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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) 

 
BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT 
In Las Vegas 
Elaine Wynn 
Mark Newburn 
Tamara Hudson 
Ashley Macias 
Robert Blakely 
Tonia Holmes-Sutton 
Felicia Ortiz 
Dave Jensen 
Dawn Miller 
Cathy McAdoo 
 
In Carson City 
David Carter  
 
DEPARTMENT STAFF PRESENT: 
In Carson City 
Roger Rahming, Deputy Superintendent, Business and Support Services 
Greg Bortolin, Public Information Officer 
Randi Hunewill, Education Programs Supervisor 
Sarah Nicks, Management Analyst 
Karen Johansen, Assistant to the State Board of Education 
Shawn Osborne, IT Technician 
 
In Las Vegas 
Steve Canavero, Superintendent of Public Instruction 
Dena Durish, Deputy Superintendent, Educator Effectiveness and Family Engagement 
 
LEGAL STAFF PRESENT 
In Las Vegas 
David Gardner, Senior Deputy Attorney General 
 
AUDIENCE IN ATTENDANCE: 
In Carson City:  
Natha Anderson, Washoe Education Association and Nevada State Education Association 
Gabby McGregor, The Ferraro Group 
Kasandra Jones, SSW Intern Washoe 
Michelle Leal, MSW Intern Washoe 
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Matt Ochs, Washoe County School District 
Savannah Wood, SSW, Carson City School District 
Nicole Young, SSW, Carson City School District 
Victoria Hardy, Washoe County School District 
Jentri Hames, SSP Intern 
Stacey Black, Washoe County School District 
Victor Salada, Tri-Strategies 
Anna Savala, Washoe County School District 
Kirsten Gleissner, NWRPDP 
Mary Pierczynski, Nevada Association of School Superintendents 
 
In Las Vegas:  
Brenda Larsen-Mitchell, Clark County School District 
Monte Bay, National University 
Theo Small, Clark County Education Association 
Zhan Okuda-Lim, Public Education Foundation 
Alexander Marks, Nevada State Education Association 
Kim Mangino, Clark County School District 
Lisa Rustand, Clark County School District 
Gary Bugash, Clark County School District 
Vikki Courtney, Clark County Education Association 
Tish Carrol, Faith Lutheran School 
Sarah harper, Faith Lutheran School 
Sarah Popek, Clark County School District 
Patricia Haddad, Opportunity 180 
Jenn Blackhurst, HOPE 
Brenda Pearson, Clark County Education Association 
Lindsay Tomlinson, Clark County School District 
Zane Gray, Sierra Nevada College 
 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 9:00 a.m. with attendance as reflected above.  
 
Public Comment #1 
Natha Anderson, Washoe Education Association and Nevada State Education Association requested that 
OPAL, the online registration program for educators to renew or obtain a first time educator license, is 
placed on a board agenda for discussion. Ms. Anderson has received many complaints about confusion 
when attempting to use the OPAL program, and that the program times out before one has completed the 
process. It is not user friendly, and educators are having difficulty using the program which impacts their 
ability to teach and be counselors. Also, teachers are not getting any assistance from the NDE when it has 
been requested.  
 
Approval of Flexible Agenda 
Member Newburn moved to approve a flexible agenda. Member Blakely seconded the motion. The 
motion carried. 
 
Superintendent Canavero announced that Item 16 will be pulled from the agenda and will be placed on 
the December 13, 2018 Board agenda. 
 
President’s Report 
President Wynn reported that after the mid-term election Nevada has many new leaders that are stepping 
into key education leadership roles from local school boards to newly elected Governor Sisolak. She 
expressed optimism as Governor elect Sisolak made it clear he is intending to endorse Governor 
Sandoval’s programs, and is fully supportive of the work the NDE and the Board have been doing.  
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Superintendent’s Report 
Superintendent Canavero welcomed the teachers in the room. Board members were excited and arrived 
early to meet the teachers from the Superintendents Teacher Advisory Cabinet (STAC) and the Teacher 
of the Year.  
 
Superintendent Canavero provided a report on the School Safety Task that was convened under the 
Governor’s executive order and direction, and was recently concluded.  There is a comprehensive Bill 
Draft Request (BDR) on behalf of the School Safety Task force that Governor Sandoval has moved 
forward. It reflects all the recommendations from the Task Force. 
 
Governor Sandoval will submit a budget that reflects many of the priorities of the agencies in the state 
including education. After Governor elect Sisolak’s inauguration, he will work with cabinet members to 
further work on and approve the budget.   
 
Superintendent Canavero noted that the Board asked to discuss teacher absenteeism. There are business 
rules that must be clear regarding what an absence means. The intent is to bring the data to the Board for a 
discussion in either December, 2018 or January, 2019.  
 
