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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

The following is a summary of the recommendations for Bill Draft Requests (BDRs)
adopted by the Legislative Commission’s Subcommittee to Study Reconfiguring the
Structure of School Districts in Nevada.

1.

Provide, within statute, a process for the realignment of school districts. The
process may be initiated by a majority of the members of a school board of
trustees, or by petition of at least one-third of the qualified electors within the
boundaries of the proposed school district. Petitions must include provisions
that briefly describe the process of redistricting, including the: assignment of
teachers; impact upon the Nevada Plan for School Finance; financing of
schools under the proposed redistricting plan; preservation of existing bonded
indebtedness; effect on racial composition; and division of property.

Upon qualification of the petition, a proposed redistricting plan must be
submitted for review and recommendation to the State Board of Education
(Board) in consultation with the Attorney General. Following this review, the
Board will forward its recommendations to the Legislature. The plan and the
Board’s recommendations must be reviewed and approved by the Legislature.
The review by the Board and the Legislature will include specific criteria to
ensure that the proposed district changes will continue to provide a general
and uniform system of education throughout the state, including adequate
financing for each school district and racial balance, to avoid extreme
disparities in the education which is offered among school districts. No
boundary may be approved that creates a wealthy district that falls outside of
the Nevada Plan for School Finance or racial or ethnic imbalances. Following
approval by the Legislature, the plan will be submitted for final approval to the
voters of the county or counties affected for consideration at the next General
Election. (BDR 243)

Adopt a resolution urging school districts to continue the establishment of
cooperative agreements pursuant to Chapter 277 (“Cooperative Agreements”)
of the Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) for sharing staff and resources,
especially in rural areas. Additionally, regional consortia or other alliances for
sharing specialized services should be encouraged and formalized, particularly
for special education services, pupil counseling, and other fields with a
shortage of staff professionals. Greater coordination of capital construction
projects among bordering districts pursuant to NRS 387.531 to 387.591 (“Joint
Facilities and Projects”), inclusive, also is encouraged, especially in areas
where population clusters make such cooperation feasible. Finally, continued



agreements for student attendance at an adjoining district pursuant to
NRS 392.010 (“Admission of pupil from adjoining state or district . . .”) is
supported, when such agreements are in the best interests of the children and
the respective communities. (BDR 244)

Provide, within statute, for the creation and formation of charter schools in
Nevada. The legislation allows for the establishment of six nonsectarian
charter schools statewide, limited to schools serving kindergarten through the
eighth grade, with no more than two-thirds of the schools located in any one
county. Studentadmissions can be limited by age, grade, or some subject area
criteria; however, admissions cannot be limited based on race, ethnicity,
religion, intellectual or athletic ability, or disability. Charters are to be granted
for a period of six years.

As part of its application and charter, the sponsors of the charter school must
specify the school’s system of governance, including the type and composition
of the governing body; the number of and length of terms of office for members
of the governing body; the process by which the governing board will negotiate
employment contracts; the manner in which pupil transportation to and from
the school shall be addressed; whether the district’s curriculum will be followed
or if waivers will be requested. Charter schools may be operated by
businesses, nonprofit organizations, parents or other citizens, and teachers.
Existing schools may convert to charter schools and new schools may be
established. Waivers from state and local requirements are to be negotiated
with the sponsoring organization or the Board on an issue-by-issue basis.
Charter schools must, however, comply with health and safety codes; Nevada
Open Meeting Law requirements; state accountability provisions; and
applicable federal requirements. Persons wishing to operate a charter school
may not apply for sponsorship after July 1, 2003.

Charter schools must use licensed teachers (unless specifically waived by the
Board). Provision is made for leaves of absence from public school and for
retirement benefits of charter school teachers. A charter school has control
over its budget as well as hiring, firing (under due process guidelines), and
salary structure. They may not charge tuition, levy taxes, or issue bonds.
Charter schools are permitted to accept gifts, grants, donations, and bequests
from public or private sources; however, they may not use government money
to purchase land or buildings. Per pupil funding from the Nevada Plan follows
students enrolled in charter schools. Finally, provide for “seed money” for
establishing charter schools, based upon the projected number of pupils to be
served. This measure sunsets on July 1, 2003. (BDR 246)



Authorize the establishment of an Education Technology Commission for the
purpose of drafting a statewide plan for using technology in education. The
commission shall consist of representatives from Nevada school districts and
the University and Community College System of Nevada (UCCSN).
Appropriate $250,000 to the UCCSN to carry out its duties in establishing a
plan. Such a plan may be part of a broader policy for technology infrastructure,
as exemplified by the lowa Communications Network (ICN). The ICN is a
statewide, state-owned, fiber optic communications and transmission network
responsible for high quality, full-motion, two-way, interactive data, video, and
long distance voice services.

Require that the plan address Internet and the World Wide Web access within
the public school system; remote, cross-age peer tutoring; distance learning
for pupils in rural or under served areas; and the use and expansion of existing
distance learning networks sponsored by school districts. The plan also must
address continuing education opportunities for teachers; college credit for staff
development; and the exchange of ideas and promising school practices. The
plan shall be submitted to the State Department of Education and the Nevada
Legislature as a master plan for the distribution of any federal or state grants
or appropriations made for education technology. Require the Department to
enter into a cooperative agreement with the UCCSN to impiement this plan and
to report the status of the statewide plan to the 1999 Legislature. The report
shall include an assessment of the ability of existing organizations to respond
to teacher’s needs in implementing classroom technology and requirements for
related technology training.

Additionally, amend NRS 385.347 (regarding school accountability reports) to
include a school-by-school report concerning the availability and application
of education technology. Also require that school districts conduct a survey
of their electrical and structural systems to determine financial priorities to
develop technology and to ensure sufficient electrical and network capacity to
achieve the goals listed in the Statewide Technology Use Plan for Education.
(BDR 247)

Include a statement in the subcommittee’s final report urging school districts
to make use of short-term financing for the purchase of computer equipment.
Under current practices, such equipment is often replaced within five years but
the bonds used to fund the purchase are not retired for 20 years. There are
provisions within state law governing medium-term obligations (NRS 350.091[3]
[*Evidence of medium-term obligation: Issuance; terms.”]) which note that if the
maximum term of financing is more than five years the term may not exceed the
estimated useful life of the asset to be purchase with the bond proceeds. The
subcommittee wishes to emphasize that in the purchase of personal computers
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for the classroom, bonds should not be issued that exceed the useful life of the
equipment.

Urge by resolution that the board of trustees of any school district establish by
rule advisory boards for any purpose relating to the school district about which
the board desires study or advice. Such councils could be modeled after the
Clark County Citizen’s Advisory Councils that advise the County Commission.
Such advisory councils create clear channels of communication between the
commission and the residents of the county’s various incorporated and
unincorporated communities. The purpose of the councils is to study the
needs of the residents within each designated area, and to report those needs
to the board. (BDR 250)

Remove the sunset provision currently in place for NRS 386.4154, et seq.,
Nevada’s “Program of School-Based Decision Making for Public Schools within
District.” These provisions authorize school district boards of trustees to
establish rules concerning school-based decision making. The statute
provides that these rules must address specific issues concerned with
accountability and governance. Further, the law permits state and local waivers
from regulations for schools that adopt such a program. This statute is
scheduled to expire June 30, 1999. (BDR 243)

Provide, by concurrent resolution, for the creation of an interim legislative
study committee charged with making recommendations for creating a
statewide formula providing for state participation in the financing of school
construction. Such a study would survey the condition of school buildings in
Nevada and ascertain the need for new facilities; determine the level of state
participation; and provide for any needed oversight agency, the equalization
formula, and the basic criteria needed to make a project eligible for state
contributions. The results of and any recommendations from this study would
be submitted to the 1999 Session of the Legislature. (BDR 251)

Vi



REPORT TO THE 69TH SESSION OF THE NEVADA LEGISLATURE
BY THE LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION’S SUBCOMMITTEE TO STUDY
RECONFIGURING THE STRUCTURE OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS

I. INTRODUCTION

The 68th Session of the Nevada Legislature adopted Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 30
(File No. 161, Statutes of Nevada 1995, pages 3033 and 3034), which directed the
Legislative Commission to hire a consultant to conduct a study of the feasibility of
reconfiguring the structure of school districts in Nevada. Funding for the consultant was
provided under Section 10 of Assembly Bill 224 (Chapter 563, Statutes of Nevada 1995,
pages 1940 and 1941).

The Legislative Commission appointed a subcommittee of eight legislators to provide
oversight for the study, including:

Senator Jon C. Porter, Chairman

Assemblyman Michael A. Schneider, Vice Chairman
Senator Joseph M. Neal, Jr.

Senator Raymond D. Rawson

Senator Mike McGinness

Assemblyman William Z. Harrington
Assemblywoman Gene Wines Segerbiom
Assemblywoman Patricia A. Tripple

Legislative Counsel Bureau (LCB) staff services for the subcommittee were provided by:

H. Pepper Sturm, Chief Principal Research Analyst
Jeanne L. Botts, Program Analyst

Kristin C. Bullock, Deputy Legislative Counsel
Kimberly A. Morgan, Chief Deputy Legislative Counsel
Linda Chandler Law, Senior Research Secretary

A total of seven meetings were held in Carson City, Elko, and Las Vegas. (All
place-names are within Nevada unless otherwise noted.) The subcommittee’s purpose
was to review boundary issues involved with school districts statewide, examine
alternatives, and ensure that the impact of proposals to realign district boundaries, if any,
were analyzed appropriately. To this end, a consultant—Management Analysis & Planning
(MAP) Associates, of Berkeley, California,—was retained to collect, analyze, and report
information relating to school district boundary issues. The consultant proceeded in three
basic phases: data collection; analysis and formulation of alternatives; and the evaluation
of alternatives and presentation of findings. The subcommittee directed the consulting firm
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to visit each school district in the state during its initial investigative phase to identify issues
that would need to be addressed should the legislative subcommittee and the full
Legislature consider modifications to the present structure. The consultant’s analysis and
findings were submitted in a series of reports presented at the legislative subcommittee’s
meetings. The draft of the final report was delivered and accepted at the July 16, 1996,
meeting, and the corrected copy (the final MAP Report) was presented at the August 29,
1996, work session.

Members of the subcommittee reviewed the alternatives and findings presented by the
consultant in its final report. The subcommittee adopted 8 of 34 recommendations
reviewed. Major items adopted include proposals to: provide a process for realigning
school districts, initiated by a local school district or by voter petition; provide for the
establishment of charter schools; provide for a statewide technology plan for education;
establish an interim legislative study to review state participation in the financing of school
construction; remove the sunset on Nevada’s program for school-based decision making
within public schools; urge school district boards of trustees to establish advisory councils;
encourage cooperative agreements among school districts to share resources, as well as
agreements for student attendance in adjoining districts, when required; and urge school
districts to make use of short-term financing for the purchase of computer equipment.

Detailed descriptions and background information for each of these recommendations,
along with relevant appendices, may be found within subsequent sections of this report.
Also included within the report’s appendices is the final MAP Report, presented to the
subcommittee by the consultant—Management Analysis & Planning Associates.

Il. RECENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
REALIGNMENT ACTIVITIES IN OTHER STATES

Nationally, school district realignment activities have been characterized by two basic
trends:

. Combining or consolidating school districts with small enrollments, usually in rural
areas; and

. Breaking up school districts with large student populations, usually large urban
districts, into smaller administrative units.

A. CONSOLIDATION TRENDS

. in 1918, North Dakota had 4,700 school districts. By 1947, the state was down to
2,200 districts; by 1961, to 1,010; and in 1991, only 280 districts were left. Over a
10-year period, enroliment had declined in 96 percent of all districts. Rather than
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close districts, the state developed an incentive program encouraging local
communities to plan for future and voluntary restructure of their districts.

The lowa Legislature approved an incentive program in 1993, encouraging rural
districts to share administrators, share classes, and even to share whole grade areas.
Like Nevada, the lowa school finance formula has a mechanism to cushion the impact
of enroliment declines over a number of years.

In 1991, the Minnesota Legislature considered a bill that called for all districts to have
a base of 1,000 students by the 1995-1996 school year, or cease operation. The
measure did not pass. Instead, a measure was adopted requiring all school boards
to submit a cooperation and coordination plan to the State Board of Education for
review; the law includes provisions concerning voter approval by referendum for
proposals to combine districts and treatment of financial obligations.

The Oregon Legislature enacted a measure during its 1995 session requiring the
consolidation of union high school districts with their “feeder” elementary schoois into
consolidated districts.

in Rhode Island, a Commission appointed by the Governor concluded in 1892 that
there would be no savings realized from merging its 37 districts into no more than six.
Savings could only be gained from closing schools or increasing class sizes.

As part of its effort to design a court-ordered plan for school finance, the
1993 Texas Legislature enacted a provision within statute to encourage the
consolidation of a “rich” district with a “poor” one as one option {o equalize financing.

In the early 1990s, Arkansas, lllinois, Nebraska, North Carolina, Ohio, and
South Dakota also were involved in statewide efforts to consolidate schools or school
districts.

B. DECONSOLIDATION TRENDS

The trend to break up large urban school districts has spread throughout the nation.
Previously, efforts were generated locally or through the district’s own board of trustees;
more and more often, the action is generated at the state level. Recent activities include:

In California, the 1995 Legislature passed a bill to break up the Los Angeles Unified
School District. The state Board of Education will have authority to decide how action
will be voted on—by county commissioners, by Los Angeles residents only, by the
local board of education, and so on.



. In Boston, the schools were moved back into the framework of general local
government.

. The Pittsburgh area is debating a plan for a county-wide board with oversight
for autonomous schools.

C.

CURRENT STATUS—DISTRICTS DEFINED BY COUNTY BOUNDARIES

Nevada appears to be one of a few states with school district boundaries that are
conterminous with county borders. The following table lists categories of states with
county school district boundaries, arranged by frequency of such arrangements:

100% to 90% 88% to 25% 24% to 1% No County Structure

County Structure] County Structure County Structure (or Negiigible)*

Florida Alabama Alaska ‘Nebraska Arizona Massachusetts |North Dakota

Georgia Kentucky Colorado ‘ North Carolina | Arkansas Michigan Oklahoma

Louisiana Tennessee Idaho Ohio California Minnesota Oregon

Maryland Utah Indiana Pennsylvania | Connecticut :Montana Rhode Island

Nevada Virginia Kansas South Dakota | Delaware New Hampshire i;Texas

South Carolina Mississippi éWyoming ltlinois jNew Jersey IVermont

West Virginia Missouri | lowa New Mexico ‘Washington
Maine New York Wisconsin

*Note: Hawaii has a single, all encompassing state structure.

Source:

Education Statistics, 1994.

Information contained within the table indicates that:

Directory of Public Elementary and Secondary Education Agencies, 1992-1993, National Center for

. Seven states have a structure predominately aligned with county boundaries.

. Five states utilize a county structure in 25 to 89 percent of their school districts.

. Thirteen states have county structures that range from over 1 percent to 24 percent.

. Twenty-five states have no appreciable connection between county boundaries and
the makeup of their school districts.



lll. NEVADA SCHOOL DISTRICT BOUNDARIES
HISTORICAL OVERVIEW

The structure of Nevada’s school districts has changed considerably since it was first
formed more than 130 years ago. The first school districts were local in nature, clustered
around populated areas of the state. Gradually, as different situations occurred, various
boundary laws were enacted concerning the formation of a variety of school district types.
However, as the number of pupils grew, and as the need arose for local support tax, the
complex structure of the districts became a burden. In the mid-1950s, a comprehensive
study of Nevada’s system of public education recommended the current system of school
district boundaries. Since that report (and, indeed, during the survey itself), a number of
consolidation and deconsolidation issues have continued to be raised.

The total number of school districts has fluctuated over time, while the number of pupils
served has increased from year to year, with a few exceptions.

A. EARLY SCHOOL DISTRICTS

The formative years for Nevada’s school districts were the few years preceding statehood,
and the remaining portion of the nineteenth century.

1. Territorial School Districts

The Territorial Legislature first enacted a bill creating a Common School System in 1861
(Chapter 72, Laws of the Territory of Nevada 18671). Article 2 of the measure provided for
an elected County Superintendent, serving a term of two years. The County
Superintendent was given the responsibility to divide the “inhabited” portions of the county
into school districts, adding or deleting districts in accordance with the public good.
In 1865, the first report of the Superintendent of Public Schools noted the formation of
10 school districts to serve 200 children within the Nevada Territory as of 1862. By 1863,
there were 22 districts. In 1864, a total of 34 districts existed and served 1,278 pupils.

2. Statehood through the Nineteenth Century

The first state Legislature convened in Nevada in 1865. As mandated within the
Constitution of the State of Nevada, the Legislature established in law the state’s system
of “common” schools—the public school system.

The 1865 law (Chapter 145, Stafutes of Nevada 1865), reaffirmed the formation of local
school districts throughout Nevada, with oversight by an elected County Superintendent
of Schools. The superintendent’s duties required that he: apportion funds to the districts
within the county; “exercise a general supervision over the interests of public schools and
provide aid and counsel to teachers and district superintendents”; distribute materials from
the Superintendent of Public Instruction; record official acts; report annually on the districts



within the county; conduct teacher institutes; appoint trustees in districts that have not
elected trustees; purchase school books for schools within the district; and distribute
professional educational journals.

The 1865 law provides, further, for the formation of new school districts and the
consolidation of existing districts. New districts could be formed, existing districts could be
changed upon the approval of the County Superintendent and the county commission,
when at least 10 heads of families petitioned for such a change.

The 1879 Legislature enacted a measure which provided that school districts could be
formed from parts of different counties, but only in cases where neither part alone had
10 heads of families to petition for the formation. Later, an amendment in 1891 allowed
school trustees within the same county or within adjoining counties to consolidate districts,
forming union districts governed by a joint board (Chapter 87, Statutes of Nevada 1891).

In 1885, the Legislature created elected County Boards of Education for county high
schools (Chapter 31, Statufes of Nevada 1895; as amended by Chapter 13, Statutes of
Nevada 1899).

By 1865, Nevada had 23 school districts serving 1,348 pupils. The number of districts
grew steadily. In 1880, the state had 109 districts serving 7,300 pupils. The total number
of school districts continued to grow so that by 1900, there were 231 districts serving
7,373 pupils.

B. 1900 THROUGH 1953

In 1911, the Legislature enacted a revised school code which, for the first time, organized
the school code into functional sections, including one devoted to school districts
(Chapter 133, Statutes of Nevada 1911). Within this framework, four types of school
districts were recognized, including: county high school districts; joint school districts; and
union school districts. Most other sections of the school district code apply to “regular”
school districts; however, this unit is not identified as a specific category. Also for the first
time, two “classes” of districts were identified: first class districts, employing 10 or more
regular grade teachers; and second class districts, employing nine or fewer teachers. First
class districts were authorized to create “city” or district superintendents “elected” to the
office by the district board of trustees. In 1915, the Legislature provided for the creation
of industrial school union districts (Chapter 149, Statutes of Nevada 1915). Up to
six school districts were authorized to form an industrial school union for the purpose of
providing instruction in “manual training” and/or “domestic science.”

The 1911 law also specified that each city, town, or village could constitute only one school
district. County commissioners were given the power to create new school districts from
unorganized territories upon the petition of the parents or guardians of five or more
children. County commissioners were also empowered to change existing boundaries



upon petition of three-fifths of the taxpayers, or heads of families within the proposed new
district. School district size was limited in this act to 16 square miles or less.

The 1915 Legislature also adopted a law providing for the consolidation of two or more
adjacent districts into one district (Chapter 29, Statutes of Nevada 7915). Such a
procedure could be initiated upon petition by a majority of voters within the districts affected
by the consolidation. Later, the 1921 Legislature provided for the dissolution of
consolidated districts, a process also initiated by a majority of voters within the
consolidated district (Chapter 74, Statutes of Nevada 1921). The 1917 Legislature
authorized county commissioners to consolidate two adjoining, one-teacher rural school
districts upon the recommendation of the deputy superintendent of public schools
(Chapter 87, Statutes of Nevada 1917).

In 1925, the Legislature provided additional authority for union districts, specifying that
such a district might be formed upon the recommendation of the deputy superintendent of
public instruction and upon the agreement of the school boards and a majority of the new
district’s voters petitioning the county commissioners (Chapter 93, Statutes of Nevada
1927).

The 1937 Legislature attempted to further define high school districts and provide special
tax for their support. The 1939 Legislature repealed this law and established special
provisions for the governance and support of high schools in counties with a “duly
established” county high school, as well as for district high schools in counties without such
a structure (Chapter 181, Statutes of Nevada 1939).

The 1947 Legislature enacted the next comprehensive public school code, containing
specific sections defining authority and specifying different types of districts (Chapter 63,
Statutes of Nevada 1947). This school code classified districts into seven different
groupings:

. Regular School Districts, consisting of districts not combined in any way with
another district;

. Joint School Districts, whose territory lies in adjoining counties;

. Union School Districts, consisting of two or more elementary or high school districts
controlled by one school board, but where the individual districts maintain their own
identities;

. Consolidated School Districts, consisting of two or more districts which completely
lose their separate identities-——except for apportionment purposes, which are
governed by one school board;



. County High School Districts, consisting of the entire territory of the county,
governed by a school board elected by all voters in the county, and supported by a

tax on all property within the county. County high schools may establish “branch” high
schools within the county;

. District High School Districts, established in an elementary school district to
provide a high school for at least 10 resident students when the new high school is
located 40 or more miles from an existing high school: and

. Combined High School Districts, schools where children from two or more districts
attend one school by annual contractual agreement between the separate districts.

Elementary school districts were further classified into “first class” and “second class,”
based upon size—a first class district employed 10 or more teachers and may have
employed a superintendent. In addition, the state was divided into six regions or
“Supervisory Districts” under the supervision of a Deputy State Superintendent of Public
Instruction.

During the period from 1900 through 1953, the actual number of school districts continued
to increase until 1915. That year posted a record 349 districts serving nearly
12,000 students. Subsequently, the number of districts began a decline through the
1920s and 1930s, falling below 300 in 1937. By the time the Peabody Report was issued
(1954), there were 207 school districts serving 35,640 students. Of these, 173 were
“active” districts, that is districts which maintained their legal identity, with 158 of those
actually operating one or more schools.

C. RECONFIGURATION OF NEVADA’S SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN 1956

By the early 1950s, the educational community identified a number of problems regarding
school boundaries, including concerns about;

. Administering a state financing system with 186 existing districts grouped into seven
separate categories;

. The vast areas of the state that remained outside of any school district, since certain
areas had never been incorporated into a district and were not being taxed: and

. A number of school districts which had overlapped boundaries, complicating state and
local financing.

In addition, the Superintendent of Public Instruction indicated that, “The increase in the
population of the public schools was so marked that a financing problem of great
magnitude was encountered.”



1. The Peabody Report

In 1953, the State Department of Education, the Nevada Congress of Parents and
Teachers, and the professional education associations recommended that Governor
Charles H. Russell appoint a committee to investigate the “needs and conditions” of
Nevada's schools. The committee was charged with preparing a report of its findings and
recommendations for legislation. After some initial work, the committee received a
legislative appropriation in 1954 to employ the services of a survey team to conduct the
study.

The study was conducted by the Division of Surveys and Field Services of the
George Peabody College for Teachers, located in Nashville, Tennessee. The study,
known as the “Peabody Report”, provides a review of school district organization within the
state in the early 1950s, and some of the problems associated with that structure.

Using recommendations from the Peabody Report, the School Survey Committee
submitted its recommendations to the 1955 Session of the Nevada Legislature. Most of
the structural changes were made during that session. When an attempt was made to
carry out the provisions of the new law, however, it was discovered that several changes
were needed to address defects in the statutory provisions concerning bonds. A special
session was convened by Governor Russell in February 1956 to address these defects.
That special session enacted an entirely new school code which addressed the needed
changes in the bond law and made other procedural changes (Chapter 32, Statutes of
Nevada 1956). From that year forward, the school code, along with other sections of
Nevada law, took the form currently known as the Nevada Revised Statufes. It appears
that improved quality of education, program development, and professional training, were
goals of both the restructuring and the new method of financing schools (A Slice of Nevada
School Reorganization, Loyal V. Norman [1964]: pp. 4-6).

The 1956 law also provided for the formation of joint school districts, encompassing the
territory of two or more contiguous county districts. The law provided that only those
counties which employed 45 or fewer certified employees could petition the board of
trustees in an adjoining district. If that petition and a resulting resolution by the second
board were to be approved, the State Board of Education could order the creation of a joint
district. Provision also was made allowing for smaller districts combining to form a larger
district. Procedures for dissolving such districts also were contained within the 1956 law.

2. Recommendations for Consolidation of Rural Districts

Governor Russell’s School Survey Committee adopted the Peabody Report and made its
own recommendations. Like the Peabody survey team, that committee advocated using
the county district designation as a starting point, but urged the policy of encouraging
certain rural county school districts 10 combine—specifically, the committee favored
combining Eureka and Lander Counties into one district, and Esmeralda, Lincoln, and



southern Nye Counties into another school district. These recommendations were not
adopted within law.

D. SCHOOL DISTRICT REALIGNMENT EFFORTS SINCE 1956

Since the changes brought about by the Peabody Report, Nevada has experienced
significant growth in total population and in pupil enrollments. In 1957, the first year of the
reorganization of the school districts, the 17 districts served a total of 43,578 pupils.
Currently, the 17 districts serve 265,041 pupils—a six-fold increase.

Beginning in the 1970s, attention began to focus on the size and boundaries of Nevada's
school districts. The fwo major efforts centered upon:

. Consolidating smaller districts into larger units; and

. Breaking up larger school districts intd smaller divisions.

1. Consolidation Efforts

In 1971, a study was conducted at the request of Governor Mike O’Callaghan to determine,

“Whether or not the State of Nevada is receiving the best possible return on tax moneys

allocated to education . . .” The study goes beyond the Peabody Report recommendations

concerning the consolidation of school districts. The report states:
It is recommended that serious consideration be given by state and local
jurisdictions to the further reorganization of some school districts into even larger
units to further reduce the dispatrities in the ability of school districts to support
quality programs of education without creating insecurities in local school tax
rates.

The recommendation goes on to list “in order of reality (both politically and
geographically)”, combining the following districts:

. Esmeralda and Nye;

. Clark and Lincoln;

. Mineral and Lyon;

. Carson City, Douglas, and Storey; and
. Eureka and Lander.

This proposal would have reduced the number of school districts to 11. The plan did not
find its way into law. The 1971 Legislature, however, did deal with the matter of school
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district consolidation by passing Senate Bill 224 (Chapter 293, Statutes of Nevada 1971),
which deleted all references to joint school districts within the Nevada Revised Statutes.

The 1989 Legislature approved Assembly Bill 752 (Assemblyman Carpenter) authorized
the creation of a general improvement district incorporating the territory of one county and
a portion of another county for the purpose of constructing school facilities. When a
business located in one county had employees who resided in another, the business was
not taxed for the costs of educating or constructing school facilities to house those children.
Elko and Eureka Counties established such a district and collected one quarter's worth of
tax revenue before the measure was defeated by Eureka County voters. The law was
repealed in 1995 (Senate Bill 241).

The last effort at consolidating districts took place during the 1991 Legislature.
Assembly Bill 527 (Assemblyman Carpenter) and Senate Bill 595 (Senator Rhoads) would
have created an Elko-Eureka District to Finance the Construction of Schools. The
measure was requested to help finance the construction of new schools and to address
a population boom resulting from expanding mining activities within Eureka County. Most
of the mine workers (and their school-aged children) resided within Elko County, whereas
the tax revenue from the mines was paid to the Eureka County School District. The
combined district would have provided solely for the construction of new facilities,
remodeling and expansion of existing facilities, for the furnishing of such buildings, and for
building site acquisition within the joint district. Neither bill was enacted into law.

2. Deconsolidation Efforts

Beginning about 1975, a measure of sentiment existed for some of the state’s larger school
districts to be broken up into smaller districts to obtain a better quality of education for the
children served by those districts. Advocates of this position believe that the quality of
education would improve through the creation of smaller-sized school districts that would
result in more community involvement and control. In addition, advocates noted that
smaller districts would be easier to administer.

During the 1977 Session, the Assembly Committee on Education reviewed the concept of
deconsolidation for Clark County School District, but no legislation emerged dealing with
this topic. Subsequently, however, Assembly Concurrent Resolution 23, introduced during
the 1979 Session, would have directed a legislative study of the practicality of creating
smaller school districts in counties with more than 75,000 pupils. The measure was not
adopted.

In 1993, two Assembly measures were introduced relating to deconsolidation. The first,
Assembly Concurrent Resolution 57 directed the Legislative Commission to
conduct a study of the desirability and feasibility of amending the requirement that the
boundaries of county school districts be coterminous with the county boundaries.
Assembly Concurrent Resolution 74, on the other hand, would have required a study to
determine the feasibility of creating an additional school district in southern Nevada for the
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Boulder City, Henderson, Laughlin, and Searchlight areas. Neither resolution was
adopted.

Finally, the 1995 Legislature considered four measures dealing with school district
boundaries:

. Assembly Bill 332—(Assemblyman Ernaut) created, among other county entities,
the Ponderosa County School District within the Incline Village area of Washoe
County. The measure was not enacted.

. Assembly Bill 664—(Assemblyman Harrington) required the division of school
districts that enroll more than 50,000 pupils. The districts formed in this manner could
have no fewer than 20,000 or more than 50,000 pupils. This bill did not pass.

. Senate Bill 511—(Senate Committee on Human Resources) provided for the
formation of independent school districts within certain cities. A city’s population
(or the combined population of two contiguous cities) must be in excess of 25,000.
In addition, counties with a population greater than 400,000 residents may not form
such a district, if the number of pupils in the remaining area is less than 5,000. The
bill was not enacted.

. Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 30—directed the Legislative Commission to
conduct an interim study of the feasibility of reconfiguring the structure of Nevada's
school districts. Funding for a consultant to conduct this study was contained within
Assembly Bill 224. Both of these measures passed.

IV. MAJOR FINDINGS REPORTED BY CONSULTANT—
MANAGEMENT ANALYSIS & PLANNING ASSOCIATES

When the subcommittee’s authorizing legislation (S.C.R. 30) was first introduced, the
original focus of the study was to be the Clark County School District. Amendments were
adopted later, however, which increased the scope of the study to include all Nevada
school districts. The S.C.R. 30 legislative subcommittee’s purpose was to review boundary
issues involved with school districts statewide and ensure that the impact of proposals to
realign district boundaries, if any, were analyzed appropriately. As noted in S.C.R. 30
itself, the goal of any proposed change was to make the districts themselves more effective
and to increase district administrator responsiveness to parents, students, and teachers.

To this end, the consultant—Management Analysis & Planning (MAP) Associates, of
Berkeley, California—was retained to collect, analyze, and report information relating to
school district boundary issues. The consultant proceeded in three basic phases: data
collection; analysis and formulation of alternatives; and the evaluation of alternatives and
presentation of findings. The consultant’s analysis and findings were submitted in a series
of reports presented at the legislative subcommittee’s meetings.
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A. ROLE OF THE CONSULTANT

The chairman and members of the S.C.R. 30 subcommittee directed the consulting firm,
MAP Associates, to visit each school district in the state during its initial investigative
phase to identify issues that would need to be addressed when the legislative
subcommittee and the full Legislature consider modifications to the present structure.

The consultant was hired primarily for its technical expertise in generating the data
needed to consider alternative configurations, such as an area’s assessed valuation,
bonded indebtedness, socioeconomic status of residents, and so on. Although the site
visits to each school district were the most publicly visible part of their work, the detailed
“number crunching” and the technical reports needed by the subcommittee for
consideration of alternative configurations represented critical components of the project.

The data collection phase was completed and a report summarizing the interviews and
public meetings conducted with educators, parents, and others in each school district
throughout the state was prepared and is summarized within the final MAP Report. The
consultant also completed the second phase of the project—evaluating the data and
drafting alternative configurations for use in generating demographic and other data
needed to complete an additional report to the subcommittee. This document was
presented to the subcommittee on June 11, 1996, and contained information concerning
differences in educational resources and outcomes among the existing districts, projected
revenue and expenditures for existing school districts, and significant financial allocation
patterns. The document also identified alternative statewide district configurations and
presented in-depth analyses of proposed configurations.

At its July 16 meeting, the subcommittee members received additional analysis
concerning the alternative configurations for Clark County, further fiscal information for
other alternatives, and additional detail concerning site-based management. The
subcommittee voted to accept the consultant draft report, with some minor
changes. The corrected copy of the consultant’s final report (the final MAP Report) was
presented at the final meeting and work session of the subcommittee in Carson City on
August 29, 1996.

B. SUMMARY OF CONSULTANT’S OBSERVATIONS AND ALTERNATIVES

The MAP consultants provided the subcommittee with information concerning the status
of Nevada’s school districts with regard to boundary issues. In conducting its survey, the
consultant team made notes of certain observations relating to the issues associated with
realignment. In addition, MAP described technical considerations that would need to be
addressed in a efforts to redraw school district lines, along with criteria to be used to
assess any such changes. Further, the consultants provided specific data and
alternatives particular to each school district.
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1. Observations

In the Executive Summary of the final report, the Management Analysis & Planning
Associates team recorded the following observations concerning Nevada’s public school
system:

. Geographic and Demographic Challenges—Nevada’s extremes of population

sparsity, density, and rate of growth present intense challenges to any change in
existing school district boundaries.

«  The Nevada Plan—Nevada’s current arrangements for generating and distributing
school operating revenues (the “Nevada Plan”) are among the most effective in the
nation, and act in concert with existing school district boundary arrangements to
create conditions of remarkable interdistrict resource equality. The consultant
proposes that, in the event school district boundary changes are made, the
equalization features of its school finance formula be preserved by collecting sales
tax and property tax revenues county-wide and distributing them back to districts on
a per-pupil basis.

. State Financing for School Construction—Nevada’s mechanisms for generating
and distributing revenues for school facilities construction are particularly
problematic. The funding of school construction contributes to troublesome
inequalities that may provide fodder for potentially successful legal challenges.
One option the state could adopt for addressing this concern is full state assumption
of capital funding, which could cost as much as $275 million per year. Another,
perhaps more attractive, option would be a stateflocal partnership in which the
local districts’ contribution would be equalized in a manner similar to the way the
Nevada Plan equalizes operating revenues. Additional information concerning this
issue may be found within Chapter 3 of the final Map Report (see Appendix B),
pages 103 through 116 of this bulletin.

. Charter Schools—Charter schools offer a mechanism whereby schools can
achieve autonomy from state or district control to innovate and be more responsive
to local needs and aspirations. To realize the full promise of charter schools it is
necessary to maximize their autonomy. Additional information concerning charter
schools may be found within Chapter 5 of the final MAP Report (see Appendix B),
pages 127 through 139 of this bulletin.

. Role for Education Technology—Nevada, in general, and remote and sparsely
settled rural areas, in particular, could benefit substantially from expanded state
leadership in the acquisition and use of instructional technology. Additional
information concerning education technology may be found in the final MAP Report
(see Appendix B), pages 301 through 342 of this bulletin.
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. School Size Concerns—Nevada and especially Clark County have given
insufficient consideration to the consequences of school enroliment size. The
weight of empirical research evidence suggests that schools of a medium size;
(300 to 400 pupils for elementary schools and 600 to 900 pupils for secondary
schools) are the most effective in facilitating student academic achievement and
extracurricular participation. School size appears to be of particular consequence
for students from low-income households. Such pupils do better in the small-school
environment.

. Alternate Methods of Seeking Boundary Changes—Under current state law,
school district boundary changes can be made only by action of the Legislature and
approval of the Governor. Precedent and procedures exist in other states whereby
local citizens can initiate boundary changes. The final MAP Report outlines
procedures for consideration that facilitate local initiative while retaining adequate
safeguards to ensure faimess. Even if such procedures were adopted, the
Legislature would retain its constitutional authority to establish and change schooi
district boundaries.

2. Appraisal Criteria

The MAP consultants identified five major criteria for appraising proposed changes in
school district boundaries. These criteria include:

= Educational Effectiveness—The relationship between organizational
size and ability to provide appropriate curriculum choices and special
education support.

= Racial and Ethnic Composition—The goal of promoting an integrated
public school setting in which all students have equal access to an
excellent education.

= Organizational Scale—The questions of optimum organization and
size in terms of operating costs.

= Governmental Responsiveness and Community of Interest—The
drawing of boundaries that encourage identification, commitment, and
participation in local school governance.

= Financing and Facilities—The impact of redistricting on stable
funding of the operation and construction of schools.
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Additional detail concerning these criteria may be found in the final MAP Report (see
Appendix B), beginning at page 69 of this bulletin. The consultant applied these criteria
to the evaluation of potential school district boundary realignments described in the next
section of this bulletin.

3.

Additional Technical Issues

The MAP consultants described a number of considerations that are likely to arise should
changes be made to school district boundaries. These considerations include such
topics as:

O

Employee Assignment—How employees are assigned when districts split, how
tenure may affect assignment; the treatment of the old district’'s central office
employees, selections of new school boards and superintendents.

Salaries, Benefits, and Employee Rights—How a district consolidation or split
would affect existing salary schedules; employment rights; accrued sick leave and
retirement credit; and health care benefits, among other important topics.

Layoffs—A mechanism would be needed to specify procedures in districts that
combine when fewer teachers or administrators are needed.

Governing Boards—The process for selecting governing boards to begin planning
for the new district would need to be specified.

Operating Revenue—The effect of the change upon the Nevada Plan would need
to be examined. Although the Nevada Plan provides for adequate district operating
funds through its equalization formula, a change in district boundaries, under current
law, could affect the amount the state is obligated to pay to a proposed district.

Bonded Indebtedness—The distribution of bonded indebtedness following the
consolidation two districts or subdivision of a district is important to both the
taxpayer and the district administration. How this is to be done needs to be spelled
out, mechanisms for mediating differences should be established; the disposition
of unsold bonds should be specified; and the “hold harmless” principle needs to be
in place.

Division of Property—Division of assets must be addressed in any reorganization

process. Such agreements and the mechanism for resolving disputes should be in
place prior to any realignment.

Transition—Statutory language should be adopted to cover the items previously
listed, with a transition period specified in the law. A planning process and

16



a method of resolving disputes also should be specified. In addition, a new district
should provide satisfactory evidence that they are ready to begin operating.

Additional information with regard to these considerations may be located in Chapter 4
of the final MAP Report (see Appendix B), beginning at page 117 of this bulletin.

4. Specific School District Boundary Considerations

In Chapter 6, the final Map Report outlines a series of considerations relating to boundary
issues involving Nevada school districts. It should be noted that these boundary changes
were not proposed by the consultant, but were part of comments elicited from interviews
with school district employees, county residents, and state education leaders. Due to its
size and complexity, the consuitants reviewed Clark County separately from the other
districts.

Clark County

A number of recommendations that apply to expanding school district responsiveness
may be applied statewide and need not apply solely to the Clark County School District.

While acknowledging the district's many strengths, the consultant makes note of
criticisms about the size of schools and the school district itself being too large. Some
critics also charge that the district is bureaucratically inefficient and governmentally
unresponsive. Four possible alternatives are described to address these concerns:

O  Enhance Site-Based Management—Educators and parents at local schools would
have a greater say over how resources are deployed at that school site. Other
program components include: provisions for passing a substantial portion of
revenues to the school, school-level accounting; enhanced school performance
reports; improved state assessment; value-added testing; parental choice regarding
which school children attend; school-based purchasing power; improved
parental access to information; assistance to low-performing schools; and
interventions/sanctions for persistently low-performing schools.

D Increase Number of School District Trustees—Expand the number of trustees
from the existing seven, to nine, eleven, or possibly thirteen members. The newly
created positions could be elected “at-large” providing for members representing
specific regions as well as those responsive to the county as a whole.

O  Charter Schools—Clark County or the state could grant charters of authority to
individual schools. Such charters could range in the degree of authority delegated
to individual schools. The intent of such a program would be to permit those in an
individual school community to assume greater discretion over the operation of an
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individual school. Additional information concerning charter schools may be found

within Chapter 5 of the final Map Report (see Appendix B), pages 127 through 138
of this bulletin.

Alternative Boundary Configurations—Various alternative district boundary
configurations were attempted by the consultant. As reported to the subcommittee,
it was not possible to form school districts of optimum enroliment size while
equalizing financing (property and sales taxes), without also creating districts with
sizable minority populations. Conversely, when boundaries were drawn to avoid
creating majority minority districts, great disparities in relative wealth were created
within the proposed districts. The conclusion drawn by the consuitant was that,
without some mechanism to equalize school district wealth for school construction
purposes, any proposed change to district boundaries would result in similar
demographic or fiscal inequities. Additionally, the current method of collecting and
distributing per-pupil funding under the Nevada Plan would need to continue at the
county level. Technical solutions to the problems associated with boundary
changes are further complicated by the continuing pattern of explosive growth
experienced within the urban areas of the county, along with the related decision
to buiid large schools to accommodate the growth. The consultants suggest that
the district implement alternative approaches designed to increase responsiveness,
or that one or two smaller districts first be attempted.

Additional detail concerning the Clark County School District options may be found in the
final MAP Report (see Appendix B), beginning at page 151 in this bulletin.

All Other Districts

Specific observations concerning the remaining school districts are as follow:

O

Carson City/Douglas County School Districts—A joint venture of the two school
districts might allow for the construction of a new high school near the common
border of the two counties.

