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Susan Waddell, NWEA 
Susan Keema, Carson City School district 
Kimm Rombardo, NWEA 
Lauren Ohlin, Washoe County School District 
Adam Drost, Legislative Council Bureau 
Kirsten Gleissner, WWRPDP 
Mary Pierczynski, NASS 
 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 9:05 a.m. with attendance as reflected above.  
 
Public Comment #1 
Kimm Rombardo, Senior Account Manager, NWEA, provided an overview of the work being done in 
Nevada for the Read by Grade 3 (RBG3) program. The RBG3 program was launched in full effect August, 
2017. They have tripled the reach of kids with a common assessment which impacts the way they look at 
data. This includes data from an achievement level and consistent data across the state that shows how kids 
are growing. It allows educators to look at where students are to understand what typical growth means and 
how to impact their achievement in reading. Another significant factor with the implementation of RGB3 is 
that districts have seen a need for consistent data more broadly than just reading. A big impact, particularly in 
CCSD, is they now reach students in reading but this assessment has also been implemented in math. They 
have K-3 kids mandatory for reading and math so teachers in CCSD can have growth data on their students. 
Elementary schools now want to expand to grades 4 and 5 as well. They are in 17 districts and 22 school 
organizations. Now the state will have consistent data to get a better understanding of the impact on lower 
grades.  
 
Sylvia Lazos, Educate Nevada Now, informed that she provided comments in three separate letters. Only one 
letter addresses today’s agenda which is related to changes to WIDA. . She suggested the changes in WIDA, 
like other state academic standard and assessment requirements, may require formal rulemaking given it 
promulgates a standard or directive which effectuates law and policy related to the educational requirements 
and benchmarks for EL students, teachers, schools and school districts.  
 
Ms. Lazos’ letter references an article that appeared in the Review Journal on October 4, 2017, on the use of 
S.B. 178 funds. There is concern that these funds are used appropriately per the law. Ms. Lazos suggested 
that there be additional monitoring on the part of ENN and Superintendent Canavero to know whether the 
funds are being used appropriately.  
 
Ms. Lazos recognized the Board has the authority to enact additional regulations under A.B. 469 related to 
the CCSD reorganization. Two weeks ago she listened to the Advisory Committee and was alarmed by a 
comment made by the attorney of the City of Mesquite, who in a conversation with the associate 
superintendent said that EL kids were receiving zero services in Mesquite. The reported response by the 
associate superintendent was “that is not in my wheelhouse”. That is an inappropriate comment and reflects 
the lack of training that exists among some leaders including principals and associate superintendents in 
CCSD. It is incumbent to have better leadership training. She stated that the responsibility of the 
superintendent and the Board is to ensure there are regulations in place that protect the civil rights of these 
children.  
 
David Lee, parent of 3rd grader, Martha P. King Elementary School in Boulder City, expressed concern about 
Classroom Size Reduction (CSR). Boulder City has a situation where the school did not hire enough teachers 
and they have an 18-1 ratio. There is a budget shortfall under $100,000 and they were encouraged to reduce 
the third grade classes by one, so by removing a teacher they have a ratio of 24-1. He asked whether funds for 
CSR have been dispersed and are available to be used to avoid exceeding the limit of 20 for third grade. 
(audio difficulties) If the funds have been dispersed, how can there be assurance that CCSD is using them to 
avoid these situations. It is not a matter of recruitment of teachers; it is retaining the good system they have 
with the correct number of teachers and kids for class. He asked for assurance that funds for CSR are being 
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used in CCSD to avoid this problem.  
 
Lawrence Wuorio, Special Education Facilitator, CCSD, informed that he participated in the Nevada 
Alternate Assessment Standards this summer. (audio difficulties). He participated in discussions about cut 
scores and while it was frustrating to see what those scores looked like, there was more discussion with 
teachers and support staff about how to improve and get closer to realizing greater proficiency for students.  
He asked how they can plan backward and expand to the lower grades to ensure better alignment for general 
education populations to ensure they meet their Grade 3 expectations when the assessments are first given. 
He advocated keeping the cut scores where they are.  
 
Approval of a Flexible Agenda 
Member Ortiz moved to approve a flexible agenda. Member Blakely seconded the motion. The motion 
carried.  
 
President’s Report 
Vice President Newburn called for a moment of silence to recognize the October 1 shooting of 58 victims, 
and the 500 wounded along with their families in Las Vegas.  
 
Superintendent’s Report 
Superintendent Canavero said the Board will have a full Classroom Size Reduction item in November. It was 
noted that September 15, 2017 was the release of Nevada’s Performance Data, and it was the first time there 
was growth data in many years. The data portal is available at www.NevadaReportCard.com .  He reported 
that a Regulatory Workshop meeting will be held on Thursday, October 26.  
 
A NSPF presentation was given to the Board about metrics and what is being measured. The Elementary and 
Middle school is almost complete, and he anticipates a memo or a brief presentation in November with a full 
presentation in December that provides the informative star ratings based upon the new NSPF.  
 
Member Ortiz asked what is the anticipated date of release for the NSPF scoring? Superintendent Canavero 
said there was a release of data without stars on September 15 and in early December he anticipates having 
informative star ratings for all schools for the last school year. Superintendent Canavero provided details 
about the regulatory process in response to questioning from member Ortiz.  
 
Approval of Consent Agenda 

a. Possible Approval of 1 Clark County Private School for a two-year period: 
• NCA Learning Center 

b. Possible Approval of Textbooks (NRS 389.880) from: 
•   Clark County School District 
•   Lyon County School District 

c. Possible Approval of Career and Technical Education Standards for Community Health Science 
d. Possible Approval of September 12, 2017 minutes 
e. Possible Approval of Teacher/School Standards for Fine Arts 

 
Member Holmes-Sutton requested that Consent Agenda 6d is pulled for discussion.  
 
