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Background 
 
Regional Professional Development Programs 
 
In response to a series of regional workshops conducted by the Legislature during the 
1997-1998 Interim period, teachers, administrators, and others proposed a regional 
professional development model to help educators teach the new State academic standards.  
The 1999 Legislature appropriated $3.5 million in each year of the biennium to establish and 
operate four regional training programs to prepare teachers to teach the new, more rigorous 
academic standards, and to evaluate the effectiveness of such programs.  Each biennium since, 

inclusive of the 2009-2011 Biennium, the State has 
continued to support the programs through State 
General Fund appropriations.   
 
During the 2009 Legislative Session, the Governor 
recommended suspending funding support for the 
programs for the 2009-2011 Biennium.  Instead, 
the Legislature approved the consolidation of the 
four existing professional development program 
regions to three.  In so doing, the Legislature restored 
State General Funds of $7.9 million each fiscal year 
of the 2009-2011 Biennium to continue the Regional 
Professional Development Programs (RPDPs).  The 
funding includes $100,000 in each fiscal year of 
the Biennium for Statewide administrator training.  
The three regional training programs serve the school 
districts identified in the map.   
 
 

 

 
  

NW = Carson City, Douglas, Lyon, Storey, and Washoe Counties. 
 

NE = Churchill, Elko, Eureka, Humboldt, Lander, Pershing, and White Pine Counties. 
 

Southern = Clark, Esmeralda, Lincoln, Mineral, and Nye Counties. 
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Each RPDP is overseen by a governing body composed of superintendents of schools, 
representatives of the Nevada System of Higher Education, teachers, and employees of the 
Department of Education.  It is the responsibility of the governing body to assess the training 
needs of teachers in the region and adopt priorities of training based upon the assessment 
of needs.   

In addition to the governing bodies of the RPDPs, the 2001 Legislature created the Statewide 
Council for the Coordination of the Regional Training Programs.  The Council consists of the 
RPDP coordinator from each of the four regions, as well as one member of the governing 
board from each of the four regions.  Duties of the Council include adopting statewide 
standards for professional development; disseminating information to school districts, 
administrators, and teachers concerning the training, programs, and services provided by the 
regional training program; and conducting long-range planning concerning the professional 
development needs of teachers and administrators employed in Nevada.   
 
Nevada Early Literacy Intervention Program 
 
The RPDPs also are responsible for assisting the State in reaching the goal of all pupils reading 
at grade level by the end of third grade through the Nevada Early Literacy Intervention 
Program (NELIP).  This program is designed to provide training for teachers who teach 
kindergarten and grades 1, 2, and 3, on methods to teach fundamental reading skills.  The 
fundamental reading skills are: 
 

• Phonemic Awareness; 
 
• Phonics; 
 
• Vocabulary; 
 
• Fluency; 
 
• Comprehension; and 
 
• Motivation.  

 
 
 

 

 
Most people are willing to pay more to be amused than to 
be educated.  

Robert C. Savage 
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RPDPs—Funding 
 

 
 

Funding for Regional Professional Development Programs (RPDPs) 
 

RPDP 1999-2001 2001-20031 2003-2005 2 2005-2007  2007-20093 2009-2011  

Southern RPDP $2,638,914 $10,139,178 $9,084,893 $10,504,192 $14,201,041 $8,326,404 

Western RPDP4 $1,327,070  $2,306,237 $2,322,222 $3,290,748 $3,432,840 $0 

Northwestern RPDP $1,754,353 $3,914,394 $3,760,596 $4,030,195 $5,302,630 $4,477,118 

Northeastern RPDP $1,179,663 $2,576,496 $2,587,065 $2,617,650 $3,266,585 $2,792,086 

Statewide 
Administrative Training NA NA $160,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 

Statewide Evaluation $100,000 $260,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $0 

TOTAL $7,000,000 $19,196,305 $18,114,776 $20,842,785 $26,603,096 $15,795,608 

 
Source:  Fiscal Analysis Division, Legislative Counsel Bureau. 

