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 Nevada Plan for School Finance 
and Education Revenues and Expenditures 

 
THE NEVADA PLAN 

 
The Nevada Plan is the means used to finance elementary and secondary education in the 
State’s public schools.  Under the Nevada Plan, the State determines an amount that is to be 
made available to fund each of the local school districts.  Some of the funding for local school 
districts is provided from locally generated revenue.  The State then guarantees to provide the 
balance of the funds necessary to meet the predetermined funding levels for each school district.  
On average, this guaranteed funding contributes approximately 75 to 80 percent of general fund 
resources for school districts and charter schools.  Nevada Plan funding for the districts and 
charter schools consists of State support received through the Distributive School Account1 
(DSA) and locally collected revenues from the 2.6 percent2 local school support tax (LSST, a 
sales tax) and 25 cents of the ad valorem tax (property tax).   
 
To determine the level of guaranteed funding for each district and charter school, a basic 
per-pupil support rate is first established.  The rate is calculated using a formula that considers 
the demographic characteristics of the school districts and charter schools.  Each district then 
applies its basic per-pupil support rate to the number of students enrolled.    
 
Previously, annual student enrollment was determined by the number of students enrolled on 
the last day of the first school month.  However, in 2015, Senate Bill 508 (Chapter 536, 
Statutes of Nevada) removed the single “count day” provision and instead requires school 
districts and charter schools to report average daily enrollment (ADE) on a quarterly basis to 
Nevada’s Department of Education (NDE).  Average daily enrollment is calculated by adding 
the number of days a district’s or charter school’s students were enrolled and dividing the sum 
by the number of days in the quarter.  The quarterly weighted apportionment enrollment is then 
multiplied by the corresponding basic per-pupil support rate.  The number of students who are 
3, 4, and 5 years of age, who are not enrolled in kindergarten but are receiving special education 
services, are multiplied by 0.6 and added to the total number of all other children enrolled, 
creating a quarterly weighted enrollment.  Each district’s basic per-pupil support rate is 
multiplied by its weighted enrollment to determine the guaranteed level of funding, called the 
total basic support guarantee.  
  

                                           
1 The Distributive School Account is financed by legislative appropriations from the State General Fund and other 
revenues, including a 2.60-percent tax on out-of-state sales, a portion of the annual slot machine tax, mineral land 
lease income, interest from investments of the State Permanent School Fund, and 75 percent of the Medical 
Marijuana Excise Tax. 

2 The 2009, 2011, and 2013 Legislatures temporarily increased the LSST from 2.25 percent to 2.6 percent.  The 
2015 Legislature made the increase permanent. 
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To protect district finances during times of declining enrollment, Nevada Revised Statutes 
contains a “hold harmless” provision.  However, S.B. 508 eliminated the hold harmless 
provision for enrollment declines of less than 5 percent.  If enrollment declines by 5 percent or 
more from the previous quarter, the hold harmless provision requires funding to be calculated 
on the higher of the current or the previous quarter’s enrollment. 
 
Prior to Fiscal Year (FY) 2017, State funding for special education was funded on a unit basis, 
with a fixed dollar amount per unit established by the Legislature.  These units provided 
funding for licensed personnel who carry out a program of instruction in accordance with 
minimum standards prescribed by the State Board of Education.  Senate Bill 508 removed the 
unit basis for special education funding and instead implemented a weighted formula for 
students with disabilities.  Special education funding is provided in addition to the basic 
per-pupil support rate.  
 
The difference between total guaranteed support and local resources is State aid, which is 
funded through the DSA.  Revenue received by the school district from the LSST (2.6 percent) 
and one-third of the proceeds from the 75-cent property tax rate are deducted from the school 
district’s or charter school’s total basic support guarantee to determine the amount of State aid 
the district or charter school will receive.  If local revenues from these two sources are less 
than anticipated by the Legislature, State aid is increased to cover the total guaranteed support.  
If these two local revenues are greater than expected, State aid is reduced.   
 