Member Blakely moved to approve the Consent Agenda with the exception of Item 6d. Member 
Holmes-Sutton seconded the motion. The motion carried.  
 
Member Holmes-Sutton stated that the September 12, 2017 minutes incorrectly noted that Washoe and Lyon 
County School Districts did not have information available for their textbook adoption; rather it was Clark 
and Lyon County School Districts that did not have their information available. Washoe County’s textbook 
material was available and approved at the September 12, 2017 meeting.  
 
Member Holmes-Sutton moved to adopt the September 12, 2017 minutes that include the correction 

http://www.nevadareportcard.com/


Nevada Department of Education  
State Board of Education 

October 12, 2017 
 

Page 5 
 

that Washoe and Lyon County textbook materials were approved on the Consent Agenda. Member 
Blakely seconded the motion. The motion carried.  
 
Information and Discussion regarding K.I.D.S. Read, Nevada’s Read by Grade 3 Program. Topics will 
include a summary of the law, findings from the first biennium, a synopsis of the competitive grant 
allocations, an analysis of how schools that won a grant performed, and an update of the new MAP K-3 
Reading Assessment roll-out for 2017-2018. 
 
Brett Barley, Deputy Superintendent, Student Achievement, informed the Board that RBG3 is a program for 
kindergartners through 3rd graders. The data today is for the third graders, SBAC and ELA data which every 
3rd grader in the state takes. A PowerPoint presentation was conducted to inform about the program update 
for the Nevada K.I.D.S  RBG3  program. 
 
The purpose and goals of Nevada’s RBG3 program includes: 
Purpose:   

• To dramatically improve student achievement by ensuring that all Nevada students are able to read 
proficiently by the end of third grade. 

• To directly align to Goal #1 of the NDE “all students are able to read proficiently by the end of third 
grade” 

Goals: 
• To improve student achievement 
• To improve K-3 literacy instruction 
• To establish a statewide K-3 Reading Assessment Framework 
• To develop cultures of literacy 
• To ensure accessibility for all learners 

 
Karl Wilson, Education Programs Professional, highlighted the requirements for all Nevada schools that 
serve through 3rd grade and the grant funding available through the RBG3 program.  
 
Dr. Kevin Laxalt, Education Programs Professional, provided further details about: 

• Implementation requirements for all Nevada public and charter K-3 programs 
• S.B. 391 Requirements, a student enrolled in grade 3 must be retained in grade 3, rather than 

promoted to grade 4, if the students does not obtain a passing score on the criterion-referenced 
examination in the subject area of reading (retention begins 2020-2021) 

• S.B. 391 Good cause exemptions and State Board of Education oversight requirements 
 
Mr. Wilson outlined the funding awarded through the competitive grant process and informed about phase 1 
and phase II allocations. A comparison was given that shows improvements between the 2015-16 and 2016-
17 school years. 
 
Vice president Newburn said when he reviewed the charts it appeared that students were not doing better in 
the last year. One school showed it is doing almost 100 percent worse, which does not seem possible. Mr. 
Wilson explained that when schools are seen in the two extremes, either improvements or drops of almost 
100 percent, it is usually a very small school and a couple of kids up or down can show a change of 60 or 100 
percent.  A few students who did not score proficient would show a large drop. That data is being reviewed to 
determine the overall scenario. 
 
Member Ortiz said it would be helpful have caveats at the bottom of tables so they can understand if they are 
interpreting data correctly. Otherwise assumptions can be made without knowing the size of the school.  She 
added when discussing the amount of money that was distributed to schools, she would like to know what 
they are doing with the money. Are there programs being put in place? She was concerned when reading that 
there is mixed organizational design for the learning strategist role and asked for more information. Mr. 
Wilson responded that the draft report sent to the board members August 31, 2017 has more description about 
services that are provided, how funds are used as well as the measures at the school level to reduce 

http://www.doe.nv.gov/layouts/master/images/file_icons/ppt.png
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deficiencies. He said he understands the need to include further detail at the bottom of a table of data. Some 
schools have used RBG3 funding to hire an additional person as a learning strategist and some strategist work 
at more than one school. There is no one model mandated other than schools are required to provide a 
learning strategist to support teachers in the schools. 
 
Member Holmes-Sutton said she understands there is no mandated direction for the learning strategist at the 
school, but are they supposed to be compensated? She has spoken with teachers that have been assigned these 
additional duties and they are not being compensated for these duties. They are also full time teachers inside 
of classrooms and it is difficult for them, without compensation, to engage in the additional responsibilities as 
learning strategists.  
 
Dr. Laxalt responded that when the role of the learning strategist was designed and how it was to play out has 
varied. The law states that there can be added compensation for programs awarded grant funds and their grant 
application can design how they want to roll out that out. The law does not mandate compensation; rather it 
states the local entities may provide compensation. Some are compensated and some are not. The decision to 
compensate comes from the local entity.  
 
Vice president Newburn expressed concern when he looks at the chart and sees more schools doing worse 
than better under a program. Part of the Board’s role is to ensure the taxpayers’ investment is giving a return 
and making a difference. He also expressed concern with all the metrics. When trending across SBAC, ACT, 
Zoom and Victory schools and now RBG3, there is an assumption that this is the only factor changing in the 
measurement and that is incorrect. Factors outside the school have an enormous impact; the challenges 
students and schools are facing is changing. The challenge that is occurring is increasing simultaneous with 
the implementation of these programs. He cautioned being careful when looking at the trend data because it is 
not known what else is happening, and he would like to know what is happening in the neighborhood and 
school simultaneously.  
 
Dr. Laxalt pointed out that this is a data point for SBAC, ELA and third grade. Throughout the RBG3 
program, especially during phase II, a rigorous quantitative assessment was conducted at three specific 
points. These were during the fall, winter and spring benchmark. That data is available in the report submitted 
to the Board; a term was contrived with a quantitative method for measuring RBG3 called the RBG3 
Deficiency Rate. Last year was the first year that data was captured.  The changed data for every program that 
was awarded a grant last year is in that report which should give a deeper dive of what was occurring with 
growth in RBG3.  
 