  
                                           
1 For the 2001-2003 Biennium, funding for the Nevada Early Literacy Intervention Program (NELIP) was 

provided by the Legislature.  Although the RPDP and NELIP programs were funded separately, the amounts 
shown in this table represent the combined total of funding for the RPDPs and the NELIP. 

2 For the 2003-2005 Biennium, funding for NELIP was consolidated with the RPDPs; this resulted in a 
State General Fund savings of approximately $1.2 million when compared to the amount appropriated for the 
2001-2003 Biennium.  In addition, funding for statewide administrator training was provided for the first time.  
This funding was previously provided to Project LEAD (Leadership in Educational Administration 
Development) for statewide administrator training. 

3 Beginning with the 2007-2009 Biennium, funding for the statewide evaluation was subsequently eliminated 
through budget reductions. 

4  During the 2009 Legislative Session, the Governor recommended suspending funding support for the programs 
for the 2009-2011 Biennium.  Instead, the Legislature approved the consolidation of the four existing 
professional development program regions to three; the Western RPDP was eliminated as a separate program.  
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RPDPs—Internal Evaluations 
 
Due to the economic downturn and resulting budget crisis, no statewide evaluation of the 
RPDPs has been conducted since the 2007-2009 Biennium. However, pursuant to 
Nevada Revised Statutes 391.552, the governing body of each regional training program must 
submit an annual self-evaluation report that includes, but is not limited to:  
 
• Priorities for training adopted by the governing body;  
 
• Type of training offered through the program; and  
 
• Number of administrators and teachers who received training through the program in the 

preceding year.   
 

Highlights of the self-evaluations submitted by each region for School Year (SY) 2009-2010 
follow.  To obtain an evaluation in its entirety, please contact the appropriate RPDP:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source:  RPDP Annual Reports, 2009-2010.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
It is only the ignorant who despise education.  

Publilius Syrus 

 
RPDP Contact Information 

 
Northeastern Nevada .......................................... 775-753-3879 
Northwestern Nevada ......................................... 775-861-1242 
Southern Nevada ................................................ 702-799-3832 
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RPDPs—Internal Evaluations (continued) 
 

Northeastern Nevada RPDP:  Internal Evaluation 
 
The Northeastern Nevada RPDP (NERPDP) serves teachers and administrators in Churchill, 
Elko, Eureka, Humboldt, Lander, Pershing, and White Pine Counties.  The NERPDP services 
continue to be based on needs expressed in School Improvement Plans and have been refined 
over the last five years based on feedback from surveys, evaluations of workshops, site 
facilitator feedback, and regional coordinator reflection logs.  The budgets of both the NELIP 
and the NERPDP are constructed with the needs of schools and school districts in mind.  All 
districts have equal access to funds and every effort is made to ensure that the budget reflects 
equitable attention to the needs of all schools and districts.  
 
Unduplicated Participant Counts 
 
During SY 2009-2010, the NERPDP trainings reached an unduplicated count of 
1,419 educators, including 1,144 teachers (80 percent), 53 administrators (4 percent), and 
222 paraprofessionals, staff, and substitutes (16 percent).  Duplicated counts indicate total 
attendance reached 4,455 participants (including teachers, administrators, and other 
school personnel). 
 
Trainings Sessions 
 
In total, 248 separate trainings sessions were conducted by the NERPDP.  The trainings 
sessions were chiefly conducted by regional coordinators, site facilitators (Elko), NELIP 
facilitators, and instructional coaches.  The following chart presents the focus of services 
provided by the NERPDP during SY 2009-2010.  The chart indicates that approximately 
89 percent of the trainings sessions focused on effective instruction for the academic standards, 
7 percent focused on instructional leadership, and 4 percent focused on collaborative learning.   
 

 
 
  

89%

7% 4%
Northeastern Nevada RPDP

Focus of Services
SY 2009-2010

Effective Instruction

Instructional Leadership

Collaborative Learning
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RPDPs—Internal Evaluations (continued) 
 
Quality of Training 
 
At the end of each training session, participants are requested to complete a questionnaire 
concerning the quality of the session.  The following table presents the average ratings 
received from NERPDP participants during SY 2009-2010.   

