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NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
SB 497 ADVISORY TASK FORCE ON 

SCHOOL LEADER MANAGEMENT 
TUESDAY, MARCH 20, 2018, 1:00 PM 

Meeting Locations: 

Office Address City Meeting Room 
Department of Education 9890 S. Maryland Pkwy Las, Vegas Board Room (2nd Floor) 
Department of Education 700 E. Fifth St Carson City Board Room 

SUMMARY MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING

(Video Conferenced) 

ADVISORY TASK FORCE MEMBERS PRESENT: 
In Las Vegas: 
Robert Blakely 
Michael Carico 
Anthony Nunez 
Joyce Woodhouse – left at 2:30 pm 
Zac Robbins 
Dana Bickmore 
David Gardner 

In Carson City: 
Lisa Krasner 
Dave Carter 
Phil Sorensen 

Via Telephone: 
Adam Young – joined at 1:25 pm 

DEPARTMENT STAFF PRESENT: 
In Las Vegas: 
Dena Durish, Deputy Superintendent 
Kathleen Galland-Collins, Education Programs Supervisor 
Christine Furst, Educator Licensure Analyst 
Kim Bennett, Administrative Assistant 

In Carson City: 

LEGAL STAFF PRESENT: 
In Carson City: 
None 

AUDIENCE IN ATTENDANCE: 
In Las Vegas: 
Sylvia Lazos, University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
B. Larson Mitchell, Clark County School District
Lisa Rustand, Clark County School District
Jesse Welsh, Clark County School District
Bill Garis, CCASA
Brenda Pearson, CCEA
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Carson City: 
Kristen Gleissner, NW RPDP 
Salwa Zaki, Washoe County School District 
Lindsay Anderson, Washoe County School District 
Sarah Negrete, NN RPDP 
Mike Paul, Washoe County School District 
 
Agenda Item # 1 – Call to Order; Roll Call; Pledge of Allegiance 
Chair Woodhouse called the meeting to order at 1:02 pm. 
Roll call was taken and is reflected above. It was determined that quorum was met. 
Chair Woodhouse led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
Agenda Item # 2 – Public Comment #1 
Carson City: 
None 
 
Las Vegas: 
Written testimony from Anna Slighting, HOPE for Nevada, received 3/19/2018: 
“Thank you for your time to serve on this Committee. As parents and participants of the reorganization of Clark 
County School District (CCSD), we understand the importance of a well-rounded and experienced school leader at 
every site. We agree with the sentiment of many reorganization proponents that school leadership is paramount to 
positive culture and climate, and academic achievement. 
Please see the attached job description for the CCSD principal position. We believe that the CCSD principal job 
description accurately addresses the skills needed to meet reorganization expectations. Our concern however is with 
the way CCSD attracts and trains principal candidates. The single standard to gain admission to their training 
program -The Leadership Preparatory Academy- is instructional leadership. Additionally, the skill most taught and 
developed during the Academy is instructional leadership. We don’t disagree that instructional leadership is 
important, but we assert that it is not the only thing. To illustrate our point, the attached job descriptors that we feel 
are related to instructional leadership are highlighted in yellow, and others are highlighted in blue. Less than half the 
descriptors are tied to instructional leadership, yet that seems to be the only skill CCSD is developing in their 
administrator candidates. We suggest that a diverse selection of skills be identified and developed in administrative 
candidates. We also hope that by diversifying the selection of skills, we can also diversify the candidate 
demographics.  Also, we don’t feel that the Nevada Educator Performance Framework (NEPF) for administrators 
evaluates the range of true skills for a school administrator. Again, we refer to the job descriptions; the majority of 
NEPF standards and indicators deal with instruction, yet successful principals have to be equipped with so many 
more skills. As the Advisory Taskforce to School Leadership Management moves forward, we support the work 
they are doing to ensure the NEPF evaluates the diverse skill set necessary to be an outstanding administrator.” 
 
Ms. Slighting also provided a copy of the current CCSD principal job description. 
 
