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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION
(NEVADA REVISED STATUTES 218.5352)
ADOPTED AT THE MEETING OF THE COMMITTEE ON
AUGUST 27, 2002

The following is a summary of the recommendations for bill draft requests (BDRs)
adopted by the Legislative Committee on Education for transmittal to the 72™ Session
of the Nevada Legislature.

1.

Amend the statutes to provide for revisions to the educational accountability
system, to the statewide achievement and proficiency testing system, and to
the teacher licensing provisions, and to add minimum requirements for the
qualifications and licensing of educational paraprofessionals, and related
matters, in order to comply with the Federal No Child Left Behind Act
of 2001 insofar as it requires a single statewide system of school
accountability; annual testing in reading or language arts and mathematics;
periodic testing in science; a supporting data management system; state and
district report cards; teacher quality requirements; financial accountability
systems; remedial programs, sanctions, and rewards; and other matters.
(BDR 34-635)

Appropriate to the Nevada Department of Education from the Distributive
School Account, for transfer to schools, for funding in the amount of
$6.75 million to be allocated as follows:

a.  $5.25 million for each of the fiscal years for the 2003-05 biennium, for
continued state support of remedial programs for schools needing
improvement (see NRS 385.389) and other eligible schools; and

b. $1.5 million for each of the fiscal years for the 2003-05 biennium, for
continued state support of approved remedial education or tutoring
programs outside the school day for pupils at any grade level who need
additional instructional time to pass or reach a level considered
proficient. Programs provided under this section must be conducted
before or after school, on weekends, during summer, or between
sessions in schools with year-round calendars.

The Department is authorized to exercise flexibility in use of the funds
for either: (a) school remediation under NRS 385.389; or for (b) programs
of remedial education or tutoring for individual students who need
additional instructional time to pass or reach a level considered proficient,
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although a minimum of $1.5 million shall be allocated for subsection b.
(BDR 34-636)

Include a statement of support in the final report of the Committee
for inclusion in the statewide testing program components needed to
implement a value-added reporting system. The components may include
annual test data from either local assessments or statewide tests, or both.
The components may be modeled on the Tennessee Value-Added
Assessment System (TVAAS) as set forth in Tennessee Statutes § 49-1-601
et. seq. Further, include a statement of support for consideration of
amendment of the statutes to provide that estimates of specific teacher
effects are not public records (similar to Tennessee Statutes § 49-1-606[2]).

Appropriate from the State General Fund $1.25 million for
Fiscal Year 2003-04 and $1.25 million for Fiscal Year 2004-05 to the
Clark County School District and the Washoe County School District, for
the purchase of test score reporting brochures and related services for
the statewide norm-referenced tests in 4", 7", and 10" grades and the
criterion-referenced tests in 3", 5", and 8" grades, or selected grades
subject to changes made to comply with the Federal No Child Left Behind
Act and the availability of legislative funding. (BDR 34-636)

Appropriate from the Distributive School Account for funding in the amount
of $9,665,939 for Fiscal Year 2003-04 and $9,788,445 for Fiscal Year 2004-05,
to the Department for transfer to the four host school districts
(Clark, Douglas, Elko, and Washoe) as follows:

Regional Professional FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05

Development Programs Combined Combined
Southern
(Clark County School District) $5,133,725 $5,133,725
Western
(Douglas County School District) $1,194,347 $1,229,475
Northeastern
(Washoe County School District) $1,314,597 $978,710
Northwestern
(Elko County School District) $2,023,270 $1,248,926
LBEAPE Evaluation $100,000 $100,000
Total Fiscal Year
(with evaluation dollars) $9,765,939 $9,888,445

for the operation of the four Regional Professional Development Programs
(RPDPs) and for the continuation of the Nevada Early Literacy Intervention
Program. Further, appropriate $100,000 in each year of the biennium from
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10.

the Distributive School Account to the Legislative Bureau of Educational
Accountability and Program Evaluation (LBEAPE) to contract for an
evaluation of the RPDPS, to include an evaluation of the Nevada Early
Literacy Intervention Program. (BDR 34-636)

Require by statute that the Regional Professional Development Programs
facilitate and coordinate the provision of introductory level training in
suicide signs to teachers and administrators. (BDR 34-644)

Provide the RPDPs with statutory authorization to enter into statewide
partnerships and to allocate a portion of their budgets for the purpose of
providing matching funds to permit the receipt of grant funds and to
otherwise permit the receipt of grant funds from state, federal, or other
sources, donations, or gifts. Note: Grant funds will be available to the
states under the Federal No Child Left Behind Act to support certain
professional development. (BDR 34-636)

Amend the statutes to provide for the compensation of Statewide
Coordinating Council members for travel and per diem expenses provided
to state officers and employees generally for attendance at Statewide
Coordinating Council meetings and while otherwise engaged in the work of
the Statewide Coordinating Council. The expenses will be paid from the
budgets of the respective RPDPs. Further, add a representative to the
Council selected by the Nevada State Education Association. (BDR 34-636)

Amend the statutes to require the boards of trustees of school districts to
pay for a 5 percent salary increase for a secondary teacher who teaches
mathematics or science and has an endorsement in the fields of mathematics
or science, and for a teacher who is assigned to teach pupils with disabilities
and who has an endorsement in that field. Also, require the State Board of
Education to identify the endorsements in the fields of mathematics
and science that qualify for the salary increase. Further, make the
amendment effective on July 1, 2004. (BDR 34-636)

Appropriate $207,000 over the biennium to the Nevada Department of
Education for the purpose of reimbursing up to $2,300 of the related costs
incurred by a teacher in gaining national certification by the National Board
for Professional Teaching Standards. Teachers wishing to obtain such
reimbursement must file a statement of intent with the school district at
least one year prior to anticipated certification; upon completion and
certification, the school district shall notice the Department to reimburse
the teacher up to $2,300 of the costs directly related to applying for and
receiving National Board for Professional Teaching Standards certification.
(BDR 34-636)
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Amend the statutes to direct the Commission on Professional Standards
to adopt regulations providing for alternative routes to a teacher’s license
for qualified persons with a bachelor degree or higher in a subject area.
The intent of the alternative certification procedure is to encourage
qualified retired persons or persons desiring a career change to enter the
teaching profession. Components of the alternative certification would
include six to eight weeks of an intensive training seminar covering
pedagogy, classroom management and related subjects, mentoring during
the first year of teaching, and a short training seminar after the first year
of teaching as follow-up. The alternative certification program would
still require licensing applicants to pass the examinations currently
required of teachers. (BDR 34-637)

Include a statement in the final report of the Committee noting that there
are issues that were brought to the Committee’s attention by the Legislative
Commission’s Subcommittee to Study the Prevention of Suicide but were
not adequately addressed during the 2001-03 interim due to a lack of time.
At the request of the Subcommittee to Study the Prevention of Suicide, the
Committee intends to review the issue of suicide prevention in schools in the
2003-05 interim. The issue is the potential need for additional personnel
in public schools, at the elementary, middle, and secondary level, to work
to prevent suicide, including consideration of the role of school social
workers and psychologists.

Amend the statutes to clarify that the prohibition on retaining a pupil more
than one time in the same grade does not apply to retention of pupils
in the 8" grade who fail to meet the credit requirement for promotion to
high school. This amendment is consistent with an opinion letter of the
Nevada Attorney General, intended to resolve an apparent conflict
primarily at NRS 392.033 and 392.125. (BDR 34-639)

Amend the statutes to permit early admission to kindergarten or first grade
for students within six months of the pertinent age cut-off, upon the request
of a parent or guardian, based upon an assessment by the school district of
the student’s readiness for school. (BDR 34-639)

Include a statement of support in the final report of the Committee and
send a letter to Clark and Washoe County School Districts urging them to
provide the services and support needed for homeless children to succeed in
school and to make specialized services available to such children to address
the unique needs of the homeless.



16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Amend the statutes to authorize school districts to provide access to
community college courses and to offer independent study for exceptionally
gifted students. Access to community college courses would include the
arrangement of enrollment; reimbursement by the district to the community
college for appropriate costs; and provision of appropriate instructional
materials, supplies, and equipment. School districts would be directed
to adopt policies for implementation of such access for exceptionally gifted
students. (BDR 34-640)

Send a letter of support to the Senate Committee on Finance and the
Assembly Committee on Ways and Means recommending that funding in
the amount of $20,000 per year be allocated within the budget for the
Legislative Committee on Education, for the use of the Council to Establish
Academic Standards for Public Schools in establishing and supporting
teams to review and revise, as needed, the academic standards initially
developed in 1998, with the understanding that the first subject area to be
reviewed will be the science standards and that the other standards will be
reviewed consistent with the textbook adoption cycle. The allocated funds
would be used for travel, per diem, and other costs of the teams established
for the review and revision of one subject area per fiscal year. In addition,
the letter would recommend continuation of current levels of funding for
the operating budget of the Council within the budget of the Nevada
Department of Education.

Amend the statutes to provide that the term of a member of the Council to
Establish Academic Standards for Public Schools continues until the
appointing authority makes a new appointment. (BDR 34-638)

Amend the statutes to provide that the term of each member of the
Commission on Educational Technology is two years, commencing on
January 1 of the year they are appointed and expiring on December 31 of
the next calendar year. Five of the members shall be appointed in even
numbered years and six of the members shall be appointed in odd
numbered years. A member shall continue in his office until a successor is
appointed. (BDR 34-638)

Send a letter of support to the Clark County School District for the
purchase of laptop computers for disadvantaged students to use at home, on
a temporary basis, during the school year. Further, include a statement of
support in the final report of the Committee encouraging funding for
educational technology.
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21.

22,

23.

Include a statement of support in the final report of the Committee for
the implementation of a statewide initiative to provide broadband
connections for all schools and school districts, as well as the higher
education community, similar to the statewide systems in place in Iowa,
South Dakota, and Utah.

Amend the statutes relating to school transportation as follows:

a.

To provide an exception for physically disabled students from
participation in practice drills for emergency evacuations, as defined
by regulation of the State Board, and also require the State Board of
Education to provide for alternative safety procedures for such
students, by regulation.

To delete “or a bus used for extracurricular activities”; to increase the
required training hours from 10 to 20 hours for both operating a
vehicle and in the specified subjects; to add CPR leading to
certification and student management to the required training
subjects; and to delete the provision permitting student drivers.

To delete the exemption for vehicles used for extracurricular activities,
thereby disallowing the use of 15 passenger vans.

To provide exceptions to the requirement for flashing red lights, as
defined by regulation of the State Board, for buses transporting
students with special needs who are individually loaded and unloaded.
Also delete the “to or from school” limitation so that the flashing red
light system is activated at all times the bus is transporting students.

To require that trainers of school bus drivers be qualified as set
forth in regulation by the State Board of Education.

To clarify that charter schools must comply with the school
transportation statutes/regulations when transporting charter school
students.

(BDR 34-641)

Amend the statutes to provide that the Nevada Department of Education
shall make up the difference from the Distributive School Account between
the statewide average per-pupil payment and the district per-pupil payment,
for state-sponsored charter schools. (BDR 34-642)
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24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

Amend the statutes to require nonlicensed employees at charter schools to
be fingerprinted and subject to background checks prior to employment.
Further, with regard to hiring a teacher or administrator with a felony
conviction, allow the governing body to make an offer of employment if the
conviction is unrelated to the employment position. (BDR 34-642)

Amend the statutes to require charter schools to pay for retesting of their
students in the event of a failure to test a sufficient percentage of students
or in the event of a testing irregularity. (BDR 34-642)

Include a statement in the final report of the Committee urging the
superintendents of the school districts to review their district priorities in
curricula to ensure that the districts’ efforts are focused on the most critical
subject areas in order to promote student achievement, and to provide the
Legislative Committee on Education in 2004 with a list of the state mandates
and programs that the districts cannot reasonably accomplish due to
funding or time constraints.