 
Northeastern Nevada RPDP 

Teacher/Administrator Average Ratings:  Quality of Trainings Sessions 
SY 2009-2010 

 

 
*Scale (1-5):  1=not at all; 3=to some extent; and 5=to a great extent.  
 
Source:  Northeastern Nevada RPDP Annual Report, 2009-2010, August 2010.    

Question Rating* 

The activity matched my needs. 4.56 

The activity provided opportunities for interactions and reflections. 4.38 

The presenter/facilitator's experience and expertise enhanced the quality of 
the activity. 4.61 

The presenter/facilitator efficiently managed time and pacing of activities. 4.29 

The presenter/facilitator modeled effective teaching strategies. 4.67 

This activity added to my knowledge of standards and/or my skills in teaching 
subject matter content. 4.80 

The activity will improve my teaching skills. 4.36 

I will use the knowledge and skills from this activity in my classroom or 
professional duties. 4.86 

This activity will help me meet the needs of diverse student populations  
(e.g., gifted and talented, ELL, special ed., at-risk students). 4.27 
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RPDPs—Internal Evaluations (continued) 
 

Northwestern Nevada RPDP:  Internal Evaluation 
 
The Northwestern Nevada RPDP (NWRPDP) provides professional development for the 
Carson City, Douglas, Lyon, Storey, and Washoe County School Districts.  During 
SY 2009-2010, the NWRPDP region focused on research-based professional learning through 
the following three goals designed to address the recommendations from last year’s evaluation 
report:  (1) improve communication for common ends and purposes; (2) engage as a 
community of learners with common ends and purposes; and (3) increase and improve upon 
the scalability and sustainability of teacher learning.   

 
Unduplicated Participant Counts 
 
During SY 2009-2010, the NWRPDP trainings reached an unduplicated count of 
3,736  educators, including 2,890 teachers, 275 administrators, and 571 paraprofessionals, 
staff, substitutes, parents, and community members.  Duplicated counts indicate total 
attendance reached 7,702 participants (including teachers, administrators, and other 
school personnel). 
 
Trainings Sessions 
 
The following chart presents the focus of services provided by the NWRPDP during 
SY 2009-2010.  The chart indicates that approximately 57 percent of the trainings sessions 
focused on the academic standards in support of the core subject areas of English language 
arts, mathematics, and science.  The Teach for Success program (T4S) encompassed another 
22 percent of the trainings sessions and testing (Depth of Knowledge) was the focus in 
8 percent of the trainings sessions.   
 

 
 

*Teach for Success Program 

8%

57%

22%

13%

Northwestern Nevada RPDP
Focus of Services

SY 2009-2010

Testing

Core Subjects

T4S*

Other



Chapter 5 

100 

RPDPs—Internal Evaluations (continued) 
 
Quality of Training 
 
At the end of each training session, participants are requested to complete a questionnaire 
concerning the quality of the session.  The following table presents the average ratings 
received from participants during SY 2009-2010.   

 
Northwestern Nevada RPDP 

Teacher/Administrator Average Ratings:  Quality of Trainings Sessions 
SY 2009-2010 

 
*Scale (1-5):  1=not at all; 3=to some extent; and 5=to a great extent.  
 
Source:  Northwestern Nevada RPDP Annual Report, 2009-2010, August 2010.    

  

Question Rating* 

The activity matched my needs. 4.42 

The activity provided opportunities for interactions and 
reflections. 4.65 

The presenter/facilitator's experience and expertise 
enhanced the quality of the activity. 4.70 

The presenter/facilitator efficiently managed time and 
pacing of activities. 4.67 

The presenter/facilitator modeled effective teaching 
strategies. 4.64 

This activity added to my knowledge of standards and/or 
my skills in teaching subject matter content. 4.36 

The activity will improve my teaching skills. 4.50 

I will use the knowledge and skills from this activity in my 
classroom or professional duties. 4.57 

This activity will help me meet the needs of diverse student 
populations (e.g., gifted and talented, ELL, special ed., 
at-risk students). 

