar led the pledge of allegiance.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Thete was no public comment.

APPROVAL OF A FLEXIBLE AGENDA

MOTION: Member Cheney moved for a flexible agenda. Member Galizmitins seconded. The motion passed.

REVIEW OF THE MOTIONS PASSED DURING THE INDICATORS/MEASURES AND MODELS JOMNEETASE 60RCHE/2012 AND THE
TLC MEETING ON 7/25/2012 AND A DRAFT OF THE SYSTEMS GUIDELINES WHITE PAPER AS OF 8/20/2012

Ms. Holdheide reviewed the motions and actions taken at the last TLC meeting:

MO ! LILINRGIE 2F GKS RAFFSNBYOS Ay aiGSFOKSNI INRdzLJaAé o
2) Implementation of timeline, related to student growth data, and the impact of when different scores are recorded;
3) The phasén of the system might bdifferentiated by groups of teachers;

4) Determine if different assessments are either available or not available to measure student growth;

5) The creation of the Technical Advisory Group for pilot validation;

6) Adoption of the draft work schedule; dn

7) Recommendations as to summits and webinars for communication outreach in the fall.

I aSR 2y &d0K22f¢

The TLC reviewed the most recent updates to\fieite Papemand the following amendments were proposed:
1 Amendments to effectiveness categories to keep the languadine with the statutory language: Highly effective through ineffective.

1 Additions to the Glossary to clarify the intent: High leverage principles, or main objective of effective teachers aitratng, as
identified by the Nevada Teachersdabheaders Council based on a robust body of research.

0 Add and define: Indicator and Professional Responsibility.
Include the guiding beliefs for a new educator evaluation system.
The evaluation process will lead to continually improving studentaenent for all learners.
Amendments to the evaluation system must include student, teacher, administrator, performance; as well as achievementdmeasure
over time using multiple measures, multiple times, and over multiple years (language to be congisiedRS).

= =4 =

There was discussion on spbpulation groups and gaps in performance. Members agreed every teacher can improve. There will be more
clarity as to what is meant by the reduction in subpopulation gaps ;we want to raise the lower grouptdoderahe higher group. There was
discussion regarding clarification in the wording of subpopulations, but no action was taken at this time.

It was stated the Technical Advisory Group (TAG) is to be comprised of nationally recognized group cdreckpleetr® are individuals in
Nevada that would fit this description. Chair Salazar stated that since Nevada is part of the Southwest Regional Covepteimtesi Nevada
has access to experts with knowledge of Nevada. Member Fitzpatrick respondedthdndividuals in Nevada who are nationally recognized
experts and stated she was unsure if local district personnel would want to be a part of the TAG which would reject erahpraschool
RAAGNAOGAQ adaeadsSvyao ¢ K A WwantYd-have Bafional expeiits NiBking thokeSIbBion8. K S ¢ [ / Y I &

5L{/!{{Lhb !'b5 th{{L.[9 !'/¢Lhb wOD!w5LbD ¢19 5LCCO9wW9b¢ Dwh!t{ hC ¢
FOR THE PURPOSES OF THE NEVADA TEACHER EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

Chair Salazar led the discussion regarding the Teacher Evaluation Framework and how different groups impact the comfrentrashadr
framework itself.

Ms. Holdheide reviewed the three groups: teachers in tested grades; teachers-tested grad&@ T 'y R G20 KSNJ f AOSyaSR LIS!
librarians, school psychologists, speech/language specialistg, thtmse individuals who have a stake in instruction, but are not directly involved

with instruction. The basic bones of the evaluation pro@ssthe measures are the same; just adjusted based on the type of educator you are.

Ms. Holdheide stated teacher grouping is commonly based on several components: 1) individual value added; 2) teachimjngnd le

framework; 3) observation rubric; 4¢lsool community/professional responsibility; and 5) school wide value added. Members discussed that as

the instruments are validated over time, the percentages and weighting will change. It was agreed there is the needdtnfididce in the

system fefore a weight can accurately be placed.

Ms. Holdheide stated the frameworks contain standard language, but are adjusted further for areas such as special ed@heafiameworks
provide specific guidance for different groups and subgroups. The&rdbes not change, but the focus for the different areas changes.
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The TLC reviewed the frameworks and percentages adopted and currently used in Washington D.C., Michigan, and Tennessee.

It was discussed to divide educators to three large groupgiftial implementation, with the understanding these groups will be reviewed and
expanded over time:

Group 1: teachers in state tested grades and subjects (as defined by NRS 391.311)

Group 2: teachers in natested grades and subjects (as defined\#iyS 391.311)

Group 3: specialist personnel (as defined by NRS 391.XXX) (e.g., related services, librarians).

MOTION: Member Crowley moved to accept the designation of the three groups of teachers: Group 1: teachers in state tested grades and
subjecs (as defined by NRS 391.311); Group 2: teachers htasted grades and subjects (as defined by NRS 391.311); Group 3: specialist
personnel (as defined by NRS 391.XXX) (e.g., related services, librarians, nurses, speech/language specialistegesd.withpiliscussions.
Member Cheney seconded. The motion passed.

A fifteen minute break was granted.
The meeting reconvened.

MOTION: Member Barker moved the TLC recommend the State Department of Education create an ad hoc committee to idantfygion
and exclusion criteria for each group and report back to the TLC. Member Gathiints seconded. The motion passed.

MOTION: Member Tate moved the TLC recommend the State Department of Education create an ad hoc committee to focspexialist
personnel group to work with the appropriate associations with respect to their professional standards and report backlt@ tidember
GallandCollins seconded. The motion passed.

It was clarified the ad hoc committees would also dis¢uss to measure growth in each of the groups.

Ms. Holdheide stated the TLC identified the following:
9 The instructional principles rubric;
1 The professional responsibilities rubric; and
9 The student growth and student engagement pieces.

Now the TLC needs to determine how those rubrics will be rated and scored. Ms. Holdheide indicated the TLC will needeisitalsewith
regard to the growth aspects, following the reports of the ad hoc committees, and also discuss if there willledasiao between practice and
growth.