Amend the statutes to revise the licensure requirements related to distance
education courses for public schools to permit university or college
personnel to teach distance education courses in the core academic subjects.
(BDR 34-642)

Amend the distance education statutes to permit a committee to form a
charter school to file an application for approval of a distance education
program. (BDR 34-642)

Amend the statutes to revise the September 1 and January 1 deadlines
for filing written agreements regarding the enrollment of pupils in
programs of distance education to October 1 and February 1, respectively.
(BDR 34-642)

Include within the appropriation bill for the class-size reduction funds,
provisions that allow school districts the additional option to use their class
size reduction funds to implement class size reduction in kindergarten
through grade 6 by permitting student-to-teacher ratios of up to 22 students
per teacher. (BDR 34-643)

Send a letter from the Committee to the Board of Regents requesting

their review of the scope of the costs of education and the expenditures
of scholarship funds by recipients of a Millennium Scholarship.
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32.

33.

Include a statement in the final report of the Committee noting there are
issues that were not adequately addressed during the 2001-03 interim due to
a lack of sufficient time and the imperatives of the No Child Left Behind
Act of 2001. Although not addressed by the Committee during this interim,
the Committee intends to make the issue of the creation of smaller high
schools to address drop-out rates and to improve student achievement a
priority in the 2003-05 interim.

Include a statement in the final report of the Committee noting there are
issues that were not adequately addressed during the 2001-03 interim due to
a lack of sufficient time and the imperatives of the No Child Left Behind
Act of 2001. Although not addressed by the Committee during this interim,
the Committee intends to make a priority in the 2003-05 interim of the
following issue; namely, the effective implementation of a P-16 effort to
reduce the gap between high school and postsecondary education, including
the reduction of remediation at the college level, facilitating progression to
postsecondary study, and improvements in workforce preparation.
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REPORT TO THE 72" SESSION OF THE NEVADA LEGISLATURE BY
THE LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION’S COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION

I. INTRODUCTION

In 1997 the Legislature enacted Senate Bill 482 (Chapter 473, Statutes of Nevada),
creating a new statutory committee — the Legislative Committee on Education. The
bill, known as the Nevada Education Reform Act (NERA), establishes a permanent
eight-member Legislative Committee on Education to provide for legislative review of
the education reform process. The Committee is charged with reviewing statewide
programs in accountability, the automated student record (SMART) program, class size
reduction, and any other fiscal or policy concerns associated with public education
in the state. The Committee has met for three interim periods since its creation. The
Committee held a total of 12 meetings this interim: one in 2001, ten in 2002, and one
in January of 2003. The creation of the Committee, its membership, and powers and
duties are codified in Nevada Revised Statutes 218.5352 and 218.5354, contained
within Appendix A.

Members of the Committee during the 2001-03 interim included the following
legislators:

Senator William J. Raggio, Chair, Reno
Assemblyman Wendell P. Williams, Vice Chair, Las Vegas
Senator Bernice Mathews, Sparks
Senator Ann O’Connell, Las Vegas
Senator Maurice E. Washington, Sparks
Assemblywoman Dawn Gibbons, Reno
Assemblyman Marcia de Braga, Fallon
Assemblyman Mark A. Manendo, Las Vegas

Legislative Counsel Bureau staff services for the Committee were provided by:

H. Pepper Sturm, Chief Principal Research Analyst
Susan E. Scholley, Senior Research Analyst
Carol M. Stonefield, Senior Research Analyst

Mindy Braun, Education Program Analyst

Lu Chen, Education Statistician
Kristin C. Roberts, Principal Deputy Legislative Counsel
Mary Alice McGreevy, Deputy Legislative Counsel
Roxanne Duer, Principal Research Secretary
Ricka Benum, Senior Research Secretary



The members heard a series of in-depth briefings on the Federal No Child Left Behind
Act of 2001 including presentations by the National Conference of State Legislatures
and the Education Commission of the States. = Members received a series of
presentations and policy briefings concerning other national and state education reform
activities, including the Federal Reading Excellence Act, American Diploma Project,
the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS), the Milken Family
Foundation teacher advancement program (TAP), the Grow Network test score reports,
education data systems such as Maryland’s Web site for school accountability and
Just for the Kids, and research on reading and literacy.

The members also reviewed Nevada’s current accountability and school improvement
programs; the impact of remediation funds on at-risk schools; the state’s Class Size
Reduction Program and Elko’s pilot program; the InSite financial reports; as well as
the status of the SMART program. Other issues on which the Committee heard
testimony included teacher education programs in Nevada, teacher licensing,
an evaluation of charter schools, distance education regulations, the Millennium
Scholarship Program, closed campus policies, test development activities, the Nevada
Association of School Superintendents funding proposal — iNVest, achievement level
tests, parental involvement, and school construction. As required by statute, the
Committee recommended a list of remedial education programs that have proven to be
successful in increasing the academic achievement of pupils and forwarded that list to
the Nevada Department of Education for adoption.

The Committee on Education also received regular progress reports from two other
entities created by NERA: (1) the Council to Establish Academic Standards for Public
Schools; and (2) the Commission on Educational Technology. Regular reports from the
RPDPs also were reviewed, including updates on the Nevada Early Literacy
Intervention Program (NELIP).

Members of the Committee considered a number of proposals with regard to
public education in Nevada, including issues involving compliance with the Federal
No Child Left Behind Act, training and recruitment incentives for Nevada
teachers, accountability, kindergarten, class size, and testing. Major recommendations
adopted include proposals to:

J Revise the state’s accountability and assessment system to comply with federal
education law;

o Continue funding for the RPDPs, including the NELIP, and expand the
authority of the Statewide Coordinating Council;

o Appropriate funds to continue to provide remedial programs for students in
low-performing schools and for individual students needing assistance;



o Implement class size reduction through grade 6 by permitting a student-teacher
ratio of 22:1;

J Encourage teachers to become certified by the National Board for Professional
Teaching Standards;

o Provide an alternative route to teacher licensing;
o Encourage recruitment and licensing of teachers in certain subject areas;
J Fund a pilot program in Clark and Washoe County School Districts for test

score reporting and related services, including linkages to academic standards;

o Revise the membership provisions of the Council to Establish Academic
Standards and the Commission on Educational Technology;

o Update school transportation provisions;
. Revise certain charter school and distance education statutes;
o Make provisions for suicide awareness training and study the need for additional

personnel in public schools to prevent suicide; and

J Permit early admission to kindergarten for certain students and authorize access
to certain classes for exceptionally gifted students.

Subsequent sections of this report contain detailed descriptions and background
information for each of these recommendations, along with relevant appendices.
Copies of Committee bill draft requests (BDRs) are contained within Appendix K.
Copies of the letters sent at the direction of the Legislative Committee on Education are
contained in Appendix B.

II. REVIEW OF MAJOR ISSUES AND COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES

The Legislative Committee on Education considered a number of issues relating to
education reform at the federal level, as well as in Nevada and other states.
A significant portion of the Committee’s time involved oversight of the
Nevada Education Reform Act of 1997 and ongoing education programs and activities.
As in previous years, statutory education entities and other organizations associated
with school improvement efforts provided periodic status reports to the Committee.
Due to the enactment of the sweeping education reforms at the federal level in the No
Child Left Behind Act (NCLBA) of 2001, the Committee focused much of its effort on
reviewing the provisions of the NCLBA and investigating options for implementation.



Many of the Committee’s presentations were relevant to the implementation of the new
federal act and addressed issues of national concern including teacher quality, data
reporting, and assessments.

A. FEDERAL NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND ACT OF 2001

In January 2002, President George W. Bush signed the reauthorization of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) into law. The new federal education
bill, called the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, is also known as H.R. 1. The bill
contains several major federal education initiatives aimed at closing the achievement
gap and ensuring that all students reach proficiency by 2014. Improved literacy and
teacher quality are at the heart of the bill, along with annual assessments and sanctions
for failing to make adequate yearly progress (AYP) towards proficiency for all
students. A table from the National Governors’ Association showing the timeline of
state action required under the NCLBA is attached as Appendix C.

At the request of the Chairman, staff of the Legislative Committee on Education
prepared a series of briefings on the key provisions of the Federal No Child Left
Behind Act. The Committee heard briefings on teacher quality, assessment and
reporting, accountability and sanctions, inclusion policies, and flexibility. In addition,
staff arranged for overview briefings by the National Conference of State Legislatures
and the Education Commission of the States on various aspects of the Act.

At its August 2002, work session, the Committee reserved a bill draft request to
accommodate the changes needed to bring Nevada’s accountability and assessment
system into compliance with the federal law. To develop the blueprint for the bill, the
Chair directed a working group, in consultation with members of the Committee, to
recommend revisions to the current Nevada reform structure. The working group’s
recommendations were presented to the Committee at its November 20, 2002, meeting.
The Committee voted to approve the recommendations subject to certain amendments
and additions.

1. Major Findings

In order to implement the federal education act and after considering the
recommendations of the working group, the Legislative Committee on Education
directed that:

. Augmented norm-referenced tests shall be developed for School Year 2005-06
for grades 3 through 8 in reading/language arts and mathematics, and for
School Year 2007-08 in science. The 8" grade writing test shall be moved to
7™ grade and shall be part of the accountability system.



The High School Proficiency Examination (HSPE) shall be used for
accountability purposes in the 10 through 12 grade span and the Preliminary
Scholastic Aptitude Test (PSAT) shall be administered in grade 10, but shall not
be part of the accountability system.

Current statutes permitting emergency hiring of teachers shall be amended to
prohibit the hiring of teachers who are not highly-qualified in low-performing
schools, and districts will be required to maintain the balance of experienced
teachers in their low-performing schools at the same or higher level as other
schools.

Exemptions from testing for Limited English Proficient (LEP) and
special education students shall be deleted and minimum testing requirements
(95 percent) shall be set.

A license shall be created for middle school teachers and the State Board of
Education shall adopt regulations and required tests for paraprofessionals.

Information regarding teacher qualifications and paraprofessionals shall be
collected and reported at all levels.

The role of the RPDPs in school improvement and teacher quality initiatives
shall be strengthened.

The statutes shall include references to the three components of the state’s
revised accountability system: (1) meeting an absolute target; (2) making
relative growth; and (3) narrowing the achievement gap between subgroups.

The State Board of Education and Nevada Department of Education shall
specify proficiency levels, the method of calculating AYP, the annual
determinations of AYP for schools and districts, and exceptions (e.g., safe
harbor).

Policies for prioritization and direction of state remediation funding shall be
included to ensure that schools with the greatest need receive funding.

In general, the same four categories that exist under NERA—schools needing
improvement, adequate, high achieving, and exemplary—will be modified to
reflect the AYP designations.

School support teams shall substitute for the academic panels currently in law
and provisions for recognition of schools making substantial progress towards
closing the achievement gap or exceeding AYP shall be included.



Consequences for low-performing schools that are Title I-served schools shall be
consistent with federal law and state actions for non-Title I schools shall be
handled via school support teams.

The process for school improvement shall require an annual review of all
schools and two-year improvement plans shall be required for all schools.

Low-performing districts will be required to revise their improvement plans and
the statutes will list the corrective actions that may be taken by the state,
including deferral of funding, new curricula, replacement of staff, establishment
of alternative governance, appointment of a trustee, or abolition or restructuring
of the district.

The priorities for state support shall be: (1) districts with schools subject to
corrective action and assistance to those schools in a district that has failed to
carry out its responsibilities; (2) districts with schools identified for
improvement; and (3) other districts and schools that need it.

Report cards at the state, district, and school level shall be required and
disseminated. The school accountability technical advisory committee (TAC)
shall make recommendations on the format of the reports to achieve uniformity
and on inclusion of additional items.

The final List of Effective Remedial Programs shall include programs designed
to increase the achievement and language proficiency of LEP students.

Data collected shall be disaggregated by subgroups as required in federal law
and the statewide data system shall have the capacity to report the required
information and to calculate and report AYP.