The Great Teaching and Leading Fund Implementation reports are available for the Board. About 95 
percent of the funds have been expended.  
 
Approval of Consent Agenda 

a. Possible Approval of the Initial licensing for a two-year period of: 
• Greater Las Vegas Academy, Clark County School District 

b. Possible Approval of dual-credit request for courses offered by southern Nevada College to 
Leadership Academy of Nevada (LANV)  

c. Possible Approval of dual-credit request offered by Great Basin College to White Pine County 
High School 

d. Possible Approval of October 11, 2018 State Board of Education minutes 
• October 11, 2018 State Board of Education meeting 
• October 16, 2018 Regulation meeting 

 
Member Newburn moved to approve the consent agenda. Member Holmes-Sutton seconded the 
motion. The motion carried.  
 
Information, Discussion and Possible Action regarding Tesla’s Nevada K-12 Education Investment. 
The Board will hear an update on the company’s commitment to invest $37.5 million in Nevada’s K-12 
education system. The presentation will outline Tesla’s investment strategy and allocation of the complete 
FY19 installment to the Education Gift Fund (“EGF”).  
 
Chris Reilly, Workforce Development and Education, Tesla, provided a brief update on the workforce 
development side of Tesla as the team base in Nevada grows to several thousands. Everything Tesla does 
as a company is through the lens of their mission and how they can help accelerate the transition to 
sustainable energy. The gigafactory site is around 5.4 million square feet of operational space and has 
over 6.5 thousand full time employees, and is only 30 percent built.  
 
The Manufacturing Development Program is their high school graduate apprenticeship program. They 
have brought over 50 students from across the state from five school districts into the multi-year 
apprenticeship program. Students are receiving scholarships in automation robotics and they are excited 
to grow the program to 50 to 60 students every year from Nevada schools. They also have a Gigafactory 
Gateway scholarship program where Nevadan’s are learning automation robotics in partnership with the 
Governor’s office. Tesla is focusing on continuing to build their university partners with both UNR and 
UNLV. Full time engineering students can now work part time at the Gigafactory, and it will be expanded 
across the state with more access over the summer, 2019.  
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Mr. Reilly provided an update on Tesla’s education investment. As part of Tesla coming to Nevada they 
committed $37.5 million into education over the next five years. That began with the initial investment of 
$1.5 million in July, 2018. Tesla aligned their mission with investing in the Nevada community and 
focused on the development of robotics across the state, and thinking about how to help support the 
development of future engineers across Nevada. Information was provided about Tesla’s nine initial 
investments and ways to measure their success. Tesla is currently evaluating additional investments in 
robotics program development, statewide training to help empower K-12 teachers, new 
equipment/classroom infrastructure to create additional hands-on learning, and workforce development 
pipelines to provide students a pathway to multiple industries after graduation. More announcements will 
be shared all aligning back to the same mission and focus before the end of the year.  
 
Today the letter for approval is to continue the investment of an additional $6 million through July 2019 
in the NDE to support the mission. (Audio difficulties ensued for six minutes)  
 
Member Blakely moved to accept $6 million into the Education Gift Fund. Member Hudson 
seconded the motion. The motion carried 
 
Public Hearing and Possible Adoption of Proposed Amendments to R036-18; NAC Chapter 388G 
relating to the establishment of a respectful and safe environment to ensure staff and stakeholders    
may freely engage in discourse and decision-making without fear of relation or reprisal; establishing 
service level agreements between district and local school precincts and their use; clarifying timelines for 
school budgets; making a distinction between rural and small rural schools; and clarifying the term 
allocate as used in Assembly Bill 469. 
 
The public hearing opened at 9:35 a.m. There were 18 individuals present in Las Vegas and 15 
individuals present in Carson City.  
 
Superintendent Canavero discussed three questions addressed in the regulation. The first was regarding 
protections for School Organizational Team (SOT) members to raise concerns about the early 
engagement in the reorganization of the Clark County School District (CCSD) and the establishment of 
SOTs. Feedback was received from individuals that feared retaliation if they raised their opinion to the 
SOTs. Section 2 of the regulation establishes a dispute resolution process for issues related to retaliation 
and reprisal as a result of the performance of duties as a member of an SOT. Timelines to hear a concern 
or complaint by a school district, the response process and a dispute resolution process was established.  
 
The second area of the regulation is in Section 3. It attempts to lay out what the service level agreements 
are. Under the CCSD reorganization there was a need to formalize the service level agreements that are 
provided by the school district to schools in a contractual way. This section of the regulation seeks to lay 
out the parameters of the agreements and to ensure the parties are equal to the agreements as they take the 
next step and hold each other accountable. 
 