Douglas County School District—A proposed new district in the Zephyr Cove area
of Lake Tahoe fares well under most criteria. Such a change, however, would
require significant additional state funding and create great disparities in capital
outlay capability. To mitigate this situation, sales and property taxes would need to
continue to be collected county-wide and distributed on an equitable per-pupil basis.
In addition, statewide equalization of capital funding would eliminate probiems with
capacity for capital outlay. A “Lake” school district, which would combine the
Lake Tahoe portions of Douglas and Washoe Counties would face similar
difficulties.
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Elko/Eureka County School Districts—Merging Elko and Eureka Counties’ school
districts would provide an estimated $2.4 million savings to the state school fund.
Alternatively, the Legislature could revisit a proposal to create a special tax
assessment district, dedicating a portion of Eureka’s mining revenues to Elko to
help offset the cost of constructing schools made necessary by the children of
employees of mines located in Eureka County.

Esmeralda/Nye County School Districts—Merging the small and declining schooi
population of the Esmeralda school district with northern Nye County offers several
potential benefits and is revenue neutral for the state. Such a change could,
however, result in the loss of community cohesiveness.

Pershing/Humboldt County School Districts—Parents of the 184 students in the
Grass Valley area of Pershing County attending schools in Humboldt County are
unrepresented in the governance of the school district. Formalizing the existing
situation by assigning the Grass Valley area to Humboldt County School District
would have little or no impact on financing or the other evaluative criteria.

Nye County District Deconsolidation—There may be some advantages in dividing
the existing district into northern and southem districts. District residents appear to
support two districts, with Tonopah forming the headquarters for the northern
portion and Pahrump forming the southern district. Losses to Tonopah in assessed
valuation from the region around Pahrump would possibly be offset by the reduction
in future debt incurred to fund expected growth in the Pahrump area.

Nye/Eureka County School Districts—A current interdistrict agreement allows
students from Duckwater in northeast Nye County to attend school in Eureka. Due
to the small number of students, benefits are marginal and may not justify the stress
of reorganization.

Storey/Lyon and Storey/Washoe County School Districts—Students from the
Mark Twain and Lockwood areas of Storey County are bussed through other school
districts to attend school in Virginia City. Merging the Mark Twain area with
Lyon County and/or the Lockwood area with Washoe County would have a mixed
impact using the appraisal criteria listed previously. The loss of these students,
however, would reduce the number of students remaining in Storey County to a
level that might jeopardize the viability of that district.

Washoe County Deconsolidation/Incline Village—The proposal to separate the
Incline Village area from the Washoe County School District areas fared well with
most of the appraisal criteria, excepting the financial. As with the case of
Douglas County and its Zephyr Cove area, such a change would require significant
additional state funding and create great disparities in capital outlay capability.
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To mitigate this situation, MAP suggests that sales and property taxes would need
to continue to be collected county-wide and distributed on an equitable per-pupil
basis. In addition, the consultant proposes that statewide equalization of capital
funding would eliminate problems with capacity for capital outlay. A “Lake” school
district, which would combine the Lake Tahoe portions of Douglas and Washoe
Counties would face similar difficulties.

Additional detail concerning these districts may be located in the final MAP Report,
pages 139 through 276 of this bulletin.

V. ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Members of the subcommittee reviewed all the alternatives and findings presented by the
consultant in its final report, along with additional suggestions by subcommittee members
and other interested parties.

The subcommittee considered recommendations concerning education technology;
interdistrict cooperation; realignment of school district boundaries; and school
construction. The members also reviewed recommendations involving governance
structures, such as charter schools; advisory councils, and site-based management.

A. REALIGNING SCHOOL DISTRICT BOUNDARIES

As noted in Section Il of this report, there have been a number of legislative and
executive branch efforts over the years with regard to school boundaries. These efforts
include proposals to consolidate smaller districts into larger units and breaking up larger
school districts into smaller divisions.

Background

The last effort to consolidate school districts took place during the 1991 Legislature.
Assembly Bill 527 (Assemblyman Carpenter) and Senate Bill 595 (Senator Rhoads)
wouid have created an Elko-Eureka District to Finance the Construction of Schools. The
measure was requested to help finance the construction of new schools and to address
a population boom resulting from expanding mining activities within Eureka County. Most
of the mine workers (and their school-aged children) resided within Elko County, whereas
the tax revenue from the mines was paid to the Eureka County School District. The
combined district would have provided solely for building site acquisition within the joint
district, the construction of new facilities, the remodeling and expansion of existing
facilities, and for furnishing such buildings. Neither bill was enacted into law.
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Both the 1977 Legislature and the 1979 Legislature reviewed measures relating to
deconsolidating the larger urban school districts. More recently, during the
1993 Legislative Session, two Assembly measures relating to deconsolidation were
considered: A.C.R. 57, which directed the Legislative Commission to conduct a study
of the desirability and feasibility of amending the requirement that the boundaries of
county school districts be coterminous with the county boundaries; and A.C.R. 74, which
would have required a study to determine the feasibility of creating an additional school
district in southern Nevada for the Boulder City, Henderson, Laughlin, and Searchlight
areas. Neither resolution was adopted.

Finally, the 1995 Legislature considered four measures dealing with school district
boundaries:

*  Assembly Bill 332—(Assemblyman Ernaut) created, among other county entities,
the Ponderosa County School District within the Incline Village area of
Washoe County. The measure was not enacted.

. Assembly Bill 664—(Assemblyman Harrington) required the division of school
districts that enroll more than 50,000 pupils. The districts formed in this manner
could have no fewer than 20,000 or more than 50,000 pupils. This bill did not pass.

. Senate Bill 511—(Senate Committee on Human Resources) provided for the
formation of independent school districts within certain cities. A city’s population (or
the combined population of two contiguous cities) must have a population in excess
of 25,000. In addition, counties with a population greater than 400,000 residents
may not form such a district, if the number of pupils in the remaining area is less
than 5,000. The bill was not enacted.

. Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 30—directed the Legislative Commission to
conduct an interim study of the feasibility of reconfiguring the structure of Nevada’s
school districts. Funding for a consultant to conduct this study was contained within
A.B. 224. Both of these measures passed.

Issues and Recommendations

Although some groups and individuals are calling for redrawing school district
boundaries, the complexities of any such change are significant. Under current law,
school district boundaries may only be changed through direct legislative action to revise
state statutes. The Legislature is faced with balancing the fiscal and policy interests of
the state, local government, and citizens concerned with these issues.
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Policy Issues with Statewide or Legislative Implications

According to the testimony of the consultant and other interested parties, a number of
issues are directly connected with attempts to redraw school district boundary lines.
Key policy issues with statewide implications include the:

. Ability of the reconfigured districts to accumulate and manage sufficient debt to
finance potential construction projects;

. Effect of realignment upon the demographic makeup of the new districts; and

. Cost to the state of any realignment proposal.

Should problems arise with any of these topics, the state could possibly become involved
in litigation or financial “bailouts”.

Approaches to Realignment of School District Boundaries

The MAP consuitants presented the subcommittee with two possible approaches, and
various options within those approaches, for realigning school district boundaries in
Nevada. A full description of these options may be found within Chapter 2 of the final
MAP Report. In brief, these options include:

O  Legislature Decides—Retain the existing system that allows only the Legislature
to determine boundary changes by specifying those boundaries within statute—
options included actually specifying district boundaries, based upon MAP’s analysis;
or requiring that school districts of a certain size divide into two or more districts.

O  Other Parties Decide—Establish a set of parameters or mechanisms within which
other entities could make decisions about boundaries. Alternatives within this
approach include: shifting such decisions to the State Board of Education:
establishing a mechanism allowing school districts to petition for boundary changes:
providing a procedure that allows cities to petition for boundary changes; or
providing a petition process for citizens to initiate such changes, all subject to
review by a statewide policy-making body.

It is the consensus of the subcommittee that a mechanism should be included within the
Nevada Revised Statutes to allow the citizens of a community of interest to propose the
formation of a new school district. Additionally, the members of the subcommittee agree
that school district boards of trustees also should have the authority to initiate such a
change.
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Due to the technical nature of the issues involved with such a realignment, the
subcommittee supports a process in which all technical considerations raised by the
consultant are reviewed by the State Board of Education, the Office of Attorney General,
and the Legislature itself prior to any formal action on the proposal. Further, the
members of the subcommittee acknowledge that any realignment affects all the residents
of the existing district, not just those living within the proposed new district. The
subcommittee, therefore, endorses the principal that all the registered voters of an
existing district should be provided the opportunity to vote upon a proposed change. The
subcommittee, therefore, recommends that the 69th Session of the Nevada Legislature:

Provide, within statute, a process for the realignment of school districts. The
process may be initiated by a majority of school board of trustees, or by
petition of at least one-third of the qualified electors within the boundaries of
the proposed school district. Petitions must inciude provisions that briefly
describe the process of redistricting, including the: assignment of teachers;
impact upon the Nevada Plan for School Finance; financing of schools under
the proposed redistricting plan; preservation of existing bonded
indebtedness; effect on racial composition; and division of property. Upon
qualification of the petition, a proposed redistricting plan must be submitted
for review and recommendation to the State Board of Education (Board) in
consultation with the Attorney General. Following this review, the Board will
forward its recommendations to the Legislature for its review and approval.
The review by the Board and the Legislature will include specific criteria to
ensure that the proposed district changes will continue to provide a general
and uniform system of education throughout the state (including adequate
financing for each school district and racial balance), to avoid extreme
disparities in the education which is offered among school districts. No
boundary may be approved that creates a wealthy district that fall outside of
the Nevada Plan for School Finance or racial or ethnic imbalances. Following
approval by the Legislature, the plan will be submitted for final approval to the
voters of the county or counties affected for consideration at the next General
Election. (BDR 243)
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B. INTERDISTRICT COOPERATION

Many districts, including some within Nevada, make use of various formal and informal
associations with other districts to address resource shortages. Such arrangements can
provide needed service while preserving communities of interest.

Background

The final MAP Report (see Appendix B), at page 82 in this bulletin, states that:

Rural Nevada has exireme needs for special services also, particularly high-level
academic instruction in advanced subjects to secondary students, and remedial and
specially tailored instruction for low-achieving or disabled students.

This issue is one that many states have faced in the past and will continue to come to
grips with in the future. Typically, states have utilized technological solutions, such as
distance learning, or have centralized the necessary resources by placing a state’s
department of education in a consulting and technical assistance role. Additionally,
states such as Nevada have experienced the development of coalitions of small districts
that join together to form a consortium, or a joint venture agency, that contracts with
entities such as local community colleges to provide specialized services to member
districts. These shared arrangements can be very informal or they can be part of a
structured agreement among patrticipating districts.

Issues and Recommendations

According to MAP, rural Nevada has “extreme needs” specialized services. These
education resources include:

0O  Specialists such as psychologists, speech therapists, and curriculum experts;

O Remedial and special education instruction for low-achieving or disabled
students;

O  Specialized programs and services for gifted and talented students:

o High-level academic instruction in advanced subjects for secondary students;
and

0O Vocational technical courses for student planning to work immediately upon
graduation from high school.
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The cost of providing such resources is often too much for any one small district. As in
other states, some Nevada school districts, through formal or informal arrangements,
pool funds to purchase and share these resources on an equitable basis.

Additionally, NRS 387.531 to 387.591 provides for the coordination of capital construction
projects among bordering school districts. The existing law provides a mechanism for
adjoining districts to issue jointly, general obligation bonds to build shared facilities. The
law also provides for the joint operation and maintenance of such facilities. Planning and
building such shared facilities may provide an alternative to transporting pupils across
long distances.

Finally, Nevada’s school districts have numerous joint agreements allowing pupils to
attend school in adjoining districts. Such agreements are governed by NRS 392.010,
which provides for: the admission of a pupil from an adjoining state or district: payment
of tuition for such pupils; and an agreement for payment of tuition, transportation, and
other costs. In addition, NRS 392.015 provides for the admission of pupils from an Indian
reservation to the school nearest the pupil's residence and the reimbursement for
additional transportation costs. It appears that these statutory provisions are used
primarily in Nevada'’s rural school districts. Many of the rural county boundary issues
discovered by MAP (and reviewed by the subcommittee) relate to students attending
school in adjoining districts where parents of these children are not able to vote for
representatives of that district's board of trustees. However, since such agreements
typically affect a small number of pupils, the subcommittee expressed its support for such
arrangements as one alternative to the periodic realignment of district boundaries.

The subcommittee agrees to the formal recognition and encouragement of this network
of agreements. The subcommittee also encourages districts to review existing statutory
authority allowing school districts to enter into cooperative school construction programs.
The subcommittee, therefore, recommends that the 69th Session of the Nevada
Legislature:

Adopt a resolution urging school districts to continue the establishment of
cooperative agreements pursuant to Chapter 277 of NRS for sharing staff and
resources, especially in rural areas. Additionally, regional consortia or other
alliances for sharing specialized services should be encouraged and
formalized, particularly for special education services, pupil counseling, and
other fields with a shortage of staff professionals. Greater coordination of
capital construction projects among bordering districts pursuant to
NRS 387.531 to 387.591, inclusive, also is encouraged, especially in areas
where population clusters make such cooperation feasible. Finally, continued
agreements for student attendance at an adjoining district pursuant to
NRS 392.010 is supported, when such agreements are in the best interests of
the children and the respective communities. (BDR 244)
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C. EDUCATION TECHNOLOGY

During the course of its statewide survey of Nevada's school districts, the MAP team
encountered a number of districts with problems accessing services for both pupils and
educators due to geographic isolation. The subcommittee directed the consultant to
review this matter in its final report and suggest alternatives. A detailed description of
issues and considerations associated with education technology may be found in the final
MAP Report at pages 301 to 342 of this bulletin. In addition, certain issues were raised
by the consultant concerning the manner in which technology is financed, especially with
regard to the use of general obligation bonds to fund computer equipment purchases.

1. Statewide Technology Plan for Education

According to a recent report by the RAND Corporation, the same qualities of computing
and telecommunications equipment and service that has made it possible to restructure
the American workplace also will enable the restructuring and reengineering of the public
schools. Technology allows students or teachers to perform traditional tasks with a
speed and quality not easily attainable in the past. It allows students and teachers to
work both individually and collaboratively. Connected to the nation's information
infrastructure, it provides access to fellow teachers and students as well as a vast store
of information that is increasingly available on-line. Technology makes possible massive
shifts in the ways that students, teachers, and administrators use their time and it will
allow for new and better forms of accountability to parents and the community.

Background

Since the mid-1980s the states have been leading the school reform movement, and
many education technology initiatives were originated at the state level. Arkansas,
California, Georgia, ldaho, lllinois, lowa, Kentucky, New Mexico, Ohio, Tennessee,
Wisconsin, Texas, Utah, and Virginia are among states taking a serious approach to
planning for technology. California is already teaching science to many of its middle
school students using multimedia systems. In Texas, teachers can get unlimited access
to the Internet and the World Wide Web and to local educational networks through the
Texas Educational Network. In addition, several other states view technology as a
means to attaih equal-access goals and implement education reforms, and are finding
innovative ways to fund and implement educational technology.

The spread of technology to the schools, however, has not been uniform, and the quality
of the technology itself has been uneven. The National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES) released the 1995 Survey of Advanced Telecommunications in U.S. Public
Schools, K-12. That report describes the status of advanced telecommunications in
public elementary and secondary schools in 1995. While most schools surveyed
reported having sufficient computers, printers, televisions, and other equipment, the
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majority were unable to access major telecommunications information links. Findings
show that:

. Fifty percent of the nation’s public schools now have access to the Internet and the
World Wide Web. This percentage is up from 35 percent just one year ago.

. Only 31 percent of schools with large proportions of students from poor families
(71 percent or higher eligibility for free or reduced-price lunches) have access to the
Internet and the World Wide Web, compared to 62 percent of schools with relatively
few students from poor families (less than 11 percent eligibility).

. Access is also related to school enrollment size, from 39 percent for schools with
fewer than 300 students to 69 percent for schools with 1,000 or more students.

. Secondary schools are more likely than elementary schools to be linked to the
Internet and the World Wide Web, 65 percent to 46 percent, respectively.

The report cited a lack of sufficient electrical power; an absence of phone lines and
modems; and an insufficient number of computers and concluded that these differences
in technological capabilities could further increase inequalities among schools.

While local schools and districts may have the most important long-term roles, state
systems have accepted and continue to play important roles. As noted in a recent report
by the RAND Corporation, it is unlikely that technologically restructured schools can be
created without states and localities aggregating resources and making them available
for the effort. Several states have played important roles in seeing that schools are
connected to useful information infrastructures. Some have encouraged their public
utility commissions to see that all schools can have access to the national information
infrastructure at a reasonable cost.

With regard to financing, many states and larger school districts are reviewing the use
of investment funds to support the initial development of technology-rich schools.
Further, the RAND report recommends that continued funding for operations,
maintenance, and replacement be built into the individual school's budget. These
schools also should be expected to use their staff development resources to support the
improvement of teaching skills appropriate to technology-rich learning environments.

Issues and Recommendations

The consultant reported that there are rural portions of Nevada that are remarkably
remote, where population density is among the lowest in the nation. Further, MAP noted
that a few urban schools have made a substantial commitment to integrating technology
into their curriculum. Most schools, however, especially those in isolated rural areas,
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have had little opportunity to acquire this technology. The MAP team members
expressed surprise at the lack of technology in use in Nevada’s rural schools and noted
that the application of such technology holds great promise as a cost-effective way of
addressing problems for districts in isolated areas with small numbers of pupils. Issues
of equity arise when technology is mentioned as a solution to some of these problems,
due to the relative expense of the equipment and the difficulties involved in establishing
efficient telecommunications links in remote areas. The consultant also highlights the
role of the University and Community College System of Nevada in this matter, and
suggests an expansion of the existing NevadaNet system. The team also emphasizes
using the existing expertise of urban school districts in utilizing this technology. They
conclude that installing advanced technologies in rural communities will enhance
productivity, improve education, and preserve community cohesiveness.

Recently, the Milken Institute conducted a survey of technology in Nevada’s public
schools. Key findings include:

. Sixty-three percent of K-12 teachers have no access to the Internet or the World
Wide Web at their school;

. Only 31 percent of schools have cable television wiring to each classroom or to the
school library.

. Fifty-nine percent of K-12 classrooms have at least one computer, although
71 percent these are schools with students with high socioeconomic status—only
27 of those schools with low socioeconomic status are so equipped,;

. Fifty-seven percent of the computers in Nevada’s schools are high-performance
units (either 386s or Mac lIsi or better);

. Of those schools responding, 59 percent gave a high ranking to the importance of
performance-based competency in computer and instructional technology when
hiring new teachers.

. In Nevada, school technology is paid for primarily from public funds (85 percent),
although private contributions form a significant source (10 percent)--when broken
out further by income level, however, 93 percent of low income schools that have
technology utilized public funds compared with 82 percent of the high-income
schools.

Because of the access and cost issues, many states are developing statewide plans to
bring schools up to date. Most of these states report their technology goals as a means
of reaching equal access and implementing education reform. The scope of state
technology plans varies somewhat. Some provide a set of goals to be achieved: others,
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like lowa, have incorporated school needs into a comprehensive plan for statewide
technology infrastructure.

The lowa Communications Network (ICN), is a statewide, state-owned, fiber optics
network responsible for the transmission of high quality, full-motion, two-way, interactive
video transmissions, data transport, and long distance voice communications. Schools,
hospitals, and other state and local government entities use the system as a tool for
distance learning, telemedicine, and telejustice video teleconferencing. The system’s
primary goal is to ensure that educational users (and the use, design, and
implementation for educational applications) be given the highest priority for use of the
network. The members of the subcommittee favor this type of comprehensive approach
and endorse a statewide planning effort.

Although the Milken survey provided some information concerning school district capacity
to implement technology, detailed technical information needs to be collected at the
school building level. Such information should include details concerning school
electrical and structural systems to determine financial priorities to install the needed
technology and to ensure sufficient electrical and network capacity for a statewide plan.

The subcommittee endorses the use of this statewide planning process to provide
distance education opportunities for teachers to allow them the opportunity to meet
continuing education requirements, especially teachers in remote areas of Nevada.
The members also agree that the technology should provide for innovative teaching
practices and learning opportunities for students, and that teachers should receive
training on the best applications of technology within the classroom.

The subcommittee, therefore, recommends that the 69th Session of the Nevada
Legislature:

Authorize the establishment of an Education Technology Commission for the
purpose of drafting a statewide plan for using technology in education. The
commission shall consist of representatives from Nevada school districts and
the University and Community College System of Nevada (UCCSN).
Appropriate $250,000 to the UCCSN to carry out its duties in establishing a
ptan. Such a plan may be part of a broader policy for technology
infrastructure, as exemplified by the lowa Communications Network (ICN).
The ICN is a statewide, state-owned, fiber optic communications and
transmission network responsible for high quality, full-motion, two-way,
interactive data, video, and long distance voice services.

Require that the plan address Internet and the World Wide Web access within
the public school system; remote, cross-age peer tutoring; distance learning
for pupils in rural or under served areas; and the use and expansion of
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existing distance learning networks sponsored by school districts. The plan
also must address continuing education opportunities for teachers; college
credit for staff development; and the exchange of ideas and promising school
practices. The plan shall be submitted to the State Department of Education
and the Nevada Legislature as a master plan for the distribution of any federal
or state grants or appropriations made for education technology. Require the
Department to enter into a cooperative agreement with the UCCSN to
implement this plan and to report the status of the statewide plan to the
1999 Legislature. The report shall include an assessment of the ability of
existing organizations to respond to teacher’s needs in implementing
classroom technology and requirements for related technology training.

Additionally, amend NRS 385.347 (regarding school accountability reports) to
include a school by school report concerning the availability and application
of education technology. Also require that school districts conduct a survey
of their electrical and structural systems to determine financial priorities to
develop technology and to ensure sufficient electrical and network capacity
to achieve the goals listed in the Statewide Technology Use Plan for
Education. (BDR 247)

2. Financing Education Technology

Funding for education technology is a major obstacle for most states. In addition to
“up front” initial purchases of hardware and software, such technology carries continuing
costs for upgrading and maintaining equipment and software, along with associated
training costs.

Background

In 1994, the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) reported that funding was
the biggest potential barrier to school access and use of technology. In most states,
schools and school districts have made use of local grants and equipment donations to
fund technology, with no coordinated pian for maintenance, upgrades, or training.

A 1996 report by the RAND Corporation (Fostering the Use of Educational Technology:
Elements of a National Strategy, Thomas K. Glennan and Arthur Melmed, 1996 [HTML]),
estimated the per-pupil cost for advanced technology at between $180 to $450 per
student, based upon 1994 dollars. Assuming a national average current expenditure of
$5,600 per student, this range represents about 3 to 7 percent of the current
expenditures for educating a student, compared with the RAND estimate of existing
technology expenditures of 1.3 percent of current expenditures. The report goes on to
note that the primary factor affecting total annualized student cost is equipment,
especially computer hardware density—the student-to-computer ratio. Except at the low
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end of per-pupil cost, where certain fixed costs play an important role, total cost is
decisively affected by this factor. The authors of the RAND study conclude:

If technology is to become a regular and integral component of elementary
and secondary education, its costs must come to be seen as a regular cost
of doing business. If a program is treated as an add-on, as is the case
when it is supported by external, categorical grants, experience has shown
that it is unlikely to become deeply incorporated in a school and to survive
the withdrawal of the grant. A nation of technology-rich schools cannot be
built with special-purpose, categorical funding.

This is not to say that such funding is not an appropriate way to begin. The
experiences of Kentucky, Ohio, Texas, and North Carolina, to mention but
a few states, are testimony to the importance of the kick start leading to
more technology-rich schools provided by special appropriations for
technology.

Many other states also have taken decisive steps to fund education technology.
Delaware plans to spend $30 million over two years to electronically link 7,000 schools.
Georgia acted in 1995 to provide $15,000 for each school for classroom computers and
technology.

Issues and Recommendations

The subcommittee reviewed a number of financing options for a statewide education
technology plan. In the past, Nevada has funded education technology through
“one-shot” appropriation measures from the State General Fund. The 1995 Legislature
was particularly active with the following measures enacted: '

. Senate Bill 204 (Chapter 710)-Appropriates $5 million to the UCCSN and
$3 million to the State Department of Education for the purchase of computer

equipment and other services necessary to improve access to educational
programs through the Internet, the World Wide Web, and interactive video and to
develop a statewide system of pupil information. The measure requires the system
and the department to enter into a cooperative agreement to implement this
legislation and to report to the 1997 Legislature the expenditures of these funds and
the status of the network.

. Senate Bill 226 (Chapter 462)—Creates the trust fund for education technology
within the State General Fund. The fund is to be administered by the
Superintendent of Public Instruction, who is authorized to accept gifts and grants
of money from any source for the fund. The State Department of Education is
required to create a program allowing individual public schools to apply for grants
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of money from the trust fund. Schools may use the money to obtain and maintain
computer hardware and software or other educational technology for use in
classrooms. At publication of this report, no moneys had yet been deposited or
appropriated to the trust fund.

The MAP team reviewed two basic alternatives for financing education technology,
including:

* A general appropriation to the existing Trust Fund for Education Technology,
described in NRS 393.163 and 393.165; or

. Establishing a credit enhancement agency to sell state bonds and lend the
revenues to school districts for technology purchases.

Due to the time delay in developing a statewide plan (see previous recommendation), no
specific proposal was made concerning financing. During the interim study period,
however, a number of citizens raised concerns about using school bond revenues to
purchase computer equipment. Under current practices, such equipment is often
obsolete within five years, when the bonds used to fund the purchase might be part of
a 20-year issue. Many have questioned the fiscal and policy implications of paying for
equipment long after its useful life has ceased.

The subcommittee received testimony concerning applicable provisions of state law
concerning medium-terrn obligations (NRS 350.091[3]). Under this statute, if the
maximum term of financing is more than five years, the term may not exceed the
estimated useful life of the asset to be purchased with the bond proceeds. While the
provisions of existing law were judged to be satisfactory, the members consider that it
would be prudent to endorse this approach for purchases of personal computers as being
fiscally sound. The subcommittee, therefore, voted to:

Include a statement in the subcommittee’s final report urging school districts
to make use of short-term financing for the purchase of computer equipment.
Under current practices, such equipment is often replaced within five years,
but the bonds used to fund the purchase might be part of a 20-year issue.
There are provisions within state law governing medium-term obligations
(NRS 350.091[3]) which note that if the maximum term of financing is more
than five years, the term may not exceed the estimated useful life of the asset
to be purchase with the bond proceeds. The subcommittee wishes to
emphasize that in the purchase of personal computers for the classroom,
bonds should not be issued that exceed the useful life of the equipment.
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D. GOVERNANCE

The consultant raised a number of issues with the subcommittee relating directly and
indirectly to the manner in which schools are governed. Topics included charter schools,
site-based management, and advisory councils.

1. Charter Schools

In an attempt to promote innovation and facilitate change in the way schools are run, a
number of state legislatures have created what are known as “charter schools”. Charter
schools often emphasize some particular learning style or subject specialty, such as a
vocational high school or Minnesota's School for the Deaf. In this sense, they are similar
to magnet schools. However, magnet schools are usually tied closely to their school
district's administrative structure; charter schools are granted varying degrees of
governance autonomy.

Background

Charter schools create an alternative form of public schooling. The goal of charter
schools is to lift restraints from public schools so they can pursue innovative teaching
methods that will improve student performance. They are designed to give significant
autonomy to individual schools and, in turn, to hold those schools accountable for results.
A charter is essentially a contract, negotiated between those people starting the school
and the official body authorized to approve the charter. The charter spells out how the
school will be run, what will be taught, how success will be measured, and what students
will achieve. So long as the school meets the terms of its charter, it is free of many of
the rules and regulations that apply to other public schools. These schools generally
receive waivers from most state regulations and so are free to be more innovative. In
exchange for this flexibility, they must be able to demonstrate specific student
achievement. Unlike other schools, if a charter school fails to meet these terms, the
charter can be revoked and the school closed.

A charter proposal is written by a team of individuals interested in establishing a new
school. The parties eligible to start a charter school vary from state to state. Nationaily,
charters have been granted to community groups, parents, teachers, and other
organizations.

State law also determines the entity or entities that can approve a charter. In some
states, it is the state superintendent. In most states, local school boards have the power
to approve or deny charter applications. Some states, such as Michigan, allow
institutions of higher education to approve charters. There is usually a provision in each
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state’s charter school law that provides for an appeals process, should a request for a
charter be denied. Some states allow alternative sponsoring organizations to approve
a charter or provide for an appeais process to different governing bodies. Other states
allow applicants only one chance for approval.

Recent research has revealed significant differences in charter school laws from state
to state. Despite the many differences, these laws are generally divided into two distinct
categories: expansive statutes, which generally encourage the creation of charter
schools; and restrictive measures, which tend to discourage charter school formation.
Many state laws contain a mixture of both expansive and restrictive components

Despite the relatively short history of the charter school movement, a great deal of
legislative activity has already taken place. As of October 1996, 25 states and the
District of Columbia had written formal charter school laws. In all, about 40 state
legislatures have expressed interest in the charter school idea. The following table
depicts the growth of legislative involvement in the charter school movement since 1991.

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 ‘ 1996
Minnesota California Colorado Arizona Alaska Connecticut
Georgia Hawaii Arkansas District of
Massachusetts Kansas Delaware Columbia
New Mexico Michigan Louisiana Illinois
Wisconsin New Hampshire Florida
New Jersey North Carolina
Rhode Island South Carolina
Texas
Wyoming

Source: Information Clearinghouse, Education Commission of the States, Denver, Colorada.

Issues and Recommendations

The subcommittee reviewed reports and testimony from the MAP consultants on the
option of establishing charter schools to improve school-based organization and
accountability. In the final report, MAP provides information and analysis on a number
of aspects of charter schools including: a concise definition; the advantages and
disadvantages of such schools; and a description of expansive and restrictive types of
legislation including specific state examples. A detailed discussion of charter schools is
contained in Chapter 5 of the final MAP Report (see Appendix B), beginning on page 55
of this bulletin).

34



The 1995 Nevada Legislature considered establishing charter schools for the first time.
Senate Bill 31, like legislation in many states, contained elements of both expansive and
restrictive legislation. The members of the subcommittee noted that a number of the
issues associated with that legislation had been thoroughly debated by most of the
interested parties. Additionally, during the interim period, a round table group,
convened by Chairman Jon Porter, identified common ground with many of the issues
involved in establishing a charter school law for Nevada.

The members of the subcommittee agree that the concept of charter schools should be
forwarded to the full Legislature for its consideration. Members also endorse the drafting
of legislation based upon criteria on which most of the interested parties have reached
essential agreement, while recognizing that several areas of controversy remain to be
resolved. The members agreed to use the round table recommendations along with key
elements of S.B. 31, which did not pass, to establish a pilot program for a limited number
of charter schools within Nevada. Charter schools could be sponsored by local school
districts or, upon denial and subsequent appeal, by the State Board of Education. Such
a school would have relative autonomy in dealing with budget, governance, and
personnel issues; however, much of this autonomy would need to be negotiated with its
sponsoring organization. In addition, charter schools would need to comply with certain
accountability, health and safety codes, and meeting requirements.

It was agreed that charter schools should be given ample time to operate, although
a sunset provision would apply to new applications or reapplications. Further,
the members endorse funding for startup costs based upon school enroliment. The
subcommittee, therefore, recommends that the 69th Session of the Nevada Legislature:

Provide, within statute, for the creation and formation of charter schools in
Nevada. The legislation allows for the establishment of six nonsectarian
charter schools statewide, limited to schools serving Kindergarten through
the eighth grade, with no more than two-thirds of the schools located in any
one county. Student admissions can be limited by age, grade, or some
subject area criteria; however, admissions cannot be limited based on race,
ethnicity, religion, intellectual or athletic ability, or disability. Charters are to
be granted for a period of six years.

As part of its application and charter, the sponsors of the charter school must
specify the school’s system of governance, including the type and
composition of the governing body; the number and length of terms of office
for members of the governing body; the process by which the governing body
will negotiate employment contracts; the manner in which pupil transportation
to and from the school shall be addressed; whether the district’s curriculum
will be followed or if waivers will be requested. Charter schools may be
operated by businesses, nonprofit organizations, parents or other citizens,
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and teachers. Existing schools may convert to charter schools and new
schools may be established. Waivers from state and local requirements are
to be negotiated with the sponsoring organization or the Board on an issue
by issue basis. Charter schools, must, however, comply with health and
safety codes; Nevada Open Meeting Law requirements; state accountability
provisions; and applicable federal requirements. Persons wishing to operate
a charter school may not apply for sponsorship after July 1, 2003.

Charter schools must use licensed teachers (unless specifically waived by the
Board). Provision is made for leaves of absence from public school and for
retirement benefits of charter school teachers. A charter school has control
over its budget as well as hiring, firing (under due process guidelines), and
salary structure. They may not charge tuition, levy taxes, or issue bonds.
Charter schools are permitted to accept gifts, grants, donations, and bequests
from public or private sources; however, they may not use government money
to purchase land or buildings. Per pupil funding from the Nevada Plan follows
students enrolled in charter schools. Finally, provide for “seed money” for
establishing charter schools, based upon the projected number of pupils to
be served. This measure sunsets on July 1, 2003. (BDR 246)

2. Advisory Councils

Another governance model also was discussed as a possible alternative to realignment
of school district boundaries—community-based citizen advisory councils.

Background

Under NRS 244.1945, boards of county commissions are authorized to establish advisory
councils to provide information or advice for any purpose relating to the county. The
subcommittee was advised that the Clark County Board of Commissioners has used this
authority quite successfully. Community advisory councils are created (by permissive
ordinance) to create clear channels of communication with residents of the various
communities of interest within the county, including those outside the boundaries of
incorporated cities. The purpose of the councils is to study the needs of the residents
within that area and advise the county commissioners of those needs. Councils consist
of three and not more than five members. Advisory council members are appointed to
two-year terms by the board, and serve at their pleasure. Apparently, some communities
use elections to select their choices for advisory council members, and these choices are
forwarded to the board for their formal appointment. By county ordinance, members
must be residents of the area they represent. Councils elect a chairperson, fix the
regular time and place for council meetings, adopt rules of procedure, and keep records
as the councils deems necessary to carry out its duties. Members of the council serve
without compensation.
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Issues and Recommendations

The subcommittee reviewed testimony noting that similar community advisory councils
could be formed to advise the Clark County School Board, modeled upon the
Clark County’s Citizens Advisory Councils (Clark County Code, Chapter 3.32 [1 996])).
Such a model would allow a school district to set up a system whereby parents would
have an opportunity to provide direct input into educational issues. Candidates for an
advisory board could run for the position and, if elected, then be ratified by the school
board as representatives. Members also were advised that such a procedure would not
prevent a parent or other person from going directly to a school board member to discuss
any issue of concern. The intent of the model is to relieve some of the pressure on the
school board members, similar to how advisory boards assist the county commission in
Clark County.

The subcommittee supports the concept of citizen advisory councils as a focal point for
communities to effectively communicate with school board members about local
concerns and recommendations. In large school districts, and especially in Clark County,
this approach has the potential to increase school responsiveness to parental concerns
and help alleviate the criticism that the district needs to be subdivided in order to increase
public accountability. The members endorse the advisory board model as a method of
preserving communities of interest and furthering representative government.
The subcommittee encourages the use of such councils by school districts on a voluntary
basis, and, therefore, recommends that the 69th Session of the Nevada Legislature:

Urge by resolution that the board of trustees of any school district establish
by rule advisory boards for any purpose relating to the school district about
which the board desires study or advice. Such councils could be modeled
after the Clark County Citizen’s Advisory Councils that advise the County
Commission. Such advisory councils create clear channels of
communication between the commission and the residents of the county’s
various incorporated and unincorporated communities. The purpose of the
councils is to study the needs of the residents within each designated area,
and to report those needs to the board. (BDR 250)

3. Site-Based Management

In the 1980s, many states and school districts began to use decentralized decision-
making structures, known as “school-based” or “site-based” management (SBM).

Background

Site-based decision making is an approach to educational reform that allows an individual
school to make its own decisions concerning curriculum, discipline policies, finances,
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and goals. A school council that typically consists of the principal, parents, teachers, and
other community members, sets the policy direction for the school. The purpose of the
program is to provide more flexibility in the operation of public schools and increase the
accountability of educational personnel.

Proponents of this approach argue that by increasing parental involvement and shifting
policy decisions to the individual building level, schools will be encouraged to evaluate
innovative educational techniques and will direct resources in an efficient manner to
address the particular needs of the facility.

A number of states and school districts have implemented some form of SBM. Several
states have recently adopted SBM programs within state statute, including Arkansas and
Hawaii. Kentucky has recently revised its SBM law. In Kentucky’s case, school councils
and SBM were key components of a comprehensive reform package enacted in 1994.
Other states, such as California and Utah, have adopted pilot programs or limited reform
programs that include a SBM component. Most programs incorporating SBM, however,
are taking place at the school district level rather than at the state level.

Issues and Recommendations

In 1993, the Nevada State Legislature passed S.B. 91 (Chapter 664, Statutes of
Nevada), which authorized the board of trustees in each school district to establish rules
concerning school-based decision-making for public schools within the district. The bill
was incorporated into law in NRS 386.4154, et seq (“Programs of School-Based Decision
Making for Public Schools within District”). These provisions authorize, but do not
require, school district boards of trustees to establish rules concerning school-based
decision making. The statute provides that these rules must address specific issues
concerned with accountability and governance, such as the creation of a school council
involving parents and community members, methods for determining the progress of
pupils and reporting that progress, and methods for allocating money and administering
the budget of the school district. Further, the law permits state and local waivers from
regulations for schools that adopt a program of SBM.

According to the State Department of Education, as of August 1996, Carson City and
Washoe County School Districts have taken action pursuant to statute to establish
SBM in their schools. The structure and power sharing in these two districts appear to
leave most of the authority with the school board. However, the schools do have more
decision-making power than they had prior to the adoption of a SBM plan. Several
similar programs, especially those in the larger school districts, appear to emphasize
decentralization of decision making to the school site through increased autonomy to
school principals. The State Department of Education also reported that Clark County
elementary schools have adopted similar programs to those outlined in statute
(i.e., establishing parental advisory groups) but have not formally developed a
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SBM program in accordance with NRS 386.4154, et seq. Unless the Legislature acts,
Nevada’s SBM provisions will sunset on June 30, 1999.

The final MAP Report presents school-based management as a possible aiternative to
realignment of school district boundaries. By shifting accountability and authority to
individual school sites, the consultants note that parents would then have direct access
to the persons responsible for the day-to-day operation of a local school. This approach
would serve to increase school responsiveness to parental concerns, eliminating much
of the argument that the district needs to be subdivided in order to increase public
accountability. It was noted, however, that SBM is a difficult approach to implement, due
to resistance from the education community (district superintendents, principals, and
teachers, among others). Other than the policies adopted by the Carson City School
District and the Washoe County School District, it appears there has been little effort to
establish formal mechanisms to include community leaders and parents in the
decision-making process at each school site on a district-wide basis.

Although the consulting team appeared to favor a more formal approach to establishing
site-based management within the Clark County School District, and other districts
statewide, the subcommittee expressed more interest in building upon existing programs
and highlighting the approach as a beneficial alternative. The members of the
subcommittee endorse the goals behind site-based management as a method of
addressing parental concerns about school district responsiveness. Members also note
testimony concerning the slow rate of progress of implementing the 1993 legislation. The
subcommittee, therefore, recommends that the 69th Session of the Nevada Legislature:

Remove the sunset provision currently in place for NRS 386.4154, et seq.,

Nevada’s “Program of School-Based Decision Making for Public Schools

within District.” This statute is scheduled to expire June 30, 1999. (BDR 243)
E. SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION

The S.C.R. 30 subcommittee also considered the state’s role in school construction.

1. Evaluating the Condition of Schools

Although previously Nevada has had no significant presence in financing school
construction, most other states do have some role in this matter.

Background

In Nevada, funding for school buildings and facilities is the responsibility of local school
districts (NRS 387.328 and 387.335, ef seq. [*Financing of Construction of Schools and
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Other Projects™]). State aid is not available for constructing new buildings or repairing
existing ones. Local districts secure financing through the following mechanisms:

O

General Obligation Bonds—The most prevalent form of financing the construction,
remodeling, repair of school facilities, or the acquisition of sites for facilities is by the
issuance, with voter approval, of General Obligation (GO) Bonds of the school
district (NRS 387.335 [“Issuance of general obligations by trustees . . .”]).

Pay-as-you-go—The so-called “pay-as-you-go” funding mechanism allows a
county, after receiving voter approval, to levy a tax to gradually accumulate
sufficient revenue to enable the school district to construct, remodel, repair, or
replace school facilities without issuing bonds (NRS 387.3285 [*Tax for fund for
capital projects.”]).

Fees on Residential Construction (Impact Fees)--NRS 387.331 (“Imposition of
tax for construction, . . .”) provides that in a county with a population less than
35,000, the school board may request that the Board of County Commissioners
impose a tax on residential construction of up to $1,000 for each house, apartment,
or mobile home lot.

In contrast to Nevada, many states participate in financing the capital construction costs
of their school districts. A discussion of state participation may be found within a
November 1995 report titled School Facilities: States’ Financial and Technical Support
Varies, issued by the United States General Accounting Office (GAO). Currently, nearly
all states have some role in school facility construction, renovation, and major
maintenance. That role can be described under three categories:

O

States that provide direct facility funding on an ongoing basis. Forty states have
some sort of ongoing financial assistance programs, with support levels ranging
from $6 per student to $2,000 per student. Typically, assistance is provided in the
form of direct appropriations (or grants) and through loan programs. Grant
programs take the form of matching grants, or flat grants. Some states also utilize
building authorities or bond banks.

Those that participate in technical assistance or compliance review activities.
Forty-four states provide these services.

States that collect and maintain information about the physical condition of
school facilities. Twenty-three states report collecting and maintaining information
about the condition of school facilities.