Agenda Item # 3 – Flexible Agenda Approval 
Motion: Member Blakely made a motion to approve a flexible agenda. Motion was seconded by Member Gardner. 
Motion carried unanimously. 
 
Agenda Item # 4 – Approval of February 20, 2018 Minutes 
Member Sorensen noted a correction to the bottom of page 4 to add that regarding the survey of administrators he 
asked to find out the average length of time that administrators spent in the classroom prior to taking an 
administrative position in Nevada. 
 
Member Bickmore noted a correction to the bottom of page 5 to add the percentage of diversity of the teacher pool 
from which principals come from. 
 
Motion: Member Gardner made a motion to approve the February 20, 2018 minutes with the changes as stated 
above. Motion was seconded by Member Blakely. 
Motion carried unanimously. 
 
Agenda Item # 5 – Nevada Department of Education Updates 
Dena Durish provided the following updates: 
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• Data Requests: There is a lack of information about educators that this Task Force can help with. The 
recommendation is to consider ways to support the understanding of this, as we do not have a statewide human 
capital management system to obtain data from. It may be a challenge, but we will get the information needed 
to this Task Force. 

• OPAL (Online Portal for Application and Licensure) Launch: The new educator licensing system is now 
fully operational. In two weeks it will be open to the public. inLumon is the vendor, and is a Nevada company. 
We can build data reporting into the system. 

Agenda Item # 6 – Nevada Educator Performance Framework (NEPF) Overview 
Pam Salazar, Chair of Teachers and Leaders Council (TLC), and Eboni Caridine, NDE Education Programs 
Professional, presented an NEPF overview. Pam states that the process began in 2011 by a Legislative action that 
created the TLC. The biggest paradigm shift for Nevada is to view this as a statewide system, shifting teaching and 
leading practices for Nevada Educators. The intent is to address those needed changes to enable student learning to 
meet the high standards and move them forward. The concentration is on student learning, growth and development 
of expertise. We need to make sure the practices we engage in support making students college and career ready. 
TLC engaged with WestEd and leading UCLA CRESST researchers to help develop this work, which has paid off 
because nationally, Nevada is being acknowledged as one state that has done this work right. We need to make sure 
the expectations for principals are in alignment with what the research tells us, as school leaders are key to school 
success and implementation with fidelity. The framework is built around the idea of ongoing improvement and 
growth, and high quality leadership practices and responsibilities. It means we have continued work to do to 
implement this well; this is the third year of implementation. 
 
Member Gardner asked if there is any advance or early data to show it is working the way we want; Pam states no, 
not quantifiable at this time. One of the challenges is that the framework has changed every year. From a 
researcher’s stance, it is very difficult when the system itself is changing with staggered roll-outs. We have the right 
“what”; the challenge is how we put this in place and do it well. 
 
Member Sorensen asked to have the student learning goals explained, as it has caused confusion with teachers and 
administrators, and what kind of data does TLC look at. Pam stated the intent of the student learning goal is to 
always indicate what the biggest student learnings are for the student to advance to the next education level. We 
have to identify targets around the big ideas for our students to demonstrate mastery. It’s important to understand 
broader mathematical and engineering related concepts. For administrators, the student learning goal (SLG) is 
critical for success at the next level. She welcomes anyone to attend an SLG training session sponsored by RPDP to 
get a better understanding. Member Sorensen wants everyone to be aware that many administrators are utilizing a 
third party computer adaptive testing, and teachers are being encouraged to use that tool, although this does not 
necessarily seem in alignment with the intent. 
 