Section 6 of the regulation defines the term allocated. There is a responsibility that the school district 
allocate 85 percent of its unrestricted dollars to schools. The regulation seeks to address the concept of 
allocation of dollars to the schools and to ensure that the SOTs and principals have the authority over the 
dollars if they are determined to be allocated.  
 
Board member discussion ensued.  
 
The public hearing closed at 9:51 a.m.  
 
There was no public comment. 
 
Member Holmes-Sutton moved to approve R036-18. Member Blakely seconded the motion. The 
motion carried.  
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Public Hearing and Possible Adoption of Proposed Amendments to R084-18; NAC 387.120; 
relating to the creation, submission and approval of school calendars 
The public hearing was opened at 9:51 a.m. there were 18 individuals present in Las Vegas and 15 
individuals present in Carson City. 
 
Superintendent Canavero explained the changes in this regulation are in subsection 4, specific to 
discussions regarding professional development and the minute/hours accumulated for the delivery of 
professional development. It matters when doing the math on school calendars and ensuring that 
instructional minutes and the number of days meet the minimum requirements. Language was inserted 
that allows for the equivalent number of minutes for teacher conferences. 
Rather than full days, it allows for portions of a day to aggregate and is applied to the school, not a 
district. 
 
There was no public comment. The hearing closed at 9:56 a.m.  
 
Member Holmes-Sutton moved to approve R084-18. Member Blakely  seconded the motion. The 
motion carried.  
 
Public Hearing and Possible Adoption of Proposed Amendments to R037-18; NAC Chapter 391.xxx 
and NAC 391.571, 391.574 and 391.578 relating to the statewide performance evaluation system for 
school-level administrators and teachers; including but not limited to, prescribing requirements relating 
to peer evaluations of teachers and revisions of Department prescribed data used to measure performance.  
 
The public hearing opened at 9:56 a.m. There were 18 individuals present in Las Vegas and 13 
individuals present in Carson City.  
 
Kathleen Galland-Collins, Education Programs Supervisor and Pam Salazar, Chair, Teachers and Leaders 
Council presented R037-18. Ms. Galland-Collins explained it is basically a clean-up regulation, and the 
authority comes through A.B. 320 from the 2017 Legislative Session. It revises language that was in 
R021-16 and approved in November 2016. The purpose of the clean-up language is to align with changes 
during the 2017 Legislative Session. It changes minimally effective rating for an educator to developing. 
It changes peer evaluators to become peer observers, and it removes language related to student 
performance measures and also removes the statewide assessment requirement and adds the student 
learning goal language.  
 
The public hearing closed at 9:57 a.m.  
 
There was no public comment.  
 
Member  Ortiz moved to approve R037-18. Member Blakely seconded the motion. The  motion 
carried.  
 
Information  and Discussion regarding the 2019 Nevada Teacher of the Year. The Board will hear a 
presentation regarding the Teacher of the Year, including the application and selection process, 
recognition and honors received through the Council of Chief State School Officers National Teacher of 
the Year Program, and information about the 2019 Nevada Teacher of the Year Finalists and Winner. The 
2019 Teacher of the Year and the four finalists will be introduced and presented certificates. 
 
KellyLynn Charles, Education Programs Professional and Dallas Johnson, Teacher of the Year in 
residence, presented the 2019 Teacher of the Year and finalists.  Ms. Charles explained that in Nevada the 
Teacher of the Year is a self and peer nomination. The applications are available on the NDE website. 
There were 70 nominations this year and 23 teachers completed applications. A committee of eight prior 
teachers of the year from Nevada used a rubric and anonymously scored the applications.  The top five 
candidates were submitted to Superintendent Canavero, who selected the 2019 teacher of the year.  
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The 2019 Teacher of the Year is Richard Knoeppel. He teaches 9th and 12th grade architecture at 
Advanced Technology in CCSD.  The runner ups were:  

• Joanna Kaiser: 3rd grade GATE teacher at Martha Gleason School, Carson County School District 
• Tish Carroll: 7th grade American History teacher at Faith Lutheran, MS/HS in Las Vegas 
• Matthew Ochs: 11th grade AP US History at Reno HS, Washoe County School District 
• Stacey Black: K-12 Lead Teacher & Special Education at The Gerlach School, Washoe County 

School District 
 
The Teacher of the Year has multiple opportunities throughout their year including a White House 
Presidential ceremony where teachers spend a week in Washington D.C. There is also an Education 
Commission of the States Forum on Education, an International Space Camp and more. He will 
automatically be entered as a candidate for the 2019 National Teacher of the Year.  
 
Awards were presented to Mr. Knoeppel and the finalists. Mr. Knoeppel thanked former teachers of the 
year as well as school board members for their kindness and accolades. He is looking forward to the 
adventures coming in 2019 and is proud to be representing Nevada.  
 