Ms. Holdheide led the discussion on professional practice standards. Previously, the TLC agreed to use the followtiegpfies: camily

engagement; self reflection and professional growth; contribution ® $hhool community; and professional obligations. Having reviewed a lot

2F RAFTFSNBYG NUZONAROAI aad | 2f RKSARS &dzZ33SaiSR KI OA Yy Hendd yadilieNHzo NA O & f
and the community; which would align withmily engagement, contribution to the school community, seffection and professional growth,

and professionalism.

Member Tate cautioned to not lose the impact and importance of family engagement on student improvement. She expressadhmsnc
emphasis will be lost if family engagement is lumped into this rubric. Member Tate would like family engagement to Istuaiedér
achievement; as family engagement has a direct impact on student achievement.

The TLC reviewed the family engagementegeto include responding to family communication in a timely and positive manner, understand

that there is a twaway form of communication, and understand and use multiple modes of communication. For the area of student progress,
there is a need to ensara teacher is providing updates on student progress on a continual basis, handling family concerns with compassion and
cultural responsibility, and involving families in the learning environment.

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING HOW TOTMEATRIREESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES COMPONENTS OF THE NEVADA
TEACHER EVALUATION FRAMEWORK. DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION TO BE TAKEN REGARDING ISSUES IDENTIFIED DURING Tt
24,2012 INDICATORS/MEASURES AND MODELS JOINT TASK FORCE MEETING ARNPTHE DU WMEETING

Ms. Holdheide reviewed the Nevada Model Rubrics for Measuring Professional Practice handout.

With regards to family engagement, it was discussed this piece should be presented to the Advisory Council on Paresriadhvalvich
already exists within the Department of Education, for input. It was discussed that parents are not currently involeestinctition process
and parents need to help determine if their children are on the right track.

Ms. James stated the Advisd®puncil on Parental Involvement would like to provide input and would like to participate in the process of
developing a rubric. The Council would be able to help provide draft language in the family engagement area.

MOTION: Member Tate moved the T.recommend the Nevada Department of Education request the family engagement piece of the rubric be
presented to the Advisory Council on Parental Involvement with a request for review and recommendations on the rubrieseiieg at the
November 2, 202 TLC meeting. Member Galla@dllins seconded. The motion passed.

Chair Salazar introduced Krishanu Sengupta as the new Director of Teacher Licensure for the Nevada Department of Education.

A lunch break was granted at 11:45 A.M.
The meeting reconvened at 12:55 P.M.

Chair Salazar requested Ms. Holdheide discuss the rubric from a conceptual perspective, so if there is a motion it mimecomceptual

ideas and then ask the ad hoc committees to develop the actual rubric @apjhroval. Ms. Holdheide continued the discussion with regard to
the rubric- commitment to the school community and if it meets the high level practices and how teachers participate/collaboratecimothle s
Ms. Holdheide recommended that the TLC wonkrefining the rubric instead of creating a new rubric, as there is not sufficient time to design a
new rubric.

The TLC discussed conceptually the most important elements for school community. The following were discussed and supposethe
whole school as a community, involvement in school initiatives, and creating a cultural of comsstimatyf spirit. Members suggested
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rewording to include more high leverage language: collaborate with colleagues to impact all students; support sctistlieniditiatives; and
support school culture and community.

Ms. Holdheide led the discussion with regard to-seffection and professional growth. Members discussed the need for an accountability
piece for both teachers and administrators; mentay included in leadership as part of level; and within professionalism, the importance of
teachers to keeping records and making entries in a timely and effective manner.

It was discussed that there are eight standards which need to be defined ovrdeelarge categories and should be set up parallel to how
Margaret sets up the rubrics for the instructional principles.

MOTION: Vice Chair Barker moved for the TLC to request the Department of Education to engage in association with a groumttheork
components of the rubric, already discussed, and create language which supports the direction of the TLC, and retutrCtavithe T
recommendations. Member Norton seconded. The motion passed.

A break was granted at 2:10 P.M.
The meeting recovened at 2:30 P.M.

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING THE ROLE AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY TEAM (TAT) TO Tt
TEACHERS AND LEADERS COUNCIL, AS IDENTIFIED BY THE NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION (NDE)

Leslie James made a presematregarding the Technical Advisory Team.

Ms. James stated that the purpose of the Technical Advisory Team (TAT) will help inform the parameters of the choset @iahsadion
studies and/or review data from the evaluation studies and make dewsabout what the data means and how to inform the TLC. Currently,
there are discussions with groups that helped the NDE put together a Request For Proposal (RFP) for those studiesoulth@dipintorm

and respond to the data from those studies.

Individuals who would be on the TAT need the following skills: sound statistical understanding, pedagogical understateigtgnd how
data for the state can be collected at the school and district level, and educator growth.

Member Fitzpatrick stted in addition to the validation studies, there will be a need to analyze growth data using the growth models towards
refinement of the tools in the spring 2013.

Member Fitzpatrick stated Senator Denis recommended an Education Effects Summit sometime in December, whereby key pmlicymaker
including legislators and newly elected and appointed State Board of Education Members could come together to learn ésoesthad
become familiar with the recommendations of the TLC before the start of the 2013 legislative session.

UPDATES AND RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING THE NEXT STEPS, TIMELINES, AND DEVELOPMENT NEEDS FROM THE COMMUNICAT
TASK FORCE AS A RESULTEMOBELS AND INDICATORS/MEASURES JOINT TASK FORCE MEETING WHICH TOOK PLACE ON JULY 24, 2(

Member Fitzpatrick stated this issue was previously addressed at the July 25, 2012 TLC meeting. To recap, there cbatintexegbin
pursuing a series of@binars, focus groups, and stakeholder meetings in the months of September and October, and moving towards the
Educational Summit in December. The focus of the groups would incluglerdon experiences, discussion, and teaching about draft versions
of the model. The morning session would be to inform and teach regarding the framework, and the afternoon session woulsarfaliér
focus groups in which Council Members would be listening to individuals, but not answering questions at the meeting.