Forty-eight states participate in at least one of these three areas. Nevada and Louisiana
are the only two states that reported no involvement in these categories.
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Issues and Recommendations

Until recently, few school district bond initiatives failed to pass in Nevada. Beginning in
the early 1990s, however, several districts experienced difficulties with projects financed
by bond issues. Project cost overruns in Carson City and in White Pine County drew
criticism from some sectors, and the failure of a part of Clark County School District's
1994 bond request raised concerns on the part of the school district about its ability to
continue using this method of financing. In addition, school equity lawsuits in other states
have raised concerns about Nevada'’s role and responsibilities in capital construction
projects for its system of public schools.

Most of the discussion concerning this issue has been incorporated into Chapter 3
(pages 35 through 48), of the final MAP Report (see Appendix B). The alternatives
presented by MAP include options for full state financing and various partnership
arrangements.

Although the subcommittee reviewed school finance issues (both operating and capital
construction), the examination was limited to matters directly related to the realignment
of school district boundaries. The members conclude that, although the Nevada Plan
has succeeded in equalizing the operations component of school finance, the absence
of a Nevada Plan for school construction complicates all proposals for realignment of
district boundaries.

As noted previously, in attempting to redraw boundaries within Clark County,
MAP observed that equalizing proposed districts by wealth produced some districts with
a “majority minority” student population. Conversely, equalizing proposed districts for
minority concentration produced disparities in relative wealth within those new districts.
Further, in reviewing various boundary proposals concerning Lake Tahoe (separation of
Incline Village and Zephyr Cove from their respective districts), it was noted that
boundary changes would require significant additional state funding and create great
disparities in capital outlay capability. To mitigate this situation, MAP suggests that sales
and property taxes would need to continue to be collected county-wide and distributed
on an equitable per-pupil basis. The consultant also suggests statewide equalization of
capital funding to eliminate problems with capacity for capital outlay. A Lake school
district, which would combine the Lake Tahoe portions of Carson City, and Douglas and
Washoe Counties, would likely face similar difficulties.
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2.

Financing Construction

Specific capital construction aiternatives considered by the subcommittee in its work
session included:

O

Full State Assumption —Requiring that the State of Nevada assume all costs for
construction and maintenance of school facilities on a pay-as-you-go basis. The
State Board of Education, or another entity, would review all projects submitted for
state funding and rank them in priority order based upon level of need and local
taxing capacity. The State Public Works Board and the Board of Education would
review and approve each proposed project in accordance with criteria established
by statute or regulation, subject to available state funding, and in accordance with
deadlines established by the Board of Education. Financing would be through
either: a) increases in either the state sales tax (1.25 cents), a statewide property
tax ($.87), gaming taxes (4 percent), or some combination of these sources; or
b) issuance of state general obligation bonds up to present limit (2 percent of state’s
assessed valuation).

State/Local Partnership—Establishing, within statute, a formula to provide for
greater equalization of assessed value within school districts for the purposes of
funding the construction of public schools. Further, provide for a state/local
partnership utilizing an equalization formula and method of prioritizing proposed
projects based upon level of need. Financing for the state portion could be made
through establishment of a state school construction financing credit enhancement
agency; an increase in state sales tax; a statewide property tax; an increase in state
gaming tax (or a combination of these sources); issuing state general obligation
bonds; or through a State General Fund appropriation to a School Construction
Fund.

Interim Study—Provide for the creation of an interim legislative study committee
charged with creating a statewide formula providing for state participation in the
financing of school construction. Such a study would determine the level of state
participation; any needed oversight agency; the equalization formula; and the basic
criteria needed to make a project eligible for state contributions. The results of this
study and any recommendations would be submitted to the 1999 Session of the
Legislature.

The subcommittee acknowledges the need to review the state’s role in school
construction and recognizes that there are numerous fiscal and policy issues, unrelated
to this study, that need to be reviewed in greater detail. Due to the complex, technical
facets of this matter and the numerous fiscal and policy issues associated with such
changes, the members endorse the latter option—the interim study approach. The
subcommittee, therefore, recommends that the 69th Session of the Nevada Legislature:
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Provide, by concurrent resolution, for the creation of an interim
legislative study committee charged with making recommendations
for creating a statewide formula providing for state participation in the
financing of school construction. Such a study would survey the
condition of school buildings in Nevada and ascertain the need for
new facilities; determine the level of state participation; and provide
for any needed oversight agency, the equalization formula, and the
basic criteria needed to make a project eligible for state contributions.
The results of and any recommendations from this study would be
submitted to the 1999 Session of the Legislature. (BDR 251)
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Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 30--Senator Porter
FILE NUMBER 161

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION--Directing the Legislative Commission to conduct an interim study of the
feasibility of reconfiguring the structure of school districts in this state.

WHEREAS, Public education plays a crucial role in producing well-informed, educated and productive members
of society; and

WHEREAS, The system of public education in Nevada is organized by county school districts, the boundaries of
which are coterminous with the boundaries of the counties of the state; and

WHEREAS, In 1994, the United States Department of Education published the results of a survey based on the
enroliment records of schools in 1991, which ranked the Clark County School District as the 12th largest in the
nation and the Washoe County School District as the 99th largest in the nation; and

WHEREAS, The Clark County School District accounts for 62 percent of the pupils within the state and the Washoe
County School District accounts for 18 percent of the pupils within the state; and

WHEREAS, The unique geography of the state has resulted in the concentration of some schools and pupils at
locations that are considerably distant from the administrative offices of the various school districts: and

WHEREAS, Reconfiguring the structure of school districts may allow the school system in this state to be more
responsive to the concerns of the residents of Nevada regarding education; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED BY THE SENATE OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, THE ASSEMBLY CONCURRING, That the
Legislative Commission is hereby directed to enter into a contract with at least one qualified, independent,
nationally recognized consultant to conduct an interim study of the feasibility of reconfiguring the structure of school
districts in this state; and be it further

RESOLVED, That the Legislative Commission shall appoint a subcommittee composed of four members of the
Senate and four members of the Assembly to oversee the interim study conducted by the consultant; and be it
further

RESOLVED, That the Legislative Commission may, at the request of the subcommittee, appoint an advisory group
to provide technical expertise to the Legislative Commission or the consultant regarding the reconfiguration of the
structure of the school districts in this state and to assist the subcommittee in its efforts; and be it further

RESOLVED, That the scope of the study, which must be conducted within the confines and structure of the Nevada
plan, as set forth in NRS 387.121, must include an analysis of:

1. Any alternatives for the organization of school districts;

2. Any financial, tax, legal, social and geographical considerations regarding those organizational
alternatives; and

3. Any actions necessary to carry out those organizational alternatives;

and be it further

RESOLVED, That any recommendations for legislation resulting from the study must be approved by a majority
of the members of the Assembly and a majority of the members of the Senate appointed to conduct the study; and
be it further

RESOLVED, That the Legislative Commission submit a report of its findings and any recommendations for
legislation to the 69th session of the Nevada Legisiature.
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Assembly Bill No. 224--Committee on Ways and Means

CHAPTER 563

AN ACT relating to local financial administration; establishing additional requirements for the annual audit of a local
government; revising the sources of revenue that may be expended for labor negotiations; making an appropriation
for distribution to local school districts and to study the feasibility of reconfiguring the structure of those school
districts; and providing other matters properly relating thereto.

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, REPRESENTED IN SENATE
AND ASSEMBLY, DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS:

{In pertinent part only:)

Sec. 10. There is hereby appropriated from the state general fund to the legislative commission the sum of
$300,000 to contract with one or more qualified, independent, nationally recognized consultants to conduct an
interim study of the feasibility of reconfiguring the structure of school districts in this state.

Sec. 11. Any remaining balance of the appropriations made by sections 8 and 10 of this act must

not be committed for expenditure after June 30, 1997, and reverts to the state general fund as soon as all payments
of money committed have been made.

Sec. 12. This act becomes effective on July 1, 1995.
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Berkeley, California, dated August 1996 (the final MAP Report)
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INTRODUCTION

This report, “Nevada School District Organization and Control: Meeting the
Challenges of Growth and Diversity,” was undertaken at the behest of the Nevada
state legislature. In 1995, the Legislature passed a resolution requesting an analysis
of the overall appropriateness of Nevada’s school district organizational structure.
Did the present system of county-by-county school district organization foster
excellence in education as well as make efficient use of public resources? Did
existing boundaries enhance government responsiveness? Contribute to civic and
social well-being? Ensure equitable treatment of all students as well as taxpayers?

In conducting an investigation responsive to these questions, Management
Analysis & Planning Associates has presented its analysis in terms of six chapters
and four appendices: .

» Chapter One establishes the foundation for the remainder of the report.
It provides historical context for the school reorganization debate in
Nevada and sets out the evaluative criteria that have guided MAP’s
analytic effort.

¢ Chapter Two offers a set of alternative procedures for changing school
district boundary configurations that the Legislature may choose to
consider.

e Chapter Three provides a detailed look at the complex issue of how
school construction is financed in Nevada; of the problems inherent in
the present method; and of options for addressing those problems.

e Chapter Four identifies the important technical considerations—
including equity of educational funding and maintenance of employee
salaries, benefits, and rights—which must be resolved in advance of
implementing any district-reorganization plan.

¢ Chapter Five distills information regarding charter school statutes as a
strategy for possibly expanding the reorganization options available to
the Legislature.

e Chapter Six presents county-by-county profiles and, where warranted,
reorganization options. Again, MAP has been asked by the Legislature
to suggest options, not make recommendations. Accordingly, in this
section we weigh each option against the five criteria presented in
Chapter One.
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Following Chapter Six is a set of supporting appendices.
Appendix A describes MAP's methodological strategies for executing this study.

Appendix B is a detailed explanation of the Nevada Plan, the state’s prindpal school
finance mechanism.

Appendix C is the text of a paper on education technology which MAP
commissioned for this study.

Appendix D is an annotated bibliography of research on the relative cost and
achievement results associated with various school and district sizes.
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Executive Summary

This report, “Organization and Control of Nevada’s Public Schools: The Challenge
of Growth, Diversity, and Uncertainty” responds to a 1995 state legislative resolution
requesting an analysis of Nevada school district organization.’

Purposes

The Legislature seeks answers to questions concerning Nevada's existing school
district boundaries. Specifically, does the present organized pattern:

* Facilitate appropriate education of children?

* Enhance government effectiveness and responsiveness?

. Efﬁcienﬂy utilize taxpayer resources?

¢ Contribute to divic and social well-being?

* Ensure equitable treatment of students and taxpayers?
Methods

To assist in answering these questions, MAP undertook a five part information
collection and analysis strategy.

* Relevant documents were reviewed. These were obtained from state and local
officials. Archives were researched for appropriate historic information.
Information was sought from other states and from national sources which
might shed light on Nevada circumstances.

* Visits were made to each of Nevada’s seventeen county school districts.
Discussions were held in these settings with professional educators, parents,
elected officials, and dvic leaders. Public hearings were held in each county.

* Quantitative information regarding items such as enrollments, assessed
valuation, total revenues, spending patterns, population characteristics,
geographic features, school locations, and attendance patterns were collected
from numerous state, local, and federal government sources and used as bases
for analysis.

" In its 1995 session, the Nevada Legislature enacted SCR-30 authorizing this study. MAP was selected
from a competitive bidding process. The study was initiated in November of 1995, The final report was
delivered in August of 1996. Management, Analysis & Planning is a professional management consulting
firm specializing in education. MAP is located in Berkeley, California.
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* Newly developed computer software programs were employed to array school
district, financial, and demographic data in varying geographic configurations.?
This activity was undertaken in order to simulate the possible consequences of
alternative school district boundary changes.

* Alternative boundary changes and other prospective reforms were reviewed for
technical accuracy by a wide array of experts and other individuals familiar with
Nevada.

General Observations

From the above listed processes, MAP concludes:

o Nevada's extremes of population sparsity, density, and rate of growth present
Intense challenges to any change in existing school district boundaries.

* Nevada’s current arrangements for generating and distributing school operating
revenues (the “Nevada Plan”) are among the most effective in the nation, and
act in concert with existing school district boundary arrangements to create
conditions of remarkable interdistrict resource equality. MAP proposes that, in
the event that school district boundary changes were made, the equalization
features of its school finance formula be preserved by collecting sales tax and
property tax revenues county-wide and distributing them back to districts on a
per-pupil basis.

* Nevada’s mechanisms for generating and distributing revenues for school
fadilities construction are particularly problematic. The funding of school
construction contributes to troublesome inequalities that may provide fodder for
potentially successful legal challenges. One option the State could adopt for
addressing this concern is full state assumption of capital funding, which could
cost as much as $275 million per year. Another, perhaps more attractive, option
would be a state/local partnership in which the local districts’ contribution
would be equalized in a manner similar to the way the Nevada Plan equalizes
operating revenues.

* Charter schools offer a mechanism whereby schools can achieve autonomy from
district or state control to innovate and be more responsive to Jocal needs and
aspirations. To realize the full promise of charter schools it is necessary to
maximize their autonomy.

? Specifically, MAP relied upon a program called “Arcview.” (See Apendix A).
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* Nevada, in general, and remote and sparsely settled rural areas, in particular,

could benefit substantially from expanded state leadership in the acquisition and
use of instructional technology.

Nevada and especially Clark County have given insufficient consideration to the
consequences of school enrollment size. The weight of empirical-research
evidence suggests that schools of a medium size (300-—400 students for
elementary schools and 600900 for secondary schools) are the most effective in
fadlitating student academic achievement and extracurricular participation.
School size appears to be of particular consequence for students from low-income
households. Such students do better in the small-school environment.

Under current state law, school district boundary changes can be made only by
action of the Legislature and approval of the Governor. Precedent and
procedures exist in other states whereby local citizens can initiate boundary
changes. MAP outlines procedures for consideration that facilitate local
initiative while retaining adequate safeguards to ensure fairness. Even if such
procedures were adopted, the Legislature would retain its constitutional
authority to establish and change school district boundaries.

Appraisal Criteria

MAP identified five criteria that Nevada decision-makers may find useful in
appraising the utility of prospective school district boundary alterations. Each of
these is defined and described in detail in the body of the report. In general,
however, the five critical criteria against which reorganization proposals were
measured included:

1.

Educational Effectiveness—The relationship between organizational size and
ability to provide appropriate curriculum choices and special education support.

Racjal and Ethnic Composition—The goal of promoting an integrated public
school setting in which all students have equal access to an excellent education.

Organizational Scale—The questions of optimum organization and size in terms
of operating costs.

Governmental Responsiveness and Community of Interest—The drawing of
boundaries that encourage identification, commitment and participation in local
school governance.

Finandng and Fadlities—The impact of redistricting on stable funding of the
operation and construction of schools.
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Specific School District Boundary
and Organizational Considerations

Nevada, Other than Clark County

Nevada’s sixteen districts, excluding Clark County, present numerous situations in
which decision makers may wish to consider alternative school district boundary
arrangements. These selected situations could be made directly by the State
Legislature, or that body could call for a vote of the citizens affected.

The specific county situations are as follows:

Carson City/Douglas County School Districts—A joint venture of the two school

districts might allow construction of a new high school near the border between the
Carson City and Jack’s Valley/Indian Hills communities, thereby serving the needs
of both districts.

Douglas County School District—A proposed new district located in and around
Zephyr Cove on Lake Tahoe fares well on most criteria. Such a district would be of

suffidient size to operate a viable program. It would reinforce an identifiable
community of interest without damaging other communities of interest. Such a
change of boundaries would, however, require significant additional state funding
according to the existing terms of the “Nevada Plan,” and create great disparities in
capital outlay capability. This situation could be mitigated if sales and property taxes
were to continue to be collected county-wide and disbursed on an equitable per pupil
basis. Statewide equalization of capital funding would eliminate disparities created
by unequal assessed value. :

Elko/Eureka County School Districts—Elko Countjf s population is growing rapidly
due to expanding employment in major gold mines located in adjacent Eureka

County. Under current law, sparsely populated Eureka County reaps the revenue
generated by the mines, even though Elko must provide schools and other services
to a rapidly expanding population.

Merging the two districts seems to offer several advantages. Elko’s access to a
significantly larger tax base would provide more revenues for constructing and
renovating schools. It could create economies of scale in administrative cost and
improve educational effectiveness by promoting greater specialization and program
support. An added benefit of this merger is a savings to the state school fund of
nearly $2.4 million. These gains may be accompanied by some loss of governmental
responsiveness and sense of community cohesion in Eureka County.

Alternatively, the Legislature might revisit the idea of establishing a special tax
assessment district, dedicating a portion of Eureka’s revenues from mining to Elko
to help offset the cost of constructing schools made necessary by the children of
employees of mines in Eureka County.
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Esmeralda/Nye County School Districts—Merging the small and declining school
population of Esmeralda County with the northern half of N ye County School
District offers several potential benefits. Such a consolidation should bring
economies of administrative scale and improvement in the educational program.
On the other hand, citizens of Esmeralda may experience some loss of community
cohesion and government responsiveness. Such a merger would be revenue-
neutral to the State.

Pershing /Humboldt County School Districts—Approximately 184 students living in
the Grass Valley area of Pershing County attend school in Winnemucea in
Humboldt County. This makes sense geographically—the nearest school in
Pershing County would be a four-times-further commute. However, the parents of
these students are unrepresented in the governance of the school district their
children attend; and, although it is not currently proposed, the interagency
agreement allowing this exchange to occur could be dissolved at any time by either
district. Formalizing the existing situation by incorporating the Grass Valley area
into the Humboldt District would have little impact on educational effectiveness,
organizational scale, or racial composition. The financial effect would also be
negligible.

Nye County District Deconsolidation—The huge expanse of N ye County is
punctuated with population concentrations whose makeup and economic base
varies from place to place. There may be some advantages, in terms of community
of interest, to dividing the existing district into a northern and a southern district,
with Pahrump forming one part and the rest of the County, north of Pahrump
forming the other. Pahrump is a rapidly growing suburban community which is
socially, culturally, and economically distinct from the rest of the County. Itis 175
miles away from the district headquarters in Tonopah. Having two districts, one
focusing on issues primarily related to rural areas, the other on suburban Pahrump,
might provide an administrative focus which would improve both school systems.

Nve/Eureka County School Districts—An interdistrict agreement allows high

school students from the community of Duckwater in Nye County to attend school
in Eureka, which, although 50 miles distant, is far closer than the Nye County
alternative. A case can be made for merging the Duckwater area with the Eureka
District. The benefits are marginal and may not justify the stress of reorganization.

Storey/Lyon County School Districts—Students from the Mark Twain area
straddling the Lyon-Storey border who reside in Storey County attend school in
Virginia City, 50 miles away. Those who live on the Lyon County side of the line
attend school in nearby Dayton. Annexing all of Mark Twain to the Lyon County
School district has been proposed. This reorganization would have 2 mixed impact
as judged against the stipulated criteria. Some students would likely benefit from it;
others might suffer.
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Storey/Washoe County School Districts—Graduates of Hillside Elementary school

in Lockwood, which is part of the Storey District, currently attend high school in
Washoe County in order to minimize travel time. Merging the Lockwood area into
Washoe County has been proposed. This reorganization would have a mixed
impact as judged against the stipulated criteria. Some students would benefit from
it; others might suffer.

Washoe County Deconsolidation—Washoe County School District, the second
largest in Nevada in terms of population, operates an elementary, middle, and high
school for about 1,400 students in the resort community of Incline Village. Incline
Village is separated from the main population concentration in the county by 35
miles and a 9,000-foot mountain and has a strong sense of community identity.
Creating a separate school district in Incline Village would have little impact on
educational effectiveness, organizational scale, or racial isolation in Washoe
County. However, such a change of boundaries would require additional state
funding according to the existing provisions of the “Nevada Plan,” and create
disparities in capital outlay capability. Fiscal concerns could be addressed if sales and
property taxes continue to be collected county-wide and disbursed pro-rata on a per-
pupil basis. A statewide capital outlay equalization formula could remove any
impediments caused by unequal assessed value.

Clark County

Observers and current school district clients acknowledge Clark County school
district strengths. Nevertheless, many critics assert that individual Clark County
schools, as - -ell as the school district itself, are overly large, bureaucratically
inefficient, and governmentally unresponsive. To the extent to which decision-
makers choose to act upon these observations, there are at least four possible
solutions which can be mixed and matched as appropriate.

Enhance site-based management— Other sectors of the economy are achieving
improved productivity by delegating more dedsion-making authority to the units
closest to the client. In school districts this would take the form of educators and
parents at local schools having a greater say over how resources are deployed at that
school site. In order for school-based management to become a reality, a number of
changes in state law would be required. Among these changes are:

» Provisions for passing a substantial portion of revenues to the school
* School-level accounting

¢ Enhanced school performance reports

¢ Improved state assessment

¢ Value-added testing

¢ Parental choice regarding which school children attend

¢ School-based purchasing power

e Improved parental access to information
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* Assistance to low-performing schools
* Sanctions for persistently low-performing schools

Increase Number of School District Trustees —Clark County currently has seven
district or area elected school board members. This number could be expanded up
to, for example, nine, eleven, or thirteen. Each of the newly created positions might
be elected district-wide, thus providing the board with a balance of those

representing specific subsections of the County and those responsive to the County
at large.

Charter Schools —Clark County, or State offidials, could grant charters of authority
to individual schools, within Clark County or elsewhere in Nevada. Such charters
could range in the degree of authority delegated to individual schools. However,
whatever the balance struck, the intent would be to permit those in an individual
school community to assume greater discretion over the operation of the individual
school.

Alternative Boundary Configurations—Various alternative boundary
configurations were attempted. The most successful of these was based on
constructing eight districts of similar enrollments, none of which had a minority
population equal to or greater than half. It was possible to create districts without
majority minority populations; however, it was not possible to simultaneoustly
control disparities in assessed value or sales tax revenues. For these districts to be
viable it would be necessary to collect and disburse operating revenues county-wide
and to equalize capital outlay revenues state-wide.

Deconsolidation of Clark County will be a complex and difficult process. The task is
complicated by the extreme concentration of hotels and casinos, which generate a
significant portion of the property-tax and sales-tax that fund school operations, and
revenues by densely clustered and racially homageneous housing patterns. It is
exacerbated by the size and location of schools. These factors combine and interact
in ways that cause the solution of one problem to create another.

Some of these problems yield more easily to technical solutions than others.
Inequalities related to property-tax and sales-tax revenues can be resolved by
maintaining the county as the unit for collecting and disbursing school revenues.
The state can equalize funding for capital outlays. Even where facilities are unequal,
cash can compensate for differences. Other problems are more difficult to solve.
Residential patterns change slowly and most parents would prefer that their
children attend school relatively dose to where they live. Several smaller
neighborhood high schools would provide more freedom to draw new district
boundaries, but Clark County high schools tend to have large enrollments and
attract students from a large geographic area, thus making it more difficult to
balance districts on the basis of race and provide adequate school capacity.
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The problems would probably be magnified if the decision is to proceed with a full-
scale break up of the district. A more incremental approach may allow citizens and
decision-makers to feel their way, to create one or two smaller districts, and to
proceed further or retreat as their experience dictates. Such an approach, combined
with managerial and representational changes described above, may enhance the
probability of citizen satisfaction and reduce some of the risks. It is likely, also, that
the risk will be lowered and satisfaction elevated if any changes result from citizen
initiative rather than state action.
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CHAPTER 1

ESTABLISHING THE CONTEXT AND SPECIFYING
EVALUATIVE CRITERIA

This chapter undertakes two principal tasks. First, it describes the context for
this report—why district boundary considerations are important, and why
they are important now for the State of Nevada. Second, this chapter
provides a description of and rationale for the set of analytic criteria, or
standards, by which policy-makers and others can judge the relative merits of
boundary alternatives. We emphasize here, as we do throughout the report,
that where MAP presents potential changes in boundary configuration, they
are to be considered options for policy-makers’ deliberations, not mandates
for change.

The Context for This Study

“Nevada School District Organization and Control: Meeting the Challenges
of Growth and Diversity” responds to a 1995 state legislative resolution
requesting an analysis of Nevada school district organization.!

The Legislature seeks to know whether Nevada’s existing school district
boundaries:

¢ Fadlitate the appropriate education of children

* Enhance government effectiveness and responsiveness

* Effidently utilize taxpayer resources

* Contribute to civic and social well-being

* Ensure equitable treatment of students and taxpayers
Answering questions such as these entails considering personal preferences,
relying on political judgments, and gathering and analyzing technical
information. Deciding the worth of a user-friendly government, wherein
public officials are easily accessible to constituents, may result in government
units which are smaller in size than what might otherwise contribute to

optimum economic operation. High schools with small enroliments might
have to sacrifice highly specialized academic offerings in return for a sense of

'The Nevada Legislature enacted SCR-30 authorizing this study.
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community, personal engagement, and camaraderie that some believe is
virtually priceless. Riding a school bus for two or more hours a day may
entail personal sacrifice that a budding mathematician or star athlete might be
willing to make in order to obtain the instruction or coaching necessary to
rise to world-class status. For some citizens, as well as students and their
parents, the money, effort, and time involved in these tradeoffs would not be
justified by the possible rewards. For others, the sacrifice would be willingly
accepted.

There is much about government and governing which involves personal
values and political tastes. This is how it is and should be, and MAP wishes it
no other way. In addition, however, technical information can assist public
officials in making difficult decisions. Empirical research can illuminate the
possible consequences of prospective actions. For example, analyses can
suggest the size range within which organizations are likely to be most
effective or operationally efficient. Similarly, for example, technical analyses
can suggest the likely tax revenue or student-transportation consequences of a
school district boundary change. Also, analysis can illustrate the possible
value conflicts confronting decision-makers in deriving solutions. It is not at
all unusual in policy and practice to have to sacrifice some measure of
equality to obtain or preserve a measure of liberty or choice, or to sacrifice
some measure of liberty to obtain an added amount of efficiency.

American representative government is designed to engage in such
deliberations and arrive at acceptable dedisions, decisions in which costs are
balanced against benefits. Where political tradeoffs are involved, few, if any,
parties to the decision may be completely satisfied. However, generally,
decisions will have been undertaken within a framework in which those
affected will have a voice in the outcome.

The role of Management, Analysis & Planning in this endeavor consists of
the following: to provide technical counsel; to gather accurate information
and candid impressions; to generate a reasoned range of alternative actions; to
explain likely practical consequences of varying decisions among these
alternatives; and to suggest conditions under which values will conflict and
political tradeoffs will need to be determined.

During the past nine months, MAP analysts have criss-crossed the state of
Nevada, visiting each county, gathering data from every school district,
meeting with professional educators and public officials, and listening at
public hearings. MAP conducted literally hundreds of interviews, digested
reams of documents, compiled numerous statistical profiles, reviewed past
reports and research studies, and distilled dozens of suggestions regarding
school district organization and governance.
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The results of MAP’s consulting efforts are contained in this report to the
Legislature, citizens, professional educators, parents, and pupils of Nevada.
The report begins with a discussion of the public policy significance of school
district governance and organization; proceeds to describe a set of
contemporary challenges to Nevada school district governance and
organization which emerges from statewide conversations; reports upon a set
of criteria for appraising school governance and organization changes;
describes several strategies for meeting these challenges; and concludes with
detailed analytic profiles and organizational alternatives for each Nevada
County.

School District Boundaries:
How Can Such a Small Matter Loom So Large?

A reader might reasonably wonder, “How can consequential issues flow from
a seemingly mundane topic such as school district boundaries?”

The answer to this question stems from the grant of governing authority
which accompanies decisions about boundaries. A school district boundary—
almost any government boundary, for that matter,—conveys a series of
privileges and responsibilities. What may, at the simplest level, appear as a
narrow line printed on a map, is in fact, a specified charter of authority which
substantially determines where a child attends school and how far he or she
may have to travel to get there, what the school building will look like, who a
child’s classmates will be, who pays for that schooling, what will be taught
and who will teach it, and who has a voice in making these and other such
decisions.

Thus, a seemingly simple line on a boundary map expands legally into a wide
swath of consequences, some quite practical, others quite philosophical.
Practically, where a boundary is drawn can reach directly into a household
and influence how early a child has to wake up each morning to get fo school
on time, the length of a bus ride, how many and which fellow students she
plays with once there, the nature of instruction each school day and the
amount of homework each night, chances for later attending college, and
how much of a child’s parents’ income is taxed to pay for these activities.

This slate of day-to-day practical circumstances eventually pyramids into
often monumental consequences, such as the long run viability of a local
community and the vitality of its economy, the personal predisposition of
citizens, the nation’s social fabric, and the long-run freedom and well-being of
the entire society. It is these consequences that ultimately render questions of
school district boundaries so fundamental.
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Historical Perspective

Nevada last examined the statewide issue of school district boundaries in the
middle of this century. A landmark study undertaken by consultants from
Peabody College concluded that the then-existing model of 173 local
elementary school districts and 35 high school districts should be dramatically
altered.? This 1954 report recommended that relatively small local units be
consolidated into a vastly reduced number of districts and aligned with
county government boundaries. The report also recommended that
elementary and secondary school districts be combined into unified
organizations responsible for operating all kindergarten-through-twelfth
grade schools within their individual jurisdictions.

State officials agreed with these recommendations and, effective in 1956,
Nevada boundaries took their current configuration of 17 county unified
(K—12) districts. This configuration places Nevada among a small minority
of mostly southern states which rely heavily upon county school districts®

When the Peabody analysis was undertaken, Nevada had only 31,000 public
school students. These attended school in 158 elementary districts. (Nevada
then had 15 so-called “non-operating” elementary districts which had taxing
authority but did not operate schools.) In addition, there were then 35 high
school districts, half of which were county-wide operations.

The Peabody report was principally concerned with the educational
consequences of small schools, particularly small high schools. The frames of
the report frequently acknowledged circumstances of population sparsity and
rural remoteness which could necessitate the formation and maintenance of
unusually small schools. However, they generally oriented their arguments
toward recommending that multiple small districts, many with overlapping
authority, be consolidated into larger county units which, they contended,
could operate more efficiently and provide better, more specialized,
instruction to students.

What the Peabody consultants regarded as an optimum size school was one
that was sufficiently large to justify one teacher per grade level at the
elementary grades and three teachers per grade level in secondary schools.
For them, the optimum senior high school contained 300 students, and the
optimum school district contained a thousand pupils. Esmeralda County
then had a total of 66 students, 13 of whom were in high school. Storey
County had 96 students, 20 of whom were in the secondary grades. Little

? Public Education in Nevada, Division of Survey and Field Services, George Peabody College
for Teachers, Nashville, Tennessee, 1954.

*Alabama, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Maryland, Tennessee, South Carolina, and
West Virginia organize their school districts along county boundaries. Hawaii has a statewide
system and does not rely at all upon conventional local school districts.
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wonder that the 1950s analysts were fixated on means for enhancing the
instruction of students in such small units. They could not easily antidpate
the population growth of even Washoe County, which in 1952—53, had
fewer than 8,000 students. Clark County’s 1952—53 enroliment was 10,583
students.

In the intervening period since the Peabody report, selected regions within
Nevada have undergone soaring growth; a few other locations have actually
lost population. This ebb and flow is a normal course of events, and it
generally is impossible to predict the path of population migrations more
than a decade in advance. Thus, it is typical to undertake a periodic
assessment of the situation and determine if any boundary or organizational
change is appropriate. It is in this vein that MAP is undertaking this
appraisal and offering the Nevada legislature a series of school district
boundary-configuration alternatives from which to choose.

However, whereas small schools and sparse population were virtually an
obsession with consultants four and five decades ago, today’s picture has been
dramatically altered. Contemporary policy-makers face a more complicated
problem. A current appraisal of school district boundaries and organization
in Nevada is complicated by the extremes, both large and small, which
characterize the state’s new population patterns. District enrollments in
1952—53 ranged from 66 to 10,583. To be sure, this was a wide

However, overwhelmingly, most districts were then small. In 1952—53, the
median district enrolled fewer than 1,000 students. Only two counties in the
entire state enrolled anything substantially in excess of 2,000 students.
Equivalent figures today range from 124 to 166,788, with a median district size
of 3,845. Clark County is now the tenth-largest school district in the entire
nation, and it is continuing to grow. Tailoring new systems to these altered
circumstances is the contemporary challenge.

The Contemporary Nevada Context

As Nevada’s citizens prepare for the 21st century, they face a different set of
challenges regarding school organization than did their 1950s counterparts.
Sparsity was a principal focus of the Peabody consultants four decades ago,
and it remains a major condition to consider. However, in addition,
Nevada’s school organization and control arrangements must now cope with
soaring growth in selected geographic areas, an increasingly heterogeneous
urban population, the effective management of one of the nation’s largest
school districts, the financial inequality which characterizes Nevada’s current
school construction arrangements, and the design of a school governance
system which can cope with these complicated, sometimes conflicting,
conditions in an uncertain future.
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The Challenge of Growth, Diversity, and Uncertainty

Three challenges confront Nevada decision makers as they contemplate the
most efficient and effective boundary configurations for the state’s school
districts. These are growth, diversity, and uncertainty.

Growth

Any motorist traveling the sparsely settled eastern border might be surprised
to learn that Nevada is among the nation’s most urban states.* Eighty-eight
percent of the population resides in one of the state’s two urban areas’ Clark
County, with a population in excess of a million people, and continuing to
grow rapidly, dominates the state statistically. Washoe County, though
perhaps small when compared to Las Vegas, is also heavily urban. Several
other counties (e.g., Douglas and Elko) are also growing rapidly. However,
they start from a vastly smaller population base than either Clark or Washoe
County. Much of the remainder of the state is remarkably rural by modern
American standards. Indeed, Esmeralda County, with only slightly more
than 100 students, is among the nation’s smaller school districts.

Whereas there are the above-mentioned remote regions of the state, areas in
which the population is stable and, in some instances, declining, other areas
of Nevada are among the fastest growing in the nation. Figure 1 displays the
pupil population growth by county over the last five decades.® For the state
as a whole, one can see that enrollments have grown by more than eight
times over the period involved.

*This in the case when measured as percent of population residing in urban areas.

*Outz, Janice Hamilton, Nevada’s Changing Population, Washington D.C.: Institute for
Educational Leadership, Center for Demographic Policy, 1993.

®In 1952, Carson City County was known as Ormsby County.
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Figure 1
Nevada K—12 Comparative Enrollments by County

County| 1952—53| 1995—96 Percent
Change

Churchill 1,245 4,470 359
Clark 10,583| 166,788 1,576
Douglas 397 7,090 1,786
Elko 2,074 9,861 375
Esmeralda 66 124 188
“Eureka 145 308 212
Humboldt 726 3,845 530
Lander 279 1,639 587
Lincoln 920 1,109 20
Lyon 1036 5,426 524
Mineral 1686 1,160 (31)
Nye 576 4,528 786
Carson City 792 7,694 971
Pershing 540 967 179
Storey 9% 480 500
Washoe 7,723 47,572 516

White Pine 2,181 1,980 ©

3]

Magnitude and sparsity are opposite sides of the growth coin for Nevada.
Clark County represents the converse of rural Nevada’s population sparsity.”
The school district currently has nearly 170,000 students and is expected to
continue to grow at least until the end of this century. It is now the tenth
largest school district in the nation. Organizations this large present unique
management challenges. Performance evaluation, resource allocation, and
accountability mechanisms must be redesigned because face-to-face
communication is simply no longer possible. These conditions also provoke
questions regarding appropriate governance and control mechanisms.

Not only is Nevada both urban and rural, the rural part of the state has
regions which are remarkably remote, where population density is among the
lowest in the nation. Students in Duckwater have to travel two hours each
way to attend schools and, frankly, there is little that can be done about the
situation. One hour bus rides to and from school are common place in rural

?Even this statement is too sweeping. Clark County contains approximately 8,000 square miles
all by itself. Whereas it contains a large, growing, heterogeneous, and reasonably compacted
school population, it also contains rural and sparsely populated areas. In effect, Clark County
is itself a microcosmn of the remainder of Nevada.
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Nevada. The examples could continue, but the point would be the same.
There are no population centers close to these students, and transportation is
the only answer. Moreover, once they arrive at school, there are, relatively
speaking, few classmates with whom they can associate. Huge distances and
small numbers of people are simply a fact of rural life in Nevada., A school
governance system must accommodate this condition.

Diversity
Not only is Nevada’s population growing fast and distributed in an uneven
manner, the population is increasingly diverse. This is particularly true in
the state’s urban areas. Figure 2 below displays the changes in racial and
ethnic composition which have occurred over the past decade.
Figure 2
Changes in Nevada’s Population by Race and Ethnicity

Race/ 1980 1990 Percent Nevada National
| _Ethnicity _ Change Percent Percent
White 700,345 1,012,695 44.6 843 80.3
African/ 50,999 78,771 ~ 545 6.6 12.1

American
American 13,308 19,637 47.6 1.6 0.8
Indian
Asian 14,164 38,127 169.2 3.2 29
Pac Isind .
| _Other 21,677 52,603 142.7 44 39
Total 800,493 1,201,833 50.1
All Races
[ Hispanic 53,879 124,419 130.9 10.4 9.0
any race

As can be seen, the population increasingly reflects a measure of racial and
ethnic diversity. Fiscal inequality is another dimension of diversity Nevada
faces. Taxable wealth is no more equally distributed geographically than is
Nevada’s population or population growth. The state relies principally upon
a mix of property, sales, and gaming revenues for the support of public
services. These revenue sources are heavily skewed. Clark County,
dramatically, contains the state’s major sources of taxable wealth. Eureka
County, because of its mineral deposits, is also unusually wealthy. Other
counties, such as Mineral, have little wealth to tap.

The state’s principal mechanism for generating revenues for public schools,
aptly named the Nevada Plan, is one of the most effective school financing
schemes in the nation in terms of equalizing local school district per pupil
operating revenues. It functions in a manner which dramatically reduces the
consequences of wealth differentials between school districts.
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However, the Nevada Plan does not cover revenues for school construction.
Consequently, county wealth differences translate Into varying capacities for
generating funds for school construction. Figure 3 displays, hypothetically,
and for each of Nevada’s 17 county school districts, current per-pupil property
assessed values and the dollar amount per pupil that would be raised from a
-01 percent property tax (ten mills) imposed for school construction financing.

Figure 3
Nevada K—12 Comparative Wealth by County®

County Total | Enrollment| AV/$/PP]  $/PP

$/AV

(In $000)
Carson City| $738,281 7,694 $95,955 $959
Churchill 354,383 4,470 79,280 792
Clark| 18,909,830 166,788| 113,376 1,133
Douglas 1,143,674 7090] 161,308 1,613
Elko 671,773 9,861 68,124 681
Esmeralda 45,948 1241 370,551 3,705
Eurekal 1,022,679 308{ 3,320,388| 33,203
Humboldt 469,391 3,845] 122,078] 1,220
Lander 241,974 1,639f 147,635 1,476
Lincoln 78,072 1,109 70,399 703
Lyon 425,487 5426 78,416 784
Mineral] ~ 175,707 1,160 151,472| 1.514
Nye 566,582 4528 125,129] 1,251
Pershing 145,157 967 150,111 1,501
Storey 87,611 480] 182,524 1,825
Washoe| 5,863,539 47,572 123,256 1,232
White Pine 162,241 1,980 81,940 819
B S R NS e

Wealth differences of this magnitude render it difficult to contemplate school
district boundary changes without reinforcing, and probably exacerbating,
current construction inequalities.

Should Nevada consider altering school district boundaries—and even if
current boundaries remain unaltered—the state almost inevitably will be led
to a discussion about school construction and resulting revenue inequities.
MAP has thus provided a section of this report on construction finance
alternatives.

¢ The above analyses assume the imposition of a .01 percent property tax for school construction,
applied to the county’s current Assessed Value (AV) base, 1994 data.
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Future Uncertainty

When the Peabody report regarding Nevada school district organization was
undertaken four decades ago, no one could have foreseen the extraordinary
growth and development that would take place in Nevada. It is no more
likely that today’s analysts and decision-makers will accurately forecast the
next half century. Demographic trends, technological innovations, economic
cycles, and ecological conditions can interact to create a virtually
unpredictable long-range future. Will rural Nevada remain undeveloped?
Will Clark County continue to grow? What might high speed transport
between the Los Angeles basin and Las Vegas portend? What might be the
consequences of exiraordinarily low-cost desalinization? New rmineral
discoveries are always a possibility.

Uncertainties such as these have always been a component of human
existence. However, the rapidity at which such changes now occur, and the
vast numbers of people affected by them, render it ever more important to
design governance arrangements which, even if they cannot always deduce
future developments, have a good chance of productively accommodating
them.

A conventional answer to uncertainty is to encourage decision making
decentralization. The logic argues that multiple and smaller decision units
have a better chance of productively coping with the unexpected, and
divining useful solutions, than does a central authority which acts slowly and
perhaps rigidly. However, education and the future represents something of
a spedial case. Education spreads its consequences across numerous agents.
Good schooling benefits the individual, his or her family, the local
community, and the entire state and polity. Hence, there are multiple
interests at stake and a simple imploration to decentralize is inappropriate
and inefficient. For education, local control must be appropriately balanced
against state interests.

The extremes of population density, increasing diversity, inequalities of
wealth, and uncertain future conditions which face Nevada render it difficult
to design a one-size-fits-all school district boundary or organization solution.
Thus, MAP has visited each county school district separately and has arrived
at a separate set of local area considerations for each®

Additionally, MAP has included in this report a set of governance and control
alternatives for state-level legislative consideration. These alternatives
address the above-described challenges of providing a good education in the

* For added detail, see Nevada Study of School District Organization Progress Reports Number
One and Number Two, Management Analysis & Planning Associates, Berkeley, California,
February 1996 and April 25, 1996.
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face of population sparsity, Clark County organizational complexity and
enrollment magnitude, school construction funding inequalities, and future
uncertainty.

Criteria for Considering Reorganization Options

Whereas the challenges to Nevada’s educational future may dictate separate
analytic considerations for each locality, and, possibly, new state policy
considerations, they do not necessitate entirely different appraisal criteria.
Because education has both local and statewide implications, it is also
appropriate, for state purposes, to examine all of Nevada’s districts through a
common set of lenses. These uniform or statewide evaluative criteria—the
standards by which to judge boundary alternatives—are the subject of this
report section.