      Information and Discussion regarding the Inaugural State Superintendent’s Teacher Advisory 
Cabinet     (STAC). The Board will hear a presentation regarding the STAC, including the application 
and selection process and the goals and vision for the 2018-2020 term. Information regarding the 
inaugural twenty-one STAC members will be shared and members in attendance will be recognized. 

Superintendent Canavero stated that he advocated for a Teacher Leader in Residence during the 2017 
Legislative Session, and now Dallas Johnston joins the NDE in that role to see the inner workings of the 
agency. Ms. Johnston introduced 21 educators from across Nevada who were selected to be members of 
the inaugural Superintendents Teacher Advisory Cabinet (STAC). Some of their goals include ensuring 
that teacher and stakeholder voices in Nevada state level policy and decisions about education’s goals 
such as the STIP, ESSA and the Strategic Plan have the voice of educators involved. They will provide 
input on topics that include raising the achievement of students, support low performing schools, 
increasing, and diversifying and retaining the number of individuals joining the teaching profession in 
Nevada. They will advise the state superintendent on state education goals, invest in the mission to 
improve student achievement and educator effectiveness by ensuring opportunities, facilitating learning 
and promoting excellence. Information was provided about the selection of the diverse group of educators 
to represent the cabinet.  The cabinet members were recognized.  
 
Member Ortiz congratulated the members and said their voice is needed in the state but expressed concern 
that STAC does not have more diversity that reflects Nevada’s student body.  
 
President Wynn inquired whether there is a limitation on the number of members in STAC.  A spokesman 
for the group noted an executive decision was made to include 21 members for a broad representation of 
the state and stay within their budget requirements. President Wynn asked if they could find funding to 
add one more member to the group to represent the community that is under represented.  
 

 Information and Discussion related to the preliminary report of the independent consultant 
contracted   to study the method of funding of public education in Nevada and a policy framework 
for consideration by the 80th Session of the Nevada Legislature. 

Superintendent Canavero informed he will discuss why it is necessary to pivot away from the historic 
funding method and consider a new funding method. He will also discuss how the work of the 
independent researchers under S.B. 178 from the 2017 Legislative Session, Augenblick, Palaich and 
Associates (APA) group,  experts in funding formulas, conducted a review of the Nevada system.  
 
The most important reason to pivot away from the old formula that is currently being used is that it is an 
expense based formula. Nevada is one of two states that budgets based upon what was spent in the past. 

http://www.doe.nv.gov/Boards_Commissions_Councils/State_Board_of_Education/2018/November/Support_Materials/
http://www.doe.nv.gov/Boards_Commissions_Councils/State_Board_of_Education/2018/November/Support_Materials/
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The movement across the nation is to use a cost or need based model. He further explained the current 
model constraints. 
 
If Nevada moves from an expense based model to a cost based model, two of the items mentioned will be 
taken into consideration. A clear connection could be drawn between state funding and student need and 
the expectations for learning environments for students and teachers. A small group met with the research 
team early in their investigation and looked at the base funding as well as the weighted funding, additions 
for students in poverty or at risk students that are EL or those with disabilities. This collaborative work 
started by asking what do students and teachers need to be career and college ready. An inventory was 
developed about what it would take for students to reach the content standards in order to cost out what it 
would look like. The report states that if all students are to reach expectations to be college and career 
ready, this is how a typical school would be staffed, and how much it would cost, including the cost for 
each of the weights.  
 
Superintendent Canavero discussed technical aspects of the new funding formula. The new model is 
based on costs that should reflect the need of Nevada’s students and schools. The expectations parents 
have for their kids and teachers in classrooms must be re-established and this connection can be re-
established in the new model. The base funding is referred to as the basic support guarantee and that is 
expressed as a dollar amount.  
 
The student centered funding model does not sit in isolation to other important policies. The support for 
governance must be provided as uniform support to boards of trustees and the state board to focus on 
student outcomes and barriers. There is a lot of work, but together with a focus on student outcomes and 
an aligned funding system dramatic improvement can be made.  
 
Accountability and transparency is important and outcomes need to be separated from outputs. On the 
outcome side is accountability that includes the star system. The transparency about outputs is connecting 
funding and conditions for student learning. There will need to be a transition period for districts to 
distinguish between items for transitions and items for the peer policy model.  
 
President Wynn encouraged a broader discussion. The work done in the last two legislative sessions has 
been helpful because legislators and the public are becoming aware of non-traditional education issues. 
This is the holistic approach to teaching kids. It is important as the policy making governance structure of 
the state to understand what role the Board can play to help advance this.  
 
Member Blakely noted the lofty goals will not be achieved until money follows the objectives. 
 