Agenda Item # 7 – Educator Licensure Requirements for School Administrator 
Christine Furst, NDE Educator Licensure Analyst, provided information on current regulations for school 
administrators. The current regulation for an administrator endorsement is in NAC 391.170. Currently, it is required 
that an individual hold a valid teaching license, a master’s degree, have completed a minimum of three years 
teaching experience, and 36 credit requirement in coursework areas or a master’s degree in Educational 
Administration in addition to the other requirements. Based on requests from districts and feedback from the field, a 
regulation change that has been approved by the Commission on Professional Standards (COPS) and is pending 
Legislative Commission approval is a “stand-alone admin license,” which would not require holding a base teaching 
license, but now five years of teaching experience in lieu of the three years, in addition to the master’s degree with 
coursework, or master’s degree in Educational Administration. Another regulation change proposed by COPS is an 
Alternative Route to Licensure (ARL) license for rural areas only; Washoe and Clark Counties and Carson City are 
exempt from the ARL program. Individuals entering the ARL program will be required to have a master’s degree, 
and a minimum of three years of experience. They will have two years to complete the ARL program, and will have 
to complete the required coursework. In the two years they are in the program, it will lead them to the five years 
teaching experience. Also, they will shadow a principal and enter into a mentor program. They will be required to 
have a teaching license prior to entering the ARL program. 

Member Bickmore asked about judging the quality of the teaching experience. Christine states that the licensure 
analysts would accept verification of in-state or out-of-state employment experience only along with meeting the 
other requirements for licensure, and evaluations done at the employment level are not required for licensure. Dena 
confirmed that documentation of employment is required as verification of employment, as opposed to evaluations 
which is not a licensure requirement, and reminded the group that the Commission on Professional Standards in 
Education (COPS) sets the requirements for licensure for all licensed employees in the State, not NDE. These 
regulation changes have gone through workshop, hearing and State Board processes for approval, and are currently 
headed to Legislative Council Bureau for codification. As of today, if an individual has only an administrator license 

https://www.leg.state.nv.us/NAC/NAC-391.html#NAC391Sec170https://www.leg.state.nv.us/NAC/NAC-391.html
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from another state, and wants a reciprocal administrator license, unless they also have a teaching license, they could 
not qualify. Dena gave a quick overview of the process for administrative licensure in Nevada as it currently exists. 
There are many states that do not require the individual to have a teaching license. In order to eliminate barriers to 
licensure and filling administrative positions in rural districts, this one recommended solution.   

Member Gardner asked what the reasoning is moving from three years to five years. Christine stated the districts 
require five years before going into an administrative position so these regulation changes to licensure were made to 
align with the districts. Dena noted it used to be five years, and then due to a large growth spurt and building new 
schools in our State, it was switched back to three years, and then back to five years again. 

Chair Woodhouse asked for clarification of qualifications of the ARL administrator license. Dena stated that the law 
has allowed for the creation of statewide programs for ARL administrator and teacher licensure, and that COPS is 
tasked with adopting regulations around that process. As of now, these processes exist for ARL teacher licensure, 
but not yet for administration, so there are no currently approved ARL providers.   

Christine states if there was a state approved ARL admin program, individuals could enter the program with a 
master’s degree in anything, a valid license, three years teaching experience, and they must complete all coursework 
within two years, which will equal the five year requirement by the time they exit the program. 

Member Sorensen asked about the five years experience and the requirements for reciprocal administrative license. 
Christine states that as long as they meet all the requirements for licensure and have verifiable teaching experience 
they will be issued a license. Dena reminded the group that these are only base requirements for license 
qualification, with no employment guarantee.  This discretion is always up to district human resources departments 
that will hire these individuals and conduct evaluations on them, so the individual may never actually be hired or 
maintain employment.  

Member Robbins states one of our possible recommendations should be an entry level administrator license. Dena 
stated we could add in the recommendation that COPS adopt regulations that shows it must be three years of 
effective teaching as evidenced by the NEPF. These are some examples of the types of recommendations that could 
be made by this Task Force. 