Member Tate stated the reception from the presentations was that may people were not aware of this process. The pareotsciref
the teachers and more critical of administrators to ensure that teachers are provided with the appropriate toolshrtavteach and stimulate
student growth.

Member McCord and Member Small will be making a presentation to Clark County School Board members in October.

COUNCIL MEMBER COMMENTS

Member Fitzpatrick discussed the previous recommendation to renttoeréimeline from theWhite Papess it was no longer accurate.
Member Fitzpatrick strongly encouraged the TLC to update the timeline so TLC members, stakeholders, and members ofateegbednlion
the timeline. The timeline should be updated andqgad back in th&Vhite Paper Member McCord responded and suggested making the
timeline a separate link on the website.

FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

LG 6l a adz33SadsSR GKS {dFdS 5SLINIYSYyd 2F 9RdzOF GA2Yy NBZEIJLCNDOHe (G§KS Y
next meeting.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

wdzad YS3Af20ArA0Gaz 5SLINIYSYyld 2F 9RdOIGA2Z2Y [/ 2yadzZ Glydis SENNBaiIRBODRIR!
as this will help define data pieces at the state level.

Pam Hicks, Deputy Director of the Clark County School Ad&iti NI 12 NB ! 8420AF A2y Y SELINBAaASR | LILINBOAL
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COUNCIL MEMBER COMMENTS

Member Fitpatrick stated the Council has a deliverable of teacher and administrator framework evaluations in December to the Névada Sta
Board of Education.

Chair Salazar adjourned the meeting at 3:00 P.M.

The next meeting of the Teachers and Leaders Adarsgheduledor September 182012 at Hyatt Place Reno, 1790 East Plumb Lane, Reno,
NV89502. For your convenience, mi nutes and agendas are mp&ted on
Councils, athttp://www.doe.nv.gov
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NEVADA TEACHERS AND LEADERS COUNCIL (TLC)

MEETING MINUTES

September 18, 2012
Hyatt Place
1790 East Plumb Lane, Meeting Place 1

Reno, Nevada

COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT:
Pamela Salazar, Chair

Barbara SurritteBarker, Vice Chair
Kathleen Gallan€ollins, Member
Theresa Crowley, Member

Rorie Fitzpatrick, Member

Sharla Hales, Member

Robert McCord, Member

Theo McCormick, Member

Dale Norton, Member

Mary Peterson, Member

Theodore Small, Member

COUNCIL MEMBERS ABSENT:
LindaArchambault, Membec excused
Christine Cheney, Memberexcused

Kimberly Tate, Membeg excused

DEPARTMENT STAFF PRESENT:
Dr. James W. Guthrie, Superintendent of Public Instruction
Laurie Thake, Administrative Assistant

Leslie James, Title lIAUgdtion Programs Professional

LEGAL COUNSEL:

Shane Chesney, Senior Deputy Attorney General

INVITED GUESTS:
Sujie Shin Senior Manager, Assessment and Standards Development at WestEd
Lynn Holdheide Consultant, American Institutes for Research (AIR)

Dr.Margaret HeritageConsultant, CRESST

AUDIENCE IN ATTENDANCE:
Pam Hicks Clark County School Administrator Association, Deputy Director
Kristen McNeilWashoe County School District

Todd Butteworth Legislative Counsel Bureau
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Meg Nigro Clark County School District, Human Resources
Dena Durish Clark County School District, Human Resources
Jose Delfin Carson City School District

Beth BouchardSierra Nevada College

Tami Berg Nevada PTA
Babara Clark Chair of the Council on Parental Involvement
Judy Osgood D2 @SNy 2NDRa h¥FFAaAOoSs

Debra Cunningham Deputy Superintendent, Nevada Department of Education

CALL TO ORDER; ROLL CALL; PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

Chair Salazar called the meeting to ordéeB:39 A.M., with attendance reflected above. It was determined that a quorum was present.
Chair Salazar led the pledge of allegiance.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Pam Hicks expressed concern regarding the White Paper, which was reviewed by the Clarik@uimsgrator Association (CCAA) at their
August 9 meeting. CCAA has grave concerns regarding the scheduling of observations. Those concerns stem from the fact thaeke two w
window is problematic with schools with double digit probationary teachdrsey requested the TLC reconsider the time frame. Secondly, with
the retirement of Dr. Archambault, there was no one on the TLC representing administrators who could providm(rstformation. CCAA
recognizes the expertise and experience of BL Members, however nothing replaces firsthand knowledge. Ms. Hicks spoke with Dr.
Archambault and suggested that Dr. Archambault be part of an ad hoc committee to act as a conduit for this type of imfositidicks
requested the TLC provide an auerfor the administrators to provide input.

APPROVAL OF A FLEXIBLE AGENDA

MOTION: Member Norton moved to approve a flexible agenda. Member McCord seconded. The motion passed.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES FOR THE APRIL 16, 2012 AND MAY 7, 2012 TEACBARSRSNOOUNCIL MEETINGS

MOTION: Member Norton moved to approve the April 16 and May 7, 2012 minutes as presented. Member McCord seconded. The motion
passed.

REVIEW, DISCUSS, AND IF DETERMINED APPROPRIATE, POSSIBLY ADOPT A SETDEEISRINSECTEBE MADE BY THE TEACHERS AND
LEADERS COUNCIL (TLC) AND THE ASSOCIATED TIMELINES THEREIN, IN ORDER TO DELIVER THE REQUIRED FULL SET OF SYSTEM
RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION AT THEIR PUBLIC MEETING ON DECEMBER 1401 DI SMSURRE

THE INFORMATION THE NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION (NDE) WILL SHARE WITH THE US DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION WITH |
¢h ¢19 {¢!1¢9Q{ 9[9a9b¢!w, ! b5 {9/ hb5!'w, 95! /1 ¢Lhb !/ ¢ 09{9!0 C[9: I
PERFORMA/ 9 {  {¢9a !! ¢l hwL%95 ! b59w ¢19 {¢!¢9Q{ !ttwh=95 9{9! 21 L+9w

Member Fitzpatrick reviewed the roadmap for the development and initial implementation of Nevada teacher and adminisstator sy
Member Fitzpatrick advised the State Board of Education mgetias rescheduled to December 14, 2012; wherein the first workshop for the
educator evaluator system regulations will be held. Meetings of the TLC are scheduled for Nov&nibeveémber 14, and November 28in
order to have all of the required documes ready to submit to the State Board of Education on December 14, 2012.

