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NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

SB474 (2015) ADVISORY TASK FORCE ON 

EDUCATOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

FRIDAY, OCTOBER 21, 2016-8:30AM 
Meeting Locations: 

All meetings will be video conferenced from both locations. 

Office Address City Meeting Room 

Department of Education 9890 S. Maryland Pkwy Las, Vegas Board Room (2
nd

 Floor) 

Department of Education 700 E. Fifth St Carson City Board Room 

 
 

Minutes 
 
 

1. Call to Order; Roll Call: Pledge of Allegiance 
CO-Chair Hammond called the meeting to order at 8:39 am. 

 
 Roll Call: 
Las Vegas: 

 Victor Wakefield 

 Mark Newburn 

 Co-Chair Scott Hammond 

 Co-Chair Joyce Woodhouse 

 Assemblyman David Gardner 

 Assemblyman Amber Joiner 

 Samantha Hager 
 

NDE Staff: 

 Kelee Dupuis 

 Chantel Wakefield 

 Dena Durish 
 

Carson: 

 Sandra Sheldon 
 

Public: 
Las Vegas: 

 Meredith Smith 
 

 
Carson: 

 Chelli Smith 

 Sarah Negrete 
 

2. Public Comment #1 
There was no public comment. 
 

3.  Approval of Minutes 
August 29 Minutes and September 21 Minutes 

 Member Joiner stated that her name has an I instead of Y.  

 Dena stated that Member Newburn’s name also needs to be adjusted. 
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Motion 

 Joyce Woodhouse moved for approval of the August 29 minutes and the September 21 minutes, with 
the edits including both the changes in Member Joiner and Member Newburn’s name 

 Member Newburn seconded the motion 

 All in favor 

 Motion carried at 8:43 am 
 

 
4. Approval of a Flexible Agenda   

Motion: 
• Member Newburn moved to approve a flexible agenda. 
• Co-Chair Woodhouse seconded it 
• All were in favor  
• Motion carried 8:44 am 

  
5. Nevada Department of Education  

2016-2017 Great Teaching and Leading Fund Award Update 

 Kelee updated the Task Force on how the State Board approved reallocating $750,000 of the 

unexpended FY 2016 Great Teaching and Leading funds. They have been processed and sent to 

NDE grants.  

 Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) in Service to Nevada Priorities 

 Dena stated that they are trying to use the Council meetings to update everyone on ESSA. She 

explained how the state has to submit a state plan to the US Department of Education on either March 

1, 2017 or July 1, 2017. They are engaging stake holders for feedback. If people would like to learn 

more the ESSA Advisory Board and group website is on the NDE’s boards and commissions website. 

The next meeting will be November 7. She explained the six work groups around the ESSA lesson 

plan. The TLC workgroup is focused around Title IIA funds. She stated that there are changes to Title 

IIA funds come July 1, 2017. They are asking the state and districts to stick to priorities with the Title 

IIA funding. The long term plan is to have state categorical moved into it so it is 1 comprehensive plan. 

There is a federal funding stream meeting on November 7.  

o Co-Chair Woodhouse stated that she has received a lot of positive feedback from teachers and 

schools about the funds they received from the GTLF.  

o Dena stated that the program is receiving national attention. She stated that Kelee is going next 

week with some of the National Board Representatives to a conference and she is presenting on a 

panel in January.  

o Member Wakefield asked why it is getting national attention. 

o Dena stated that the coordinated funding effort is one, they are targeting at risk schools, the 
coaching model, and it is a process not a destination.  

 
6. District PD Reports (Information/Discussion) 

Item’s 6-12 were combined.  

 Dena stated that she talked to the district staff and the superintendents. They addressed that it is 
difficult to aggregate how much money they spent in each area for professional development. Robert 
Romney is having a meeting with all of the school districts finance directors and she will be at that 
meeting to ask for more clarification. There are no specific rules around what is considered professional 
development. She asked the Task Force for more clarity and direction as to what exact data and 
information they want; also what the task force is going to do with that data once they receive it.  

 Co-chair Hammond stated that he is aware that there are many different types of development that 
go on today and districts do not really record. The cost is sometimes covered by miscellaneous at 
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some school sites.  

 Dena clarified that the challenge in her seat, in asking for information from the districts, is how they 
would like that information requested. Do they want it on a school level or on a regional level? 