The statewide data reporting system shall contain unique student identifiers to
lay the foundation for a value-added analysis.

The school districts shall establish plans for safe and drug-free schools and the
State Board shall determine the definition of a “persistently dangerous” school
and provide for transfer options.

The Governor, Legislative Committee on Education, and LBEAPE shall be
provided with reports and information on the accountability and assessment
systems.



B. REPORTS TO THE COMMITTEE

The Committee has certain statutory duties with regard to the state’s accountability
system. In addition, a number of entities are required, and others are requested,
to provide the Committee with regular status reports. Appendix D lists the bodies
required to submit reports under the Nevada Revised Statutes.  Further, the
2001 Legislature enacted a series of bills requiring that various reports be submitted to
the Committee. These measures included:

o Assembly Bill 214 (Chapter 266, Statutes of Nevada 2001) - The Nevada
Department of Education is required to submit its annual report on test security
incidents by September 1, 2002, and September 1 of each year thereafter. In
addition, the school districts and the Nevada Department of Education are
required to submit test security plans by September 1 of each year.

o Assembly Bill 671 (Chapter 569, Statutes of Nevada 2001) - The Class Size
Reduction Program appropriation bill again required the Elko County School
District to prepare an interim report for the Committee by February 15, 2002,
on its pilot program authorized under the bill and to submit a final report to the
full legislature by February 15, 2003.

o Senate Bill 3 (Chapter 13, Statutes of Nevada 2001 Special Session) — The bill
requires the RPDPs to submit budgets to the Committee annually. Sections 18
and 19 require the governing bodies of the RPDPs and each school district
board of trustees to submit annual reports to the Committee.

o Senate Bill 311 (Chapter 290, Statutes of Nevada 2001) - The bill requires
the Clark County School District to create a planning committee to study
the construction of smaller schools and to submit an interim report by
November 1, 2002, and a final report by November 2004.

o Senate Bill 399 (Chapter 599, Statutes of Nevada 2001) - Section 69 requires
the Nevada Department of Education to submit the proposed regulations for
distance education programs to the Committee no later than January 1, 2002, for
its review and comment prior to action by the State Board of Education.

o Senate Bill 427 (Chapter 574, Statutes of Nevada 2001) - Section 3 provides for
an interim evaluation report from the consultant on educational technology
grants.

o Senate Bill 585 (Chapter 565, Statutes of Nevada 2001) - Section 12 requires
the submittal of NELIP reports. Section 13 provides for submission of the
NELIP evaluation report by January 19, 2003. Section 17 requires an annual
report on the effectiveness of early childhood grant programs.



The Committee received information from these bodies and from other committees that
make periodic status reports concerning their activities. Following is a summary of the
significant activities of the Statewide Management of Automated Record Transfer
system; the consultant’s review of school district accountability reports; the Regional
Professional Development Programs; the Council to Establish Academic Standards for
Public Schools; the Commission on Educational Technology; and the Elko Class Size
Reduction Pilot Program.

1. Nevada’s Automated Student Record Program - SMART

The Statewide Management of Automated Record Transfer (SMART) System is an
electronic data system that was designed to increase educational accountability, to
provide student record management and transfer capacities to school and district offices
statewide, and to establish an electronic repository of statewide student records at
the Nevada Department of Education. When fully operational, SMART is expected to
provide data useful to school staff and policymakers and will increase the quantity and
quality of information regarding the actual status of education in Nevada.

In 1995, the Nevada State Legislature provided funding to support Phase I of SMART.
This phase included, among other things, development of: (1) a data dictionary for the
standardization of state and federal reporting; (2) a student administrative technology
plan for the 17 school districts and the Department; (3) standards/procedures for
collection and transmission of data; and (4) data conversion/translation software. Phase
I also included pilot programs in five school districts (Churchill, Elko, Lincoln,
Pershing, and Washoe Counties).

The 1997 and 1999 Nevada Legislatures provided additional funding to support
Phases II and III. Phase II activities included full implementation of SMART in
the 11 non-pilot school districts, and substantial implementation of SMART in the
Clark County School District. Although several districts had difficulties meeting the
Phase II benchmarks, the school districts report making substantial progress in the
implementation of Phase III. Phase III activities included: (1) submission of SMART
data from all school districts to the Department; (2) additional customization of school
and district office student information system software; (3) data integrity analysis to
detect problems with data collection/transmission procedures and/or software;
(4) continued implementation of SMART in Clark County; and (5) improvement of the
state level system/repository.

In order to facilitate the continued implementation of SMART into Phase IV, the
2001 Legislature approved funding in the Department’s budget for a full-time
consultant and one part-time consultant. Further, the districts each received funding for
a district administrator to oversee data accuracy and integrity. Phase IV also includes:
(1) the submission of SMART data from all school districts to the Department;



(2) completion of implementation in secondary schools in the Clark County School
District; (3) continued analysis of data integrity; (4) problem solving for issues with
data collection, management or transmission; and (5) continued improvement to the
state level system and repository. An overview of the history of SMART is attached in
Appendix E.

During the 2001-03 interim, the 17 district superintendents met to discuss the
implementation of SMART and the respective responsibilities of the districts and the
Department. Under the leadership of the new Superintendent of Public Instruction, the
Department has renewed its commitment to being the lead agency in the successful
implementation of SMART.

With the enactment of the NCLBA, the Committee expressed concerns regarding the
capacity of SMART and whether the system can support the additional requirements of
collection and reporting imposed by federal law. According to reports from the
Department to the Committee, SMART will be fully operational, with data available for
research and reporting purposes, by March of 2003, and has the capacity to support the
additional demands for data by the federal government.

At the Committee’s final meeting in January 2003, the Nevada Department of
Education responded to a final request for information on the status of SMART. The
Department’s response addresses questions raised in a December 31, 2002, letter from
the Legislative Counsel Bureau (LCB) and provides details on SMART’s capacity and
future needs, as well as its ability to comply with the NCLBA. The LCB’s letter and
the Department’s response are attached as Appendix F.

2. Consultant Review of School District Accountability Reports

Each year, the Legislative Bureau of Educational Accountability and Program
Evaluation (LBEAPE) contracts for an independent evaluation of school
district accountability programs. The contract has been awarded to George “Gus” Hill,
Associate Professor, Educational Leadership Department, University of Nevada, Reno
(UNR), as editor and chairman of a group of UNR and the University of Nevada,
Las Vegas (UNLV), professors of education, for the past three years.
The accountability review panel performs a review to determine how well school
districts are complying with the state accountability law. Many of the reviewers have
been involved since the inception of the accountability review process and have
noted many positive changes over time. Each reviewer is assigned one or more district
accountability reports to review, and a secondary reviewer also reviews each district.
The process includes:

o Reviewing the districts” accountability reports;



J Determining how the districts complied with both the spirit and letter of state
law;

o Evaluating the state accountability handbook by which districts are charged with
preparing reports;

o Comparing the state accountability handbook with the district reports;

o Determining whether the information in the districts’ reports is consistent with
the statewide data tables;

o Ascertaining whether Part III, which contains plans for improvement on areas
with exceptional results, is congruent with Part I, which is the building report
typically prepared by the principal;

o Determining the compliance status of charter schools (a new component of the
report); and

o Assessing the use of accountability data by the Nevada Department of Education
and the State Board of Education (a new component of the report).

a. Recommendations of the 2001 Report

The 2001 report noted that all the school districts are making an earnest effort to
comply with the accountability laws and that the districts’ reports are improving in
quality. However, charter schools in the state are submitting only minimally compliant
reports and the panel noted that is to be expected given their relative inexperience. The
panel found that most school districts are using the accountability reports and data to
improve schools and student achievement. With regard to the Nevada Department of
Education and the State Board, the panel did not find any evidence that school
accountability data was being used at the state level. The primary findings and
recommendations of the 2001 report are:

o Uniformity is lacking in the reporting of school violence and discipline;
o School safety issues should be addressed and improved;
. Continued assistance should be given to schools in which over 40 percent of the

students are scoring in the bottom quartile in one or more subject areas on the
statewide norm-referenced test (NRT);

o The rules relating to the status of 10™ graders for purposes of administering the
NRT in that grade should be clarified;

10



. The Legislature should require additional variables, such as socioeconomic
status, to be analyzed along with test scores when reporting data;

o The districts should be encouraged to fully utilize the services of the regional
professional development programs;

o School districts should report on special practices or programs to inform other
educators and state policymakers of the effectiveness of such programs;

o School districts should report data from the University and Community College
System of Nevada (UCCSN) on remedial enrollments of recent high school
graduates (rather than district-compiled information);

o Districts should be encouraged to report progress toward alignment of curricula
with state academic standards and particularly how accountability data are being
used;

J Both the Nevada Department of Education and the districts should provide more

assistance to charter schools in complying with accountability laws;
o The Legislature should clarify the law related to habitual truancy; and
o The districts should ensure the accuracy of data reported to the public.

The 2001 panel also noted that certain recommendations from their prior report
remained relevant and worth repeating:

J The process for validation of test scores at the school level in instances where
wide variations occur from year to year needs to be formulated and implemented
consistently;

J Part III reporting requirements for charter schools need to be aligned with

district reporting requirements; charter schools’ reports tend to contain more
financial data than student achievement data;

o Improvement in mathematics curricula at both the elementary and secondary
levels continues to be a theme of the current review and the RPDPs should be

engaged in this effort;

o Student attendance rates are an ongoing issue and attention should be given to
incentives for increasing attendance;

o Data in the Part III reports needs to be current school year data;
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o Efforts to reduce the student-to-computer ratio and achieve Internet connections
for all schools should continue;

o Results on the 4™ grade writing test should not be misinterpreted as this test is
both new and diagnostic in focus;

o District superintendents and local school boards should give a high priority to
high quality professional development; and

o The Department and State Board should begin to report the extent to which they
are using accountability data to inform their practice and policies.

Finally, the 2001 report contained recommendations on the review process
itself, including: (1) the need of some rural districts for consultants to assist in the
preparation of the accountability reports; (2) districts should continue to make
the district’s goals focused on student achievement and school site goals should be
aligned with district goals; (3) curriculum alignment should continue along with use of
the new criterion-referenced tests (CRTs) as benchmarks for curriculum; and
(4) districts should report the assessment results on their local assessments and ensure
that local assessments are aligned with state standards.

b. Recommendations of the 2002 Report

The Committee received a preview of the 2002 report from Dr. Hill. The Committee
learned that three new data elements had been included: (1) percentage of classrooms
with networked computers; (2) percentage of pupils with 30 minutes or more of
computer instruction; and (3) percentage of credit-deficient pupils. Further, Dr. Hill
advised the Committee that the final report would include a comparison of the No Child
Left Behind Act to the Nevada Education Reform Act, as well as a comparison of
Nevada’s accountability system with California, Tennessee, and Texas.

The reported findings of the panel included:

e All districts have made strong efforts to comply and most reports are high-quality;

e Most districts are using data for improvement as intended by the Legislature;

e Charter school reports continue to be minimally compliant, with one exception;

¢ Districts still appear to be ignoring other important issues; and

e There is little of evidence of preparation for the NCLBA.
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In addition to several continuing recommendations such as validation of test scores,
improvement of attendance, and attention to mathematics instruction, the panel also
advised the Committee that the final report would contain several recommendations
related to the NCLBA. Finally, the panel stated that, “While the review panel firmly
believes that it has made a contribution to the improvement of public schools of
Nevada, there is also a strong belief that it is time for a change. The final report will
contain a detailed recommendation for a state level review process that is contemporary
in the era of NCLB.” The final report will be available on February 28, 2003.

3. Regional Professional Development Programs

In response to a series of regional workshops
conducted by the Committee during the 1997-99
interim period, teachers, administrators, and
others proposed a regional professional
development model to help educators to teach
the new state academic standards. The mission
of the RPDPs is to provide professional training :
for administrators and teachers in order to L
implement Nevada’s high standards. :
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In the 2001 Session, the mission of the RPDPs was expanded to include implementation of
the Nevada Early Literacy Intervention Program, an initiative of the Governor aimed at
increasing literacy in grades K through 3 by giving teachers training in strategies for teaching
reading. Senate Bill 585 appropriated $8.87 million to implement NELIP and to conduct an
evaluation of the effectiveness of the program.