In addition to revenue guaranteed through the Nevada Plan, school districts receive other 
revenue considered “outside” the Nevada Plan.  Charter schools are allocated such revenues 
proportionally by the district in which a charter school is located.  Revenues outside the 
formula, which are not part of the guarantee but are considered when calculating each school 
district’s relative wealth, include the following:  50 cents of the ad valorem tax on property; 
the share of basic government services tax distributed to school districts; franchise tax;  
interest income; tuition; unrestricted federal revenue, such as revenue received under  
Public Law 81-874 in lieu of taxes for federally impacted areas; and other local revenues. 
 
In addition to revenues recognized by the Nevada Plan, school districts and charter schools 
receive categorical funds from the federal government, the State, and private organizations that 
may only be expended for designated purposes.  Examples include the State-funded Class-Size 
Reduction program, Early Childhood Education, Career and Technical Education, and 
Education Technology.  Federally funded programs include the Title I program for the 
disadvantaged, the Every Student Succeeds Act, the National School Lunch program, and 
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA).  Categorical funds must be accounted 
for separately in special revenue funds.  Funding for capital projects, which may come from 
the sale of general obligation bonds, “pay as you go” tax levies, or fees imposed on the 
construction of new residential units, are also accounted for in separate funds (i.e., Capital 
Projects Fund, Debt Service Fund). 
 
Source:  Fiscal Analysis Division, Legislative Counsel Bureau (LCB), January 2017. 
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NEVADA PLAN EXAMPLE—SUMMARY 
 

To understand how the system works, follow the steps (1 to 14) in the example beginning on 
the following page.  Beginning in School Year (SY) 2015–2016, the weighted count of pupils 
for apportionment purposes is based on ADE.  In instances of declining enrollment of 
5 percent or more, the higher of the current or previous quarter’s weighted enrollment is used.  
This weighted enrollment figure (step 1) is multiplied by the basic per-pupil support guarantee 
for the school district for that school year (step 2) to determine the school district’s guaranteed 
basic support (step 3).  This product is the amount of funding guaranteed to the school district 
from a combination of State and local funds. 
 
Revenue received by the school district from the 2.6 percent LSST and one-third of the 
proceeds from the 75-cent property tax (step 4) is deducted from the school district’s total 
guaranteed basic support to determine the amount of State aid the district will receive (step 5).   
If local revenues from these two sources are less than anticipated by the Legislature, State aid 
is increased to cover the total basic support guarantee.  If these two local revenues come in 
higher than expected, State aid is reduced.  The difference between total guaranteed support 
and local resources is State aid; it is funded by the DSA.   
 
An amount for any specific program funded by the Legislature through the DSA, such as the 
Adult High School Education Program, is added to a school district’s total State aid to 
determine the total amount of revenue the school district will receive from the DSA (step 7). 
 
Sources of revenue outside the Nevada Plan formula are summed (step 13) and added to total 
guaranteed support (step 3) and the amount provided for Class-Size Reduction and other 
legislatively approved programs (step 6) to determine the school district’s total available 
resources (step 14).  
 
 
 
 
 
For the 15th consecutive year, Washoe County 
School District was recognized for responsible 
fiscal practices by the Government Finance Officers 
Association, a nonprofit professional association 
serving approximately 17,500 government  
finance professionals.  The Association awarded its 
Certification of Achievement for Excellence in 
Financial Reporting in recognition of the district’s 
award-winning Comprehensive Annual Financial 
Report for the fiscal year that ended June 30, 2015.  
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The following example illustrates the guaranteed funding process based on the revenue of a 
hypothetical district and, in addition, shows other revenue outside of the guarantee, making up 
the total resources included in an operating budget. 
 

 
 

*Weighted enrollment includes six-tenths of the count of pupils enrolled in kindergarten, six-tenths of the 
count of disabled three- and four-year-olds, a full count of pupils enrolled in grades 1 through 12, net of 
transfers, and a full count of disabled minors age 5 or older receiving special education.  Effective 
July 1, 2017, pupils enrolled in kindergarten are counted as full-time students. 
 