 Member Sheldon stated that professional development has changed. Some things are difficult to 
quantify. She stated that all costs going toward professional development need to be tagged with a 
special budget code. She asked the State Board or districts to think about implementing that going 
forward.  
o Dena stated that it is a conversation that she can have with the Finance Directors when she 

goes to the meeting.  
o Co-Chair Hammond would like to see where the money is going. There are not always 

resources and we won’t know what areas need more funding unless we ask.  

 The Task Force discussed allocating professional development dollars.  
o Member Wakefield asked if they could share what they mean when they say that the Task 

Force is allocating professional development dollars.  
o Co-Chair Hammond stated that the Task Force is giving money to the RPDP’s and different 

counties. Sometimes admin says that they get more out of sending a teacher to another 
teacher’s classroom for half of the day instead of sending them to a conference.  

 The Task Force continued discussing budget coding.  

 Co-Chair Hammond said what he is more conscience of is that a lot of new teachers only last a 
couple of years and then they leave. We need to be more aware of what kind of PD they receive. 
They also need to ask the districts how they would like to use the PD funds.  
o Member Sheldon stated that PD is happening on a daily bases in classrooms. The key is 

flexibility and having funds that are not overly categorical. 
o Member Hager stated that you cannot attribute success to one thing because it is not accurate. 

We need to invest more in people then programs.  
o Co-Chair Woodhouse agrees 100%. They need to take what Clark County is doing with the 

professional growth model, in that it is a process. The teachers work with their supervisors to 
achieve better success in teaching their children. She also likes how the National Board 
members work together to decide how they can be better teachers.  

o Member Wakefield stated that they have the opportunity to suggest standards and regulations. 
He would like if they can recommend highlighting the standards to enhance enforcement.  

o Member Sheldon likes that idea. She would like a look at how much is spent on academic 
coaches, subs, and having an identifier would help to quantify it. It still would not be a total but it 
would give legislation a good idea of where funds are being spent.  

 Co-Chair Hammond stated that one of the programs that came to mind is a program in which new 
teachers talk to each other about how there day went with a coach to help them. 

 Dena envisions the final report as a narrative that is telling the story of professional development in 
Nevada and still going back to requesting some of the things they have been discussing. She stated 
that she does not know what the recommendations are but the conversation is helping that. She 
discussed the Thomas Gusky Five levels of measurement model. She stated that the effective 
teachers that want to be highly effective do not have the trainings and help they need.  

 Co-Chair Hammond said that the administrators have so much on them right now and can’t do this 
until additional tasks are taken off of them.  
o Dena stated that she and Kelee have talked a lot about teacher leadership and the career ladders. 

One of the pieces is if you have a teacher leader who is not teaching full time, they can spend the 
rest of the time helping the other teachers.  

o Member Sheldon said that the most powerful professional development they can have is by having 
strong coaches in their buildings.   

 Member Gardner said there are concerns quantifying what we are doing but they do need to quantify it. 
If they cannot quantify it then they cannot have accountability.  

 Member Wakefield stated that they need to know what they need to expect within three years. He 
asked the RPDP’s how they got the data that the schools that they trained where doing better when we 
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can’t find that data in the other schools.  

 The Task Force continued discussing how to quantify professional development. They discussed 
how there needs to be an accountability measure in there.  

 Chelli Smith stated that the quantifiable piece is only done in programs that encompass around 12 
credits of university work. There is a map case study done that takes all things in accountability. His 
probability is less than 3.5. She explained which programs trend over time to show the 
achievement.  
o Member Wakefield likes the case studies and thinks that it needs to be done as a state. He 

asked how they control which teachers are parts of the cohort.  
o Chelli Smith agreed with him. She stated that they are teachers that self-select into the program. 

She explained that they hope to be able to entice more teachers to participate as a part of self-
selection. There is no way they can mandate to the teachers that they have to take that kind of 
professional development.  

o Member Wakefield respects the impact of the work and thinks that they should not allow a data 
point to be out in the public because it can get out and there could be laws and policies built 
around it. He asked that there be an astric on the next reports.  

o Chelli Smith responded to something that was brought up at the beginning of the Task Force 
which getting data on teachers and their years of experience that where taking RPDP courses. 
They have added that into their compilation.   

o Member Wakefield and Chelli Smith continued discussing the topic. They also talked about 
teacher self-assessment and why teachers are good about it.  