Deputy Barley clarified that RBG3 is designed to serve K-3, and the full program exists over those school 
years. It is intended to catch young students as they enter the K-12 system and put them on an Individualized 
Literacy Plan (ILP) developed by the school site, with parents helps to get the student where they need to be 
by the end of third grade. Evidence of this will develop each year as the program matures. It is an early data 
point for a program intended to serve kids over multiple years and give them the supports needed to change in 
two or three years after the full benefit of the program.  
 
Member Ortiz noted last year was the full year of implementation and that means that 2020-21 will be the 
third year. She asked if those third graders that do not pass proficiency and are potentially going to be 
retained, in the school year 2021-22 would be the year that the third graders would be repeating third grade. 
Dr. Laxalt clarified that the law went back to the first kinder year, which was short in implementation.  First 
is 2016-17, second 2017-18 and third 2018-19 and the first year that youngsters will be retained will be 2020-
21. Member Ortiz said if the program was not in full implementation, then how can those third graders be 
considered in year 2020-21 as having received the full benefit of the program to determine if they should be 
held back. Mr. Wilson clarified that if a student were in kindergarten in 2016-17, then in 17-18 first grade, 
18-19 second grade, and 19-20 third grade and at the end of the 19-20 school year, or third grade, decisions 
will be made about reading in the following year.  
 
Dr. Laxalt continued the presentation and informed about high performing RBG3 schools. She announced 
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there are representatives from school districts and schools attending the meeting who have been working with 
RBG3 that want to share their experiences. Barbara Lindsay, Director of Literacy and Language 
Development and Heidi Hoshibatam Coordinator IV and Program Lead for RBG3, CCSD were introduced.  
 
Barbara Lindsay thanked the NDE for the RBG3 funds they received during Phase II and shared the impact 
they had for the students in the CCSD. She noted there was a 12 percent overall decrease in deficiency which 
means over 12,000 were identified and received incentive instruction. Families were taught to use strategies 
in the home to increase literacy and proficiency and they made up in master grade level skills within one year. 
They saw a 22 percent reduction in deficiency in kindergarten which will have a great impact in whether or 
not they are retained.  
 
Heidi Hoshibatam stated they are proud that they implemented 222 elementary schools. Grant funds were 
received by 174 schools and they worked with the learning strategist to track students that attended Zoom and 
Victory schools. (audio difficulties)  
 
Tara Boden, Principal, David Cox Elementary School; Linda Beatty, RBG3 Learning Strategist, and Mrs. 
Cromwell with her son have gone through the RBG3 program. Ms. Beatty stated she is a leader of a school 
with over 650 students. They do not use any Title funds for extra positions. Ms. Beatty is funded by the State 
and they could not do the program without that funding. She stressed the importance and value of the funding 
provided for their school to implement the RBG3 program with Ms. Beatty’s position. She works solely with 
students, teachers, conducts training and analyzes assessments.  Ms. Boden said she works closely with Ms. 
Beatty analyzing reports, reviewing action plans and data, and they constantly look at growth. She is the 
bridge between the administration and how the law should be implemented.  
 
Mrs. Cromwell introduced her son Austin. She noticed that Austin lacked reading skills when he was in 
kindergarten. She worked on his reading skills over the summer and in first grade she received notification 
about the RBG3 program. After meeting with his teacher and Ms. Beatty they discussed setting goals for 
Austin to become an efficient reader. Austin worked on his goals at home and at school. He enjoyed the 
smaller reading classes and his confidence grew. Now he is an efficient reader reading at grade level and is 
confidant and happy. Mrs. Cromwell is grateful for the opportunities Austin has had.  
 
Linda Beatty, RBG3 Learning Strategist, shared successes with the implementation of increasing reading 
proficiency to their youngest learners. She works full time but initially was a classroom teacher and tried to 
do this position at the same time. It was very difficult, and she is thankful to be in the learning strategist 
position full time now.  
 
Ms. Beatty assists teachers on a daily basis with administering assessments, weekly progress monitoring data 
analysis, monthly professional development, and provides instruction for approximately 50 students daily. 
(audio difficulties). As she continued to work with interventions with challenged students, those same 
students would meet her outside of the classroom to ask when they could come back to her class. She said 
this is a testament that students were receiving what they needed, their confidence was increasing and they 
felt successful. Both students and teachers had a change in mindset, but it did not happen overnight. 
Professional development was provided. Surveys were conducted to ask teachers about their needs. The 
whole school embraced the students and helped them in all aspects. 
 
The Brigance assessment was given to determine which students needed additional assistance in reading. 
Reports were analyzed and a systematic approach was developed for intensive instruction. Questioning what 
they were going to do and how they are going to implement was the start of the weekly professional learning 
communities.  Principal Boden was a driving force to help teachers put aside their biases about the law 
regarding “retention”.  A shift occurred and now they provide solid Tier I instruction, intensive instruction 
for struggling students and that is what the heart of the law is about. Family engagement evenings were 
implemented for parents to have a clear understanding of the RBG3 law, provide relevant strategies and 
support. (audio difficulties) Implementing RBG3 did not start off as an easy task. They learned they had to 
get out of their comfort zone and meet the needs of today’s learners. What they did in the past was and is not 
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best for today. This law has given direction and guidance needed to systematically move students towards 
proficiency. Without receiving funding for the learning strategist position, their school would not have had 
the tools necessary to move students forward with a strong start.  
 
In response to a question from Member Ortiz, Ms. Beatty stated that the Reading Rangers program is 
implemented in a few select schools as a supplement. The RBG3 program is implemented in all schools 
across the districts and state. The Student Literacy Performance Plan monitors RBG3 from Infinite Campus; 
it is continuously live and tracks students even if they move out of state.  
 