How, or by what standards, should deliberative bodies and the general public
judge whether or not to alter a school district boundary? This is not a simple
question. As emphasized at the beginning of this report, answers to this
query are heavily fraught with subjective values. What is more valuable,
easy access to government officials, in which case a relatively small and
geographically compact district may be appropriate, or a2 governmental unit
which can afford specialized academic and sodial services for students?

Several concrete and philosophical criteria have emerged from MAP's
Nevada-wide interviews, conversations, and public meetings with citizens,
state and local officials, parents, students, and professional educators. These
cTiteria are a practical translation of the overarching policy questions posed by
the Legislature.

Five evaluative criteria by which to appraise alternative school district
boundary considerations are discussed here: (1) educational effectiveness, (2)
racial and ethnic composition, (3) organizational scale, (4) governmental
responsiveness and community interests, and (5} financing and facilities.
These are not mutually exclusive categories; components of ore overlap and
interact with others.

It is not possible to assign weights to these criterion categories, to assert that
one is more important than another. They are all important. However, one
or a combination of these evaluative criteria may prove more applicable in
some circumstances than in another. For example, concern for the racial and
ethnic consequences of a boundary change may more immediately effect
Clark County than it would a rural county with a racially homogeneous
population. Ultimately, however, each of these dimensions will involve a
political judgment by public offidials.
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Educational Effectiveness

Parents want, and children deserve, an education system characterized by
high expectations, high standards, and resulting high levels of academic
performance. Policy-makers and educators share in this desire for a high-
quality education system statewide and district-by-district.

This is not to suggest that an action so apparently simple, at least in a
technical sense, as changing school district boundaries will make education
better. Redrawing district boundaries, either to render districts larger or
smaller, is by itself, unlikely to contribute significantly to the solution to
Nevada’s complicated educational problems. However, in examining
alternative organizational and governmental arrangements, one must be
careful to ensure that proposed alternatives, at a minimum, do not damage
and, more positively one hopes, actually offer an opportunity to improve
education for all students.

Where schooling and educational quality are concerned, there are at least two,
and perhaps three, Nevadas. There is a rapidly growing urban Nevada
located principally in Clark County and, secondarily, in and around Washoe
County. There is a sparsely populated and heavily rural Nevada comprised of
13 or 14 counties. Rapidly growing, but not yet urban, counties such as Elko or
Douglas may comprise yet a third Nevada.

At least two of these categories face somewhat different education challenges.
Putting aside the awesome growth of Clark County for the moment, there are
large numbers of youngsters in this district from low-income and limited-
English-speaking households, and youngsters who change schools with
alarming frequency. For these students, carefully considered and intense
instructional services appear to be in order. But the fact that the district is
growing rapidly renders the challenge even more difficult.

Rural Nevada has extreme needs for special services also, particularly high-
level academic instruction in advanced subjects o secondary students, and
remedial and specially tailored instruction for low-achieving or disabled
students.

MAP asks the question: “What organizational and governance arrangements
will most likely provide the curriculum coverage, instructional competence,
learning incentives, fiscal resources, professional expertise, and operational
flexibility to enable Nevada’s educators and citizens to best address these
varying circumstances?” This is not the place to provide an exhaustive
analysis of the problem. However, we will provide several examples in order
to emphasize the principle involved.
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Before providing these examples, however, it is important to emphasize that,
regardless of school district boundaries, the state has a major role to play in
ensuring high education standards. By continually providing school districts
with advice and guidance regarding curriculum matters, instructional
materials, professional development for teachers, instructional technology,
and educational achievement standards; by appraising pupil, school, and
school district performance through a statewide testing program; and by
ensuring effective consulting advice to local districts and schools, state
officials can exert enormous influence upon the quality of instruction in even
the most remote and small school district. In short, an effective state
education department can assist in overcoming many of the challenges
connected with sparsity, small district size, and remoteness.

Even assuming a highly effective state assistance strategy, however, boundary
and governance considerations can influence local school district instruction.
Here is an extreme example, but one which nevertheless applies in the
Nevada context. Children can reside within the boundaries of a given district
but their residence may actually be closer geographically to a school in an
adjoining district. Having to travel a lengthy distance to an assigned school,
perhaps on a school bus, could subtract significantly from the time that a child
might otherwise use to engage in homework, do chores, or simply play with
friends. Fortunately, Nevada has seen fit to provide for interdistrict transfer
arrangements, and many burdens of distance can be mitigated as a result.®

However, there are more subtle means through which school district
boundaries and organization can influence a child’s education. For example,
some states continue to fall prey to district configurations which serve only
elementary or only secondary students. Plans for a complete curriculum and
the articulation of expectations across grade levels are at risk accordingly.
Nevada, with its previously-mentioned mid-twentieth century boundary
reforms, eliminated this potential problem for most children. Some students,
however, attend elementary school in one district and secondary school in
another, and have no assurance that their elementary and secondary
programs are articulated.

For small and remote districts, the largest challenge to effective instruction
stemming from school district boundary considerations concerns curricular
adequacy, teacher recruitment and retention, and the provision of specialized
services. Exceedingly small school districts risk not being able to provide
specialized academic courses, such as physics or other advanced sciences.
Increasingly, “distance learning” through satellite broadcasts or cable
arrangements, can compensate for this condition. Stll, even with the

"See NRS 392.010. To Nevada’s credit, the possibility of out-of-district attendance even
encompasses the possibility of out-of-state attendance. The right to attend the school nearest to
one’s home is not absolute in these cases, however, as either district can veto the arrangement
at any time.
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prospect of compensating avenues, one has to take organizational scale into
account when considering boundaries.

Similarly, unusually small districts may be unable to provide sufficient
specialized services for disabled or gifted students. Here, as with academically
specialized courses, compensating arrangements are possible. For example,
several small counties can join together to form a consortium, or a joint
venture agency, or can contract with a regional community college to provide
specialized services. However, arrangements of this sort must be consciously
developed. They do not happen by themselves.

Teacher recruitment and retention is another challenge for unusually small
and remote school districts. State policy can assist on this dimension by
enabling rural districts to compensate teachers at a higher rate or through
other subsidies, such as the provision of housing. Nevada’s current school
finance plan recognizes necessary small and remote schools. Whether
current subsidies are sufficient is not a consideration in this study. However,
any possible alterations to school district boundaries must be mindful of the
potential impact upon districts” abilities to attract and retain able teachers.

Being t00 small is not the only problem. Districts may also become too large.
Before mentioning this downside, it is important, however, to acknowledge
that large districts may have the advantage of providing specialized curricula
and services to children and, often, are able to attract large concentrations of
able teachers. For unusually large districts, the principal risk to educational
quality is that a district will become so large that interpersonal communica-
tion becomes mechanical, rules become rigid and burdensome, and teacher
and school administrator creativity and initiative are stifled as consequences.

Finally, drawing boundaries can dictate the racial and socioeconomic mix of a
district or school. One of the most powerful educational forces is the social
and economic composition of the other students with whom a child attends
school. Thus, drawing school district boundaries should give consideration
to the boundary’s likely influence on student body composition. This is a
topic to which we turn in greater detail in the next section.
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Racial and Ethnic Composition

The changing nature of Nevada’s population is reviewed in Figure 2 (page
12). Whereas the state, in general, is becoming ethnically more diverse, rural
Nevada continues to be inhabited principally by whites.” School district
boundary and governance matters in rural Nevada are unlikely to be
controversial on this dimension. However, Clark County and Washoe
County have minority populations of significant size. Any possible reforms
of school district organization and governmental arrangements, at a
minimum, should give consideration to the risk of exacerbating existing
racial and ethnic imbalances.

In providing alternative boundary arrangements for policy makers to
consider, MAP-modeled analyses will enable Nevada officials to appraise the
extent to which they wish to use school attendance to Improve racial and
ethnic integration. We also add here an important caution. Federal and state
case law is replete with desegregation litigation. Some of these cases are
spedifically about district boundary changes—instances of enhancing or
inhibiting racial isolation. While no one can say with complete certainly
what the legal ramifications of a boundary change might be, there is sufficient
precedent to assert with reasonable confidence that any redistricting that
results in racial or ethnic segregation is likely to be subject to a legal challenge.

Organizational Scale

Nevada has school districts and individual schools at both ends of the
continuum of organizational scale. Esmeralda County has one of the smallest
school enrollments of any county district in the nation. Conversely, Clark
County is one of the nation’s ten largest districts. Thus, the consequences of
scale are important for Nevada. MAP has reviewed the research literature on
this topic to link organizational scale with three dependent variables—
operating costs, educational effectiveness, and governmental responsiveness.

The science of determining optimum organizational size is imprecise. It is
possible to specify organizational scale extremes, small and large, which may
prove overly costly. However, the economies of size distribution between
such extremes is inconsistent; it does not appear to be linear. Moreover, the
research challenge is intensified by the interactions of scale economies with
other values, such as the educational effectiveness of schools and the
responsiveness to citizens of governmental arrangements. Small school
districts and small schools may have the advantage of easy citizen and parent

"' While this statement is true, as the subsequent county school district profiles display, even
rural Nevada is becoming ethnically more diverse.
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access to decision-makers, and may possibly be educationally more effective.
However, they may sacrifice some scale economy advantage in the process.

It is not only district-wide scale economies which are significant. Evidence on
organizational scale also suggests that large schools are less conducive to
student learning, particularly of the learning of low-income students, than
are small schools. Large schools are also associated with higher levels of
student violence and other anti-social behavior. Small schools allow greater
productive participation by both parents and students. Thus, drawing school
district boundaries in a manner which encourages or compels the existence of
large schools may impede effective education.

“Large” and “small” both have advantages. For example, extensive offerings
of highly specialized services, such as advanced science, mathematics, and
foreign language, are more easily organized and paid for where there are large
numbers of students desirous of such services. Experience has shown that
many large districts fail to exploit fully this potential. Such rich program
offerings are a challenge both organizationally and financially in a small
school district. Conversely, access to decision making, personal knowledge of
decision makers, and parent participation may be assisted by relatively small
neighborhood schools and smaller, more local school districts.

Accountability is also influenced by organizational scale. Few mechanisms
are as effective in ensuring efficient resource utilization as citizen concern
and oversight. However, there are structural features which themselves can
contribute to efficient resource utilization. Here again, we refer to matters of
organizational scale. A school district which is too large, either in terms of
enroliments or geography, may be more costly or may have to rely upon
particular administrative arrangements to ensure efficient resource
utilization. Conversely, school district boundaries which encompass too few
students may contribute to disproportionately high administrative and
operational overhead.

Nevada Historical Perspective

Both in its evolution and its current status, Nevada’s school district
organization serves as a mictocosm of the nation. Early in this century, the
nation and Nevada were characterized by literally hundreds (thousands for
the United States) of small rural school districts. In 1929, there were 127 500
school districts nationwide. A reform effort mounted by National Education
Association (NEA) officials, business leaders, and university professors
argued that small districts were economically inefficient and educationally
ineffective. The reformers were remarkably persuasive, even in the absence
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of empirical research results. Momentum built, and the number of districts
has been reduced ninefold to today’s national total of 15,200.12

The nationwide school district consolidation movement has created two
kinds of school districts: ones that are remarkably large and another set of
many thousands of quite small and medium-sized districts. Here is a profile
of today’s situation:

Big districts dominate in enrollments. Presently, 50 percent of America’s
public school students attend school in only five percent (750) of the nation’s
districts. Of the remaining districts, most are overwhelmingly small. For
example, 90 percent of U.S. school districts enroll 3,500 or fewer students.
Eighty percent of districts enroll 2,500 or fewer students.

Taken on its face, this 75 year-long school district consolidation movement
has not delivered on the reformers’ promises. There is no evidence that
schooling costs are lower today as a consequence. In each of the past five
decades, school costs (controlling for inflation) have increased approximately
ten percent per pupil. Whatever cost savings might have resulted from
school district consolidation appear to have been eaten up by added
transportation and administrative costs. Second, today’s challenge of low
education achievement is overwhelmingly to be found in large, not small
and medium size, school districts.

However, the school district size issue cannot fairly be examined on its face.
The issues are more complicated. While we have created larger school
districts, our nation has simultaneously undergone dramatic shifts in
population composition. Large districts today are also the home for
America’s largest concentrations of low income, limited-English-speaking,
and disabled students. Thus, analyses of school district size are complicated by
necessary consideration of the social and economic characteristics of the
students involved. What can be said about the consequences of
organizational size, once efforts are made to control scientifically for the
characteristics of the students involved?

Research Results

To shed light on this issue, MAP compiled a comprehensive list of social
science studies concentrating on the relationship in school districts of
organizational size and operating costs. In addition, because of the frequent
reliance of large school districts upon large enrollment schools, MAP also
examined research results regarding the relationship of school size to student
academic achievement.

** The definitive history of this movement is recorded by David B. Tyack in The One Best
System, Cambridge, Harvard University Press, 1979.
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Insofar as possible, MAP has paid particular attention to those studies of
districts and schools which have attempted to take the social and economic
characteristics of students into account while examining the consequences of
size. The results of this examination are distilled below. However, before
reviewing these findings, a reader should understand that no definitive
research exists on these matters of organizational scale, operating cost, and
academic achievement consequences.

The results which do exist are remarkably consistent, in favor of medium and
smaller organizational size. However, it is virtually impossible to identify a
research study in which one has complete confidence. There are many
confounding variables, such as local region labor market competitiveness,
nature of the school curriculum, state-imposed class size and teacher salary
minima and maxima. The field is simply insufficiently explored to provide a
definitive foundation. Nevertheless, having offered all of the caveats,
acknowledging that no single study is beyond reproach, it is worth
emphasizing that the weight of the evidence strongly suggests that smaller is
better.

* The most costly districts to operate, on a per-pupil spending basis, are
those at the extremes of the size continuum. Under 400 students and in
excess of 50,000 students define “small” and “large” in these circumstances.
Unusually large districts, such as Clark County, tend to spend less per
pupil on central office administrative costs. However, they lose this cost
advantage when their school-site operating costs are considered.

* The added costs associated with unusually large school districts stem from
the predilection of such districts to operate unusually large schools. Large
schools consistently have higher per-pupil administrative costs. For
example, a recent study undertaken by University of Southern California
Professor Lawrence Picus, relying upon the Common Core of Data
collected by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), found
that districts with 500—1,000 students spend 5.4 percent of their total
operating budget on school site administration. Districts with more than
10,000 students allocated 8.7 percent of their operating budget to school site
administration.

School size is also important for student achievement.

* Large elementary schools, those with enrollments exceeding 1000, are
consistently associated with lower levels of student achievement.

* Smaller schools are consistently associated with higher levels of student

achievement. This latter finding is particularly true for students from
low-income households.
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* High schools with enrollments between 600 and 900 students consistently
appear to have the highest levels of academic achievement. Schools
noticeably smaller and larger, for example high schools with more than
2000 students, are characterized by lower levels of student achievement.

* Minority and low-income students appear unusually vulnerable
academically in schools which are too large.

* Districts with large schools (more than 900 enrollees) can capture some of
the advantages of smaller schools by dividing large units into schools-
within-schools. '

Deconsolidation History

What about attempts to make school districts smaller? Here there is not
much history. In the course of attending public hearings in Clark County, the
suggestion was repeatedly offered to MAP consultants that efforts at
deconsolidation elsewhere in the nation should be examined. MAP, despite
diligent efforts, was unable to identify such instances. San Antonio, Texas
and San Jose, California, large cities encompassing many smaller school
districts, were never consolidated and, thus, though they were suggested to
MAP as examples of “deconsolidated” districts, are not. The only example
MAP can identify seems inapplicable to Nevada. New York City, in 1972, was
broken into 32 elementary districts, all feeding into a central city high school
district. However, each of the 32 districts is itself the size of Syracuse, and can
hardly be taken to be deconsolidated in so far as these constituent districts do
not have formal taxing authority.

Governmental Responsiveness and Community Cohesion

The placement of jurisdictional boundaries can influence the extent to which .
citizens identify with, feel committed to, and participate in their government
Institutions. It also can influence the degree of citizen oversight and
accountability. Boundaries can enhance and reinforce community cohesion,
or, if drawn or redrawn in an ill-considered manner, can damage a sense of
community.

Redrawing jurisdiction boundaries to enlarge a unit of government to make
that government unit more inclusive, does not guaraniee that all residents
included within the new borders will automatically form a cohesive, albeit
larger, community. Matters of self-identification, bonding, and group
perception are far too complicated to hinge on government boundaries alone.
One need only reflect on conflici-ridden situations such as Bosnia to see that
social matters such as ethnic and religious identity, economic trade, and
historic disputes can transcend cartographic boundaries and persist over long
periods of time regardless of where lines are drawn on a map. However, if
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there are predispositions for group cohesion, drawing new boundaries may
reinforce the condition.

If a community of interest already exists, downsizing a district, redrawing
boundaries to create two or more units where there was once one, can be
particularly damaging. Those activities in which residents were once jointly
engaged, school- and community-related efforts which are conducted
separately under the new arrangements, are no longer activities which are
reinforcing of community bonds. Hence, those who propose to divide a unit
or simply alter the boundaries are well advised to pay particular attention to
the consequences for existing communities of interest.

School district boundaries have a particularly influential role in the
formation or reinforcement of communities. Schools can serve as the focal
point of community social and civic activities. Thus, district boundaries, and
school attendance areas, can shape, or even destroy, a sense of community by
dividing or combining neighborhoods. Transporting students from one
neighborhood to another, perhaps to overcome crowded school conditions or
to mitigate racial segregation, must be undertaken with extraordinary care.
However well-intended, such efforts may estrange parents from their
children’s schools or eviscerate children’s afterschool activities, such as
athletics or fine arts programs. Conversely, to draw boundaries restrictively
may be to create or reinforce an unfortunate sense of sodal or racial isolation
in a portion of a community.

This evaluative dimension, community interest and government
responsiveness, is related to the above-mentioned topic of organizational
scale. For example, a seven-person school board in a city of a thousand is
likely to hold the prospect of greater constituent responsiveness than the
same number of school board members in a city of a million inhabitants.
MAP consultants frequently heard the argument that school board members
who lived, worked, and shopped in the same community and were on a first-
name basis with most of their constituents were more likely to govern
schools in a manner consistent with the desires and aspirations of their
constituents. It is not possible to define that precise numeric juncture where
representativeness and responsiveness are maximized. Nevertheless, it will
be important to subject alternative boundary proposals to scrutiny on this
dimension.

Similarly, schools, particularly elementary schools, appear to educate most
effectively when there is relatively easy access for parents. Also, citizens
appear more willing to vote added resources for schools if they are able to
identify with them locally. These conditions suggest the advantages of
having school districts aligned with communities of interest, be they
neighborhoods, communities, or whatever other geographic subdivision
makes sense in a particular circumstance.
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However, the possible advantages of geographic cohesion must also be
balanced against other criteria such as scale economies and racial
composition. Some contend that a possible compromise in such situations
may be a blend of large governmental units with a form of decentralized
decision-making that provides for greater local control while preserving any
advantages of large scale. :

Accountability and Responsiveness

If citizens have an opportunity to become informed regarding government
operation they may take greater responsibility for ensuring that the
institution is effective—that it has the resources it needs and uses effectively
the resources it has. However, if an institution is too remote from those it is
designed to serve, citizen loyalty is at risk. Alienated citizens may revolt by
refusing to vote necessary resources. Under such conditions, the well-being
of the entire polity is placed at risk. Ensuring that government units are not
too large is thus important.

In addition to risking citizen alienation, overly large and remote government
prevents the operation of a responsive government. Where government is
remote Or insensitive, citizens may perceive themselves as insignificant and
their willingness to participate may be reduced. The representative nature of
government is diluted in the process.

Financing and Facilities

The larger the geographic area over which revenues are generated, the
smaller the prospect of substantial interdistrict distributional inequalities. For
example, extremely large school districts can dilute the prospect of narrow
segments of a geographic area taking disproportionate advantage of high
amounts of property valuation. Similarly, indebtedness for a capital project
(e.g. constructing a school) can be a much less onerous burden if spread over a
large population. The size of a school district does not necessarily, however,
provide any protection against intradistrict inequities. In fact, such inequities
are common in large districts throughout the United States.

Conversely, even if sometimes disadvantaged in terms of revenue
generation, a small, cohesive community may hold a higher prospect of
overseeing efficient use of resources than a large and geographically diverse
community.

There are technical public financing mechanisms for ensuring that

identifiable pockets of wealth (be they real property, income, or other forms of
wealth) can be taxed to the advantage of a larger organization, be it a state,
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county or local government. However, in designing school organization and
governance alternatives, one needs to be mindful of fiscal consequences.

This issue is rendered substantially less prominent by the Nevada Plan, a set
of arrangements for financing the operation of schools which is among the
most equitable in its interdistrict outcomes in the nation.™ In effect, pockets
of poverty and wealth have little influence over an individual district’s per
pupil spending levels. Figure 4 displays the results of an equity analysis
undertaken with Nevada’s per-pupil spending levels. Here Nevada is
compared with six other states in which MAP has recently undertaken school
finance analyses. The comparison measure is the coefficient of variation, the
most widely relied upon school finance equity measure. One can see that
Nevada is a dramatically “equal” state by this measurement technique.™

. Figure 4
State Interdistrict Per-Pupil Expenditure Equity Comparisons

Nevada 0.02
Wisconsin 0.17
California 0.20
Tennessee 0.21

Virginia 027

Ohio 0.30

Missouri 0.32

**This could be upset by small pockets of extreme wealth because there is no Tecapture provision
in the Nevada Plan. Wealthy school districts, such as Eureka, which receive state aid, have
no limit on what they can spend.

*The coefficient of variation is determined by computing a mean expenditure for a distribution,
determining the standard deviation of the distribution from the mean, and dividing the
standard deviation by the mean. The figures displayed above are a pupil weighted coefficient
of variation.
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Construction Financing

What holds for the generation and distribution of operating revenues does
not, unfortunately, also apply to the financing of capital construction. On this
dimension, inequalities of school district property-wealth distribution do
penetrate and county districts are left to their own uneven resources to
generate school construction funding. This condition can distort equality
substantially. (Please see chapter 3 for a more complete discussion of
alternative school construction financing strategies.)

State Net Costs

The Nevada Plan is an excellent mechanism for protecting local school
district per-pupil revenues from substantial consequences when alterations
are made to school district boundaries. Almost regardless of local wealth
levels, the Nevada plan guarantees a local school district a per-pupil
minimum revenue level.

However, the Nevada Plan does not necessarily protect the state treasury. If
boundary alterations create added numbers of school districts, some with
substantially less access to wealth than what now exists, the state is vulnerabie
for higher levels of finandal subsidy. This is true because newly created,
wealthier districts would pay a smaller share of the overall cost.

If the Nevada Plan had “recapture” provisions, the state’s fiscal exposure
would be reduced. Under such provisions, the state would recapture excess
per pupil revenues from one jurisdiction and recyde them to the less wealthy
district. However, in the absence of such equalizing arrangements, which
have proven to be politically unpopular in other states, the state is itself
vulnerable to added outlays if a new redistricting plan creates any
substantially greater wealth disparities than now exist.

Conclusion

These five evaluative citeria—educational effectiveness, racial and ethnic
composition, organizational scale, governmental responsiveness and
community interests, and financing and facilities—compose, the standard
against which MAP weighs reorganization options. We emphasize here
again that these criteria are not mutually exclusive. On important
dimensions, they are interdependent.
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CHAPTER 2

CONSIDERING DISTRICT BOUNDARIES:
DECISION MAKING OPTIONS AND PROCEDURES

The Nevada Legislature currently maintains complete statutory authority to
make dedisions regarding school district boundary configurations. State
policy makers may wish to retain this arrangement. Alternatively, Nevada
may decide to adopt a different set of options and procedures by which district
boundary decisions are considered and arrived at in the future.

This chapter displays alternatives which, in MAP’s professional judgment,
are available to the Legislature on this dimension. We have situated this
section of the report as Chapter 2 so that readers can consider these options as
they review the remainder of this document.

The Nevada Legislature has at least four options for dealing with issues
relating to the manner in which school districts organize themselves. The
Legislature can:

1. Make all decisions about school district organization. A variant of
this option could include an automatic trigger mechanism which
Tequired certain actions to be taken when ever a threshold (for
example district size) was crossed. :

2. Establish a set of parameters within which other, non-legislative
entities (e.g. the State Board of Education) make decisions about
school district organization.

3. Establish a set of general parameters authorizing other non-
legislative entities (e.g. the State Board of Education) to make
judgments about whether the parameters have been met, but leaving
the ultimate decision to voters themselves.

4. Establish conditions under which the governing board(s) of the
territory affected could reach an agreement. Minimally, such
dedisions should meet certain criteria, be reviewed by a state-level
entity, and be subject to appeal.

Continuing The Present Arrangement

The Legislature may decide to continue making district boundary decisions.
After all, this task has not occupied an inordinate amount of legislative time
in the last 40 years. However, in a context of extensive, unpredictable
demographic change, the demand for changes in school district organization
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will inevitably intensify. The next 40 years may witness many more demands
on the Legislature to deal with real and perceived problems of school districts.

The Legislature may decide that under certajn agreed-upon circumstances
change is indicated, but that it should specify in advance the conditions that
would trigger change. For example, the Legislature could determine that
school districts should not exceed a certain size; and when any district grows
larger than that size by a predetermined enroliment, the district would be
required to divide into two approximately equal-size districts. Several
variants on this option are possible. Rather than an immediate break-up, the
specified size or other condition could trigger a referendum on whether to
divide the district, or an administrative review by an objective outside
agency.

Other Decision Making Options

If the Legislature opts for any of the latter three approaches suggested above,
several important decisions must be considered. The first is to decide on a
threshold set of criteria that every school district formation proposal should
meet. Examples of issues the Legislature may wish to consider as explicit
threshold standards might be’™

* Adequate and equalized per-pupil funding mechanisms
Nevada has an exemplary school finance model, the envy of many other
states. School district organization should not be permitted to occur in a
manner which would negatively impact the equalization features of the
Nevada Plan, cost the state significantly more money, or financially
disadvantage other school districts. Operationally, no districts should be
formed which have such high local revenues that they do not participate
in the Nevada Plan's equalization formulas.

In addition to equalization, adequate funding is also an important
criterion. The Legislature should not permit school districts to be
established if they have inadequate local resources to construct schools.
There are many places in Nevada with very low assessed valuations.
Because of these small tax bases, a high tax rate is required to raise
sufficient revenues to build schools. School districts should not be formed
if the high tax rates they would have to levy would cause them to exceed
their bonding capacity.

*The list which follows includes examples of the types of criteria the state may which to
consider. This list could be easily expanded or contracted.
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Racial and ethnic isolation

School districts should not be allowed to form if the result of their
formation is the isolation of a racial or ethnic group. In addition to the
moral and ethical considerations, there is significant legal precedent for
imposing this criterion.

Organization patterns

Nevada, unlike many other states, does not permit the formation of
districts which are not unified (K—12) districts. Again, Nevada is a leader
among states on this issue. Establishing elementary and secondary
districts invites unarticulated, fragmented educational programs. Unified
school districts do not guarantee articulation, but they do facilitate it.

Cost to the State

The Legislature should adopt some acceptable limit on the amount of
increase in state costs it is willing to tolerate, or it may determine that no
proposal should go forward if it increases state costs. Some states limit
increases in state costs to a specified percentage, say five or ten percent.
Whatever the figure, the Legislature should protect itself against potential
future costs by specifying in advance what it is willing to pay additionally
to organize school districts.

Do no harm

School district reorganization must not materially worsen the situation
for those who are not a part of the newly formed district. An
organizational plan which contracts a major portion of an existing school
district to either join with another district or create a wholly new district
and leaves the remaining parts of the existing district impoverished and
unable to provide a comprehensive program would be plainiy
unacceptable. Similarly, it should not be permitted, for an area which is
proposing to reorganize, to have within it a disproportionate number of
school buildings, making it difficult for the remaining portion of the
district to house its pupils. Plans which advantage one portion of an
existing district at the expense of the remainder of the district should not
be permitted.

Process

If the Legislature chooses to avoid getting involved in every decision
regarding any school district reorganization plan which might be promoted, it
must designate an existing agency or create a new body to review
reorganization proposals and judge whether the proposals meet the basic
criteria and are in the best interest of the state. In many states, the State Board
of Education is charged with this responsibility. The State Board, or the
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spedially-appointed commission, should hold at least one public hearing on
each proposal in order for citizens from the affected areas to be heard.

Initiation of Procedure

In addition to the minimum standards cited above, the Legislature should
specify the criteria for initiating reorganization proposals. For example, a
proposal, to be eligible for consideration, might need to come from an existing
school district governing board or boards, and /or from a petiion containing
at least a minimum number of signatures of citizens in the community in
which the reorganization is proposed.

Participation of the General Public

Once the board-adopted proposal or the petition is determined to have met
the criteria set out by the state entity designated to review it, it could take
effect. Alternatively, the proposal might only take effect, even though it met
all the standards, upon the vote of the people. If the impact of reorganization
on the existing district is small, the election could be limited to citizens in the
area wishing to reorganize. If large, it may be appropriate to hold the election
in the entire area impacted by the decision (that is, the entire district).’® Once
the election is held, some time should elapse before the new organization is
effective in order to provide for an orderly transition. The Legislature may
also wish to consider bypassing the election process in special cases, such as in
those instances in which the governing board(s) of the affected district or
districts unanimously agree.

Figure 5 displays the way in which district reorganization proposals might
proceed.

**The same body that applies the other criteria would make the determination regarding
where the election shouid be held.
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Figure 5
A System for Considering Reorganization Proposals

Proposal Initiation
(school board(s)/petitions)

Criteria Review
Public Hearing
(State Board of Education)
If “Yes” If “No”
Vote of the People Proposal Fails
If “Yes” If “No”
Reorganization becomes X

Effective Proposal Fails

This chapter has outlined a set of options for the Nevada Legislature to
consider in light of likely future pressure for school district reorganization. In
effect, the chapter describes a set of working decision rules for the Legislature
to contemplate.

We turn now to the consideration of a major issue confronting the State of
Nevada, namely, financing school construction.
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CHAPTER 3

FINANCING SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION

The cost of building and maintaining school facilities in Nevada is borne
entirely by local school districts. Nevada is one of only 10 states in the nation
that provides no aid for school construction pwrposes. In states which do
provide revenue to build schools, the percentage of the state education budget
dedicated to school construction reaches as high as 11 percent.” Financing
school construction and maintenance constitutes a dilemma Nevada needs to
resolve regardless of what other action it takes on the subject of district
boundary configurations.

Current Financing Options

Depending on local circumstances, Nevada school districts have three options
for financing construction and maintenance of school buildings: general
obligation bonds, pay-as-you-go financding, and impact fees.

General Obligation Bonds

General obligation bonds are the most prevalent form of financing school
construction, repair, and renovation in Nevada. These bonds are 2 form of
borrowing, secured by the full faith and credit of the school district, and are
typically repaid over 20 to 30 years. There are certain limitations on the
amount of bonds a school district can issue. First, any bond issue has to be
approved by the voters. Second, the total indebtedness of the district may not
exceed 15 percent of the assessed valuation of property within the boundaries
of the school district. All Nevada school districts, except Esmeralda, Eureka,
and Mineral, currently have outstanding general obligation bonds.

Pay-As-You-Go

Nevada law authorizes, for districts unable or unwilling to pass a bond issue,
a “pay-as-you-go” tax to accumulate funds to build, remodel, or repair school
facilities. Voters must authorize the levy of this tax. Voter approval is
required a second time if the funds collected for replacement of a capital asset
are to be expended for constructing a new building. Pay-as-you-go taxes are

" This is the amount provided in California.
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limited to 75 cents per $100 of assessed valuation in school districts with fewer
than 25,000 students and to 50 cents in districts where enrollment exceeds
25,000. Elko, Lander, and White Pine School Districts currently levy pay-as-
you-go taxes.

Impact fees

School districts in counties with fewer that 35,000 residents can levy
developer impact fees of up to $1,000 per dwelling of new residential
construction, including mobile home sites. The Board of County
Commissioners must approve such fees which can be levied only in the area
served by the school buildings constructed or enlarged. Douglas and Storey
Counties currently are the only Nevada school districts utilizing these fees.”®

Concerns About Financing Capital Improvements

Elsewhere in this report MAP has identified financing of capital projects as a
significant problem for many school districts. Two concerns were raised.
First, there is the obvious inequality of school facilities among the various
counties. Second, there is the sheer magnitude of demand for school
construction in some counties, particularly Clark and Elko.

In our visits to counties, MAP consultants were struck by the disparate quality
of school buildings among school districts. The differences between Goldfield
Elementary in Esmeralda County and Eureka Elementary, or Mineral County
High and Cimarron-Memorial High (Clark County) are stark and profound.

With few exceptions, the State ensures that the funds for operating an
education program are substantially equal among districts. (See MAP's
description of the Nevada Plan, included as Appendix B to this report.)
Differences in funding, for the most part, reflect differences in local
circumstances, such as unavoidable small schools, extensive transportation,
and large populations of students with special needs. The Nevada Plan
adjusts for differences in assessed value and sales tax yield on the operating
side of the budget. No such correction for assessed value differences is made
for school construction.

**The Douglas County School District levies a $2,400 fee per unit for new subdivisions. The
statutory authority of the school district to levy this additional fee is currently being
challenged by a builder. Although the district court ruled in favor of the school district, the
builder has appealed the case to the State Supreme Court. A decision is expected this year.

All money generated from this additional fee is being held pending the outcome of the suit.

The school district anticipates $1.6 million will be received from this source by the end of fiscal
year 1995-96. Thanks to Henry Etchemendy for pointing out that Storey County utilizes a
residential construction tax of $500 per unit.
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Under current law, both students and taxpayers receive unequal treatment.
Some students attend classes in impressive facilities designed to
accommodate state-of-the-art educational programs. Other students attend
classes in obsolete structures that should have been demolished long ago.
The primary determinant of the type of facility in which a student attends
school is the county, and in some cases, the community, in which the student
resides.

Because property values vary significantly among counties, some property
owners are taxed at a much higher rate to raise the same amount of money as
is a similarly situated property owner in another county. Leaving aside for
the moment Eureka County, which has the highest assessed value per pupil,
there are still significant disparities among the rest of the counties. These
disparities sometimes result in requiring tax rates in one county to be three or
four times the rate in another county to build the same type of school facility
on identically vallued property.

Courts across the country have held consistently that the wealth-based
resources available to educate a child should not depend on where he or she
lives, and unwarranted differences have been judged to be unconstitutional.
Plaintiffs have argued successfully that similar tax rates should yield similar
revenue per pupil. In most of these cases, only funding for on going
operations was addressed. However, recent cases in Arizona, Texas, and Ohio
have attacked unequal school facilities. The plaintiffs’ arguments in these
cases have followed the same logic as the earlier cases; and there is some
indication that the courts are taking these arguments seriously.’® School
finance experts predict similar suits in other states where capital
improvements are predominately the responsibility of local school districts
and where there are significant differences in the wealth of local districts.

Clearly, not all of the differences in fadilities are attributable to differences in
assessed valuation. For a variety of reasons, local communities value schools
differently. Some counties may have the wherewithal to support school
construction but cannot gain voter approval. Traditionally, the strongest
supporters for new school facilities are parents with children in school. As
the population ages and as a smaller percentage of citizens have children
currently in school, it becomes increasingly difficult to successfully provide
for school construction, especially if the total burden for those fadilities falls
on the property tax.

The second issue related to capital projects in school districts is the need to
build new schools for the rapidly growing enrollments in several counties.

¥Crampton, F.E. and Terry N Whitney, National Conference of State Legislatures, “Equity and
Funding of School Facilities: Are States at Risk?” February, 1995.
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Even in counties where enrollment is stable or declining, there is an obvious
need for extensive renovation or replacement of obsolete facilities. It is
difficult to accurately estimate the total cost of construction and necessary
renovation, espedially the latter. A sense of the magnitude can be gained by
examining the capital needs in selected counties.

Clark County schools staff project capital improvement costs of $634 million
for 20 new schools and renovation of existing schools by the year 2001.® The
Washoe County School District Governing Board will ask voters to approve a
$196 million bond issue for the same period. Nye County School District has
identified capital needs of more than $54 million, mostly for renovation or
expansion of existing facilities. Elko staff projects the need for seven new
schools and renovations at an estimated cost of approximately $63 million "
Capitol needs for just these four counties approaches $240 million per year
through the turn of the century.

Options For Addressing Concerns

Regardless of how the Legislature chooses to address these concerns, it would
be prudent to determine, with far greater accuracy, the extent of the problem.
The National Conference of State Legislatures recommends a statewide
assessment of the condition of existing school facilities and a statewide
projection of new school construction needs.” The Nevada Department of
Education is currently in the process of conducting such a review. Given the
condition of many of the school facilities in Nevada, a long-range plan to
address this issue is advisable. At the very least, school districts should
annually report information regarding the condition of existing school
facilities and the need for new facilities in a prescribed format along with the
currently required financial reports, so that the Legislature will be kept
appraised of the nature and scope of the problem.

Because of the serious nature of this problem and the potential for legal
action against the state, MAP outlines in the next section some alternative
capital outlay provisions for consideration by the Legislature.

®These data, which are preliminary and may be revised after governing- board review, were
obtained from personal conversations with Fred Smith, Clark County School District Facilities
and Transportation Division.

% These data, which are preliminary and subject to change after governing-board review, were
obtained from conversations with Marcia Bandera, Superintendent, Elko County School
District.

ZCrampton, op cit.
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e Full State Assumption

If Nevada were to assume all costs for construction and maintenance of
school facilities on a pay-as-you-go basis, a substantial increase in the
education budget would be required. The 1995—96 state education budget was
$1.18 billion. Assuming that the capital needs cited in this chapter are typical,
and that the needs of the remaining counties are proportionate to their
enrollments, a full state assumption program would cost the state
approximately $275 million per year.

This 23.3 percent increase in the state education budget could be financed by a
1.25 cent statewide sales tax, a statewide property tax of about 87 cents, an
increase of 4 percent in gaming taxes, or some combination of all sources.”
This represents a significant increase in the state’s education budget and,
perhaps more significantly, a large bite for the taxpayers to swallow.

An alternative to pay-as-you-go is for the state to issue general obligation
bonds. This course may be more atiractive than pay-as-you-go if Nevada
anticipates a leveling of enrollment increases and a consequent decrease in
the need for new construction. Such a slackening does not seem likely for the
next several years. If the state is required frequently to seek voter approval
and to regularly increase outstanding debt, the advantages of spreading the
cost of construction over 20 or more years diminishes. Interest payments
significantly increase the cost of projects, and too much debt will lower the
credit rating of the state, thereby increasing the cost of borrowing for all capital

projects.

Another barrier to the state issuance of bonds for this purpose is the Nevada
Constitution, which limits general obligation debt to two percent of the state’s
assessed valuation. The estimated bonded debt capacity remaining on
December 1, 1995 was $172.9 million.?*

e State/ Local Partnership

A reasonable alternative to the status quo or to the state assuming full
responsibility for capital outlays is for the state and local districts to share in
school maintenance and construction costs. This approach has a number of
advantages. It reaffirms the state’s commitment to equity, while recognizing
the essential role local citizens must play in decisions affecting the children of
their community. It spreads the burden of financing capital projects over all
the taxpayers, all of whom benefit from a well-educated citizenry. At the same

BEstimates provided by Jean Botts, Nevada Legislative Counsel Bureau.
#Sturm, H. Pepper, Nevada Legislative Counsel Bureau, memorandum, March 1, 1996.
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time it does not remove local responsibility for schools, because it would
require local taxing effort as a condition of state assistance.

One possible way of configuring such a state/local relationship is to share the
responsibility for school housing among three major groups, each with a
tangible interest in high quality schools. The three groups are the citizens of
the state as a whole, local property taxpayers, and developers. An appropriate
share for each partner would need to be established. Each of the partners
would be advantaged because as a result of the partnership, additional schools
would be built and existing schools would be improved. The state’s share of
the partnership could come from either an annual appropriation for school
construction and renovation, or a statewide general obligation bond, or both.
Local property taxpayers, who now shoulder virtually the entire burden,
would know that there is some relief coming from their partners. Developers
would know that there would be a higher likelihood of schools being built
and improved and thus the property in and around the development would
grow in value.

In order to equalize local capacity for these funds, the state’s share for any
given project could be inversely proportional to the district’s assessed value
per pupil. In other words, every local community would have to make a
contribution (none would receive 100 percent state funding), and the lower
the assessed value the higher percentage of support the state would
contribute. If, for example, the legislature determined that the state should
contribute on average 30 percent for each project, a low-wealth district would
Teceive for its state share an amount greater than 30 percent. If, on the other
hand, a district had higher-than-average wealth per pupil, it would receive
less than 30 percent. Districts with very high assessed value per pupil might
receive no additional support from the state. Having the state play an
equalizing role in this manner should well equip Nevada for any prospective
legal challenge.

In defining a role for the state in capital construction, several other
considerations need to be kept in mind. Some mechanism must be in place
to determine a set of criteria which prioritizes needs of counties,
communities, and projects. In some states, that function is performed by the
Legislature in its budget process; in others, by the state department of
education; and in still others, by a separate entity appointed specifically for
this purpose. Not every request from schools will be of equal merit and a
system must be in place to make judgments about the appropriate priorities.

In addition, some statewide standards for school facilities, or least for state-
financed new construction, need to be established. The State should have
some, at least minimal, guarantees that its funds are being spent appropriately
and that all children are housed adequately. The option should also be
available for districts who prefer not to be involved with the state in school
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construction to go it alone and continue to fund their building costs from the
local property tax.