Member Newburn said it is clear this is the step that needs to be taken. It does not cost the same to 
educate every student and as a state the demographics have shifted in a way that now districts are facing a 
more challenging student demographic. It is more expensive to achieve the same results because of 
greater challenges. There should not be a lot of debate if this is the right approach.  
 
He noted this is a state to district funding model. His concern over the last year has been the district to 
school funding model.  Unless there is a provision, there is nothing to ensure extra incremental dollars 
given to serve EL students, once they hit the district, will go to the EL students.  
 
That is why there are categorical funds. The legislature is not comfortable the dollars are going to end up 
where they need to go. Nevada will not succeed unless confidence is built that a school who has a high 
EL population will receive the intended dollars. It was discovered from the equity funding model that this 
did not happen in at least one district. The dollars were invisibly moving to affluent schools. Member 
Newburn expressed support and said Nevada needs to go the whole distance. If there is transparency from 
state to district, but there is no district to school transparency, then there is no transparency.  
 
Member Ortiz concurred with previous comments and said she is excited about governance. It will play 
an integral role in accountability down to the district level and she is cautiously optimistic. She suggested 
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the information is drilled down into a graphic for the public. The community needs to understand where 
the money is coming from, how it is being used, and what the benefit is for students in Nevada.  
 
Member Carter suggested being careful about transitioning to the new funding model. Restrictions should 
be reduced so there are no incentives to spend the extra money on administrators or used in classrooms to 
decrease classroom sizes or increase salaries for teachers.  
 

Information, Discussion and Possible Action regarding the required annual review of the NEPF 
statewide performance evaluation system implementation by the State Board and Board of Trustees 
of each school district pursuant to NRS 391.485, 2017-2018 NEPF results, and the Teachers and 
Leaders Council (TLC) recommendations for score ranges to determine the 2018-2019 final 
summative evaluation ratings. Possible action may include approval of the TLC recommendations. 
Members will hear a presentation which will include: 

a) An overview of the NEPF annual review statutory requirements, suggestions provided to 
districts regarding recommendations for presenting 2017-18 NEPF implementation results 
with their trustees, information from local boards that have conducted 17-18 reviews, and a 
brief overview of the proposed process for review of 18-19 implementation;  

b) 2017-18 statewide NEPF results, including distributions of final ratings and average scores 
for the Instructional, Instructional Leadership, Professional Responsibilities, and Student 
Performance Domains; and  

c) TLC recommendations for score ranges to determine final summative evaluation ratings of 
Highly Effective, Effective, Developing, and Ineffective educators for the 18-19 school year 

 
Dena Durish, Deputy Superintendent, Educator Effectiveness and Family Engagement explained there is 
a statewide system that authorizes the Board to make changes based on recommendations from the 
Teachers and Leaders Council (TLC). One of the requirements is to develop a scoring matrix with four 
ratings; effective, highly effective, developing and ineffective.  
 
Kathleen Galland-Collins, Education Programs Supervisor and Dr. Pam Salazar, Chair, Teachers and 
Leaders Council conducted a PowerPoint presentation regarding the score ranges. Ms. Galland-Collins 
provided information from NRS 391.485 with an overview of the annual review of the NEPF in which 
schools carry out evaluations. Six districts have already presented data to their school board, five have set 
dates to review data, and six have not responded. Guiding questions for the districts to ask the local 
school boards about the NEPF implementation were discussed.  
 
Dr. Salazar explained that part of the responsibility of the TLC is oversight of the NEPF and to review the 
data of the implementation regarding how teachers and administrators were evaluated, then make 
recommendations to the Board about what the scoring ranges would be for highly effective, effective, 
developing and ineffective. The presentation continued and included: 

• A review of what the  scoring ranges reflect with the weightings of the components of the NEPF 
over the past three years. 

• The breakdown of  data using the scoring ranges from 2017-18 school year. This data was  used 
to make a recommendation for the Board regarding the 2018-19 school year.  

 
Dr. Salazar reviewed the 2017-18 summary of data for teachers. The distribution of ratings by the districts 
was provided. The trend across the three years indicates the framework changed each year but the 
weighting is different for each year so it is difficult to make a direct comparison. The presentation was 
paused for comments and questions.  
 
