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EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
FEBRUARY 9, 1977 

Members Present: 

Guests Present: 

MINUTES 

Mrs. Gomes 
Mr. Goodman 
Mr. Horn 
Mr. Kissam 
Mr. Rhoads 
Mr. Schofield 
Mr. Vergiels 

See list attached 

Mr. Vergiels called the meeting to order in Room 214 at 4:06 p.m. 
for a hearing on AB 9. 

Mr. Dreyer, the prime sponsor of the bill, read a prepared 
statement saying he drafted such a bill because 60% of the 
state budget goes for education and students can't handle the 
3 Rs; therefore, the State Board of Education should require 
high school graduates to show minimum academic requirements. 
His statement is attached as ,Exhibit A. 

Mr. Goodman, author of a similar bill introduced as AB 293, 
said he is in basic agreement with Mr. Dreyer but he feels there 
are two differences or refinements in his bill: testing at various 
levels does not put such a burden on a senior and points out 
weaknesses early enough that they can be helped and, secondly, 
his bill has a grandfather clause to protect present students. 

Mr. James P. Costa, Deputy Superintendent of the State Department 
of Education, said he did not come to speak on AB 9, but rather to 
let the committee know what the State is doing about competency­
based education. He introduced the members of the State Board of 
Education who were present: George Harris, president, Shirley 
Wedow, Joan Kenney, George Earnhart and David Hansen. 

He then introduced the chairman of the advisory committee formed 
of educators, businessmen, parents and others to consider competency-
based education, Bob O'Connell. Mr. O'Connell, manager of J.C. 
Penney, heads the committee composed of school superintendents Dr. 
Kenny Guinn, Robert Scott and Marvin Picollo; businessmen Frank 
Johnson, Lee Dewey and Daniel Hickey; Mary Lou Moser of the Nevada 
Parent-Teacher Association; Joseph Newlin, NSEA; Roy Smith, Nevada 
Association of School Administrators; Dr. Jack Selbig, university 
system; Warren Scott, Nevada State School Boards Assoc.; Dr. John 
Vergiels, Richard Bryan and Nancy Gomes, legislators; and John R. 
Gamble, ex officio. 
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Mr. O'Connell introduced two members of the State Department 
to explain the work of the committee: Ed Howard and Jim Kiley. 

Mr. Howard showed transparencies explaining the work of the 
committee in developing a competency-based high school diploma 
program. The first considered areas of feasibility: 

1. Legal - an analysis of Nevada Revised Statues which 
showed that the Board has legal authorization to proceed. 

2. Political - A survey of 4,000 Nevada residents, with 
2,690 respondents, composed of two questions: 

a. Does the respondent perceive that a high school 
diploma guarantees that the holder can read, 
write and figure at basic proficiency levels? 

2/3 answered "No." 

b. Does the respondent think it should? 

81% answered "Yes." 

3. Developmental - A review of what others are doing 
in this field. 

4. Implemental - The conclusion that a competency-based 
high school diploma program can be developed in Nevada. 

By July, 1976, the initial work had been completed and the Board 
asked for a recommendation to develop such a program. 

Mr. Kiley continued explaining the program. Task Force I, 
composed of 35 teachers from around the state, gathered in October 
to define minimum competencies in the three content areas and to 
begin to identify specific skills in those areas to determine what 
a high school graduate should be able to perform before receiving 
a diploma. 

Task Force II will then use the products of Task Force I to make 
recommendations about procedures and methods that can be followed 
to measure minimum competency of students before they graduate. 
The timetable is as follows: 

1/76 - Conduct feasibility study 
7/76 - Report delivered 
10/76 - Action plan developed 
11/76 - Advisory committee appointed 
1/77 - Task Force I completed 
3/77 - Task Force II appointed 
5/77 - Task Force II work completed 
6/77 - Action plan reported to Board 
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Cleo La Fleur, Officer Manager of Nevada PTA, stated the PTA 
has a representative on the committee and feels the committee 
is doing an excellent job and hopes no action will be taken 
until the committee has finished its job. 

Mr. Harris observed that the State Board had been aware of 
the need for investigating standards for high school graduates 
and is glad to see the bill follows the study the Board has 
been making. 

Mr. Hansen asked questions which he feels advocates of competency­
based education must answer. A copy is attached as _Exhibit B. 

Joe Newlin, NSEA, stated that teachers have been wanting to 
teach the basic skills and would like to testify more later. 

Sandy McCormick, school trustee from Lyons County, called attention 
to the fact that a written test only measures the ability of the 
child to take a test. See Exhibit C attached. 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:36. 