Senate Bill 3 from the 17™ Special Session of the Nevada Legislature formalized the existence

of the RPDPs in statute. In addition, S.B. 3 created the Statewide Coordinating Council, a
group that had been meeting informally since shortly after the creation of the RPDPs. The
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Statewide Coordinating Council consists of eight members: the four directors of the regional
programs and one representative from each of the regional governing bodies. The Statewide
Coordinating Council must meet at least quarterly and is charged with:

o Adopting standards for evaluating the training provided by the RPDPs;

o Coordinating the dissemination of information to school districts, administrators,
teachers, and the RPDPs;

o Conducting long-range planning for professional development needs; and
o Adopting uniform evaluation procedures.
a. Training Content

Implementation of each RPDP is overseen by a governing body composed of
superintendents of schools, representatives of the UCCSN, teachers, and employees of
the Nevada 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.

Based upon the assessment of needs for training within the region and the priorities of
training adopted by the governing body, each RPDP must provide at least one of the
following types of training: (1) new state standards; (2) assessment and measurement
of pupil achievement and the effective methods to analyze the test results and scores of
pupils to improve the achievement and proficiency of pupils; (3) specific content areas
to enable teachers to provide a higher level of instruction in their respective fields of
teaching; and (4) basic skills for students, such as providing reading instruction with the
use of phonics and basic mathematics computation.

During Fiscal Years 2001-02 and 2002-03, the RPDPs have provided training focused
on academic standards, assessment, instructional methods, and core subject matter
content. The training has been provided by a variety of means, including outside
experts, regional trainers, and site trainers at the schools.

b. Participation of Teachers and Administrators
Approximately 15,000 teachers and administrators have participated in over 2,000

RPDP-sponsored training sessions. Teachers and administrators have generally rated
RPDP training to be of high quality.
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C. Evaluation

In addition to providing funds for the implementation of the RPDPs, Senate Bill 585 of
the 2001 Legislative Session authorizes the four RPDPs to form a consortium and to
receive up to $65,000 in each year of the biennium from the State Distributive School
Account to hire a qualified, independent consultant to conduct an evaluation of
the effectiveness of the professional development programs that are offered. For the
2001-03 biennium, the evaluation of the effectiveness of the programs is again being
conducted by WestEd, an independent, nonprofit educational research, development,
and service agency. The evaluation will be submitted to the 72™ Legislature.

The WestEd evaluation uses a number of methods to collect data, including:

. Logging of training events;

o Surveys of teachers and administrators;

o Feedback evaluations on RPDP-sponsored events;

o Interviews with key stakeholders; and

o Classroom observations in the five largest school districts (Clark, Washoe,

Elko, Douglas, and Carson).

Based on the results of the classroom observations, it appears that teachers vary widely
in their competency levels and the quality of instruction has not yet met standards of
excellence with regard to standards-based instruction; however, progress is being made.
The evaluation concludes that no inferences can be drawn between RPDP training and
student achievement.

The evaluation report contained several recommendations:

o Putting a process in place to ensure high-quality of RPDP training;
. Differentiating professional development services among teachers;
o Clarifying the service delivery model;

J Increasing evaluation efforts;

o Continuing efforts to enlist support from site administrators;

o Staffing the Statewide Coordinating Council;
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o Developing system-wide goals and performance indicators; and

o Planning for an active RPDP role in the implementation of federal legislation,
the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.

4. Council to Establish Academic Standards For Public Schools

a. History

As part of the Nevada Education Reform Act, the Legislature created a nine-member
Council to Establish Academic Standards for Public Schools in 1997. The Council was
required to review and recommend statewide standards in English, mathematics, and
science before September 1, 1998. The Council convened a series of statewide writing
teams for each of these topics, with team members consisting of educators, community
members, parents, and others. In addition, several focus groups of parents and teachers
addressed issues related to academic standards that guided the work of the writing teams
and the Council. The State Board, in a joint meeting with the Council, adopted standards
and the statewide tests linked to these standards in August 1998. The standards for
English, mathematics, and science took effect within the public schools during the
1999-2000 School Year. During Phase II of the Council’s activities, statewide writing
teams consisting of teachers, other educators, parents, and community members drafted
standards in the arts, computer education, health/physical education, and social studies.
The Council adopted standards for these subjects in March 2000, effective for public school
students during the 2000-01 school year.

Senate Bill 466 (Chapter 621, Statutes of Nevada 1999) of the 1999 Legislative Session
made the Council permanent and it now consists of an eight-member panel, with four
members appointed by the Governor, including two parents and two licensed educators.
The remaining four members are appointed by legislative leadership and include two
legislators, one from each house, and two business or industry representatives.

b. Expenditure Of Funds On Academic Standards

Since its inception in 1997, the Council has used the staff and services of the
Nevada Department of Education and the Washington, D.C.-based Council for Basic
Education (CBE) to carry out its mission. For the 1997-99 biennium, over $500,000
was expended on development of the core academic standards and an engagement plan
to educate the public. In the 1999-2001 biennium, an additional $352,795 was expended
to finish the core academic standards, and to develop the non-core standards. For the current
biennium, the Council has continued to use the services of the CBE to keep abreast of
the national and state issues in education relating to their mission, including the No Child Left
Behind Act and its impact on state standards and testing.
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The following chart provides more detail on the expenditures for the Council to
Establish Academic Standards although the current biennium expenditures are not final:

FUNDS BIENNIUM BIENNIUM BIENNIUM SIX-YEAR
1997-1999 1999-2001 | 2001-2003 TOTAL
State - Operational $23,950 $33,000 $28,059 $85,009
Costs
State - Contractor
(CBE) 253,325 90,995 22,890 367,210
State D.epartment of 89,004 0 0 89,094
Education
State Funds - Subtotal 366,369 123,995 50,949 541,313
Federal funds 184,256 228,800 20,000 433,056
TOTAL $550,625 $352,795 $70,949 $974,369

Note that these funds do not include the indirect contributions associated with the
assistance of the Nevada Department of Education staff, teachers, postsecondary
personnel, parents, and business people. The Nevada Department of Education
estimates the indirect contributions to be several hundred thousand dollars. In the first
biennium, state funds were the primary funding source, but in the second biennium,
state funds comprised less than one-third of the funds spent on the standards. Now in the
third biennium, state funds comprise slightly more than one-half of the funds spent.

C. Activities of the Council

As required by S.B. 466 and as set forth at Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) 389.520,
389.540, and 389.570, the Council is charged with:

o Adopting standards of content and performance for the eight specified subjects;
o Assigning priorities to the standards;
o Establishing a schedule for the periodic review of the standards and, if necessary,

their revision;

o Reviewing and evaluating the results of the pupils on the examinations required to
measure the achievement and proficiency of students in selected grades on the
standards (e.g., CRTs);

o Comparing the progress of students on the CRTs from year to year;

o Determining whether the standards require revision; and
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J Working in cooperation with the State Board to prescribe the required
examinations.

The Council’s work plans for Fiscal Years 2001-02 and 2002-03 addressed many of
these issues. As required, the Council established grade-by-grade standards in mathematics
and English in grades K through 8 and 12. The standards were prioritized into one of three
categories: (1) E - Enduring Knowledge; (2) I - Important to Know; and (3) W - Worth
Knowing. The Council addressed the issue of a schedule for the periodic review of
existing standards and generally agreed to link the revision schedule to the textbook
adoption cycle and to target the science standards as the first standards to be reviewed
in FY 2003-04 so that any recommendations for revision can be incorporated into textbook
decisions in 2004-05.

In April 2002, the Council invited the school districts throughout the state to advise the
Council about any implementation issues with regard to standards and held a roundtable
discussion. Based on the testimony received, it appears that all the standards have been
fully implemented but the issue was not directly addressed. Questions from the Council
focused on professional development issues, use of local and state assessment data, the
level of cooperation between administrators and teachers, and suggestions to improve
the process.

The Council reviewed the results of the pilot CRTs in the spring of 2001
and the revised standards-based version of the HSPE. The Council recommended that
scores be reported in an understandable and useful format and be disaggregated.
The Council also addressed a number of test-related issues including, but not limited to:

o Constructed responses should be included but only if turn-around times for
scoring would be less than 30 days;

o Assessments should provide longitudinal data, be fair, and aligned with
standards;
o Professional development should be provided to help teachers interpret

assessment results and reports;

o Reporting should occur at all levels, including Web access to reports, and delay
of reports to permit time to review for errors; and

o Teacher access to data should be extensive to gain the maximum benefit.
The Council continues to meet regularly and has begun to establish priorities for the

English/language arts and mathematics standards in grades 4, 6, and 7 in anticipation of
the annual assessments required by the NCLBA.
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5. Nevada’s Commission on Educational Technology

The Legislature’s 1997 Nevada Education Reform Act also contains a significant
commitment to technology in the classroom. The measure created an 11-member
Commission on Educational Technology charged with developing and updating a
statewide plan for the use of educational technology within the public schools.
Members serve two-year terms and must have knowledge and experience in the use
of educational technology. The Commission includes representatives of the private
sector, public libraries, parents, UCCSN, educational personnel, and the Legislature.
The Governor must select seven members, with the remaining four members appointed
by legislative leadership.

The state technology plan contains recommendations to incorporate technology within
the schools, increase pupil access to the Internet, increase teacher access to continuing
education opportunities through technology, improve pupil achievement, and
incorporate teacher-training needs associated with the new technology. In addition,
the Commission makes recommendations for the distribution of funds from the
Trust Fund for Educational Technology and develops technical standards for
educational technology and uniform specifications to ensure statewide compatibility.
The final plan was completed by December 1999 and annual updates have been
produced.

The 1997 Legislature provided a $27.5 million one-time appropriation for educational
technology for schools for purchasing and installing hardware, software, and electrical
wiring for computer laboratories; upgrading computer software; and purchasing
additional computers and other technology for instructional purposes in the classroom.
The 1997 appropriation contained an additional $8.6 million for school districts for costs
associated with educational technology including: (1) training; (2) repair; (3) maintenance;
(4) replacement; and (5) contracting for technical support. The Commission distributed this
funding based upon applications submitted by the school districts.

The 1999 Legislature appropriated an additional $4.2 million for the 1999-2000 biennium to
be distributed by the Commission for assistance to local school districts in bringing
schools up to a minimal technological level, for school library databases, and for
maintenance contracts for software. That allocation also has been distributed to the
districts.

Senate Bill 427 of the 2001 Session appropriated $9.95 million for:

o The acquisition of the minimal level of educational technology that includes a
networked computer in each classroom ($1,250,000 each year of the biennium);

o The repair, replacement, or upgrade of computer hardware and software
($2,500,000 each year of the biennium);
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o Hardware, software, and contracting services for educational technology
technical support ($625,000 each year of the biennium);

o Pilot programs that demonstrate best practices for the use of educational
technology to improve the academic achievement of pupils ($150,000 in each
year of the biennium);

o The continuation and expansion of distance learning satellite service ($400,000);
and

o The continuation and expansion of educational technology for school libraries
($500,000).

In order to receive a grant of money for educational technology, a school district must
complete and submit applicable forms, including a plan for how the requested funds for
educational technology will be used to improve the instruction and academic
achievement of pupils. Determination of the amount of money distributed to each
school district is based upon the needs and wealth of the school district, relative to other
school districts in Nevada.

Senate Bill 427 also appropriates $50,000 for use by the LBEAPE to hire a qualified,
independent consultant to conduct an evaluation of the effectiveness of educational
technology in improving the academic achievement of pupils, identify issues relating to
the implementation of educational technology, and identify best practices with
technology for improving student achievement.