Source:  Fiscal Analysis Division, LCB, January 2017. 

 
 
 
  

Basic Support Guarantee 

1 Number of Pupils (Weighted Apportionment Enrollment*) 8,000 

2 x Basic Support Per Pupil $ 5,700 

3 = Guaranteed Basic Support  $ 45,600,000 

4 
- Local Resources 

2.60 percent Local School Support (sales) Tax  
1/3 of the proceeds from 75-cent property tax   

 
($ 18,800,000) 
($ 4,600,000) 

5 = State Aid $ 22,200,000 

6 
+ Other State Programs funded through the DSA 

Special Education Allocation: $2,900,000 
        Class-Size Reduction Funding: $35,000 

$2,935,000 

7 = Total Revenue from Distributive School Account  $ 25,135,000 

Resources in Addition to Basic Support 

8 2/3 of the proceeds from 75-cent property tax  $ 9,200,000 

9 Government Services Tax (GST ) $ 2,000,000 

10 Federal Revenues (Unrestricted)  $ 150,000 

11 Miscellaneous Revenues  $ 10,000 

12 Opening Fund Balance  $ 2,000,000 

13 Total Resources in Addition to Basic Support $ 13,360,000 

14 Total Resources Available (Add lines 3, 6, &13)  $ 61,895,000 
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UPDATES TO THE NEVADA PLAN 
 

Interim Legislative Task Force on K–12 Public Education Funding  
 
The 77th Session of the Nevada Legislature approved Senate Bill 500 (Chapter 500, Statutes of 
Nevada 2013), establishing the Task Force on K–12 Public Education Funding.   
The Task Force met during the 2013–2014 Interim and consisted of legislators and 
representatives from NDE, the State Public Charter School Authority, the local school districts 
and school boards, and other education stakeholder groups.  The Task Force was charged with 
developing a plan for revising the State’s public education funding formula in a manner that 
equitably accounts for the costs to educate students based upon their individual educational 
needs and demographic characteristics, with particular attention paid to students from 
low-income families, students with disabilities, and students who have limited proficiency in 
the English language.  The Task Force met five times between January and June 2014 and 
appointed a Technical Advisory Committee to make recommendations for a revised  
K–12 public school funding formula. 
 
At its final meeting, the Task Force adopted recommendations pertaining to Nevada’s  
K–12 education base funding formula, including 12 recommendations pertaining to students 
identified as English learners (ELs) and those at risk of low academic achievement (at-risk) and 
4 recommendations pertaining to students with disabilities.  The recommendations will be 
included in a written report to the Governor for possible inclusion in the Executive Budget for 
the 2015–2017 Biennium and presented to the 78th Session of the Nevada Legislature.  
 

Senate Bill 508 of the 2015 Legislative Session 
 

The 2015 Nevada Legislature enacted S.B. 508, which expressed the intent of the Legislature 
to provide additional resources to the Nevada Plan for certain categories of pupils with unique 
needs, including pupils with disabilities, pupils who are limited English proficient, pupils who 
are at risk, and gifted and talented pupils.  Additionally, S.B. 508: 
 
• Required the Superintendent of Public Instruction to review and, if necessary, revise the 

factors used for the equity allocation model adopted for the previous biennium and to 
present the review and revisions to the Legislative Committee on Education (LCE) for its 
consideration and recommendations; such recommendations may be included in the 
proposed Executive Budget for the 2017–2019 Biennium; 
 

• Removed provisions related to special education funding units and replaced them with a 
weighted average per pupil; 
 

• Limited funding for students with disabilities to the actual number of such students, not to 
exceed 13 percent of the total enrollment of a school district or charter school and subject 
to federal maintenance of effort requirements; 
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• Removed the requirement that students in kindergarten be counted at a six-tenths weighting 
and required they instead be counted at full weighting in the average daily enrollment for 
all students; 
 

• Required the Department of Education to develop a plan for the appropriate funding 
multiplier weighting for certain students under the Nevada Plan, as well as a schedule to 
implement the weightings by FY 2021–2022; 
 

• Replaced the annual, single-day count of student enrollment with a quarterly report of 
average daily enrollment; 
 

• Removed the hold harmless provision for school districts experiencing an enrollment 
decline of less than 5 percent and required hold harmless funding to be based upon the 
greater of the current or previous year’s enrollment; and 
 

• Created the Contingency Account for Special Education Services for the purpose of 
reimbursing school districts and charter schools for extraordinary program expenses and 
related services and required the State Board of Education to adopt regulations for the 
application, approval, and disbursement of money in the Account. 
 