Respectfully submitted 

~/II a_,~ ?7i ~cu/! 
Harriet M. Knauff 
Assembly Attache 
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EXHIBIT A 

AS ,El·.BLY 1:111 9 

I.S SELF EXJ>L.Mli\'l10RY ••• IT SILPLY S'l1A'l1l~S TrLi'\'11 A L'UPIL SHJ\LL NOT RE:C.i:;IVE A 

"HFLOh..:\ OF GEUWU.i\TION FROi, i\ :t'Ui:'.LIC HIGII SCHOOL WHO HAS N0'11 COuPL1:;'11BD A 

COUhS.i OF STUDY AS .t>F{.2;3Ckl.1:.' ".J 13Y 'l'llL S'l11\TE l:0/uW OF EDUCA11 I01!. YOU WILL 

OF STUDY FRt.:SClUEJ::;D r,Y ·:r,IE LBGLSLJ1'11URi~~. • OH 'i'.tiIS J,ic,GISLATOR. 1roo LJ\HY OF 

OUR S'I'U:O~HTS AB.::.: GJ:U1DUA'rIHG •• \,}tc ShOULD I Si~ Y B.c;IHG PUSHED OUT OF SCHOOL •• 

Ul•I/J.:'LE 1ro DO 'l'dl, OLD li'L:S.LC 'I'l:L.,BE R's ••• '11HL:: FAC'r b~COLLS BLAHf,IlW N11EH iUU 

TALK '11 0 UNIV .h'.SITY Hmli'ESSORS Al~1) .cilJSINESSlJ,;N. A 1ml•Lt::,t;E 01" 'l'HOSB GR.11DU1;TH;G 

'l'ODAY CJ\H 1 '1' SPELL. riO',V 'l1rIL3 ISNPr S01',ETrlIHG 1IEII •• U1FF\JR'l'Ul1.S,TLLY IT HAS EN 

uorrm 011 FOR Y.2,·,BS. l\l: D T E '£IL~ H.AS CO, 'l'O PU1r 'i'U Ill✓ END T1L·J GR;:\DUP/l'ING 

UE' S'l'UD}.J.iTS WHO Li\Ch. 1l'HE,SE CiH i1EILI'I1IEE.3 • 'l'lL.'.. BILL CliLLS F011 ' STJ'l1E 

Ci\'I'I0l, 'l' 1:'\DOP'l' hINil"iUI'•1 jC/',DELIC S'l'AiJDJrnDS (lHilDU l\ TI OU • •• 

NOW THIS LILL DUES NG'I' Ci,LL FOR iU.fY FISCAL H2t,C'l1 
••• P;:i;H1:U11'0 I'.C Sn0ULD •• 

1l1HAT IS UP TO 'l1Ef cm hIT'i'l:::E ••• bUT I FJ:<;EL IT IS TH:;::; EE.S1-·0NSIEILI'.l':{ OF 

OUR STA'l1E OARD OF EDUCAThlH Tu F1~CB UP TO THE FACT 'l'Hi'i'l' IViIILE OUR 

SCHOOL Si ST Eh LS OdE Of 'l'JIE FilL:Bf IN TliE COUl/'rin, IT HAS 1"1\Li.u:Jrsf. PREY 

TO WH1, 1r LS Ci\LLED PHOGRESSIVB STYI£ OF TK,CHING. 1rE1~CH '.L'HE YOU1\G$l1bRS 

IN 'l'HE LOWi:.:H GRADES F'ORBIGN Li\NGllAG11;S •••• SURB 'l'l:iEY LAY ASSihILNl11!.: IT J.~ 

bI'r FASTER •• BUT SCIL>OL TE.srrs SHOW 11'.rLtY HAVEH •1r EV.C.:ri A:3511'.IL.A'l'ED THE 

Er,GLLSH LANGU.AGB ••••• I'l'S GllliAT TO i\DVJUICE IN LATH 'l10 ALG.8BflA •• TRIG!WhETY 

WHA'l1EVER •• YES •• EVEN 'l'nE SO CA.uLED NEW LATH ••• BU'r HOW CAN OHE EXPEC'r A S1I'U Dhd T 
.,u, r» 

'l'O UNDEHS'I'M>D THESE ,JHEN r:lE HAS ijfl'.OBLEhS'1 SII·.JJLE ADDITION OR hUL'l' IPICA'l'IOI~. 