Due to budget shortfalls during the current biennium, the appropriation for educational
technology was not released; no funds were expended. The bill draft request for the
No Child Left Behind Act includes an identical appropriation to restore the funding in
the upcoming biennium.

a. Activities of the Commission

Since 1995, Nevada has been working to provide its public schools with the hardware,
software, and network systems needed to incorporate educational technology into
the school day. Beginning with a multimillion-dollar appropriation in 1995 and the
creation of the Commission on Educational Technology in 1997, Nevada has continued
its commitment to improving technology in the public schools. State appropriations
have approximated an expenditure of $156 per student over a six-year period, averaging
$26 per year per student.

The Commission meets regularly and spent a significant amount of time reviewing
grant applications from the school districts for the S.B. 427 funding. The long-time
Chair of the Commission, Fred Dugger, resigned in 2002, and a new chairman has yet
to be named. The Commission continues to work on collection of data regarding the
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level of technology within the public schools through a comprehensive survey known as
Nevada Online Technology Information Surveys (NOTIS). Upon completion of the
survey, Nevada will be able to accurately report its student-to-computer ratio and
connectivity status.

The most recent Education Week report on technology - Technology Counts
2002 - reports that Nevada’s ratio of students per instructional computer is 5.5 to 1 as
compared to the national average of 4.2 students per computer. Nevada also fares well
in the percent of schools with Internet access with 90 percent of Nevada public schools
having access as compared to the national average of 92 percent. Among schools with
one or more classrooms connected to the Internet, 86 percent of the classrooms in those
Nevada schools have Internet access as compared to 84 percent of such schools
nationally.

b. Evaluation

Although the funding was not released, an evaluation was conducted to determine
what role technology plays in Nevada schools and how state funding supports
technology. Further, the evaluation report includes recommendations on future funding
and other issues related to student performance, teaching practice, and administrative
decision-making. The evaluation was based on previously collected data as well as
original research conducted for the report.

Summary findings are:

o The Nevada Legislature has made a valuable investment by appropriating funds
through the Commission on Educational Technology;

o With technology in place, more emphasis should now be placed on integrating
technology into instruction and evaluating the benefits of such integration; and

° There is a lack of consistent information and benchmark measurements of
technological development in schools.

The recommendations include:

o The provision of more consistent funding for instructional technology and
support for school districts;

o The alignment of technology standards to national professional standards;

o Adoption of the 12-point framework incorporating the major elements of
instructional technology;
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o Revision of the Nevada Online Technology Information Survey (NOTIS) to
reflect the 12-point framework;

o Issuance of an annual report based on NOTIS analyses; and
o Provision of guidance and a framework for district and state-level plans.
6. Class Size Reduction Pilot Program

In the 1999 Session, Assembly Bill 700 (Chapter 543, Statutes of Nevada 1999)
authorized a class size reduction demonstration project for the Elko County School
District. The demonstration project consists of the elimination of team-teaching in
grades 1 through 5 and implements a student-teacher ratio of 22:1 for two school years.
At the request of the Elko County School District, the demonstration project was
adjusted to include grade 6. Seven schools were transitioned to the 22:1 ratio in the
first year and the remaining four elementary schools were converted in SY 2000-01.

The Legislature also required an evaluation of the effectiveness of the demonstration
project in improving student achievement and a report on the findings to the Legislature
by February 15, 2001. The evaluation included the collection of data from test scores,
classroom observations, interviews and surveys of teachers, principals and parents,
and parent focus groups. The evaluation was modeled after the Student Achievement
Guarantee in Education (SAGE) program at the University of Wisconsin. Training
costs for the pilot program in 1999-2001 were approximately $15,000 and facilities
costs for the construction or lease of additional classrooms were $655,248.

The findings of the 2001 evaluation will provide a baseline for future evaluations and
were generally as follows:

o Many of the goals of reduced class size occurred in grades 3 through 6
previously at a ratio of 30:1;

o For the majority of the classroom behaviors there was little difference between
classrooms previously at 16:1 and now at 22:1;

o There was little support for 1% and 2™ graders from 16:1 classrooms performing
better on NRTs than students from 22:1 classrooms;

o Although no significant improvement was found, there was a consistent pattern
of improved performance on NRTs by 3 through 6 grade classrooms at 22:1;

o The majority of parents believed that reduced class size and student-teacher

ratios were beneficial, but parents were split on the advantages/disadvantages of
team-teaching;
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J The majority of parents experienced an improvement in parental involvement in

school;

o Teachers were more likely to find positive or no effects rather than negative
effects;

o The vast majority of teachers in grades 3 through 6 found positive effects in

every area; and
o The majority of principals reported positive effects.

In the 2001 Legislative Session, Assembly Bill 671 continued the reauthorization
for the Elko demonstration project and formalized the inclusion of 6™ grade. The bill
again required an evaluation of the effectiveness of the demonstration project in
improving student achievement. An interim evaluation report was presented to the
Legislative Committee on Education at its March 20, 2002, meeting. The Great Basin
College is again conducting the evaluation. A final report will be presented to the
2003 Legislature by February 15, 2003.

C. OTHER COMMITTEE ACTIONS
In addition to numerous reports and briefings, the Committee approved a list of
effective remedial education programs, and adopted a committee policy and procedure

regarding review of programs to be added to the list.

1. Reports, Briefings, and Contract Services

Members received a series of policy briefings concerning national and state education
reform activities, including the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System, the
Federal No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, the achievement level tests published by
Northwest Evaluation Association, Reconnecting Youth - a program for at-risk youth,
the Milken Family Foundation Teacher Advancement Program, the American Diploma
Project, test score reports as developed by the Grow Network, and various statewide
data reporting systems, including Just for the Kids and Maryland’s school
accountability Web site. = Committee members also heard presentations by the
Nevada Department of Education on state level activities, including state and federal
grants for early childhood education and the Federal Reading Excellence Act.
The members also reviewed Nevada’s current accountability and school improvement
programs; the status of remediation funds for at-risk schools and pupils; the statewide
proficiency testing program; the Millennium Scholarship Program; the state’s Class
Size Reduction Program; as well as the automated student record program - SMART.
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The Committee on Education received regular updates from the two other
entities created by the NERA: (1) the Council to Establish Academic Standards for
Public Schools; and (2) the Commission on Educational Technology. The Committee
approved a consultant contract for the Council to assist in the continuation of its work.
The Commission on Educational Technology presented information on its grant review
process to distribute the funds appropriated in Senate Bill 427 but, due to the budget
shortfall resulting from the events of September 11, 2001, the educational technology
funding of $9.95 million was not released by the Governor.

The Committee also received a report on the evaluation from the consultant retained
by LBEAPE of the five oldest charter schools in Nevada, all of which were in at least
their third year of operation. Further, as directed in Senate Bill 399, Section 69, the
Committee reviewed and commented on the proposed distance education regulations
prior to action by the State Board of Education.

2. List of Approved Remedial Programs

Under NRS 218.5354, the Legislative Committee on Education must approve a
recommended list of programs of remedial study for adoption by the
Nevada Department of Education. These programs must be available to provide
remedial assistance to schools classified as needing improvement. The staff of the
LBEAPE prepares such a list annually and, after receiving the approval of the
Legislative Committee on Education, submits the Lisz to the Nevada Department of
Education for adoption.

The 31 programs from the previous year’s List remained on the 2002 List and one new
program - Lexia Learning Systems — was added. Two programs remained on the Lis?
but on a probationary status with a mandate to attend program fairs and make a genuine
effort to promote the programs. The two programs recommended for probationary
status were: Core Knowledge and Help One Student to Succeed (HOSTS). The reasons
for the probationary status were: (1) the programs have been on the List for three
consecutive years; (2) have not been used in any school district in Nevada; and (3) have
not used the state’s remediation funds.
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The following List was approved by the Committee at its January 9, 2002, hearing:

List of Effective Remedial Programs

January 2002
e Accelerated Math o MathWings
e Accelerated Reader e NovaNET
e Brainchild e Read 180
e Bridges e Reading Counts
e California Early Literacy Learning e Reading Recovery
(CELL/EXLL) e Read Right
e Compass Learning e Read XL
e Computer Curriculum Corporation (CCC) e Saxon Math
e Core Knowledge e Saxon Phonics
e Direct Instruction e Science and Technology
e Everyday Mathematics e Soar to Success
e fast ForWord e Success for All
e Full Option Science System (FOSS) e Thinking Maps
e Help One Student to Succeed (HOSTS) e Voyager
e Image-Making Within the Writing Process o Waterford Early Reading
e Lexia Learning Systems o WiggleWorks
e Lightspan

During the 2001-03 interim, two additional programs were added to the List at the
direction of the Legislative Committee on Education:
System was added at the April 24, 2002, meeting, and Leapfrog School House was
added at the June 19, 2002, meeting. The Committee expressed concern about the need
for a structured review of programs for the Lisz and, at its August 27, 2002, meeting
directed that review of programs would comply with the schedule set forth in the policy
and procedure attached in Appendix G. The policy contains an exception to the

schedule for good cause shown.
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The following List was approved at the Committee’s January 13, 2003, meeting and
forwarded to the Nevada Department of Education for its approval:

List of Effective Remedial Programs

January 2003

e Accelerated Math o Lexia Learning Systems

e Accelerated Reader o Lightspan

e Brainchild o  MathWings

e Breakthrough to Literacy e NovaNET

e Bridges e Orchard

e California Early Literacy Learning e Plato Learning System
(CELL/ExLL) e Read 180

o Compass Learning e Reading Counts

o Computer Curriculum Corporation e Reading Recovery
(CCC) e Read Right

e Direct Instruction e Read XL

e FEarobics e Saxon Math

o ELLIS e Saxon Phonics

o Everyday Mathematics e Science and Technology

o Fast ForWord e Soar to Success

e Full Option Science System (FOSS) e Success for All

e Help One Student to Succeed o Thinking Maps
(HOSTYS) o Voyager

o Image-Making Within the Writing e Voyager Universal Literacy System
Process o Waterford Early Reading

o Into English o WiggleWorks

e Leapfrog School House e  Wilson Reading System

In 2003, the Committee added seven new programs and deleted Core Knowledge from
the List.

D. TEACHER QUALITY ISSUES

A key focus of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 is the importance of
highly-qualified teachers. Under the new federal law, all teachers of core academic
subjects must be highly-qualified by the 2005-06 School Year. Studies reviewed by the
Committee show that, regardless of socioeconomic factors, students who have effective
teachers make significantly more progress than students with less effective teachers.
The same studies conclude that schools need to have the best teachers possible in every
classroom to maximize the educational opportunities for all students. The issue of
teacher quality was a matter of concern for the Committee last interim as well as the
current interim.
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However, Nevada is not alone in the challenges its faces in its efforts to recruit and
retain high quality teachers. As in other states, Nevada, suffers from a shortage of
qualified teachers for certain subjects, such as mathematics, science, and bilingual and
special education, and in certain geographic areas, usually rural school districts or
high-poverty urban schools. Nationally, many teachers are poorly prepared, often
lacking both adequate subject-matter knowledge and good teaching skills. The situation
is even worse in high-poverty schools, which also tend to have a higher proportion of
less-experienced teachers. Under actions taken to comply with the NCLBA, the
percentage of experienced teachers in high-poverty or low-performing schools must be
similar to the percentage in wealthier and high-achieving schools.

Nevada initiatives with regard to teacher quality have revolved around licensing,
induction programs, national board certification, and bonuses. Despite isolated teacher
shortages in certain subjects or rural areas, Nevada has not had significant problems
with staffing its schools. Clark County School District continues to experience double
digit growth and has the most voracious demand for new teachers each year. District
recruiting efforts, as well as state initiatives such as reciprocity for licensed teachers
from out-of-state and hiring bonuses for new teachers, have combined to avoid any
serious problems with staffing.

