
 

 

NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
TEACHERS AND LEADERS COUNCIL (TLC) 

NOVEMBER 30, 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 

DRAFT MINUTES 

1. Call to Order; Roll Call: Pledge of Allegiance 
Meeting called to order at 9:08 am.  
Council Members Present 
Las Vegas: 

 Kathleen Galland-Collins 

 Kim Metcalf 

 Dale Norton 

 Pam Salazar 

 Dottie Smith 

 Anthony Nunez 

 Theo Small 

 Terri Janison 
 

Carson City: 

 Barbara Barker 

 Susan Lacey 
 

Staff Present: 

 Chantel Wakefield 

 Dena Durish 

 Russ Keglovitz 
 

 Audience in Attendance: 
Las Vegas:  

 Eboni Caridine 

 Karen Stanley 

 Bill Garis 
 

Carson City: 

 Jose Delfin 

 Mike Paul 

 Kirsten Gleissner 
Presenters via Teleconference: 

 Sarah Negrete 
 

2. Public Comment #1 
No public comment.  
 

3. Flexible Agenda Approval 
Motion 
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 Member Norton moved for a flexible agenda 
 Member Metcalf seconded the motion 
 All in favor  
 Motion carried at 9:11 AM 
 

4. Approval of Meeting Minutes for October 19, 2016  
Motion 
 Member Nunez moved to approve the October minutes 
 Member Norton seconded the motion 
 All in favor 
 Motion carried at 9:13 AM 
 

5. Nevada Department of Education—updates 
Member Collins introduced Eboni who will be the new Educator Programs Professional for educator 
evaluation and will be providing technical assistance to the council.  
Most of the NEPF tools are online and ADA compliant. The summative rating tool is being revised to 
reduce the paperwork burden. The form for collecting the educator effectiveness ratings, from the 
previous year is being reviewed. The Department is hoping to be able to use Infinite Campus as the data 
collection vehicle in the future. The data should be ready for the January meeting. All of the Other 
Licensed Educational Personnel groups are continuing to develop their evaluations. Some may be ready 
to present in February. The parameter for the pilot study for the teacher librarians is being worked on. 
Some teacher librarians are already using the rubric. Dena will give an update on the ESSA workgroup 
later in the day.  
The Department of Education received a grant for $10,000.00 from the National Governors Association. 
Matt Borek will be using the funds to convene a group of stakeholders whose main goal will be to identify 
areas in educator preparation programs (EPP) to attract and prepare teachers and administrators to 
identify areas in program approval reporting that will improve EPP access to timely high quality data, 
analyze program requirements, and expectations across traditional and Alternate Route to Licensure 
(ARL) programs. The group will also work to establish consistent and transparent guidelines across all 
EPP’s, and to develop a set of regulatory and or statutory recommendations to be endorsed by the full 
committee. This group will also be working on the EPP accountability system, as required by the most 
recent federal regulations. .  
Chair Salazar, Member Collins, and Dena Durish attended the Legislative Council meeting at which the 
final approval of R021-16 which contained the most recent regulatory language changes regarding the 
NEPF. There was a single clarifying question and the regulations passed.  
The January 25th meeting will be in person. Chantel will email the information for travel.  The Council will 
be looking at the cut score ranges for effective, highly effective, and so forth. 
 

6.  NEPF Student Performance: Calculating Schoolwide Aggregate Scores  
Co-Chair Salazar welcomed Russ Keglovitz to speak to the Council.  

Russ Keglovitz with the Office of Assessment, Data, & Accountability Management has been working for 
the last month to gather data to help the Council determine a Plan B in the absence of the Nevada School 
Performance Framework (NSPF) rating system in order to determine Schoolwide aggregate scores for 
the student performance domain of the NEPF. He explained that they would see some data results on 
Smarter Balance assessments, grades 5-8 only.  He went on to explain that there are 2 different methods 
that could be used for establishing cuts within the student performance data to determine a schoolwide 
aggregate score. Mean proficiency and the mean scale score.  In Nevada English language arts (ELA), 
mathematics, and science will resolve to 4 achievement levels on each of the assessments. For 
determining proficiency levels one and two are failing and three and four are proficient and passing. 
Achievement levels designed are based on scale score cuts.  There is a greater range of value available 
for a statistical analysis when they look at scale scores versus mean proficiency. The conditions given for 
the aggregate scores were: Math, ELA and Science would combine into the school wide attribution. The 
total score must have four levels. At least ten student records are needed in order to make some 
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judgements. The scale of Smarter Balance Assessment is more difficult to generalize. It is a vertically 
scaled assessment. The passing cut is different at each grade level. The points range from 2000-3500. 
Russ clarified for members that the scale score is a linear measure so a child’s score in third grade and 
fourth grade can be compared. Russ went on to explain that the proficiency and scaled scored data for 
the assessments were   normally distributed. Members asked if the results differ by school level in 
normality or the central tendency. Russ clarified that it differs by central tendency.  

