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Executive Summary 
The 78th session of Nevada’s Legislature resulted in policies and funding to support the 
implementation of programs designed to strengthen education in the state. Policies focused on the 
quality of educators, student achievement and growth, school safety and climate, and technology 
use in education. These programs included Zoom Schools (SB 405), Victory Schools (SB 432), 
Read by Grade 3 (SB 391), Underperforming Schools Turnaround (SB 448), Social Workers in 
Schools (SB 515), Great Teaching and Leading Fund (SB 474), and Nevada Ready 21 (SB 515). 
These programs were funded with the requirement of an external evaluation of outcomes. 

The external evaluation was designed to independently collect and analyze evidence to determine 
whether programs were yielding the intended education outcomes. This report was designed to 
provide summative recommendations to the legislature regarding continued funding for each of 
these seven programs. In addition, we took a position of also providing formative 
recommendations where we observed opportunities for improvement. These formative aspects are 
important because these programs are still new in their design and implementation. Therefore, 
opportunities to refine goals, processes, and strategies have the potential to positively contribute to 
the long-term outcomes that these programs are intended to produce. 

The evaluation was conducted by ACS Ventures, LLC (ACS), MYS Project and Brand 
Management, LLC (MYS), and the University of Nevada, Las Vegas’s Center for Research, 
Evaluation, and Assessment (CREA). The evaluation team relied on several sources of evidence 
including focus groups, interviews, a survey of stakeholders, secondary outcomes data from 
administrative records, and program materials and documentation. Qualitative and quantitative 
data were analyzed relative to the primary evaluation question: What are the outcome indicators of 
success for these programs? Findings and recommendations for the programs collectively and for 
each program are provided in the subsequent sections. 

Methodology 

In this evaluation, several approaches were utilized to collect qualitative and quantitative data. 
Initial sources of evidence included the legislation, materials, and documentation about program 
implementation. Additional sources included empirical information that was designed to serve as a 
baseline for evaluating change or improvement as these programs mature. Because most of these 
programs are in the early stages of implementation, some of the long-term intended outcome 
variables were not yet available. Therefore, data collection also focused on perceptions about 
implementation of the program from stakeholders. These data were collected through focus 
groups, interviews, and a survey of stakeholders and based on an adaption of Mehrens’ (1998) 
framework for evaluating consequences or impact of an education program. The framework was 
based on five themes: 1) curricular and instructional adaptation, 2) educator motivation and stress, 
3) student motivation and behavior, 4) changes in student achievement, and 5) public awareness of
the program. Results from the multiple sources were analyzed and synthesized to form the basis 
for the findings and recommendations that follow. 
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Next Steps 

We acknowledge that the evaluation design had limitations including: 

• Scope: The focus of the evaluation was on intended outcome indicators and did not
include other potential types of evaluation questions (e.g., cost/benefit analysis, needs
assessment);

• Access: Evidence collection and analyses were limited to documentation and data
available through schools, districts, and the state; and

• Availability of student achievement data: Most programs did not have multiple years of
statewide assessment data to inform some of the empirical outcomes questions.

It is important to remember that most of the intended outcomes for these programs cannot yet be 
evaluated due to early stages of implementation. Many of the programs are based on theories of 
change that include intermediate or short-term outcomes that may reflect progress toward eventual 
achievement of long-term outcomes (see Buckendahl, et al., 2016). Our evaluation focused on the 
outcomes of the programs based on the implementation to date and prioritized short-term outcomes. 
However, the primary goals of these programs are based on long-term outcomes that will become 
more observable as evidence is collected over time.  

Although some indicators are unique to the respective program, many indicators apply across 
programs including: 

• Impact on academic achievement and growth.
• Comparisons of program participants with non-participants.
• Impact of class size reduction.
• Impact on types and rates of documented disciplinary incidents.
• Changes in educator practices.
• Recruiting, selecting, and retaining educators.

Common indicators are useful for considering the relative effectiveness of different programs for 
meeting state objectives. The indicator evaluation activities at the outset of this project suggested 
other possible outcomes across programs, including school climate. As the state moves forward in 
determining program effectiveness as tied to outcomes, data and analyses needs may emerge that 
(a) reflect an expanded definition of common outcomes; (b) suggest a consistent collection of 
common data points beyond the current set of outcome data; and (c) contribute toward 
disentangling mechanisms for change by appropriately ordering outcomes to reflect change 
processes that include outcomes that may be more proximal or distal to program activities.  
Designing a comprehensive evaluation that addresses short- and long-term goals requires 
consideration of qualitative and quantitative data. Because many of these programs are in the early 
phases of implementation, evidence currently available is more qualitative in nature and focuses 
more on the implementation design and processes. These qualitative data sources are critical in 
providing evidence about stakeholder experiences with the programs, identifying factors that may 
facilitate or inhibit implementation, and describing contextualized implementation that leads to 
innovation. To lay a foundation for long-term evaluation efforts to gauge the effectiveness of the 
programs, an examination of empirical baseline and progress data are required. The combination of 
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qualitative implementation data with quantitative outcome data provides an avenue to identify why 
programs may or may not succeed in meeting goals and an opportunity to distinguish failure of the 
underlying theory of change from failure related to implementation when the program is not 
meeting intended goals. As these programs mature, investment in the programs may include 
consistent expectations about data collection, reporting, and analyses to provide accountability for 
stakeholders and to assist legislators and educators in making more informed decisions about 
program adjustments and continued funding.  
In conclusion, the programs included in this evaluation represent a series of investments in 
education priorities in Nevada. Analogous to any investment, there is a need for a combination of 
factors that contribute to a program’s success. First, identifying opportunities for an acceptable 
return on investment requires looking at relationships among these factors and long-term intended 
outcomes. The collective emphasis among these programs on literacy, socioemotional support, and 
opportunities for innovation suggest reasonable investments that can positively impact Nevada’s 
education system and economic opportunities.   
Second, as evidenced by the observations of the evaluation team and consistent input from 
stakeholders, there is a need for patience in determining whether the investments are succeeding as 
intended. Frequent changes can have a detrimental effect on the broader system. This is true in any 
organization, but can be particularly difficult to manage in education when students are engaged in 
the system for many years.  
Finally, any investment requires accountability to ensure that it is fulfilling its purpose and yielding 
the desired outcomes. In this report, we have made overall recommendations that these programs be 
continued as stand-alone programs. However, we have concurrently offered formative 
recommendations for improvements that we believe can improve processes across programs and 
specifically for individual programs. 
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Chapter 1: The Context for the Evaluation 
Policy Context  

The 78th session of Nevada’s Legislature resulted in policies and funding to support the 
implementation of programs designed to strengthen education in the state. Policies focused on the 
quality of educators, student achievement and growth, school safety and climate, and technology 
use in education. These programs included Zoom Schools (SB 405), Victory Schools (SB 432), 
Read by Grade 3 (SB 391), Underperforming Schools Turnaround (SB 448), Social Workers in 
Schools (SB 515), Great Teaching and Leading Fund (SB 474), and Nevada Ready 21 (SB 515). 
These programs were funded with the requirement of an external evaluation of outcomes. 

The external evaluation was designed to independently collect and analyze evidence to determine 
whether programs were yielding the intended education outcomes. This report was designed to 
provide summative recommendations to the legislature regarding continued funding for each of 
these seven programs. In addition, we took a position of also providing formative 
recommendations where we observed opportunities for improvement. These formative aspects are 
important because these programs are still new in their design and implementation. Therefore, 
opportunities to refine goals, processes, and strategies have the potential to positively contribute to 
the long-term outcomes that these programs are intended to produce. 

The evaluation was conducted by ACS Ventures, LLC (ACS), MYS Project and Brand 
Management, LLC (MYS), and the University of Nevada, Las Vegas’s Center for Research, 
Evaluation, and Assessment (CREA). The evaluation team relied on several sources of evidence 
including focus groups, interviews, a survey of stakeholders, secondary outcomes data from 
administrative records, and program materials and documentation. Qualitative and quantitative 
data were analyzed relative to the primary evaluation question: What are the outcome 
indicators of success for these programs? Findings and recommendations for the programs 
collectively and for each program are provided in the subsequent sections. 

Many of the intended outcomes identified through this process are common across programs. For 
example, increases in student achievement and growth is at the heart of programs like Zoom 
Schools, Victory Schools, and Read by Grade 3. Student achievement for some of these programs 
prioritizes language and literacy development, but can be interpreted across academic disciplines 
(e.g., mathematics, science). Similarly, improving educator effectiveness and providing 
professional development opportunities, improving school climate and safety, improving students’ 
social-emotional well-being, and integrating new technologies into curriculum and instruction can 
be observed in components of multiple programs. The intersection of goals for these programs 

This evaluation was designed to provide summative recommendations 
regarding continued funding and formative recommendations where we 
observed opportunities for improvement. 
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allowed us to interpret evidence through a holistic lens across programs and then for individual 
programs in the evaluation.  

For the purposes of this evaluation, the intended stakeholder groups that may benefit from 
engagement included students, educators, and families. While most programs have components 
that target more than one stakeholder group, some programs are designed for a specific group (e.g., 
educators). Given the early stages of implementation for these programs, our evaluation methods 
and processes were designed to collect information primarily from educators, while including also 
seeking perceptions on student motivation, behavior, and achievement from these groups for all 
programs included in the evaluation. Future evaluation efforts would benefit from including 
primary evidence from students, families, and communities. 

With these outcomes and target stakeholders taken into consideration, the external evaluation was 
conducted to assess facets of these educational programs. To guide the evaluation, we adapted a 
suggested framework from Mehrens (1998) for evaluating consequences or impact of an education 
program. The framework was based on five themes: 1) curricular and instructional adaptation, 2) 
educator motivation and stress, 3) student motivation and behavior, 4) changes in student 
achievement, and 5) public awareness of the program. Results from the multiple data sources were 
analyzed and synthesized to form the basis for the findings and recommendations that follow. 
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Chapter 2: Methodology 
This section describes the mixed method evaluation design. Qualitative methods were applied to 
identify indicators, capture stakeholder perceptions of outcomes, and describe program 
implementation; quantitative data were gathered to provide baseline levels of outcomes and initial 
evidence of program effectiveness. The sources of evidence relied on documentation and data from 
statewide and district-level sources in addition to focus groups, interviews, and a survey of 
stakeholders.  

To ensure coherence among data sources, the structured questions for the focus groups and 
interviews were closely aligned with the questionnaire used to survey stakeholders. By taking a 
mixed methods approach, we gathered multiple perspectives that may have been missed had we 
used a single methodology. Diverse viewpoints provide a more holistic evaluation of all programs 
to inform theory and practice. Details on sources of evidence are described in the next section.  

Sources of Evidence  

Documentation 

Key sources of evidence for the evaluation were found in documentation for the programs. This 
documentation began with the legislation for the respective programs, any guidance that was 
provided for implementation, and annual reports produced by Nevada Department of Education 
(NDE). Additional sources of documentation in the review included artifacts such as district or 
school program plans, local literacy plans, annual reports, grant applications, monitoring forms, 
site visit forms, progress reports, and internal or interim evaluations that may have been conducted. 

Secondary Data 

Selected quantitative data were available from statewide, district, and school level sources. Some 
data were available from the Nevada Report Card and included student demographics, attendance 
and truancy rates, and summary disciplinary reports. Statewide assessment data for the Smarter 
Balanced Assessment from the 2015-16 academic year only served as a baseline for most 
programs. Note that multiple years of these statewide data would be needed to evaluate growth or 
change from the baseline. However, statewide WIDA data about students’ English language 
proficiency were available for the last two years to preliminarily inform student achievement 
outcomes for the Zoom Schools program. From school or district-level sources, evidence of 
professional development records, hiring and retention records, and school climate data were 
compiled.  

Focus Groups 

Focus groups of educators (e.g., Administrators, Social Workers, Instructional Coaches, Teachers) 
were conducted Carson City and Las Vegas in September 2016. Fifty-eight participants from four 
districts proximate to these in-person locations attended. Each of the focus groups were 
approximately two hours in length and addressed questions pertaining to the five themes that were 
identified earlier. The purpose of the focus groups was to gather more in-depth information about 
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program implementation from a range of stakeholders. Across the focus groups, stakeholders from 
all seven programs participated.   

Interviews  

Thirteen individual telephone interviews with program staff and school district stakeholders (e.g., 
classroom teachers, administrators, staff, social workers, technology specialists) were conducted 
by evaluation team members between June and October. The interviews were conducted with 
stakeholders in districts outside Clark, Washoe, Douglas, and Carson to reduce a travel burden. 
This data collection method supplemented the in-person focus groups that were conducted in 
Carson City and Las Vegas and intended to collect more in-depth feedback about program 
implementation and potential impact from stakeholders in other districts.  

Survey of Stakeholders 

A 22-item questionnaire was designed to survey stakeholders across the state to more broadly 
evaluate perceptions about implementation of these programs and to provide additional 
information beyond focus groups and interviews. The questionnaire was designed as a combination 
of eighteen (18) Likert scale questions where respondents were asked to indicate their level of 
agreement with statements about the impact of the program with which they were involved. In 
addition, there were four open-ended questions where respondents had an opportunity to elaborate 
on their responses or provide more global feedback to the evaluators. For instances where a 
respondent may have been involved with multiple programs, they were asked to indicate the 
program with which they spend most of their time and respond to remaining questions using that 
program as a reference. 

Operationally, the survey was distributed via e-mail to all schools participating with one of the 
seven identified programs implemented at its school in the state of Nevada education system. In 
total, 4,592 educators from across Nevada participated in the survey, including 3,241 teachers, 468 
support staff, 316 administrators, and 551 other school based roles. The role based breakdown will 
not add to the total number of educators based on nonresponses in the survey. Analyses focused on 
the percent of respondents in a respective program agreeing with specific statements. Content 
analyses of the open-ended responses yielded common themes that are discussed in the next 
section.   

 

  



 
 
 

 
 

10 
 

Chapter 3: Analysis and Findings  
In the sections that follow we discuss the analysis and findings for each of the programs in the 
evaluation. The findings are based on a synthesis of information from the sources of evidence that 
were prioritized for each program and described earlier.    