Teachers’ salaries continue to be a hotly-debated issue in Nevada. Senate Bill 458
(Chapter 555, Statutes of Nevada 2001) in the 2001 Session appropriated $34 million
for a 3 percent cost of living bonus for educational personnel. Senate Bill 585 from the
2001 Legislative Session provided for a 2 percent salary increase in SY 2002-2003;
Assembly Bill 673 (Chapter 571, Statutes of Nevada 200I) provided for additional
salary increases of 1 to 2 percent contingent on certain revenue projections. Due to an
increasingly bleak financial situation statewide after September 11, 2001, the contingent
salary increase was not triggered. An unsuccessful initiative in 2001 that would have
created a gross receipts tax to increase education funding was struck down by
the Nevada Supreme Court on constitutional grounds. The most recent salary reports
from the National Education Association (NEA) and the American Federation of
Teachers (AFT) rank Nevada 24™ and 15", respectively, for average teachers’ salaries.
However, the school districts note that the average starting teacher’s salary in
Nevada is lower than the national average. Consideration of other recruiting factors,
such as a lower cost of living, lack of state income taxes, and benefit packages,
also enter into the debate.

1. Teacher Education Programs in Nevada

Another issue related to teacher quality is teacher preparation. Teacher education
programs in Nevada are offered at UNR and UNLV. A degree in elementary education
is offered at the Great Basin College in Elko, and the Sierra Nevada College, a private,
nonprofit college in Incline Village, which offers teaching degrees in elementary and
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secondary education. The new Nevada State College will be offering a teaching degree
and opened its doors in September 2002.

According to information from the Nevada Department of Education and the
Clark County School District, approximately 80 percent of Nevada’s new teachers
come from out-of-state. The Committee had a presentation by the deans of the colleges
of education from UNR and UNLYV at its August 2002 meeting. The deans addressed
the recent reports on the quality of teacher preparation required by Title II of the
Federal Higher Education Act, as amended in 1998. The reports contain the pass rates
for the graduates of teaching programs on the state licensing examinations — Praxis I
(pre-professional skills test) and Praxis II (pedagogy and content area tests). The deans
cautioned that the reports were only a partial picture and expressed confidence that
the performance assessments under the National Council on Accreditation of Teacher
Education (NCATE) would provide additional data. The incorporation of the state
academic standards and standards-based teaching into the colleges of education
was discussed. Also discussed was the need for the colleges of education to prepare
teachers to teach reading using scientifically-based methods. Both university programs
provided examples of their support of education initiatives at the school district level
and in the arena of professional development.

Noting that approximately 31 percent of the graduates do not enter the teaching
profession and the high staff/teacher turnover rate (almost 50 percent) at
low-performing schools, the deans cited low entry pay and prestige issues as a few
of the causes. Concern was also expressed about the new demands of the federal
education legislation and the finite resources of the universities and school districts.

2. Teacher Licensing

A facet of teacher quality that will be directly affected by the NCLBA is teacher
licensing. The federal definition of “highly-qualified” is based, in part, upon
successful completion of licensing examinations. In addition, the federal law now
requires new and existing middle school teachers to demonstrate subject matter
knowledge in the subjects they teach.

The Commission on Professional Standards in Education updated the members of
the Committee about recent Nevada activities with regard to licensing of teachers.
The Commission was created by the Legislature in 1987 with semi-independent
authority to prescribe licensing qualifications for teachers in Nevada. The State Board
of Education may, under certain conditions, disapprove a regulation adopted by the
Commission. The Commission is charged with:

o Adopting regulations for the qualifications of licenses for teachers,
administrators, and other educational personnel;
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J Adopting procedures for the issuance and renewal of licenses; and

o Adopting the regulations deemed necessary by the Commission for its own
governance and to carry out its statutory duties.

The Commission is composed of nine members appointed by the Governor: four are
classroom teachers (one each from elementary, middle/junior high, secondary school,
and special education); one school counselor or psychologist; two administrators
(one must be a principal); one dean from the colleges of education; and one
representative of the general public. Further, one of the nine members must be
employed by a private school.

A major focus of the Committee was the appropriateness of the cut-off scores for
licensing in Nevada on the Praxis I and II examinations. Reiterating the concerns
raised with the deans of the colleges of education, the Committee expressed its desire
for high-quality teachers with strong content knowledge. The Commission members
concurred but qualified their response by noting that quantity was a competing concern
with quality and that the Commission strives to balance the two.

The Commission reported that it had adopted new regulations to prohibit the issuance
of licenses to persons whose license had been suspended or revoked in another state and
to grant reciprocity to out-of-state teachers meeting certain qualifications (as authorized
by Assembly Bill 223 (Chapter 22, Statutes of Nevada 2001). Regulations relating to
early childhood and school counselor endorsements were enacted, and limited
provisional licenses were eliminated, with the exception of special education.
However, the Commission acknowledged that some licensing tests had been eliminated
or the cut-off scores set lower than recommended by its competency testing review
committee.

The Committee asked the Commission to be mindful of the importance, at both the state
and federal levels, of highly-qualified teachers with strong content knowledge. The
Commission asked the Committee to support authority for the Commission to have
direct responsibility for teacher education programs and authority to waive licensure
requirements in unique situations.

3. Performance Pay for Teachers

A recurring theme in the discussions about teacher quality and the recruitment
and retention of teachers is the potential benefit of so-called “performance pay”
for teachers. In Nevada, as in most school districts, teachers’ pay scales are based
primarily on the amount of teaching experience and the level of education attained.
While merit pay has been debated as a means of attracting more and better qualified
candidates to the field of teaching, detractors argue that competition among teachers for
pay will destroy the collegiality and cooperation required to make schools work.
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One of the foremost proponents of performance pay is the Milken Family Foundation
(MFF), a nonprofit educational foundation based in California. Using grant funding
from the MFF, several school districts and states have implemented performance
pay programs modeled on the Teacher Advancement Program (TAP) promoted by the
MFF. The TAP has five major tenets:

1. Performance-based assessment of teachers;
2. Ongoing professional development;
3. Expanded pool of quality teachers;

4. Multiple career paths (inductees/beginning teachers, career teachers, mentor
teachers, and master teachers); and

5. Market-driven compensation.

The Committee was advised that the TAP model was not implemented in a school
unless 75 percent of the teachers voted to bring the program to the school.

To explore the potential applicability of such a program in Nevada,
Senator Raymond D. Rawson, Clark County Senatorial District No. 6, worked
with representatives from the Clark and Washoe County School Districts and the
Nevada State Education Association (NSEA) on a possible Nevada program based on
the TAP model, attached as Appendix H. Noting the amount of money that would be
expended by the state over the next few years for the traditional “across the board”
raises for teachers, Senator Rawson urged the Committee to consider creating a system
to encourage improved teacher performance and advancement opportunities within the
teaching profession.

The cost of such a program was discussed and the MFF suggested that, in their pilot
schools, the average cost of implementation was $400 per student. However, that cost
could be adjusted based on the scope of the program and the structure of the pay
incentives. It was also noted that the NCLBA contained grant funding to encourage the
development of merit pay programs and also contained funding for professional
development.

E. TESTING ISSUES
Since 1997, the Legislature has required statewide testing to measure the achievement
of Nevada’s pupils as compared to those in other states and the nation as a whole.

Over the past few legislative sessions, the testing requirements have been modified and
currently include:
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o A standardized, NRT in reading, language arts, mathematics, and science in
grades 4, 7, and 10;

o A state-designed, direct writing assessment in grades 4 and 8;

o Criterion-referenced tests based on new academic standards in grades 3 and 5 in
reading and mathematics; and

o A HSPE in grades 10 through 12 covering reading, mathematics, and writing.

The 3™ and 5" grade CRTs were administered for the first time in the spring of 2002
and the CRT for grade 8 in reading and mathematics will be administered for the first
time in the spring of 2003. Science will be added to the HSPE beginning with the class
of 2005 and will be added to the 5™ and 8" grade CRTs. Students are required to pass
the HSPE to obtain a standard diploma.

The NRT administered since 1997 was the TerraNova published by CTB/McGraw-Hill.
The Nevada Education Reform Act established a procedure for ranking schools on the
basis of the NRT scores. Schools designated “in need for improvement” on the test are
required to prepare plans for improvement and to adopt proven remedial education
programs based upon needs identified in the tests.

At the expiration of the contract with CTB/McGraw-Hill, a new vendor (Riverside
Publishing) was selected to administer a different NRT (the lowa Test of Basic Skills or
ITBS). The ITBS was administered for the first time in the fall of 2002.

The impact of the NCLBA will be felt directly and immediately in the state assessment
system. Compliance with the federal directive for annual tests in grades 3 through 8
that are aligned with state standards will necessitate changes to the current tests and
administration schedules. The following tables illustrate Nevada’s current system
versus the proposed 2005 test structure:
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CURRENT SYSTEM (16 TESTS)

Grades 3 4 5 6 7 6 7 8 9 | 10 | 11 | 12

Norm-Referenced

Test—lowa Test of Q D Q
Basic Skills

National Assessment
of Education — _ _
Progress (NAEP) - - \J
(sample only)

Writing Exam

(4™ grade is diagnostic . Qo QD 9
only)
High School
Proficiency Exam @ Q9
Nevada Criterion-

- - -

Referenced Test

2005 TEST SYSTEM APPROVED BY THE COMMITTEE FOR BDR (19 TESTS)

Grades 3 4 5 6 7 6 7 8 9 10 | 11 12

Augmented Norm-
Referenced Test 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

PSAT (Preliminary g
SATs)

National Assessment
of Education

Progress (NAEP) 0 0 0
[sample]

Writing Exam
(HSPE portion grades

8, 11, 12 only is part 0 0 0 0
of AYP)

High School 0 0 0

Proficiency Exam
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1. Value-Added Analyses of Assessment Data

The primary purpose of testing is to provide data on student achievement. Use of that
data to improve instruction has long been a focus of the Legislature as evidenced by the
emphasis on data-driven instruction in the professional development priorities for the
RPDPs. The NCLBA also demands assessment data that can be used to improve
student achievement. Sensitive to testing critics who claim “snapshot” testing puts
undue importance on single test scores and is not an accurate measure of a school’s
performance, more and more statewide accountability systems are using longitudinal
data collection to provide better information about student achievement and school
performance. A prime example of such a system is the Tennessee Value-Added
Assessment System that was implemented by Tennessee as part of its education reform
package in 1992.

The Committee heard from Dr. William Sanders, currently with SASinSchool, a
computer software development company in North Carolina, about the value-added
analysis model he developed while with the University of Tennessee. The TVAAS uses
student test scores to determine how much a student has learned over the course of a
year and then ranks districts based on the extent of student gains over time rather than
the test scores. Tennessee gives tests each spring to all grades in three subjects
(mathematics, reading, and language). The scores of the students are tabulated into a
statistical model developed by Dr. William Sanders at the University of Tennessee
and the score gains are averaged over three years. The results are reported at a school
district level showing whether the students in the district made the normal gains
(100 percent) or greater or lesser gains. This value-added assessment model shows the
amount the students learned each school year or the “value-added.”

Most states use a traditional “snapshot” report showing the current achievement level of
its students. Under the TVAAS, if a third grade student started the year doing work at
the second grade level but rose a grade level by the end of the year, the report would
show the student as a success with a 100 percent gain even though the student was still
a grade level behind the other students in the class. Under a “snapshot” school
accountability system, the same student would be given a negative rating and placed in
the bottom quartile due to his scores remaining below grade level despite the academic
gain.

