
 

 

NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
TEACHERS AND LEADERS COUNCIL (TLC) 

OCTOBER 19, 2016 
9:00 A.M. 

Meeting Locations:  

All meetings will be video conferenced from both locations. 

Office Address City Meeting Room 

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

 MINUTES 
 

1. Call to Order; Roll Call: Pledge of Allegiance 
Chair Salazar called the meeting to order at 9:12 am 
 
Council Members Present 
Las Vegas 

 Kathleen Galland-Collins 

 Terri Janison 

 Dale Norton 

 Pam Salazar 

 Theo Small 

 Dottie Smith 

 Margaret Marshner 
Carson City 

 Barbara Barker 

 Jason Sanderson 

 Susan Lacey 
Nye County School District 

 Dale Norton 
 
Staff Present 

 Chantel Wakefield 

 Deputy Attorney General Greg Ott  
 

Audience in Attendance 
Carson City 

 Lindsay Anderson 

 Kirsten Gleissner 
 

Las Vegas 

 Karen Stanley 

 Bill Garis 

 Mariann Lemke 

 Zack Grey 
 

2. Public Comment #1 
No public comment. 
 

3. Flexible Agenda Approval  
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Motion 
 Member Sanderson moved for a flexible agenda 
 Member Norton seconded the motion 
 All were in favor  
 Motion carried unanimously at 9:15 am 

 
4. Approval of Meeting Minutes for September 21, 2016  

Motion 
 Member Small moved to approve the September 21 minutes 
 Member Janison seconded the motion 

o Member Sanderson abstained from the vote as he was not in attendance at the September 
meeting.  

o Chair Salazar stated that he did not have to abstain from the vote.  
o Deputy Attorney General Greg Ott stated that he is not required to abstain, but can chose to do so.  

 All were in favor  
 Motion carried unanimously at 9:18 am 
Chair Salazar welcomed Mary Ann Lemke from the American Institute of Research, Great Teachers and 
Leaders Center. She will be sharing the national landscape on student outcomes. She will speak on 
agenda item 6.  
 

5. Nevada Department of Education—Updates  
 
A) Nevada Educator Performance Framework (NEPF) Implementation Updates 
 Member Collins explained that the Department is still working on making the NEPF Tools ADA 

compliant. The regulations (R026-16) were passed during the Public Hearing at the last State Board 
meeting. The next step is for them to be codified by the legislative committee before the request for 15-
16 educator evaluation data will be sent out to the districts. 
 

B) “Other Licensed Educational Personnel” (OLEP) Evaluation System Development 
 Member Collins was able to get a status check on the Nurses and they are on track. The School 

Psychologists group prepared a written statement which Member Collins read to the Council. The 
School Speech Language Pathologist group is also on track. The School Counselors are meeting and 
their association is giving them some technical assistance. She has not been able to reach the school 
Social Workers or the Audiologists. Most of the groups are on track to present in January or February.  

 
C) October 6 State Board of Education Meeting Results 
 Member Collins stated that Chair Salazar and she presented the recommendations. The State Board 

approved the Teacher Librarian Standards and Indicators for the pilot study this year. They also 
approved the recommendations regarding the Student Performance Measures.  

 
D) Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) – NV Advisory/Work Groups and Timeline 
 Member Collins stated that a new Education Programs Professional will be hired soon. They will be 

interviewed within the next couple of weeks. There will hopefully be someone by either the November 
or January meeting.   

 Member Collins stated that Dena Durish, NDE Deputy Superintendent, is the one leading the ESSA 
Teaching and Learning Workgroup and their next meeting is the first week of November. Dena 
encouraged the Council to go to their website.  
o Member Small asked if the workgroups work will be effecting Legislation and statute outcomes.  

 Member Collins stated that their job is to advise the ESSA advisory group.  
 Member Small asked if that plan could lead to new legislation.  
 Member Collins stated that it possibly could, but it is really the Federal ESSA plan.  
 Member Janison stated that they are making recommendations to the main ESSA group so 

they can make recommendations to the state about the ESSA plan.  
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 Chair Salazar stated that Superintendent Canavero spoke at the last State Board of Education 
meeting, as well as the Superintendents meeting. The big emphasis of the plan is around 
equity.   