Dr. Laxalt introduced Susan Keema, Associate Superintendent, Carson City School District. Ms. Keema 
showcased Empire Elementary School, a PreK-5, and Title I neighborhood school. The student body is 68 
percent Hispanic, 23 percent Caucasian, and 4 percent American Indian. It is a Provision 1 school which 
means there are 662 students afforded a free breakfast and lunch each day of the school year, and 11 percent 
of the students have Individual Education Plans (IEPs). What stands out for Empire is that 40 percent or 263 
of their students are EL students. Ms. Keema thanked the NDE and the Board for continuing to fund the 
RBG3 initiative and to continue the work effort to get all students in Nevada to read by grade 3. Empire 
Elementary school had the greatest growth for a school in Carson City utilizing NWEA map data, and they 
made the highest gains closing the achievement gap in reading. Continued support of RBG3 is a key 
intervention strategy in improving SBAC scores. 
 
Nathan Graham, former learning strategist and district lead learning strategist, noted the RBG3 legislation 
played a role in the shift of culture at Empire Elementary School. It was not just implemented in K-3; the 
leadership team decided to roll it out for K-5. All the grades follow the same procedures to identify deficient 
students and putting intervention plans in place and notifying parents.  This allowed for schoolwide goals 
based on the RBG3 data, and everyone at the school was working towards the same target.  The RBG3 
showed them that moving a kid from the first percentile to the 15th in one year in kindergarten will put that 
kid on a path to be successful.  
 
Time and support made the program work. Teachers were given professional development, met monthly in 
professional learning communities, and stipend and substitute pay was available for teachers to complete the 
work during the school day using substitutes. The plan that was put in place was great but none of it could 
have happened without the teachers working in the classrooms with the parents.  
 
Mike Paul, Assistant Principal. Empire Elementary School, thanked the NDE for giving them a change to 
celebrate. Their kids go home to empty cupboards, abusive situations, and struggle. The school is their safe 
place. Now it is also a place where they can learn through this legislation. A program has been put in place 
that is not just RBG3, but also celebrates reading and literacy and that opens the world. Lives can change 
through reading and they believe every student deserves that opportunity. Of their 215 students on ILPs, 113 
of them were in K-3, the other 102 students were in 4th and 5th grade. Because the program worked so well in 
reading, they expanded it to include individual math plans. The teachers have embraced the opportunity to 
learn strategies and individualize the students learning.  
 
Theresa Marler, first grade teacher, Empire Elementary School, said that last year she had 10 out of 18 
students that were deficient and on ILPs. By the end of the year there were only three students on ILPs. Those 
ten kids made a 33 percentile growth which means they made more than a years’ worth of growth. She sets 
goals for students, and they also set their own goals in reading, writing and math. She believes in the kids and 
they reach for the stars.  
 
Member Miller said she appreciates that the funding received was invested in time for teachers giving them 
substitute time, so that time spent on implementing the program was being shown in appreciation for the 
dedication. She asked if this was done for every school in Carson City that needed help. Ms. Keema said yes, 
since Phase I they have had six learning strategists in all six of their elementary schools and they also hired a 
districtwide person to lead that initiative. They offered an extra hourly stipend and it was available for all 
elementary schools. They included interventionists as well as tutors in their grant for schools to make sure 
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there were at least four tutors in each school.  
 
Member Ortiz asked if there were similar results in other schools. Ms. Keema said each of the schools in 
Carson City reduced the number of ILPs for students and every school showed growth based on the end of 
the MAP assessment. There was variation, but every school grew. When the grants come late to a school 
district and the hiring season already occurred, sometimes schools that required interventionists took more 
time to fill those positions.  The only barrier is the timing of the funding. 
 
Jesse Welsh, CCSD, echoed Ms. Keema’s comments, the timeline of the grant awards has been a barrier. The 
application process has been going through September and they just received word of their overall amount for 
the current school year they are already in. Clyde Cox Elementary School has teachers that will surplice 
tonight that could have been saved if they knew the funding amounts in advance. Member Ortiz asked what 
Cox Elementary School will do, can they get the teachers back? Mr. Welsh said those teachers have been 
reassigned to other schools, and because of their negotiating agreement there is not a process to get those 
teachers back. It is hard to find teachers this late in the hiring season.  
 
Member Miller asked about districts that do not receive the funding, how do they implement the same great 
programs if they do not have the funding? It is supposed to be an equal education for all Nevada children. Ms. 
Marler said this was not easy. She still struggles to ensure her classroom is running the way she wants so that 
every child is successful. 
 
Ms. Paul said 60 percent of students are on ILPs in some classrooms and in kindergarten about all but two 
children are on ILPs. At schools that are not as challenged, the numbers are flipped. It takes dedication and 
someone willing to go the extra mile. It is not easy.  
 
Member Ortiz said she has received feedback about the RBG3 program and it includes a lot of extra work for 
teachers. It is a huge effort and she asked about burnout because of the extra work. Ms. Marler said she feels 
stress now and there is no question that teachers feel burnout. She has a lot of drive but the work affects her 
home life with her own children. If kindergarten and first grade were able to have an extra person in the room 
it would take off some of the stress. 
 
Ms. Beatty said burnout is a real problem. She has experienced it and felt she could not balance work and 
home with everyone’s needs.  That is why when the funding came through they chose to add a strategist 
position. It has made a world of difference, and she does not have burnout like she did in the past.  
 
Ms. Hoshibata explained that 104 schools out of 174 had a full time learning strategist, or they share a 
strategist with another school. (audio difficulties) Member Ortiz said they often hear the programs put in 
place are producing results, but it is a huge cost and most of the time the cost is at the expense of the teachers. 
The legislators have the best intentions but when it comes down to implementation, people are burning out.  
Also kids are burning out with all the testing. She suggested taking a step back to address how programs are 
being implemented. At some point there needs to be a standard and not an exception for the money to come 
immediately and not when a grant or funding bucket is approved.  
 