Establishing cuts:  Russ presented information regarding the school level means and standard deviations 
for elementary and middle school. Level 1 means elementary school and level 2 means middle school 
(slide 5 of the presentation). Once it was established the means for proficiency, scale score, and standard 
deviations, it allowed the establishment of three partitions. The three partitions established four ranges.  
Russ stated that the four ranges allow him to assign the four levels. Members asked clarifying questions 
regarding the method used to determine the four levels. Russ went on to explain the methodology to 
determine levels 1, 2, 3, and 4 that are each ELA, Mathematics, and Science and how he calculated the  
combination  of the three subjects. Russ explained a screen shot of the tool he used to do the analysis. 
Some schools do not have enough records; in this case they just look at the other two proficiencies. They 
will only divide by the subjects that there is enough data for. (In this case it is divided by 2)  

Russ clarified for the council that fewer students take the science test because it is just administered once 
in elementary school, and once in middle school.  

Russ stated that in this case ELA 0-30% was given a one, 30-47% a 2 47-64% a three, and above 64% 
given a 4. Members asked questions regarding the Smarter Balance assessments, comparison of data 
from state to state within the consortium, and the value of using scale scores versus proficiency scores. 
Russ went on to discuss the elementary school frequency chart and explained that 31 schools had 
average scale points of 1 which is 7.9% of the schools in the sample. He reviewed the middle school 
scale score proficiency chart and explained that it will be up to the Council to determine where the actual 
cuts are made to determine the schoolwide aggregate score. Russ explained the cumulative frequency 
chart. The maximum score is at around 3.67 with fewer schools at levels one and four. He informed the 
Council that the histograms are the same data; it’s just a different way of looking at it. The extremes 
almost vanish in the scale score distributions. Members asked questions regarding numbers of students 
tested and if there were schools that were not counted. Russ reminded the group, that what to do about 
school’s that do not meet the N size requirements is a decision the group will need to consider. There 
would only be 15 elementary schools that would not be rated. Russ reminded the council that they will 
need to consider the appropriate methodology. How many fields of data are enough?  Will there need to 
be enough students in all three assessments (math, science, and ELA) or are two or one enough? Would 
the Council like to have just reading and math since science is harder to get?  

Chair Salazar stated that they will at some point have to make recommendations for small schools. She 
asked if they should make an exception to the rule including state assessment data for the 10% for the 
teachers and principals in the smaller schools. They will have to look at it in terms of proficiency vs scale 
score.  

Russ explained that when all three assessments are required to have at least 10 student records, they 
can identify 91% of elementary schools into analysis and 81% of middle schools.  

Is it possible for this to be an if/then situations where they use all 3 assessments when they have them 
and then go down to two or even one, or does there have to be a static number of assessments across all 
schools? 

The analysis presented today is based on the conditional. Looking at the cumulative chart the only way 
get 1.5 is to divide by equal numbers. Discussion continues regarding Proficiency vs Scale score. Russ 
explained that the Council should have a rational for one method vs the other. At a recent board meeting 
the School Board adopted a passing score of level two as a pass at the end of the course. For Smarter 
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Balance and science a level 3 or 4 is needed for passing. Council members asked clarifying questions 
and Russ shared some feedback he received from the Accountability ESSA work group. 

7. ESSA State Plan Recommendations to Nevada Advisory Group: 

Dena Durish explained that ESSA (Every Student Succeeds Act) was passed a year ago, and replaces 
no child left behind. It provides states with parameters but states that each state implements their own 
monitoring of their policy procedures. The state still has to submit a plan to the federal government and 
share with them how the state is providing equitable services to the students. All six federal funding 
streams are still tied to equity. Title II funds are tied to educators. Dena explained that there are six state 
goals that the state will use to write the ESSA plan. The fifth goal is what is most related to TLC.  All 
students are served by effective educators. They are writing a plan for the Federal Government that 
addresses how the state is doing this. The timelines have shifted submission to potentially later dates.  
The original timeline was to have a draft published in December for public comment.  The ESSA advisory 
group asked the TLC for their opinions on some of the decision points. The words highly qualified are 
gone. It was replaced with every state has to define full state certification and licensure requirements. In 
the second piece of the report they will address the disparities of low income families and students of 
color being taught by ineffective, inexperienced, unqualified, or out-of-field teachers. The third bullet 
requires that the state department collects all of the data. Ineffective is now tracked, not highly qualified. 
The fourth bullet is about how, in ESSA, there is nowhere in the federal law that requires states to have a 
statewide educator evaluation system. The US secretary of Education cannot prescribe requirements for 
an evaluation. Common core has also been removed from ESSA. Title II A amounts may change on 
December ninth. In 2017 $12,559,000.00 is being awarded to Nevada.  They can use 1% for state 
administration. An additional 4% can be keep at the state level. That is how state wide activities are 
funded. The remaining 95% goes to districts. They have to go through an application process. The state 
is working on a consolidated application for all federal funds. The State can reserve up to an additional 
3% from the school districts. It can only be used for developing principals and other school leaders 
including principal supervisors. District level administrators cannot use these funds. Hold Harmless will no 
longer be how money is distributed to districts. Money will now decrease by 14.27 percent. It is now 
based on percentages, 20% of the whole state population vs 80% which is the state below poverty levels. 
Starting in 2017 some states will lose millions of dollars. We are projected to increase to 19 million. This is 
only a projection and can change.   Districts hold harmless goes away immediately on July first. The 
calculation is based strictly on the 80/20 rule. Some counties will lose up to 78% of their Title IIA money.   