Activity During the 2015–2016 Legislative Interim 
 
Subsection 2 of Section 28 of S.B. 508 required the plan developed by NDE to be submitted to 
the LCE and required the Committee to:   
 
• Review and consider the recommendations made by the Task Force on K–12 Public 

Education Funding;  

• Consider the appropriateness and likely effectiveness of the plan in meeting the unique 
needs of pupils with disabilities, pupils who are limited English proficient, pupils who are 
at-risk, and gifted and talented pupils; and  

• On or before October 1, 2016, submit a report to the Governor and the Director of the 
LCB for transmittal to the 79th Session of the Legislature that includes, without limitation:   

o Any provision of the plan that should be implemented or phased in, with full 
implementation occurring not later than FY 2022;  

o The amount of the multiplier to the basic support guarantee to be used for each category 
of pupils addressed by the plan; and  

o Any recommendations for legislation.   
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The Superintendent of Public Instruction provided testimony to the LCE concerning NDE’s plan 
and recommendations for weighted student funding in the coming years.  The Superintendent 
described a cyclical process in which the State invests in programs to serve special populations 
of students, measures the impact and cost of those programs, establishes a per-pupil  
multiplier that captures the true cost of quality services, and makes necessary adjustments to 
the investments. 
 
For the 2017–2019 Biennium, the Superintendent recommended funding for special student 
populations remain categorical in the Executive Budget, because:  (1) doing so will enable 
continued monitoring of program costs and impacts; (2) the newer programs, such as Read by 
Grade 3 and Victory Schools, need more operational time for policymakers to truly understand 
the cost of serving at-risk students; and (3) NDE and the Legislature need more time to address 
technical concerns, such as how to equitably distribute tax dollars and how to treat local 
revenue to meet the needs of a changing funding formula. 
 
The Superintendent offered weighted student funding multipliers for each category of students 
for use during the 2017–2019 Biennium and suggested a phased-in approach toward reaching 
the desired weights is warranted.  He also stated the intent to have funding follow students, 
based upon the new system of quarterly updates to school enrollment counts. 
 
After reviewing and considering the recommendations made by the Task Force on K–12 Public 
Education Funding, and considering the appropriateness and likely effectiveness of the plan 
outlined in the Superintendent’s testimony, the LCE reported in September 2016 it is too soon 
to establish definitive multipliers for funding special student populations and encouraged a 
continued phase-in of weighted funding with a rigorous and independent evaluation of the 
related programs.  Further, the LCE did not offer specific legislative recommendations for 
the coming biennium but provided the following points for consideration in discussions about 
Nevada’s school funding formula:   
 
• Phasing in program funding increases over multiple years not only helps to ease fiscal 

pressures, it allows an assessment of the programs’ effect on academic outcomes and a 
determination of optimal funding levels.   
 

• The Legislature’s money committees must decide how to use the funding multipliers.  Will 
they apply to the statewide average basic per-pupil support guarantee, or to each district’s 
per-pupil funding, which vary significantly from the statewide average?  Further, will the 
multipliers apply to State support only, or to both State and local funding?   
 

• The programs serving these special populations are currently provided through categorical 
funding, and the stated long-term goal is to transition that funding into the Nevada Plan 
formula.  However, formula funding is unrestricted and the Legislature and NDE will have 
less accountability over how the money is ultimately spent by school districts and charter 
schools, once it is transitioned into the formula.   
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• The Zoom and Victory Schools programs are currently funded on a program basis, while 
special education and Gifted and Talented Education (GATE) are funded on a  
per-pupil basis.  Eventually, services to all special populations will need to be funded on 
a per-pupil basis.   
 