 The Council continued discussing this subject, as well as the longevity of the TLC. 
 

6. 2017 Legislative Session Considerations 
Chair Salazar gave a brief history of what was discussed during the last three meetings and introduced 
Mariann Lemke.  
 Mariann Lemke is a Managing Researcher at America Institute for Research. She explained how their 

job is to bring information to the states about research and what is happening in the other states. She 
explained the areas that she would be speaking on; the usage of state assessment data, and research 
on Student Learning Goals and the Value Added Model. There is an activity to also guide discussion 
on the pros and cons. She explained the way different states have been using state assessment data. 
They are using student data to measure student growth. It tracks the individual students through time. 
Most people believe that instruction is a part of student growth. There are two ways of measuring 
student growth; one is a statistical approach, and the other is through goal setting. Mariann showed the 
Council a Value Added Model and explained it to them.  

 Members reviewed the various graphs and asked clarifying questions.  
o Member Smith asked about the difference between the Value Added Model and the Student Growth 

Percentile (SGP). She asked her to share the differences in layman’s terms, and why states would 
choose one or the other.  

o Mariann Lemke explained that the kind of SGP models that most states are using is of a slightly 
different form. They use a quantile regression, which is a percentile rank. It gives a better picture of 
the extent to which students are at different places in the distribution. She continued describing the 
model and why those states prefer it. SGP is just incoming student achievement and value added 
models often include more information.  

o Mariann Lemke gave a brief overview on Student Learning Objectives (SLO). She gave the Council 
an overview of what was happening in other states with ESSA and teacher evaluations. She 
explained the research on Value Added Models (VAM). The two areas of research are on the 
measures themselves and how they are being used. The biggest concerns with the measures deal 
with bias and validity.  

o Member Marshner asked if there are any other examples in the literature concerning biases.  
o Mariann Lemke stated there are different ways to define validity. The question is it measuring what 

it’s supposed to measure?  
o Member Marshner stated that there where multiple studies, and what were they measuring that 

they found to be invalid each time. Were they measuring different things? 
o Mariann Lemke explained that typically the type of studies that are done have tried to address this 

question.  
o Member Janison stated that it did not answer the question for her. She wants to know what they 

are measuring. What are they looking at in the research study?  
o Member Smith explained that what they are trying to ask is what were the conditions. What other 

variables were looked at?   
o The Council and Mariann Lemke continued discussing the matter.  
o Chair Salazar asked what states have done a robust system to be able to parcel out the variables? 
o Mariann Lemke stated that New York and Florida are two good examples of this.  
o Member Smith was thinking about one of the other measures that she knows some other states 

use, which is observation. She would like to know if there are states that give the observation 
component the same amount of scrutiny.  

o Mariann Lemke stated that there has been some research looking at the relationship between 
value added measures and other measures of teacher effectiveness. They typically find that there 
is a moderate relationship. There has been some work looking at observations specifically. One 
shows that observations can be biased.  
 Chair Salazar asked if the reliability can increase by pooling data over time.  She asked what the 

variation was across the number of years. 
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 Mariann Lemke explained that there can be a lot of variability in the measures from year to year. 
She stated that in order to create these types of measures you need good assessment and 
blanket data that connects students to teachers.  

 Member Marshner asked how Mariann Lemke would define good assessment data.  
 Mariann Lemke defined it as an assessment that measures what students should have learned, 

and what teachers should have taught at that point in time.  
o Mariann Lemke explained that if an evaluation system incorporates a value added score, they are 

looking at a summative rating for teachers that include lots of different elements.  
 Marianne Lemke continued further with SLO’s. There is some research but not as much attention has 

been paid to them as there has been to Value Added Measures. She explained that as states were 
building out these systems, they were looking at the extent to which they were being implemented with 
fidelity, and they asked teachers their perceptions of the system. You see some mixed perceptions of 
SLO’s. She explained that there is some evidence that this changes over time. One of the challenges 
with SLO’s is finding and designing assessments. They will still need a test for a measure of student 
learning. Teachers have a hard time getting to the results of the assessments and the support they 
need to implement it. It is believed that there is a relationship between the quality of SLO’s and 
achievement.  
o Member Barker asked with the emphasis with National Board in the state, has there been any 

consideration of looking at National Board as a tool. 
o Mariann Lemke stated that she is not aware of any state wide measures, but that doesn’t mean that 

they are not out there. States have looked at it in the context for state equity plans.  
o Chair Salazar asked if any system includes any kind of weighting for teachers going through 