Member Fitzpatrick stated the Teacher Evaluation Framework as it exists is a rough estimation of where items will ditimiefthme in the
early stages of implementation.

Member Fitzpatrick advised today the TLC will be discussing, in an effort to develop rubrics for the five high level iadtpuictéiples, the
indicators and criteria under those principles. The TLC will discuss why and how to move student perfoumidnae,establishing the
proficiency levels, understand professional responsibility and family engagement, and establish validity checks andimiruyic tr

The objective is for an outside party to perform an analysis for the State; a Request fos@&r@pieP) is currently being drafted for this process
and will then be submitted to the Board of Examiners.

The TLC will need to discuss and determine criteria for teachers to participate in the piloting model and framework ldist eatalation
studies.

Member Fitzpatrick stated with regard to the high level instructional principles, there was an appetite to allow dissidbenio applications
which demonstrate the observation tool they want to use to collect data for the high level insmatfoinciples could be different than the
State rubric. Empirical data will need to be presented by the school district to the State. Member Fitzpatrick respemadiddtion pieces
needed be rigorous to ensure the instrument and training would delive results required.

Members discussed for an effective statewide system, we need to be able to aggregate the data no matter what rubricTisaused.
responsibility will be on the district to demonstrate how their plan fits the demands of the high level criteria.

It was dscussed that the TLC needs to build out a timeline for July 2013 to June 2014.
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Members discussed, with regards to student performance, there are three groups of teachers: those who teach tested draulgiects;

those who teach noitested grades andubjects; and those that are instructional specialists (counselors, librarians, speech pathologists, etc.) A
Technical Advisory team was created at the Nevada Department of Education, who will report to the TLC with recommenidaitrerts re

these groys of teachers.

Additionally, the TLC will establish a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), with nationally established expertise. BirHdatage will be a
part of that group, as well as other individuals who have understanding of national essdesdeep level of technical knowledge.

Member Fitzpatrick stated with regard to the Administrator Evaluation Framework, the rubric is not as detailed as the Eealciagion
Framework and is less complicated due to the groupings in the teacher ecmnpoWith regard to student performance, the measures are
different at the school wide level then at the teacher level. Beginning today and over the next few meetings, the Hghwadlfimalize the
high level leadership principles in the AdministraEvaluation Framework.

Relevant for the evaluation of both teachers and administrators in that the following:
1 Establish expectations that link evaluation results to professional development;
91 Determine how to target professional learning opportued]
9 Discuss and possibly recommend legislative amendments to deal with local obligation through collective bargaining with pay fo
performance issues this is not within the TLC authority, but is a local district issue.

Members discussed the need tave targeted conversations with teachers and school administrators, as well as district administrators and
family members and/or the public. Member Fitzpatrick advised the Nevada Department of Education will be hosting an sdoncatofor
legislative nembers, so they will have a better understanding of this educator evaluation process. This will be either a one or anomty s
and will include local policy makers.

Member Fitzpatrick stated, with regard to regulation adoptions, the TLC needs &rpelear on the needed legislative changes in order to
implement the recommendations of the TLC. There will be a series of workshops to allow for opportunities for indivighuisipate and
provide feedback.

A break was granted at 9:48 A.M.
Themeeting reconvened at 10:05 A.M.

PROPOSE, REVIEW, AND DISCUSS THE INDICATORS TO BE MEASURED UNDER EACH OF THE HIGH LEVERAGE PRINCIPLES OF THE NI
TEACHER EVALUATION FRAMEWORK. DISCUSS NEXT STEPS RELATIVE TO FINALIZING THE ADOPTION CB-ANMOBHENDICATOR
POSSIBLY TAKE ACTION

Dr. Margaret Heritage, CRESST, reviewed the indicators developed for each principle, but indicated no performancdheviedi¢ators
were developed at this time.

Dr. Heritage reviewed and discussed the following principles and indicators with the TLC:

Principle 1: New learning is connected to prior learning and experience. Any new learning is based on prior learning.
9 Indicator 1: Teacher activates all stue initial understand of new concepts and skills.
1 Indicator 2: Teacher makes connections explicit between previous learning and new concepts and skills for all students.
1 Indicator 3: Teacher makes clear the purpose and relevance of new learninigstodahts.
9 Indicator 4: Teacher provides all students opportunities to build on or challenge initial understandings.

Prior knowledge is an essential variable in learning and its influence on learning is well documented. In particuleln, iresegition has
demonstrated what the learner knows, and the extent to which their prior knowledge is activated during new learning, héenimpo
implications for whether the new information will make sense to the learner. Additionally, it is important tgrieeathe cultural backgrounds
of students and how these experiences affect student learning in classrooms. Prior knowledge often includes the kinkdd&nesyners
acquire outside of school settings, such as in their homes and communities.

Members questioned the availability of fiscal resources to perform the validation. It was reported that currently there idimitedyset of
resources, with a majority the process is being funded by federal funds under Title lIIA. The resources dotaataedsict an exceptional
study, but resources do exist to conduct a sufficient study.

The TLC discussed the issue of fairness and reasonableness. The TLC established the focus needs to remain on outamfas tehich
students.