• Policymakers must consider how the density of special student populations can affect 
economies of scale in providing services.  For example, a school with 70 percent of its 
students qualifying for EL services might have a different per-pupil cost of services 
compared to a school that has 10 percent of its students qualifying for EL  
services.  Will density differences result in varied multipliers?   
 

• An independent evaluator has been contracted by NDE to assess the impact of  
the EL (Zoom and non-Zoom schools) and Victory programs in their early years.  Ongoing 
evaluation and gathering outcomes data will be essential to making informed decisions 
about how weighted student funding is spent.   
 

• Weighted funding for GATE students was not included in the Task Force recommendations 
but was included in Governor Brian Sandoval’s funding plan for the 2015–2017 Biennium 
and in S.B. 508.  The Legislature should be aware of this divergence and consider that 
GATE students have received increased national attention as an underserved special 
population in need of resources specific to their educational needs. 
 

• It may be necessary to develop a funding approach for special education services that 
balances the need for funding equity between school districts and charter schools with the 
need to increase funding on an inflationary basis.  These competing concerns could result 
in unfair outcomes. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

According to the U.S. Department of Education, 
Carson City School District’s Race to the Top 
grant application was ranked number one in the 
nation.  As a result, Carson City School District 
received $10 million dollars to restructure 
curricula and assessments and to integrate 
technology into instruction.  
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SCHOOL FINANCE SYSTEMS—WEALTH NEUTRALITY:  WESTERN STATES 
 

 
 
Note: A wealth neutrality score of zero indicates that, on average, a school district’s per pupil education funding 

is not statistically linked to per-pupil local education revenue.  In states with positive scores, district 
funding increases as a district’s local revenue increases; that is, districts benefit when they become 
“wealthier” through increased local revenues.  In states with negative scores, district funding increases as 
a district’s local revenue decreases; districts benefit when they become “poorer” because of decreased 
local revenues.   

 
Source:  Education Week; Quality Counts 2015; January 2, 2015.   
 
 
 

The Nevada School Counselor Association 
recognized Washoe County School District 
Counseling Coordinator Katherine Loudon with its 
2016 Administrator of the Year award and named 
Wooster High School Counselor Erin Danielsen 
School Counselor of the Year.   
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DISTRIBUTIVE SCHOOL ACCOUNT 
 

Source:  Fiscal Analysis Division, LCB, 2015. 
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PER-PUPIL EXPENDITURES 
 

Per-Pupil Current Expenditures for Public Elementary  
And Secondary Schools 

SY 2012–2013 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Ranked Higher Than Nevada 
 
 
 
 Ranked Lower Than Nevada 
 
 
 
 

Montana 
$10,662 

Ranking:  24 

Idaho 
$6,761 

Ranking:  50 

Wyoming 
$15,815 

Ranking:  7 

Nevada 
$8,026 

Ranking:  47 
Utah 

$6,432 
Ranking:  51 

Colorado 
$8,693 

Ranking:  40 

California 
$9,258 

Ranking:  35 

Oregon 
$9,183 

Ranking:  36 

Arizona 
$7,495 

Ranking:  49 

Washington 
$9,714 

Ranking:  29 

National Average:  $10,763 
Regional Average:  $9,200 

New Mexico 
$9,164 

Ranking:  37 

Note: “Current expenditures” include costs related to instruction, student support, instructional staff, general 
administration, school administration, operations and maintenance, student transportation, other support 
services, food services, and enterprise operations.  