Deputy Barley said the information is about the early returns of this program, a year tops in some districts, 
and the funding to implement the work. He wants to be transparent and keep the Board informed of the work. 
The results in the RBG3 program were not dramatically different than the 3rd grade results seen across the 
state. In 2015-16, 48 percent of third graders were proficient in ELA, in 2016-17, 45 were proficient. There is 
a lot of work to do with this program, but the stories and results heard today tell us it can be done. This is the 
largest competitive grant program that the NDE administers and it requires thoughtful and deliberate 
oversight as well as monitoring. This is the beginning of the process. 
 
Mr. Wilson continued the PowerPoint presentation.  
 
In response to comments from member Ortiz, Mr. Wilson responded that one of the opportunities they have 
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tried to foster is the partnership with pre-school initiatives. Part of the decision to go with the Brigance 
assessment was a partnership decision about the pre-school program and having a bridge into kindergarten to 
build early experiences that prepare students for kindergarten.  
 
Deputy Barley informed about the grant application process. In Phase III of the RBG3 there is $20.5 million 
available and there was $30 million requested. For this phase, the NWEA MAP assessment will be provided 
free to all elementary schools in all districts across the state. They do not need to apply to bring the funding 
on board in the schools, every school has access regardless if they applied for and were granted a RBG3 
grant.  
 
There was incredible demand for services within this program and tough decisions were made over the past 
few weeks. In order to make those decisions, they looked at the requirements of the law which specified the 
dollars are to target to schools in need of additional literacy supports.  When reviewing the applications, 
schools were funded that met that requirement need, and they were schools that needed additional literacy 
supports. The work is focused on three key areas, lowest performing schools; school leaders including 
literacy strategists, and making data informed decisions. 
 
Dr. Laxalt informed that the RBG3 assessments are rolling out this year. The Brigance is the kindergarten 
assessment and has been implemented across Nevada in every K-3 program in public school districts and 
charter schools. It is a screening instrument versus a measure of proficiency.  The same assessment is used in 
Pre-K.  
 
The new RBG3 K-3 is now called MAPGrowth and a contract was signed in August with NWEA. The 
contract includes the placement of a NWEA person in Carson City and in Las Vegas to provide personal 
development across the state.  
 
Information, Discussion and Possible Action regarding the analysis of WIDA ACCESS 2.0 
proficiency scores and SBAC proficiency scores and a summary of stakeholder input. The Board 
will receive recommendations and may take action regarding the Nevada English Learner Exit Criteria. 
 
Mr. Wilson informed the Board that Nevada has used the WIDA assessment to measure English language 
development for EL for many years. In 2016 Nevada participated with other states with WIDA setting 
standards and looking at proficiency levels on the WIDA assessment. The result was an expectation that all 
EL learners would demonstrate a higher level of more rigorous academic language ability to meet the 
proficiency levels. The proficiency level expectation changed and in the 2017 assessment it was found that 
scores across the country dropped. In anticipation of that Nevada and other states conducted an analysis to 
look at the WIDA proficiency scores compared to academic content scores to determine what the relationship 
is. The report today shares the findings of analysis in Nevada with a recommendation that the Board establish 
the EL exit criteria for Nevada as a composite score of 4.5 on the WIDA assessment. In the past the score was 
a 5.0 composite and 5.0 literacy sub score. A change is being recommended. 
 
The proposals today are to establish 4.5 on the composite score as the cut or the proficiency level for exit 
criteria and include a procedure that teams at a school level, including parents, look at other lines of evidence.  
 
The pieces include a team approach including a parent and guardian, a WIDA access overall composite score 
of at least a 4.0, a passing score on state content assessments in ELA and math. In addition, documentation 
that there is evidence that the student is successfully accessing rigorous academic content and is on track to 
achieve academic success and meet graduation requirements without continued EL program services.  
 
The groups considered three recommendation options: 

• Option 1 : continue with the current El Exit Criteria 
(WIDA Composite Score of 5.0 and Literacy Score of 5.0) 
 

• Option 2: Set a new EL Exit Criteria using only the WIDA Composite Score 
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(WIDA Composite Score of 4.5) 
 

• Option 3: Set a new EL Exit Criteria that incorporates both the WIDA Composite Score and Literacy 
Score 
(WIDA Composite Score of 4.5 and Literacy Score of 4.2) 

 
In implementing whatever recommendation the Board chooses, there are additional follow-up 
recommendations: 

• NDE should review the WIDA/SBAC data at least every 2 years to ensure that the state still has the 
“right El Exit Criteria.” 

• NDE should develop a clear Communication Plan to explain the change in EL Exit Criteria to 
stakeholders 

• Nevada should include the protocol that would provide an alternative pathway to reclassification 
besides WIDA Composite score of 4.5 

• NDE should make the WIDA 4.5 El Exit Criteria retroactive for the 2016-17 school year. 
 
Member Jensen stated that on behalf of the Nevada Association of School Superintendents (NASS), this has 
been an item they brought to the NDE as a concern for a number of months. The initial proposal for a 5.0 
score for release from the EL program demonstrated an over identification. They asked NDE to go through 
the process of evaluating work with Title III directors, and they responded. After strong consideration the 
superintendents think the 4.5 is an appropriate score. It is a good compromise and they appreciate that there is 
the reclassification process for students who cannot get to the 4.5. NASS supports the recommendations as 
presented to the Board today.  
 
Vice President Newburn noted there were various groups that could have chosen from a set of tests. These 
groups agreed on Option 2 and he asked why they agreed on that option, what are the pros and cons, and the 
rationale for the cut score. Mr. Wilson highlighted a number of justifications or rationale they heard from the 
different groups. 