4.48 
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RPDPs—Internal Evaluations (continued) 
 

Southern Nevada RPDP:  Internal Evaluation 
 
The Southern Nevada RPDP (SNRPDP) serves teachers and administrators in Clark, 
Esmeralda, Lincoln, Mineral, and Nye Counties.  The Esmeralda, Lincoln, Mineral, and 
Nye County School Districts rely almost exclusively on the SNRPDP to provide teacher 
and administrator professional development services.  Because of this reliance, the SNRPDP is 
committed to providing comprehensive training and resources to these smaller districts.   
 
The SNRPDP continues to change the way professional development is delivered through 
implementation of the Backward Assessment Model (BAM) as the primary vehicle to deliver 
training. Rather than a model of a series of one‐shot unconnected presentations, BAM requires 
professional development to be an integral and essential part of teachers’ work. It requires 
professional development to be regularly scheduled, on site, ongoing, in the discipline teachers 
teach, in content and pedagogy, and include classroom teachers as active participants. 
 
There are two premises of BAM; the first is “assessment drives instruction.”  The second is 
“teachers make a difference; teachers working together make a greater difference.” As an 
example of this program and the emphasis placed on the academic standards, the majority of 
schools in the five southern Nevada school districts have adopted versions of the “Professional 
Development Day Agenda” put forth by the SNRPDP.  Essentially, the agenda focuses 
professional development time on what teachers teach (State standards), how they teach it, the 
performance of their students, and the implementation of instructional practices that will result 
in increased student achievement. 
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RPDPs—Internal Evaluations (continued) 
 
Unduplicated Participant Counts 
 
During SY 2009-2010, the SNRPDP trainings reached an unduplicated count of approximately 
4,800 teachers and administrators.  Duplicated counts indicate total attendance reached 
9,609 participants (including teachers, administrators, and other school personnel).  It is 
estimated that as many as 25,098 teachers and administrators were impacted by the 
SNRPDP trainers.   
 
Trainings Sessions 
 
The following chart presents the focus of services provided by the SNRPDP during 
SY 2009-2010.  The chart indicates that approximately 65 percent of the trainings sessions 
focused on the academic standards in support of the core subject areas of English language 
arts, mathematics, and science.  The areas of technology, including distance and online 
education, encompassed approximately 18 percent of the trainings sessions.  Finally, 
17 percent of the trainings sessions focused on administrative topics.   
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17%
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Focus of Services

SY 2009-2010
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RPDPs—Internal Evaluations (continued) 
 
Quality of Training 
 
At the end of each training session, participants are requested to complete a questionnaire 
concerning the quality of the session.  The following table presents the average ratings 
received from participants during SY 2009-2010.   

 
Southern Nevada RPDP 

Teacher/Administrator Average Ratings:  Quality of Trainings Sessions 
SY 2009-2010 

 

 
*Scale (1-5):  1=not at all; 3=to some extent; and 5=to a great extent.  
 
Source:  Southern Nevada RPDP Annual Report, 2009-2010, August 2010.    

 

Question Rating* 

The activity matched my needs. 4.50 

The activity provided opportunities for interactions and reflections. 4.60 

The presenter/facilitator's experience and expertise enhanced the 
quality of the activity. 4.80 

The presenter/facilitator efficiently managed time and pacing of 
activities. 4.80 

The presenter/facilitator modeled effective teaching strategies. 4.70 

This activity added to my knowledge of standards and/or my skills 
in teaching subject matter content. 4.50 

The activity will improve my teaching skills. 4.40 

I will use the knowledge and skills from this activity in my 
classroom or professional duties. 4.50 

This activity will help me meet the needs of diverse student 
populations (e.g., gifted and talented, ELL, special ed., at-risk 
students). 

4.40 
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