 
Source: United States Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Digest of Education 

Statistics 2015.   
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Per-Pupil Expenditures for Elementary and 
Secondary Schools by Function  

Western States Comparison 
SY 2012–2013 

 

Per Pupil Expenditures 

State Total Instruction Student 
Support Operations Administration 

Arizona $7,495 $4,081 $541 $929 $527 

California $9,258 $5,527 $499 $939 $710 

Colorado $8,693 $5,038 $425 $803 $747 

Idaho $6,761 $4,071 $379 $615 $537 

Montana $10,662 $6,353 $680 $1,056 $916 

Nevada $8,026 $4,613 $430 $846 $693 

New Mexico $9,164 $5,262 $928 $950 $748 

Oregon $9,183 $5,321 $655 $763 $712 

Utah $6,432 $4,068 $242 $617 $470 

Washington $9,714 $5,630 $650 $870 $747 

Wyoming $15,815 $9,329 $929 $1,560 $1,180 

Regional 
Average $9,200 $5,390 $578 $904 $726 

National 
Average $10,763 $6,543 $600 $1,018 $810 

 
Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Digest of Education 

Statistics 2015.  
 
 
 

In April 2016, a team of students from Reno  
High School represented Nevada at the national “We 
the People:  The Citizen and the Constitution” 
competition in Washington, D.C.; they went on to win 
the Western Regional Award.  
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PUBLIC SCHOOL EXPENDITURES 
 

 
 

 

 
 

Sources: SAGE Publishing, SAGE Stats, 2016; and U.S. Department of Education, National Center for 
Education Statistics, Common Core of Data.   
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Expenditures of Similarly Sized Public Elementary  
And Secondary School Systems in the U.S.  

By Enrollment—FY 2014 
 

 
*Enrollment:  This reflects fall 2013 enrollment as reported to the National Center for Educational Statistics and 
excludes enrollments for state educational facilities, federal school systems, and charter schools whose charters 
were held by a nongovernmental entity. 
 
Note:  Expenditure data is valued in thousands of dollars. 
 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau; Public Education Finances 2014:  Economic Reimbursable Surveys Division 

Reports; Table 16 on pages 20-22; June 2016; https://www2.census.gov/govs/school/14f33pub.pdf.  
 
 

In$ite Financial Analysis System Expenditure Comparisons 
 
In an effort to provide financial information that is comparable across schools and school 
districts, the 1999 Legislature first approved funding to contract with EDmin for access to the 
In$ite Financial Analysis Model for Education.  It is a reporting system, not an accounting 
system, designed to provide financial data that is consistent and comparable.  The In$ite model 
provides many reports of audited school district expenditures for all public schools in Nevada, 
including charter schools.  In$ite takes information from the disparate accounting systems at 
Nevada’s various school districts and makes it comparable.  

Expenditures of Similarly Sized Public Elementary-Secondary School Systems in the U.S. by 
Enrollment:  FY 2014 

Nat'l 
Rank 

School 
District State Enrollment* Total 

Expenditure Instruction Student 
Support Administration Other 

3 Chicago Illinois 396,641 $1,637,732 $222,945 $284,369 $309,722 $819,750 

4 
Miami-
Dade 

County 
Florida 356,233 $982,433 $158,619 $134,240 $668,373 $510,236 

5 Clark 
County Nevada 320,532 $977,847 $159,950 $121,487 $213,719 $482,691 

6 Broward 
County Florida 262,666 $720,967 $99,259 $110,733 $142,624 $368,351 

7 Houston Texas 211,552 $639,756 $97,018 $71,739 $136,742 $334,257 

57 Katy Texas 67,213 $171,503 $21,092 $27,629 $35,418 $87,364 

58 Douglas 
County Colorado 66,230 $200,952 $23,543 $20,518 $42,359 $114,532 

59 Washoe 
County Nevada 65,550 $226,271 $32,623 $44,355 $45,407 $103,866 

60 Seminole 
County Florida 64,851 $165,785 $21,644 $24,054 $35,114 $84,973 

61 Arlington Texas 64,688 $152,851 $23,506 $31,720 $28,461 $69,154 

https://www2.census.gov/govs/school/14f33pub.pdf
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Source:  http://edmin.com.   

http://edmin.com/
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Source:  http://edmin.com.  

http://edmin.com/
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Source:  http://edmin.com. 
  

http://edmin.com/
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Source:  http://edmin.com.    

http://edmin.com/
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Source:  http://edmin.com.   

http://edmin.com/
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Source:  http://edmin.com.  

http://edmin.com/


Chapter 6 

89 

 
 

Source:  http://edmin.com.  

http://edmin.com/
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Source:  http://edmin.com.  
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Source:  http://edmin.com.   

http://edmin.com/
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Source:  http://edmin.com. 
  

http://edmin.com/
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EXPENDITURES—CAPITAL 
 

 
 
 

 
 
Source:  SAGE Publishing, SAGE Stats, 2016.    