Dr. Sanders is of the opinion that the historical misuse of test scores has created much
of the backlash against testing and has resulted in two camps of test adherents: CRTs
versus NRTs. The value-added model is about measuring rates of progress of
individual students rather than attainment levels at a given point in time. For inputs
into a value-added model, assessments must meet three criteria: (1) be highly
correlated with curricular objectives; (2) include appropriate “stretch” to measure
achievement of both high- and low-achieving students; and (3) be reliable.
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Another facet of the value-added model is the ability to determine teacher effectiveness.
Using student scores and Dr. Sanders’ statistical model, information about teacher
effects can be derived. Dr. Sanders has used his value-added assessment model to
evaluate teacher quality and the effect on student learning. The Committee was advised
that, of all the factors studied, the one that most affects student learning is the
effectiveness of the individual classroom teacher. Conversely, Dr. Sanders points out
that ineffective teachers can deprive students of the normal gains in a school year and
correspondingly reduce their overall performance levels. According to his research,
a teacher can impact a student for four years after the student leaves his classroom.
Under Tennessee law, the classroom level results of TVAAS may be used by school
administrators for teacher evaluation, but is not required. Furthermore, teacher effect
results are not public records and are not reported.

Dr. Sanders urged the Committee to be especially concerned about the high percentage
of inexperienced teachers in high-poverty or low-performing schools. Noting that his
studies have shown teachers steadily increase their effectiveness over their first ten
years of teaching, he suggested that legislative initiative was needed to ensure that
low-performing schools were assigned experienced teachers.

Pilot programs in Nevada school districts with annual assessment data were suggested
as a way to introduce the concept and to begin the professional development needed to
educate teachers and administrators about the diagnostic uses of the value-added
assessment model.

2. High School Proficiency Examination and CRTs

High School Proficiency Examination: Nevada instituted the HSPE in 1977. Initially
the test was a minimum competency test and has been revised over the years to
conform to the course of study adopted by the State Board of Education. With the
implementation of the academic standards, the HSPE has been revised from the
version based on the 1994 course of study to align with the 1998 state standards.
The initial administration of the standards-based HSPE was to 11" grade students
in October of 2001. The graduating class of 2002 continued to take the 1994 version
of the examination and the dual testing will continue for adult students through
the 2002-03 School Year. The science portion of the HSPE will be ready for
administration in the spring of 2003 in accordance with the legislative directive to
include science as a graduation requirement beginning with the class of 2005.

As also directed by Senate Bill 3 from the 17" Special Session, the Department has
contracted with a nationally-recognized testing company to “develop, print and score”
the HSPE. After issuing a request for proposals, the State Board selected Harcourt
Educational Management to assist in the management of the HSPE. The contract is
from January 1, 2001, through June 30, 2003, and may be extended if its performance
is satisfactory, through June 30, 2008. The Department also advised the Committee
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that the State Board had set the passing scores for the HSPE based, in part, on the
recommendations from panels assembled by the Department to review the test
questions. Based on the cut-off scores, 83 percent of 11™ grade students passed the
reading test and 48 percent passed the mathematics test, on the first try.

The Department reported on the changes to the administration schedule: 10™ graders
would take the test in the spring; 11™ graders would take the test in the spring and
summer prior to their senior year; and 12" graders would have four opportunities to
take the exam. In addition, school districts have the option of a fifth administration two
weeks before graduation for seniors and adult education students.

The Committee expressed concern about the level of proficiency required to pass the
exam and noted the high rates of remedial education for Nevada high school graduates
attending UCCSN institutions.

Later during the interim, the Committee learned of delays in test results by the
new contractor Harcourt Educational Management. The contractor and Department
felt that the transition between the old and new contractors was partially responsible
and that problems should diminish. = However, a scoring error on the April
administration of the HSPE resulted in 736 juniors being told they had failed when
in fact they had passed the exam. A settlement was reached between the contractor
and the Nevada Department of Education that included a cash discount of $275,000,
services to the districts in the amount of $100,000, and materials for the school
districts totaling $50,000. An independent oversight body would be engaged to monitor
Harcourt’s future performance, at Harcourt’s expense, and any future breach of
significance would result in the termination of the contract. Members of the Committee
asked that district and student expenses incurred as a result of the error be reimbursed
and that the Department contact any students who may have dropped out of school as a
result of the error. Concerns about the capacity of Harcourt to fulfill the terms of its
contract were discussed especially in view of the increased testing demands that would
result from the federal education legislation.

Criterion-Referenced Tests: Members of the Committee learned that the school
districts had received their score reports from the spring 2001 pilot administration
of the 3" and 5" grade CRTs over six months late. The contractor - CTB/McGraw
Hill - had technical difficulties with the score reports and was unable to resolve them in
a timely manner. The Department continued to work with the contractor on the
reports, but the expiration of CTB/McGraw Hill’s contract in January 2002 hampered
resolution of the problems. The new CRT contractor - Harcourt - also had problems
with CRT score reports from the spring 2002 administration as those reports were not
received until December 2002, over three months after the due date of August 2002.

35



3. American Diploma Project

During the interim, Nevada was selected, along with four other states including:
Indiana, Kentucky, Massachusetts, Nevada, and Texas, to participate in the American
Diploma Project. The American Diploma Project (ADP) represents a unique
collaboration of four national educational reform groups: The Hewlett Foundation in
affiliation with Achieve, Inc.; The Education Trust; the Thomas B. Fordham
Foundation; and the National Alliance of Business, that granted funding to five states.
The partner state leaders include: governors, department chiefs, higher education
executives, and business leaders. There is agreement among the leaders for support of
current standards-based systems and participation in reviewing current state standards
and assessments. Additionally, the partner states have agreed to consider the use of
standards-based assessments in college admissions and placement processes, and
employers have agreed to consider the data from these assessments in the hiring
process.

Some of the key assumptions of the ADP are that a high school diploma does not
guarantee students success in studies of higher education or in the workplace; the
preparation and teaching of high school graduates is inconsistent; and there is a need to
establish a standardized measurement of student achievement for colleges, employers,
and the military, which all accept recent graduates.

The Committee learned that students do not always associate doing well on
standards-based tests with success after high school. In response, the American
Diploma Project made an effort to quantify the demands of employers, college
educators, and the military. The substance of these demands/needs is then conveyed to
state educators for evaluation and alignment with current standards and assessments,
and to establish a benchmark against expectations. The benchmarks assist states to
modify and/or reinforce current standards-based systems, and establish a method of
analyzing the quality of current standards.

Noting that the U.S. Department of Education statistics reveal that 75.2 percent of
current high school students are immediately attending some form of post-secondary
education and that remediation and training costs have dramatically increased in all
three of the target sectors, the ADP is trying to address these issues at the source.

The research conducted has focused on effectively using data to define: (1) the
expectations for high-growth new economy jobs in the workplace; (2) expectations
required for higher education with immediate entry into credit-bearing coursework; and
(3) assisting partner states to address legal issues with implications that may affect a
K-16 system and the use of standards-based testing. The consideration of data may be
used differently in each of the five states. The technical assistance has included setting
up effective K-16 councils to analyze standards and assessments and brokering
information among the states in order to provide successful models. State policy panels
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have been implemented to research, review, and then classify the suitability of high
school exit standards. Communication support consists of research papers, model
legislation, and instructional tools for associates from the business sectors.

In January 2002, Nevada participated with representatives from the partner states,
which included educators of English and mathematics in grades K through 12 and
higher education faculties, in assessment of a varied range of examinations. The tests
included the HSPE, the ACT, Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT), and the General
Educational Development (GED), as well as national and state college placement tests.
In addition to the English and mathematics evaluation, the American Diploma Project is
convening members from Nevada’s higher education faculties drawn from studies
involving humanities, sciences, and social sciences to evaluate the HSPE. The purpose
of the study is to identify the alignment of current standards to the state proficiency
tests and to detect any disparities in content, thus providing additional assurance that the
content of the standards-based tests is actually what higher education institutions
anticipate.

During its second year, the American Diploma Project will conclude the
“state-based phase” and proceed with a “cross-state advisory process.” This phase
incorporates involvement from the five partner states and moves forward to establish a
national panel of policy and content experts to evaluate the efforts of the partner states
and define and approve a set of mathematical, reading, and writing benchmark
standards to be utilized by all states. The members of the Committee were told that
many state educators and policymakers are specifically requesting some type of
“resource benchmark standards” to assess the quality of their own current
standards-based systems.

Emerging state issues that Nevada’s policymakers may wish to consider include:
(1) diversifying state economies; (2) establishing a required “college preparatory”
high school curriculum; and (3) using data effectively to track performance of
students in higher education relative to their standards-based assessment scores.
“Nevada’s Progress Report” outlined the need to:

o Examine the content of the HSPE and other college entrance and placement
assessments and redefine the content of the HSPE to reflect workplace and

higher education expectations;

o Establish a new P-16 Council to make necessary recommendations for
admissions/placement and hiring policy changes; and

o Analyze the alignment between HSPE and state content and performance
standards.
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Of concern to Committee members was the statement in the “Executive Summary” of
the Nevada Test Gap Analysis, Study Highlights that reviewers of the English Language
Arts portion of the HSPE found the overall level too low (e.g., 74 percent of the test
questions of the reading portion are set at the 4™ to 8" grade level) to indicate readiness
for college which also implied the level of the HSPE was too low to indicate readiness
for entering the job market for those individuals not planning to attend college.

4, Test Score Reporting

As noted earlier, the most significant value of test scores is their use in
improving instruction, thereby increasing student achievement. Test scores that are
incomprehensible or not adapted to diagnostic uses are of little value to teachers,
administrators, and parents. Making assessment data useful and accessible to
educational personnel is an ongoing issue in professional development and school
improvement processes. In Nevada, the NRT scores are used to identify schools
needing improvement in order to provide additional funding for remediation. Getting
teachers and administrators to use the test data to target instruction and remediation at
the individual or classroom level has remained an elusive goal.

Related to this issue are the new federal requirements for reporting test data at the state,
district, and school level. Data must be disaggregated by a number of subgroups. The
future demands on statewide data collection and reporting systems will be great.
According to the Education Commission of the States, only a few states currently have
the capacity to meet the federal requirements and Nevada is not one of them. The
Committee heard several presentations during the interim about statewide or similar
programs that report test data in a usable and functional way.

a. Grow Network

The Grow Network has developed student assessment reports to assist teachers
in understanding their students’ test scores and enhance classroom instruction. During
the previous two years, the program has provided test reports and instructional
materials to 450,000 school children and 40,000 teachers in the New York school
system, and is expanding into the Los Angeles School District and the Chicago area.
The Grow Network was founded on the concept of identifying the areas where children
would benefit most and the areas they most need to learn. While assessment results are
consistently used for accountability measures, the results are often not used as a tool to
understand what children know, or to identify areas in which children should gain
knowledge.

The Grow Network evaluates assessments, then links the information with standards,
instruction, professional development, and technology, which is integrated into a
system tailored for easy use by school principals and teachers, including a Web site that
allows teachers and administrators access at any time and allows them to sort
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assessment data in different ways to determine appropriate classroom or school level
strategies for improvement. Grow Network does not provide curriculum or lesson
planning; however, emphasis is given to providing data meant to generate discussion
and compel teachers to implement different strategies while recognizing the variety of
ability levels.

The Grow Network has attempted to create an integrated system for three categories of
users and the integrated system depicts the information on each student’s progress or
problem areas and tailors the information to the type of print report. Thus, principals
and district leaders receive results specific to their school or district; parents receive
results that reflect their own child’s assessment report; and teachers are provided with
print results detailed to the students in their classes. Specifically:

o The information contained in the Grow Network report is broken out further in
a clear, intuitive manner that encourages the teacher to be imaginative and strive
to help students grow.

o The reports provided to teachers, present the standards aligned to a
“higher-level, over-arcing topic area” which encourages teachers to consider
more intuitive tools and techniques in their teaching strategies.

o The results enable the teacher to determine where the students need additional
instruction. Tools and techniques are broken down into subtopics, which are
also aligned to the standards; the results indicate to the teacher the percentage of
correct answers from her students, or the percentage by other students in the
district.

o The teaching tools suggest ability-appropriate strategies for the teacher and
instructional insights to help their students grow.

J The printed report is an invitation for the teacher to go to the Web site where
information is linked to the curriculum and to view each student’s performance.

o The “print reports” currently include English, Language Arts (ELA), and
mathematics.

o The principal’s “print report” includes the same information, refined to
illustrate performance level of the entire school; it is an effective professional

development tool.