Member Krasner is concerned about not having a teaching license to be an administrator, wants to know why this is 
a good idea, and suggests a possible waiver. Member Robbins states he doesn’t think this is a good idea, and we 
may want to take another look at this when making recommendations. Dena stated she could do more research to 
bring back to this group, and Christine could follow up with Jason Dietrich and COPS for clarification of this 
procedure and why these determinations were made. Christine reminds the group that there are many other states 
that do not require a base teaching license for administrators and allow for a K-12 stand-alone administrative 
license. This new opportunity would open the door in NV if they have a valid K-12 administrator license with five 
years teaching experience, and we would be able to reciprocate those licenses. Dena noted that several years ago a 
rural superintendent asked for an expedited license for a new principal who was already hired; it turned out that 
individual was already running the school, but did not qualify for the administrative license in NV because their 
prior state didn’t require a base teaching license also.  NDE could not issue that person an administrator license and 
the superintendent had to let them from the position since they were then ineligible. 

Member Robbins discussed how we bring in and retain quality teachers from other states, and that there are specific 
accreditation definitions for what a teaching experience in a prior “school” is and how “schools” are being defined 
and verified. He asked if NDE will be doing quality control as this relates to prior administrative experience. 
Christine states it does have to be a K-12 accredited school. Dena reminds the group that ARL licensure processes 
do not apply to the majority of circumstances, and that NDE can compile data to share to help with making 
recommendations for all programs. She also gave the example that we would not know or have evidence that 
another state’s evaluations or prep programs are currently high quality. Evaluations are still mostly subjective 
metrics, where we are trusting in another person or system.  

Member Bickmore again asks why the three years on ARL and five years in traditional discrepancy. Christine 
reminds that candidates would enter the ARL program with three years of experience, be teaching in a classroom for 
another two years while doing the program, which would equal the five years. Member Bickmore asked if they are 
ARL certified teacher in a rural area with no licensure but three years teaching experience, there could be 
individuals in rural areas that don’t have a license but are teaching. Dena states all ARL teachers must hold a license 
before being offered a teaching contract. Given the disconnect this group seems to feel, Dena suggested that they 
continue to learn more and perhaps ask a COPS representative for clarity, and then recommendations for change 
could be made as part of the final report.  

Chair Woodhouse agreed that this topic could be revisited and taken to COPS, and will be an ongoing discussion. 



Page 5 
 

Agenda Item # 8 – Task Force Work Session and Long-Range Planning: Areas of Study and 
Reporting 
Based on discussions, questions and requests made from members at the prior meeting, Kathleen categorized each 
into areas of study sections within a working document table and shared with the group by each category, stating 
that is a just a rough draft.  While reviewing the draft document, lengthy and robust conversations occurred between 
all Task Force members on many points. Questions were clarified, edited, and several new topics/questions were 
added.  Next steps included Kathleen sending members the revised draft document for review and then identifying  
content experts and resources for future sessions. 

Chair Woodhouse had to leave at 2:25 pm, and turned over lead of the meeting to Vice Chair Robbins. 

Agenda Item # 9 – Future Meeting Dates 
Dena confirmed the next scheduled meeting date/time of April 17th from 12:00 pm to 4:00 pm, with Member 
Krasner or others calling in until they arrive.  She also reminded the group about the Doodle poll with tentative and 
future dates for 2018 meetings. Polls were sent out to all members for calendaring input, but since six members have 
not submitted their polls yet, Dena pleaded with all members to remember to please do so as soon as possible so 
staff can send out final dates and post online.  Once we hear back from all/majority, we will confirm the May and 
other dates.  Kim will resend both polls to all members again after this meeting. 
 
Agenda Item # 10 – Future Agenda Items 
None added 

Agenda Item # 11 – Additional Task Force Member Comments 
Las Vegas: 
None 

Carson City: 
Member Carter requested a copy of the revised work session planning document, and Kathleen confirmed that she 
will send the rough draft very soon. 
 
Agenda Item # 12 – Public Comment # 2 
Las Vegas: 
Sylvia Lazos provided written and spoken comment on behalf of Assemblyman Edgar Flores: 

“Dear Ms. Durish, Chair Woodhouse, Co-chair Robbins, and Assemblyman Flores,  
 
I appreciated the opportunity to provide public comments at the March 20, 2018, SB497 meeting. I also appreciated 
the opportunity that Assemblyman Flores gave me to present a perspective based on the interests of his constituency, 
which are also the focus of my advocacy efforts, our most vulnerable children living in low income neighborhoods. I 
have also worked closely with MY BROTHERS KEEPER, Las Vegas, and wanted to share concerns that the group 
has been discussing. 
 