Zoom Schools 

The goal of the Zoom Schools program was to provide English learners access to intensive 
educational services with the goal of increasing academic achievement and English language 
proficiency. The Zoom School initiative involved the implementation of Pre-Kindergarten, Full 
Day Kindergarten with reduced class sizes of 21:1, Reading Centers, and Summer Academy or 
Intersession sessions. The program was initially focused on Pre-K to prepare young English 
learners for academic success in school from kindergarten through high school graduation. The 
targeted outcome levels involved educators, students, and families of students.  

The logic model for the Zoom Schools program conceptualized anticipated outcomes ranging from 
short term to long term (Buckendahl et al., 2016). The foundational theory (sociocultural theory) 
for the program suggested the following short term evaluation indicators: documentation on 
implementation, focus groups and survey data (i.e., perceptions of benefit of Zoom program), 
WIDA assessment (i.e., gains on a statewide assessment of English language proficiency), and use 
of English language proficiency strategies among teachers (i.e. professional development data).  

Documentation of program implementation 

Analysis of program documentation for the Zoom Schools program included school-level plans, 
annual reports, and class size data. Because the program was primarily implemented in Clark and 
Washoe Counties, analyses focused on data from these districts. Note that although districts 
implemented selected assessments locally, statewide assessment data for Pre-K were not available. 
Clark County School District (CSSD) had an 18:2 student-to-adult ratio, which involved 29 Pre-K 
teachers and 29 teacher family assistants during 2014-15 at the 16 CCSD Zoom Schools. Data 
reported from Pre-K was observed in the Senate Bill 405 (i.e., Zoom Schools) reports. Pre-K is not 
a universal program and efforts conducted at the Pre-K level were already a step in the right 
direction in preparing students both academically and linguistically. Comparatively, Washoe 
County School District (WCSD) reported the Pre-K program consisted of 14 classrooms and 520 
students served during 2015-16.  

Based on data provided by Nevada Department of Education (August 2015), Pre-K services were 
provided in 15 elementary schools out of 59 schools (or 14 school districts) receiving Zoom 
Schools services. The class sizes of these Pre-K services are missing from reports and presents 
itself as a future opportunity for improvement in data reporting for non-Zoom Schools. Similarly, 
statewide assessments (e.g., Smarter Balanced, WIDA) are not yet fully developed for a Pre-K 
population. 
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From Zoom Schools Reports (e.g., Clark County School District, 2014; Clark County School 
District, Washoe County School District, & Nevada Department of Education, 2015; Nevada 
Department of Education, 2014; Washoe County School District, 2014), program participants 
indicated an increase in oral language proficiency, language and literacy assessment among Pre-K 
students based on local, not statewide, assessments. The reports also suggested implementation of 
program services that were consistent with the goals of the program. However, in addition to the 
challenges of measuring academic achievement with this student population and a lack of 
statewide assessment data, there is a lack of descriptive information about how much teachers used 
their professional development for English learners in the classroom.  

The Zoom Schools program also called for Full Day Kindergarten with reduced class sizes (21:1) 
and reports from schools suggest that the 21:1 student-to-teacher ratio was achieved by each 
school. However, more data are needed from Zoom Schools to verify class size per grade-level at 
each Zoom School. 

The reporting process for Zoom Schools would benefit from additional transparency of lessons 
learned or adjustments made in implementing Zoom School interventions. Such lessons learned 
information could play a key role in helping other schools understand, adopt, or adapt best 
practice. Identification of what worked well during implementation and instructional strategies for 
English learners in Zoom School reports could also contribute to the educational community’s 
knowledge base.  

The Zoom Schools program implementation also included development of Reading Centers and 
Summer Academy or Intersession periods as additional interventions. However, information about 
best practices or strategies adopted during the Reading Center development was not included in 
reports. The Reading Center as the only intervention across grade levels 1 through 8 presents a 
challenge to Zoom Schools in producing observable change. Summer Academy or Intersession 
periods served to increase credit sufficiency, which becomes an issue in high school, but would not 
yet be observable given the length of the program’s existence. Although Zoom Schools provided 
additional instruction to English learners (ELs), more descriptive information and expectations for 
ELs during these time periods were missing from the reports. 

Perceptions of Stakeholders  

Perceptions of stakeholders were collected from focus groups and a survey of educators. In total, 
927 educators were asked about their experience with Zoom Schools during the focus groups, 
interviews, and survey with 638 of these being teachers, 118 support staff, 46 administrators, and 
114 having other school based roles. For the survey, the number of valid responses ranged from 
783 to 856 due to nonresponses to individual questions. Responses these different data collection 
sources were clustered around the five themes adapted from Mehrens (1998) and described earlier. 
A summary of the findings are provided here. 
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Curricular and instructional adaptation 
Under the theme of impact of the Zoom Schools program on changes in curriculum, instruction, 
and assessment practices, focus group attendees described frustration related to time management, 
increased classroom assessment, and barriers related to implementation. Administrators and 
teachers expressed frustration with the introduction of new curriculum with very little instruction. 
Some of these frustrations are the result of how a district or school chose to design and implement 
its plan for the program. Meaning, although the state did not require additional assessments as part 
of program implementation, a local decision may have incorporated it. 

However, administrators also noted that the changes occurring in their schools were positive and 
had noticeable effects pertaining to hiring new staff to assist current staff and the access of new 
resources to support schools in addressing the educational needs of English learners. Also, the 
level of assessment procedures and the amount of assessments administered during the academic 
year had increased significantly compared to other programs, was stated by both administrators 
and teachers. With the increase in assessment, administrators voiced the beneficial aspect of being 
able to report findings. Administrators also expressed increased assessment as overwhelming and a 
lack of consensus about the effects of new assessment measures implemented at the district or 
school level. Despite the increased use of assessment measures, several administers noted that it 
was too early to observe any differences. 

On average, 83% of respondents stated the educational programs had a positive effect on their 
curricular and instructional practices. The increase in resources had a positive reach in providing 
for English learners. However, there were challenges in implementation related to not having 
enough time and frustrations related to increased paperwork, testing overload, and deficient in 
teacher training. 

Educator motivation and stress 
The theme of educator motivation and stress included discussions of professional development, 
expectations and concerns pertaining to student academic performance, and school support to 
educators. Administrators expressed a lack of communication regarding program requirements, 
standards, and roles of increased staff contributing to stress. Professional development 
opportunities and the hiring of more staff did decrease stress. However, the lack of pay raises or 
incentives has demotivated teachers with their increased workloads. Administrators also stated that 
teachers are stressed about the new standards, yet those teachers who received training feel more 
comfortable in implementing the standards. Among teachers, the consensus was that teachers felt 
pressured to produce results and not contribute to the school being labeled as a “dire situation.” 
From the survey, 79% of respondents reported the implementation process affected their 
motivation and stress. 
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Student motivation and behavior 
On the theme of student motivation and behavior, teachers felt there were observable gains yet 
students should be interviewed to get a better sense of English learners’ feeling concerning the 
Zoom Schools program. Teachers also indicated that high transiency rates are an issue in student 
behavior. The need to academically socialize English learners at an earlier age (e.g., Pre-K) also 
was reported among teachers as a means to improve transition to school. From the survey, 69% of 
respondents indicated the Zoom Schools program had an effect on student motivation and 
behavior. 

Changes in student achievement 
On the theme of changes in student achievement, the issue of student transiency resurfaced as a 
challenge related to measuring student achievement and a desire to see state-funded programs 
(e.g., Zoom Schools) continue funding into later grade levels. Because statewide assessments are 
administered across schools, this concern may suggest the need for common interim assessments 
as opposed to ones that vary by district or school. Both administrators and teachers expressed that 
it was too early to observe changes in student achievement. From the survey, 77% of respondents 
attributed positive changes in student achievement locally. However, respondents also commented 
on an open-ended question that not enough time since the implementation was provided for 
adequately planning the measurement of student achievement. Positively, respondents mentioned 
English learners seemed more engaged on developing their reading skills, such as writing words 
and reading much earlier than before. 

Public awareness of the program 

With respect to public awareness of the program, administrators suggested the public was aware of 
the Zoom Schools program. Examples of this awareness included campaigns, letters to home, and 
parent nights. From the survey, 79% of respondents agreed that the public was aware of the Zoom 
Schools program. 

Global feedback 

As global feedback to the legislature, participants in these different data collection efforts expressed 
that programs needed longevity to observe program effects, increased teacher salaries based on the 
increased workload, and clearly defined terms (e.g., how is “student achievement” defined) and 
guidelines were needed.  

Contributing to program challenges, respondents stated materials awarded to them by the program 
or purchased with program funds did not arrive at the beginning of the school year. Increased 
demand of teachers related to program implementation and paperwork also resurfaced as a major 

Educators noted that programs needed longevity to observe program 
effects. 
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issue needing compensation. There were beneficial aspects of parental involvement as a result of 
the Zoom Schools programs.  

Academic growth in English language proficiency 

The 2015-16 academic year provided baseline data for English Language Arts and Mathematics on 
the Smarter Balanced (SBAC) assessment, but evidence of change requires additional years of data 
to evaluate a trend, to compare with non-Zoom schools, and to determine the impact. At the same 
time, Nevada does have some information about student performance and change from its 
statewide assessment of English language proficiency as measured by WIDA data from 2014-15 
and 2015-16. Concerning the linguistic outcomes across two years, Zoom Schools have shown 
their potential to increase the linguistic scores of English learners and in some cases comparable to 
schools with fewer English learners. For instance, comparing linguistic average scores between 
these two academic years (see Figure 1.), Clark and Washoe Zoom Schools have observable gains 
among English learners’ linguistic outcomes (i.e., listening, speaking, reading, writing, literacy, 
and composite scores). As seen in Table 1, in extending this analysis across Clark and Washoe 
schools, the largest gap in linguistic scores among English learners is at the High School level. 

Figure 1. Elementary School WIDA Scale Scores from 2014-2016  

 

 

 

  

Note. Compre is short for comprehension proficiency level and Compos is short for composite overall proficiency level. Across all WIDA 
language measures the groups were statistically different from one another at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 1. Average Secondary WIDA Scale Scores 2014-15 to 2015-16 
 

Middle School High School 
 

Clark Washoe Non-Zoom Clark Non-Zoom 

Listening 4.70 4.60 4.30 4.50 4.70 4.70 3.40 3.00 4.30 4.10 

Speaking 
 

4.40 4.60 4.50 4.10 4.60 4.40 2.90 3.40 4.60 4.00 

Reading 3.60 3.70 3.60 3.60 3.80 3.90 3.00 2.90 3.70 4.00 

Writing 3.60 3.60 3.60 3.30 3.60 3.50 3.00 3.10 4.10 4.10 

Literacy 3.60 3.60 3.50 3.30 3.60 3.60 3.00 3.00 3.90 4.10 

Oral 
 

4.70 
 

4.30 
 

4.60 
 

3.20 
 

4.10 

Compre 
 

4.10 
 

3.90 
 

4.20 
 

2.90 
 

4.10 

Compos 3.90 4.00 3.80 3.60 4.00 4.10 3.00 3.00 4.10 4.10 

Note. Compre is short for comprehension proficiency level and Compos is short for composite overall proficiency 
level. Across all WIDA language measures the groups were statistically different from one another at the 0.05 level. 
Grey columns reflect scale scores from 2015-2016; white columns scores from 2014-2015. No high school scores were 
available from Washoe. 

 

Future evaluation of Zoom School performance in terms of the change over time as well as 
comparisons with non-Zoom Schools will benefit from additional years of data from WIDA for 
English language proficiency in addition to SBAC data related to English language arts and 
mathematics. 
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Victory Schools 

The primary focus of the Victory Schools initiative was to provide academic, social-emotional, and 
well-being supports to students attending historically low-performing schools in high-poverty 
neighborhoods. Through funds allocated to Victory Schools, schools focused on three main 
objectives: (1) increase grade-level literacy, (2) prepare students to engage in rigorous college- and 
career-ready curricula within the K-12 school environment, and (3) ensure that students were 
college- and career-ready at the end of their high school careers. Each schools’ plan focused on 
direct activities and programming for students, as well as professional development and 
recruitment/retention initiatives for teachers. Victory Schools plans were implemented beginning 
in August of 2015, so long-term impact of the activities and initiatives related to this legislation 
cannot yet be ascertained. However, to measure initial implementation of the Victory Schools 
initiatives, this evaluation focused on the following: (a) the implementation of specific practices 
within the Victory Schools, (b) establishment of baseline achievement indicators related to college- 
and career-readiness, (c) retention and recruitment of licensed teachers to work at Victory Schools, 
(d) professional development activities provided for teachers, and (e) stakeholder perceptions of 
Victory Schools activities.  

Implementation of the Victory Schools Plans 

Each school identified as a Victory School by the Nevada Department of Education (NDE) was 
required to develop a Victory Schools plan describing how the school would spend the allocated 
funding. Per the Victory Schools legislation (SB 432), schools could elect to spend the majority of 
their funds on one or more of the following activities: (a) prekindergarten programs, (b) expansion 
of full-day kindergarten, (c) summer learning academies, (d) out-of-school learning activities (i.e., 
after-school programming, tutoring), (e) professional development for teachers focused on 
effective instructional practices, (f) incentives for hiring and retaining teachers, (g) employment of 
paraprofessionals to administer programs, and (h) reading skills center. As long as a majority of 
the funds were spent on programs or activities aligned to the aforementioned activities, Victory 
Schools could also spend a portion of their remaining funds on one or more of the following: (a) 
evidence-based programs to improve the social, psychological, or physical health of students and 
their families, (b) programs and services for the engagement of parents and families, (c) programs 
to improve school climate and culture, and (d) evidence-based programs and services for meeting 
the needs of students attending schools identified as Victory Schools. 