The third partner in this shared responsibility model is the community of
developers. This is a potential revenue source largely untapped in Nevada.

There may be no other economic activity that has a more direct impact on the
need for school facilities than the construction of residential units. Impact
fees tend to be shifted to home-buyers in the form of higher purchase prices
which helps defray the marginal cost of the added enrollment the home-
buyers represent. Current residents have already paid for the existing
facilities and will pay again for the newcomers. Impact fees attenuate the
“penalty” that long-time residents pay for new residential development.
Moreover, developers have an economic interest in the quality of schools.
There is.a strong correlation between residential property values and
perceptions of school quality. Having said that, it is important that
developers be protected against fees which are too high. They ought not carry
an undue burden for school construction.

If the Legislature agrees that development fees should provide a portion of
the solution to the school construction financing problem, impact fees should
be available to all counties, irrespective of size. Those districts most affected
by rapid growth are currently prohibited from using them. Secondly,
consideration might also be given to allowing the areas in the county in
which the fees are to be imposed to vote on the imposition of the fees, rather
than requiring approval of the county commissioners.

In the next section, we provide a specific example of how such a formula
might work.

School Construction Funding: An Example

In order to bring greater spedificity to the discussion of the concept of shared
responsibility for school construction, MAP provides the following example.
It is meant to be illustrative of how such a concept can be made operational.
Let us assume that the Legislature decides that it has at least partial
responsibility for adequate provision of school facilities in the state. Let us
also assume that the Legislature adopts the notion of “shared responsibility”
and views developers and school districts as partners in this enterprise. Let
us further assume that the Legislature, which is noted for the Nevada Plan’s
equalization efforts for operational expenditures, adopts the same principles
for school construction. A resulting formula might consist of the following
provisions.

First, the Legislature would need to establish its share of the shared
responsibility. For purposes of this example, let us assume that that
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percentage share equals 30 percent. The Legislature would need to reallocate
existing resources, raise taxes or fees, or issue statewide general obligation
bonds specifically for the purpose of school construction in order to establish a
fund to be utilized to match local revenue sources for the costs of
construction.

Secondly, the Legislature would need to establish what are acceptable sources
of the “fair share” of the responsibility of its other partners in this effort.
There are any number of ways to do this. The Legislature could restrict local
revenue sources to those currently in law or they could expand to include
other sources, such as developer fees where they are not currently available.
The legislature could authorize local school boards to levy such developer
fees, within specific limits that appropriately reflect the developer’s fair share
of the cost of housing new students, without imposing fees so high that they
discourage development. Since development is most likely to occur in
districts with rapid growth, including developer fees in the calculation of the
local contribution seems reasonable.

Third, provision must be made to “equalize” the burden across local school
districts. Absent such a provision, high-assessed-value districts would enjoy
the same huge advantage over their lower-assessed-value counterparts as is
now the case. Consistency with the Nevada Plan requires a formula which is
largely independent of the wealth of the district seeking state funds. One way
to accomplish this is to establish an inverse relationship between a district’s
assessed value per pupil and the percentage contribution the state is required
to make. Put differently, the average assessed value per pupil district in the
state would contribute 70% of the total required expenditure. Districts with
higher than average assessed values would contribute a higher percentage
and districts with lower average assessed values would contribute lower
percentages. Districts which are outside the equalization provisions of the
Nevada Plan wouid contribute the full amount, and would not be eligible for
any state support for capital outlay purposes. Some minimum should be
required for every district no matter how low their assessed value, so that
every district has at least some stake in the outcome. A reasonable lower
limit might be 20%.

Let us now turn to specific examples to illustrate how the proposal would
work. Let us assume that the average assessed value per pupil in the state
equals $120,000. Let us also assume that each of three districts has identical
needs of $10,000,000 for equally high priority school fadility needs.®

® Itis important to note that if the state is to contribute to school construction costs, minimum
standards for school construction, as well as priorities for funding, need to be adopted.
Priorities are particularly important. As an example, the state should replace classrooms
which are hazardous before building new gymnasiums.
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For a district which is at the average assessed value per student, the state’s
share is $3,000,000 and the local share is $7,000,000, which can be generated by
any combination of district and developer fee revenues.

A district which has such high assessed value per pupil that it is not eligible
for equalization money would be required to raise the entire $1 0,000,000
locally. A district with $180,000 in assessed value (50 percent higher than the
state average) would be required to pay 85 percent of the total, or $8,500,000.
At the other exireme, even the lowest-assessed-value-per-pupil district would
be forced to raise at least $2,000,000 to qualify for the state match. Finally, a
district with an assessed value per pupil of $60,000 (half the state average)
would be required to contribute 35 percent of the total cost of the project. In
this way, district payments would take into account a district’s ability to pay.

In the next section, we examine a sample of school construction mechanisms
in other states.

Financing School Construction in Other States

All but ten states have assumed some responsibility for financing school
construction. The level of that commitment varies significantly, however.
In 1994 ,Alaska, the state contributing the most, spent $2,254 per pupil®**and
Montana spent $6, the least. The median state aid for school construction was
$104 per pupil. If Nevada were to provide the average amount of assistance
for school district capital improvements, the annual cost would be $27,564,264
in 1994 dollars. Full state assumption ($275 million per year), described
above, would cost approximately $1,038 per pupil.

States employ a variety of mechanisms for determining the amount of
funding for specific local projects. In 24 states, state aid is provided in an
inverse relationship to the wealth of the local district. In six states, local
districts receive a flat grant, and in two states, the state pays the full cost of
construction, under certain conditions. In every case MAP examined, state
approval was required of proposed projects and some state agency established
priorities for the order in which projects would be funded. In some states, the
process was complex and highly bureaucratic; in others, straightforward with
a minimum of state control. Following are brief summaries of how other
states fund local school district capital projects. They are offered merely as
illustrations of the range and diversity of procedures for addressing this issue.

*Per-pupil expenditures cited for other states were obtained from the United States General
Accounting Office. :
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Georgia

Georgia provides funding for between 75 and 90 percent of the cost of local
capital outlays. Every school district earns an annual entitlement under this
program, which can be used for immediate needs or can accumulate.
Although the formula for determining local participation is based, in part, on
local wealth, the state pays no less than 75 percent of the cost of all capital
outlays.”” Georgia spent $123 per pupil in 1994.

Rhode Island

Rhode Island provides an annual entitlement to defray the cost of
maintenance, renovation, and new construction for which local districts have
issued bonds. The minimum state participation is 30 percent and the average
is 38 percent, depending on the wealth of the district 2 Capital improvement
fund expenditures in 1994 were $117 per pupil.

Massachusetts

Massachusetts reimburses local school districts for 50—90 percent of the total
debt service of all “major” capital projects, including new construction,
additions, renovations, and major component repairs. The local district must
first authorize borrowing or funding for the entire project and make
application to the State Board of Education. Projects are authorized for
reimbursement according to priorities annually established by the State
Board.” In 1994, Massachusetts spent an average of $193 per pupil on capital

projects.
Alaska

Alaska provides grants for local capital outlays that cover between 65 and 95
percent of the total cost of the project, depending on the assessed valuation of
property in the local school district. All projects require prior approval of the
State Board of Education and are funded according to priorities set by that
body.** Alaska’s expenditures for capital outlays in local school districts in
1994 were $2,254 per pupil.

7 Georgia State Department of Education, Georgia’s Capital Outlay Program for Public
Schools, no date.

“Rhode Island Department of Education, Description of State Aid Programs, October, 1995.
®Massachusetts Department of Education, School Building Assistance Fact Sheet, no date.

% Alaska Department of Education, Construction, Rehabilitation, and Improvement of Schools
and Education Related Fadilities, no date.
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California

California has a complex system of school construction involving the
California State Department of Education, the State Architect, the State
Allocation Board, and other state agencies, all with specific and defined roles.
School districts are authorized to impose limited developer fees if they can
validate the impact caused by the development. They may also issue General
Obligation (G.O.) Bonds, but these require a two-thirds majority vote of the
public. The State also has a lease-purchase program, which provides state
assistance from state-issued G.O. bonds for growth districts. In order to be in
the “priority one” category, districts must be on year-round programs and
must locally finance 50 percent of the project cost. Projects must be approved
for funding by the State Allocation Board

A Means for Proceeding

If Nevada wishes a means by which future school construction could
be financed, drawing upon both state and local resources, and leaving open an
option for greater reliance upon “developer fees,” consideration could be
given to a plan such as the following:

Credit Enhancement. The State assuredly is among the Nevada public-
sector agencies with the most secure credit rating. One means for taking
advantage of this strength, and simultaneously drawing upon locally
generated revenues for school construction, is to establish a state school
construction financing credit enhancement authority. This agency, either
newly enacted or adapted from existing authority, could be authorized to sell
state bonds, up to a specified ceiling amount. Revenues from this source
could then be lent to local school districts for school construction.

State Allocation Board. In addition to a credit-enhancing component,
the state would need to designate an administrative body capable of
reviewing local school district facility construction funding applications. This
agency would then determine priorities for state bond revenues.

Local School District Loans. Nevada’s local school districts, once
having received school construction funding, would repay such loans
through operating expenses. The advantage of this mechanism is that the
existing “Nevada Plan” substantially equalizes school district revenue raising
capacity. Hence, by paying construction loans through operating revenues,
local school district funding ability is equalized.

Decision-Making Discretion. Because the loan fund would be repaid
from operating revenue, local school districts need not obtain any greater

3 Californians for Adequate School Housing, “How Schools are Built in California.”
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permission than approval from the local school board. Should it so desire,
the legislature in its wisdom could specify that such loan applications
necessitated a two-thirds local school board vote or some other super-
majority.

Local District Option. Any local district desiring to continue to self-
finance school construction would be free to do so. The state school
construction loan fund would be available only for districts which
voluntarily chose to join in and comply with such a mechanism.

State Assurance. The state would continue to retain overall fiscal
control by authorizing the level of bonds to be sold, school districts are eligible
to receive, and which are actually granted, construction loans, and by
overseeing, as is now the case, local school district revenue.

Investment Opportunity. Such a state loan fund arrangement would
provide assurance to investors. The added stability would likely render the
bonds attractive to pension funds such as those operated on behalf of teachers
and other professional educators.

Concluding Remarks

This chapter has explored Nevada’s current system for funding school
maintenance and construction and has offered a number of options and
examples regarding alternative funding mechanisms.

MAP is not recommending one specific approach for Nevada. However,
MAP is convinced that the State must seriously consider a course of action to
modify current procedures for financing maintenance and construction of
school facilities.

The next chapter outlines key technical issues which must be considered in
advance of any district reorganization effort.
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CHAPTER 4

KEY TECHNICAL REORGANIZATION
ISSUES TO CONSIDER

Policy makers need to be mindful of a set of key technical issues that likely
will arise as the result of any reorganization or boundary-change process.
Most school district reorganization efforts in this nation have concentrated
on reducing the number of districts. Combining districts produces some
Interesting organizational dilemmas. On the other hand, it is more difficult
to break exdsting districts into smaller agencies, or to split off one portion of
an existing district and attach it to another, than it is to combine districts into
larger units. Procedures addressing issues attendant to district reorganization
must be adopted prior to initiating any reorganization effort.

The issues MAP illustrates in this chapter pertain specifically to
considerations of employees and administrative structures, local policy-
making arrangements (e.g., school boards), revenue and debt streams of
existing district configurations, and property ownership.

Employee Assignment

Whenever reorganization occurs, current employees need to be appropriately
assigned. A general rule should be that employees are relatively unharmed
by reorganization. Laws or regulations which allow continuity and provide
minimum disruption of service are essential. We recommend that if the
Legislature decides to alter the way in which school districts are formally
organized, it give consideration to the following proposed guidelines to cover
the most predictable situations.

Teachers, Other Certificated Employees, and Classified Employees

When districts are combined, all employees normally become employees of
the newly-formed district. In the case of the division of a district into two or
more parts, employees could be assigned to the district which includes the
territory to which they are currently assigned. For example, it would be
logical to assign a teacher, principal, or custodian to the newly-formed district
in which his or her current school is located. In some states, tenured teachers
are allowed to choose (usually on the basis of seniority and credential
qualifications) which of the new districts they wish to join.
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District Central Office Employees

The treatment of district central office employees provides a set of knotty problems
which need to be resolved prior to the effective date of the reorganization, especially
in any instance in which a district is divided into multiple parts. Again, most
reorganization proposals historically have created larger districts. Thus, the
relevant laws in most states are designed to treat reductions, rather than Increases,
in the number of districts. When districts combine, all employees become
employees of the new district. If, by combining districts, fewer employees are
required, continuation of employment is usually determined on the basis of
seniority and expertise.

In those cases in which districts divide and existing district employees need to be
distributed across a number of districts, multiple opfions are available, ranging from
allowing employees to choose to which of the new districts they wish to be assigned,
to a system in which the new districts are allowed to hire from the pool of existing
employees, in a manner not unlike the National Football League player draft.
Current Nevada laws providing for the consolidation of other government services
should be examined as possible models for school district reorganizations.

Whatever the approach, having agreed-upon rules in place prior to reorganization
is essential.

District Superintendents

In cases in which districts are combined, the state has several alternatives,
ranging from honoring the existing contracts of the superintendents of the
component districts, to allowing a one-or two-year period in which all
superintendents are still employed, to allowing the board of the newly
formed district to select its superintendent and release or return to a lower
position in the organization those not selected.

Salaries, Benefits, and Employment Rights

One of the complicating issues relating to district consolidation and division
is how to deal with the issues of salaries, benefits, and employment rights.
Normally, school districts are required to maintain a uniform salary schedule.
When districts divide, employees since they all come from the same district,
will be on the same salary and benefit schedule at the time of reorganization.
On the other hand, when school districts combine, employees come to the
new district from different salary schedules which will require
standardization. This can be done over time, but usually involves the
leveling up of existing salaries and benefits.
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As a general prindiple, employees should not lose employment rights as a
result of reorganization. Employees should be allowed accrued benefits, sick
leave, retirement credit, etc., and the cost of these benefits should become the
obligation of the district to which the employee is assigned. Discussion about
the appropriate division of assets and liabilities should include the topic of
accrued sick leave, retirement credit, health care benefits, and the like.

Layof[s

In a case in which fewer teachers or other employees are needed in a newly
combined district than were needed in the antecedent districts, some method
of layoff may be necessary. One option would be to allow that determination
to be made by the locally elected school board. Another is for the state to
specify in advance the criteria, usually seniority and expertise, by which the
order of layoff will be determined.

The possibility of layoff tends to be one of the most unsettling and traumatic
results of reorganization proposals. In few cases would a reorganization cause
a surplus of teachers in the short run. Initially, enrollments would be
unchanged, and unless dass sizes were increased significantly, the same
number of teachers would be employed. Every effort should be made by the
Legislature to adopt clear and precise procedures so that employees will know,
In advance, the options available to them.

Gobeming Boards

When new districts are formed, whether they are combined or divided, new
governing boards need to be selected. In cases in which school district
organization is determined by the voters, the new governing board is usually
elected at the same election. If no such provision is made, the election of the
new board usually takes place at the first regular election following passage of
the proposal. In many states, lead time is permitted between the decision to
reorganize and the actual effective date of the new district. This allows the
district to have adequate planning time prior to actual operation. In the
meantime, the existing districts continue to operate.

Operating Revenue

Any adjustments to district revenues must be spelled out prior to

reorganization. The existence of the highly equalizing features of the Nevada
Plan make this less problematic in this state than in many others, but it is still
an issue that needs careful attention. One alternative would be to require that
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the existing school finance formula be applied to each of the new districts.
Depending on the situation, this could have serious implications for the
Legislature, in that the application of the formula may result in substantial
new costs for the state or other districts where there is significant inequality of
wealth per student among the new districts. If, for example, a high-wealth
portion of an existing district wishes to split off from the rest of a district
which contains less valuable property, the local money from the high-wealth
portion, which was formerly shared across the whole district, would no
longer be available. Under the Nevada Plan, this revenue would need to be
replaced by additional state revenues or by revenues from other districts
across the state.

Another alternative, in cases in which one or more districts are joined, is to
determine a new per-pupil revenue amount by simply blending the revenues
of the districts and dividing by the number of students in the new district to
determine a base. In cases in which districts are divided into two or more
parts, each of the new districts would begin with the same revenues per
student as were available to the old district.

The most important aspects of school finance in Nevada are the property tax
revenues and sales tax revenues available within each district. Normally,
these local sources of revenue are assigned to the area in which the property
lies, or where the point of sale occurs. Because of the emphasis on
equalization in the state’s school finance formula, the Legislature may wish to
consider maintaining the existing county lines for property and sales tax
purposes and reallocating the receipts back to the new districts on a pro-rata
per pupil basis.

A major barrier to equitable treatment of school districts when one considers
breaking existing county districts into smaller districts is the treatment of sales
tax revenue. This becomes especially critical when considering the breakup of
Clark County. MAP suggests that consideration be given to the continued
collection of sales tax revenue on a county-wide basis and the parcelling back
of those funds on a per-pupil basis within each county. As a general rule,
sales tax revenue is much more volatile than property tax revenue and
creating multiple smaller districts with high variable and volatile sales tax
revenues could lead to the possibility of substantially increasing the number
of districts falling outside the Nevada Plan equalization provisions.
Continuing to collect the LSST on a county-wide basis and redistributing the
revenue on a per-pupil basis would guard against that occurrence.

Bonded Indebtedness

Parceling out bonded indebtedness is another complex process and, again, one
that must be spelled out clearly in statute. Disputes regarding bonded
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indebtedness are frequent in school district reorganizations. In cases in which
one or more districts merge, the bonded indebtedness of the prior district is
normally assumed by all the citizens of the newly formed district.
Alternatively, it may be more equitable to hold taxpayers from the antecedent
territories harmless by allowing both to retain the same tax burden as if there
had been no change in boundaries, until such time as the new district incurs
debt or the original district(s) retires the debt.

In cases in which districts are divided, or in which territory from one district
is assigned to a new district, the bonded indebtedness obligations remain with
the territory. In Nevada, because district boundaries and county boundaries
are coterminous, the result would be that existing bonded indebtedness
would continue to be calculated on a county-by-county basis. While this
policy is good for bond holders, it may create an inequitable situation. For
example, in the case in which a school is located in one part of the county, but
bonds to build that school were levied in the whole county, if that portion of
the county in which the school is located either establishes its own district or
1s merged with another county or portion of a county, some taxpayers would
be paying for a building that is no longer in their district. State law may
specify protocols for resolving matters such as these, or may establish
procedures for adjudicating differences before any reorganization occurs.

In cases involving unsold bonds, the bonds usually continue to be authorized
for the purposes for which they were issued. In the case of merged districts,
the bond proceeds become the property of the newly formed district. In cases
in which the district or districts are divided, or become attached to a different
district, the pro-rata share (usually based on the pro rata share of assessed
value) becomes the property of the newly formed district. Again, equity
requires that these decisions be coupled with decisions regarding the division
of property. Regardless of the methodology adopted for resolving division of
debt, the underlying principle should be that no district receives a windfall at
the expense of another.

Division of Property

The appropriate division of school district property is also a thorny issue
which must be addressed in the reorganization process. One way to simplify
the issue is o provide that schools and the assets that exist on school grounds
become the property of the district in which they are located. Property located
in a central, non-school-site location is a more complicated matter. One
common way to resolve this dilemma of ownership is to ascertain the value
of the existing disirict’s property and then provide for a method of dividing
the assets and liabilities on a per-student basis. These property divisions can
become quite acrimonious. Thus, the Legislature would be well advised to
have, as part of the plan for reorganization, provisions which specify the
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method for division of property prior to the actual reorganization. After the
reorganization, there is little incentive for the parties to enter into reasonable
agreements. It might also be prudent to spell out in statute a method for
dispute resolution. As with debt, division of assets should proceed under the
assumption that neither party receive a windfall at the expense of the other.

Transition

During the transitional period from one form of organization to another, it is
incumbent that the legislature have in place appropriate procedural steps.
MAP suggests a four-step plan, designed to facilitate the change.

First, the legislature must adopt dear statutory language which resolves the
key issues MAP has outlined in the above sections. The statutes must, at a
minimum, cover:

* Rights and responsibilities of employees

¢ Salaries and Benefits

* Layoffs

* Revenue

* Bonded Indebtedness

* Division of Property

Second, a transition period needs to be established in statute, starting from the
time the decision has been made to reorganize and lasting until the time the
newly established districts are operational for all purposes. During this
transitional period, existing districts would continue to operate and the new
districts would begin to organize. MAP recommends the transition period be
somewhere between six and 18 months. One way to provide statutorily for
the time of the transition is to require that any new district will become fully
operational on the first day of the new fiscal year in the next calendar year
after the decision to reorganize has been made. Such a provision will allow at
least six months and no longer than 18 months lead time. During this period,
new school district governing boards can take office, new staff can be hired,
lay offs (if necessary) can take place, facility planning can occur, disputes can
be resolved, and new boards can begin the planning process for their new
responsibilities. Absent some kind of phased-in transitional process, districts
are faced suddenly with all kinds of first day logistical problems and cannot
focus on planning efforts.

The third step is for the legislature to put into place a method for resolving
the disputes that are bound to occur. No matter how carefully crafted the
legislation called for in step one, not all issues will be covered. Therefore,
MAP recommends some form of binding arbitration to resolve disputes
between districts, or between districts and employees.
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Division of property may be a particularly contentious issue. When boundary
changes occur in an area where some facilities are newer or particularly
desirable because of design or some other feature, it is important that there be
in place a procedure where an objective third party can assess the relative
value of each asset. Where it is physically impossible to divide assets equally,
the difference should be compensated in cash. For example, many of the
school buildings in the urban core of Clark County are older and require
costly renovations to make them comparable toc newer buildings in the newer
areas of the County. Equity would dictate that any newly created disiricts that
inherit the older buildings be compensated with funding to make the
renovations necessary to make their schools comparable to those of their
neighbors.

The fourth step in the transition process is to require that before a district can
begin to operate it must display o the satisfaction of the legislature, the State
Board of Education, or some other body designated by the legislature, that it
meets certain minimum requirements. The Legislature can be as specific or
as general as the Legislature wishes, but boards need to be able to provide
evidence that they are ready to begin operation. Requiring, for example, that
districts be able to display their plans for hiring sufficient personnel and
providing adequate facilities, is a reasonable, non-intrusive request that
would give some assurance to the legislature that the district was ready to
assume responsibility for the new district. At the same time, such a
requirement provides incentives for districts to engage in more effective
planning efforts.

Concluding Remafks

In this chapter, MAP has presented some of the procedural and statutory
issues which must be addressed prior to district reorganization, and has
offered some potential solutions. It should be recognized that, in actual
practice, a much greater level of detail is required than can be provided here.
We emphasize, however, that the Legislature must anticipate as many of
these issues as possible, and provide clear procedures for their orderly
resolution.

The next chapter probes the issue of charter schools as a means of expanding
the range of reorganization options available to the Legislature.
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CONSIDERING THE OPTION OF CHARTER SCHOOLS

127






CHAPTER 5*
CONSIDERING THE OPTION OF CHARTER SCHOOLS

Advocates of charter schools assert that this reform permits “bottom-up,”
school-based organization and accountability. Opponents express concern
regarding matters such as equitable access for all students to charter school
programs.

Charter schools remain controversial, but their popularity continues to ETOW.
As of May 1996, 22 states had enacted statutes authorizing the establishment
of charter schools.

MAP presents in this chapter an overview of key issues relating to charter
schools. This subject is presented as a component of this larger Nevada
school organization study so that policy-makers have an opportunity to
consider charter schools as an additional education organization option. We
emphasize here that should the Legislature entertain a charter school statute,
care should be taken to ensure that an appropriate set of criteria, or decision
rules, is established so that the merits of individual charter proposals can be
appraised.

What Are Charter Schools?

There are severa] definitions of charter schools. The most common, and the
original, definition is the following:

“A charter school is an autonomous, results-oriented, publicly-funded school
of choice that is designed and run by teachers or others under contract with a
public sponsor.”

Charter school mechanisms vary from state to state. However, several
common features generally characterize these entities:

* Operator: Teachers, parents, non-profit organizations (such as museums
or sodal service agencies), businesses, or other individuals or groups may
develop an application to start a charter school. The application describes
the school's educational program, the expected student performance
levels, the methods by which that performance will be measured, the

%2 Some parts of this section are derived from “Charter Schools: Legislation and results after
four years”, Indiana Education Policy Center; University of Indiana, Bloomington, Indiana.
Permission granted by authors.
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governance structure of the school, and so forth. The application may be
for a brand new school or for the conversion of an existing school.

Sponsor: The operators seek a sponsor for their charter school. The
sponsor may be a local school board, state board of education, state
superintendent of public instruction, a university, or community college,
or some other public entity. The function of the sponsor is, first, to
determine whether or not the school is worth approving and, second, to
make sure approved schools abide by their charters.

Charter: If the sponsor approves the school, a contract, or charter, is drawn
up committing the operators to the terms described in the application.
Charters are generally granted for a period of three to five years. If a school
fails to abide by the terms set forth in the charter, particularly the
provisions on student performance, the sponsor may revoke the charter.

Choice: No student, or teacher, is assigned by a district to a charter school.
Rather, parents choose to enroll their children in these schools, and
teachers elect to teach there. As is common with school choice plans, per
pupil funding follows students to the charter school.

Exemptions: In return for agreeing to be held accountable for student
performance, charter schools are exempt from collective bargaining
agreements, district policies, and most or all state education laws and
regulations (but not from health and safety codes, fiscal review standards,
and the like). They are free to manage their own budgets, hire and fire
staff, set salary levels, sue and be sued, and undertake a variety of decisions
and entrepreneurial activities that conventional public schools cannot.

Public Education: Like regular public schools, charter schools must accept
all students who enroll. If there are more applicants than spaces, students
are selected by lot. Charter schools cannot charge tuition or discriminate
against any student because of race, gender, or disability. Finally, they
must be nonsectarian. If an existing private school becomes a charter
school, it must agree to abide by these long-standing principles of public
education. .

The dual form of accountability is one of the most appealing aspects of charter
schools. On the one hand, a charter school is directly accountable to
customers, that is, to students and parents, who may “vote with their feet” if
they are not satisfied. On the other hand, a charter school is indirectly
accountable to the public as a whole through the public’s representatives
(either elected or appointed officials). These representatives may close the
school if it is not fulfilling the terms of its charter, no matter how satisfied
students and parents are.
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The Pros and Cons of Charter Schools

What are the potential advantages and disadvantages of charter schools?
Advocates say such schools will:

* Curtail bureaucracy, allowing operators and teachers to concentrate on
producing results rather than complying with regulations;

* Hold operators and teachers accountable for student performance; provide

concrete incentives to school personnel by linking improved student
achievement to the survival of their jobs and of the school itself;

* Fadilitate innovation in areas such as organizational structure, scheduling,
staffing, curriculum and instruction, and assessment;

* Increase parent involvement;
* Expand the range of educational options for students;
* Expand the range of professional options for teachers; and,

* Provide both competition and models that may spark districts to improve
their own schools.

Opponents of this education reform, on the other hand, worry that charter
schools will undermine public education. Among the issues they raise:

* Charter schools will siphon badly needed funds from public school
systems.

* Charter schools will undermine the hard-won collective bargaining and
tenure rights of teachers.

* Whatever the original intent of the laws, charter schools will become elite,
pseudo-private academies supported by public funds, increasing the
segregation of schools by race and class.

* Charter schools are simply another attempt by private school advocates to
gain a public subsidy for private education.

* Innovation is already abundant in public schools. Charter schools will do
little more than duplicate current efforts.

* Charter schools are not the only schools that would benefit from fewer
regulations. All public schools should have the same opportunities.
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Charter schools are touted as a revenue-neutral reform, but if new schools
are established, or if formerly private schools convert to charter school
status, states may find themselves paying extra dollars for students who
were previously outside the public school system.

While meeting the basic terms of their contracts, charter schools may teach

some things that the public may not want, such as creationism, or fail to
teach things that the public expects, such as patriotism.

Expansive and Restrictive Legislation

In some states with relevant statutes, significant time has elapsed without a
single charter school having been established, so limited are the incentives
for charter schools and so burdensome is the process of becoming one. Other
states have enacted less-restrictive legislation which has the effect of
encouraging the establishment of charter schools.

The following 12 criteria can be used to determine whether a charter school
law is expansive (i.e., facilitates the development of autonomous charter
schools) or restrictive (i.e., provides little incentive for charter school
development):

Number of schools: States that permit many charter schools encourage
more activity than states that permit few.

Variety of sponsors: States that permit multiple sponsors (such as local
school boards, state boards, and universities) encourage more activity than
those that vest authorizing power in a single entity, particularly if that
entity is the local school board.

Variety of operators: States that permit a variety of groups or individuals
(such as teachers, parents or other citizens, non-profit organizations, and
businesses) to start new charter schools encourage more activity than
states that limit eligible operators to particular groups or individuals, such
as licensed teachers.

Variety of schools: States that permit existing schools to convert and new
schools fo start from scratch encourage more activity than those that
permit only conversions.

Appeals process: States that allow potential operators to appeal denied
charters at the local level to a different authorizing body (e.g., a separate
state charter board) encourage more activity than states with no appeals
process.
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® Evidence of support: States that permit charter schools to be formed
without demonstration of a specified level of support from teachers,
parents, and community members encourage more charter school activity
than states that require such demonstrations of support.

* Blanket waiver from laws and regulations: States that provide blanket
waivers from most or all state and district laws and regulations encourage
more activity than states that provide no waivers or require charter
schools to negotiate waivers on an issue-by-issue basis with SPONsors.

* Exemption from collective bargaining: States that give charter schools
complete control over personnel decisions (hiring, firing, salary structure,
etc.) encourage more activity than states in which charter school teachers
remain subject to district collective bargaining agreements.

* Legal autonomy: States in which charter schools are legally autonomous
entities {e.g., able to sue and be sued, acquire property, etc.) encourage
more activity than states in which charter schools remain under district
jurisdiction. '

* Funding process: States in which 100 percent of per pupil funding (based
on average state or district per-pupil costs) automatically follows enrolled
students to charter schools encourage more activity than states in which
the amount of funding must be negotiated with the district and,
Inevitably, reduced.

¢ Financial autonomy: States that give charter schools control over their
own budgets encourage more activity than states that do not.

* Start-up funds: States that provide start-up funds to charter schools
encourage more activity than states that do not.

Expansive State Laws

Only one state, Arizona, proves to be expansive in all twelve areas. Arizona
permits an unlimited number of charter schools to be established. It lets
virtually any individual or organization, public or private, petition to start a
charter school. It requires no demonstration of support from public school
teachers or parents. Unique among state laws, Arizona's creates a state body—
the State Board for Charter Schools—whose sole charge is to examine
petitions, approve or deny charters, monitor charter schools, and recommend
additional legislation to facilitate the formation of charter schools. The state
board of education and local school boards may also sponsor charter schools.
An applicant turned down by one body can apply to another.
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In Arizona, full funding follows enrolled students to the charter school. For
schools sponsored by a district, the amount that follows each student equals
the average districtwide per-pupil cost. For schools sponsored by either of the
state bodies, the amount equals the average statewide per-pupil cost. In
addition, the state allocated $1 ,000,000 for start-up funds, though no school
may receive more than $100,000.3

Arizona charter schools are legally and financially autonomous and
automatically exempt from state laws and regulations, district policies, and
collective bargaining agreements. Finally, the law allows existing public or
private schools to convert and new schools to form.

Other states with the most expansive charter school legislation include
(roughly in order from more to less expansive):

Michigan
Massachusetts
Minnesota
California
Colorado

e 0 & » @

Michigan's law is noteworthy in that it permits four public entities to sponsor
charter schools: school districts, intermediate districts, community colleges,
and public state universities. This provision has spawned a tremendous
amount of activity in the state despite court battles that initially threatened to
derail the charter school movement there.

California's law leaves many issues open for negotiation between the charter
applicant and the school district (rather than specifying them in advance, as
other states do), including just how free the charter school will be from
district oversight and local bargaining agreements. According to some
observers this open-ended approach can have adverse effects on the
chartering process, causing some operators to compromise independence in
order to achieve authorization.

Colorado's law is interesting for another reason. Despite dlear restrictions in
the law (the local school board is the only sponsor, there is no automatic
exemption from state laws, and charter schools are not legally autonomous,
for example), the state has seen considerable charter school activity. As of
September 1995, 24 charter schools had opened.

#1In some states—California, for example—no start-up capital is provided for charters. This
situation has the effect of dampening the number of such schools.
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This degree of activity suggests the importance of two criteria. First, anyone
in Colorado—parents, nonprofit foundations, community members,
businesses, and others-—can start a new charter school. This provision makes
it possible for different groups and organizations, some of them with
unconventional ideas, to petition to start schools.

Second is the appeals process. If a state permits only one entity to sponsor
charter schools, and, particularly, if that entity is the local school district
{which has little incentive to sponsor schools), charter school activity can be
stifled. If, however, potential applicants know that the district's decision may
be appealed to another body—in Colorado's case the state board of
education—and that that body will provide a fair hearing, applicants may be
emboldened to proceed. In fact, several applications in Colorado were
initially denied by districts only to be approved after an appeal to the state
board. One application, for the Thurgood Marshall Middle School, was twice
denied by the Denver school board. However, the Denver board was
eventually ordered by the state board and a district judge to sponsor the
school.*

Restrictive State Laws

Georgia provides an example of a restrictive charter school law. Georgia is
one of only four states (as of a pre-1995 analysis) that allows an unlimited
number of charter schools, and one of only four that provides charter schools
with some start-up funds (in the form of planning grants). Ironically,
however, it took more than a year after Georgia's law was passed in 1993 for a
single school to apply for charter status, and another year for a school to be
approved. The first three charter schools in Georgia did not begin operating
until September 1995.

The main reason for this lack of applications is the structure of the rest of
Georgia's law. First, the law allows only existing public schools to become
charter schools. In the original version of the law, two-thirds of the teachers
and parents in the school were required to approve the charter before the
school would convert to charter status. No new schools can be initiated, and
no one outside the existing public school system is authorized to start a
school.

Second, the state board of education is the sole body that can sponsor a charter
school, and it may do so only after the charter has been approved by the
school district. Though the state board may hold a hearing to examine
charters denied by the district, it is not required to do so.

*The state appeals court stayed the judge’s order pending the outcome of the district’s appeal,
so the charter school still has not opened.
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Third, schools that do convert are still legally part of the district and subject to
some oversight. Fourth, charter school teachers remain employees of the
district, not of the individual school. Finally, charter schools do not receive
an automatic exemption from state or district laws and regulations. Rather,
they must specify in the charter the laws and regulations from which they
seek relief.

With so little for Georgia charter schools to gain in terms of flexibility and
autonomy, the lack of activity is not surprising. What this suggests is that the
number of schools allowed by legislation is often less important in generating
activity than the actual chartering process and the incentives for charter
schools.

Amendments to State Laws

Charter school legislation in six states has been amended over the years.
The amendments often have served to make the original laws more
expansive by (a) adding incentives, (b) removing hurdles, or (c) confirming
charter school autonomy.

In Minnesota, for example, the original legislation permitted the
establishment of only eight charter schools. That “cap” has gradually been
raised to its current level of 40 schools. Initially, local school boards could
sponsor a maximum of two charter schools each; there was no appeals
process; and local boards were the only eligible sponsor. Now, the cap on the
number of charter schools a local school board may sponsor has been
eliminated; denied charters may be appealed to the state board (which
becomes the sponsor if it overturns the denial); and public colleges and
universities, as well as local school boards, may sponsor charter schools
(though they are limited fo a total of three). After the Minnesota Attorney
General's office determined that under the original law, charter school
teachers were ineligible for the state teacher retirement system, the law was
changed to make them eligible. Finally, the law now authorizes charter
schools to lease space from for-profit nonsectarian organizations. Originally,
they could lease only from nonprofit organizations.

Concluding Remarks

This chapter has provided a brief overview of some of the key issues
attendant to establishing a charter school authorizing statute. The
information provided was gained from reviewing the experience of those
states that have, in various forms, implemented this sort of school
reorganization.
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MAP is not recommending that Nevada policy makers adopt a charter

schools law. Rather, we simply offer this prospect as an additional option to
consider in addressing reorganization issues.

Chapter 6, which follows, presents county-by-county profiles and, where
appropriate, displays boundary configuration options.
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CHAPTER 6

COUNTY-BY-COUNTY ANALYSES AND
BOUNDARY CONFIGURATION OPTIONS

This chapter provides a statistical and text profile of relevant issues
Impacting on school district boundary configuration decisions for each of
Nevada’s 17 counties. For some counties, MAP proposes no district boundary
changes. In other instances, MAP offers a set of boundary configuration
options for the Legislature’s consideration.

MAP engaged in a wide variety of activities in order to generate alternative
boundary configurations that respond to local concerns. Visits were made to
each of the existing 17 school districts, where conversations were held with
professional educators and advertised public hearings were conducted.
Comments were solicited from a variety of sources (taxpayers’ assodiations,
teacher unions, parent organizations, chambers of commerce, state and local
government officials, and academic experts) regarding models possibly
deserving of assessment. Additionally, MAP has undertaken an extensive
survey of the research literature on scale economies and government size.
Finally, MAP has relied upon its own past professional experience in
instances of school district organization and boundary determination.

The configuration models described in this chapter emerged from multiple
conversations and analyses as the most realistic alternatives. That is, they
lend themselves to legislative action, seem reasonable, and appear logistically
feasible.

This slate of organizational and procedural alternatives results from a
winnowing process in which MAP considered and discarded approximately a
dozen other boundary reconfiguration models either because they seriously
violated one or more of the evaluative criteria described in Chapter 2
(educational effectiveness, racial and ethnic composition, organizational
scale, governmental responsiveness and community interests, and financing
and facilities) or they were already addressed in the spectrum of models
previously analyzed.

For example, MAP considered and discarded the notion of dividing Clark
County into two school districts, perhaps separated geographically along the
“Strip” of major gaming casinos. The result of such a boundary modification
would be two large school districts, each soon to approach 100,000 students.
We can find no empirical research to suggest that a district of 100,000 students
operates in any significant manner differently from a district of 200,000, which
is what Clark County schools will approach by the turn of this century.
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Similarly, MAP did not undertake an intense appraisal of an octagonal model
for Clark County by which it would be divided into eight small districts. By
appraising a Trustee model, separating Clark County into seven districts, and
various smaller models (e.g., the Municipal and Secondary school cluster
models) we contend that we can test the consequences of a substantial
reduction in size without appraising all logical variants.

Before describing each of these alternative models, a reader should
understand fully that MAP is not recommending that the Nevada Legislature
change the existing system or adopt any particular alternative model. Rather,
MAP is assessing the apparent comparative advantages and disadvantages of
each model.

Counties are presented in alphabetical order.
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CARSON CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT

District Statistical Profile

County Population® (1993)

1996 45,530
2000 47,730
School District Enrollment® (1995)
1996 7,694
2000 8,065
Ethnicity of Students® (1994) 1994 1983
White 82.5% 88.8%
Black 0.9% 0.6%
Hispanic 11.2% 4.0%
Asian/P1 22% 1.7%
American Indian 3.5% 4.9%
Schools
High 1
Middle 2
Elementary 6
Spedial Education Fadlities 2
Licensed Employees (full time equivalent) 4871
Student Achievement*(Grade 4 percentile scores) (1996)
Reading  Math Language
State Average 51 53 57
Carson City 43 40 45

Student Achievement (Secondary)
Gr.8Read Gr8Math ACT SATV SATM
State Average 58 56 212 429 484
Carson City 48 48 214 422 468

*Nevada Demographer’s Office, Bureau of Business and Economic Research, “Nevada
Population Estimates (1993} and Forecasts 1994-2000,” December 3, 1993.

*This is a very rough estimate predicated on assumptions that the portion of the total
population being school age will remain constant through the end of the decade and that the
Demographer’s forecast is accurate. This projects an annual growth of 4 percent, which will
yield 12,746 students by 2010. See Carson City School District, “Master Plan Committee
Study,” June 13, 1995.

¥Nevada Department of Administration, “Nevada Statistical Abstract 1994 Edition”.
*Smith, David L “Analysis of Nevada School Accountability System School Year 1993-94,”

January 1996.
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Drop-Out Rate
State Average 9.6%
Carson City 6.5%

Sources of funding® (1995)
Local 61.5%
State 34.2%
Federal 43%

Wealth and debt* (1996)
Assessed Valuation per student $95,955
Net Proceeds of mines per student $0
Total Outstanding Debt $44,095,000
Debt per student $5,731
Unused Debt Capacity $66,647,219

Tax rates*’ (1996)
Debt and /or pay-as-you-go 65
Combined school taxes 1.40
Highest rate in county 2.6563

Carson City is located in a valley at the base of the Sierra, approximately 30
miles south of Reno. County and city are coterminous. The total area is
approximately 140 square miles. Government jobs, proximity to recreation at
Lake Tahoe and Reno, as well as pleasant outdoor surroundings combine to
make Carson City an atiractive place to live. The aty has experienced annual
growth of two to three percent, due primarily to limits on residential
construction. The school district has experienced somewhat greater growth at
about four percent per year.

Carson City operates nine schools, for approximately 7,700 students, including
one high school with an enrollment of about 2100. Most children are bused,
but few more than 3.5 miles. Several schools are at or near capacity. The
District Master Plan Committee projects an enrollment of 12,746 by 2010 and
the need to construct two additional elementary schools, two middle schools
and one high school to accommodate the additional students. At the time of
the MAP visit, the District was planning to seek voter approval of a series of
bond issues totaling about $80 million. The current tax rate for the support of

* Deloitte & Touche LLP, Carson City School District Financial Statements, June 30, 1995.
“Thunder, D., Nevada Department of Education, Preliminary report based on district survey,
April 16, 96.