When will the state project to the districts what the loss looks like.  

The Title II district people already have that information. Good news is that there is a carryover clause. 
Some states are taking the additional 3% immediately on top of everything else.   

Member Metcalf asked if Dena’s heard anyone talking about whether or not the new administration will 
tweak any of the implementation and if so how would it affect what the districts do.   

Dena Durish stated that she was supposed to be in DC today at event for the Excellence of Education 
Organization. Tomorrow’s panel is the past four Secretaries of Education panel. She is hoping to receive 
an update from other members of the community who are there. ESSA was passed with bipartisan 
support. It has not made the 100 day list or 1 year list. Law or regulations could be changed.  

There is a change in the legislative majority so whether it becomes a part of the agenda may happen and 
it still needs to be passed. Part of the recommendations they are asking stakeholders is if they should 
continue. Some states, the entire sections of their laws have been repealed. Question one is would we 
maintain a state wide evaluation system or give it back to the counties. Question two is does the state 
want to maintain current NRS requirements for student performance domain in accordance with AB447. If 
we do not keep it then no federal funds can be used towards evaluations. Funds could be included in a 
wide range of other things. Question three is how do we define ineffective? Is it the lowest level or bottom 
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two tiers? Many states are requiring schools to report on all four levels. Some are only reporting the 
amount of ineffective teachers. Question four is data collection and reporting. Should they collect 
standards and indicators and who should they collect them for? Right now the Department is working on 
asking, by school, how many teachers are rated at each of the levels and what their standard level point 
scores are. The state will be reporting the aggregate score. The law does not require the state to report 
ineffective principals. Some states are reporting the principal ratings as well.  

What should be collected or reported; there could be some things that are collected and not reported.  

The last two questions for consideration relate to use of funds. There is a huge list of things Title IIA 
money can be used for. Nevada has education work force issues in retention and recruitment. Out of 11 
million what should the Office of Educator Development and Support spend the 4% on? Should it be 
spent teacher evaluations? Question 6 is should the state set aside an additional 3% for principal and 
other school leader development? 

Chair Salazar asked Dena if the intent today is that the TLC has recommendations across all six 
questions with a motion.   

Dena Durish asked them to make as many as they can. January is too late for some of them.   

 Chair Salazar began with the first question.   

 Motion 
o Member Metcalf moved to recommend that the state wide evaluation system continue.  
o Member Nunez seconded the motion 
o All in favor.  
o Motion carried at 1:05 PM 

 Chair Salazar asked on question two if the council recommends maintaining what they currently have in 
AB447 in terms of student outcomes and the student performance domain.  

o Dena stated that they can change the wording if they so choose to.  

 Motion  
o Member Metcalf moved to recommend that the TLC continue to include student performance data in the 

statewide evaluation system but they hold open the question about whether or not the weights and 
measures indicated in AB 447 should be retained.  

o Member Janison seconded the motion.  
 Chair Salazar stated that they will talk about the weights and measures at the January meeting.  
o All in favor  
o Motion carried at 1:12 PM 

 Chair Salazar moved to question three: What is the definition of ineffective?  Ineffective is currently 
defined as the lowest level and does the Council want to maintain it that way in ESSA as well.  

o Member Smith stated that they will have access to teacher performance data this January and would 
recommend holding off on this question until then.  

o Chair Salazar explained that they will not have ratings, but they will have report cards.  
o In terms of being able to compare teachers to schools, she is not sure what kind of data they have.  
o Member Smith asked if they will be able to look at the teacher performance data set before making a 

decision.  
o Chair Salazar asked if they should wait till the January 25 meeting 
o Member Small would also like to wait. 
o  Chair Salazar stated that the GTL article would be valuable for this question.  