$39 
$80 
$84 
$87 

$110 
$144 
$148 

$160 
$160 

$207 
$241 
$246 

$367 

$0 $50 $100 $150 $200 $250 $300 $350 $400

Idaho (50)
Nevada (45)
Arizona (44)
Oregon (42)

Montana (35)
Colorado (27)

National Average
California (22)

Regional Average
Washington (10)

Utah (7)
New Mexico (6)

Wyoming (2)

Per Capita Public School Capital Expenditures  
(With National Rankings)  

2013 

3.2% 
5.5% 
5.5% 

6.7% 
7.4% 

7.9% 
8.8% 

9.2% 
9.2% 

12.0% 
12.9% 

14.6% 
15.2% 

0% 3% 5% 8% 10% 13% 15% 18%

Idaho (48)
Oregon (41)
Nevada (41)

Montana (33)
Arizona (29)

National Average
Colorado (20)
California (18)

Regional Average
Washington (8)

Wyoming (6)
New Mexico (4)

Utah (3)

Public School Capital Expenditures as a Percentage of  
Total Expenditures (With National Rankings) 

2013 



Chapter 6 

94 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT INDEBTEDNESS 
 

 

General Obligation Bonds of School Districts and  
Other Local Government Entities in Nevada 

June 30, 2015 

County Counties 
G.O. Bonds 

Schools  
G.O. Bonds  

Cities  
G.O. Bonds  Total 

Percentage 
of G.O. 

Bonds  for 
Schools 

Carson City N/A $49,790,000 N/A $49,790,000 100% 

Churchill N/A $38,845,000 N/A $38,845,000 100% 

Clark $16,471,851 $1,933,575,000 $20,955,000 $1,971,001,851 98% 

Douglas N/A $40,925,000 N/A $40,925,000 100% 

Elko N/A N/A N/A $0 0% 

Esmeralda N/A N/A N/A $0 0% 

Eureka N/A N/A N/A $0 0% 

Humboldt N/A $2,395,000 N/A $2,395,000 100% 

Lander N/A N/A N/A $0 0% 

Lincoln N/A $5,130,600 N/A $5,130,600 100% 

Lyon N/A $66,670,000 N/A $66,670,000 100% 

Mineral N/A $980,000 N/A $980,000 100% 

Nye N/A $81,180,000 N/A $81,180,000 100% 

Pershing N/A $6,572,071 N/A $6,572,071 100% 

Storey N/A $8,660,300 N/A $8,660,300 100% 

Washoe $34,205,000 $467,005,000 N/A $501,210,000 93% 

White Pine N/A $8,600,000 N/A $8,600,000 100% 

STATEWIDE $50,676,851 $2,710,327,971 $20,955,000 $2,781,959,822 97% 

 
Source:  Department of Taxation, Annual Local Government Indebtedness as of June 30, 2015. 
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PER-PUPIL REVENUE 
 

Per-Pupil Revenue Rankings 
SY 2012–2013 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source:  SAGE Publishing, SAGE Stats, 2016.   