“Ibid.
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schools is about fifth highest in the state; however, overall taxes in the county
are among the lowest.*2

The Carson City student test scores for grades four and eight are among the
lowest reported to the State Department of Education in 1993—94. A review
of the subsequent year’s scores reveals little improvement. A school district
should not be judged merely on test scores, and the relative ranking in this
case probably is due, in part, to the fact that Carson City reports the scores of a
significantly larger percentage of its students; but such scores do seem worthy
of further nvestigation by educators and parents in Carson City.*

While there seems to be consensus on the immediate need for a new high
school, there does not appear to be agreement on where to locate it. If growth
in Carson City continues at the projected modest rate, it may be necessary o
operate a new high school below its capacity for a few years, depending on the
size and location. However, population growth to the south, in the Jacks
Valley/Indian Hills communities of Douglas County, suggests the possibility
that a joint venture of the two schoo] districts may meet the short-term needs
of both if a high school were located nearer the border.

“Tbid.

 Comparisons with test scores of other districts should be made with extreme caution. Carson
City tends to report scores of a larger portion of their students than other districts. Testing
fewer than 95%-98% of all students tends to inflate aggregate scores. Carson Gity should be
commended for “truth in testing,” and portraying a more accurate picture of student
performance. Elsewhere MAP recommends that the State establish a minimum portion of the
student body that could be tested and specify allowable exemptions.
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CHURCHILL COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

District Statistical Profile

County Population*

1996 21,970
2000 24,727
School District Enrollment®
1996 4470
2000 5031
Ethnicity of Students* 1994 1983
White 80.6% 84.9%
Black 1.5% 1.2%
Hispanic 6.1% 3.5%
Asian/P.1 4.6% 3.9%
American Indian 72% 6.5%
Schools
High 1
Middle 1
Elementary 5
Licensed Employees (full-time equivalent) 2833
Student Achievement*(Grade 4 percentile scores)
Reading Math Language
State Average 51 53 57
Churchill 56 53 55

“Nevada Demographer’s Office, Bureau of Business and Economic Research, “Nevada
Population Estimates (1993) and Forecasts 1994-2000,” December 3, 1993. The medium estimates
were used for 1996. The estimate for 2000 was calculated at 2 3 percent annual growth rate
recommended by the Churchill Planning Commission. See “Churchill County 1990 Master Plan
Update #1”.

“This is a very rough estimate predicated on assumptions that the portion of the total
population being school age will remain constant through the end of the decade and that the 3
percent annual growth predicted by the County Planning Commission is approximately
accurate.

“Nevada Department of Administration, “Nevada Statistical Abstract 1994 Edition”.
“Smith, David L. Analysis of Nevada School Accountability System School Year 1993-94,
January 1996.
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Student Achievement (Secondary)
Gr.8Read Gr.8Math ACT SATV SATM

State Average 58 56 21.2 429 484
Churchill 69 66 21.7 453 506
Drop-Out Rate
State Average 9.6%
Churchill 11.0%
Sources of funding®
Local 37.1%
State 55.9%
Federal 7.0%
Wealth and debt®
Assessed Valuation per student $79,280
Net Proceeds of mines per student $7,796
Total Outstanding Debt $29,435,000
Debt per student $6,585
Unused Debt Capacity $21,722,557
Tax rates™
Debt and/or pay-as-you-go 62
Combined school taxes 1.37
Highest rate in county 2.9243

Churchill County covers 3,144,000 acres of igh desert, all but 13 percent being
public land. Approximately one-third of Churchill County’s population
resides in Fallon, the county seat and only significant population center.
Trade, service, and government account for more than 80 percent of all
employment. Growth has been moderate and is predicted to continue at
approximately three percent per year through the balance of the century.

The district operates seven schools, all within the city limits of Fallon. Few
children live more than twelve miles from the school they attend. Thirty
percent of the students are from families whose parents work at Fallon Naval
Alr Station. Western Nevada Community College also serves the Fallon
area.

®Kafoury, Armstrong & Co., Churchill County School District financial Report, June 30, 1995.
“Thunder, D., Nevada Department of Education, Preliminary report based on district survey,
April 16, 9.

*Ibid.
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District administrators report little difficulty in passing bond issues in
amounts sufficient to build the classrooms necessary to accommodate current
modest rates of growth. Test scores tend to be above state and national
averages. The elementary schools maintain rather large enrollments, and
two are now on year-round schedules, suggesting the need for school
construction in the near term. The school tax rate paid in Churchill is about
fifth highest in the state, due primarily to the .62 school debt rate. The overall
county tax rate is below average, however.?!

Current Churchill County district organization seems well-suited to the needs
and desires of county residents.

51 Tbid.
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CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

| Statistics

County Population®
1996 1,013,960
2000 1,177,190

School District Enrollment

1996 166,788
2000 229,672%
Ethnicity of Students™ 1994 1983
White 65.1% 75.5%
Black 13.8% 15.4%
Hispanic 15.6% 5.7%
Asian/P.L 4.7% 2.9%
American Indian 0.8% 0.5%
Schools
High 24
Middle 27
Elementary 127
Alternative and special education 6
Licensed Employees (full time equivalent) 9,399.1
Student Achievement™(Grade 4 percentile scores)
Reading Math Language
State Average 51 33 57
Clark 53 54 58

Student Achievement(Secondary)
Gr.8Read Gr8Math ACT SATV SATM

State Average 58 56 21.2 429 484

Clark 55 61 21.0 432 494
Drop Out Rate

State Average 9.6%

Clark 10.8%

*2 Nevada State Demographer, Nevada Population Information, june 1994: Medium estimates
* Clark County School District, Enrollment and Projection Data, December 18, 1995. Represents
district’s estimate of most likely enrollment. The district’s low estimate was 220,763 and high
was 238,861.

% Nevada Department of Administration, “Nevada Statistical Abstract 1994 Edition”.

* Smith, David L. Analysis of Nevada School Accountability System School Year 1993-94,
January 1996.
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Sources of funding®

Local 69.5%
State 30.1%
Federal /other 0.3%
Wealth and debt™
Assessed Valuation per student $113,367
Net Proceeds of mines per student $41
Total Outstanding Debt $827,140,900
Debt per student $4,959
Unused Debt Capacity $1,674,333,714
Tax rates™
Debt and/or pay-as-you-go 0.4435
Combined school taxes 1.1935
Highest rate in county 3.2329

Fueled by gaming and entertainment, Clark County is by far the largest and,
In absolute numbers, the fastest-growing county in Nevada. While the
general perception of many outsiders may be that Las Vegas is all of Clark
County, there are, in reality, medium-sized cities such as Henderson (95,000),
and North Las Vegas (61,000), smaller cities such as Boulder City (13,500) and
Laughlin (7,500), and rural areas such as Moapa, Searchlight, and
Goodsprings. Still with a population of approximately 700,000 and the
majority of the casinos and hotels, Las Vegas sets the agenda for Clark County.
Approximately 57 percent of the county population resides in the cities of Las
Vegas, North Las Vegas, Henderson, Boulder City, and Mesquite. The
remaining 43 percent live in the unincorporated County.

In the 1980’s, 35,000 hotel rooms were constructed in Clark County and as
many as 40,000 more may open during the remainder of the 1990s. Mirage
Resorts, Inc. and MGM Grand, Inc. are scheduled to open 3000 room and 2119
room hotel/casinos this year. Bally Grand, Inc.’s Paris Casino Resort is
scheduled to open in 1997. Tourists keep coming; in 1994 more than
28,200,000 people visited Clark County.® With the added hotel rooms needed
to accommodate these visitors come jobs, and with jobs come children to be
educated.

* Deloitte & Touche LLP, Clark County School District Financial Report, June 30, 1995

* Thunder, D., Clark County School District Finandial Report, June 30, 1995

* Thunder, D., Nevada Department of Education, Preliminary report based on district survey,
April 16, 19%.

* Ibid.

# Clark County School District, Comprehensive Annual Financial Report, June 30, 1995.
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Notwithstanding any dramatic changes in the County economy, Clark’s
population will grow another 100,000 to 150,000 or more in the next four
years. Addressing this unprecedented growth seems to dominate the
attention of educators, parents, and other citizens concerned about the public
schools. In 1992, 136,188 students attended school in Clark County. Only
three years later, that number had swelled to 166,788. Continued growth is
projected well into the next decade.

Finding ways to house and teach 10,000 additional children each year presents
a formidable challenge. In an effort to cope with the rapid growth in
enrollment, many of the District's schools are on year-round schedules. Since
1986—87 the District has built and opened 66 new schools. Staffing District
classrooms, and hiring approximately 1,000 new teachers each year, requires
an extensive national recruiting effort. Facilities are an issue as well. Based
on a somewhat limited tour of Clark County schools, MAP observed
significant disparity between the quality of facilities in many of the older areas
and the schools being built in the newer communities.

The genesis of this study and the central question which frames MAP’s
analysis is whether the current configuration of the Clark County School
District is the most effective to address the twin challenges of growth and size
and still provide a high-quality education for all of its students. Would some
number of smaller districts be better able to adapt and accommodate growth?
Are there economic, equity, or pedagogical advantages of a large district that
outweigh any real or perceived increases in responsiveness or representation
attributable to smaller districts? Will the balance tip in another direction if
Clark County School District grows, as projected, to 320,000 students in 200592
Are there ways to construct new district boundaries that will not isolate or
otherwise disadvantage one or more groups of students or taxpayers? Are
there alternatives to changing district boundaries that address the concerns of
critics of the current organization?

MAP encountered several individuals and groups who passionately argued
for dividing the school district into some number of smaller units. They
voiced concern about a central office bureaucracy preoccupied with
standardization and control. Many complained about overcrowded schools,
ever-changing bus schedules, and inadequate attention to academic
excellence. Copious examples of each were presented. But underlying almost
every complaint was a concern that ordinary parents, concerned primarily
about their own children, do not count for much; that their voices just are
not heard. Anecdotes frequently referred to “one size that does not fit all”
and not-always-flattering comparisons of the school district to the Postal
Service. For these citizens, too many decisions affecting them and their

< Clark County School District, Enroliment and Projected Data, Op Git.
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children are made distantly, in a manner difficult for them to fathom. The
issue for this segment of the population boils down to self-determination—
the ability locally to influence educational programs and policies.

Equally fervent were those who oppose changing the current school district
organization. They argue that only a district of substantial size can
accommodate the incredible growth and diversity of Las Vegas in a way that
provides equity among the many disparate citizens. Serious reservations
were expressed about creating a number of smaller districts which would
further isolate particular groups, exacerbate existing inequalities in school
facilities and instructional resources, and lead to severe inequities in fiscal
resources, especially in generating capital outlay funds necessary to
accommodate growth. Employees expressed grave concern about the effect of
their rights on dividing the District. Advocates for spedial education
programs expressed alarm that their programs, which draw upon a large
cross-section of the County, would be placed in jeopardy. Finally, opponents
of change asserted that breaking into a large number of smaller units
inevitably would increase the cost of doing business by duplicating existing
administrative functions, thus siphoning money away from the instructional
program.

To be sure, proponents and opponents of District breakup argue both from
philosophical and self-interested perspectives. Proponents of District division
hold to the view that small is better—more accessible, responsive, and
efficient—and, within reason, they are willing to pay for what they perceive
to be the advantage. Their interest is in securing for their children a more
tailor-made education.

Opponents of District-division argue from the vantage point of historical
struggles to achieve a kind of broad-based educational equity. Additionally,
for a significant segment of opponents, self-interest in preserving a larger base
from which to yield influence is key.

As the Legislature grapples with these competing points of view, it is
important to underscore that the Legislature (and the Governor) are uniquely
empowered to failor a response. Many of the important issues which have
been raised can be resolved by the manner in which change, incdluding
reorganization, takes place. Parental concerns about enhancing involvement
in school site decision-making can be addressed by a wide variety of options,
which we discuss in subsequent sections. Employees’ concerns about their
status can be resolved statutorily. Special education programs can continue to
operate on a county wide basis through interdistrict attendance agreements,
even if the existing district is split into multiple subparts. School operating
revenues can be equalized throughout a county to ensure that wealth-based
inequities do not creep back into the system. The state can assist in equalizing
districts” abilities to raise capital outlay funds, a suggestion MAP pursues
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elsewhere. In sum, there are many techniques available to the Legislature to
fairly implement whichever policy priorities gain precedence.

In the section that follows and elsewhere, MAP describes a number of options
that Nevada policy-makers could consider to address many of the concerns
raised about the Clark County School District. These include more
empowerment of local communities through greater representation on the
governing board, establishing charter schools, encouraging school-based
management, or creating some number of new school districts from the
existing single district. We invite the Legislature to mix and match these
policy tools to create the combination of laws and regulations that are most

consistent with the unique culture and environment of Nevada and, more
specifically, Clark County.

Assuming that the Legislature decides to change from the status quo, its next
major decision should regard the relative balance of state and local conirol
over the various procedures and policies they choose to employ. For
example, at one extreme it could mandate school site management, the
timetable for implementing it and the amount and nature of assistance to be
provided local schools as they assumed more autonomy. Alternatively, it
could authorize creation of the policies and procedures described below, and
then provide incentives for the central office to devolve currently centralized
authority to individual schools. Similarly, the Legislature could exercise its
constitutional authority to create smaller school districts along lines that it
chooses, or it could adopt laws that specify the conditions under which local
communities could initiate boundary changes. The later approach would
afford communities which would rather not remain part of the larger district
an opportunity to create their own school district, if they met certain
conditions specified in law. Those that are not dissatisfied could endorse the
status quo and remain in the larger district.

Finally, it is essential to keep in mind that none of these options operates in a
vacuum. Most of them require supportive or enabling legislation if they are
to become viable. School-based management is unlikely to become a reality
without the enhanced assessment, reporting, accounting and other changes
described below. The promise of charter schools is unlikely to be realized if
they face unreasonable barriers to formation and excessive bureaucratic
constraints on operation. The prospects for forming smaller districts in Clark
County are almost nil without some manner of county-wide equalization of
Operating revenues and state wide equalization of funding for capital outlay.

Options

The advantages and disadvantages of the current school district are well
known and opinions well formed. Change is fraught with uncertainty and
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significant change will exact a financial and psychological toll. For some the
status quo is so intolerable or the potential improvement so great that, change
is worth the risk and cost. Whether to change is a political decision. The
discussion that follows will provide some insight into the implications of
various alternatives to the status quo. The options are organized into two
categories. Options that do not involve any alteration to district boundaries
are followed by analyses of possible boundary reconfigurations.

One strategy that early reports from other states indicate offers significant
promise is charter schools. These are discussed elsewhere in this report (see
Chapter 5) and could be employed in conjunction with any of the options,
including being a variant of the status quo. The two remaining options for
consideration are changing the way in which the District is managed and
increasing the number of trustees.

Management System Alterations

Critics of the existing Clark County school district performance sometimes
attribute to boundary circumstances operating weaknesses that might more
probably flow from management matters, or at least which quite possibly
could be addressed effectively with management changes rather than
boundary changes.

For example, Clark County currently depends heavily on a central office
“command and control” model. Budgeting, personnel, recruitment, utility
and maintenance matters, substitute teachers, supply and equipment
purchasing and distribution, ransportation, and school facility planning are
among the functions planned and controlled from the District’s central office.
Principals and teachers have little knowledge of, and less discretion over, the
overwhelming proportion of resources spent to operate their schools.

This highly centralized management approach flies in the face of progressive
private sector management techniques and is even at odds with what are
conventionally regarded as centralized agencies such as the U.S. military.

However, before becoming too critical of this existing operating model, one
must take results into account. Clark County is the nation’s tenth-largest
school district. I one had to select randomly among attending any one of
Clark County’s public schools or a modal school in New York City, Chicago,
Miami, Buffalo, and so on for a large number of the other heavily urban
districts in the nation, one might well select Clark County. Whereas dropout
rates are high and student achievement has too many valleys and too few
peaks, the District has nevertheless managed, in the face of virtually
unparalleled growth, to recruit an able teacher work force, select a large
number of dynamic principals, and maintain a tone of civility and orderliness
which should not be underrated.
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In effect, the existing management model has enabled Clark County to cope
with substantial change and has maintained certain standards in the process.
The difficulty, claim critics, is that however good the District has been, it is no
longer good enough. The 21st century will call for higher levels of learning
for many students, and Clark County schools will need to overcome a culture
of complacency and mount a major effort for excellence. If that is to be done,
then an alternative management model may be necessary.

What is the Problem?

A “command and control” management model can sustain the status quo.
However, it is severely challenged to achieve excellence because of a crucial
disjuncture in authority and accountability that it imposes. Currently in
Clark County, accountability for performance is concentrated in the school
board and Superintendent. If there is dissatisfaction with the District, if
performance is low or if malfeasance is seen to be high, these eight
individuals can be replaced with relative ease. The Superintendent can be
fired or his contract bought out, and school board members can be opposed at
the polls and unelected. In this sense these individuals are all accountable to
the general public.

However, these accountable individuals are the furthest removed from the
day-to-day operation of schools. Whereas the school board and
superintendent are empowered, they are not posttioned. Those who are
appropriately positioned, principals and teachers, are seldom empowered.
They are placed in the awkward position of operating schools and classrooms
with only minimal formal authority. To hold them accountable for results
under these arrangements would not be fair.

Thus, what is needed is a realignment of authority and accountability. The
operating integrity of schools can be restored only by shifting authority to
schools, holding them responsible for performance standards, and utilizing a
central office to provide assistance, not to issue orders.

Such a site-based system would budget around schools, would keep its
accounts school-by-school, would empower principals and teachers, and
possibly parents, to make decisions regarding budget and resource allocation
matters such as use of substitute teachers, textbook selection, utility use, staff
development, and tradeoffs regarding class size and spedial program
provisions.

These school-based management arrangements would need to occur within a
context of state, or county, performance appraisal. Each individual school
would have fo be held accountable by, among other measures, the student
performance standards agreed to by the district and the state. If an individual
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school, in some sustained manner, failed to meet threshold performance
expectations, then the district would be expected to initiate remedial action of
an appropriate nature.

Such a site-based system might still need to engage in district-wide activities
for functions such as facility planning and providing special education
services. However, activities such as maintenance and repair, custodial
services, food service, and possibly even transportation could be purchased
from the central office by schools, if they chose to. Or, they might be given an
option to purchase such service from providers other than the central office.
In effect, such a model renders much of the central office a service agency
whose offerings are available to schools to purchase, if they deem them
valuable. Under such a site-based system, schools are empowered as
customers for central office services.

Alterations such as the above described would require little or no approval
from the state and would not necessarily require that school district
boundaries be altered. In fact, if Clark County were divided into multiple
smaller districts, deconsolidated into, for example, four or eight districts, each
of the resulting organizations would almost assuredly need management
changes of the kind described above, even if they were smaller than what
now exists.

Possible State-Level Enabling Actions

If the state in its wisdom chooses consciously to alter the Clark County
management strategy, or the management strategy for any other Nevada
county, there are several policy levers that can be pulled from the state level.
These levers would by no means guarantee the success of a school-based
management approach. However, they would take large strides toward
ensuring that the district actually attempted the new strategy. State action to
induce school based management should be constructed around three
principal activities or conditions: (1) Autonomy, (2) Accountability, and (3)
Assistance.

® Revenue Pass Through Provisions

The state could mandate that the Clark County School District, or all
school districts, for that matter, pass some minimum threshold (e.g., 90
percent) of all school district revenues to individual school sites based
upon a formula basis. The formula would ensure that each similarly
situated student be treated equally regarding financing, much as is done
for school districts under the current Nevada Plan.
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* School-By-School Accounting Provision

The state could mandate that school districts keep records of spending
school-by-individual-school. It is essential that these records be
maintained and reported consistent with uniform format and procedures.

* Annual School-by-School Performance Reports

The state could mandate publication annually of performance reports in
which each school described, in language understandable to lay persons, its
individual performance on dimensions such as statewide student
achievement tests, drop-out rates, levels of parent satisfaction, teacher
qualifications and grievance levels, and, where appropriate, numbers of
households choosing to apply for admission to the school. The major
differences between the kinds of reports which commonly exist and these
is that the school would report its performance relative to spedific
standards and would be held accountable for producing spedcified
outcomes.

Precision and reliability of these reports could be enhanced if each student
were uniquely identified (e.g., social security number) regardless of school
or school district of attendance. This would allow much more accurate
measurement of achievement over time, drop-out rates and similar
measures of school performance.

* Site Accountability in the Context of State Testing

Clark County, or other school districts implementing school-based
management, would be expected to adhere scrupulously to any Nevada
statewide testing program. Even without moves toward more
decentralization, schools should be required to test some minimum
portion (e.g., 95%) of the eligible student population. Exceptions for
language proficiency or some special education students should be
minimal and should be clearly delineated for all schools statewide.
Otherwise, aggregated scores tend to be inflated and valid comparisons
among schools (or school districts) are difficult to make.

Assessment experts refer to the acronym WYTIWYG, which stands for
“What You Test Is What You Get.” By this they mean that high stakes
testing tends to shape the curriculum. Narrowly constructed assessments
tend to narrow the focus of instruction. Test only reading and writing and
in many schools mathematics, science, history and art will get short shrift.
All things being equal, one would want to test the complete breadth and
depth of a high quality curriculum. This would provide an incentive for
schools to offer a full and rich instructional program for all students. Of
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course not all things are equal, and in the real world there are cost-quality
trade-offs. In the extreme, such assessments would be prohibitively costly
to develop and administer and could take too much time from
Instruction. At the other exireme, inexpensive tests may have a
deleterious effect on instruction. Unfortunately, this tension is rarely fully
resolved. However, if schools are to be held more accountable for student
achievement, it is essential that the Legislature make conscious choices
between these trade-offs and pitch their expectations accordingly.

Value-Added Testing

In time, where possible, such performance measurement should be “value
added.” It should endeavor to discern what a student knew at the
beginning of an assessment period and what a particular grade or school
added by way of learning value. On its face, this is a straightforward and
appealing concept. One would test a student at the beginning of the term
and again at the end. The differences between the scores would represent
the “value added.” In practice, it is quite complex to isolate how much the
school influenced the change in score and how much of it was caused by
other factors over which the school has little control. How much was a
student’s score influenced by parental tutoring, or other family resources,
or family problems, or a chronic illness? These problems become
particularly acute when schools or teachers are being evaluated or
compared on the basis of the value they add. Some states are piloting
value added assessment; but it is likely that it will be some time before
procedures that are fully accepted by professional psychometricians are
developed. :

Public School Parent Choice Provision

The Legislature could authorize households to select among public
schools, regardiess of residence. The State should Institute safeguards to
prohibit racial segregation or discrimination against special education
students. It could also consider provisions to minimize or avoid
“slkimming” the best athletes or scholars. These provisions should be as
minimal as feasible in order to preserve the benefits of choice and
competition. Over specification of such rules would tend to obviate the
advantages of choice.

School-Based Purchasing Power
The Legislature could authorize individual public schools to purchase

supplies and services from competitive vendors. This would change the
relationship between the school and the central administration and
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provide incentives for the central administration to be more cost effective
and service-oriented.

Provisions to ensure Parent Access to information

Parents often have a substantial interest in their child’s well being.
However, this does not always translate into knowledge about the most
efficacious means for achieving desired educational ends. In a nufshell,
not all households are well informed and equally prepared to take
advantage of the opportunity of choosing a school for their child. Hence,
legislation intended to further household choice of public schooling, and
render school-based management more successful, must contemplate a
mechanism for ensuring that parents have adequate and equal access to
information.

Parent and Community Participation

Provisions should be made to ensure that parents and other community
members are afforded an opportunity to participate in important decisions
at the school. The perspectives of these groups are essential fo making
decisions that result in educational programs that are most responsive to
the needs and aspirations of the students served by the school and their
parents. They are important sources of advice and feedback on past or
proposed actions. Such participation is essential to making sound
decisions and maintaining good comununity relations, and it is hard to
imagine a principal succeeding for long without regularly consulting these
groups. However, parents and community representatives are not held
accountable for results; the principal and other educators at the school are.
Therefore, the role of parents and comrmunity groups in school-based
decision-making is appropriately advisory.

While many successful principals will find ad hoc mechanisms for
obtaining advice, more formal arrangements, with clearly delineated roles,
may be more effective and may avoid the conflict that inevitably
accompanies ill defined decision making relationships. There are
numerous models for the composition and methods of selecting
membership. The advisory body could be comprised solely of parents, or it
could be comprised of some mix of parents, community representatives,
and educators. Members could be appointed by the governing board,
principal, teachers’ union, some other entity, or members could be
appointed by the groups they represent. They could be elected by parents,
faculty, or community at large.

More important than the particular model chosen is the specificity of the

range and limits of issues on which this entity is expected to provide
advice and the forum in which it is provided. Do they advise on the
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annual budget, staffing decisions, curriculum, class schedules, test book
selection, discipline standards, grading policies? Or are there some
decisions about which they will not be consulted? Is consultation only
informal meetings with the principal? Or is it a more formal, more public
process with “hearings” and formal reports? Or is it some combination?

One model could be prescribed for the state or the district, or the
Legislature could provide a limited menu from which schools could
choose. The range of choices is quite large and no single model stands out
as being without problems. Ultimately, the choices narrow to those that
are most comfortable to the citizens of Nevada; but advance, careful
spedification of roles, procedures, and expectations will help minimize
acrimonjous disputes when local educators initiate the process.

Assistance to Schools

Principals and teachers are sometimes anxious regarding school-based
management because of a long history of dependence upon a central office
for decision-making. New-found school-level empowerment may itself
be frustrating in the absence of assistance in learning to manage a school.
Hence, legislation intended to further school-based management should
anticipate a mechanism, perhaps centrally provided, by which principals,
teachers, and parents can gain assistance in making such a transition.

Sanctions

More autonomy will not guarantee that all schools will improve. Indeed
poor decisions are no less likely locally than centrally; although the impact
tends to be more contained and the corrections more dictated by local
context. Implicit in the structure outlined above is that schools are
accountable for results and that there are consequences if they cannot or
will not deliver those results.

One approach to consider could be based a series of steps of progressively
more aggressive interventions. The first step could occur if the school
failed to meet certain standards within some specified period, say two
years. At that time, the district would offer various forms of assistance
appropriate to the context. If the school demonstrated no improvement
the next year, the district could mandate indicated corrective action. If this
did not produce satisfactory results, the district could take more extreme
measures, such as replacing some or all personnel. If the district were
unable or unwilling to change the performance of a persistently failing
school, the State could, as a last resort, declare the school (or the entire
district) “educationally bankrupt” and appoint a trustee or take some
similar action until the program began to meet the state-established
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standards. Specification of the exact nature of these provisions are beyond
the scope of this study, but several states have adopted similar laws and
could serve as models for Nevada to consider.

The purpose of these illustrative statutory changes is to alter the locus of
school decision making and render it far more responsive to dlient
preferences. However, the illustrative actions attempt to achieve such
purposes in a manner which preserves economies of operational scale and
protects the broader interests of the state. Such powerful alterations are
unlikely o succeed solely via state legislative fiat. The transformation is
most likely to succeed if incentives orient a school system toward gaining and
sustaining client satisfaction. Those who are best informed and most likely to
have the clients’ interests at heart should have control of the resources.
While this is frue, one continues to need a measure of state and district
participation and oversight in order to protect the interests of the larger
public.

While this discussion of school-based management is offered in the context of
concerns about Clark County, the basic premise would be valid in any district
in which there is considerable organizational or even geographic distance
between the central office and parents and students, the schools’ clients.

Expanding the Number of School Board Members

A second option that does not contemplate boundary changes and that may
address the feeling of alienation expressed by some residents of Clark County
School District is increasing the size of the governing board. Those who are
critical of the governmental responsiveness of Clark County contend that
there are two related problems. First, there is a shortfall of
representativeness. Clark County’s populace has far greater access to state
government, and state-elected officials, than it does to school officials. Critics
point to the fact that there are 13 state Senators and 26 members of the
Assembly representing Clark County. This is a total of 39 elected positions for
a million constituents. By contrast, there are only seven Clark County school
board members, each one of whom by the same arithmetic must represent
almost 150,000 citizens. '

A second critical contention is that the current system of election by ward or
district may facilitate added representation from historically
underrepresented minority groups. However, they assert, there is a “cost.”
District elections encourage a kind of parochialism by which each school
board member may be encouraged to speak for his or her immediate
constituents first and the welfare of the entire school district second. Such a
political dynamic, arguably, fuels a brokering, rather than an administrative,
role for the Superintendent and coniributes to a “Christmas tree” mentality
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by which the board builds a voting majority by accreting something favorable
to each ward.

Numeric parity with state elected officials seems unreasonable in the instance
of school board members, who, after all, meet throughout the year every year
and who, presumably, represent students and their parents somewhat more
than citizens in general. Nevertheless, a case for a larger school board can be
made. For example, expanding the board to a total of 11 or 13 positions, all
additional positions of which were elected at-large, might both expand
responsiveness and overcome the criticism of parochialism.

Analytic Methods

When considering the analyses that follow, it is important for the reader to
keep in mind certain limitations on the data used. The analyses were
conducted using data from three sources—school district student data files,
census data files and Clark County Assessor property files. The school district
data and assessor data are current. The census data are from the 1990 census.
Subsequent to the previous report, school trustee area boundaries were
provided and the MAP consultant intersected these with the census block
group polygons. This new set of polygons allowed a more predise definition
of both the Trustee Area Model and the Metropolitan based plans. The MAP
consultant, with the cooperation and assistance of the School District, was
able to reconstruct the student database fo account for virtually all students.
Current Assessor parcel data and the reconstructed student data were
intersected with the new polygon base.

The maps used in the analyses were constructed by merging the three data
bases into a single database organized by census biock groups within trustee
area boundaries. Census block groups are clusters of blocks, within the same
census tract, having the same first digit of their three digit block number.
While this convention was necessary and useful for some analyses, it does
introduce a level of impredision. Census block groups vary in geographic
size, more or less by the amount of population they contain. Typically, a
census block group in an urban area with dense population will cover a
much smaller geographic area than will a census tract in a more sparsely
populated rural area. In fact, the vast majority of census block groups in Clark
County are located in or nearby Las Vegas and cover only a few city blocks
each. Census block groups in the sparsely populated areas often cover many
square miles.

Unfortunately, other governmental and operational jurisdictions often do
not coincide with census tracts. For example, there may be more than one
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voter precinct in a census block groups or more than one census block group
in a voter precinct. This is particularly problematic in the regions outside of
the Las Vegas Metropolitan area where very large census block groups are
intersected by two or more trustee area boundaries. Since there is little
population and relatively little assessed value in these outlying areas, this
loss of precision should not materially affect conclusions drawn from the
analysis.

It is important for the reader to understand how various analytic and
illustrative scenarios were constructed. Even though very powerful, state-of-
the-art computer software and hardware were employed in these analysis, it
was not possible to automatically draw alternative districts that balance on
any of the important variables such as assessed value or racial balance. Each
plan was constructed by a trial-and-error process of combining census biock
groups, block group by block group, to form alternative districts and then
analyzing the impact of each move on each of the important variables. There
are several hundred census block groups in Clark County. It should be
apparent that the potential number of combinations is huge.

Alternative Boundary Reconfigurations

The size, diversity, and complexity of Clark County imply that the number
and shape of possible school districts is large. In earlier progress reports, MAP
discussed the process of narrowing the analysis to a manageable number and
the reasons for rejecting some options. For example, splitting the existing
school district into two, three or even four seemed to hold little promise of
offering sufficient improvement on any of the evaluative criteria to warrant
the associated effort. At its April 1996 meeting, the Subcommittee agreed that
the three following models for changing district boundaries be analyzed.
These are: 1) configuring school district boundaries to be more congruent
with municipal boundaries; 2) dividing the district among trustee areas; and
3) creating school districts from high schools and their feeder schools. These
options do not represent the universe of possible changes, but are illustrative
of possible approaches. It is important for the reader to keep in mind that the
specifics of enroliment, relative wealth, and even the demographic
characteristics of various populations can shift rather quickly and would need
to be reconsidered by the time any change could be initiated.

In our June 11, 1996 report to the Legislature, MAP examined each of the
three boundary-change models. All were found wanting on one or more
evaluative dimension; however, Plan B, a variant of the Trustee Area Model,
appeared to offer the most promise. This model was an attempt to create
some number of districts which, to the extent possible, would be racially
balanced, and none of which would have a population of students that were
more than half minority. That is to say, there would be no districts where
minority students would form a majority of the student population. Because
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of the uneven distribution of assessed value and sources of sales tax revenue,
this model would be viable only if these taxes continue to be collected county
wide and allocated to the newly formed districts on a pro-rata basis.

In the process of creating and analyzing the Plan B districts, MAP
reconstructed the databases to allow a more fine grained analysis. The
Municipal Boundary Model and the Trustee Area Model were analyzed using
these improved data. They are described below. The revised data did not
change the conclusions reached previously. The Secondary School model
showed little promise and will be only briefly described in this report.

Municipal Boundary Model for Clark County

Under this alternative boundary scenario, each municipality within Clark
County with more than 10,000 residents would have an option of becoming a
separate, fully autonomous school district. Cities such as Las Vegas and
North Las Vegas, and combinations of cities such as Henderson and Boulder
City, would be the communities currently meeting such a criterion. Because
it is so remote from the next city of comparable size, Laughlin was established
as a separate school district. Unincorporated areas were consolidated with
adjacent municipal districts. This does create some districts that encompass
very large geographic areas; but, for the most part, the large land mass is
sparsely populated. In some other cases, unincorporated areas are land locked
by incorporated cities. In all cases it seemed more reasonable to form the
districts as we have than to create some sort of county-wide intermediate
agency for the unincorporated areas. Either choice would have little effect on
conclusions drawn from the analysis.

This model tends to score highly on the community-cohesiveness
dimension; but suffers from grossly unequal assessed value per pupil, creates
a heavily minority district, and leaves Las Vegas with over 100,000 students.
As a stand-alone opton, it seems to fail to adequately address the concerns
raised about the current district configuration. See map displaying Plan C.
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Trustee Area Boundary Model for Clark County

Clark County currently has seven school board trustee districts. The
boundaries of these districts are adjusted periodically to comply with criteria
regarding student enrollment and overall population characteristics. Thus,
MAP undertook a simulation of the consequences of dividing Clark County
into seven districts, along existing Trustee Area lines.

The principal purpose of this analysis was to atempt to construct seven viable
school districts, rather than to preserve trustee boundaries, per se. Exasting
trustee boundaries proved to be significantly unequal in assessed value per
pupil, very different in terms of racial and ethnic population, and uneven in
total student population. This analysis led MAP to conclude that population
patterns and location of property-wealth make it extremely difficult, if not
impossible, to balance simultaneously assessed value and demographics in
any reasonable number of smaller districts.

This model, without modifications, features serious impediments similar to
the Municipality Model. Assessed value is unequally distributed among the
areas, they are not radally balanced, and, for the most part, the trustee
boundaries do not seem to correspond to identifiable communities of interest.
See map displaying Plan D.

Plan D Modified Trustee Areas

District Pupils Assessed Valuation AV/Pupil
A 30,058 $3,503,070,794 $116,544}
B 29,737 $1,605,092,724 $53,976
C 23,918 $1,893,846,540 $79,181
D 14,431 $3,836,931,286 $265,881
E 29,295 $3,665,877,275 $125,137
F 21,175 $3,074,459,059 $145,193
G 18,195 $1,860,771,715 $102,268

Plan D Modified Trustee Areas

District Pupiis % Min White Black Hispanic  Asian Am. Ind.
30,058 19% 81% 4% 10% &% 1%
28,737 43% 57% 17% 19% 5% 1%
23,818 76% 24% 36% 36% 3% 1%
14,431 61% 39% 14% 39% % 1%
29,2985 25% 5% % 11% 5% 1%
21,175 27% 73% % 12% T 1%
18,195 34% 66% 10% 17% % 1%

HKmMmmoom>»
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Secondary School(s) Cluster Boundary Model for Clark County

Each secondary school, and its attendant elementary and middle “feeder”
schools, might comprise a logical grouping. This pattern coincides with at
least one definition of “community of interests,” namely all of those who rely
upon a common high school. It also tends to create districts which fall well
within the parameters of scale economy research results.

However, in Clark County, enrollment growth and student mobility create
challenges to stability which suggest that a single high school and feeder
school model may be too small and, hence, too restrictive. To compensate for
these conditions, MAP chose an alternative constructed of paired high
schools, geographically contiguous, and their respective feeder schools. This,
presumably, creates a district twice as large, but one which still falls within
scale economy boundaries.

Numerous attempts to construct districts around high school attendance
areas failed to yield any results that offered promise of avoiding serious racial
isolation. The notion of a school district with boundaries even smaller than
the two-high school model can be encompassed, at least partially, by the
charter school model described in Chapter 5 of this report. See map

displaying Plan A.
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Plan B: Racially Balanced Districts

Beginning with the hypothetical districts described in the June 11, 1996 report
and the refined data base, MAP attempted to construct school districts which
were approximately equal in enrollment and where minority students did
not exceed half of the student population. The rationale for the racal criteria
was that any official act that tended to isolate an identifiable ethnic group
could be interpreted as de jure segregation.

No attempt was made to balance on assessed value. Viability of this plan is
contingent upon county-wide equalization of operating revenues and
statewide equalization of revenues for capital construction.

Our goal was to create approximately 10 districts, each with 15 thousand to 20
thousand students. We attempted to construct districts that were not
extremely gerrymandered, that contained sufficient schools to house their
populations, that were not divided by natural barriers, and had a student
population comprised of at least 50 percent white students.

While minority students live throughout the county, there are a few areas of
high concentration of African American and Hispanic students that make it
all but impossible to create as many as 10 districts that are contiguous and
reasonably compact. Therefore, despite extensive efforts to meet all of the
criteria, eight, somewhat larger districts were constructed. These districts
range in size from 13,675 to 25,564 students and from 16 percent minority to
Just under half minority. Only four would be comprised of more than 40
percent minority students. Generally speaking, they meet the compaciness
criterion and all but two would appear to contain sufficient numbers of
schools to house their students.®

Plan B Racially Balanced

District Pupils Assessed Valuation AV per Pupil
1 19,658 $1,492,810,059 $75,93
2 25,564 $2,819,685,744 $110,29
3 21,463 $979,211,666 $45,62
4 21,819 $1,331,553,988 $61,02
S 22,200 $2,799,766,542 $126,11
6 24,966 $3,688,445,063 $147,73
7 17,464 $4,658,863,310 $266,770
8 13,675 $1,669,713,021 $122,10

¢ This conclusion was based on a rough calculation of high school capacity. Itis possible that
these boundaries would cause shortages or excesses of capacity in some cases.
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Plan B Racially Balanced

District Pupils % Minority White Black Hispanic Asian Amer. Ind.

1 19,658 46% 54% 22% 20% 3% 1%
2 25,564 32% 68% 10% 15% 6% 1%
3 21,463 50% 50% 17% 27% % 1%
4 21,819 48% 52% 14% 27% 6% 1%
5 22,200 42% 56% 28% 10% 4% 1%
6 24966 37% 63% ™ 23% 6% 1%
7 17,464 37% 63% %% 20% 8% 1%
8 13,675 16% 84% 3% 10% 2% 1%

Applying the Criteria

Educational Effectiveness

Isolating the impact of possible boundary changes on a relatively subjective
criterion such as educational effectiveness is particularly difficult. This effort
requires one to hypothesize about the results of decisions that board
members, as yet unknown, will make about future educational programs.
One must also speculate about the implementation of policies by
administrators and teachers as yet not employed. Finally, we know from past
experience that the resulting educational quality is unlikely to be uniform
across all the schools in the reconfigured districts. Nevertheless, while it is
Impossible to predict with detailed precision, it is possible to make inferences
about likely consequences.

One of the important dimensions of educational effectiveness is the capability
of districts to offer a broad curriculum, with multiple offerings for students
with varying preferences. Schools should be of sufficient size to offer a full
array of college and university preparatory courses, as well as courses
specifically designed to prepare young people for the world of work. All eight
districts are of sufficient size to offer a full array of courses. As well, each
would be of sufficient size to be able to offer important support services. They
may not be able to offer the degree of specialization in support services which
Clark County currently provides, although there are a variety of cooperative
arrangements the districts could employ to continue any regional or
specialized program they currently enjoy.

Another important education-effectiveness criterion is the ability of a district
to respond to student needs by offering such programs as “Magnet Schools.”
There are currently six Magnet Schools in the Clark County School District.
They are popular and it was reported to MAP that there is a waiting list for
each. Approaches such as Magnet Schools and Theme Schools are more
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difficult to offer in smaller organizational units because the district’s student
body may be of insufficient size to fill a theme school. On the other hand,
smaller organizational units may be more capable of responding to the
individual needs of students within each school, thus making magnet or
theme schools less necessary. Magnet Schools used to compensate for
segregated housing patterns could be continued under a joint powers
agreement among cooperating districts.

A third important dimension of educational quality is the capability of a
district to build a coherent set of educational goals and establish a program
with strong community support. These kinds of programs tend to be easier to
implement in smaller, more homogeneous districts than in larger, more
diverse ones. The likelihood of such an occurrence is enhanced as the
number of districts proposed to be created out of the existing district is
increased. That is, it would probably be easier to establish coherent, agreed-
upon educational goals in smaller, more homogeneous communities. Large
districts, with diverse populations, understandably find it more difficult to
artive at these kinds of agreements than might a smaller unit.