A content analysis of the 35 Victory Schools plans was conducted to identify activities and 
implemented programs. The frequency of times activities was included in the plans can be found in 
Figure 2. Teacher professional development and support was the most frequently identified topic 
in the Victory Schools plans, followed by the provision of services to support the social, 
psychological, and physical health of students, and additional instruction opportunities and the 
integration of evidence-based practices for meeting the needs of students on Victory Schools 
campuses. There was wide variation in the Victory Schools plans, with some schools addressing 
all 14 of the subsections of SB 432 and others focusing on 3-5 of the identified areas. 
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Figure 2. Frequency of instances that programs or activities were identified in Victory 
Schools plans 

 

Community and Partner Engagement with Victory Schools 

A main focus of the Victory Schools initiative was the active engagement of the community and 
critical partners in the planning and implementation of Victory Schools expenditures. According to 
the 2015-2016 Victory Schools report submitted by participating school districts to the Nevada 
Department of Education, the majority of participating school districts actively engaged the 
community and critical partners in the development of Victory Schools plans. This engagement 
happened via the completion of a community needs assessment to identify critical areas to address 
within the Victory Schools plan, the convening of focus groups and community meetings to review 
priorities and plans, and seeking community and partner input on the progress of these plans. While 
reference to these activities was made in the final report, exact data related to the implementation of 
community and partner engagement was not yet available.  

Student Achievement Data on Statewide Assessment Metrics 

Victory Schools plans were implemented during the 2015-2016 academic year; this was also the 
same year that the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) summative assessment was 
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successfully implemented in the state of Nevada. Therefore, comparison data related to the 
academic achievement of students in Victory Schools is not yet available. The 2015-2016 
academic year data will serve as baseline data for Victory Schools with the 2016-17 and 
subsequent years being useful for trend and comparative purposes.  
Four high schools received Victory Schools funds; therefore, 4-year cohort graduation rates from 
the past three years at these schools were analyzed. One of the four high schools (Owyhee High 
School in Elko County) has a small graduating class, and therefore graduation rates were not 
calculated. Data for the other three high schools are reported in Table 2. Overall, the two 
comprehensive high schools (i.e., Valley High School in Clark County, Hug High School in 
Washoe County) had improved graduation rates over the past three years. Desert Rose High 
School, an adult high school that is focused on educating students 17 years of age or older in 
vocational skills through career and technical education, had variability in its graduation rates. The 
variability in graduation rates for this population is directly related to the demographics and 
backgrounds of the students who choose to attend Desert Rose High School. 

Table 2. Four Year Cohort Graduation Rates for Victory Schools High Schools 

 2013-2014 
Graduation Rate 

2014-2015 
Graduation Rate 

2015-2016 
Graduation Rate 

Desert Rose HS 20.56% 57.55% 16.88% 

Hug HS 58.76% 61.22% 73.41% 

Owyhee HS ---* ---* ---* 

Valley HS 59.25% 66.06% 68.9% 
*Sample size too small to report 

Recruitment and Retention of Licensed Teachers at Victory Schools 

The Victory Schools legislation provided financial supports for schools to recruit and retain 
licensed teachers on Victory Schools campuses. To determine the impact of Victory Schools funds 
on the recruitment and retention of licensed teachers, teacher transiency data (i.e., the number of 
teachers who leave a school campus at the end of the academic year) from 2014-2015 and 2015-
2016 were analyzed.  

Data from some of the Victory Schools (e.g., single school in one county, only one year of data 
from another county, missing transiency data from charter schools) were excluded from this 
analysis. However, from the data available, there was a decrease in teacher transiency from the 
2014-2015 academic year to the 2015-2016 academic year. Figure 3 illustrates this decrease across 
all Victory Schools in the state of Nevada. It should be noted that these data only reflect one year; 
to determine long-term impact of Victory Schools funding on teacher recruitment and retention, a 
long-term analysis would be necessary. 
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Figure 3. Average teacher transiency data on Victory Schools campuses between 2014-2015 
and 2015-2016. Data based on Victory Schools in Clark, Humboldt, and Washoe counties. 

 

Professional Development Records Review for Victory Schools 

One major function of the SB 432 legislation was the provision of professional development to 
teachers working on Victory Schools campuses. This professional development was designed to 
align with the targeted needs of teachers relative to effective instruction of students attending 
school on a Victory Schools campus, and therefore was very site specific in its selection and 
implementation. Professional development services provided during the 2015-2016 academic year 
were analyzed and coded to determine specific types of professional development provided using 
Victory funds.  

In total, 235 professional development activities were provided for teachers and staff members on 
Victory Schools campuses. These activities spanned a total of 14 professional development 
categories. The five most frequently covered topics using Victory Schools funds are displayed in 
Figure 4. The most frequent professional development activities focused on building teacher 
instructional capacity (e.g., teaching about professional learning communities, training teachers to 
unwrap standards and design curriculum). Professional development focused on literacy and 
literacy strategies was the second most frequent professional development provided. 
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Figure 4. Five most frequently provided professional development sessions across Victory 
Schools 

 

Stakeholder Perceptions of Victory Schools 

Stakeholder perceptions of the Victory Schools initiative were solicited via two avenues: (a) focus 
groups and interviews held in the fall of 2016 and (b) a 22-item questionnaire that asked 
stakeholders to reflect on their experiences thus far with Victory Schools. A total of 612 educators 
familiar with the Victory Schools program participated. This included 445 classroom teachers, 47 
school support staff members, 38 school building administrators and 73 other school-based roles; 
nine participants did not indicate a role.  While a complete discussion of the analysis of these two 
data sources is beyond the scope of a summary report, highlights of the stakeholder perceptions 
can be found below.  

Focus group summaries  

Representatives of schools receiving Victory Schools funds who participated in the focus groups 
that occurred in Carson City and Las Vegas had mostly positive things to say about the Victory 
Schools initiatives occurring on their school campuses. There was a general sense in these focus 
groups that Victory Schools funds allowed schools and teachers to be flexible in the way that they 
designed interventions to best support the outcomes of students attending historically low-
performing schools in high poverty areas. 
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Representatives mentioned that Victory Schools funds allowed schools the ability to identify 
critical areas of need (e.g., professional development, selection of targeted interventions, resources 
for social-emotional well-being) that aligned with the context of their student population. This was 
seen valuable when compared to other initiatives; they could target expenditures to the needs of 
their students. Representatives noted that, while the initiative was early in its implementation, they 
felt like the funds were having a positive impact on student outcomes. Funds allowed schools to 
secure interventionist time and other resources that would have a direct impact on student learning. 

Representatives indicated that they felt there was increased pressure to display targeted outcomes 
due to the flexibility of fund expenditure. However, several representatives also indicated that they 
felt Victory funds reduced the stress on teachers as there was the ability to secure additional 
resources and services that would meet the needs of students living in poverty. Two main issues 
regarding Victory Schools were identified during focus groups: (1) the ability to find qualified 
people to serve as interventionists when the funding is only available for a certain amount of time 
and (2) the alignment of Victory Schools initiatives to other programs that may be happening on 
school campuses. Representatives felt that it was important that direction be given on how to use 
funds from a variety of initiatives to support the outcomes of students. Overall, representatives of 
Victory Schools felt that the initiative should continue to be funded and that it would ultimately 
have a long-term impact on student outcomes. 

Survey of stakeholders 

Stakeholders were asked a series of questions about their perceptions of the programs being 
implemented on their school campuses. Each statement was rated on a 4-point scale (i.e., Strongly 
Agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree). The combined percentage of respondents who 
indicated Strongly Agree or Agree are presented in Table 3. Overall, respondents had a positive 
opinion about the impact the Victory Schools initiative was having on their school environment. 
Most respondents indicated positive effects of the program on these different themes.  

The qualitative comments from the survey support this sentiment, with many comments focused 
on the positive impact of Victory Schools. Several respondents felt that Victory Schools programs 
had already had an impact on student attendance and motivation related to school. There were 
many comments on the implementation of new interventions and learning new skills to best 
support student outcomes. There was a strong consensus in the qualitative responses to continue 
funding for Victory Schools. Stakeholders also indicated that there was some difficulty in 
balancing the new information and programming being implemented, and that they felt there was 
some conflict in the timeline of receiving the funds to begin activities and initiatives.1 
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Table 3. Percentage of stakeholders agreeing with statements about Victory Schools program 

Question % Agreement 
Changes in Curriculum and Instruction 

In general, this program provides valuable professional growth 
opportunities. 93% 

As a result of the professional development opportunities, changes in 
classroom instruction have occurred. 92% 

The practices I learned during professional development activities has 
improved my classroom practice. 92% 

The implementation of the program in the school has been beneficial to 
students. 94% 

Student Motivation and Behavior 
The program implementation has resulted in students improving their 
learning strategies. 94% 

The program has had a positive effect on the school environment. 92% 
Students are demonstrating better learning behaviors at school as a result of 
this program. 90% 

Students seem more motivated during classroom activities since the 
implementation of this program. 91% 

Student classwork has improved as a result of this program. 91% 
Educator Motivation and Stress 

I have the time, freedom, and resources to implement the program. 77% 
Student performance on statewide assessments impacts my motivation. 83% 
Implementation of the program has impacted my motivation and stress 
level. 77% 

The school is providing the necessary support for me to implement the 
program effectively. 91% 

Changes in Student Achievement 
The program has had a positive effect on student academic performance in 
my school as measured by statewide assessments.        88% 

The program has had a positive effect on student academic performance in 
my school as measured by classroom work and local assessments.   91% 

I believe my students’ skills have improved as a result of this program. 91% 
Public Perceptions of Student Achievement 

Parents and/or community members are aware of this program in our 
school. 88% 

Parents and/or community members are aware of changes to school 
practices related to the program. 86% 
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Read by Grade Three 

Program Implementation 

The Read by Grade 3 (RBG3) program was authorized and began during 2015-16. The scope and 
the timing of the implementation of the legislation is important to consider when evaluating what 
when outcomes could be expected. SB 391 was designed for all Nevada students with a goal to 
ensure that they can read proficiently by the end of Grade 3. This legislation is unique in the scope 
of this evaluation in that the intended population is all students in Nevada as opposed to a defined 
subgroup (e.g., English learners, students in higher poverty areas). As a component of the SB 391, 
competitive grants were awarded in 2015-16 (Phase I) and again in 2016-17 (Phase II) for purposes 
of supporting development and implementation of RBG3 activities.  
 
The key outcome indicator for the program is student achievement; specifically, that students can 
read proficiently by the end of grade 3. However, there are additional elements of the legislation 
that are expected of all in Nevada schools that have K-3 classrooms. The following foundational 
characteristics of the program were included as an expectation within the legislation: 
 

• Development of a local literacy plan:  
o Each school district and governing body of charter schools were responsible for 

creating a local literacy plan that was submitted to Nevada Department of Education 
(NDE) program staff for review and feedback. 

• Designation of a K-3 learning strategist: 
o Principals of each public elementary school were responsible for designating a 

licensed teacher employed by the school for the purposes of training and assisting 
educators in providing instruction to students who have been identified as deficient 
in reading. 

 
Phase I of the grant application, submission, review, and awarding occurred in the first half of 
2015-16 with ten school districts receiving awards totaling approximately $4.9 million. 
Implementation of the Phase I projects began in January 2016. Phase II awards for the competitive 
grant were announced in June 2016 with an additional 23 applications funded totally approximately 
$22.3 million. 
 
Indicators of Success: Baseline and Progress 

To evaluate the impact of a program, multiple sources of evidence including a relevant baseline is 
needed. Baseline data for the RBG3 program include (a) appropriate outcomes that are in line with 
a theory of change and (b) evidence that has been collected over time to reflect consistent outcome 
levels prior to and post implementation. Because the RBG3 program was newly implemented, data 
from the 2015-16 academic year would generally be considered as a baseline for grade three with 
data given the availability of information from the SBAC assessment. However, the English 
Language Arts (ELA) assessment also includes writing as part of the construct. Consequently, the 
State Board adopted NWEA’s Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) for evaluating reading. This 
decision was made with input from the field after surveying districts to determine what assessments 
were being used locally to measure literacy in early elementary school. The MAP assessment will 
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be implemented statewide beginning with the 2017-18 academic year. It is then reasonable to think 
about using the fall 2017 administration of the MAP as a baseline for the Grade 3 reading 
indicator.1  

Because the RBG3 program began implementation statewide in the 2015-16 academic year, using 
data from this first year statewide serves as a reasonable baseline. However, for districts and 
schools that received grants under the program, these will have been in effect for less than a year 
for the Phase I schools and less than a semester for the Phase II schools. Evidence of student 
achievement beyond the baseline data noted here would be tenuous. Therefore, the focus of this 
section of the report will be on the (1) outcomes of foundational components of the program; (2) 
processes for implementing and monitoring the grant program; and (3) perceptions of stakeholders 
engaged with the RBG3 program statewide. 

Baseline Metrics: Foundational components of the program 
The theory of change advanced by the RBG3 program is one that emphasizes the importance of 
early childhood literacy on long-term academic success. A logic model guided by the legislation 
and discussions with stakeholders suggested opportunities for student, educator, and family 
outcomes. This model and a narrative description of the related evidence was presented in the 
preliminary evaluation report (Buckendahl et al., 2016).  
 
As noted earlier, two components of the program that apply to all schools in Nevada is the 
expectation of the development of a local literacy plan and then the school-level designation of a 
learning strategist. In both instances, evidence of implementation meets the intent of the legislation. 
Schools have designated local learning strategists and submitted their literacy plans as required. 
Specifically, almost all local literacy plans (98%) were received by May 2016 with review and 
feedback regarding the extent to which these plans aligned with the Nevada State Literacy Plan 
provided by NDE program staff (Nevada Department of Education, 2016). The implementation of 
these components are the first steps in providing evidence of the program’s capacity for success. 
 
Baseline Metrics: Processes for implementing and monitoring grant awards 
The design and process for evaluating, awarding, and monitoring the RBG3 grants was 
commendable, particularly given some of the constraints placed on program staff. The materials 
(e.g., grant application, start-up packets, reporting forms, site visit form) for districts and schools 
seeking grants were well-designed. In a review of the substance of the grants, the awarded funds 
varied in terms of how they were spent, but generally focused on staffing (e.g., learning strategist, 
substitute teacher), professional development, and targeted curriculum and instructional materials. 
There was also some evidence of family supports in the plans for the funds, but comparatively less 
prominent than these other sources.  

                                                           
 

1 Note that for Kindergarteners, the State Board also adopted the Brigance III Kindergarten Entry Assessment to use 
as a screener with the administration of the MAP then occurring as a midpoint benchmark during the academic year. 
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As noted earlier and applicable across many of the programs in this evaluation, the variability of 
local academic measures statewide makes it difficult to evaluate baseline data or draw conclusions 
on any changes in student achievement. The adoption of the MAP assessment beginning in the 
2017-18 academic year helps to address this short-term deficiency for the RBG3 program. 
However, it is also commendable that there were attempts to collect some outcomes data locally 
because it begins to establish a cultural expectation that the program needs to demonstrate 
effectiveness in increased learning for students to achieve the broader policy goal. 