National Board.  
o Mariann Lemke stated that some licensure systems incorporate National Board as a piece for 

renewal.  
 Mariann Lemke took the group through an activity to help them think about student growth measures. It 

is a way to organize thinking about this subject. She explained that the way the activity is structured is 
that they think about the two big approaches that they had discussed, and you think about the positives 
and negatives before you make the judgements.  
o Member Smith stated that one way they intend to use this information is to acknowledge and identify 

exemplary teaching.  She thinks about the equity plan and making sure that the students that need 
those teachers the most have access to them.  
 Mariann Lemke asked other ways people could use student growth measures. Are there other 

things they want people to do with them? What level of data will they need?   
o Member Small explained that the key areas they have been focused on as a state is how they make 

decisions around those educators who are making gains with students. He said that they need to 
use their talent and identify them. Clark County School District has been thinking for the last few 
years about how to attract great teachers into these schools and keep them. They need state and 
school based data for this.  

o Member Smith said that she thinks about Value Added Data is that it allows an evaluation system to 
be more robust and thus fairer to the teacher. She sees it as a way to balance out the evaluation 
model.  

o Mariann Lemke said that the overall purpose of the system is to identify teachers that are doing great 
jobs, and then put them with students that really need them.  She stated that SLG’s are easier for 
the teachers and closer to what they are doing in the classroom.   

o Member Norton is looking at it from curriculum and instruction standpoint. He is looking at the data 
through teachers and students. He thinks that students should also look at the data and make sure 
that curriculum and assessments are aligned to present the best opportunities for teaching the kids. 
We can’t lose focus of the data for the students.  

o Member Janison stated that if they get this right, in using both of the models, it will be able to help 
solidify the profession for the teachers. She thinks for the bigger picture they need something to get 
more people in. Helping students grow has to be their number one goal.  
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o Member Marshner said that if the ultimate goal is always the student and student achievement to 
help the students grow, there has to be strong systems and processes in place in order to talk 
about teacher evaluations having this kind of data.  

 Mariann Lemke asked what the pros and cons are. We have identified why it is important to have 
student growth measures, so now what are the implications? It is easier to say they want to do it. She 
encouraged them, and when they make a recommendation, to clearly state why they are 
recommending it and to make a clear case for taking that certain approach. She said that if they are 
thinking about SLO’s or value added measures, what kind of data will they need for it and is it readily 
available and accurate.  
o Mariann Lemke said that they would need data from at least two points in time that measures what 

kids are supposed to be learning, and what teachers are supposed to be teaching. She said that 
you then need a key to connect them.  

o Chair Salazar stated that VAM does request test data for its two points in time data. The data 
would only be available for students in tested grades. The Council would still need to figure out 
what to do for students in non-tested grade levels, unless the testing is used as a school wide 
aggregate.  

o Member Smith stated that they have data from Smarter Balance from last school year. They do not 
have data from the prior year. She asked if the two points in time have to be from consecutive 
years.  

o Mariann Lemke said that it does have to be consecutive.  
o Member Smith stated that they have to think about two data points. It would be last years and this 

year’s data just to begin it.  
o Chair Salazar stated that it would take three additional years to finally have the data that you can 

get a value added (VAM) score on.  
o Mariann Lemke stated that you could make a value added score with just two years of information. 