Another dimension of quality of schools is the ability to recruit, frain and
retain skilled teachers and administrators. On this dimension, larger size
enjoys some advantages. Larger districts, tend to have greater capacity to
devote resources to teacher recruitment, training, and retention. This, of
course, is a highly desirable trait for communities which are constantly
undergoing the pressures of additional students and the concomitant need for
additional teachers. However, all eight districts should be of a size sufficdient
to recruit able teachers successfully. :

Racial And Ethnic Composition

These districts were created in a manner calculated to minimize racial and
ethnic isolation. No district is comprised of a minority population equal to or
greater than the white population. At the last meeting of the Subcommittee,
the question was raised as to whether districts drawn in such a manner made
the state more vulnerable to legal challenges. The short answer is that there
are 100 many unknowns to predict the likelihood of a legal challenge to the
boundary changes described under this plan or the likelihood of the plaintiffs
prevailing if one were brought. In the first instance the facts of this situation
are unique. Secondly it is not known if the large body of case law based on
Brown vs. Board of Education or the more recent Supreme Court decisions
relating to gerrymandering of congressional districts would play more
prominently.

Applying the recent Supreme Court rulings on the drawing of congressional

districts to the Clark County school district reorganization by analogy may be
possible under certain conditions, but the Court decisions involved a
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somewhat different and self-contained issue: the classification of voters into
new districts to achieve a radial majority in some districts to address
population changes and past discrimination, and violations of the Voting
Rights Act, as well as violations of the Fourteenth Amendment.

The U.S. Supreme Court decisions in question are Shaw v. Hunt (Shaw m
(June 13, 1996) and George W. Bush, Governor of Texas, et.al. v. Lawson (June
13, 1996), the latest in a series of appeals to the Court involving challenges to
racial gerrymandering of state congressional redistricting undertaken by the
state legislatures after population increases resulted in additional
congressional seats being awarded to these states. The plaintiffs filed the suits
alleging that many of the new districts in North Carolina (Shaw) and Texas
(Bush) violated the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment
because the re-districting plans classified the voters by race.

In the Shaw opinion, the Court noted that in Miller v. Johnson (1995) 515
U.S., a radally gerrymandering districting scheme, like all laws that classify
citizens on the basis of race, is constitutionally suspect. This is true whether
or not the reason for the radal dassification is benign or the purpose
remedial. When applying equal protection principles in the voting-rights
context, a legislature may be conscious of the voters’ races without using race
as a basis for assigning voters to districts. The constitutional WTOng occurs
when race becomes the dominant and controlling consideration. In Shaw,
the Court noted that radial classifications are antithetical to the Fourteenth
Amendment, whose ceniral purpose was to eliminate racial discrimination
from official sources in the States.

Under the strict scrutiny standard, the state would have to show that drawing
racdial distinctions in redistricting is in pursuit of a “compelling state interest”
and that the means chosen to accomplish that compelling state interest must
be specifically and narrowly framed to achieve it. A state’s interest in
remedying the effects of past or present racial discrimination may in the
proper case justify use of racial distinctions, but as the Court noted in Shaw,
for an interest to rise to the level of a “compelling state interest” it must
satisfy two conditions: (1) the discrimination must be identified
asdiscrimination and (2) the institution that makes the racial distinction must
have had a strong basis in evidence to conclude that remedial action was
necessary before it embarked on an affirmative action program.

The above discussion notwithstanding, two attorneys with whom MAP
consulted, both familiar with school desegregation law, opined that Brown v.
Board of Education and relative case law probably was more applicable in this
mstance. '

175



Organizational Scale

School district efficiency depends on several variables—size is just one.
However we do know that the most costly districts to operate are districts that
are either very large or very small. Districts with fewer than 400 students and
those in excess of 50,000 students define large and small in these
drcumstances. All eight districts fall well within the band of size likely to
enjoy economies of scale.

A concern frequently expressed about creating some number of smaller
districts is that redundant administrations would be more costly overall and
take money from the instructional program. Certainly, there will be some
marginal transition costs in the short term if new school districts were
created; but it may not be in the State's best interest if these districts were
significantly more costly to operate. Therefore the following analysis was
conducted to help us understand the ongoing administrative costs of smaller
districts.

While it is not possible to predict with any degree of precision the behavior of
independent school districts, each with its own decision-makers, a useful
comparison can be drawn by examining the behavior of Washoe County.
Washoe is a reasonable comparison since it operates under the same state
laws and regulations and it is of a size not dissimilar from the districts that
would result from this option. Analogies to districts in other states are more
difficult because of varying state laws that can shape behavior in very
different ways.

All school districts employ some number of licensed personnel who do not
actually teach. Some of these do work in the schools with children and
teachers. These would include pupil and school service personnel and
principals. Others are strictly supervisory and indlude directors, Supervisors,
assistant superintendents, and the superintendent.

The results of this comparison are mixed. Clark County spends less per
student on overall administration ($378 vs. $398). In both school districts
about 13 percent of all licensed personnel are assigned to non-teaching roles.
Clark County spends a greater portion of its budget for licensed employees on
staff not engaged in teaching (21% vs. 17.5%). Also, in Washoe more than
twice as many of the non-teaching employees work in the schools. Similarly,
Clark spends a much greater portion of its payroll (3.3% vs. 1.6%) on
supervisors and administrators who are less likely to work directly with
students and teachers in the schools. The reasons for these differences are not
apparent; nor would it be fair to conclude that one allocation would be

176



appropriate in both settings; but it does seem fair to conclude that smaller
districts will not automatically cost more for administration.?

Government Responsiveness and Community Cohesion

This set of District alternatives would result in mixed impact on the
dimension of community cohesion. In some areas, such as Henderson and
Boulder City, a new district probably would score highly on this dimension.
District 1 might be perceived as neutral in the more remote areas, but
somewhat suspect in the northern fringe of the urban area. Districts 3 and 4
may even split groups who identify themselves as a community.

It is important to note that the mere reduction in size of this very large
district would, in most cases, benefit citizen access to government. Citizens
would be represented by larger numbers of trustees, and for most of them the
central office of the new district would be geographically closer, and more
accessible, to them. Thus in terms of governmental responsiveness this plan
almost certainly would be an improvement over the current situation.

Financing and Facilities

The larger the geographic area over which revenues are generated, the less
likely it is that substantial inequities between districts will result. The large
size of Clark County allows pockets of very high property values to be
balanced by areas of very low assessed value which occur in other parts of the
county. Equally troubling are the disparities which are currently also leveled
out on sales tax collections. The range between high and low sales tax
revenues currently generated is also substantial. This leveling-out process
becomes much more difficult as the area in question becomes smaller and
smaller. Nevada’s school finance plan is highly equalized, ensuring that for
the vast number of students in the system, there is little wealth-based
disparity. However, since both assessed value and the sales tax play
important roles in determining a district’s relative wealth and its status as a
district which falls within the equalization provisions of the Nevada Plan, a
major concern has to be the distribution of assessed value and sales tax
collections. Areas which combine high assessed value with high sales tax
revenues would make significant portions of Clark County no longer subject
to the equalization features of the Nevada Plan. This would substantially
increase state costs and perhaps lead to litigation regarding the school finance
features of the Nevada Plan.

The legislature could correct for finandal inequalities, and ensure that the
state’s commitment to equalization would continue, by requiring both the

¢ Computed from data reported in Nevada Department of Education, Research Bulletin,
Student Enroliment and Licensed Personnel Information, Volume 37, February 1996.
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sales tax and property tax to continue to be levied on a county-wide basis and
then returned to the proposed new districts on a per-pupil basis. This type of
feature would protect the state from creating districts which would not be
subject to equalization features of the Nevada Plan, thus increasing state costs.
In addition, some state assistance for capital outlay purposes could mitigate
against the inequalities caused by assessed-value differences.

Discussed elsewhere in this report is the apparent need to address statewide
disparities in revenues for capital outlay. I the state were to adopt some form
of equalization for these expenditures, differences among the eight districts in
assessed valuation per pupil would be moot. Without such legislation, the
new districts would be characterized by very large differences in their ability to
build and maintain schools. These differences would not only be unfair but
would quite likely invite law suits. See map displaying Plan B.
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Further Analysis
Hypothetical District 1

This district would cover a huge, but mostly sparsely populated, geographic
area in the northern third of the county. It would encompass the rural
schools in Virgin Valley and Moapa Valley and the area around Cheyenne
High School in the urban Las Vegas Valley area. The possible disadvantages
of the proposed district are that it covers such a large geographic area, that the
two population centers are so far apart, and that the two groups would seem
to be distinct and different communities of interest. The total enrollment
would be approximately 19,658. Minorities would comprise 46 percent of the
student population and the largest minority group would be African
American, at 22 percent. Hispanics would make up another 20 percent.

Hypo&eﬁcal District 2

District 2 would be located in the urban area, bounded on the north by Smoke
Ranch Road, on the south by Flamingo Road, Hualpai Way on the west and
the rail line on the east. The total enroliment would be approximately 25,564.
Minority students would comprise 32 percent and the largest minority group
would be Hispanic, at 15 percent. African Americans would make up another
10 percent. It would encompass Bonanza, Western, and Clark High Schools,
which would seem to provide adequate capacity for this population.

Hypothetical District 3

District 3 would be concentrated in the northeast corner of the Las Vegas
Valley area. Most of the large geographic area contained in this district would
be uninhabited. Total enrollment of the district would be 21,463, with a
minority population of slightly less than 50 percent. The largest minority
group would be Hispanic, at 27 percent. African Americans would comprise
another 17 percent. The only comprehensive high school in the district
would be El Dorado, which would imply that this district would be viable
only if an additional high school space was provided. Adjusting district
boundaries o incorporate one or more additional high schools would shift
the space shortage elsewhere, create a majority minority district, or both.

Hypothetical District 4

District 4 stretches southeast to northwest along Highway 93 from south of
East Sunset Road to Ranch High School on the north. The total enrollment
would be 21,819. Minority students would comprise 48 percent of the student
population and the largest minority group would be Hispanic, at 27 percent.
About 14 percent of the students would be African Americans. In addition to
Rancho, the district would contain Las Vegas High School. These two
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schools would appear to provide adequate capacity to house the district’s
population.

Hypothetical District 5

District 5 stretches from I-15 in the core area to the western border of the
county. The student population would be 22,200. The minority population
would be 42 percent, with African Americans, at 28 percent, as the largest
minority group. Hispanics would make up another 10 percent of the
minority population. One important concern about this district would be the
potential need for additional schools to house the growing student
population. The only comprehensive high school to be contained in this
district would be Cimarron Memorial.

Hypothetical District 6

District 6 would lie north and south from I-15 to Highway 146. Total
enrollment would be approximately 24,966. Hispanics would comprise the
largest minority group, at 23 percent. (All minorities would make up 37
percent of the student body.) African Americans would add another 7 percent
and Asians an additional 6 percent. Chaparral and Valley High Schools
would be located in this district. Both of these schools are high-capacity, but
would barely house the student population in this district. Future need for
high school space seems likely.

Hypothetical District 7

District 7 would be concentrated in the Las Vegas Valley, but would also cover
the sparsely populated area bounded by Highway 159 on the north, I-15 on the
south and the California border on the west. Total enrollment would be
17,464, including 37 percent minorities, with Hispanics being the largest
minority group at 20 percent. This district, as currently constructed, would
contain Durango and Silverado High Schools. Combined, these two schools
would seem to offer more than enough capacity to house the district’s
students.

Hypothetical District 8

District 8 would cover the southern third of Clark County, with Henderson
being the largest population center. Between Henderson on the north and
Laughlin in the south there is very little population. This district would
preserve an identifiable community of interest around Henderson and
Boulder City. At 13,675 students, this would be the smallest of the eight
districts. It would include approximately 16 percent minorities, with
Hispanics, at 10 percent, being the largest minority group. In addition to
Laughlin High School, this district would contain Green Valley and Basic
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High Schools. The two latter schools, located in Henderson, enjoy
significantly greater capacity that would be necessary for this district.

Ideally, it would be possible to shift the capacity to Districts 5 or 3, where there
would be a shortage of high school space. Unfortunately, this would only be
feasible by some very creative gerrymandering, or an interdistrict attendance
agreement. Another impediment to such a change would be that such an
action would split an indefinable community of interest.

Concluding Observations

The primary question driving this section of the study has been, is it possible
to create some number of viable school districts out of the existing Clark
County School District? Ideally, the resultant school districts would all score
reasonably well on each of the criteria used to evaluate boundary changes.
Educational effectiveness would be enhanced, or at least not be harmed by the
creation of the new districts. No racial or ethnic group would be isolated; the
new districts would be of a size that would maximize economies of scale; and
citizens would enjoy greater access to decision making concerning their
schools. The process should, at the very least, do no harm and be reasonably
invulnerable to legal challenge. It would seem fair to conclude that it is
unlikely that any plan would measure up to such expectations. Also, it is fair
to conclude that it may be possible to create smaller districts that score well on
scale, governmental responsiveness, community cohesiveness, and maybe
even educational effectiveness, but not without some risk of legal challenge
based on unequal revenues or racial segregation. Other possible costs may
include inadequate school facilities in some districts, at least in the short run.

Why is it so difficult? The answer lies in the extreme concentration of hotels
and casinos which generate a significant portion of the property tax and sales
tax that fund school operations. It lies in housing patterns, where dense
clusters of Whites, Hispanics, or African Americans live. It is exacerbated by
the size and location of schools. These factors twine together to form a
Gordian Knot.

Some of these problems more easily yield to technical solutions than others.
Inequalities related to property tax and sales tax revenues can be resolved by
maintaining the county as the unit for collecting and disbursing school
revenues. The state can equalize funding for capital outlays. Even where
facilities are unequal, cash can compensate for differences. Other problems
are more difficult to solve. Residential patterns change slowly, and most
parents would prefer their children attend school relatively close to where
they live. Several smaller neighborhood high schools would provide more
degrees of freedom to draw new district boundaries; but Clark County high
schools tend to have large enrollments and attract students from a large
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geographic area, thus making it more difficult to balance districts on the basis
of race and provide adequate school capadty.

The problems would probably be magnified if the decision is to proceed with a
full-scale breakup of the district. A more incremental approach may allow
ctizens and decision-makers feel their way, to create one or two smaller
districts, and to proceed further or retreat as their experience dictates. Such an
approach, combined with managerial and representational changes described
above, may enhance the probability of citizen satisfaction and reduce some of
the risks. Itis likely, also, that the risk will be lowered, and satisfaction
elevated, if any changes result from citizen initiative rather than state action.
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DOUGLAS COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

 District Statistical Profile

County Population®

1996 32,790
2000 35,630
School District Enroliment®
199 7,090
2000 8,000
Ethnicity of Students®’ 1994 1983
White 88.7% 91.8%
Black 0.5% 0.3%
Hispanic 6.5% 3.9%
Asian/PL 1.7% 1.3%
American Indian 2.7% 2.6%
Schools
High 2
Middle 3
Elementary 5
Youth Camp 1
(4 elementary schools are on year-round schedules)
Licensed Employees (full time equivalent) 455
Student Achievement®(Grade 4 percentile scores)
Reading Math Language
State Average 51 53 57
Douglas 54 57 61

Student Achievement (Secondary)
Gr.8Read Gr.8Math ACT SAT V SATM
State Average 58 56 212 429 484
Douglas 62 59 21 449 490

®Nevada Demographer’s Office, Bureau of Business and Economic Research, “Nevada
Population Estimates (1993) and Forecasts 1994-2000”, December 3, 1993.

“Douglas County School District. Reported in Final Report, “Fair Share” School Facilities
Costs, September 14, 1992.

®Nevada Department of Administration, “Nevada Statistical Abstract 1994 Edition”.
“Smith, David L. Analysis of Nevada School Accountability System School Year 1993-94,
January 1996.
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Drop-Out Rate
State Average 9.6%
Douglas 4.3%

Sources of funding®
Local 57.6%
State 38.8%
Federal 3.6%

Wealth and Debt®®
Assessed Valuation per student $161,308
Net Proceeds of Mines per student $5
Total Outstanding Debt $34,365,659
Debt per student $4,847
Unused Debt Capacity $137,185,546

Tax Rates®
Debt and/or pay-as-you-go .2950
Combined school taxes 1.0450
Highest rate in county 29719

Douglas County is comprised of two distinct population centers. The valley is
a rapidly growing bedroom community, home primarily to people who work
in Carson City and Reno. South Lake Tahoe is a separate community. In the
Lake Tahoe area, population growth has been checked by restrictions on new
construction. The two communities are geographically separated by a half-
hour drive (in good weather) over a 7,000 foot mountain pass. Overall, the
county has grown from 6,900 inhabitants in 1970 to more than 30,000 today,
and is projected to grow to a population of more than 35,000 by the turn of the

century

Keeping pace with growth seems to be the largest challenge the district faces,
especially in the valley. The District operates 11 schools for more than 7000
students. Virtually all of the schools in Minden and Gardnerville are af or
beyond capacity. Several are on multi-track or year-round schedules. The
elementary schools have large enrollments of 800—900 students. The schools
at Lake Tahoe have relatively smaller, stable or slightly declining school
populations, with enrollments of 364 elementary, 287 middle, and 246 high
school students. '

*Coleman, Caine, Matzinger & Co., Douglas County School District Financial Report, June 30,
1995.

®Thunder, D., Nevada Department of Education, Preliminary report based on school district
survey, April 16, 1996.

®Ibid.
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Despite the rapid growth, the District has had difficulty passing bond issues to
build schools, even though its taxes are among the lowest in the state. School
taxes rank thirteenth, and overall county taxes rank tenth. The last successful
bond issue, passed in 1992, will fund two new schools. The District levies
developer-impact fees, but still reports difficulty raising sufficient funds to
meet the demand for new construction.

That part of Douglas County located in and around Zephyr Cove on Lake
Tahoe is clearly 2 community of interest distinct from the rest of the county.
It is a more or less self-contained entity where the citizens live, work, and
shop. Many of the homeowners are part-time residents and many are retired.
This area is separated from the valley by mountainous terrain and
demographically different populations. Some citizens in this area have
complained that their property taxes subsidize the faster growing valley. They
claim that the District allocates inadequate resources to the repair and
maintenance of the elementary, middle, and high school in Zephyr Cove.
Many argue that they would be better served if they were to form a separate
school district.

The proposed new district would encompass the attendance areas of Whitell
High School (9—12) [enroliment 247], Kingsbury Middle School (5—8)
[enrollment 305}, and Zephyr Cove Elementary [enroliment 366]. The
proposed new district would have an enrollment of approximately 918,
projected to grow to about 1,450 to 1,500 by the year 2003—04.” Enrollment in
the non-Tahoe Basin portion of the county is approximately 6,180 and is
expected to increase to approximately 9,500 to 10,500 by 2003 —04

Application of Criteria

In this section, MAP applies the five evaluative criteria to an analysis of the
option of creating a new school district, as described below.

Educational Effectiveness

For this proposed organization, there is litfle evidence that educational
effectiveness would be materially altered. Since school attendance areas
would not be impacted by the proposed organization plan and students who
reside in the Tahoe Basin presumably would continue to attend school at the
same facilities, there would not be a change in distances youngsters travel to
school and no change in the socioeconomic makeup of the student body.
Again, because this proposal does not alter school attendance boundaries,

7 School Fadilities Plan for the Douglas County School District.
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breadth of the curriculum may increase as the student population grows; but
this could happen, as well, under the current district configuration.

From all indications, aside from the geographical separation of the Tahoe
Basin and non-Tahoe Basin schools, there are only small intradistrict
differences in terms of the traditional student performance measures, none of
which would warrant concern. Taking a one-year snapshot of school
performance, Tahoe Basin schools perform slightly better on achievement
scores on the average, but non-Basin schools have slightly higher ACT and
SAT scores and criterion referenced tests. In addition, although student
performance data are quite similar, the programs in the schools are
distinctive, representing the particular needs of the community. MAP's visits
to Douglas County generated evidence that schools were permitted and even
encouraged to shape programs to be responsive to their communities.

Racial and Ethnic Composition

Since the school attendance boundaries are not impacted, there would be no
change in the radial or ethnic composition of the schools.

Organization Scale

The current district configuration falls well within the band of efficient
district sizes. It does not appear to be large enough to fall prey to
diseconomies of large scale, nor is it so small that it cannot enjoy some of the
advantages of size. The proposed new Tahoe district, especially initially, will
be relatively small and may have slightly higher administrative costs per
pupil than is now the case. Over time, that disadvantage can be partially
mitigated by the projected growth of thie population in the Tahoe Basin.
Some services which are now available from the Douglas District office may
not be available to the Zephyr Cove Schools.

Governmental Responsiveness and Community Cohesion

In applying this criterion, we look first to ensure that we are not breaking up
an existing community of interest. It is clear that in Douglas County, the
Basin and non-Basin communities view themselves as distinctive. This
proposal, thus, would not disassemble an existing community of interest.
The next and lesser test is to assure that the desires of distinctive
communities are being met within the organizational configuration which
exists. One of the ways in which school districts can mitigate insufficient
responsiveness is to allow school-based decision-making sufficient to ensure
that communities, and especially parents, have a strong say in how the
schools which their children attend are operated.
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Research confirms that parents and communities are most concerned about
the schools in their immediate communities, rather than about the district as
a whole. It is only when a district imposes its will on schools in such a way
that parents feel their local schools are not reflecting the needs and desires of
their community that attention turns to the district level. It was reported to
MAP that Douglas County encourages local communities to participate in
local school activities and attempts to respond to their distinctive needs. The
area around Zephyr Cove would easily meet the test of being an identifiable
community of interest, distinct from the balance of Douglas County.

Financing and Facilities
It 1s on this dimension that this proposal deserves the greatest attention. We
should first note that schools in the Tahoe Basin receive more revenue per
child than their counterparts in the other parts of the district. This is a
function of the smaller size of the schools in Zephyr Cove and is perfectly

consistent with the way the school finance mechanism is designed to work in
Nevada.

The Basin has relatively high property assessed value and is relatively
sparsely populated. The resulting assessed value per child, which is an
important component of the Nevada Plan calculations, varies hugely
between the two portions of the existing district. The extent of the disparity
can be displayed dramatically by noting that 12.9 percent of Douglas County
students reside in the Basin but that same area contains 45.6 percent of the
assessed value of the district.”

An important difference between the Basin and non-Basin portions of the
County is assessed value per pupil. The average assessed value per pupil is
currently $161,308. With the proposed change, the average for the Tahoe
Basin district would be almost $600,000 per student, as opposed to the less
than $100,000 available for the balance of Douglas County. This difference in
assessed value per student becomes even more critical when districts attempt
to pass construction bonds. This kind of disparity would mean that citizens
in the balance of Douglas County would face an aimost 50 percent increase in
the rate required to raise a given sum of money.

7 Nevada Department of Education analysis.
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Assessed Value Per Pupil?

Area Assessed Value Pupils | AV/pupil
Dougias ' $  1,143,674,698 | 7,080 | $ 161,308
Tahoe Basin . % 547,000,000 | 818 | 595,861
Bal of county 8 596,674,698 | 6,172 | $ 96,674

In addition to those differences, there will be a dramatic change in total
operating revenues for the two districts, primarily created by the assessed
valuation differences. Note that Stateline would be able to raise almost $3,000
from the levy of the $0.50 property tax. The balance of Douglas County could
only raise less than $500 with the same tax rate.

Another important component of the Nevada Plan is receipts from the Local
School Support Tax (LSST). A tax imposed on sales within each county is a
vital part of the Nevada Plan. Note that the disparities between areas of the
County are also huge. The Tahoe Basin would receive, according to these
calculations, approximately $3,410 per pupil, while the remainder of the
county would only receive $551 per pupil.

Local School Support Tax Per Pupil™
Area LSST Pupils LSST/Pupil
Douglas $ 6,534,003 7,080 | % 922
Tahoe Basin $ 3,130,773 918 | & 3,410
Bal. of County | § 3,403,230 | 6,172 | $ 551

These differences are so great, and the amount of 1SST and property tax
revenue per pupil is so large, that the newly proposed district would no
longer be eligible for state aid under the Nevada Plan.

7Thunder, D., Nevada Department of Education, Preliminary report based on school district
survey, April 16, 1996.

™ Nevada State Department of Education, Situational Study, “What If Stateline Area of
Douglas County Should Form Separate School District?”
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Per Pupil Support’™

Douglas Tahoe Basin Bal. of Douglas
Basic Support”™ $3,710 $1,488 $4,048
Outside Support 7 $1,177 $5,519 $539
Total $4,887 $7,007 $4,587

Additionally, because the assessed value per student is so high and because it
is now applied over such a small area with so few students, savings that
normally would accrue to the state because the taxpayers of this community
are contributing to the non-Basin community would not occur. The Tahoe
Basin schools would keep all of this money. Additionally, the state would be
required to raise a substantial sum to fill the gap of the lost revenue to the
other portion of the county. Therefore, under the provisions of the Nevada
Plan, either the State of Nevada would be forced to generate the additional
revenue (approximately $2.3 million) or other districts in the state would
have their aid reduced by an equivalent amount.

In school construction, the assessed value differences also have a large
impact. While the school-facilities needs in the Tahoe Basin will be relatively
modest over the next few years, the capacity to fund those needs will be
enormous. Conversely, in the non-Tahoe Basin portion of the district, the
capacity to build additional facilities will be severely constrained, requiring a
50 percent increase in tax effort to raise identical revenue.

On several of the criteria, then, the proposal to create a separate school district
in the Zephyr Cove area would seem to fare well. The resultant districts
would be of sufficient size to operate a viable program. There would not
appear to be any deleterious effects on educational effectiveness or racial
isolation. This proposal would seem to reinforce an identifiable community
of interest without damaging other communities of interest.

This proposal does, however, have serious disadvantages relative to fiscal
equity. Moreover, such a change of boundaries would require significant
additional state funding.

™ The Nevada Plan school finance provisions require a recalculation of the Basic Support
Guarantee for every district in the state any time a single district’s support guarantee is
altered. The figures in this chart are derived from calculations made by the Nevada
Department of Education, Administrative Services unit, dated June 10, 1996.

7 Basic Support includes those dollars guaranteed by the Nevada Plan formula by a
combination of state and local sources.

76 Revenues which fall outside the basic amount guaranteed under the Nevada Plan. The
principal source of these funds is 2 $0.50 ad valoremn property tax levied on each $100 of
assessed valuation. Receipts from the motor vehicle privilege tax, some federal revenues, and
miscellaneous local revenues make up the balance.
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In order to mitigate against some of the inequities outlined above, the
Legislature might wish to give consideration to a “recapture” provision,
which would gather property tax receipts above a specified amount to be used
by the state for general support of school districts in other counties.
Continuing to collect the sales tax on a countywide basis and returning a pro
rata share to districts would also serve an equalizing function. Finally, some
state assistance in meeting the capital outlay needs of the districts would help
reduce the negative impact of such a split on capital outlay.

196



Douglas County - Schools and Major Highways

Carson
City
Lake L
Tahoe
Zephy Cove
Stateline

California

sardnerville

197

Lyon
county




ELKO COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

| District Statistical Profile

County Population

1996 45,178”
2000 51,286™
School District Enrollment’”
1996 9,861
2000 11,194
Ethnicity of Students® 1994 1983
White 75.3% 76.1%
Black 0.4% 0.3%
Hispanic 16.5% 10.0%
Asian/P1L 0.8% 1.0%
American Indian 7.0% 12.6%
Schools
High 6
Junior High 1
Elementary 18
Early Childhood 1
Licensed Employees (full time equivalent) 652
Student Achievement™(Grade 4 percentile scores)
Reading Math Language
State Average 51 53 57
Elko , 49 50 54

Student Achievement (Secondary) -
Gr.8Read Gr8Math ACT SATV SATM

State Average 58 56 21.2 429 484

Elko 56 44 21.0 433 493

7 Elko County School District, Preliminary Official Statement, September 12, 1995.

7Popoff, Carole L., “Population Forecasts and Wild Cards for Northern Nevada,” Bureau of
Business and Economic Research, University of Nevada, Reno, November 20, 1995 .

PThis is a very rough estimate predicated on assumptions that the portion of the total
population being school age will remain constant through the end of the decade. It may under
estimate enroliment growth, as the district has projected enrolment of 11,094 by 1998.
®Nevada Department of Administration, “Nevada Statistical Abstract 1994 Edition”.

# Smith, David L. Analysis of Nevada School Accountability System School Year 1993-94,
January 1996.
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Drop-Out Rate
State Average 9.6%

Elko 6.9%
Sources of funding®
Local 47.9%
State 46.7%
Federal 54%
Wealth and debt®
Assessed Valuation per student $68,124
Net Proceeds of mines per student $1.592
Total Outstanding Debt $643,414
Debt per student $1,093.70
Unused Debt Capacity $89,980,964%
Tax rates®
Debt and /or pay-as-you-go 0.7750
Combined school taxes 1.5250
Highest rate in county 3.0795

Elko County is located in the northeastern corner of Nevada. At just over
17,000 square miles, it is the second largest county in the state and one of the
largest in the couniry. Approximately 71 percent of the land is owned by the
federal government. The largest private landholders are mining companies
and utilities. Elko is the fastest growing county in Nevada, resulting
primarily from increased mining activity in nearby Eureka County. The
service industry is by far the largest county-based employer, followed in order
by trade, government, mining, and construction. The largest employers
located in the county are the Elko County School District and Cactus Pete’s
Casino. The third largest employer is Independence Mining, followed by four
casinos. The largest source of employment is mining located in Eureka
County.

County population is projected to exceed 50,000 by the year 2000, depending,
for the most part, on the level of mining employment. Citizens of Elko
County tend to be younger and enjoy higher incomes than state averages.
Population centers include the City of Elko, Carlin, Wells, West Wendover,
Jackpot, and Spring Creek. The City of Elko is the county seat and the
Elko/Spring Creek area has the largest concentration of population.

2 Kafoury, Armstrong & Co., Elko County School District Financial Report, June 30, 1995.
®Thunder, D., Nevada Department of Education, Preliminary report based on district survey,
April 16, 1996.

% Conversation with Marcia Bandera, Superintendent of Elko, 6/5/96.

&1bid.
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The school district operates 25 schools located throughout the county as well
as an early childhood program. The bulk of the student population, however,
is in Elko.

The primary issue in Elko is growth. Schools tend to be at or above capacity;
and, even though new classrooms are being built as fast as the District can
finance them, teachers and parents complain of large class sizes and
overcrowding. More than 100 classrooms are located in portables, and at least
one elementary school is comprised entirely of portable structures.

Elko has chosen to finance construction by the “pay-as-you-go” method.
Because growth is so tied to mining, there is a general concern that bonds
passed now, will be difficult to repay in 10, 15, or 20 years if the mines close.

Elko has entered into several inter-district agreements with neighboring
counties and states. Perhaps the most contentious is at Wendover, where
elementary students from both sides of the border were, untl recently,
educated in Nevada and secondary students were educated in neighboring
Utah. Responding to the concerns of parents, Elko constructed a K—12
school, reportedly causing hard feelings between the two adjacent
communities. Other border arrangements appear to involve relatively small
numbers of students with few, if any, other alternatives.

A frequently expressed concern, potentially related to district boundaries, is
the perceived inequity created by Eureka County mine workers living and
sending their children to school in Elko County, while all of the tax revenues
generated by the mines remain in Eureka. Consequently, citizens of Elko
County pay the second highest school tax in the state, while their neighbors in
Eureka enjoy the lowest tax rate permissible under state law.

In an attempt to address this problem, Assemblyman John C. Carpenter in
1991 introduced AB 527. This bill would have created a special tax district in
Eureka County north of I—80 for the purpose of financing construction of
schools in Elko County. It was reported to MAP that the legislation failed, at
least in part, because it did not adequately limit the amount of revenue it
would raise; nor did it specify a time limit for the duration of the special
district. It was also reported that the mining companies in Eureka County
have donated significant funding to Elko County School District to mitigate
the full impact of the need to construct classrooms. Even so, Elko County
School District continues to struggle to provide adequate housing for its
burgeoning enrollment, and the dtizens of Elko County shoulder a
significant tax burden as a consequence.
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Application of Criteria

Educational Effectiveness

At the request of the SCR-30 Subcommittee, MAP will analyze the
implications of consolidating Eureka County School District with Elko
County School District.

The advantages of merging the two counties dearly redound to the citizens of
Elko, espedially in the short term, when mine revenues are high. Elko
schools would have access to greater revenues per pupil, which should make
possible improvements in the school program. In addition, a merger could
make available to the students in Eureka the relatively higher level of
specialized support services available in Elko. Class size and overcrowding of
schools in Elko could be alleviated. Textbook and technology access could be
enhanced in both districts. Elko is one of the leaders among rural counties in
exploring the use of technology in cooperation with the community college
district Eureka has also shown leadership in planning for technology and
has enjoyed the wherewithal to acquire it.

Racial and Ethnic Composition

Since the school attendance boundaries are not impacted, there would be no
change in the racial or ethnic composition of the schools.

Organization Scale

The current district size configuration in Eureka is well below the optimal
size for a district. Merging with Elko would create a district of sufficient size
to offer scale advantages. These advantages may be off-set by the substantial
organizational problems created by the large area of the newly merged district.

Governmental Responsiveness and Community Cohesion

In applying this criterion, we look first to ensure that the proposal does not
break up an existing community of interest. This would not be the case here.
However, Eureka citizens might argue that combining with Elko would cause
their interests to be “swallowed” by the substantially larger population in
Elko. For Eureka citizens, government responsiveness might be lessened.
For Elko citizens, the extensive increase in the size of the district may divert
at least some of the attention of the school board to matters in Fureka County.
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Financing and Facilities

On this dimension, the merger of the two counties would have its greatest
impact. Under current law, Eureka’s assessed value per pupil is so high that it
is the only county in the state in which the Nevada equalization formula has
no effect. In addition, Eureka, because Nevada has no recapture provision, is
permitted to keep its substantial local revenue to serve county students. Itis
able, with very little tax effort, to raise substantial sums for school
construction. Elko, on the other hand, is among the poorest counties. Every
dollar it raises for school construction requires substantially greater tax rates.
It has about two-thirds the assessed value of Eureka, but more than 32 times
the number of pupils. By combining the two districts, the total assessed value
per pupil would place the new district in the mid-range of school districts in
the state.

Assessed Value Per Pupil
Area Assessed Value Pupils AV /Pupil
Eureka $ 1,022,679,365 308 | $ 3,320,388
Elko $ 671,773,219 9861 | $ 68,124
Total $ 1694452584 10,169 | $ 166,629

Elko’s chances of obtaining needed capital outlay funds would, on the one
hand, be substantially enhanced by the addition of the tax base of Eureka
County; but on the other hand, citizens of Eureka County would not enjoy
sufficient numbers to control the outcome of bond elections. Eureka cifizens
expressed concerns that the dtizens of Elko have been more willing to tax
themselves to provide educational facilities and that they fear a merger with
Elko would result in the taxes in Eureka being increased.

Turning next to operating resources, a merger of the two districts would have
the positive effect of bringing all students in the state within the equalization
provisions of the Nevada Plan. The state would save substantial revenues
because the tax base of Eureka would share the responsibility for the students
residing in Elko, thus replacing the state dollars currently spent for that
purpose. On the other hand, revenues per student in Eureka would decline.
In addition, since teacher salaries are much lower in Fureka than in Elko,
some provision would need fo be made to equalize them. Bringing all Elko
faculty up to the Eureka salary levels would increase costs substantially.
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Per Pupil Support®

Eureka Elko Elko/Eureka
Basic Support® $1,488 $4,048 $3,963
Outside Support® $15,980 $339 $382
Total $17,468 $4,387 $4,785

In sum, the advantages of the proposed merger between these two districts
accrue primarily to the advantage of Elko and to the State. Some economies
of scale would be realized, but these could be accompanied by some loss of
governmental responsiveness and community cohesion. Improvement in
educational effectiveness seems likely with the additional money available to
Elko and the greater specialization and program support that could be made
available to Eureka. Additional school construction funds could alleviate
school and dlass overcrowding in Elko. Of course, the many advantages of
this merger would be short-lived if mining revenues shouid fall.

An alternative which deserves additional attention would be to revisit the
special tax assessment district proposal discussed above. Under such an
arrangement, a portion of Eureka’s assessed value would be shared with Elko
to help offset the cost of constructing schools necessary to house the children
of employees of mines in Eureka County. The legislation could be tightly
constrained to limit the negative impact on Eureka County while at the same
time allowing ditizens in Elko some relief. The legislation could address the
most serious issue for the residents of Elko, which is to build additional
schools. This solution would not result in the potential loss of governance
responsiveness or community cohesiveness discussed above. However, this
proposal would do nothing to bring Eureka into equalization aid and would
generate no savings to the State.

% The Nevada Plan school finance Pprovisions require a recalculation of the Basic Support
Guarantee for every district in the state any time a single district’s support guarantee is
altered. The figures in this chart are derived from calculations made by the Nevada
Department of Education, Administrative Services unit, dated June 10, 1996.

¥ Basic Support includes those dollars guaranteed by the Nevada Plan formula by a
combination of state and local sources.

* Revenues which fall outside the basic amount guaranteed under the Nevada Plan. The
principal source of these funds is a $0.50 ad valorem property tax levied on each $100 of
assessed valuation. Receipts from the motor vehicle privilege tax, some federal revenues and
miscellaneous local revenues make up the balance.
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ESMERALDA COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

| District Statistical Profile

County Population®

1996 1,240
2000 1,220
School District Enrollment™
1996 124
2000 124
Ethnicity of Students™ 1994 1983
White 86% 90.6%
Black 0% 0.0%
Hispanic 6% 7.8%
Asian/PL 0% 0.0%
American Indian 8% 1.6%
Schools
Elementary 3
Licensed Employees (full time equivalent) 13
Student Achievement™(Grade 4 percentile scores)
Reading Math Language
State Average 51 53 57
Esmeralda 46 49 49

Student Achievement (Secondary)
Gr.8Read Gr8Math ACT SATV SATM

State Average 58 56 21.2 429 484
Esmeralda 48 58 — — —

®Nevada Demographer’s Office, Bureau of Business and Economic Research, “Nevada
Population Estimates (1993) and Forecasts 1994-2000, December 3, 1993.

*Total population is forecast to continue its long term trend of dedline. School enrollments are
likely to follow that trend.

" Nevada Department of Administration, “Nevada Statistical Abstract 1994 Edition”.
"Smith, David L. Analysis of Nevada School Accountability System School Year 1993-94,
January 1996.
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Drop-Out Rate
State Average 9.6%
Esmeralda -

Sources of funding®
Local 39.1%
State 56.8%
Federal 41%

Wealth and Debt™
Assessed Valuation per student $370,551
Net Proceeds of mines per student $31,868
Total Outstanding Debt 0
Debt per student 0
Unused Debt Capadty $6,892,248

Tax rates™
Debt and/or pay-as-you-go 0.0000
Combined school taxes 0.7500
Highest rate in county 2.7947

Esmeralda County’s population has been declining steadily since the mines
closed in the early part of this century. Similarly school enroliment, currently
at 124, is projected to remain constant or decline for the foreseeable future.
The district operates three elementary schools. The County’s secondary
school students attend school in nearby Tonopah in Nye County, as they have
since 1926. The District employs one administrator who serves in a variety of
roles ranging from “instructional leader,” to business manager, to bus driver.
(The evening before MAP's visit, the superintendent drove students to an
out-of-town event.)

School buildings are old and largely obsolete. No recent bond election has
been successful and nobody with whom MAP spoke was optimistic that
future attempts would fare any better. What little capital improvement has
occurred in recent years seems to have largely been the product of services
donated by parents. Repairing or replacing school buildings, however, does
not seem to be a problem of capadity but one of will. The residents of
Esmeralda enjoy the lowest school tax rate in Nevada and one of the lowest
overall tax burdens in the state. Moreover, the District is debt free.

% Daniel C. McArthur, LTD, Esmeralda County School District Finandal Report, June 30, 1995.
*Thunder, D., Nevada Department of Education, Preliminary report based on district survey,
April 16, 199%.

*Ibid.
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Incorporation of Esmeralda Schools into the Nye County School District was
suggested to MAP on several occasions. The district office in Tonopah would
be no less accessible than the current district headquarters in Goldfield; and
while the Nye administrative staff is not large, it could offer the benefit of
expertise and specialization that is not possible with a single administrator for
the whole county, no matter how capable that administrator. Esmeralda
County parents would be able to participate in the election of school board
members in the district where their children attend high school and fiscal
economies may be realized by the elimination of redundant functions.

Esmeralda citizens who attended a MAP-conducted public meeting were
adamant that they would oppose any merger with Nye County School
District. Concern was expressed that existing schools would be closed and that
their taxes would increase. Esmeralda County educators with whom MAP
spoke were divided on the question of whether they felt the current district is
viable.

Apvplication of Criteria

Because several possible district configurations are analyzed for Nye County
School District, it is not possible to predict precisely the nature of the Nye
County School District with which Esmeralda would be joined. Therefore,
rather than analyze all of the various possibilities, we analyze only one here,
the consolidation of Esmeralda with the northern portion of Nye county.

Educational Effectiveness

It is extraordinarily difficult to offer quality educational programs in the small
schools maintained by Esmeralda. Larger elementary schools could provide
additional opportunities for these students. However, travel concerns make
consolidating these small schools highly problematic.

Citizens in Esmeralda are concerned that attachment to another district
would not make educational improvement more likely, and in fact that there
would be no guarantee that improvement would follow consolidation. A
merger with Nye would allow some additional specialized support services to
be available to Esmeralda children. Articulation of the instructional program
would be enhanced if both elementary and secondary were designed by a
single school district. It would seem, also, that Esmeralda is the perfect
example of a district that could benefit from the kind of distance learning
opportunities we outline elsewhere in this report (See Appendix C on
Technology.)
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Racial and Ethnic Composition

Since the school attendance boundaries are not impacted, there would be no
change in the radal or ethnic composition of the schools.

Organization Scale

The current district size configuration is well below the optimal size for a
school district. This situation is not relieved by growth projections which
show little or no change. Advocates of a merger with N ye point out that
administrative costs could be spread over two counties instead of one and
that more dollars could be devoted to the classroom. Merging with Nye
County would have some clear economy of scale benefits.