Beyond evidence that was available within the state, sources were reviewed regarding similar 
programs that have been developed in other states. The Read by Grade 3 (RBG3) program in 
Nevada is much like early grade level literacy programs promoted by the Foundation for Excellence 
in Education (see www.excelined.org/policy-library/model-legislation/). Model legislation 
suggested by the Foundation included core provisions of Nevada’s legislation. These core elements 
included, but were not limited to, the theory of action regarding the value of reading literacy in 
grades K-3, a reading deficiency and improvement plan, parent notification, elimination of social 
promotion, and good cause exemptions. Because core tenets of this program have been 
implemented in other states – in some instances for longer periods of time (e.g., Florida, 
Mississippi) – Nevada legislators will have the opportunity to learn from these experiences as they 
continue to evaluate the success of its RBG3 program. Because the program is still in the early 
stages of implementation, some of the evidence of outcomes have not been observed in Nevada. 
However, looking to other states that have adopted similar programs, it would be a useful activity to 
examine how these programs have matured, how schools, parents, and the public has responded, 
and how policies have been implemented and interpreted.  
Stakeholder perceptions about program implementation 
Data were gathered from interviews, focus groups, and survey responses provided by stakeholders 
to evaluate perceptions of the program and its implementation to date. Because of its broader reach, 
the RBG3 program was well-represented in the focus groups, interviews, and the survey with 1,405 
educators (1,033 teachers, 121 support staff, 82 administrators, and 153 other school based roles) 
responding specifically about their experiences with the RBG3 program.2 Analysis and results from 
these data collection activities are included in Appendix A of this report with some of the findings 
organized by key themes and noted here. The themes of data collection about stakeholder 
perception focused on curricular and instructional adaptation, educator motivation and stress, 
student motivation and behavior, changes in student achievement, and public awareness of student 
achievement. 

Curricular and instructional adaptation questions focused on changes in curriculum, instruction, 
and assessment practices since the implementation of RBG3 program. These changes included time 
management, classroom assessment, and barriers found when implementing these programs. For 
questions in the survey that measured perceptions about changes to curriculum and instruction, 

                                                           
 

2 Note that due to questions that were left blank by respondents, the number of responses in the survey ranged from 
1,171 to 1,293 across the questions. 

http://www.excelined.org/policy-library/model-legislation/
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73% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the program provided professional development 
opportunities. Respondents also agree that changes occurred in the classroom as a result of these 
professional development opportunities (75%) and that these changes have improved their 
classroom practice (70%). In addition, 75% of respondents believed that the implementation of the 
program has been beneficial to students. 

Educators were also asked to describe some of the changes that occurred in their classroom or 
school as a result of the program. The more frequent responses included additional intervention 
resources (e.g., curriculum or instructional materials, staffing), greater focus on smaller group 
activities and formative assessment, and the addition of more documentation for these activities. An 
additional open-ended question focused on any challenges that respondents experienced in 
implementing the program. For this question, responses consistently referenced the need for more 
time, staffing support, and professional development. 

Key findings for this theme were: 

• Schools that received grants appreciated that it supported hiring additional staff or bringing 
in new or better instructional resources. 

• Stakeholders generally believe that the program has led to additional professional 
development and changes in the classroom. 

• Stakeholders across schools raised concerns about the time needed to implement the 
program along with sufficient staffing and professional development to support the 
initiative. 

Educator motivation and stress changes as a result of program implementation questions 
included discussions of professional development opportunities, expectations and concerns 
regarding students’ performance and assessments, and the support provided by schools to assist 
educators. For survey questions related to this theme, 41% of educators indicated that they had the 
time, freedom, and resources to implement the RBG3 program. This observation reinforces 
comments provided by respondents regarding curricular and instructional adaptation. More 
positively, 73% of respondents agreed that student performance on statewide assessments impacted 
their motivation. 37% agreed that the program had impacted their motivation or stress level; and 
72% agreed that their school is providing the necessary support to implement the program. 

Key findings from this theme were: 

• Schools that received grants noted that the influx of additional resources (e.g., professional 
development opportunities, additional staff) has helped reduce educator stress. 

• Stakeholders report that that although their schools are supporting implementation, they do 
not necessarily have the time and resources to do so. 

Student motivation and behavior responses focused on the effect of the program on school 
policies and practices as they related to student motivation and behavior, how students have 
changed their learning, and observations of changes that have occurred. Results from the survey 
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suggest that 71% of educators agree that the program has improved students’ learning strategies 
while 62% agree that the program has had a positive effect on the school environment. In addition, 
61% believe that students are demonstrating better learning behaviors because of the program and 
55% agree that students seem more motivated in classroom activities. In terms of student outputs in 
the classroom, 62% report that student classwork has improved. 

Key findings from this theme were: 

• Schools that received grants noted that smaller class sizes have helped with student 
motivation and behavior because they are receiving more focused attention.   

• Participants from focus groups and interviews suggested that future evaluation work should 
include student interviews about their experience with the program rather than limiting it to 
adult perceptions. 

• Stakeholders note that the program is still new and have not had sufficient experience with 
it to determine how it impacts this theme.    

Changes in student achievement questions assessed the effects of the program on student 
achievement, the perception of that achievement, and performance in the classroom and on 
assessments. The survey results suggested that 56% of educators agreed that the program has had a 
positive impact on students’ performance on statewide assessments. Similarly, respondents agreed 
at a higher level (63%) that the program has had a positive on students’ performance on classroom 
work on local assessments. Similarly, 62% of respondents indicated that they believed that their 
students’ skills have improved as a result of the program. 

In addition, responses were collected on an open-ended question regarding perceptions of change in 
student performance. The most frequent response to this question was that it was too early to tell 
because the program is still new in terms of its implementation. It is it worth noting, however, there 
were some comments regarding observed improvement on local assessments. Because common 
assessments will not be administered until the 2017-18 academic year, empirical evidence of 
change on a statewide level is not yet available. 

Key findings from this theme were: 

• Some stakeholders suggested that positive gains in student achievement on classroom work 
and local assessments were being observed. 

• Stakeholders consistently indicated that it was too early to see changes in student 
achievement based on the implementation of the program.  

Public awareness of student achievement questions included what the public understands about 
the program and feedback regarding the program. Survey questions focusing on this topic 
suggested that 76% of educators believed that parents and/or community members were aware of 
the program. Similarly, 68% of respondents indicated that parents and/or community members 
were aware of changes in school practices as a result of the program. 
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Key findings from this theme were:  

• Stakeholders indicated that parents had some knowledge of the program, in part, due to the 
requirement to communicate with parents about their child’s reading proficiency early in the 
school year.  

• Some stakeholders commented that parents felt more stress from the program and that they 
did not understand the law, particularly the retention policy.  

A Global opportunity for feedback question asked participants to suggest any changes that 
should be considered by the legislature to continue these programs or additional factors for the 
legislature to consider when discussing these programs. The most prevalent comments are noted 
here: 

• Stakeholders reported that the program needed longevity to be effective. Further, they 
indicated it would take a few years to see achievement and impact data and therefore should 
be expanded for several years.  

• Given the application of the program to all schools, stakeholders also believed that an 
increase in funding would be necessary to observe the desired outcomes.  

Summary of lessons learned 
The Read by Grade 3 program has demonstrated a number of notable strengths. The importance of 
early childhood literacy is documented in professional literature and policies similar to Nevada’s 
program have been implemented in other states.  

A related strength of the program is the early communication with parents about their child’s 
reading proficiency. This is designed to promote adequate notice, but also motivate parents to 
contribute to their child’s reading development. The grant program’s capacity to provide support 
for interventions along with the operational components (e.g., application, award, monitoring, 
reporting) are additional strengths with the process providing a useful template for other programs. 

There are also opportunities for improvement of the program at this time. First, the reading 
construct is defined in the legislation as inclusive of phonemic awareness, phonics, reading fluency, 
and vocabulary development, yet it omits comprehension strategies. Including comprehension as 
part of the definition of “reading” will provide a more coherent transition to the English Language 
Arts (ELA) academic content standards adopted in grade 3-8 and high school. Second, there is 
potential for redundancy in the assessment system for the RBG3 program. Specifically, the state 
has adopted the MAP assessment to measure reading beginning in the 2017-18 academic year. 
However, beginning in grade 3, students will also be taking an assessment that aligns with the ELA 

Early communication is designed to promote adequate notice and 
motivate parents. 
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academic content standards (i.e., SBAC). Although this overlap is intentional, there is the potential 
that results will produce different conclusions about students’ proficiency in reading if the meaning 
of proficiency is not equivalent. If the relationship between performance on these assessments is 
strong, it would be possible to remove the MAP as a measure during the spring of Grade 3. 

We also noted areas where additional evaluation may be warranted. First, the role of the learning 
strategist has been adopted, but the extent to which the role contributes to increases in professional 
developing, mentoring, coaching, and student achievement warrants further study. The role is still 
new for Nevada and how it is implemented appears to vary across districts and schools. Second, the 
RBG3 program is similar to grade 3 reading programs adopted in other states (e.g., Florida, 
Mississippi, Indiana). For states that have more mature programs that include a retention policy, it 
will be valuable for the state to monitor opportunities and challenges that have arisen in each to 
anticipate similar activities in Nevada. 

  



 
 
 

 
 

30 
 

Underperforming Schools Turnaround  

In programs like the Underperforming Schools Turnaround, the focus of outcomes is often on 
observing whether changes have occurred in educator capacity or leadership, student behavior in 
school has been impacted, or whether student achievement on statewide assessments has 
improved. However, like other programs in this evaluation, it was more recently implemented 
under this funding mechanism at the beginning of the 2015-16 academic year with many activities 
focused on diagnosing the current state of schools, rather than introducing interventions. As such, 
it would not be reasonable to expect to observe measurable impacts on student achievement or 
growth on measures such as statewide assessments. 

However, while direct impact on variables such as student achievement were not available, some 
early indicators can be reviewed to determine if the program has demonstrated promise to have a 
meaningful impact on student achievement. The type of indicators that could be reviewed include: 

• Implementation of professional development for educators,  
• Impact on new or modified instructional practices, and 
• Impact on changes in student engagement.  

Each of these indicators could be reasonable early indicators that the program has the potential for 
positively impacting student achievement. The goals for this program (i.e., leadership 
development, building teacher capacity in Tier I instruction, creating professional learning 
communities) are similar to other programs with some differences in eligibility criteria.  

The evaluation completed thus far has focused on the survey of program participants along with 
focus groups and interviews with individuals. As described previously, the focus groups, 
interviews, and survey were designed to collect critical information about the implementation of 
programs across a wide variety of programs being implemented in Nevada. Collectively, 214 
educators familiar with the Underperforming Schools Turnaround program participated, including 
156 teachers, 16 support staff, 20 administrators, and 17 other school based roles.   

Focus Groups and Interviews 

From the focus groups and interviews, a number of observations were made in regards to the 
Underperforming Schools Turnaround program. Among the key observations that should be noted 
were: 

• Participants reported that teacher collaboration had increased and that the funds resulted in 
more time for teachers to instruct as well as aligned more with the intensity of their job. 

• Participants from some schools indicated that new staff positions had been added that 
included teachers, assistants, and interventionists. They reported that these additions had 
been positive and had assisted with students and reducing teacher workload.  

• Representatives from some schools reported that overall stress among the school educators 
has been reduced and motivation has increased. Some stated that it is less of a toxic 
environment and that there was more communication and cooperation among teachers. 
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• Participants reported that the community had little to no knowledge of the program existing 
at their school. 

It is important to note that much of the feedback received during the focus groups and interviews 
was consistent with the results from the survey. In both cases, respondents indicated that the 
program provided positive professional development opportunities, enhanced the student learning 
environment, and had potential to lead to eventual gains in student performance. It should also be 
noted that many focus group participants, as with the survey respondents, indicated that the 
amount of time required to implement the program was challenging and could make the 
implementation more difficult.   

Survey responses 

From the results of the survey, there were indicators that the program experienced an appropriate 
implementation thus far and could have positive long-term impacts in the schools and on student 
achievement. Survey respondents were asked a series of questions related to the impact that the 
program has had on their school, and the results were consistently positive. For each statement on 
the questionnaire, between 180 and 200 respondents provided feedback related to the 
Underperforming Schools Turnaround program. Table 4 provides the percent of survey 
respondents who Strongly Agreed or Agreed with questions focused on the professional 
development (PD) activities and the positive impact it has had. Approximately 89% of respondents 
indicated that the professional development activities provided valuable growth opportunities and 
approximately 86% indicated that the professional development had led to some changes in their 
classroom activities. In addition, approximately 94% of survey respondents indicated that they 
believed that the implementation of the program has been beneficial to students. 

Table 4. Percent of survey respondents who Strongly Agreed or Agreed on 
curriculum and instructional adaptation survey questions 

Changes in Curriculum and Instruction 

% Strongly 
Agree or 
Agree 

In general, this program provides valuable professional growth 
opportunities. 89.1% 
As a result of the professional development opportunities, changes in 
classroom instruction have occurred. 86.5% 
The practices I learned during professional development activities has 
improved my classroom practice. 86.5% 
The implementation of the program in the school has been beneficial to 
students. 87.2% 

 
There are other sections of the survey where respondents provided further evidence that the 
program has had a reasonably successful implementation process. Table 5 shows the results of a 
series of questions focused on student motivation and behavior. On 2 of the 5 questions, over 83% 
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of survey respondents indicated that the program had positive impacts on student behavior. These 
responses indicate that the program has impacted both student learning strategies and the school 
environment. For the remaining questions, between 73%-77% of survey respondents indicated 
positive impacts resulting from the program. It is important to note that the survey respondents had 
slightly higher agreement on the two items focused on behavior in the classroom, and slightly less 
on the indicators focused on student performance. That observation was expected given that it 
takes some time before a program could begin to impact student achievement. 