• The 5.0 composite and sub-score for literacy was too high. English learners would be asked to do 
more academically than their non EL peers. There would be about 72 percent of EL achieving SBAC 
proficiency levels 3 or 4 where the general population of non EL is only around 52 percent.  

• When looking at data, a percent of EL are achieving proficiency on the SBAC for ELA and math 
assessment. The 4.5 was the sweet spot where the language proficiency for those students to perform 
on the content assessments appears to be in the same neighborhood as their non EL peers 

 
Member Ortiz reiterated if it were left at 5.0, would mean the EL students are performing well on the SBAC 
and that is bad? Mr. Wilson said not exactly, that level of proficiency means that the EL learners at that level 
are performing better than their non EL peers. Keeping EL learners in EL services when they are expected to 
perform higher than their non EL peers is a question of equity. The EL exit criteria should look at the level of 
English proficiency where the EL is sufficient, so that they are able to access the general content similar to 
their non EL peers, 5.0 is higher than their peers. So 4.5 is that point at which EL performance looks similar 
to their non EL peers. Vice president Newburn asked to confirm that the 5.0 would ask them to meet a higher 
bar than the student population in general just to exit the EL status. Mr. Wilson concurred.  
 
Mr. Wilson reviewed there are three recommendations; one is to adopt for Nevada the EL exit criteria 4.5 
composite score on the WIDA. The second is that there is an alternative protocol that would allow a school 
team to look at meeting exit criteria through additional measures. The third recommendation is guidance to 
the NDE related to implementation of those decisions that would include the communication plan, additional 
protocol, and include making criteria retroactive to the spring 2017 administration.  
 
Mr. Wilson said the first recommendation as identified is that the Board establish new EL criteria as a 
composite score of 4.5 proficiency level on the WIDA assessment.  
 
Member Ortiz moved to adopt the new composite score of 4.5 proficiency level on the WIDA 
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assessment as the measure for exit of EL. Member Blakely seconded the motion. The motion carried.  
 
Member Ortiz moved to approve the procedure that would allow Local Education Agencies to 
consider additional lines of evidence that demonstrate the English Learner has developed sufficient 
English Language and is on track to fully access rigorous academic achievement without supplemental 
English Learner services. Member Holmes-Sutton seconded the motion. The motion carried.  
 
Member Ortiz moved to approve the State Board of Education is to direct the Nevada Department of 
Education to review WIDA/SBAC data at least every two years to ensure that Nevada still has the 
right English Language Exit Criteria. That the Nevada Department of Education develop a clear 
communication plan to roll out the new English Language criteria and that Nevada should make the 
WIDA 4.5 EL exit criteria retroactive to the 2016-17 school year. Member Holmes-Sutton seconded the 
motion. The motion carried.  
 
Information, Discussion and Possible Action regarding the proposed cut scores for science assessments 
in grade 5, 8 and high school and the Nevada Alternate Assessment (NAA). NDE and DRC staff will 
present the results of educational stakeholder committees that conducted standard settings to determine cut 
scores that relate to achievement levels. 
 
Deputy Barley said with the transition of the End of Course (EOC) exams to final exams, there is no required 
cut score for a student to obtain on the science score to graduate. The same is true with the Nevada 
Alternative Assessment (NAA), there is no required cut score that a student will need to achieve in order to 
graduate.  He added that the NAA serves a small percentage of students with disabilities across the state, 
approximately one percent of students with IEPs, that are significantly disabled.  
 
Peter Zutz, Administrator, Assessment, Data and Accountability, conducted a PowerPoint presentation about 
the proposed cut scores for spring 2017, Science and Nevada Alternate Assessment. He introduced Ricardo 
Mercado, Director, Research Data Recognition Corporation. They will bring recommendations forward for 
approval of cut scores for science grades 5, 8 and the NAA  
grades 3-11. Information was provided about the EOC assessments and high school science for spring 2017.  
 
Rick Mercado continued the presentation and discussed cut scores for grades 5, 8 and high school science 
which focuses on biology. The standard setting for the science standards were discussed as well as the NAA 
for students with severe and profound cognitive disabilities. The NAA is usually taken by about 300 students 
in any given grade. A comparison was provided with the percent of students in each achievement level for 
high school science students and NAA for ELA and math.  
 
Vice president Newburn stated that he was part of the science policy committee, where he wanted to make 
sure the results for proficiency were correlated with NAPE Science results. They were cross-checked against 
ACT and validated against what teachers see in the class. 
 
Mr. Zutz discussed the recommendations for the scale score cuts for science and for the NAA. 
 
Member Jensen asked to clarify when looking at cut scores for science that even though proficient, advanced 
and other levels are being determined, it is still just a participation only assessment. Mr. Zutz concurred and 
stated this will inform classroom instruction and performance results. Without cuts it cannot be understood 
where a student is in their acquisition of the skills, knowledge and abilities in any one of the content areas.  
 
Vice President Newburn reiterated these are for federal reporting requirements for grade 5, 8 and high school 
and the cut scores are only for federal reporting. Mr. Zutz concurred. Deputy Barley added that when the 
ESSA plan was developed they heard from stakeholders across the state that having a broader array of data 
points outside of math and ELA was something that Nevada would value. They engaged in discussions with 
the U.S. Department of Education to have that approved in the ESSA plan so that science could play a role in 
the school performance framework. They were interpreting the law in a narrow way and the NDE worked 
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hard to find a way to bring science into the framework to have a more holistic look at school performance. 
Science will play a role in the Nevada School Performance Framework.  
 
Member Ortiz said regarding EOC exams as a whole, since they changed to medium stakes, last year’s 10th 
grade class was required to take them in order to graduate. How is it changing, which classes have to pass 
them to graduate, and which ones do not? Is that clearly communicated with the school community and the 
students? She would like it on the record for every test, ELA, math and science. Which grades, if any, are 
required or which current group of kids graduating class is required to take the test to pass to graduate versus 
those required to take it as setting the scores. 
 