 Member Newburn stated that the Task Force wants to measures test scores, teacher retention, and 
teacher effectiveness against dollars and it sounds like right now if you ask the districts for just 
dollar amounts you can get seventeen different answers. He stated that their group can recommend 
a series of categories for the districts to report on that can give them the dollars that they can use to 
compare against the other measures. Dena and Member Newburn continued discussing this.  

 Member Sheldon stated that one other factor that needs to be considered is PD driven by the 
building performance plan.  
o Dena stated that it is a part of the NEPF. She recommended that one of the recommendations 

could be, to the TLC and the Board, that principal supervisors are engaging their principals as a 
part of the principal supervisor’s evaluation.  

o Co-Chair Hammond asked if all of their work would apply to the principal supervisors.  
o Dena explained that unless it is stated otherwise, it is.  

 Member Sheldon asked Dena if they could have some of these conversations at their next 
Superintendents Meeting. She would like to ask more on the data collection and what they would be 
looking at. The Task Force continued discussing this matter.  

 Member Hammond asked about the accountability measures and the output. He asked what the 
categories would be.  
o They discussed test scores, the teachers NEPF, student happiness, and fewer student problems 

as some of the outcome categories.  
o Member Wakefield suggested that they look into the work group that is doing ESSA 

implementation. They have things the Task Force can look at like school ratings.   
o Member Hammond stated that he likes adding student problems because teachers with poor 

student management have students that tend to get more anxious and they act out more.  
o Dena stated that she is learning that there is a big difference between what goes into an 

accountability file and what goes into a dash board of data.  
o Member Wakefield suggested giving their paper notes to the accountability group or inviting a 

person from that group to the next meeting to speak. 

 Member Hammond asked how they would close the loop by bringing information from all of the 
other groups and how does the Task Force use that information to help them determine what they 
need to do.  

 Member Gardner stated that they need to look at what tests they are looking at as PE teachers and 
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Librarians have different tests then them.  
o Co-Chair Hammond stated that during the session they had discussed that states like 

Tennessee, that got raise to the top money, are ten years ahead of where Nevada is. They talk 
about what they are going to use to quantify how effective a teacher is. They had to use SLG’s 
and not just test scores.  

o Member Hager said that she is extremely weary of using test scores as an accountability 
measure. For the most part she would like to take the student testing portion out of it.  

o Co-Chair Hammond explained that during the last legislative session there was a bill and they 
were looking at how to evaluate teachers. Originally it was 50% testing and then they 
compromised it down.  

o Dena stated that the State Board and TLC worked through the year and the law maximum is 
now 40% on academic outcomes for next year and this year it is 20%.  Half of that is based on 
test scores so this year it is 10% and next year it will be 20%. Dena and Member Wakefield 
continued discussing it.  

 Co-Chair Woodhouse moved the discussion back to Member Gardner’s question. She stated that 
over the years TLC has really struggled how they fairly treat the PE teachers, art teachers, music 
teachers, and etc. She asked if they are saying that what TLC has done now addresses those 
issues.  
o Dena stated that a part of it was addressed by the Legislature because they have allowed 

flexibility in the fact that half of that 40% is individualized. The other part is that every teacher in 
the building will have the same score.  

o Co-Chair Woodhouse explained that it brings up another concern. The concern is the fact that 
PE teachers and so forth have 750 students and grade teachers have 35, and that is a big 
difference. She asked how they would quantify or qualify it.   

o Member Sheldon explained that in Washington State they gave up their waver and because 
they would not use student data in teacher evaluation due to the equity issue.  

 Member Gardner asked who currently sets the SLG’s and how are they set (on each teacher, each 
student, etc.). 
o Dena explained that there are some National Standards that are ahead of where we are. The 

TLC used some of those recommendations to adopt guidelines. She explained how they are 
done. She offered to send the Task Force the language. Dena and Member Gardner continued 
discussing the subject.  

 Member Hammond asked that since in Churchill County her fourth grade class rooms have 24-25 
children. In Clark County a fourth grade teacher can have up to 36 children. How is that equitable 
when the classroom sizes are so different?  
o Co-Chair Hammond stated that you give the master teacher a class with 36 students and a first 

year teacher 24 students; the one with 36 has a great impact on testing at the end of the year 
because they know there subject matter. That is why there is some flexibility with the 
accountability.  

o Dena stated that just because it’s messy does not mean that it is not the right thing to do. The 
Federal government in ESSA polled the student achievement piece as a requirement for states 
to have as their educator evaluation. If the states pull student achievement out of the evaluation 
then they cannot have the Title II funds.  