Member Ortiz commented that after she had been on the Board for two years, she considered herself still 
a developing board member. She expressed concern over a large number of teachers in their 1st - 5th year 
of teaching as data shows only one percent of those teachers are developing. She said she finds the data 
useless and is at a loss as how to use it.  
 

http://www.doe.nv.gov/Boards_Commissions_Councils/State_Board_of_Education/2018/November/Support_Materials/


Nevada Department of Education  
State Board of Education 

November 15, 2018 

Page 9 
 

President Wynn noted that six districts have not responded and she asked if there is a deadline. Ms. 
Galland-Collins said there was a deadline and it has passed. President Wynn recognized there is no 
enforcement requiring that data is provided by a specific date, which is a red flag. In addition, the guiding 
question that local school boards may identify, should be mandated rather than leaving it to someone 
else’s determination. It also appears that in the year when Nevada had no testing done there were a few 
more developing in the category, then other measures were added for students. It does not show any 
difference in activity with or without the test. She asked why the percent exempt in WCSD was 28 
percent.  
 
Ms. Galland-Collins responded they are only exempt if they have two years of highly effective so they are 
exempt for the third year. Deputy Durish said the data reported is validated, but there is no mechanism to 
validate whether the teachers are highly effective. President Wynn concluded, to member Ortiz’s point, 
the data does not say much of anything and the Board is having difficulty making sense of the numbers.  
 
Mike Paul, Human Resources, WCSD, provided clarification about the 28 percent exemption from 
Washoe County. The number reported in the system is that 28 percent of their teachers have been deemed 
highly effective for the past two years and consecutively rated as highly effective in the evaluations. That 
is why they are exempt from reporting the data.  
 
Member Blakely recalled the Board has stated numerous times that the distribution of the ratings is on the 
high side. Information provided indicates 80 percent of the teachers in Nevada are rated in the effective 
range. There is also a large percentage of highly effective, which goes back to those that are exempt. The 
distribution is skewed. He noted that one percentage of CCSD are developing and 88 percent are 
effective, which does not fit the reality.  
 
Member Miller said she understands the concern, however she noted she came to the Board with no 
training or mentors. The educators probably came in with a little more than the State Board members. If 
they were not ready to walk into the classroom, they did not make it to the classroom. It would be good to 
see effective from the educators because they should be ready to start day one with no help. Member 
Blakely agreed, but thought there should be more teachers in the developing then what data indicates. If 
they are being weeded out before this process, an explanation is needed. President Wynn said this will 
connect to a broader discussion when effectiveness is measured with student proficiency.  
 
Dr. Salazar continued the presentation with the NEPF Administrator Data and provided an overview of 
the 2017-18 data. She noted the results are similar. The distribution in the ratings reflect those that are 
exempt and those that are suppressed. Dr. Salazar discussed the Student Learning Goals (SLG). The SLG 
process includes developing and approving the SLGs; monitor the progress toward the SLGs and evaluate 
attainment of the SLGs. Assessments used to measure must align with the content standards and 
curriculum, and align with the intended level or rigor. Details were provided about the SLG scoring rubric 
and the average by district. 
 
In response to  questioning from President Wynn about not applying the exact same SLG measures 
between schools, board member and superintendent Dave Jensen reflected on Humboldt County School 
District’s data.  Humboldt County reports having 27.7 percent highly effective teachers. This has created 
conversations between central office and his principals. He has questioned principals in 1-star schools that 
have a good portion of highly effective staff, asking how that can be. This becomes a reality that must be 
kept in mind, that this tool is still a human measure. Relationships are being interjected into an evaluation. 
These are principals that value, respect and love their teachers. Another component is that the evaluation 
measure under the NEPF is still seen as a measure for termination rather than support. When teachers 
receive an evaluation that says developing, they see it as a first step towards being terminated from their 
position. If one step is missed in the process it is subject to the grievance. As a result, with the 
complexity, it becomes easy to find a principal who missed a step. It becomes a reality for administrators.  
 
The question is, should there be a component that ties the current school performance towards the 
evaluation. Also, one of the biggest challenges talked about is getting the highest performing teachers in 
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the lowest performing schools. The moment there is a component of their evaluation that is going to 
reflect a poor performing school, those staff members are dis-incentivized from ever going to those 
schools. The balancing act for principals, teachers and superintendents is tough to balance. Ten percent of 
his administrators are ranked as developing. The reality is that is because his numbers are low. If the 
principals are doing an effective job they are conversing with teachers on a regular basis. He said to keep 
in mind it is a human measure, and as long as it is a human measure there will be compassion that will 
impact the scores.  
 
President Wynn asked, why is this useful? It is counter intuitive to see these documents and understand 
how the kids are performing. It is a disservice to the profession and the kids when we try to link them. It 
is difficult to understand and communicate this.  
 
Member Newburn said he goes back to the TLC in 2012 when this work first began. The TLC has done a 
mountain of great work. The NEPF has a lot of different components that are working well. Fantastic 
rubrics have been developed for teachers and principals. The feedback is positive. The NEPF had a role in 
termination, and it is doing that well. Many of the ineffective teachers are gone before they are measured 
as ineffective. The problem is the distribution at the end is not accurate. The Board has the responsibility 
to validate that accuracy and it is not. The developing category is wrong and it is one of the categories he 
cares about the most. How do those teachers distribute across the district? Are they in the inter-city 
schools? How do they migrate from developing into effective. 
 