Superintendent Canavero responded there was a deep conversation at the last board meeting, and this has 
been discussed with the superintendents in NASS. Since then it has been clarified with a guidance memo sent 
to all the districts clarifying the questions Member Ortiz is asking.  
 
Mr. Zutz responded that the change of EOCs from a graduation requirement to an EOC final does not make 
them the graduation requirement in those content areas are ELA, Math I and Math II. ELA1 and ELA2 were 
combined last year, and will be the EOC Nevada final exams administered and scored by districts 
incorporated into a final course grade by districts. Grades 5, 8 and 10 science assessments, as mentioned this 
morning, are required by federal law. Those results as well as the 100 percent participation are required. It 
should be noted that all assessment participation in Nevada needs to be at 100 percent. While there may not 
be exit mechanisms associated, the graduation requirements associated with assessments are still held by 
federal law to participate 100 percent in all of the assessments that are federally reported. To recap, that is 
grades 5,8,10  and science; it is also 3, 8, as well as the high school assessment, which in the coming spring 
will be ACT, for math and ELA. The high school federally reported assessment for this spring will be ACT in 
the content areas of ELA and Math. The high school science assessment will be retained for the federally 
reported high school science assessment.  
 
Superintendent Canavero added that specifically related to the cohorts of students, as there were certain 
cohorts that had to participate and pass the course as a graduation requirement, versus students who had to 
participate on the assessment and pass at the cut score. Those were the two realities (audio difficulties) time 
of this transition to the EOC final from the EOC exam. The guidance sent out stated that regardless of cohort; 
students must pass the class to earn their credit to graduate. Students who are a junior and participated on the 
assessment may not have made the cut score, but passed the class are allowed to graduate.  
 
Vice president Newburn reiterated what was just stated for clarification: the math and English will be 
medium stakes test, science will be similar to the ACT and there will be a participation only test. There is no 
cohort of students that will need to achieve a minimum score on an EOC test to graduate. Mr. Zutz concurred. 
 
Member Ortiz said at the last meeting there was a discussion about deciding whether EOC exams were going 
to be administered and scored by the districts, the NDE or the test provider. It was stated today that the tests 
would be administered and scored by the districts. Are they still the same test that a lot of money was spent to 
create? And are they now going to administer them on paper? Is another burden being added for the districts 
to administer another test on paper and they will need to use a Scantron  from 20 years ago? 
 
Mr. Zutz stated this decision evolved over a number of months with significant district stakeholder input. The 
superintendent and deputy superintendent reached out to the NASS and had significant discussions about 
these questions. What would the mode of the administration be, paper and pencil versus online, what would 
the scoring procedure be? Would it be scored by the current assessment vendor or would it be scored by the 
districts. The output of those discussions gave the following: all multiple choice items, A, B, C, D, E, select 
the correct answer choice, will be scored by the districts. The writing component of the ELA, which is the 
essay question, will be hand scored as opposed to the multiple choice scoring that will continue to be scored 
by the vendor. One of the reasons for that is norming hand scores across all districts. Can there be assurance 
that across districts, the essays are rated the same as their counterpart in another district? Also the burden of 
hand scoring is significant, it is time consuming.  
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All the education stakeholders across Nevada agreed that this would be the optimal model as the EOCs shift 
as a graduation requirement to the EOCs as a final course assessment. Service will be provided to the 
districts, the ELA essay question will be hand scored, but the districts will score the multiple choice 
component of the ELA. Those two scores will be integrated into a single ELA score.  
 
The second part of the question, it is paper and pencil. One of the reasons that paper and pencil would be the 
best mode of operation for EOC finals in the classroom is that unlike computer administered assessments, for 
those districts that do not have one-to-one devices, a school can fill up an entire cafeteria with students 
needing to take any one of the EOCs, hand out the paper tests and everyone is done at the same time.  It is 
less of a burden for many districts to administer the EOC finals in the paper and pencil mode.  
 
Member Holmes-Sutton moved to accept the recommended cut scores for Science for grades 5, 8 and 
High School Science. Member Blakely seconded the motion. The motion carried.  
 
Member Carter moved to accept the NAA cut scores for grades 3-8 and 11 ELA and mathematics for 
NAA. Member Holmes Sutton seconded the motion. The motion carried.  
 
Information, Discussion and Possible Action regarding the professional development standards to 
be used by all school districts and Regional Professional Development Programs (RPDPs). 
 
Dena Durish, Deputy Superintendent, Educator Effectiveness and Family Engagement, recalled the Board 
had a presentation in March, 2017 when the full report was submitted. The full report is available under the 
S.B. 474 Task Force page on the NDE website.  
 
Deputy Durish conducted a PowerPoint presentation. The task force made specific recommendations in 
several areas. One that was called out was the adoption of statewide standards for professional development. 
Other recommendations were broad and included budgets, changes to regulations or legislation and adoption 
directed to adopt a set of professional standards to be used by all districts and RPDPs. After the board adopts 
the standards, then they are to look at future program evaluations to determine if they meet student 
performance. If they are not, is it because the professional development standards are not aligned? Are 
districts, RPDPs and other external providers not aligning those standards?  The task force recommended that 
each district is to submit an annual professional development report. Next year a comprehensive report of all 
professional development activities that were done in each district will be brought to the Board. Deputy 
Durish explained the Board had authority to approve teacher prep programs; however a bill from the 2017 
Legislative Session moved that authority to the Commission on Professional Standards.  
 
There are nine proposed standards for adoption which the RPDPs have been using for many years. In addition 
there is (audio difficulty) …the Board shall prescribe by regulation the contents of the report. The 
recommendation is for the Board to adopt the professional standards and then move them to a regulatory 
process. The statewide coordinating council of the Regional Training Programs will be asked to decide on the 
contents of what the report will look based on the full report recommendations. 
 