 Chair Salazar moved onto recommendation number four. Data collecting and reporting.   
o One of the recommendations is N size around student data. A lot of schools only have one administrator 

so they have now published the administrator’s evaluation rating.  
o Member Metcalf believes that it should be held off until the next meeting, when they have more data.  
o Member Janison agrees.  
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o Chair Salazar asked Dena what the exact requirements are in ESSA for reporting.  
o Dena Durish explained the state has to report on the report card the extent of disparities that result in 

students taught by ineffective and inexperienced teachers. Federal law does not include drilling down to 
the school level.  

 Chair Salazar moved to recommendation five which is the use of funds-statewide/district priorities to 
include the Educator Evaluation System.   

o What impact will it have, and what focus will it put on the RPDP’s from the Legislative group?  
o The question is do they limit this list and give the top five or eight categories the funds. Should educator 

evaluation be included in that piece?  

 Motion 
o Member Norton motioned that ESSA number five, has presented use of funds state wide and district 

priorities to include the Educator Evaluation System and there is flexibility via the state, the LEA’s, and the 
districts.  

o Member Small seconded the motion. 
o All in favor  
o  Motion carried at 1:41 PM.  

 Chair Salazar moved onto recommendation number six, 3% set aside for the principal and “other school 
leader” development.  

o Member Norton would like to go in the same direction as the Council did with recommendation 5. 
o It will change the third bullet from 95 to 92. The decision is whether 3% should go to the state instead of 

districts.  
o Chair Salazar stated that when you take 3% and redistribute it across districts the amount is so small that 

it does not help anything. At a state level you can get more for your money.   
o Member Norton said that they can pull all the money together with the RPDP’s and have a state led 

leadership training session.  

 Motion 
o Member Norton moved that 3% is set aside for principal and other leader development built around the 

NEPF with the inclusion of stakeholder perception. 
o Member Smith seconded the motion. 
o All in favor  
o Motion carried at 1:56 PM. 

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

Administrators Pursuant to NRS 391.544 
 
Sarah Negrete gave the update for the North Eastern RPDP. They are offering workshops on a voluntary 
basis. The administrators who want certain types of training are receiving it. The classes have a large 
turnout.  
Kiersten Gleissner gave an update from the North West RPDP. They have a huge difference in reporting 
from October. They supported Assistant Principals and Deans in Lyon County. They have discussed 
bringing new information for the midyear review.   
Karen Stanley gave a report for the Southern RPDP. Most of their trainings are focused on the leadership 
standards. They are receiving a large turnout with their coaching conversations sessions, and are also 
offering training focused on mid cycle review. They are working with the other RPDP’s to align professional 
development throughout the state. As Clark County continues to grow with new administrators they are 
providing training for them with their seasoned administrators.  
Question and discussion by the Council included:  
How difficult it is to document and have evidence as to why a teacher is receiving a one or a two?  
Chair Salazar explained that because of ones and twos some districts and their legal departments have 
made different kinds of requirements for evidence. It is not in NEPF protocols nor is it in NDE regulations to 
provide additional evidence. NEPF requires the same amount of evidence no matter the score. 
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 Member Collins explained that for the monitoring piece they do focus groups to get some information. 
They are discussing developing some additional guidance regarding what are district decisions and what is 
mandated by state.  
Whose responsibility is it to make sure that the districts do what they have to do? 
It’s up to principal supervisors and superintendents to work on disparities. With ESSA it is the state’s job to 
provide data and transparency.  
Member Small stated his biggest concern is that there are teachers in schools that think they are effective 
or highly effective when they are not. He is worried that they are moving away from what the core of the 
system, which is the observation and feedback cycle. He thinks if the RPDP can help advise them then the 
districts can do a better job.  
Chair Salazar stated that there is not always alignment between what the NEPF is about with the system 
that individuals are working in. For level one or level two the burden of proof sits in the old system. How do 
they get the evidence and legal documentation even though there are four levels? The administrators see 
what should be done but they have the concern that for a one or a two there needs to be a preponderance 
of evidence. Administrators need the policy’s to catch up with the way the system is intended to be used.   
The issue is with time and principals, a possibility to fix it is that under item nine during the Legislative 
session, having a discussion about hiring a principal with a different role.  
It has been looked at the national level, called the School Administrator Manager (SAM). Mark Shellinger is 
the executive director of SAM.  
Dena Durish asked what is preventing districts, because on a state level it is doable. The only problem is 
that there is no funding for this.   
Other states have put it into regulation and policy. Georgia and North Carolina use SAM. 
 
 

9. 2017 Legislative Session Considerations  
Moved to January 25, 2017 meeting 
 

10. National Issues and Legal Landscape   
The Council was advised to look at Ed Week’s article called final ESSA accountability rules to boost state 
flexibility in key areas.  

 
11. Future Agenda Items  

In the January meeting there will be a larger discussion about ESSA weights and measures and student 
outcomes.  
 

12. Public Comment #2  
No public comment 

 
13. Adjournment 

Meeting adjourned at 2:09 PM. 