1. MY BROTHERS KEEPER alliance has become very active around disproportionality of discipline. At last 

week’s meeting, the Committee recommended that principals and teachers should have training on 
implicit/unconscious bias. The research indicates that when a black child and white child commit the same 
behavioral infraction, implicit stereotypes influence the reactions of teachers and principals such that African 
American and Latino boys are more likely to be subjected to formal discipline. MBK has learned a great deal 
about positive behavioral interventions in helping de-escalate confrontation around discipline, and supports that 
approach. The MBK believes that principals and teachers should receive training on implicit/cultural bias and 
how to de-escalate conflicts as part of certification and recertification, because this professional training would 
help reduce disproportionately in discipline. MBK recommends that these training requirements could become 
part of principal certification and recertification. Ms. Durish made comments in Committee that AB 234 and 
AB196 had mandated NDE to consider credentialing requirements for “multiculturalism,” Perhaps the 
Committee could piggy back on the efforts of the Committees working on AB234/196 mandates? 

2. SAS Credentialing. Under the original reorg regulation, now codified in AB469, there was a provision that 
School Associate Superintendents (SAS) should have a separate credentialing process. This issue should be 
considered by this Committee. In addition, there are some SAS supervising schools, like those in Assemblyman 
Flores’ district, that are high poverty, high ELL, and 80% Latino/AfAM, which some call “highly impacted,” 
where the SAS has no prior experience with these environments. Yet, education professionals agree that these 
schools require special skill sets to lead and supervise. The Committee might consider 1) the need for SAS 
certification and recertification, 2) recommend to NV Superintendent regulations under AB469 that would 
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require CCSD superintendent in assigning SAS zones that there be a matching of SAS skills and experience 
with school environments. For example, a SAS that has never served at a “highly impacted” school, or 
supervised one, should not be assigned a performance zone with a substantial number of these schools. 

3. Connection between NEPF (principal ratings) and NSPF (school ratings) appears shaky. NDE has reported that 
93% of administrators get a rating of 3 out of a scale of 4 in their NEPF performance evaluations. This lack of 
normal curb distribution of ratings suggests that there may be a problem of implementation. The Committee 
should receive copy of my information request showing the average performance ratings of principals by school 
NSPF performance by quartiles, to determine whether schools that are poorly performing have on the average a 
highly rated leader. There is also an information request outstanding to determine the ratings of leaders of Title 
I schools. This information request will show whether NEPF is sorting high performer’s vs low performers and 
is capable of identifying principals who are not competent. If the NEPF system is not working, then the 
Committee should recommend to the SBOE to consider how to correct faulty implementation of NEPF. 

4. Substantial number of Bottom quartile performing schools that have receive high resources are not netting ROI. 
NDE analysts have identified schools that are receiving $1100 per student under zoom and victory (weights for 
FRL or ELL), plus title I funds, but even after 3-5 years of additional resources, are performing at the bottom 
quartile. Fortunately, CCSD has shown that “highly impacted schools” with these additional resources can 
become five-star high performers. NDE analysts have identified two reasons why high resources schools are 
low performers: leadership and rigor of curriculum. Committee should consider how to identify leadership 
issues, and what procedures/regulations might be put in place to ensure that change in leadership takes place 
quickly enough to avoid wasting resources. 

 
As these were public comments, may I request that Chair Woodhouse, Co-Chair Robbins, or Assemblyman Flores 
consider submitting each of these for Committee consideration, so that members might agree to make these issues 
part of their work plan?” 
 
Carson City: 
None 
 
Agenda Item # 14 – Adjournment 
The meeting adjourned at 3:23 pm. 
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