J A parent’s “print report” clearly defines whether a child meets the state
standard, in each ELA subject.
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. Educational standards vary from state-to-state; the Grow Network tailors each
program according to the state’s adopted standards.

o All “print reports” contain an action step. For instance, in the parent’s report,
if a child is below standard in reading, the action step provides the address of
the closest public library to the school, and suggests appropriate books to help
the student improve according to the child’s reading level.

o Each print report and action step is as personalized and tailored as possible, to
permit each teacher, parent, or principal to acquire a clear understanding of the
student’s challenges.

o In late June, reports are delivered to parents that contain suggestions for
summer activities and suggested reading materials. Parents are encouraged at
every opportunity to meet with the child’s teacher.

J The beginning of September, another report is issued with a review of students’
performance the previous year. Since the Grow Network reports are linked to
attendance databases, the report includes the name of the teacher for the
upcoming school year, the school’s telephone number, and guidelines for
making appointments with counselors and teachers.

The members of the Committee were asked to consider a pilot program in a limited
number of school districts that would be strictly aligned with Nevada’s educational
standards as well as the CRT and the NRT. The proposal for Nevada would include
working with results from the 4™ and 7™ grade NRTs, and the 3™ and 5™ grade CRTs.

b. Maryland State Department of Education

The Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) designed its data collection and
reporting system to promote the state’s accountability and school improvement
programs. Using grant funding and with the support of the Maryland Business
Roundtable, the MSDE created a Web site accessible by the public, teachers, and
administrators. Online report cards are available that contain data on the performance
level of each school and district in the state and state level performance. The Web site
contains a wealth of information for teachers and administrators on accessing and using
the data to improve student achievement.

The members of the Committee were advised that the Web site guides teachers through
the process of data analysis and how to apply it effectively in a classroom setting.
In addition to the supplemental resources and tools on the Web site, MSDE staff
visit onsite with teachers and administrators to provide further professional
development. The Committee learned that each school in Maryland has a school
improvement team comprised of community members, parents, teachers, and the
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principal. Utilization of the assessment data and the Web site resources is an important
part of the team’s responsibility to lead the school staff in the improvement process.

The data is collected from each of the 25 school districts and then entered into a central
data warehouse. The data is updated annually and the MSDE does a thorough job of
checking the data from each district to ensure the integrity of the data. The reported
average number of users of the site in February 2002 was over 4,000 persons.

Maryland is seeking to improve its data system to yield information at the individual
student level. The NCLBA will compel Maryland to revise its system since the current
statewide testing system does not measure individual student scores or growth.
However, the current system has been effective in helping a large urban school
district (Baltimore City) significantly improve student achievement. Using “data-driven
reform” with a historically challenged population and focusing on critical data to plan
classroom instruction more effectively has resulted in remarkable success for the
Baltimore City School District.

C. Just For The Kids

Just For The Kids (JFTK) is a state-based academic analysis and research process
created in Texas in 1999. The program is now available in several states and Texas is
often acknowledged as one of the models for the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.
The joint efforts of JFTK, the Education Commission of the States, and the University
of Texas at Austin, launched the National Center for Educational Accountability
(Center). The JFTK model is intended to concentrate on the positive characteristics and
policies of a state’s individual school districts to provide comprehensive and
straightforward methods each district may employ to benefit from the analysis and
research.

The members of the Committee were advised that attention is centered on the strengths
or weaknesses and academic potential of each school in every district throughout the
state. By concentrating first on student level performance, then grade level, and finally
subject area, the system connects similar schools throughout the state in an effort to
benchmark and transfer best practices to each other. The Center accommodates over
12 million student records from five states and works to link student records to
accurately depict school performance. The performance data is used to identify best
practices and conduct research to identify high-performing schools.

The JFTK program has developed two approaches to establishing the standards in
a particular state. The type of data collected at the statewide level determines the
entry point for establishment of the JFTK model in a given state. The component
which differentiates the quality of the JFTK data collection model from other research
systems is the “student level data picture” and includes:
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o Precisely tracing the effects of specific state policies;
o Recognizing how student mobility impacts a school’s performance;

o Identifying consistently high-performing schools and pinpointing their effective
best practices;

o Providing a fair comparison between middle and high schools based on
preparedness of students; and

J Recognizing the early learning practices that contribute to later student success.

Once the data is interpreted and coordinated into an accurate portrayal of the
performance proficiencies based upon student demographic information and the state
standards, JFTK begins to establish methods of sharing the best practices of the
highest-achieving schools. The JFTK data system identifies sustained high performance
in districts, schools, and classrooms throughout the state; then, by conducting survey
research through site visits, JFTK also identifies what the administrators and teachers
are doing differently. These results are shared through various programs, on-line,
and through “e-learning programs” designed for educator and public audiences.
The on-line information accessible on high-performing districts, schools, and classroom
data is categorized very efficiently so educators may duplicate or replicate the practices
according to instructional and administrative strategies used with that specific best
practice. An additional benefit of the program is that other studies can be carried out
with the longitudinal data compiled, which would serve to link student performance to
student enrollment over multiple years.

The Committee learned that funding is different from state-to-state but the initial
start-up cost for Nevada was estimated to be $100,000 for the first year.

5. Test Security Issues

During the 1999-2001 interim, the Committee conducted a thorough investigation of
test security practices and enforcement. During the 2001 Session, Assembly Bill 214
addressed a number of test security issues and strengthened the enforcement of test
security measures. The Department reported on the implementation status of the
provisions of A.B. 214. The members of the Committee were advised the districts and
state had developed test security plans in substantial conformance with the legislative
directives and the required training was being provided at all levels. In addition,
notices were sent to school personnel regarding whistleblower protections.

An important component of A.B. 214 was the reporting and monitoring of testing

irregularities by the Department. The first annual report was submitted to the
Committee in the fall of 2002 and the Committee noted that most of the irregularities
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were minor in nature with the exception of a particularly egregious incident in the
Clark County School District for which a teacher lost his license. In response to a
letter of intent from the standing committees on education, the Department identified a
potential problem related to the administration of the HSPE by private schools. Many
of the testing protocols and sanctions for violations were not easily enforced against
private schools or private school personnel and the Department was concerned about
future compromises of the HSPE due to the high-stakes nature of the test.

F. REMEDIATION ISSUES

An important focus of Nevada’s accountability system has always been identification of
schools that need extra help in achieving the new academic standards for student
learning. However, the state has been careful to select remediation programs that have
been proven effective in raising student achievement so that funds will be well spent.

The Committee has continued to monitor student remediation issues in considerable
depth this interim, receiving reports concerning the need to provide remedial courses
for recent Nevada high school graduates at institutions of the UCCSN, as well as
detailed reports concerning remediation programs and funding for public schools.

1. Remedial Enrollments At The University And Community College System Of
Nevada

As part of the Nevada Education Reform Act, the UCCSN has been tracking
the number of recent high school graduates enrolled in a Nevada community college or
university who require remedial courses. The percentage of high school graduates
requiring remedial courses has increased steadily (from 24.8 percent in 1998, to
36 percent in 2001) over the four years for which data is available. When the data is
disaggregated between the universities and community colleges, the community colleges
show an 11 percent increase in the number of students enrolling in remedial courses
over the last three years, while the universities show a 10 percent increase over the
same time period.

The UCCSN has mandated that each institution identify the reasons for remedial
placement and is working in partnership with the school districts to modify
course-taking patterns and to identify deficits in learning as early as possible.
Also identified as potential sources of solutions were the American Diploma Project and
a P-16 Council. At the UCCSN level, the Board of Regents is reviewing policies
regarding testing, placement, and remediation requirements and looking for ways to
reduce the demand and costs for remediation.

2. Reading Excellence Act Grant

In 2001, Nevada received a grant from the federal government under the Reading
Excellence Act (REA) totaling $26,189,248. The mission of the REA is a partnership
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to improve reading in Nevada schools so that every child in Nevada will read by the
end of third grade. While the grant targets low-income, high risk students, the mission
is to reach every child. Funding was allocated to:

° 52 Local Reading Improvement (LRI) subgrants for two years (over
$21 million) for site-based plans that include professional development, family
literacy, and tutorial assistance for the most at-risk students;

o Approximately 35 tutorial subgrants each year for three years (approximately
$3 million);

o An evaluation of the program (approximately $500,000); and
o Administration and indirect expenses (approximately $750,000).

Through high quality professional development, the goal is to help teachers understand
and apply scientifically-based research to improve literacy instruction in phonemic
awareness, systematic phonics, spelling and vocabulary, comprehension, reading
fluency, and writing. In addition, teachers, parents, and early childhood
educators/providers will demonstrate an understanding of the language and literacy
development of the children they teach and use that understanding in their efforts to
promote literacy learning activities that provide children with the readiness skills to
learn to read once they enter school. Eligible local education agency (LEA) districts
will expand the number of exemplary family literacy programs and will provide
children who are experiencing reading difficulties with early intervention and assistance
with readiness skills and support their need to become successful readers. Further,
eligible schools will provide additional support, including tutoring for students having
difficulty learning to read and write, and students with disabilities or limited or no
English proficiency.

The statewide REA partnership consists of: (1) the Nevada Department of Education;
(2) the UCCSN; (3) NELIP; (4) the Las Vegas/Clark County and Washoe County
Library Systems; (5) the Nevada State Library and Archives; and (6) the Nevada State
Education Association. The statewide network of university and district teacher
partners will provide on-line professional cohorts, regional meetings and conferences,
virtual library of teaching resources, and publication of state activities. Assessments
will utilize the CRTs, the ITBS; and the Phonological Awareness Literacy Screening
(PALS). Multiple assessments will provide the data needed to make sound student
decisions. In particular, the PALS assessment is intended to drive instruction by
providing benchmarks for pre-kindergarten through third grade levels based on national
norms. A benefit of PALS is that once student data is entered, teachers and parents can
access links on-line to assist with student instruction. Additionally, development of a
Nevada PALS within the state is anticipated, with emphasis placed on limited English
proficient students.
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The Committee was also advised about the studies illustrating how NELIP and Nevada
REA are aligned in objectives, assessments, goals, and evaluations.

3. Nevada Early Literacy Intervention Program

Section 13 of Senate Bill 585 of the 2001 Session authorizes over $4.4 million in
each year of the biennium for the development and implementation of the NELIP. As a
component of the RPDPs, the purpose of the NELIP is to provide training for teachers,
who teach kindergarten through grade three, on methods to teach fundamental reading
skills including: phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, fluency, comprehension,
and motivation. The goal of the NELIP is that all pupils can read at grade level by the
end of third grade. The Committee received reports from the four RPDPs regarding
the implementation of the NELIP in their regions.

In addition, the Legislature authorized $65,000 in each year of the biennium
for LBEAPE for an evaluation of the NELIP. The LBEAPE has contracted with
Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning (McREL) to conduct the
evaluation. The evaluation has been designed to include a statewide evaluation
of NELIP training and outcomes, and consultation and feedback to the RPDPs
on collecting and using data to improve each NELIP. The evaluation will also include:
(1) identification of the common core of NELIP outcomes to determine pupil progress;
and teacher knowledge and practices; (2) development of instruments to measure pupil
progress; (3) collection and analysis of data; and (4) drafting and finalizing the
evaluation report.

The proposed instrument for measuring pupil progress and achievement in the statewide
evaluation of NELIP is PALS. The PALS is an appropriate assessment of pupil
achievement in relationship to NELIP participation in that it is:

. Aligned with Nevada English language arts standards;

. Consistent with the Nevada REA assessment and is an instrumental tool for
monitoring student progress;

° A test of word recognition; word recognition is a reasonable, valid,
well-documented predictor of reading comprehension; and

o It is designed to assess achievement in the grades that NELIP is targeting and
has the advantage of assessing the impact of the grades in which NELIP is

focused.

The NELIP evaluation as conducted by McREL, one