I TIUHONE OF THE,MQRE .I~RTANT A§pCT.s OF THE BILL IS SECTION FOUR 
WHICH SAYS THE BOARD Of fRUSTEES OF A SCHOOL DISTRICT Sli[ALL INSURE THAT 
PUPILS PROQRESS TOWABD llfllRI PROFECIEICY IN :BASIC SIILLS AND SHALL ASSESS 
THEIR PROGRESS •••.•• AND SUBSECTION TWO WHICH SAYS THAT IF A PUPIL IS BO'f 
MEETING 'fHE PRESCRIBED STANDARDS A SCHOOL OJ'FICIAL Slil.ALL ARRANQE A COlfFERENCE 
BETWEEN THE FUPIL •• PRilfCIPb AND PARElff TO DISCUSS THE PUPIL'S PROGRESS. 
MR. CHAIRMAN AlfD MEM!ERS OF THE COMMIT'JJD. I .FEEL TH-' IT IS IJCUMJJOO 
UPOI B YOU AND THE OTHER M»mERS OF TD L:&XIISLATURE TO PASS TRIS !ILL FOR 
THE BElfm'I'f OF THE CHILDREN Dr SCHOOL. OUR S!AD.SPElfDS llEARtY 60 PERGE.Iff 
OP ITS lStJDQft 01{ DUCA!IO. ••• AND IT !PPEARS !HAT U AD •a? QEftINQ OUR 
MO.IIS WOR!ll WRElf u .ALLOW ftE QIW)UA!IOl( or Sffl)D'l'S WHO LAa RE :BlSIC 
Sl:ILLS. WlilT THIS l!ILt':oou MR CH.AIRMil IS !O LE'l! 5.1 S!ATE BOABD or 
DUCATIOll DOW DAT AS LEQISL.ATORS ••• AlfD PARDTS •• n AU TIRD or HAVIJJQ 
OUR ClilLDRII RUSDD mROUQll TUIR SCKOOLDQ WI'?KOU! JUVU'O .ACQVIBII> !D 
B.ASIC RIQUIREMElfTS ill> SIILLS f:IA! WILL IIA!Li: THEM !O LIVI: .A llftll ill> 
MORI 11SJ:FUL LIJ'E. OUR STATE LAW RIQt1IRIS !JUT SCKOOLS MAlJTAll S'l'Al(])A.RDS 
.RW.ARDilfQ DICit COURSES MUST U COffl>LftlD J'OR QRADUATI<m •• BU! •OTJUMQ II 
II NE LAVI Tlif SAYS STUDJ:ftS KAVE TO DDOa.S'fRATI !KEY Lr.ARND ilfflillG. 
AB 9 !ADS CARI OF TllIS FLAW. A1'JJ ll CLOSIIQ, MR. CllAIRHd• I WOULD LIU 
!O POD'.r OVT !JUT CALD'ORJrli PJ.SSID .A DU ~ILL SIMILAR TO HIS ABD 
QOn:RlfOR DMUD JROD SAID I! WAS Olli: or !KE MAJOR ACqoMPLISIMDTS o• 
RE CALIFORltIA LEQISLA!IJBJ:. I 1M SURI QOVDIIOR 010ALLAQ.IWI WOULD LID !O 
PASS SUCK COMQll:D.l!IOlfS OHO TiE DVADl LEQISLATURE WITi TB JaSSAQJl or 
HIS !ILL. T1lAR YOV. 



EXHIBIT B - 1 

G/4es /,-,,,,5 de,.,~/,f,.tl /,/ t);~,j _fµ,,J.J -S7: £1 "'r E4c 

I 1. Is a basic skills test the only way to demonstrate competency? 

' 

I 

2. What happens to the students that fail the test? 

3. Is there a special test for the culturally and economically 
deprived? For non-English speaking students? For special ed 
students? Should gifted students be asked for only minimal 
performance or should they have to show competency on a more 
chailenging test? 

4·. When a student fails, who is at fault- -the student, the 
teacher or the system? 

5. Who will establish standards--colleges, employers, parents, 
teachers, students, the legislature? What score is acceptable 
on the test? 

6. If the "basics'1 are sufficient· for survival, does this imply 
that other courses are of little or no value and are not 
necessary, leading to the assumption that taxpayers should no 
longer support the comprehensive curriculum as we know it 
today. If a full curriculum is offered, shouldn't competency 
in all areas be demonstrated? 

7. By implementing a basic skills test, are we reducing a high 
school diploma to recognition of a student's accumulation of 
facts? 

8. Will we now ignore the affective domain, the socialization of 
the student, the civilization of the student? Are not the 
human aspects of education ignored? Does the educational 
system have the charge of developing an individual with 
useable social skills? 

9. Can students challenge the basic skills test, and upon 
passage be allowed an early out? Will the diploma be issued 
only on the basis of satisfactory passage of "the test". 

10. Will teachers be evaluated on the basis of how their students 
score on "the test"? Will student performance on "the test" 
be the basis of salary and continued employment for teachers? 
Will teachers teach anything but the facts? 

11. What is the disposition of a school with a large number of 
transient, minority or impoverished students? (We know that 
a farnilt~s economic status corrolates with the student's 
academic success). Will these schools receive additional funds? 

12. We have many transients in Nevada. To what degree is the 
Nevada educational system responsible for making up deficiencies 
in their education? Will reciprocal agreements still be 
maintained with other states even if a student cannot 
demonstrate competency on "the test"? 
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13. What is the taxpayers obligation to a student in terms of 
the number of years over 12 that he may require in order to 
successfully pass "the test"? 
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EXHIBIT B - 2 

Some Things Competency Based Education Does Not Assume 

To maintain a balanced perspective on CBE at least six 
limitations must be confronted: 

1. The cost of schooling will not decrease. 

2. The process of schooling will not be simplified. 

3. The work demanded of students will not be less. 

4. Differences between students will not be diminished. 

5. Students who graduate from a competency based 
program will not be equally competent. 

6. Students who graduate from a CBE program will 
not be assured of success in later life. 

"Alternative Models of Competency Based Education" 
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory. Portland, Oregon, 
December 31, 1975, p. 39. 
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