Principle 2: Learning tasks have high cognitive demand for diverse learners.
T LYRAOIFIG2NI mY ¢ClFala LdzN1J2aS¥F¥dzZ te Sywiz2eée |ff addzRSyitaQ O023yAilAQ
9 Indicator 2: Tasks place appropriate demands on each student.
f Indicator 3: Tasks progressivelydevell | f f adGdzZRSydQa O23yAGAGS FoAfAGASAE YR alAffa

¢CKS GSNY alff adddzRSydaé¢ NBEFSNER (2 GKS RAGSNRERAGE TedndBackgrgundst t Of | &z
(e.g., language, culture, ESE). Cognitive abilities indbutl@re not limited to, reasoning, planning, solving problems, evaluating synthesizing,

O2YLINBKSYRAY3IS YR RS&AAIYAYyID G{1Aftfasg NBFSNA (2 (wBtodighedt OA G& 2 NJ
levels. Cognitive abilitidsy R a1 Affa INB AYyONBlIaiAydate R2YFAYy aLISOAFAO | a aidtdzRSyda

aSYOSNR RAaOdzaaSRY MO LF GKS Gral FTAda Ayida2 GKS timeNaSHNArdtady f T H O
making appropriate demandsn all students.

Principle 3: Students engage in meanimgaking through discourse and other strategies.
1 Indicator 1: Teacher provides opportunities for extended, productive discourse between the teacher and student(s) and among
students.
1 Indicator 2: Teacher provides opportunities for all students to create and interpret multiple representations.
9 Indicator 3: Teacher assists all students to use existing knowledge and prior experience to make connections and recognize
relationships.
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1 Indicator 4: Teacher structures the classroom environment to enable collaboration, participation, and a positive affectiemexper
all students.

Students are active and constructive learners and they have to develop the meaning and the cogtiyvéhairiselves. Students connect
what they are learning to what they know. Discourse is a larger component to the Common Core. Students need to haye&largitpras
capable learners. Concern was expressed that this principle gets at teachemsitg€acilitators and not all teachers will be comfortable with
this. There will need to be a lot of professional development provided in this area.

It was discussed extended discourse is engaging dialogue that is interactive, externalizes thidking,ses on creating meaning making of
the learning. Discourse involves argumentation, explaining, critiquing, and using logic and evidence to support ocla@fatendaich can occur
in either an oral or written are the form.

Dr. Guthrie stated thee is nothing taking place in Nevada more important than this discussion. Dr. Guthrie stated he wholeheartedly endorses
this effort. He emphasized there is no more powerful indicator of student success than an effective teacher, and tHaakeGheiState to
where it needs to be in developing effective teachers.

A lunch break was granted at 11:50 A.M.
The meeting reconvened at 1:10 P.M.

The Council continued their review and discussion of the Principles.

Principle 4: Students engage in necognitive activity.
9 Indicator 1: Teacher and all students understand what students are learning, why they are learning it, and how thew withieyo
have learned it.
9 Indicator 2: Teacher structures opportunities for salinitored learning foall students.
T LYRAOFG2NJ oY ¢SIFOKSNJ adzLLI2 NI & £ £ & GrdeRiBrifgipiioceses. (G 1S | OGA2ya ol

Dr. Heritage stated we want active responsible learners who are reflective about their own learning, and who are alde the&wown
f SEFNYyAy3a adNrGS3arsSao LGQa Fo2dzi fSENYyAy3a K2g (G2 fSIENyo

aSYOSNER RAaAOdzaaSR S@lfdzZ 6§42NER gAft 20aSNIBBS I (Sl OKSNDheledéyMedzy A OF (i A 3
F20dza gAff 0SS 2y reflaitveRaboftih@icown Idamihglaidih@nsa teécher strctures opportunities for them to do so.
Students need to be clear about learning goals and performance criteria to engagenrorébring.

Principle 5: Assessment is integrated into instruction.
f Indicator 1: Teacherplans@h2 Ay 3 f S NYyAy3a 2L NIdzyAiArsSa oFaSR 2y SOARSyOS 27
9 Indicator 2: Teacher aligns assessment opportunities with learning goals and perferongeda.
T LYRAOFG2NJ oY ¢SFOKSNJ aiNHzZOG dzNBa 2LIIR NIdzyAGASa (2 3ISYSNIraGaS Sga
1 Indicator 4: Teacher adapts actions based on evidence generated in the lesson for all students.

G9PARSY OS¢ 2 §stadusi rat<Sty'vihat St@lentedgay, o, make, or write which indicates what they know and are able to do. There

YIe 0S aSOSNIftf RAFFSNBYG fSENYyAYyI 2LILRNIdzyAGASa G 2cify ihEtBtddgtss T2 NJ RA -
are to learn in the lesson. Performance criteria indicate the successful accomplishment of the learning goal. A tealcheseskdferent

types of assessment strategies to account for learning differences.

It was stated that Principle 5 was agd to during the last TLC meeting.

Review Literature and Research Review regarding recommended Indicators to be measured under each of the High LeveradesPrincip
discuss implications of Literature and Research Review

Dr. Heritage stated the literate review would ground the Principles and her group needed feedback from the Council.

Principle 1: In summary, prior knowledge is an essential variable in learning. Member Peterson stated cultural competence is implied and
suggested expanding the rtib. She stated this document will lead to legal defensibility and we need to ensure this is as complete as possible.
Also discussed was the need to have empirical studies as a way to ground the principles for different individuals.

Principle 4:MetaO2 Ay AGA2Y A& | F2dzyRIGA2y It O23yAGALBS LINRPOS&a T SFFSOUAD
GKAY1Ay3e o LO AyOfdzZRSa GKS (y2¢fSR3IS LIS2LA S KI @S | akidzi GKSYaSft @S:
performance in various tasks. Metacognitive knowledge includes knowledge of factors that might impact performance, knoiiéeagimg

strategies, knowledge about oneself as a learner, awareness and management of personal cognition, and knéwtedge dn summary,

metacognition is critical in learning. Metacognition is the cognitive mechanism in which learners monitor and regulétaithieiy. Students

can be supported to develop metacognitive skills through effective instructionakgfies.

Concern was expressed about the volume of information presented and indicted it would be nice if it could be providaeiirfioshaat.
Member Peterson expressed concern there was notmnene correlation from the body of the research to timelicators. The definition of
metacognition may need to be at the beginning instead of the end of the article.