Table 5. Percent of survey respondents who Strongly Agreed or Agreed on student 
motivation and behavior survey questions 

Student Motivation and Behavior  
% Agree or 
Strongly 
Agree 

The program implementation has resulted in students improving their 
learning strategies. 84.9% 
The program has had a positive effect on the school environment. 83.9% 
Students are demonstrating better learning behaviors at school as a 
result of this program. 77.0% 
Students seem more motivated during classroom activities since the 
implementation of this program. 73.5% 
Student classwork has improved as a result of this program. 75.7% 

The survey also provided some other indicators that the program has been successfully 
implemented, with some others providing some areas that could possibly be monitored more 
closely. For example, approximately 80% of respondents indicated that community members 
around their school, including parents of students, were aware of the program and the changes that 
were being introduced. Along the same lines, almost 79% of survey respondents indicated that 
they believed the program has already led to some positive changes in student classroom activities.     

While the survey did indicate some supportive feedback, it did highlight a few areas that should be 
monitored moving forward, including one that could be a particular focus. Only 54% of survey 
respondents indicated that they believed that they have sufficient time, resources, and freedom to 
fully implement the program. Moving forward, it will be critical to continue to pay attention to this 
area and make every adjustment possible to aid teachers as they try to implement this program.   
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Social Workers Grants to Schools 

Program Implementation 

The Social Workers in the Schools (SWS) program was authorized and initiated beginning in the 
2015-2016 fiscal year. The rollout of the program is important to consider when determining when 
outcomes could be expected from program implementation. Included in SB 515 was a requirement 
for a School Climate/Social Emotional Learning screening instrument to determine program need 
based on student perceptions of climate and safety. In October of 2015, American Institutes for 
Research (AIR) was contracted to develop a screening instrument that was matched to the specific 
needs of the children and State of Nevada. Following a validation process, the initial screener was 
piloted in November 2015 and results were provided by the end of December 2015. These initial 
results were used to rank order schools on the basis of need. Schools responded to a Request for 
Applications and the first cohort of subcontract awards were issued in early January 2016. For the 
purposes of this report, individuals hired to act within the capacity of a social worker/mental health 
professional will be referred to as social workers, regardless of training, background, or credential. 
Over the spring semester, selected schools engaged in the process of hiring individuals to fill the 
social worker position. 

To date, there have been two grant 
application and award periods (see 
November 2016 Legislative 
Update). The first occurred in the 
winter/spring of the 2015-2016 
academic year and yielded 161 
awarded positions, of which 118.5 
positions were filled. The state 
program office returned 
approximately 52% of funds at the 
completion of 2015-16 due to 
challenges in filling positions. The 
second award period coincided 

with the beginning of 2016-17. As of September 2016, 204.5 positions had been funded across the 
state, representing 158 schools. Of the 158 schools who had received funds to fill the social worker 
position, 34% were elementary schools, 33% were middle schools, 20% were high schools, and 
13% represented multiple levels of schooling. Awards to 158 schools represent approximately 
136,000 of Nevada’s children as eligible to receive services from this program. By November 
2016, 92% of awarded positions had been filled, indicating increased success in filling positions. A 
third, and final, award period is anticipated for December 2016, to continue to effectively utilize 
the funds provided by the state for this program and to maximize potential benefits for educators, 
students, and their families.  
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Indicators of Success: Baseline and Progress 

To evaluate the impact of a program, a credible baseline is needed. Such baseline data include (a) 
appropriate outcomes that are in line with a theory of change and (b) evidence that has been 
collected over an extended period of time to reflect consistent outcome levels prior to 
implementation. To account for the rollout process described above, metrics from the 2014-
2015 and 2015-2016 academic years should be considered as baseline years. While it is 
possible that social workers hired in the spring of 2016 may have been able to enact positive 
programs to effect school change, it is unlikely that social worker activities would have had 
sufficient time to be reflected in outcome data from 2015-2016. Analyses were divided into 4 
sections (1) description of baseline student behavioral and academic outcome indicators; (2) 
identification of programs and practices enacted by social workers and discussion of climate; (3) 
hiring of social workers at participating schools; and (4) class size relationships with school 
climate. 

Baseline Metrics: Behavioral outcomes: Incidents of discipline, bullying and victimization baseline 

The theory of change developed by the Office for Safe and Respectful Learning Environment 
(OSRLE) for this SWS program and the initial logic model included in the preliminary evaluation 
report (Buckendahl et al., 2016; SWS RFP, 2016) suggest a range of possible school behavior 
outcomes that could improve as a result of this program. These included attendance, truancy, and 
disciplinary actions as possible student outcomes. Data obtained from the Nevada Report Card 
(www.nevadareportcard.com) and districts around the state allowed for a consistent baseline of 
average daily attendance, habitual truancy, suspensions and expulsions, and specific categories of 
disciplinary action to be established from 2014-2016. Table 6 shows the average across available 
school data. The reported averages are generally consistent across the two baseline years. 
However, there is a notable increase in the number of bullying and cyberbullying incidents 
reported in 2015-2016. While it is not possible to pinpoint the cause of this increase, one plausible 
explanation may be that increased attention across the state in bullying awareness led to an 
increase in reporting of incidents that had previously been unreported. It is also possible that 
educators and students at these schools were more likely to begin reporting bullying more 
consistently as social workers began to work on their campuses.  

  

http://www.nevadareportcard.com/
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Table 6. Baseline Outcome Indicators Averaged Across SWS Schools 

OUTCOME INDICATOR 2014-2015 2015-2016 
AVERAGE DAILY 
ATTENDANCE 

94.49 94.54 

TRANSIENCY RATE 23.19 25.09 
VIOLENCE TO STUDENTS1 20.61 20.64 
VIOLENCE TO STAFF1 1.60 2.27 
WEAPONS POSSESSION1 1.88 2.28 
CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE 
USE1 

4.95 4.64 

ALCOHOL USE1 1.10 1.03 
BULLYING, HARASSMENT, 
ETC.1 

2.68 10.65 

BULLYING INCIDENTS 
REPORTED2 

14.66 23.26 

BULLYING INCIDENTS 
CONFIRMED2 

12.29 20.19 

CYBER BULLYING 
REPORTED2 

1.45 1.65 

CYBER BULLYING 
CONFIRMED2 

1.37 1.50 

HABITUAL TRUANTS3 7.02 9.92 
Note. Averages based on available data from between 117-155 schools and charter systems. Some data were 
not available for all schools. 1 Number of incidents leading to suspension or expulsion. 2 Number of incidents. 
3 Number of students.  
 
Social Worker Activities 

Data gathered from focus groups, interviews, survey responses, and documents provided by 
participating schools and districts indicated a range of programs and practices implemented by the 
individuals hired to fill the social worker role. The SWS program was well-represented in the 
focus groups and interviews, as well as the survey, with 9593 participants responding specifically 
about the SWS program. This number represented 573teachers, 116 support staff, 98 
administrators, and 153 other school based roles.    

Social worker activities at schools: Professional development and formal programs. 

Social workers implemented educational programs for families and students as well as professional 
development for staff. Educational programs included outreach for helping parents recognize 
bullying, facilitate academic adjustment, enhance awareness of social media challenges, and 
develop parenting skills. Social workers also provided educational programming and group 

                                                           
 

3 Not all educators responded to all survey questions. Responses on all questions ranged from 759 to 869 participants. 
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supports for students. These programs included book study groups; programs designed to help 
students cope with specific challenges, such as self-harm, social anxiety, and academic stress; and 
group and individual counseling sessions. Staff professional development often broadly fit within 
the umbrella of supporting knowledge of social-emotional learning, including topics such as 
building empathy, developing relationships with students, supporting growth mindset and positive 
motivational orientations with students. Social workers also designed and delivered PD to help 
teachers develop positive study habits amongst their students, recognize signs of bullying, support 
students with transient home situations or difficult home life conditions, and improve cultural 
competence. Social workers provided suicide prevention protocol training and PD to help teachers 
support children recovering from a mental health incident or trauma.  

Social worker activities at schools: Practices.  

In addition to formal programs, social workers reported working to create a culture of openness 
through a variety of promising practices. These include home visits and conversations with 
parents surroundings specific student needs; coordinating with teachers and counselors to create a 
system that simultaneously supports student academic, social, emotional, and physical needs so as 
to more efficiently use resources and triangulate student support; creating and facilitating student 
clubs, such as a Gay/Straight Alliance club to create awareness and safety for LGBTQ students; 
creating a physical space that is welcoming, informal, and open for students and staff to visit and 
receive services; and assisting fellow educators in troubleshooting and handling challenges they 
faced with individual students.  

Perceived impact on educators, students, and families: Impact on educators.   

School administrators, teachers, and other educators were uniformly positive about the impact of 
the SWS program on their school. Responses from the evaluator initiated survey indicated that 
over 63% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that professional development opportunities 
related to the SWS program have been valuable, have led to changes in classroom practice, and 
have improved classroom practice. In addition to the programming and practices noted previously, 
participants noted that social workers have acted to fill a critical gap in serving students that was 
previously being patched together by other educators, allowing others to more effectively fill their 
own roles. For instance, teachers noticed student non-academic needs, skills, and issues inhibiting 
students’ academic success. Teachers reported wanting to address these issues but not having the 
time or skills to effectively assist students. Social workers provided direct assistance to children to 
address social stressors, mental health needs, and physical needs; but helped teachers learn 
strategies to respond to student needs. In the same way, participants noted that social workers have 
been critical in allowing school counselors to spend more time on career and academic guidance. 
Sixty-seven percent of survey respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the program has had a 
positive impact on their motivation and stress. Nearly 75% of participants agreed that the school 
was supportive in implementing the program, however, only 62% felt that they had sufficient time, 
freedom, or resources to implement the SWS program.  
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Perceived impact on educators, students, and families: Impact on students and families.  

Educators offered multiple concrete examples of how the SWS program was directly beneficial for 
students. Beneficial impact on students fell into the categories of (a) better meeting student 
physical needs; (b) assistance with parenting and family responses to student stress; (c) more 
effective intervention when students experience neglect, abuse, or trauma outside or inside of 
school; (d) early intervention for problem behaviors in school to correct issues before the 
behaviors lead to conference, suspensions, or expulsions; (e) development of positive coping skills 
and strategies for school success; (f) support for acute mental health crises that enable students to 
integrate back into academics more quickly; (g) creation of a more inclusive and positive school 
climate; and (h) more effective bullying prevention. Educators did not necessarily note direct 
academic impact, but in line with the theory of change and program logic model, educators noted 
that by more effectively supporting student social and emotional needs and creating a safe and 
respectful learning environment, students spent more time in classrooms and were more focused 
on academic learning. Survey respondents were very positive (agree or strongly agree) about the 
program, indicating that students’ skills (72.8%), learning strategies (73.3%), and learning 
behaviors (77.9%) had improved because of the program; that the implementation of the SWS 
program has been beneficial for students (88.3%); and that the program has had a positive effect on 
the school environment (87.6%).  

Perceived impact on educators, students, and families: Early challenges/lessons learned.  

Though early indications suggest a positive trend for the SWS program, respondents noted that 
implementation has not always been smooth. As schools move forward with the implementation of 
the SWS program, participants noted that it may take time for all educators to “learn” the role of 
the social worker to make the most effective use of time and not duplicate roles. Participants also 
recommended that schools should explicitly consider how the programs suggested by the social 
worker integrate with existing programs and initiatives related to bullying, mental health, and other 
social-emotional learning programs.  Respondents noted that families may not be aware of the 
program or resistant to the social worker suggestions and efforts may be needed to change the 
notion that the social worker is a watchdog or an agent of the Division of Child and Family 
Services rather than an agent of positive prosocial change. 

Climate survey results 

A key component of the SWS program is the promotion of positive school climate. Schools across 
the State provided climate data to the OSRLE in December 2015 from either the Nevada School 
Climate/Social Emotional Learning Survey (www.nevadaschoolclimate.org) administered by AIR 
or their own existing climate survey. A second administration of the Nevada School Climate 
Survey took place in April/May 2016 and results with rankings were provided to schools and the 
State OSRLE office in June 2016. It should be noted that although many Nevada schools 
participated in the Nevada School Climate survey, Washoe County conducted its own survey at 
both time points as did Clark County School District in the spring of 2016. However, items within 
the CCSD spring 2016 survey aligned with the NV/SEL survey and scale scores for CCSD were 

http://www.nevadaschoolclimate.org/
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computed and included with the NV/SEL survey results for CCSD schools for both survey periods. 
Scale scores could range from 100 to 500, with higher scores indicating a more positive perception 
of that element of the school climate.  

The results of the baseline year, which is considered both surveys in 2015-2016, are presented for 
two aspects of school safety: emotional and physical safety. All climate data presented may be 
interpreted as an overall indication of climate, with possible suggestions of areas that need 
continued intervention or for targeted programming by social workers. 

Emotional safety indicates that students feel emotionally secure at school, which includes 
excitement to try new things, confident and trusting of others at school, and free from fear of 
humiliation (www.nevadaschoolclimate.org). Emotional security has been associated with deeper 
levels of school engagement and academic learning (Kaplan & Patrick, 2016). Emotional safety 
scores were available for 125 schools in December of 2015 and 144 schools in June 2016. The 
average level of emotional safety in December was 328 and 352 in June, indicating a moderate 
level of perceived emotional safety. For the 124 schools that participated at both survey points, 
analyses indicated a significant improvement in perceived emotional safety at participating 
schools, from an average of 328 to an average of 355, t(123) = -26.60, p < 0.001. This result may 
provide an early indication of positive impact from initial efforts of new social workers/mental 
health professionals in the participating schools, likely combined with increased attention to 
student social emotional learning catalyzed by the SWS program. However, the results should be 
interpreted conservatively, as early efforts to hire professionals in these roles varied considerably. 
Although Washoe County schools did not participate in the NC/SEL survey, items on the district-
wide report of school climate captured aspects of emotional safety. In both the 2015 and 2016 
reports, over 60% of students reported feeling respected by their peers and 80% or greater reported 
feeling respected by adults at school. In terms of social and emotional skills, at both survey points, 
the areas that students reported being less easy for them pertained to emotional and school work 
management.   