She said that data does show that you only get a truly accurate reading after four years.  
o Chair Salazar stated that the Legislative Committee has already had that presentation from ECS 

and NSLA.  
o Member Small thought that VAM is important for the system so you can see how schools are doing 

compared to other schools, and how districts are doing compared to other districts. He believes 
that SLO’s give a chance to everyone to stand up and the teachers want that evidence. He thinks 
that both have value in the system.  

o Member Barker agreed with Member Small, but is concerned with the fact that the development of 
the pre and post assessment is primarily left to the teacher. She asked how they tie in the credibility 
and reliability of that piece to access their growth.  

o Chair Salazar agreed with member Barker. She said that Mariann’s guidance is exactly what they 
are trying to do. They are trying to play out each of these pieces, and at some point they are going 
to have to make a decision.  

o Mariann Lemke stated that If they do the activity with plus and minuses, then they will find that the 
two different ways balance each other out. She said that if we want to measure individual teacher 
effectiveness, then a school wide aggregate will not do that.  

 Mariann Lemke asked the members to think about “what are the costs in these kinds of approaches?” 
There would be direct financial costs for vendors, as well as the human resources involved. She asked 
them to also think about the time and the burdens. She said that the next step is rigor and 
comparability, which has already been raised. She gave them more examples of things to think about. 
One was ease of understanding results. The last one she went over was applicability. 
o Chair Salazar asked if the Council has any other clarifying questions. She stated that the Council can 

do work sheets to present at the November meeting based on the exercise they did.  
o Member Marshner asked if she has research on the states where they have used SLO and state 

wide assessments on teacher morale.  
o Mariann Lemke had research about perceptions. She said that teachers like observational measures.  
o Chair Salazar thanked Mariann and stated her expertise is welcomed by all of the Council.  

 Chair Salazar suggested that they think about this agenda item and go back to it at the next meeting.   
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o Member Janison asked what it will look like in November. She asked if they are doing the rubric that 
was at the bottom and bringing it back in November.  

o Chair Salazar explained that they have a nice template, and she encourages the Council to talk with 
their colleagues. She gave them other instructions on filling out the template.  

o Member Barker asked if they could get some representation from the districts about costs of 
implementation.  

o Chair Salazar explained that they are planning for Russ to be back at the next meeting. She will ask 
Dale at the next superintendents meeting if they can get some sense on costs.  

o Member Small stated that the Council needs to remember that the cost of implementation changes 
from county to county. He asked them to think about the structural costs as well. 
 

7. TLC Remaining Recommendations per NRS 391.460 and NRS 391.465   
Member Collins gave a status update regarding the remaining work of the council.  Remaining work 
includes the OLEP frameworks and the principal supervisor’s framework. Member Salazar updated the 
Council on AIR and GTL, and how they have requested assistance from them in terms of the rubric for 
principal supervisors.   

 
8. Curriculum and Instruction Recommended by TLC and Statewide Training for Teachers and 

Administrators Pursuant to NRS 391.544 
Karen Stanley from the SNRPDP was speaking on behalf of Shelly Smith. She gave an update from the 
SNRPDP.   
 Member Barker asked about the reflective conferencing and feedback times. She asked about how 

much time it is effectively taking to meet with teachers.  
o Karen Stanley stated that the discussion was really about multiple observations. She stated that 

the time had been cut a little bit shorter, but it’s more about the multiple conferencing, not about 
talking for an hour every time.  

 
Kiersten Gleissner from the NW RPDP gave an update on the training pursuant to NRS 391.544. 

 
9.  National Issues and Legal Landscape  

Chair Salazar explained the perceptions around ESSA and the perceptions by some states of overstepping 
regulatory expectations by the US Department of Education.  Four groups on Capitol Hill expressed 
concerns with the use of State Assessment Data in educator evaluation systems. The teacher prep 
regulations came out. Wallace gave six districts across the country money to develop better systems for 
principal preparation. She said that a recent report from Ed Week stated that teachers do believe in 
common core state standards; they just need the support to do it well.  
 

10. Future Agenda Items Dr. Pamela Salazar, Chair 
Chair Salazar stated that they will continue discussions with the OELP groups. They do not expect their 
work to be ready until mid-March. She asked the Council to please read through the information on agenda 
item six. They have requested for Russ to be there.  
 

11. Public Comment #2 
  No public comment  

 
12. Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 11:52 am. 