Washington 
Revenue:  $11,562 

Ranking:  30 

Oregon 
Revenue:  $10,677 

Ranking:  35 

Montana 
Revenue:  $11,566 

Ranking:  29 

Idaho 
Revenue:  $7,408 

Ranking:  51 
Wyoming 

Revenue:  $18,498 
Ranking:  6 

Colorado 
Revenue:  $10,319 

Ranking:  39 

Utah 
Revenue:  $7,650 

Ranking:  50 

Nevada 
Revenue:  $9,566 

Ranking:  43 

California 
Revenue:  $10,702 

Ranking:  34 

Arizona 
Revenue:  $8,599 

Ranking:  49 New Mexico 
Revenue:  $10,753 

Ranking:  33 

  

  Ranked Higher Than Nevada 

Ranked Lower Than Nevada 

National Average:  $12,380  
Regional Average: $10,663 
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REVENUE SOURCES—NEVADA AND WESTERN STATES 
 

 
 

 
Note: When reviewing the above information, note that due to the differing financing mechanisms utilized in 

each state, there are tremendous differences between the nationwide averages and the percentages found 
in some states, making meaningful comparisons difficult.  For example, among states with more than 
one school district, local contributions to the funding mix vary from 16.2 percent in New Mexico to 
56.5 percent in Nevada.  However, a large portion of the local funding in Nevada is derived from the 
State-mandated sales tax—LSST—and property and mining taxes.  

 
Source: U.S. Department of Education; National Center for Education Statistics; Revenues and Expenditures for 

Public Elementary and Secondary Education:  School Year 2012–13 (Fiscal Year 2013), First Look; 
January 2016. 
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Percentage Distribution of Revenue for  
Public Elementary and Secondary Education  

FY 2013 

Local State Federal

LOCATION LOCAL STATE FEDERAL 
Arizona 44.1% 42.2% 13.6% 
California 34.5% 54.3% 11.2% 
Colorado 49.8% 42.3% 7.9% 
Idaho 24.0% 64.0% 11.9% 
Montana 39.0% 48.1% 12.9% 
Nevada 56.5% 33.7% 9.7% 
New Mexico 16.2% 68.6% 15.2% 
Oregon 41.4% 49.4% 9.2% 
Utah 38.7% 52.0% 9.2% 
Washington 32.4% 59.0% 8.6% 
Wyoming 41.3% 52.0% 6.7% 
Regional Average 38.0% 51.4% 10.6% 
National Average 45.5% 45.2% 9.3% 
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REVENUE SOURCES—FEDERAL 
 

Per-Pupil Revenue From Federal Sources 
Western States With Rankings  

SY 2012–2013 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  Ranked Higher Than Nevada 
 

 
  Ranked Lower Than Nevada  
 
Source:  SAGE Publishing, SAGE Stats, 2016.    

  

  

Washington 
Ranking:  35 

Per Pupil:  $992 

Montana 
Ranking:  7 

Per Pupil:  $1,475 
Oregon 

Ranking:  48 
Per Pupil:  $836 Idaho 

Ranking:  42 
Per Pupil:  $877 Wyoming 

Ranking:  19 
Per Pupil:  $1,240 

Nevada 
Ranking:  40 

Per Pupil:  $908 

California 
Ranking:  16 

Per Pupil:  
$1,262 

Utah 
Ranking:  51 

Per Pupil:  $729 Colorado 
Ranking:  49 

Per Pupil:  $818 

Arizona 
Ranking:  18 

Per Pupil:  $1,251 New Mexico 
Ranking:  5 

Per Pupil:  $1,587 

National Average: $1,235 
Regional Average: $1,089 
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STATE GENERAL EXPENDITURES DEDICATED TO EDUCATION 
 

All Education Expenditures as a Percentage of  
Total State Expenditures—Western States 

FY 2015 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  Higher Percentage Than Nevada 
 

 
  Lower Percentage Than Nevada  
 
 
Source: National Association of State Budget Officers, State Expenditure Report:  Examining Fiscal 2014–2016 

State Spending, 2016, https://www.nasbo.org/mainsite/reports-data/state-expenditure-report.  

  

  

Washington 
36% 

Montana 
26% 

 Oregon 
13% 

 
Idaho 
33% 

 
Wyoming 
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Nevada 
23% 

 
California 
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Utah 
38% 

 
Colorado 

40% 
 

Arizona 
27% 

 

New Mexico 
36% 

 

National Average:  30% 
Regional Average:  29% 

https://www.nasbo.org/mainsite/reports-data/state-expenditure-report