Physical safety was also reported at both time points and is indicative of the extent to which 
students feel that all stakeholders in a school community are free of threats and actual violence, 
harsh punishment, and other physical harm. Data were more limited in the June 2016 dataset. The 
average level of perceived physical safety of the 125 participating SWS in December of 2015 was 
335; and of the 72 participating schools in the June 2016 data set, the score was 334. Scores across 
both timepoints were only available for 55 schools and indicated a slight decrease from the first to 
second administration from 343 to 335. In general, findings for emotional safety can be considered 
relatively representative of the program across the state, however physical safety findings were 
more limited and may not be representative of broader attitudes. In Washoe County, 90% of 
students across the district perceived their school as safe and over 80% felt that they would 
intervene if they witnessed bullying behavior. However, in 2016, nearly 30% of students reported 
being the victim of some kind of violent behavior on school property. 

http://www.nevadaschoolclimate.org/
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Climate survey results from the Washoe and Clark County School Districts were also 
accessed to provide a general indication of the staff and family perceptions of district-wide climate 
in these two districts. Data are indicative of the entire districts, not only schools participating in the 
SWS program. However, the broad snapshot may provide a baseline measure of districts that 
represent a substantial proportion of allocated positions. In terms of social and emotional support 
and climate, staff in both Washoe and Clark County felt that their schools promoted a culture of 
respect for all students and staff, with over 80% in agreement in both the 2015 and 2016 reports. 
Similarly, across both districts, staff reported on bullying as common or a problem at their school. 
The view that bullying is problematic at the district level in Washoe was just under 20% at both 
survey points, but approximately 30% of staff at CCSD agreed that bullying was a problem in 
2015, lowering to 26% in 2016. Cyberbullying rates were slightly lower in CCSD, at 26% and 
21% agreement in 2015 and 2016, respectively. Staff at both districts also expressed agreement 
(about 90%) that students perceived the school as safe or staff felt the school was safe. Similar 
themes arose from parent responses to District climate surveys in 2015 and 2016. Overall, parents 
felt welcome at schools, with 94% agreement from parents in CCSD and over 85% agreement in 
Washoe. Over 90% of parents also reported that children felt safe at schools. Parents in both 
Districts, however, reported that bullying was common (20% in 2015 Washoe) or a problem (26% 
2015; 24% 2016 CCSD). Yet, parents in CCSD were in stronger agreement that their schools were 
doing enough to prevent bullying between 2015 and 2016, jumping from 76% agreement to 86% 
agreement. Parents perceived lower rates of cyberbullying than staff reported in CCSD, with 14% 
agreeing it was a problem in 2015 and 16% in 2016. 

Hiring and Placement 

The 2016-2017 request for proposals released by the state listed 10 roles that qualified as social 
workers or other mental health professionals. As of November, 2016 individuals hired include 
those with the following degrees, licenses, and credentials: Bachelors in Social Work (completed 
and students), Masters in Social Work (completed and students), Community Health Worker, 
Licensed Clinical Social Worker and intern, Marriage and Family Therapist and intern, Clinical 
Psychologist, and Registered Nurse. Data from focus groups, interviews, and surveys provided a 
picture of barriers to program implementation related to personnel. Respondents suggested the 
following: 

1. Some schools, particularly those in more remote rural areas, had some challenges in 
attracting and hiring qualified persons for the social worker role. Barriers to hiring included 
supervision of potential employees in need of supervised hours for licensure purposes, 
underdeveloped workforce, low pay for an in-demand workforce, and one-year guaranteed 
funding for the position.  

2. Differences existed in hiring practices as some social workers were hired as district 
employees and others were hired as contractors. Participants suggested that this distinction 
presented pragmatic issues related to: oversight of social workers, accountability of the 
role, insurance, equity of pay and benefits, and local collective bargaining agreements.  

3. Mandate for an annual funding request presented real concerns related to commitment and 
planning. Notably, many participants were concerned the school community may not fully 
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invest by dedicating space and other resources to supporting the social worker without 
knowing if this program will continue year-to-year. 

4. Participants noted that success of the SWS program depends largely on the formation of 
relationships amongst the social worker and other stakeholders (i.e., educators, students, 
external agencies, families). Social workers may not be able to work to their full potential if 
all stakeholders are not secure in knowing that the investment of time is contributing to a 
long-term partnership.  

5. Persons hired to fill this role differ considerably in their qualifications, leading to 
challenges when there is turnover in the position. Individuals who are not credentialed may 
end up undertaking work of a credentialed staff to support students or to try and maintain 
programs in place by previous, differently qualified social worker staff.  

Relationship between Class Size and Climate 

As specified in the state request for proposal documents that led to this evaluation, relationships 
between class size and climate were examined. Bivariate correlations examined the relationship 
between 2015-2016 class size in English, Social Studies, Mathematics, and Science with perceived 
emotional safety from the Nevada School Climate/Social Emotional Learning Survey for 86 
schools. The correlations were small, averaging less than 0.20, indicating little to no relationship 
between class size and perceived emotional safety. Correlations were slightly stronger though not 
statistically different than zero, and negative, for class size and perceived physical safety, ranging 
from -0.18 to -0.31, for the 40 schools for whom data were available for the 2015-2016 academic 
year.   
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Nevada Ready 21 

In evaluations of programs like the Nevada Ready 21 program, the focus of the evaluation is often 
on whether student behavior in schools has been positively impacted or student achievement on 
statewide assessments has improved. However, because the Nevada Ready 21 program has been 
recently implemented, this evaluation cannot reasonably expect to draw strong conclusions about 
student behavior and achievement. Instead, the focus of this initial evaluation has been on 
investigating the fidelity of the implementation of the Nevada Ready 21 program, impact on 
educator behavior, and whether the program’s early indicators lend support to the hypothesis that 
the program can have a positive long-term impact on student academic performance.   

The evaluation thus far has focused on reviewing program documentation and collecting feedback 
from stakeholders about their experiences and perceptions with the program through focus groups, 
interviews, and a survey. The program’s Nevada Ready 21’s Project Status and Implementation 
Report (Nevada Department of Education, 2016) provides evidence of the activities that have 
occurred since the project launch and describes how the initiative connects with the goals of the 
program. The focus groups, interviews, and survey were designed to collect information about the 
implementation of programs across a wide variety of programs being implemented in Nevada. In 
total, 419 educators familiar with the Nevada Ready 21 program participated in these activities, 
including 328 teachers, 38 support staff, 17 administrators, and 27 other school based roles. The 
results from these activities are described here. Due to nonresponses in the survey, the number of 
valid responses ranged from 351 to 391 per question.   

Focus Groups and Interviews 

During the focus groups and interviews, a number of positive observations were made in regards to 
the Nevada Ready 21 program. Among the key observations that should be noted are: 

• The increased use of technology has enhanced the system for providing assessment to 
students. Among the examples were: 

o Because the feedback (e.g., current and archival score reporting, 1:1 access for 
students) is delivered through the technology system, it has allowed for increased 
instruction time with students because teachers do not need to spend as much time 
grading student assessments.   

o Because the feedback is delivered immediately, it is more effective because 
students receive feedback immediately after taking the assessment and the content 
is still fresh in their minds. 

o The use of technology to provide immediate feedback has helped increase the 
interest and motivation of students as they review their assessment results.   

• The use of technology has facilitated the development of individualized curriculum and 
instruction for students. For example, schools noted that the Chromebooks have facilitated 
differential pacing opportunities for students as they move through the curriculum in ways 
that are aligned with their respective needs.   
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• Some of the interview respondents highlighted that the development of an individualized, 
student driven learning model could help better prepare students for the working 
environment they would encounter after graduation. At this time, it is difficult to know 
exactly what students will need to know when they graduate, but the ability to perform 
research and learn new materials will be critical for students in almost all jobs moving 
forward.   

It should also be noted that many focus group participants indicated that the amount of time 
required to implement the program could be challenging and could make the implementation more 
difficult. Educators noted that this challenge was often due more to adults’ learning curve for 
acquiring and incorporating the technology skills needed to effectively translate them into the 
classroom.    

Feedback received during the focus groups and interviews was consistent with the results of the 
survey. In both cases, respondents indicated that the Nevada Ready 21 program had provided 
positive professional development opportunities for teachers, had enhanced the student learning 
environment, and had strong potential to lead to eventual gains in student performance.   

Survey Responses 

Program participant response to the survey indicates a number of strong indicators that schools 
have experienced a successful implementation thus far of Nevada Ready 21 and that the program 
could have positive long-term impacts in the schools and on student achievement. Survey 
responses were consistently positive about the program impact at their schools. Table 7 provides 
the percent of survey respondents who Agreed or Strongly Agreed with questions focused on the 
professional development activities and their impact on teaching practices. Approximately 93% of 
respondents indicated that the professional development activities provided valuable growth 
opportunities and approximately 94% indicated that the professional development had led to some 
changes in their classroom practice. In addition, approximately 94% of survey respondents 
indicated that they believed that the implementation of the program has been beneficial to students. 

Table 7. Percent of survey respondents who Strongly Agreed or Agreed on survey questions 

Changes in Curriculum and Instruction 

% Strongly 
Agree or 
Agree 

In general, this program provides valuable professional growth 
opportunities. 92.8% 
As a result of the professional development opportunities, changes in 
classroom instruction have occurred. 93.6% 
The practices I learned during professional development activities has 
improved my classroom practice. 88.1% 
The implementation of the program in the school has been beneficial to 
students. 93.6% 
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On 3 of the 5 questions focused on student motivation and behavior, over 88% of survey 
respondents indicated that the program had positive impacts on student behavior. For two of the 
questions, the percent of survey respondents indicating a positive impact did decrease slightly, 
with an average agreement of closer to 77%. While the items focused on classroom behavior were 
slightly lower than those focused on motivation, it is important to note that the survey respondents 
indicated strong positive agreement that Nevada Ready 21 was impacting student behavior. That is 
not too surprising given that it is expected to take some amount of time before a program could 
begin to actually change student behavior. 

Table 8. Percent of survey respondents who Strongly Agreed or Agreed on survey questions 

Student Motivation and Behavior  
% Strongly 
Agree or 
Agree 

The program implementation has resulted in students improving their 
learning strategies. 88.3% 
The program has had a positive effect on the school environment. 88.3% 
Students are demonstrating better learning behaviors at school as a 
result of this program. 77.1% 
Students seem more motivated during classroom activities since the 
implementation of this program. 89.3% 
Student classwork has improved as a result of this program. 78.5% 

 

The survey also provided some other indicators of successful program implementation. For 
example, over 90% of respondents indicated that community members around their school, 
including parents of students, were aware of the program and the changes introduced. In addition, 
even at this early time, more than 81% of survey respondents indicated that they believed the 
program had already had a positive impact on classroom activities and local assessments.   

While the survey did indicate some very supportive feedback, it did highlight one area that should 
be monitored moving forward. Only 65% of survey respondents indicated that they believed that 
they have sufficient time, resources, and freedom to fully implement the program. Moving 
forward, it will be critical to continue to pay attention to this area and make every adjustment 
possible to aid teachers as they try to implement activities related to Nevada Ready 21.   
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Great Teaching and Leading Fund 

Our evaluation of the Great Teaching and Leading Fund (GTLF) program presented a challenge in 
that many of the activities that were supported by funds from the grants sponsored by the program 
were uniquely branded. This means that the activities under the program may have been 
characterized for stakeholders as something other than a “Great Teaching and Leading” program. 
Therefore, the results presented here provide a more focused look at the short-term impact of these 
funds.  

At the time of this analysis, the GTLF had completed the first year of funding. At this point in the 
process, programs supported by GTLF could fall into one of four categories: 

- Funded for the first year, funding not sought for a second year (Complete) 
- Funded for the first year, funding sought but not received for a second year (Complete) 
- Funded for the first year and second year (In process) 
- Funded for the second year (In process) 

In each of the data collection methods described above, we attempted to represent all four types of 
programs to ensure the breadth of the GTLF awards were represented in this review.  

Selection and funding of programs 

In the first year of the program, there were 16 funded proposals (of 34 submitted) that were 
focused on the four identified goals as follows: 

1) instruction around the Next Generation Science Standards (NGSS) – 5 projects funded 
2) implementation of the Nevada Educator Performance Framework (NEPF) – 3 projects 

funded 
3) recruitment/selection/retention of educators – 3 projects funded 
4) leadership training/development – 5 projects funded 

The Bill was finalized in June of 2015 and by September of that same year the state had identified 
these 16 selected proposals with the goal that all projects were to be completed by June of 2016 
(less than one year away). With that planned schedule, the initial implementation of the GTLF was 
expedited. Our initial review of this process suggested there were some areas that lacked structure 
and clarity such as the way in which proposals were evaluated (Morton, 2015). Program leadership 
also indicated that there were areas of the review process that could be improved.  

Those tasked with distributing the funds reported not having sufficient time or staff to support the 
process in this first year. Therefore, the funds were fully distributed at the outset of the project. 
Although some project leads reported preferring this model, all stakeholders (i.e., NDE staff, 
project leads) acknowledged that this approach does not ensure accountability for funds spent in 
accordance with the proposed project. At the project level, at least one project lead indicated they 
had to change their initial plans (e.g., hire teacher mentors from outside the district) to something 
that was feasible within the timeframe allotted (e.g., paid substitutes to allow existing senior 
teachers time to serve as mentors and coaches – see Lincoln County Schools, 2016).  

In preparation for the second year, several changes were made to the process. First, a more detailed 
proposal evaluation rubric was developed and implemented (NDE, 2016). Second, the process 
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began earlier in the year (i.e., awards approved in July rather than September) which provided 
more advance notification for project leads. Third, an additional NDE staff person was hired so 
that the funds could be distributed in a cost reimbursement fashion with more accountability in 
place for adherence to the proposed plans. Project leads reported this change required more work 
on their part, but the increased accountability is paramount to helping achieve the goals of the 
GLTF. Finally, as noted above, there was a slight shift in the priorities of the program which was 
reflected in the selection of proposals to fund. The 174 selected projects (out of 29 submitted) were 
focused on the goals as follows: 

1) teacher preparation and recruitment – 4 projects funded (3 were 2nd year projects) 
2) professional development for teachers related to Nevada Academic Content Standards for 

Science – 8 projects funded (3 were 2nd year projects) 
3) leadership development – 8 projects funded (4 were 2nd year projects) 

As noted, some funds were for continuations of projects funded in the first year. However, not all 
programs that sought a continuation of funding were awarded. In addition, for both years, the 
review committee occasionally funded a different amount than what was requested essentially 
scaling back projects and/or removing specific goals.  