 Member Wakefield asked if they are going to hear from the districts today about student spending. 
o Kelee stated that there are some supporting materials in item seven but it is Great Teacher and 

Leading Funds (GTLF) which does affect some districts. There will be no one from the actual 
districts testifying at the meeting.  

o Member Wakefield asked when they will have the presentation from Clark and the RPDP’s 
together about what services are overlapping.  

o Dena stated that was a part of her question. She needs more clarity to ask Clark the questions.  
o Member Woodhouse stated that it will be at the next meeting, not this one.  

 Member Sheldon brought up that if you look at a district the size of Clark and look at the number of 
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people in RPDP that are working in Clark there are probably some redundancies but not with the 
people. RPDP cannot cover all of Clark County as it is so large.  
o Member Wakefield asked if it wouldn’t be better if they just sent the dollars straight to the district 

if they already have the info structure. That is the question that he would like answered. He is 
wondering if the larger counties can get the money directly and make it to where the RPDP’s 
are only kept in the rural areas.  

o Member Hammond asked if the RPDP’s where given more funding.  
o Dena stated that it was a flat budget and there was no categorical distribution to her knowledge.  

 Member Wakefield asked how the Legislators figure out the amount to be given to the RPDP’s.  
o Co-Chair Woodhouse stated that there is always a hearing during the Legislative session on 

RPDP’s budget. She stated that they also discuss what the redundancies are in Clark and 
Washoe. The RPDP’s work together to maximize the funds that they are given. She expressed 
her opinion that the RPDP’s are never given enough funds.  

o Member Sheldon stated that two of her academic coaches are paid for by RPDP.  
o Member Wakefield just wants to know how it is decided. He wants to include PD coding in their 

recommendations.  
o Co-Chair Woodhouse explained that a lot of it is based on what the Governor’s budget is, the 

Department of Education, and during the Legislative session the RPDP spoke people have the 
opportunity to present. She would like something from this Task Force to help make a case for 
where they want them to go. She stated that professional growth has always been put in the 
background and that’s not right because we should be putting those dollars in our classrooms 
with our teachers.  

o Dena explained that support item NRS391A.125 states that based on the priorities of programs 
described by the Board pursuant to the other statutes and the assessments of needs and 
training in the region and priorities of training by the governing body of each board. She 
explained that there are A-F categories as to what RPDP training should consist of.  

o Member Wakefield feels sympathy for the legislatures that have to make the decision for that 
budget without any real information. He asked the Senators what they would hope the Task 
Force can give to them that would help them in the hearings to be successful.  

o Co-Chair Hammond stated that the intriguing part is the South. The North wonders if there are 
other schools providing this and is the district providing the PD. He stated that it would be key in 
seeing where they should put the money. He asked if the RPDP’s are getting instructions as to 
what the schools would like to see.  

o Dena explained that it is clearly outlined in statute that there is supposed to be an annual 
assessment of training needs. It is to be done by each governing body, then that assessment of 
training needs is to be utilized to drive prioritizing categories A-F. The RPDP public bodies are 
subject to open meeting law, and it is her understanding that there is not always a lot of 
transparency. She stated that during the last legislative session it was asked where there 
annual reports, minutes, and needs assessments posted online. She can only speak to the law 
and what the law requires.  

o Co-Chair Woodhouse believes that the conversations started during the 2013 legislative session, 
continued in 2015, and is now continued in the Task Force. The Legislature will now have much 
more information that has been well thought out with recommendations. 

o Member Newburn would like to know how much they are spending on PD and whether they are 
getting enough for that. He wants to know how they are quantifying getting that money.  

o Member Joyner stated that they need to give this a higher profile going forward.  

 Chelli Smith from the SNRPDP explained how they built the original budget for the RPDP’s. They 
were originally founded in 1999. 
o Member Wakefield asked for the size and scale of children and teachers 12 years ago 

compared to today.  
o Chelli Smith stated that the cuts made have been made, tried to keep to the original formula that 

was used for budgeting. They have tried to keep the salaries in the biggest pot and to cut the 
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projects. The highest amount she knows of is 7.2 million for just the Southern RPDP and around 
10 million for all the RPDP’s.  

o Member Wakefield asked if the salaries are unique or is there an additional salary that people 
are getting for other work. 

o Chelli Smith explained that it is unique to just the RPDP funded through the grant.  
o Member Wakefield asked if the people that were funding are also pulling in teacher salaries or 

funding.  
o Chelli explained that they are paid through whatever fiscal agent they are attached to. She said 

that some people are getting a double salary from the state.  
o Dena stated that the consultants are usually retired and then come back to help through the 