This part of the system is not giving accurate actionable data. This part of the NEPF is not working. His 
concern is that it has nothing to do with the work done by the TLC. This is not getting used to determine 
categories. The principal looks at the teachers and says, I think this teacher should be gone, I am going to 
give them an ineffective rating. Or, he looks at this best teacher, and they will be highly effective. 
Otherwise, they are effective. There are principals calling the NDE because they want to know the cut off 
score for effective. That is what is happening, that is why no matter how  the weights are moved in the 
system basically the answer is the same. Which is all the developing teachers have been pushed into the 
effective category. 
 
Member Newburn said that early on he had hopes as adjustments were made, that the SLGs would fix 
this. However, when he looks at the chart it shows that the lowest performing schools are performing as 
well as the highest performing schools. As the State Board, we see it does not work. He does not have a 
desire to approve cut scores that will result in impossible distributions that everybody outside of 
education knows are impossible. There is no credibility when these distributions are shown and at a point 
it will affect the credibility of the Board. This is at a point that is beyond tweaking, what is the real 
corrective action? How can this part of the NEPF move forward and get good actionable data.  
 
Member Newburn expressed concern that the law is fundamentally flawed in the developing category, 
and does not think that new teachers coming into the system learning the craft should be on a termination 
track. Because that happens, he does not think the principals are willing to give developing teachers that 
rating. They determine the rating at the end, then go through the rest later and it comes up with the answer 
they want. The concern is that part of the law is causing this distribution to not be useful and to be 
inaccurate. There is no fault in the NDE or the districts, or the TLC. We are just stuck and he does not 
want to do this year after year. What needs to be fixed to make this part work as well as all the rest of the 
NEPF? He would like to see corrective action and is looking for ideas and steps that the Board can use to 
fix this. A concern is that the essence of the law comes from the belief that you can fire your way to an 
improved education system. That is what he thinks when he sees developing teachers on a termination 
track. We are just going to fire our way better, and he does not subscribe to that. How can this be fixed? 
 
Member Hudson commented that there was a three year rollout of the SLG. Being in the classroom she 
does not think the principals were not prepared or did not know how to use the data to guide teachers to 
make an effective SLG. Training would be helpful before something like this is put out.  
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Member Holmes-Sutton said teachers have gone through a training, however, for five years she did not 
know what she was doing. She cannot self-identify as effective for the first five years but she was 
committed and believed she was doing a good job. She feels overwhelmed and is frustrated.  
 
President Wynn noted that all board members reacted exactly the same to this agenda item. They are 
identifying it as something frustrating that needs to be addressed in a way they can feel they are 
preserving their integrity as a Board. The Board does not want to move forward and rubber stamp 
something they believe is not adequately addressing the issues discussed. They are researching whether 
they are required to give approval of maintaining the same scores. She questioned whether they should 
allow them to continue without affirmative action from the Board and let the record reflect the concerns 
just raised. The problem comes when student performance is linked with professional development and 
performance. President Wynn asked if anyone on the Board would like to approve the recommended cut 
scores, or not take action and the same cut scores would be in place.  
 
Member Newburn said he would like to send this back to the TLC and ask them to come up with 
recommendations for how the accuracy in this part of the NEPF can be fixed, even if that means finding a 
legislator to sponsor a BDR to make corrections. Clearly, the shortcomings are recognized by many and 
again the questions is how can it be fixed so this part is performing as well as other parts.  
 
Member Newburn moved to return the cut score recommendations to the Teachers and Leaders 
Council (TLC), and for the TLC to send back a set of recommended changes to the Board with 
actions needed to improve the accuracy of the overall category assignments. Member Blakely 
seconded the motion. The motion carried.  
 
Information, Discussion and Possible Action regarding the Clark County School District (CCSD) 
Application for Use of an Alternate Summative Evaluation Rating Tool for the Nevada Educator 
Performance Framework (NEPF). Members will receive information regarding CCSD’s Application 
for Use of an Alternate Tool for the 2018-2019 school year, hear a brief overview of the Alternate Tool 
submitted, the review process used, and the Teachers and Leaders Council recommendation(s). Possible 
action may include approval of the Council’s recommendation. 

Deputy Durish recalled when the NEPF was first adopted there was a clause in NRS that allowed districts 
to apply for an alternate system or tool as long as it was aligned with the current standards and indicators. 
Washoe County School District was the only district that applied and brought it to the Board. The 
directive at that time was any of these requests would go through TLC to be evaluated first. Washoe 
County has been using an alternate system that aligns to the statewide NEPF. The most recent application 
received was from CCSD on September 13, 2018 to request alternate tools for the summative evaluation 
and process. It does not change the protocols, it is a change to the tool and the way the summative 
evaluation form is utilized.  