Implementation of Funded Programs  

Overall, the programs funded under the GTLF were implemented as planned and within the 
timeframes specified. Program leads were asked about the process of working with the state and 
implementing their program under the leadership and oversight of the NDE staff. Several reported 
little – if any – interaction with the state, particularly in the first year. Several of those who 
indicated challenges with communication (e.g., getting answers to questions, specifications on 
reporting requirements) reported a smoother process in the second year. 

In terms of working with educators, most programs found that Nevada teachers and administrators 
were generally eager to participate in the funded opportunities with only a few exceptions that 
chose not to. However, there were some challenges in implementing the opportunities as planned 
due to the requirements for participation. For example, the Northeastern Nevada Regional 
Professional Development Program (NNRPDP) Science program (2016) had planned to provide 
training for 35 teachers to participate in an in-person training program but due to challenges the 
number of active participants ranged from 9 to 12. Others program leaders reported challenges 
getting teachers to schedule the time away from the classroom.  

  

                                                           
 

4 Two projects targeted multiple goals which is why the focus numbers sum to greater than 17 projects 
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Services Provided 

The funds allocated under the GTLF were used to provide a variety of activities. These included 
activities such as:  

• direct mentorship to administrators on instructional leadership (University of Nevada, Las 
Vegas, 2016) selected from one district,  

• creation of an NEPF online evaluation tool to be used in the Clark County School District 
along with training for those tasked with implementation,  

• development of a science curriculum around the NGSS and training for implementation,  
• support for educators seeking National Board certification, and 
• an online campaign to recruit teachers to Nevada followed by mentorship for those 

selected. 
Most of the projects funded were focused within a district or a region (e.g., one served by an 
RPDP) but some proposals did suggest their work products could be expanded to other schools, 
districts, or regions in the future.   

Impact on Nevada’s Educational System 

There are a number of ways in which the GTLF programs may impact Nevada’s educational 
system. Across the first two years of the GTLF, there were a number of programs that were 
designed to help educators improve their skills in classroom instruction (e.g., focus on NEPF in 
2015-16), understanding of how the new science standards should be implemented, and 
development of leadership abilities to better prepare them for classroom and team leadership. 
Several programs with completed final reports provided empirical evidence supporting the value 
educators felt from the professional development opportunities. Others are still ongoing with 
current activities being implemented across the state.  

The true success of providing such professional development is the ability for educators to transfer 
their learning to practice in the classroom. Several programs were designing the opportunity to 
measure classroom practice implementation and use and several of the program reports included 
evidence of classroom implementation from teacher self-report (e.g., NNRPDP, 2016) or student 
work based on the instructional model (e.g., Pinecrest Academy of Nevada, 2016).  

In turn, improvements in practice have the potential to yield improvements in student achievement. 
For most of these programs, changes in student achievement can be evaluated after the improved 
practices have been implemented for a full year and additional data has been collected. Some of 
the programs have reported an initial improvement in student achievement using local assessments. 
For example, Lincoln County School District (2016) showed some progress based on available 
NWEA data but not all schools met the goal for growth in particular academic content areas.  

Additionally, Pinecrest Academy of Nevada (2016) reported an increase in Nevada’s statewide 
science assessment performance as measured by percent of students who achieved the proficiency 
expectation. Similar increases were observed in Mathematics and ELA/Reading. Additional results 
supporting this finding for ELA/Reading and Math were found with the STAR assessments 
administered locally.   
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Feedback and Perceptions on the Process 

In total, 89 participants provided feedback about the GTLF, including 54 teachers, 7 support staff, 
14 administrators, and 12 other school based roles. All program leads were also asked about their 
perception of the overall program, the goals, the approach to funding, and perceptions as to how it 
would impact the Nevada Educational system. Consistently, program leaders praised the intention 
of the GTLF and felt the funds were having a notable impact on teachers (recruitment, retention, 
preparedness, effectiveness), administrators (effectiveness, leadership), schools (educators 
functioning as a team), and students (achievement). When asked about suggested areas of 
improvement, several key ideas emerged.  

First, several program leads noted challenges with the time period of the funding of one year. For 
those projects that included hiring staff, this timeframe made it challenging to commit to staff and 
hire qualified personnel who were likely otherwise employed. In addition, some projects that were 
funded in Year 1 were incomplete but were not funded in Year 2. For example, Pinecrest (2016) 
noted that their project to provide STEM support was not funded in Year 2 but they would 
continue their efforts within the school to increase teacher capabilities in these areas. Although the 
subsequent year funding was not guaranteed for any of the Year 1 funded programs, several 
program leaders indicated that it was challenging to effect change in the short time frame.  

Second, a number of program leaders acknowledged and appreciated the creativity that was 
afforded to applicants for these grants in finding new and unique solutions to challenges faced in 
the Nevada educational system. The GTLF allowed practitioners to design strategies as long as 
they aligned to one of the stated goals and met the other review criteria. However, it was noted that 
this approach could lead to inconsistency in processes across the state (e.g., approach for – and 
resources supporting – the implementation of the NGSS).    

Third, the selective nature of the program encouraged competition among districts and 
organizations (e.g., RPDPs) and potentially diminished collaboration. One interviewee shared a 
story about leading a project that was similar to one funded for an RPDP. However, they were not 
able to collaborate based on the way funds were allocated and tracked.  

Long-Term Results Evaluation 

At this point in the process, the primary analyses have focused on the initial implementation of the 
program (available year 1 documentation, year 2 plans). Given the magnitude and reach of the 
GTLF, long-term analyses are recommended. Recommended analyses include assessing the value 
of the professional development that resulted from these funded programs. This would include the 
value at the educator level (e.g., program participant self-report, perceptions of supervisors, 
reported changes to instructional practice) and student level (e.g., educational attainment as 
measured by statewide or local district data).  

 
 

  



 
 
 

 
 

48 
 

Chapter 4: Recommendations and Next Steps  
Recommendations 

Across programs 

We recommend that the Nevada Department of Education consider additional opportunities 
to identify and implement common measurement and data systems. As noted in the 
description of the programs and the discussion of outcomes indicators, there are many indicators 
that overlap. For example, a prioritization of literacy and student achievement is evident in 
programs like Zoom Schools, Victory Schools, and Read by Grade 3. Similarly, there is an 
emphasis on improving the learning environment for schools, educators, and students through 
programs like Nevada Ready 21 (technology), Social Workers in Schools (social-emotional), and 
Underperforming Turnaround Schools (leadership and learning culture). Although there are many 
outcome indicators that are available statewide (e.g., student achievement data on statewide 
assessments, some student behavior indicators), there is also variability in how local districts and 
schools define, operationalize, and manage other indicators (e.g., interim student achievement, 
some student behavior indicators, professional development). Harmonizing these systems would 
be in the best interest of the Department as they continue to monitor these programs. 

We recognize that implementation of common measurement and data systems requires a necessary 
balance between statewide interests and local control. An illustration of how this balance was 
managed for the Read by Grade 3 program was the state’s adoption of the MAP assessment to 
measure reading. After determining that a large number of schools in the state were already using 
the instrument for this purpose, the state incorporated it into their measurement and data collection 
plan for the program. This approach reduced some variability across districts and schools, and 
provided for a common measure with which to better evaluate the program in the long term. More 
important, this was accomplished without adding layers of assessment. Similar opportunities exist 
for other outcomes indicators, (e.g., school climate), discussed for individual programs that may be 
reported at the state level but be defined, interpreted, and recorded differently across districts and 
schools in the state. Incorporating common metrics would benefit data collection and interpretation 
efforts, but also support efforts to continue to evaluate programs and communicate the 
performance to policy makers and the public. 

We recommend that Nevada Department of Education continue its efforts to develop and 
implement standardized processes and online tools for program participation. The 
Department is currently designing streamlined processes for the programs (e.g., applications, 
reporting). We support these efficiencies and highlight how these improvements have the potential 
to benefit the system, specifically through the grant activities. A feature of many of the programs 
in this evaluation is the use of competitive grants where the awards are intended to provide 
additional support for program implementation. Conceptually, this is a commendable practice 
because it can help to encourage innovation at the local level. At the same time, it can be an 
onerous task when the grant processes for different programs are not based on a common design or 
process. By developing and implementing common processes and online tools for grant programs, 
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it may encourage more participation in addition to creating efficiencies for onboarding new 
programs in the future.  

Further, a standardized approach would support greater efficiency for districts, schools, and 
program staff. A standardized approach may also serve to minimize disruption of services 
stemming from an annual funding cycle that was noted by multiple programs. If the one-year 
funding cycle for grants continues, standardized tools may facilitate a more rapid application and 
review process, reducing the time to disbursement of funds that may be delayed due to 
administrative burdens on NDE leads.  
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Zoom Schools 

We recommend continued funding for the Zoom Schools program.  

Providing sufficient instructional support for English learners in Nevada’s schools continues to be 
a challenge. Findings suggest that implementation of the program is reaching its target population, 
but because the program is in its early stages, more time is needed to observe the effect of the 
program on English learners. Teachers need time for implementing the program and English 
learners need time to acquire academic language and develop their academic skills. The 
preliminary gains on English language proficiency described in this report reflect the beginning of 
a program with potential to orient the state’s English learner population onto a college-bound and 
on-time graduation route. 

Formatively, we recommend that classroom observations be conducted to evaluate if 
professional development is being transferred to the classroom. A need remains to identify 
professional development components that are being consistently implemented in classrooms with 
ELs to determine how teachers display pedagogy that meets the needs of ELs. Although, Zoom 
Schools tell us what kind of professional development is provided, what teachers actually do in the 
classroom becomes the question. For example, we know from research that it takes time for 
teachers to fully grasp the skills and implementation strategies to work effectively with ELs 
(Santau, Secada, Maerten-Rivera, Cone, & Lee, 2010). As a result, we would want to know how 
well teachers implement what they learned during professional development.  

We also recommend that the state consider implementing common interim assessments for 
students participating in the program. Based on the most recent two years of WIDA data, we see 
Zoom Schools are beginning to make progress to close the academic achievement gap among 
English learners and Non-English learners. Also, the steady progress in WIDA gains are in line 
with noted expectations of academic English taking longer to learn in the classroom 
(approximately seven years) than social English (Collier & Thomas, 1989). However, this 
evidence would be bolstered by common evidence of student achievement throughout the 
academic year. These sources of data may be particularly useful given the transiency rates within 
this student population.  
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Victory Schools 

We recommended continued funding for the Victory Schools program.  

Evidence suggests that the program is being implemented as anticipated and reaching its target 
populations of schools in areas of high poverty. There were several indicators that supported 
continued funding during the next legislative session. With concentrated recruitment and retention 
efforts, the teacher transiency average across Victory Schools dropped by 10% between 2014-2015 
and 2015-2016. Having consistent teachers in classrooms of poverty is a predictive variable for 
student outcomes, and this trend after one year of Victory Schools implementation is promising. 
The incentives, professional development, and freedom to target interventions appears to be 
respected by teachers and could therefore be keeping them in schools that typically have high 
turnover rates. 

In addition, there was strong agreement among stakeholders that Victory Schools funds were 
having a positive impact on the outcomes of students and the educational environments on Victory 
Schools campuses. In both the focus groups and on the survey, there were positive perceptions of 
Victory Schools plans and support for continued funding of the Victory Schools initiatives. This 
excitement for the program bodes well for the continued impact of the initiative over time. 

Formatively, we recommend that common assessments (e.g., measures of school climate, 
consistency in teacher recruitment and retention, measures of literacy in reading centers) and 
evaluation metrics be incorporated to the regulations. Currently, each school establishes its own 
metrics for evaluating the effectiveness of the initiative. This makes it difficult to truly measure the 
impact of the initiative. Common metrics across the state would allow the NDE to determine which 
plans are working and which are not; this will help with corrective action and generalization of 
plans. Note that this program-specific suggestion reinforces the broader recommendation for 
common, statewide measurement and data systems.  

We also recommend that some oversight of professional development activities occur to ensure 
that they reflect evidence-based practices. Professional development is a critical source of 
evidence for capacity building among educators. However, not all professional development 
activities are equivalent in their value to improve education practice. There were several 
professional development activities that occurred for the program that did not reflect scientific 
knowledge in education (e.g., software or reading programs that were not based on evidence-based 
practice). Responding to these recommendations would strengthen the evidence and conclusions 
that could be drawn from the program. 
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Read by Grade Three 

We recommend continued funding for the Read by Grade 3 program.  

The collection of evidence supported by program materials, interviews, focus groups, survey 
responses, and documentation support continued investment in the Read by Grade 3 (RBG3) 
program. Although the program is still in its early stages of implementation, there is evidence of 
progress that the program is building capacity for success. Specifically, the infrastructure for the 
program appears to be in place. This infrastructure includes local literacy plans that were 
developed and reviewed, designation of local learning strategists to support implementation 
activities, training activities for learning strategists and K-4 teachers, and well-designed and 
executed grant application, monitoring, and reporting processes. In addition, there is a required set 
of assessment and progress monitoring protocols that prioritize struggling readers. Evidence of 
statewide student achievement and improvement will begin to become available once common 
assessments are administered beginning in the 2017-18 academic year. Because the foundation is 
in place, continued investment in the program can focus on supporting interventions at the school 
level and additional administrative support for the grant program (e.g., monitoring progress, 
conducting site visits, providing support to schools, reviewing reporting) for the necessary quality 
control aspects of the process. 

Formatively, we recommend expanding the definition of reading for the program to include 
comprehension strategies as a critical component for curriculum, instruction, and assessment. 
Our second recommendation is designed to ensure alignment with the literacy goals of an aligned 
PreK-12 education system in the state. The RBG3 program specifically targets grades K-3, 
however, it exists in consort with a larger system. This means that there are components of reading 
that are differentially prioritized as students matriculate. An essential component that appears to be 
absent from the definition of reading for the program is comprehension strategies (e.g., answering 
questions, asking questions, summarizing). Inclusion of this as part of the definition for the 
program is important for two reasons. First, as a core component of reading, it sends a signal to 
educators that it should be included in curriculum, instruction, and assessment. Second, reading 
comprehension is a meaningful part of the English Language Arts (ELA) academic content 
standards that have been adopted for students in Nevada in grades 3-8 and high school. This 
addition will reinforce the important of the breadth of reading skills and put children on a path to 
success when then get to grade 3 and beyond.  