Principle5:! 84SaaYSyid KIFI&a (62 FdzyRIFIYSyi{lf FdzyOQliAzyao ¢ KS FTANRUh Aa G2 LJ
assessments serve a summative function; they sum up what students have learned after a more or less extended sequehicg) afite:ac

learning. The second purpose of assessment is to inform what students and teachershjedasyto ensure students malg@ogress toward
RSAANBR 2dzi02YSao 1 384SaaYSyild F2NJ GKAA Ldz2N1LI2 &S ASNUSBRAYITRNXOT & OF
learning by paying close, fiestF YR F G GSyGA2y (2 aLISOATFTAO taadinpaddiskils 21 suthmady fama®y 6§ Q& RS G
assessment and a set of assessment practices that are integrated into instruction have been shown as a powerful t@dingisturdent

achievement. Drawing from learning theories and research from classroactiqes, assessment that is integrated into instruction is a critical

aspect in teaching and student learning.

E
b

Dr. Heritage stated, in general, when they revise this information they will look at the tone and consistency acrosscheridedor
individuals engaged in education; develop an appendix so the studies included in the literature will be referenced; andnpthdds section
at the beginning of the document.
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Relative to the additional two Principles, they are complete and will be distributed to TLC members for comments and feéeddiclck is to
be returned to Ms. Thake who will forward to Dr. Heritage.

Additionally, Dr. Heritage and her team providedamtiout and reviewed ideas for the Council to consider for a website design, a wire frame for
0KS ¢So0aAiritsSs FYyR F2NJ FSSRol Ol FTNRY GKS / 2dzyOAf o a S YthiSvebsiteRA &4 Odza &4 S|

PROPOSE, REVIEWAMSS, AND POSSIBLY APPROVE THE 4 HIGH LEVERAGE PRINCIPLES, AND THE INDICATORS FOR ADMINISTRATOR

5N | SNAGEFE3AS adl as
CI

I LINAYOALN f Qa NBalLRyaAroAtAle mavolleBindy adzNB |
leadership roldi 2 & dzLJLJ2 NJi |

R 0 0
SI OKSNEKE 452 ¢S KIS GKS aryS el 2F KAIK S
Members discussed the first job of leadership was to create and sustain a focus on learning. There needs to be cleaecbramitmitoring

learning, with a focus on all dimensions of school activities and student achievement. The TLC principle is to build teaityer capa

Members discussed the need to create and sustain a culture of continuous improvement for students, teachers, and adnsiniseadership

sets the expectations and supports seificacy amongst teachers as well. Also, create and sustain productive relationships and cooperation in
addition to collaboration. At the end of the day, the principal still needs to make thsideciEffective leadership provides active
communication, is an active listener, and creates and sustains structure. The principal needs to ensure there is an bépmesn

curriculum, instruction, and assessment.

A fifteen minute break was grasd.
The meeting reconvened.

PROPOSE, REVIEW, AND DISCUSS THE PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES INDICATORS AND RUBRICS UNDER THE NEVADA TEACHEF
EVALUATION FRAMEWORK. DISCUSS NEXT STEPS RELATIVE TO FINALIZING THE ADOTPION OF THOSE RECOMMENDATIONS AND TH
POSSIBLY TAKE ACTION

Ms. Holdheide reviewed the Professional Practice rubric:
1 Family engagement
0 Nevada Advisory Council for Parental Involvement

Barbara Clark, Chair of the Nevada Advisory Council for Parental Involvement, stated the Nevada AdvisdrfpCBarental Involvement
would like to make a recommendation at the next scheduled TLC meeting on October 15, 2012.

T Commitment to school community
0 The teacher takes an active role on the instructional team and collaborates with colleagues to improve instruction for all
students, to build a professional culture that supports school and district initiatives, and to cultivate a safe, leantérgd
school culture and community that maintains high expectations for all students.
A This will have three separate indicators.

1 Selfreflection and professional growth
0 The teacher seeks out feedback from instructional leaders and colleagues and uses aVda&iyto selreflect on his or her
practice while pursuing aligned professional learning opportunities to support improved instructional practice acrosgthe sch
community.

1 Professionalism
0 The teacher models and advocates for fair and equital@atinent of all students and models respect and integrity in all
interactions with colleagues, students, and the community.

The rubric team needs to develop proficiency level Il and build out language with TLC approval before building ogieaigptefiels; to
include examples of practice. It was suggested to start with the high and low end and develop a full rubric from th@seedbmmended to
keep moving forward and the TLC will receive recommendations from the Parental Involvement AQuisocyt and make decisions based on
the information received.

Chair Salazar stated as TLC moves forward, AIR will be working on rubrics, rubric information for level Il for the ingxiameden continue
to receive feedback from constituents.

UPDATE ON TIMELINE, LOCATIONS, AND AGENDA FOR OCTOBER SUMMITS TO REVIEW THE NEVADA TEACHER EVALUATION FRAMEW
WITH TEACHERS IN NEVADA

Member Fitzpatrick reviewed the October Summit and listening tours. She indicated at the request of the Commsrileatiofforce, she
spoke with Judy Osgood regarding avenues the TLC could use to support this work. The latest thinking relative tondp¢olistenthat the
TLC has established a consensus on the five high level instructional principles, the abtitergrofessional responsibilities, the student
outcomes piece, and the technical outcome to ensure that the data is moved forward in ways to ensure reliably.

What the TLC does not have is the information regarding the professional development pieadhat will happen with the evaluation results.
Member Fitzpatrick suggested using the October listening tours as an opportunity to inform individuals regarding theoaeviaduragiworks,

what will happen in this process, what will happen with the datad how it will enrich the professional practice. There needs to be more of a
focus on the professional development side.

Member Fitzpatrick suggested using recorded webinars with a focus sessions, so educators who do not want to give urdass &atld
watch afterschool functions. The purpose of the webinar is to teach the information and provide an avenue for individuals to peoNidekie
either via the website or facto-face professional development.

Craig Stevens, NSEA, provide putimment and encouraged the Council to hold the door open to anyone who wanted to find out more about
the evaluation process.
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REVIEW, RETHINK, DISCUSS, REFINE, MAKE CHANGES TO AND POSSIBLY APPROVE A SEPTEMBER 18, 2012 VERSION OF THE SYSTEN
GUIDELINE WHE PAPER

This item was postponed until the next meeting.

FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

This item was not discussed.

MEETING SUMMARY

This item was postponed until the next meeting.

ADDITIONAL COUNCIL MEMBER COMMENTS

There were no additional comments from Council Members.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Pam Hicks, Deputy Director of the Clark County School Administrators Association, expressed the administrative piataris cruci
administrators need a time to present information. There is a lack of effort in getting feedback from the administrator gro

MEETING ADJOURNMENT

Chair Salazar adjourned the meeting at 5:00 P.M.
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NEVADA TEACHERS AND LEADERS COUNCIL (TLC)

MEETING MINUTES

October 152012
Hyatt Place Las Vegas
4520 Paradise Road, Meeting Place 9

Las Vegas, Nevada

COUNCIL MEMBERSHE3ENT:
Pamela Salazar, Chair

Barbara SurritteBarker,ViceChair
Christine Cheney, Member
Kathleen Gallan€ollins, Member
Theresa Crowley, Member
Rorie Fitzpatrick, Member
Sharla Hales, Member

Robert McCord, Member

Theo McCormick, Member

Dale Norton, Member

Mary Peterson, Member

Theodore Small, Member

DEPARTMENT STAFF PRESENT:

Laurie Thake, Administrative Assistant

Russ Keglovits, Consultant

Leslie James, Administrative Staff to the Council

Monie Byers, Parental Involvement Conanitt

LEGAL COUNSEL.:

Shane Chesney, Senior Deputy Attorney General

INVITED GUESTS:
Sujie Shin, Sr. Assessment Manager, Assessment and Standards Development Services at WestEd

Linda Archambault

AUDIENCE IN ATTENDANCE:

Francine Mayfield, Sierra Mada College

Jesse Wells, Clark County School District

Pam Hicks, Deputy Administrator for CCASAPE
Eve Breier, University of Phoenix

Sue Egloff, Clark County School District

Dave Erbach, Clark County School District

Jamey Hood, Clark County School District

Nevada TLC Systems Guidelines White Papanuary 2013

PagelO4



Devin Heintz, Clark County School District

Joy Pearson, Clark County School District

Karen Leggett, Clark County School District
Matthew Lopes, Clark County School District
Dave Brancamp, NWRPDP

Jillyn Pendetin, Clark County School District

Jeff Halsell, Clark County School District

Marle Newburn

Robert Mars, Clark County School District

Keith Walz, ECSD

Kristen McNeill, Washoe County School District
Meg Nigro, Clark County School District

Esther KassduUniversity of Phoenix

lletha Groom, Clark County SchoolDistrict, EODD
Barbara Clark, Parental Involvement Advisory Council
Jose Delfin, Carson City School District

Lea Casey, Students First

CALL TO ORDER; ROLL CALL; PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

Chair Skazar called the meeting to order at 8:36 A.M., with attendance reflected above. It was determined that a quorum was present

Chair Salazar led the pledge of allegiance.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Pam Hicks, Deputy Administrator for CCASAPE, strongly encouraged the Council to listen to the individuals who workimasdlizadur
schools with students every day.

Jesse Wells, a principal at White Middle School in the Clark County Schodl, Baitimended the Council for their work and expressed concern
that there are some things implicitly included in the indicators but explicitly stated items such as classroom managerissirigsand

professional responsibility . Mr. Wells expressed comegth the observations and timelines and being able to meet the requirements. Mr.
Wells stated that there are schools that employ a lot of probationary teachers, which requires three evaluations a Yesfirtrthree years,

for a total of nine evalations; this places a large time constraint on the administrator of that school. Mr. Wells expressed concern with regards
to the teacher effectiveness piece, when there are loeign substitutes in the classroom, included in the administrator evaluataméwork.

Jillyn Pendelton, a principal at Clark County High School, stated that she worked on the Race to the Top applicatiaealatotie Council

has stated that students should be taught by great teachers and led by great administratorssiniglso believes. But there are challenges

for at-risk and innercity schools and requested that the Council consider some of the issues that teachers and administrators face in these
schools; such as high school students who come in underachievirguggdsted using assessment tools in high schools which are not limited to
another test. Ms. Pendelton stated that assessment for the sake of assessment may not be the best way to go and tezatiminiatdtors

need to be incenticized to work in-gisk and innetcity schools. Ms. Pendelton commended the Council for their work and looks forward to the
focus groups.

Bob Mars, a principal at Silverado High School, thanked the Council for all of their hard work. Mr. Mars expressed@pfoeaidtiding
other data other than test scores in the evaluation. Mr. Mars stated that the evaluation cycle includes three evaluatiapspbationary
teacher in the Clark County School District this means that there are three observations for each@valuaté evaluations per year for a
period of three years for a total of nine observations for each probationary teacher. Some schools have upwards ofdifenpry
teachers and requested that the Council reconsider how that will work for thasehtrs and the administrators of those schools.
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Dave Erbach, a principal at a middle school in Hendersoh I N / 2dzyd& {OK22f S5Aa0NAOGEZ YIRS F2dzNJ LR
LIN} OGAOSE | LI NI 2F (KS S @hing best piaktzeg; 2) Iy tRe abidBnB3BatoeBalufdidtiGhers is todFnudhlfocdS ok 2 NJ
what the student is doing, not what the teacher is doing; 3) may need to further explain terminology contained in the frerasweere may

be an understanding issue foorae teachers; and 4) find out what the best teachers do and then train others to do that.

APPROVAL OF A FLEXIBLE AGENDA

MOTION: Member McCord moved for a flexible agenda, seconded by Member Cheney. The motion passed.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES FOR THEZMA9V12, JULY 11, 2012, JULY 25, 2012, AND AUGUST 20, 2012 TEACHERS AND LEADERS COUNCIL
MEETINGS

MOTION: Member McCord moved to approve the May 21, 2012 TLC meeting minutes with an editorial amendment, seconded by Member
Collins. The motion passed uniaously.