RPDP. They are not salaried employees.  
o Chelli Smith explained that they have since taken cuts. They now have 3.98 million and are 

down many trainers. She explained that Clark, the RPDP’s, and the unions all do different 
trainings. The GLTF was collaboration between CCSD and the SNRPDP. She explained that 
there are barely enough people to sustain the amount of PD a district that size has. There are 
not enough people to duplicate efforts.  

o Dena stated that maybe Chelli and the head of training for Clark County can do a joint 
presentation to show how they work together to address PD. 

o Member Wakefield indicated that if they asked the Superintendent if just Clark should be 
allocated the 3 million, would he say he wants that or would he say that the RPDP does 
something different. He believes that the fact that retired teachers are consulting is also an 
interesting data point. He believes that they need to hear from the districts.  

o Chelli Smith stated that they provide unique PD that would be lost if they went away. She 
explained the different trainings that only they offer. She stated that they use retires so that they 
don’t have to pull good teachers from the classroom.  

o The Task Force continued discussing the matter. Chelli Smith and Sarah Negrete will submit 
copies of their budgets.  

 Co-Chair Hammond asked the Task Force to move forward with the meeting.  
o Dena repeated what the Task Force wants from the Districts. 
o Member Hammond added that he would also like to know about the SLG’s and where they are 

with it.  
o Member Newburn stated that the state has a number of outputs and the question is are the 

investments they are making showing a difference in the outputs of the system.  
o The Task Force continued discussing the issue.  
o Co-Chair Woodhouse would like a quick over view of the Thomas Gusky Model at the next 

meeting.  

 Dena Durish stated the NRS that was mentioned earlier, the second page of it is part of what was 

added as a result of this bill. It states that the Board of Trustees of each district governing body 

shall insure that teachers have access to high quality ongoing professional development training, 

and states what the training must include. She stated that all professional development must be 

evaluated using level three of this framework. NRS 391 states that the task they were asked to do is 

to bring to the Task Force where professional development was referenced in statute and in 

regulations. Dena said that the Task Force can look at how these could be modified and add that to 

the recommendation.  

o Member Wakefield stated that he the idea that they would be able to include a regulation that 
requires districts to give high quality professional development and was reinforced and 
implemented well would be a huge behavior change for the District. He asked the staff to find 
out if other states have done that and if anything unwanted came along with it.  

o Dena stated that there are other states that have done it.  
o Co-Chair Hammond agreed that the staff should bring those examples.  

 Dena asked the group to think of what would be their big statutory recommendations and what are 
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they around. They need to narrow down what will go in the report. She said that the regulation items 
for teacher licensing for renewal is done through the COPS Commission.  The Task Force can 
make recommendations to TLC, The State Board, and to COPS. She explained that they brought 
the existing regulations about licensure renewal. 065,070, 073, and 075 outline the requirements 
and the process that currently exists for licensure renewal. She said that the group could look at 
them and ask are they the right requirements and do they have any other recommendations.  

 Co-Chair Hammond indicated that they do have to start narrowing down recommendations. He 
explained that the Task Force has a good understanding of standards and they can make a 
recommendation regarding it. The question is how they implement it. The Task Force needs to 
quantify variables like ROI.  
o Member Hager stated that the PG growth plan is unique to Clark and she is earning contact units 

that her admin has signed off on. By March she will have 72 hours and she wants to know if that 
will count towards renewal.  

o Dena explained that it would not pass for renewal unless the contact units are credit bearing.  
o Member Hager would like to recommend that the contact units are able to be counted towards 

licensure. 
o Dena explained that there are some states where all of the responsibilities are given to the 

districts. She stated that they can recommend changing it so those classes are accepted.   
o Member Wakefield wants to make sure that if they recommend it, it does not take away from the 

quality. 
o Member Sheldon stated that it is the evolution of what PD is. It is no longer just sitting in class 

learning, but hands on experience.  
o The Task Force continued discussing the matter. They also discussed how courses are currently 

approved for renewal. They decided to give the recommendation to COPS that they look into it, 
so they can figure out how to proceed forward with it.  

o Dena stated that she can hold a meeting with the two chairs to discuss the upcoming agenda. 
 

7. Public Comment #2 
There was no public comment.  
 

8. Adjournment 
The meeting adjourned at 12:03 pm.  