We also recommend continuing efforts to communicate the elements and goals of the legislation 
to parents and the public. The RBG3 program has received mixed reviews by participants. This 
should be expected given the broad scope of the legislation. Because an element of the legislation 
involves potential retention of students after third grade following the 2018-19 academic year, 
there is both an opportunity and need for enhanced communication with parents and the public 
about the program. The Department has developed a letter to parents as a template that districts can 
adopt or adapt. This is a good first step and should be supplemented by communications through 
multiple media sources to help stakeholders better understand the legislation. 

Unlike other programs in this evaluation, RBG3 is a mandate for all schools that offer K-3 services 
in Nevada, but not all schools receive funding specifically for development and implementation of 
the program. Not surprisingly, schools that received grants had a generally more favorable 
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impression of the program and the additional support they received. Schools that did not receive 
funding understand the importance of the initiative, but also view it as additional work without 
related financial support. However, across these schools, there is a recognition that the program is 
still very much in the early stages of implementation. Therefore, we concur with stakeholders in 
recommending additional time to collect statewide empirical data that can be used to evaluate 
student achievement and progress. 
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Underperforming Schools Turnaround  

We recommend continued funding with monitoring for the Underperforming Schools 
Turnaround program.  

Evidence for the program has been mixed. Stakeholders participating in the program were generally 
positive about their experiences and supported the potential impact. At the same time, the program 
has been challenging to fully implement. The potential value of the program is to serve schools 
identified as priority through the state’s accountability system. This approach is being proposed to 
U.S. Department of Education as part of Nevada’s education assessment and accountability system 
that will be reviewed for compliance under the reauthorized Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act (currently characterized as the Every Student Succeeds Act [ESSA]). Given this external review 
process, our recommendation to monitor the program is based, in part, on feedback that may be 
received from the peer reviewers. We also note two additional areas to watch as the program 
continues implementation. 

From an evaluation perspective, a challenge for the program was the lack of a common 
implementation plan for each Turnaround school. Although there are common goals (i.e., building 
leadership capacity, improving Tier I instruction, developing a collaborative learning culture) for 
the program, they are not uniformly implemented by design. One of the strengths of the 
Turnaround program is that it allows schools to determine the most appropriate directions to move 
their school forward. This should lead to more tailored, and hopefully, more effective solutions. 
However, it does also lead to a lack of standardization across schools, which raises the difficulty in 
evaluating the changes happening to determine if they are effective or not. For ongoing evaluation 
of this program, it suggests a school-level focus rather than a statewide-level focus of the 
effectiveness of the program. Similar to other programs that provide flexibility in design and 
implementation, aggregated data may not adequately explain program effectiveness. Decisions to 
support effective practices, as well as take steps to address continued need, may be more 
appropriately based on analyses of changes in outcomes at the school-level.   

In addition, it would be important to better understand why a high percentage of survey respondents 
indicated that more time was required to fully implement the program. If program funding is made 
available, but not fully utilized due to staffing limitations, the program may not yield its potential 
impact on student achievement. If additional resources could aid in this process, the limited 
investment in these types of resources could be critical for the overall success of the program.   
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Social Workers Grants to Schools 

We recommend continued funding for the Social Workers in Schools program.  

Findings indicated that the initial implementation of the program has been successful and resulted 
in social workers having positive impacts in their school settings. Though the program is still in 
early stages of implementation and strong evidence for outcomes is not yet available, the SWS 
program has yielded a diverse set of educational programs, supports, and practices that appear to 
support student, school, and community needs at schools across the state.  

The SWS program has been positively embraced by many educators throughout the state. Although 
the implementation has not always been smooth or met without resistance, the program appears to 
be providing educators with tools to better meet student social and emotional needs, while at the 
same time creating a more integrated system of support for students. Educators provided specific 
instances of social worker impact on the school community and these descriptions are supported by 
responses on the evaluator-initiated survey and statewide climate data.  

Formatively, we recommend that the OSRLE office or an external team develop a set of best 
process practices to help schools transition to having a social worker in the school. These may 
include recommendations for: integration into existing support structures, creation of collaborative 
teams within schools, identifying school and student need and targeting programs to fit the need, 
maintaining visibility and accessibility to all school stakeholders, engagement with community 
members, and collection and use of data for formative and summative use.  

In addition, we recommend the following process improvements for the program: 

• Evaluating how schools navigate supervision of individuals in social worker positions 
depending on status as a district or contract employee and how status relates to hiring, 
retention, compensation, and commitment to programming by schools and social workers.  

• Continuing to support creative approaches to ensuring more rural areas are able to fill 
positions and provide clinical supervision for individuals working toward licensure.  

• Establishing a mentorship program to ensure that less experienced individuals are equipped 
to facilitate schoolwide changes and to ensure that individuals are working within the 
appropriate scope for their training. 

Perception data suggested outcome indicators that align with the program theory of change are 
critical for determining impact. While student achievement may be a desired outcome of SB 515, 
the potential for impact on achievement is indirect. Specifically, the SWS program is intended to 
remove barriers and mitigate factors that could hinder student achievement. Perception data 
suggests that impact related to this program will be more appropriately identified through changes 
in perceived climate, disciplinary infractions and actions, student attendance at school, and student 
engagement in all aspects of schooling. The development and consistent use of the Nevada School 
Climate/Social Emotional Learning Survey is a positive step toward providing a longitudinal data 
source that has a proximal relationship to program activities and is directly aligned with the SWS 
program theory of change. However, the lack of consistent statewide use of this, or a similar 
school-climate survey, hinders evaluation efforts to determine the aggregate impact of the program. 
Alignment between different surveys that may have different response scales, or even within the 
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same survey when items change over time, can be difficult to attain and thus, limits the power of 
existing climate data as a basis for determinations about statewide effectiveness. Additional data 
capture of student engagement in class and with after school activities, interaction with counselors 
and social workers, and discipline through a consistent reporting and data capture system should be 
considered. Staff usage of social worker services and attendance at professional development 
should also be consistently monitored across the state to describe program implementation and 
mechanisms for change.  
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Nevada Ready 21 

We recommend continued funding for the Nevada Ready 21 program.  

Evidence collected during the evaluation suggested that the program is beginning to have a positive 
impact on student engagement with instructional materials. The increasing need for students to be 
technology literate and to apply that literacy across academic disciplines suggests that this program 
offers a unique contribution to education programs in Nevada. 

Perceptions of stakeholders indicate that educators have embraced the use of technology, and have 
used it to deliver personalized instruction to their students. There are also indicators that activities 
related to Nevada Ready 21 have enhanced the engagement of students with the content, which is 
again a necessary short-term goal that needs to be met prior to the achievement and evaluation of 
long-term goals.   

Formatively, we recommend consideration of the following opportunities for improvement in the 
program noted here: 

• Evidence suggested that there was wide variation in activities related to implementation 
of the program. For example, some schools were primarily using the funds to deliver 
more efficient assessment feedback and better control of student assignments. Other 
schools appeared to implement a more holistic program (e.g., individualized student 
instruction). It seems that the more comprehensive implementation of the program 
would be more consistent with the legislative intent. As such, continued efforts to 
support professional development and integration efforts should be emphasized. 

• Further evaluation of the program should consider validation studies (e.g., content, 
response processes, relationship with other variables) related to the 21st Century Skills 
assessments that are being incorporated as part of the program. Limited evidence is 
publicly available in program documentation or from the state’s vendor regarding the 
development and validation of these instruments.  
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Great Teaching and Leading Fund 

We recommend continued funding for the Great Teaching and Leading Fund program.   

Evidence collected through multiple sources suggest that the program has the potential to provide a 
unique contribution to education programs in Nevada. Challenges facing new teachers have been 
well-documented (e.g., Goodwin, 2012) and teaching shortages are very problematic nationwide 
(Gardner, 2016; Will, 2016).  

The design of this program afforded the opportunity for multiple solutions to be implemented for 
each issue which, from an evaluation perspective, could lead to extensive opportunities for 
comparing the relative value. However, this also means that the state has different processes being 
implemented across schools, districts, and regions focused on the same issue. For example, the 
Pinecrest Academy of Las Vegas (2016) project included efforts to develop STEM curriculum 
around the new Science standards. Similarly, at least two of the other programs were concurrently 
focused on improving science instruction.  

Formatively, we recommend review processes that ensure that professional development 
activities are evidenced based. Building educator capacity has the potential to yield positive and 
long-term benefits on the investment. However, it is important that capacity is fostered with 
consideration of evidence based best practices. Because of the impact on both educators and the 
students they serve, this additional layer of review and feedback during the application process, 
progress monitoring, and reporting phases can enhance the research based value of the program. 

We also recommend considering multiyear funding opportunities with renewal accountability as 
well as standardized processes for grant programs in general. For this program, several funded 
projects turned back a significant amount of the allocated funds due to challenges finding staff to 
fulfill the roles (without being able to commit long term to them) or teachers’ inability to 
participate in activities because of their schedules. In addition, several first-year programs sought 
additional funding in the second year but not all received funding for the continuation. As noted by 
one project lead, their feedback from the review was that their proposal goals were “too lofty” 
when they had already accomplished the same goals in the first year.  

We recommend the Nevada Department of Education consider the following key questions as 
they think about goals they would like included in future funding efforts: 

1) Are there areas of need that have been funded where evidence could be collected on 
effectiveness of funded programs? Could this evidence be used to develop a statewide 
approach to addressing this common issue? 

2) What issues exist around teaching and leading that need to be further explored in this open 
fashion? 

3) What issues exist around teaching and leading that would be better addressed at the local 
(e.g., district, region) level than at the state level? 

Specifically, we encourage the state to focus programs like the GTLF around questions 2 and 3. 
This would allow for the exploration of solutions and the evaluation of their effectiveness. In 
contrast, issues that fall in the first category should be considered for a larger funding initiative that 
would consolidate efforts in an efficient fashion to provide the services proven to address the 
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common issues in the state. As one program lead described it, this is about balancing “creativity vs. 
consistency”. Not only would consolidation of approaches be appropriate for some of the current 
teacher needs, it would also allow for greater collaboration across the state among teachers, 
schools, districts, and regions.  
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Next Steps 

We acknowledge that the evaluation design had limitations including:  

• Scope: The focus of the evaluation was on intended outcome indicators and did not 
include other potential types of evaluation questions (e.g., cost/benefit analysis, needs 
assessment); 

• Access: Evidence collection and analyses were limited to documentation and data 
available through schools, districts, and the state; and 

• Availability of student achievement data: Most programs did not have multiple years of 
statewide assessment data to inform some of the empirical outcomes questions.  

It is important to remember that most of the intended outcomes for these programs cannot yet be 
evaluated due to early stages of implementation. Many of the programs are based on theories of 
change that include intermediate or short-term outcomes that may reflect progress toward eventual 
achievement of long-term outcomes (see Buckendahl, et al. 2016). Our evaluation focused on the 
outcomes of the programs based on the implementation to date and prioritized short-term outcomes. 
However, the primary goals of these programs are primarily based on long-term outcomes that will 
become more observable as evidence is collected over time.  

Although some indicators are unique to the respective program, many indicators apply across 
programs including: 

• Impact on academic achievement and growth. 
• Comparisons of program participants with non-participants. 
• Impact of class size reduction. 
• Impact on types and rates of documented disciplinary incidents. 
• Changes in educator practices. 
• Recruiting, selecting, and retaining educators. 

Common indicators are useful for considering the relative effectiveness of different programs for 
meeting state objectives. The indicator evaluation activities at the outset of this project suggested 
other possible outcomes across programs, including school climate. As the state moves forward in 
determining program effectiveness as tied to outcomes, data and analyses needs may emerge that 
(a) reflect an expanded definition of common outcomes; (b) suggest a consistent collection of 
common data points beyond the current set of outcome data; and (c) contribute toward 
disentangling mechanisms for change by appropriately ordering outcomes to reflect change 
processes that include outcomes that may be more proximal or distal to program activities.  
Designing a comprehensive evaluation that addresses short- and long-term goals requires 
consideration of qualitative and quantitative data. Because many of these programs are in the early 
phases of implementation, evidence currently available is more qualitative in nature and focuses 
more on the implementation design and processes. These qualitative data sources are critical in 
providing evidence about stakeholder experiences with the programs, identifying factors that may 
facilitate or inhibit implementation, and describing contextualized implementation that leads to 
innovation. To lay a foundation for long-term evaluation efforts to gauge the effectiveness of the 
programs, an examination of empirical baseline and progress data are required. The combination of 
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qualitative implementation data with quantitative outcome data provides an avenue to identify why 
programs may or may not succeed in meeting goals and an opportunity to distinguish failure of the 
underlying theory of change from failure related to implementation when the program is not 
meeting intended goals. As these programs mature, investment in the programs may include 
consistent expectations about data collection, reporting, and analyses to provide accountability for 
stakeholders and to assist legislators and educators in making more informed decisions about 
program adjustments and continued funding.  
In conclusion, the programs included in this evaluation represent a series of investments in 
education priorities in Nevada. Analogous to any investment, there is a need for a combination of 
factors that contribute to a program’s success. First, identifying opportunities for an acceptable 
return on investment requires looking at relationships among these factors and long-term intended 
outcomes. The collective emphasis among these programs on literacy, socioemotional support, and 
opportunities for innovation suggest reasonable investments that can positively impact Nevada’s 
education system and economic opportunities.  
Second, as evidenced by the observations of the evaluation team and consistent input from 
stakeholders, there is a need for patience in determining whether the investments are succeeding as 
intended. Frequent changes can have a detrimental effect on the broader system. This is true in any 
organization, but can be particularly difficult to manage in education when students are engaged in 
the system for many years.  
Finally, any investment requires accountability to ensure that it is fulfilling its purpose and yielding 
the desired outcomes. In this report, we have made overall recommendations that these programs be 
continued as stand-alone programs. However, we have concurrently offered formative 
recommendations for improvements that we believe can improve processes across programs and 
specifically for individual programs. 
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