MOTION: Member McCord moved to approve the July 11, 2012 TLC meeting minutes as submitted, seconded by Member Small. The motion
passed unanimously.

MOTION: Member McCord moved to approve the July 25, 2012 TLC meeting minutes as submitted, seconded by Member Cheney. The motion
passed unanimously.

MOTION: Member Norton moved to approve the August 20, 2012 TLC meeting minutes as submitted, seconded by ®firnise The
motion passed unanimously.

I KEANI {FEFTEFNI LRRAYGSR 2dzi GKIG GKS / 2dzyOAf aSYoSNAE RdtdRevB@&A S | (
to approval.

REVIEW AND APPROVE UPDATED SYSTEMS GUIDELINESPBRITETIRUDING CLARIFYING ANY QUESTIONS RAISED BY THE MEMBERS,
AND IF NECESSARY, ADOPT ANY RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE TLC TO CONSIDER IN REGARD TO CHANGES

Member Fitzpatrick noted that there will be no action on this item, only a review of the changes to the White Paper aindtémnl3 the
Council can take action on the changes.

Ms. Fitzpatrick stated that the White Paper sets forth preliminary recemshations established by the TLC and it is the goal and charge of the
Council to develop and establish teacher and administrator evaluation frameworks. Enhancing educator evaluation preadatwittesn
unprecedented opportunity for systemic reform thean initiate the process of repositioning Nevada at the top of education. Educator
evaluation can serve as the foundation to increasing educator effectiveness, retention, and equitable distribution ekdffactiers and
administrators.

Ms. Fitzp#rick reviewed the amendments to the White Paper for Council review. Ms. Fitzpatrick stated that included is a draft of the
administrator evaluation framework and the Council will be discussing the high leverage leadership principles for adirsnist@trelation
with the teacher evaluation framework.

Ms. Fitzpatrick updated that the Nevada Department of Education assembled the Technical advisory Team (TAT) who vétiibg distu
making recommendations to the Council. Russ Keglovits and Sujieilbve facilitating the TAT and at their last meeting worked through
Appendix B; the draft work schedule and work scope; the last four pages are now incorporated into the White Paper.

Member McCord expressed that the Council needs to be resporsipetlic input and the concerns regarding observation timelines and
classroom management; and recommended that the Council revisit this area. Member McCord suggested that the Counciltmagavant
diverse learners piece, as there can be challengindesits and there needs to be an incremental rate implemented and appreciates some of
the challenges that are faced by teachers and administrators.
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It was discussed that the Council has previously discussed this and expressed the same concerns drttiatetbiddramework needs to set a
minimum number of evaluations and anything above that would be at the discretion of the school district.

Member Small stated that historically evaluations have not been used to improve practice and the intent isge ta tool and its

AYLE SYSy il A2y FT2NJ GSFOKSNE FYR FTRYAYAAGNI 2NBOD a SY oe&NbypeYohlf f & dz3:
have to perform the evaluation once a year or maybe every other year. Member Small statéehitizers and administrators need to think

about their practice and set goals.

Member Collins expressed concern regarding a teacher who has a bad day. There needs to be time in between observatimvs pogutices
into place. Part of the thinkinig to ensure this evaluation is meaningful, without making it over burdening to others. This may require extra
time and work but we want teachers to receive good feedback in order to make changes that will positively affect studenesutc

The Counciliscussed to hold both prend postobservation conferences, unannounced observations should be part of the cycle, and that the
evaluation comments should be explicit.

Vice Chair Barker expressed concern regarding the public comments expressed thirggraad that the roll of the administrator evaluation
framework may be different from previous evaluation and there needs to be a balance between the probationary teachdesiiangpstitute
teachers, and balancing the needs of all of the other stafifiers.

Member Crowley questioned how to adjust the data for students who are taught by adamgsubstitute teacher all year and how that
information correlates to the teacher evaluation. Member Norton echoed those comments for the administrétat eéame school, as some
small rural schools lose individuals and there is no one to come into the classroom and take over, except for the debstitrte It was
discussed that the Council needs to think about contingency plans in this area.

Chairf{ £ FTFNJ NBAGSNI SR GKIG 'y S@Ffdz A2y oAttt ySOSNI @mbverdiheda SR 2y |
There will be challenges that can be dealt with over time and the Council needs to decide what that model |@oicstikese the data.

Member Small questioned if there can be flexibility for new administrators. We have discussed to differentiate for teduichars new to
G§SIFOKAY3AS o6dzi 6S KIFI@SyQi RA&AOdzAaSR GKA&GorT2NJ F RYAYAAGNI 02NAR 6K2 | NI

Ms. Fitzpatrick announced that Member Kimberly Tate has resigned from the Council.

UPDATE ON TIMELINE, LOCATIONS, AND AGENDA FOR OCTOBER SUMMITS TO REVIEW THE NV TEACHER AND ADMINISTRATOR EVAL
FRAMEWORKS WITH TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRANDRSDON

Leslie James stated that the main objective of the Summits is to listen and obtain feedback/concerns of administrat@shansl t&he

Summits have been scheduled by region and some of the questions have already been asked and will be aufltesgecommunications.

At these Summits, educators will be provided with the history of the evaluation process and a draft of the new evaluagevoftasystem.

Some of the questions centered on the five high leverage principles, logistics, dggigreic. Ms. James stated that one summit has been held
at the Washoe County Teacher Association, with another scheduled at Wooster High School next week, one scheduled intZfark Cou
October 3¢ and one in eastern Nevadawhich is not yet schaded.

Linda Archambault will be hosting the administrator summits scheduled as follows:

October 24 at Bonanza High School;
October 25 in Nye County;

October 29 in Washoe County; and
October 30 in Elko.

=A =4 =4 =4

Ms. Archambault stated that each District Stipeendent has been asked to ensure representation from each school, as most administrators
are not aware of either evaluation framework. Ms. Archambault stated that she will report back to the Council at the NoXémieeting
regarding the feedback a@nconcerns expressed at the Summits.

It was discussed that the main focus of these Summits is to receive feedback from teachers and administrators in amefferfdovard for a
successful evaluation process.
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