The request and forms were given to the TLC, who will share their process in making their 
recommendation.  

A letter from CCSD to Superintendent Canavero requested that if the tool is approved for CCSD use, that 
the request also allows for each school district in Nevada to use the same tool and avoid going through 
this process for approval. 

Dr. Salazar reiterated that CCSD representatives came before the TLC and shared rationale for the request 
to use an alternative tool. Because there was no funding for a technology platform for the implementation 
of the NEPF, districts were left to figure out how to implement it. Part of the implementation was for the 
NDE to develop the tools and form, and those tools were cumbersome because of the lack of a technology 
platform. The district brought forth a different way to do the same process, and would not need to engage 
in copying and pasting in a form that summarized the standards and indicators. The TLC was unanimous 
in support of CCSDs request to maintain the recording of evidence in the observation form versus 
copying and pasting it into a summary document of standards and indicators. The TLC never intended it 
to be burdensome project. The recommendation from TLC was to bring it to the Board for their 
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consideration.  The TLC would like to request that if the Board approves the recommendation from TLC 
to CCSD that it would also include the approval for other districts to record evidence in this way.  

Superintendent Canavero clarified that the agenda item is specific to CCSD and while the other districts 
may be encouraged to apply at a future date for this provision, currently the action is limited to CCSD.  

Member Holmes-Sutton moved to approve the CCSD application for the use of an Alternate 
Summative Evaluation Rating Tool for the NEPF. Member Ortiz seconded the motion. The motion 
carried.  

Future Agenda Items 
Member Miller requested a presentation on the licensure OPAL system.  
 
Member Newburn noted that January 2019 will be the first time the Board will undergo a gubernatorial 
change. He asked if there is a role for the board to take in being part of the transition and for a discussion 
on how to help the transition and not lose the momentum they have now. The Board is policy partners 
with the Governor and he inquired about opportunities as the NDE is bringing the Governor up to speed, 
using the State Board. They have had a great partnership with Governor Sandoval.  
 
Member Blakely said the newly elected Governor spent 12 years on the Board of Regents and is very 
involved with education. He would likely be receptive to talking to the State Board, and suggested 
Superintendent Canavero could be a point of contact.  
 
Member Carter asked for an item to look at BDR items supported by Assemblyman and Senators who 
were not re-elected, but chose to go to another office such as Senator Ford. A couple of items he is 
interested in do not have a current sponsor. 

Public Comment #2  
Zhan Okuda-Lim, Director of Policy, Public Education Foundation, on behalf of the Public Education 
Foundation extended a thanks to the TLC and to the partners with the Executive Leadership Academy 
alumni and teacher leader academy alumni, all of whom worked with the CCSD to make the NEPF 
evaluation tool more succinct, efficient and reduce duplication. The opportunities ahead are exciting for 
his colleagues to continue the work with CCSD, the NDE and the TLC on this important work.  
 
In 2011 as a student member on the State Board he recalled conversations, especially concerning A.B. 
222 which established the TLC and led to the NEPF. It is important to recognize while there is much 
work ahead, there are many partners that want to contribute. His colleagues at the Public Education 
Association are interested in contributing feedback and to the discussion with positive conversations.  
 
Vikki Courtney, President, Clark County Education Association (CCEA) said that CCEA will be 
supporting discussions at the state regarding the funding issues. They agree the Nevada Plan must be 
adjusted and aligned to something more appropriate about weighted funding, and that the plan will be a 
multi-year plan. She noted the funding plan should be about per pupil cost. However, the problem for 
CCSD is at such a scale that the state level funding will not suffice. CCEA will be advocating for school 
districts to look beyond the state for additional monies. They have a proposal to ask the legislature to 
authorize local county governments to add additional funding to support schools. This will give students 
in Clark County an equitable opportunity to succeed. 
 
Theo Small, Vice President, CCEA, informed that he is a also a member of the TLC. He said the focus of 
the evaluation is that it must work and build the professionals in the building including administrators, 
teachers and licensed professionals. The core work of the NEPF is the relationship between administrator 
and educator and to talk about practice. If that is going on, then student success and achievement 
automatically happens. The NEPF is a growth model, it is not the old evaluation systems. Individuals are 
not interested into going into teaching and education because of the evaluation systems. He asked for 
direction  and suggested board members might discuss the perimeters with the  TLC. 
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The meeting was adjourned at 12:26 p.m.  


	Nevada Department of Education
	STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
	NOVEMBER  15, 2018
	Approval of Consent Agenda