Vice president Newburn stated that he was part of the S.B. 474 Task Force. It was clear that the state does not 
have a good handle on how much money is spent on professional development. They tried to quantify that 
but the data was not available. Also, there was not a good alignment between teachers who need the 
professional development and who was receiving the professional development. The closed loop between the 
teacher evaluation and the follow up on professional development seemed fairly immature. He heard that 
teachers that tend to use professional development (audio difficulties)…are not in the most need of 
professional development.  
 
Member Jensen expressed concern about where this appears to be going. He recognized the need to track the 
fiscal requirement for professional development, but there are 17 unique school districts with 17 unique 
needs. His 11 different schools have 11 different needs. He is concerned about where this is going directing 
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professional development; it needs to be recognized that the ability to provide professional development 
varies from district to district. The larger districts have entire staffs dedicated to professional development 
and the smaller ones are reliant on the NW rural professional development. He asked, what is the end game? 
What he hears is more work. The concern is about what is being done to staff with another layer of 
paperwork to track something once again, what is the outcome what is the end game, what are the 
expectations from this? 
 
Deputy Durish responded that from the NDE perspective, (audio difficulties) the task force had a 
superintendent on it as does the statewide coordinating council as well as district representation. (audio 
difficulties) does direct content based on the needs assessment, which is what member Jensen said. It says the 
RPDPs shall provide professional development based on what each regional board feels are the needs based 
on the conducted needs assessment.  It is not about content; it is about the way in which it is being delivered. 
The standards create a meaningful process in which the professional learning is carried out. (audio 
difficulties). 
 
Member Miller commented that the board members in the north are only hearing snippets of what is being 
said. The audio system is having difficulties.  
 
Vice President Newburn said the burden on districts was also a discussion in the task force. They are trying to 
balance a minimal requirement and not create an enormous burden on the districts. That is reflected in the 
recommendation to have the Board in charge of the RPDPs, to determine what is needed, and that they were 
the best equipped to achieve that balance. Member Jensen asked what is being envisioned for the reporting 
requirements? Deputy Durish responded that in the task force report the Legislature should require that 
school districts submit to the Board an annual professional development report. This report should include, 
but not be limited to the following: 

• What the professional development areas were of focus,  
• Alignment of areas to statewide and district priorities,  
• Implementation in accordance with standards,  
• State, federal or other funding sources and amounts spent for professional development, 
• Evaluation of impact of professional development on educators and/or student outcomes, including 

ways to identify programs that yields the highest return on investments.  
 
Vice President Newburn moved to adopt the professional development standards as recommended by 
the Advisory Task Force on Educator Professional Development and to direct the Statewide Council 
for Coordination of the Regionals Training Programs to provide recommendations regarding the 
required content of district annual professional development reports. Member Holmes-Sutton 
seconded the motion. The motion carried.  
 
Information, Discussion and Possible Action regarding any unexpended GTLF appropriations 
remaining at the end of a fiscal year must be carried forward to the next fiscal year (NRS 
391A.500). Members will hear recommendations from the GTLF Review Team regarding remaining 
FY17 funds and possible action may include allocation of these funds to FY18 applicants not previously 
awarded. 
 
Deputy Durish explained the NDE has the discretion to allocate funds based on NDE recommendations. 
However, the Board has the responsibility to allocate all the Great Teaching and Leading funds. There were 
18 funds awarded at the last meeting but FY17 had not been closed out yet. Two meetings ago funds were 
awarded and there are 19 programs that were fully funded, 16 programs that were not funded and 18 
programs were partially funded. All were given an award notice by the fiscal team, and the programs are 
being implemented. One program declined their award.  
 
There is money left from FY17, the only award was the FY18 allocation. In FY17, $5.5 million was awarded. 
There is $486,000 in the account now with $64,000 carried over. There was $625,000 not expended of the 
$5.5 million. Seven of the awards spent all of the funds. Every entity must complete a 120 day final report 
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and part of this report will explain the discrepancies of why they were not able to spend all of their funds. The 
report will come out the end of October. She continued to inform about funds spent with the districts. There is 
a total of $625,000 not expended. In addition out of those 19 awarded for FY18 the Southern Nevada RPDP 
declined their award due to shifting priorities leaving $745,000 to reallocate.  
 
The request today is to go back and take the $745,000 and reconvene the review team. There are 18 partially 
awarded, of those partially awarded there is $3.8 million of funds than that can be used to expand programs. 
(audio difficulties)  
 
Member Blakely moved to reallocate the funds and give consideration of the first $400,000 to southern 
Nevada entities such as UNLV (audio difficulties)  
 
Member Jensen questioned if it is the role of the Board to make a determination of where certain funds are 
going to be allocated, or if that should go back to the committee then to the board with a recommendation. 
Superintendent Canavero said the Board has authorized the awards as in the past. 
 
Board members discussed reconvening the revaluation committee and then come back to the Board with their 
recommendations on how to reallocate.  
 
Member Miller asked to clarify the motion. They could not hear the motion in the north because of audio 
difficulties. 
 
Member Blakely amended the motion to review the $745,000 and come back with new 
recommendations and review the recommendations with the appropriate people. Member Ortiz 
seconded the motion. The motion carried.  
 
Public Comment  
David Lee, parent, stated his child’s class is being split up and children and in the past couple of hours 
children have been taken to another classroom. He is concerned that it violates the CSR principle. The 18-1 
was appropriate and now the average is 24 or 23-1. He understands that the principal was advised that the 
target ratio for third grade was 23-1, and he was not aware of that. A letter sent home to parents said that in 
view of CCSD 23-1 is average. In the CCSD variance for CSR the school is not listed in the 4th quarter. The 
principal is not aware he needs a variance for any class size over 20.  
 
Due to audio difficulties the meeting could not continue. The unheard items will be moved to the November 
16, 2017 board agenda. The meeting was adjourned at 2:50 p.m. 
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