Governmental Responsiveness and Community Cohesion

In applying this ctiterion, we look first to ensure that the proposal does not
break up an existing community of interest. That would not be the case here.
The problem faced by the citizens of Esmeralda, when confronted with this
proposal, is that benefits to the educational program are not automatic; in
other words, their schools would not improve just because they have become
a part of another district. Additionally, by essentially moving the center of
political power to another county (in which they would constitute a minority)
the citizens of Esmeralda fear that the new configuration may be less
responsive to the particular needs of their small communities.

By merging the two districts, Esmeralda citizens would be able to participate
in elections which effect the operation of the district in which their students
attend high school. That is not now the case. Esmeralda citizens with whom
we spoke argued that while that might be an advantage, any gain in
participation would be outweighed by the disadvantage of becoming a small
minority on issues impacting the elementary schools which their children
now attend. :

Financing and Facilities
On this dimension, the merger of the two counties would have little effect.
Both counties individually fall under the guarantees provided in the Nevada
Plan and, combined, they would fall under the same provisions. They are
both sparsely settled areas and although Esmeralda has slightly higher

assessed value, there are so few students that it does not significantly affect
the overall assessed value per student.
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Assessed Value Per Pupil

Area Assessed Value Pupils AV /Pupil
No. Nye $ 275,224,252 1928| $ 142,751 |
Esmeralda $ 45,948,318 124 $ 370,551
Total $ 321,172,570 2052]$ 156,517

Esmeralda’s chances of obtaining needed capital outlay funds would, on the
one hand, be enhanced by the addition of the tax base of Nye County; on the
other hand, citizens of Esmeralda County would not enjoy sufficient numbers

to control the outcome of bond elecHons. Several Esmeralda citizens

expressed concern that the citizens of Nye have been more willing to tax

themselves to provide educational facilities. They are concerned that a

merger with Nye would result in the taxes in Esmeralda being increased.

Turning next to operating resources, a merger of the two districts would not
have an adverse impact on the equalization provisions of the Nevada Plan,
nor should there be any significant increased burden on the state. The newly
formed district would continue to be within the parameters of the Nevada
Plan and the Legislature would not be establishing a disequalizing situation.
The finance provisions that would accompany any reorganization could be
crafted in such a way to continue current patterns of revenue. Below is a

graphic display of a preliminary estimate regarding how merger would

impact district revenues.
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Per Pupil Support*

Esmeralda/Nye Pahrump
Basic Support” $4,159 $4,394
Outside Support®® $1,203 $765
Total $5,362 $5,159

In sum, there are no compelling fiscal barriers to consolidation of these two
school districts. Some economies of scale would accrue. Improvement in

- educational effectiveness seem likely, but are not guaranteed. The largest
foreseeable impediment to such a merger is the potential difference in
government responsiveness and community cohesion. Perhaps the most
effective way to determine if these differences are significant would be to
allow the affected citizens to vote on the issue of the merger.

* The Nevada Plan school finance provisions require a recalculation of the Basic Support
Guarantee for every district in the state any time a single district’s support guarantee is
altered. The figures in this chart are derived from calculations made by the Nevada
Department of Education, Administrative Services unit, dated June 10, 1996.

% Basic Support includes those dollars guaranteed by the Nevada Plan formula bya
combination of state and local sources.

* Revenues which fall outside the basic amount guaranteed under the Nevada Plan. The
principal source of these funds is a $0.50 ad valorem property tax levied on each $100 of
assessed valuation. Receipts from the motor vehicle privilege tax, some federal revenues and
miscellaneous local revenues make up the balance.
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EUREKA COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

District Statistical Profile

County Population®

1996 1,720
2000 1,730
School District Enrollment
1996 308
2000 392"
Ethnicity of Students'®! 1994 1983
White 88.8% 88.8%
Black 1.3% 0.6%
Hispanic 5.0% 22%
Asian/P.L 1.3% 1.1%
American Indian 4.4% 7.3%
Schools
High 1
Elementary 2
Licensed Employees (full time equivalent) 375
Student Achievement'™ (Grade 4 percentile scores)
Reading Math Language
State Average 51 53 57
Eureka 74 68 70

Student Achievement (Secondary)
Gr.8Read Gr8Math ACT SATV SATM
State Average 58 56 212 429 484
Eureka 59 51 19.0 429 377

*Nevada Demographer’s Office, Bureau of Business and Economic Research, “Nevada
Population Estimates (1993) and Forecasts 1994-2000, December 3, 1993.

'® The school district anticipates growth of approximately 84 students (over an unspecified
period) based on an environmental impact statement related to a planned Homestake Mining
Ruby Hill Project. Letter from district Superintendent Neil Stevens, June 25, 1996.

‘" Nevada Department of Administration, “Nevada Statistical Abstract 1994 Edition”.

2 Smith, David L. Analysis of Nevada School Accountbility System School Year 1993-94,

January 1996.
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Drop-Out Rate
State Average 9.6%
Eureka 4.9%

Sources of funding®
Local 98.6%
State -002%
Federal 1.4%

Wealth and Debt'™
Assessed Valuation per student $3,320,387
Net Proceeds of mines per student $1,836,516
Total Outstanding Debt 0
Debt per student 0
Unused Debt Capacity $153,401,905

Tax rates’®
Debt and/or pay-as-you-go 0.0000
Combined school taxes 0.7500
Highest rate in county 1.7962

Eureka County covers 4,182 square miles and is comprised of just three small -
towns. County-wide, less than 20 percent of the land is privately owned. The
balance is held by federal, state, and county governments, with the federal
government by far the largest owner.

Eureka, with a population of about 900, is the county seat and is located in the
southern part of the county on Highway 50, 115 miles from Reno and 77
miles from Ely. Most residents shop and obtain professional services (doctors,
dentist, accountants) in Elko, approximately 115 miles north. Beowawe
(population 200) and Crescent Valley {population 200) are located in the
northern portion of the county.

In 1878, with the economy fueled by silver and lead mines, the population of
Eureka was approximately 9000. By 1890 the mines had closed and all but
1,600 residents had moved away.™™ This “boom and bust” of the mines has
characterized the history of Eureka and continues to dominate the scene
today. The mining industry is still the largest employer in the county,
followed by construction, which is closely related; agriculture and

*®McMullen MCPhee & Co., Eureka County School District Financial Report, fane 30, 1995.

**Thunder, D., Nevada Department of Education, Preliminary report based on district survey,
April 16, 199.

S Tbid.

*®Eureka County, “Overall Economic Development Plan,” 1995 Revision.
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government are a distant third and fourth. Agriculture accounts for 90
percent of the land use, but only a small fraction of the jobs.

Visitors to Eureka County are struck by the vast distances and isolation.
Some students meet the bus at 6:00 a.m. for a two-hour ride to school. It is
not unusual for students to travel five hours by bus to participate in sports or
other school activities.

The school district operates an elementary school for 54 students in Beowawe.
This structure will be replaced when a new school is constructed in Cresent
Valley. High school students from this area attend school in Battle

Mountain. The remaining students attend elementary and secondary school
in Eureka. Approximately 17 students commute from the Indian Reservation
and community around Duckwater in Nye County to attend high school in
Eureka. .

In the 1980s Eureka County School District was one of the poorest in the state.
Today, due to revenues from mining, it is the most prosperous. In fact,
because of its wealth, under the provisions of the Nevada Plan, it receives
very little aid from the state. Unlike many of its neighbors, it has just
constructed a new elementary school, will begin construction of a second
elementary school, and is planning major renovations of the high school.
The District has developed, and is implementing, extensive technology plans.
Students enjoy small class sizes, have ready access to computers, and travel to
distant school activities in air-conditioned tour buses. School district
employees receive the highest salaries in the state.™ School taxes are the
lowest permissible under the law, and overall county taxes are the lowest in
the state. :

Two large mining operations north of Interstate 80 account for the vast
majority of mining activity in the county and the relative prosperity of the
schools. Combined, they hire nearly 6,000 employees and contractors. Only
300 of these employees live in Eureka County, however.'™ Nearly all of the
rest commute from Elko County. Thus, Elko County School District
shoulders the burden of providing education for the children of these mine
workers, while Eureka County reaps virtually all of the benefits from the
revenues the mines generate.

An attempt to create a General Improvement District (GID) to share revenues
to construct schools in Elko County was defeated in 1991. Subsequently, mine

7 One of the district’s three buses is a 25 years old and not air condiioned. When there are
three events, one group of student-athletes travels in that bus. Letter from Superintendent Neil
Stevens, June 25, 1996.

'®Nevada Board of Education, “Research Bulletin: Student Enroliment and Licensed Personnel
Information,” February 1996.

'® Eureka County, Op Cit.
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operators have made substantial contributions toward building school
facilities in Elko; but that county is still seriously burdened by the need to
build more schools to serve the children of mine workers.

Three potential remedies for this apparent inequity have been suggested. The
territory containing the mines could be annexed to the Elko School District.
Alternatively, the two school districts—Elko and Eureka—could be merged
into a single entity. (See the section on Elko for a more complete discussion
of the ramifications of this proposal.) The third option is to reconsider the
GID. Removing mines from Eureka's tax base would essentially impoverish
the County, leaving it with inadequate revenues to complete planned capital
improvements. From a fiscal perspective, the second approach would seem
to be more feasible and fair. Implementation problems could be significant,
however, and the combined districts would offer serious logistical problems
because of the huge travel distances involved.
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HUMBOLDT COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

Disirict Statistical Profile

County Population'

1996 15,490
2000 15,630
School District Enrollment™
1996 3,845
2000 3,880
Ethnicity of Students'” 1994 1983
White 74.5% 76.9%
Black 03% - 0.4%
Hispanic 20.6% 13.5%
Asian/P.L 04% 0.1%
American Indian 4.0% 9.1%
Schools
High 2
Middle 2
Elementary 10
Juvenile detention facility 1
Licensed Employees (full time equivalent) 261.1
Student Achievement'”*(Grade 4 percentile scores)
Reading Math Language
State Average 51 53 57
Humboldt 51 51 55

Student Achievement (Secondary)
‘ Gr.8Read Gr.8Math ACT SATV SATM
State Average 58 56 21.2 429 484
Humboldt 56 4 19.8 428 429

""*Nevada Demographer’s Office, Bureau of Business and Economic Research, “Nevada
Population Estimates (1993) and Forecasts 1994-2000, December 3, 1993.

" This is a very rough estimate predicated on assumptions that the portion of the total
population being school age will remain constant through the end of the decade and that the
Demographer’s forecast is accurate.

"?Nevada Department of Administration, “Nevada Statistical Abstract 1994 Edition”.
*3Smith, David L. Analysis of Nevada School Accountability System School Year 1993-94,
January 1996.
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Drop-Out Rate
State Average 9.6%
Humboldt 6.2%

Sources of funding™*
Local 57.1%
State 38.4%
Federal 4.5%

Wealth and debt'*®
Assessed Valuation per student $122,078
Net Proceeds of mines per student $13,354
Total Qutstanding Debt : $10,830,000
Debt per student $2,817
Unused Debt Capacity $59,578,681

Tax rates''
Debt and/or pay-as-you-go 54
Combined school taxes 1.29
Highest rate in county 3.4093

Winnemucca, the county seat and largest population center of Humboldt
County, is located on Interstate 80, approximately 150 miles east of Reno.
Modest but fairly steady growth and older buildings have created demand for
new facilities. A new middle school opened this year and an addition to
Lowrey High School is under construction. Some prior construction was
financed with bonds; more recently, the District has relied on “pay-as-you-go”
to finance construction. As in other northern counties where growth is
primarily attributable to mining, fear of a disappearing tax base tends to
motivate the citizens of Humboldt to avoid long-term debt. Currently, the
$1.29 tax rate places Humboldt at about the median of school taxes statewide;
however, total county taxes are among the highest in the state.

Most of the District’s students attend school in Winnemucca. The District
also operates schools in several small remote communities, such as
McDermitt (127 students, K—12) and Denio (13 students, K—6) on the Oregon
border, and Orvada (46 students, K—8) 45 miles north of Winnemucca.

Approximately 184 students living in the Grass Valley area of Pershing
County attend school in Winnemucca. This community is located no more
than 20 miles from Winnemucca, but about 90 miles from Lovelock, the site

Kafoury, Armstrong & Co., Humboldt County Audit, june 30, 1995.

'“Thunder, D., Nevada Department of Education, Preliminary report based on district survey,
April 16, 1996.

DeTbid.
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of the schools in Pershing County. No problems with the current
arrangement were reported; however, two concerns prompted examination
of the feasibility of transferring this territory from the Pershing County
School District to the Humboldt County School District. First is the
uncertainty faced by parents and students in Grass Valley. Either school
district, at any time and for any reason, can terminate the agreement that
governs inter-district attendance. Under these circumstances, students in this
area would have few alternatives to being bussed 90 miles each way to
Lovelock. The second consideration is that parents in Grass Valley are
presently unrepresented in the governance of the school district where their
children attend school because they reside and vote in another county.

A more complete analysis of this option is included in the section on
Pershing County.
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LANDER COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

|District Statistical Profile

County Population'”’

1996 6,420
2000 6,230
School District Enroliment'’®
1996 1,639
2000 1,595
Ethnicity of Students'” 1994 1983
White 79.6% 85.5%
Black 0.2% 0.0%
Hispanic 16.3% 8.4%
Asian/P.L 02% 0.5%
American Indian 3.7% 5.5%
Schools
High 2
Middle 1
Elementary 3
Licensed Employees (full time equivalent) 109.5
Student Achievement'**(Grade 4 percentile scores) '
Reading Math Language
State Average 51 53 . 57
Lander 56 5% ' 66

Student Achievement (Secondary)
Gr.8Read Gr.8Math ACT SATV SATM

State Average 58 56 212 429 484
Lander 57 63 193 — —_—

*"Nevada Demographer’s Office, Bureau of Business and Economic Research, “Nevada
Population Estimates (1993) and Forecasts 1994—2000”, December 3, 1993.

H*This is a very rough estimate predicated on assumptions that the portion of the total
population being school age will remain constant through the end of the decade and that the

Demographer’s forecast is accurate.
"*Nevada Department of Administration, “Nevada Statistical Abstract 1994 Edition”.
®Smith, David L. Analysis of Nevada School Accountability System School Year 1993-94,

January 1996.
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Drop-Out Rate

State Average 9.6%
Lander 11.1%
Sources of funding™
Local 41.9%
State 53.2%
Federal 4.9%
Wealth and debt'® : ‘
Assessed Valuation per student $141,635
Net Proceeds of mines per student $49,120
Total Outstanding Debt $2,081,000
Debt per student $1,270
Unused Debt Capadity $34,215,176
Tax rates'”
Debt and/or pay-as-you-go 0.1063
Combined School taxes 0.8563
Highest rate in county 3.2422

Battle Mountain, the county seat and primary population center of Lander
County, is located on Interstate 80, approximately 220 miles east of Reno. The
next larger city is Elko, approximately 63 miles west. The only other
concentration of population is Austin, 89 miles south of Battle Mountain.
The county population has grown at a rate of about 4 percent for each of the
last several years. Virtually all of that growth has been in Battle Mountain.
The population is forecast to remain constant or decline slightly for the
balance of the decade. Mining is the primary source of employment; thus, the
closing or opening of mines is the primary determinant of population
changes in the county. The Lander superintendent additionally reported that
recent studies revealing abundant underground water and unprecedented
sales of land by Santa Fe Railroad may encourage development that could
attract population.

Four schools in Battle Mountain enroll all but 92 of the District’s students.
The District operates one elementary school (49 students) and one high school
(43 students) in Austin. The population in Austin continues on a long-term
trend of decline.

' Kafoury, Armstrong & Co., Lander County School District Audit, June 30, 1995.

2 Thunder, D., Nevada Department of Education, Preliminary report based on district survey,
April 16, 199%.

ZIbid.
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Like many of its neighbors, Lander County is finding it difficult to provide
adequate facilities for its students. Austin Elementary School is at the end of
its useful life. According to the Superintendent, it does not even meet code
or earthquake standards. Because of its age and condition, this school is costly
to maintain. The district had more than $3 million in the bank from a pay-as-
you-go tax levied in 1989 to build a new elementary school in Battle
Mountain. This project is stalled until the city builds a new water system.
Overcrowding in Battle Mountain may, in the future, necessitate double
sessions or year-round schedules. The Superintendent did not expect voters
to approve increased taxes for a bond issue or a new pay-as-you-go fund, even
though school taxes are among the lowest in the state.
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LINCOLN COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

District Statistical Profile

County Population®

1996 4,190
2000 4,210
School District Enrollment™
1996 1,109
2000 1,114
Ethnicity of Students™* 1994 1983
White 90.0% 91.9%
Black 3.1% 5.1%
Hispanic 4.8% 1.9%
Asian/P.I : 0.5% 0.7%
American Indian 1.6% 1.3%
Schools
High 2
Middle 2
Elementary 4
Youth Center 1
Licensed Employees (full time equivalent) 90
Student Achievement”(Grade 4 percentile scores)
Reading Math Language
State Average 51 53 57
Lincoln 64 71 61

Student Achievement (Secondary)

Gr.8Read Gr.8Math ACT SATV SATM
State Average 58 56 21.2 429 484
Lincoln 78 61 210 — —

*Nevada Demographer's Ofice, Bureau of Business and Economic Research, “Nevada
Population Estimates (1993) and Forecasts 1994—2000", December 3, 1993.

ZThis is a very rough estimate predicated on the assumptions that the State Demographer’s
forecast is accurate and that the percent of total population that is school age will remain
constant.

*Nevada Department of Administration, “Nevada Statistical Abstract 1994 Edition”.

Z Smith, David L. Analysis of Nevada School Accountability System School Year 1993-94,
January 1996.
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Drop-Out Rate

State Average 9.6%
Lincoln 0.7%
Sources of funding
Local 18.6%
State 76.7%
Federal 4.7%
Wealth and debt'®
Assessed Valuation per student $70,398
Net Proceeds of mines per student $169
Total Outstanding Debt $2,205,000
Debt per student $199
Unused Debt Capacdity $9,905,836
Tax rates'”
Debt and /or pay-as-you-go 0.2231
Total school taxes 0.9731
Highest rate in county 3.3180

Lincoln County is comprised of small, remote communities surrounded
mostly by land owned by the federal government. Panaca, the county seat, is
approximately 165 miles northeast of Las Vegas. Cedar City and St. George,
Utah are about half that distance. As a consequence, residents of Lincoln
County tend to identify more with those communities than with other
communities in Nevada.

Only about two percent of the county’s 10,000 square miles are privately
owned and there is very little mining activity. The resultant tax base makes
Lincoln one of the poorest counties in Nevada (in terms of assessed
valuation). It does, however, serve as a good example of the equalizing
properties of the Nevada Plan. The state provides nearly 77 percent of the
District’s operating revenues to ensure that the resources available for
educating Lincoln County’s children are comparable to those in wealthier
districts. The county’s low tax base also serves to highlight the inequity of the
school construction program. Whereas their neighbors in Eureka are able to
build schools on a pay-as-you-go basis with an overall county tax burden of
1.8438, Lincoln struggles to provide adequate school facilities and other
county services by taxing its citizens at a rate of 3.3180.® In fact, the District

2 Thunder, D. Nevada Department of Education, Preliminary report of district survey, April
16, 1996.

B1bid.

ibid.
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was forced to seek special funding from the Legislature to complete
construction of a school when the actual costs exceeded estimates and
exhausted the capacity of the District to raise additional funds.

The school buildings MAP visited in Panaca were in reasonable condition,
but probably nearing the end of their useful lives. The county population of
is projected to remain unchanged for the next five years. Thus, while it is
unlikely that new schools will be needed to accommodate enrollment
growth, normal deterioration will eventually necessitate construction of new
schools. When this occurs, it may be beyond the capacity of the District to
respond.

Lincoln, like most rural districts, reports difficulty in recruiting and training
teachers. Once teachers are hired, they and the District face significant
problems gaining access to inservice training and advanced courses. Teachers
seeking advanced training or degrees must incur the expense and
Inconvenience of relocating for one or more summers to take courses on a
college campus. Lincoln encounters similar difficulty providing specialized
courses and services to students. Advanced academic and vocational courses
are seldom offered. Similarly, specialized resources such as psychologists,
speech therapists, and curriculum experts tend to be available only ad hoc,
through contracting with individuals from one of the urban counties.

Lincoln students and educators have little access to instructional technology.

As elsewhere in rural Nevada, access to the Internet is an expensive long
distance call. As discussed elsewhere in this report (see Appendix C), Lincoln
and its rural neighbors would profit from a statewide technology program.
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LYON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

District Statistical Profile

County Population™’

1996 27,930
2000 32,380
School District Enrollment™?
1996 5426
2000 6,290
Ethnicity of Students'** 1994 1983
White 84.3% 88.1%
Black 0.5% 0.3%
Hispanic 9.3% 4.9%
Asian/P.1 12% 0.9%
American Indian 4.6% 5.9%
Schools
High 4
Middle 4
Elementary 6
Licensed Employees (full time equivalent) 368
Student Achievement'**(Grade 4 percentile scores)
Reading Math Language
State Average 51 53 57
Lyon 47 48 52

Student Achievement (Secondary)
Gr.8Read Gr8Math ACT SATV SATM

State Average 58 56 212 429 434

Lyon 61 45 200 452 458
Drop-Out Rate |

State Average 9.6%

Lyon 8.3%

™ Nevada Demographer’s Office, Burean of Business and Economic Research, “Nevada
Population Estimates (1993) and Forecasts 1994--2000", December 3, 1993.

This is a rough estimate based on the assumption that the State Dernographer’s projections
are accurate and that the percentage of the population that is school age remains unchanged.
*Nevada Department of Administration, “Nevada Statistical Abstract 1994 Edition”.
**Smith, David L. Analysis of Nevada School Accountability System School Year 1993-94,
January 1996,
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Sources of funding™

Local 24.0%
State 70.1%
Federal 5.9%

Wealth and Debt!?¢

Total Qutstanding Debt
Debt per student
Unused Debt Capacity

Assessed Valuation per student
Net Proceeds of mines per student

$78,416
$165
$38,845,000
$7,159
$24,901,167

Tax rates™
Debt and/or pay-as-you-go 0.7900
Combined school taxes 1.5400
Highest rate in county 3.1640

Lyon County encompasses nearly 2,000 square miles in west central Nevada.
It is one of the faster growing areas in the state, with a total population
projected to exceed 32,000 by the end of the decade. Most of the County’s
population resides in, or near, Dayton, Fernley, and Yerington. The economy
of Yerington, which is the county seat, is predominantly agricultural. The
fastest growing areas are Dayton, a suburb of Carson (ity, and Fernley, a
suburb of Reno. Local economies feature light industry as well as agriculture.

The county tax base is relatively small, in part because approximately 40
percent of the housing stock is mobile homes. However, the District has had
success passing bond issues to build schools, and the facilities MAP visited
seemed adequate and in good repair. Construction of the Silver Stage Middle
School was completed and the school opened in 1994—95. In 1994, voters
approved another $16,000,000 bond issue for various facilities improvements
and a new elementary school in Dayton.

The school district operates 14 schools for more than 5,000 students in five
communities. Fernley is located near the northern border and is
approximately equidistant between Reno and Fallon. There are
approxamately 1,600 students in the Fernley schools, including a high school
of 568. About 650 students attend two schools in Silver Springs, located 14
miles south of Fernley and 36 miles east of Dayton. Approximately 1,500
students attend school in Dayton, which is located eight miles south of

™ Lyon County School District, “Comprehensive Annual Financial Report”, June 30, 1995.
*Thunder, D., Nevada Department of Education, Preliminary report of survey of school
districts, April 16, 1996.

¥ Ibid.
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Virginia City and 15 miles east of Carson City. Dayton High enrolls 400
students. Approximately 1,400 students attend school in Yerington, including
400 at Yerington High. The remaining 300 students attend the elementary
school and high school in Smith Valley.

The community of Mark Twain straddles the Lyon-Storey border. Students
from that area who reside in Storey County commute approximately 50
minutes by bus each way to school in Virginia City. Students who reside in
Lyon County attend school in nearby Dayton. Please see the Storey County
analysis of the implications of annexing ail of Mark Twain to the Lyvon
County School District.
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MINERAL COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

District Statistical Profile

County Population®*

1996 6,370
2000 6,180
School District Enroliment™*
1996 1,160
2000 1,125
Ethnicity of Students™® 1994 1983
White 68.7% 73.7%
Black 5.9% 6.6%
Hispanic 8.7% 6.5%
Asian/P.L 2.6% 0.7%
American Indian 14.1% 12.6%
Schools
High 1
Elementary 3
Licensed Employees (full time equivalent) 77.5
Student Achievement'*'(Grade 4 percentile scores)
Reading Math Language
State Average 51 53 57
Mineral 47 44 59

Student Achievement (Secondary)
Gr.8Read Gr8Math ACT SATV SATM

State Average 58 56 21.2 429 484

Mineral 61 59 179 342 372
Drop-Out Rate

State Average 9.6%

Mineral 4.2%

“*Nevada State Demographer, “Nevada Population Information,” June 1994.

'®This is a rough estimate that assumes that the overall population forecast is accurate and
that the proportion of the population that is school age will remain the same.

““Nevada Department of Administration, “Nevada Statistical Abstract 1994 Edition”.

'’ Smith, David L. Analysis of Nevada School Accountability System School Year 1993-94,
January 1996.
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Sources of funding’*
Local 27.8%
State 58.9%
Federal 13.3%

Wealth and debt'®®
Assessed Valuation per student $151,472
Net proceeds of mines per student $23,583
Total Outstanding Debt 0
Debt per student 0
Unused Debt Capacity $26,356,074

Tax rates'
Debt and/or pay-as-you-go 0.0000
Combined school taxes 0.7500
Highest rate in county 2.9255

Mineral County is not quite as rural or remote as its neighbors to the south
and east. Hawthorne, population 5,390, and the county seat, is 70 miles from
Fallon and 130 miles from Reno. Until 15 years ago, Hawthorne enjoyed the
prosperity assodiated with a large payroll and significant numbers of
professional employees at the U.S. Government Ammunition Plant. That
facility is now operated, at a much reduced level, by civilian contractors who
hire primarily lower-paid, limited-term employees. As a consequence,
Mineral County is faced with adapting to a steady decline in population, a
shift from relatively high-paid jobs to lower-paying, mostly service-sector
jobs, and from a stable population to one with a significant segment of
relatively young, transient, low to moderate income earners.

Mineral County faces many of the same problems, mostly financial, found in
other rural counties. The most immediate problem, reported at the time of
MAP’s visit, is caused by the contractors at the ammunition plant
withholding payment of possessory use taxes, leaving the school district
several thousand dollars short on its 1995—96 budget. Of a more systemic
nature, the District’s school buildings tend to be obsolete and nearing the end
of their useful lives. One elementary school is frequently choked by dust
blowing unimpeded across an abandoned military base. The prospects for
passing a bond issue seem bleak. The combinations of high transiency,
relatively low paying jobs, and a large population of older citizens tends to
dampen the likelihood of a successful revenue raising election.

““Bernard, Vogler & Co., Mineral County School district Finandal Report, June 30, 1995.
**Thunder, D., Nevada Department of Education, Preliminary report based on survey of school
districts, April 16, 1996.

“Ibid.

236



It should be noted that the District is debt-free, the tax rate is the lowest
permissible under state law, and the county total tax burden is among the
lowest in the state. Even in light of demonstratable need and adequate taxing
capacity, the citizens of Mineral County appear unwilling to provide their
children with adequate school fadilities.

A unique problem exists for the elementary school on the reservation in
Schurz. Portions of the building (though not the portions that house classes
or other school activities) have been condemned. It was reported to MAP that
the normal impediments to passing a bond issue for this school are
exacerbated by the fact that citizens are reluctant to raise their tax burden to
educate students on the reservation since the families living there are exempt
from paying property taxes. Tribal leaders have raised $750,000 and the
Legislature has appropriated $250,000 of special funding for this school. Even
so, the area is far short of having sufficient funds to build the new school that
is presently contemplated.
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NYE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

District Statistical Profile

County Popuiation™

1996 23,460
2000 25,380
School District Enroilment
1996 4,528
2000 7,071
Ethnicity of Students™’ 1994 1983
White 83.7% 89.7%
Black 1.0% 0.9%
Hispanic 9.6% 6.5%
Asian/P.IL 2.0% 0.6%
American Indian 3.6% 2.3%
Schools
High 5
Middle 1
Elementary 10
Licensed (full time equivalent) 158.5
Student Achievement'“*(Grade 4 percentile scores)
Reading Math Language
State Average 51 53 57
Nye 50 48 43

Student Achievement (Secondary)
Gr.8Read Gr.8Math ACT SATV SATM

State Average 58 56 21.2 429 484

Nye 52 43 214 442 460
Drop-Out Rate

State Average = 9.6%

Nye 3.4%

“*Nevada Demographer’s Office, Bureau of Business and Economic Research, “Nevada
Population Estimates (1993} and Forecasts 1994—2000”, December 3, 1993.

‘“Nye County Schoot District, “Enroliment by Location by Year 1984-2000".

“Nevada Department of Administration, “Nevada Statistical Abstract 1994 Edition”.
“*Smith, David L. Analvsis of Nevada School Accountability System School Year 1993-94,
January 1996.
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Sources of funding-*’

Local 52.6%
State 44 8%
Federal 2.6%

Weaith and debt™™°
Assessed Valuation per student $125,129
Net proceeds of mines per student $18,423
Total Outstanding Debt $28,920,000
Debt per student $6,387
Unused Debt Capacity 556,067,366

Tax rates™’
Debt and/or pay-as-you-go 0.5850
Combined school taxes 1.3550
Highest rate in county 3.6400

Nye County is composed of more than 18,000 square miles, making it the
third largest county, in land mass, in the United States. The population of
just over 23,000 is concentrated in a few, relatively isolated communities.
Modest population growth is forecast for the rest of this decade, with virtually
all of it occurring in the southern half of the county.

Approximately 93 percent of the county is owned by the federal government,
top secret military bases and vast holdings of the Bureau of Land
Management. Aside from the federal government, the largest landowners
are mining companies and utilities. About half of all jobs in the county are in
the service sector. Government and mining make up another 30 percent.!*2

In the northern part of the county, Tonopah is the county seat and the largest
town. The school district office is in Tonopah. Two elementary schools and
one high school enroll a total of 667 students in Tonopah. Fifty-five
secondary students are bussed from nearby Esmeralda County. Tonopah is
relatively isolated and rural. It enjoys a stable population and anticipates no
appredable growth for the balance of the decade.*

*®Daniel C. McArthur, LTD, Nye County Financial Report, June 30, 1995.

**Thunder, D., Nevada Department of Education, Preliminary report based on survey of school
districts, April 16, 1996.

“lIbid.

2Hutchison, Shockley, Erley & Co., “Official Statement,” November 1, 1995.

'S Enroilment in the northern portion of the county is predicted to decline from the current 1,172
to 1,149 by 2005. SeeArchitectural Research Consuitants, “Nve County School District
Facilities Master Plan,” February 14, 1996.
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Approximately 110 miles to the northwest and 60 miles o the north are the
communities of Gabbs and Round Mountain. Both are isolated rural
communities, in many ways similar to Tonopah. Just over 100 elementary
and secondary school students attend school in Gabbs and approximately 450
students attend the elementary and high school in Round Mountain.

Another identifiable community of interest is Duckwater. Duckwater is an
extremely isolated community located near an Indian reservation at the
northeast corner of the county. The elementary school in Duckwater is
approximately 120 miles from the school district office in Tonopah. The
secondary students from Duckwater attend school in Eureka, which is only 50
miles away, through an interdistrict agreement entered into with Eureka.
Even though only approximately 40 students (including secondary students
from the Bureau of Indian Affairs school on a nearby reservation) are
affected, and Duckwater is a significant distance from any high school, a case
for including Duckwater as a part of the Eureka County School District can be
made.

A second situation in Nye County where distance and demographics may
prompt the consideration of a boundary change is the growing population in
the southern part of the county in and around Pahrump. This part of the
school district is separated from Tonopah by public land and approximately
170 miles of highway. Only a narrow, largely uninhabited, corridor of private
land connects the two portions of the district.

Pahrump is located near the Nevada-California border, about 350 miles
northwest of Los Angeles and about one hour from Las Vegas. In 1990 there
were 3,509 housing units in Pahrump. By the second quarter of 1995, there
were 6,467, an increase of 84 percent in just five years.™ Currently,
approximately 2,600 of the district’s 4,500 students reside in Pahrump. The
district has forecast that there will be 7,395 students in Pahrump by 2005.%°

The rapidly growing population in this area tends to be comprised of workers
from Las Vegas and retirees attracted by low housing costs, low taxes, and
mild winters. As one would anticipate, there appear to be significant sodal,
political, and economic differences between the citizens in the south and
those in the rural north who often have strong family ties to the community.
Separating the county into northern and southern school districts seems to
enjoy some level of public support in both parts of the county.

Amargosa Valley lies 43 highway miles northwest of Pahrump. The students

from Amargosa Valley Elementary School (current enrollment 168) attend
high school in Beatty, which is another 29 miles northwest. Beatty

¥ Hutchison, et al, Op dit.
™ Architectural Research Consultants, Op cit.
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Elementary school enrollment is currently 224 and the high school
enroliment is 176. Enrollment in this area is predicted to increase to just over
900 by 2005. These communities appear to be demographically more similar
to Tonopah than to Pahrump. On the other hand, they are geographically
closer to Pahrump.

Should the current district be split into northern and southern districts, it is
important to consider the identified capital improvement needs for each area.
The district has recently identified capital needs for the next two to three years
of at least $54,085,130. Approximately $20 million would be allocated to
schools in Pahrump and another $11 million to schools in Beatty and
Amargosa.’ The balance of needs are in the northern part of Nye.

Tonopah lies on the Esmeralda County line and is only 25 miles from
Goldfield, the county seat of Esmeralda. One of the ironies of the current
school district boundary configuration is that two of the three schools in
Esmeralda County are closer to Tonopah than are any of the schools
elsewhere in Nye County. The third school is 11 miles further away than
Gabbs, the N'ye County school closest to Tonopah. Since 1926, secondary
school students residing in Esmeralda County have attended high school in
Tonopah.

Apvplication of Criteria

Nye County presents a number of challenging boundary issues. The first to be
analyzed is the transfer of territory in and around Duckwater to the Eureka
County School District. Next we analyze dividing the existing district into
northern and southern districts, with Pahrump and the area south of
Pahrump forming one part of the district and the rest of the county, north of
Pahrump’ forming the other half. The third major analysis consists of
consolidating Esmeralda County School District with the Northern Nye
County School District, which is discussed in detail under Esmeralda.

Educational Effectiveness

Duckwater

In terms of educational effectiveness, there is probably little to be gained or
lost from the reorganization proposal. The most prominent factors affecting
the Duckwater students are the exiremely small size of their elementary
school and the vast distances secondary students have to travel. No
organizational scheme will substantially compensate for these two factors.

Moving to the Eureka County School District may enhance the Duckwater
Elementary School’s access to school district services. Eureka is substantially

6 Ibid.
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doser and enjoys access to far greater financial resources. However, it is
smalier and less likely to offer even the modest specialized services currently
available from Nye. The move could improve articulation of elementary and
secondary educational programs for Duckwater students by placing both their
elementary and secondary education under the control of a single district
administration.

Pahrump

Since the characteristics which most impact school effectiveness will not
change, it is unclear that school district reorganization will have a major
impact on educational effectiveness. Presumably, the breadth of educational
program offerings will grow as the student population increases, regardless of
where district boundaries are drawn. Under any organizational arrangement,
students should not experience any appreciable change in travel time.
Parental involvement in school board issues could potentially be greater, but
the extent to which parents are involved in schools may not be affected.

Racial and Ethnic Composition
Since the school attendance boundaries are not impacted, there would be no
change in the radal or ethnic composition of the schools.

Organization Scale

Duckwater
Addition or deletion of Duckwater would not materially impact the size of
either district.

Pahrump :

Splitting Nye County into two smaller units will exacerbate the problems
already caused by the small population of Nye County. Undoubtedly, savings
from decreased travel costs by district staff would be realized. It was not
possible to ascertain how much these would be offset by establishing a second
district office and governing board; nor was it possible to estimate the amount
of duplication of facilities, equipment, and administration currently
necessitated by the distance between Pahrump and Tonopah. There would be
no additional revenue generated by this division, which could, in the short
run, require cuts in other expenditures.

Governmental Responsiveness and Community Cohesion

Duckwater

For Duckwater citizens, becoming a part of Eureka enhances their opportunity
to have access to district services. It would allow the parents to participate in
dedisions involving both elementary and high school students, since both
elementary and high schools would be under the same governing board.
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However, the travel distances would still be great and likely would work
against substantial involvement in school district governance, thus perhaps
lessening responsiveness.

Pahrump
Community identity is the most important criterion to be considered in the

reorganization options facing Nye County. Pahrump is distant and distinct
from the rest of the county. It is a rapidly growing suburban community
which is different socially, culturally, and economically from the rest of
sparsely populated, rural Nye County. The district office is located in
Tonopah, 175 miles away, making it difficult to access district services and to
play a role in policy issues facing the district. Additionally, the needs of
suburban and rural districts are different. Having two districts, one focusing
on issues primarily related to rural areas, the other on surburban Pahrump,
may provide a focus which would improve both situations.

Financing and Facilities

Duckwater

The number of students is so small, the addition or subtraction of students to
one district or the other will have little impact on either district. However,
the assessed value per student in Duckwater is substantially higher than the
average of Nye County, although it would represent only a little over one
percent of the assessed value in the county. Of course, the impact on Eureka
would be miniscule.

Assessed Value Per Pupil
Area Assessed Value “Pupils AV/P upil
Nye County $566,582.439 4,528 $ 125,129
Duckwater $ 7,453,860 ' 40 | § 186,347
Pahrump & So. $283,904,327 2,600 | & 109,194
Bal. of Nye $275,224,252 1,888 $ 145,776

Pahrump
With the proposed configuration, Pahrump will have a little less than 50

percent of the assessed value of the county, with more than half the pupils.
One advantage for staying in Nye to the citizens of Pahrump is that Pahrump,
where the voters are and with the largest projected growth, would be able to
continue to draw upon the assessed value of the entire county to provide the
necessary funds to build schools. For the rest of Nye county, having Pahrump
form a separate district, even though it marks a loss in assessed value, may be
more than compensated for by the reduction in future debt that may have to
be incurred to fund the expected growth.
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From the State’s perspective, proposed changes involving Nye County will
have no major significance. Both Pahrump and the remainder of Nye
County will still be well within the Nevada Plan.

Per Pupil Support'”’
Nye Pahrump
Basic Support'*® $4,018 $4,394
Outside Support'™ $1,106 $765
Total $5,124 $5,159

As noted above, there is existing debt and some provision will need to be
made explicitly for the debt to be repaid based on the current district
configuration rather than on proposed district reorganization patterns.

Concluding Remarks on Both Options

Whether Duckwater is a part of Nye or Eureka is a relatively small matter,
affecting as it does so few students and so little assessed valuation. The
majority of students are already accommodated under a satisfactory
interdistrict attendance agreement with Eureka. It may be that the
reorganizational stress may not guarantee enough discernible benefits to
warrant a change.

On the other hand, splitting the Pahrump area and south from the rest of the
county deserves serious consideration. Clearly, in terms of organizational
responsiveness and community of interest, that proposed district fares well.
On the issues of school finance and capital construction, there are advantages
and disadvantages from the proposal, which need to be appropriately
weighed. Part of the consideration regarding Nye involves its potential
alignment with Esmeralda county, which we consider in full in that secton
of the report.

MAP strongly suggests that whatever action the Legislature decides to take on
the issue of school district reorganization, the Local School Support Tax
continue to be levied and collected on a county-wide basis and returned to

**” The Nevada Plan school finance provisions require a recalculation of the Basic Support
Guarantee for every district in the state any time a single district’s support guarantee is

altered. The figures in this chart are derived from calculations made by the Nevada
Department of Education, Administrative Services unit, dated June 10, 1996.

** Basic Support includes those dollars guaranteed by the Nevada Plan formula by a
combination of state and local sources.

¥ Revenues which fall outside the basic guaranteed amount guaranteed under the Nevada
Plan. The principal source of these funds is a $0.50 ad valorem property tax levied on each $100
of assessed valuation. Receipts from the motor vehicle privilege tax, some federal revenues,
and miscellaneous local revenues make up the balance.
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districts on a per-student basis. This will be particularly important to
equalization components of the Nevada Plan, and will help to stabilize
funding.

247



Nye County - Schools and Major Highways

Eureka

Lander County

County

White Pine
County

e
C(l)lllltilr:;’ \
\\

Esmeralda
County

California

248

3

Lincoln
County




PERSHING COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

| District Statistical Profile

County Population™®

1996 4,990
2000 6,020
School District Enrollment'®’
1996 967
2000 1,167
Ethnicity of Students' 1994 1983
White 71.0% 77 4%
Black 0.1% 0.0%
Hispanic 22.3% 11.6%
Asian/P.L 0.6% 1.0%
American Indian 6.0% 10.0%
Schools
High 1
Middie 1
Elementary 2
Licensed Employees (full time equivalent) 68
Student Achievement'**(Grade 4 percentile scores)
Reading Math Language
State Average 51 53 57
Pershing 44 47 51

Student Achievement (Secondary)
Gr.8Read Gr.8Math ACT SATV SATM

State Average 58 56 212 429 484

Pershing 51 34 20.0 448 515
Drop-Out Rate

State Average 9.6%

Pershing 3.3%

®Nevada State Demographer, “Nevada Population Information,” June 1994.

'® This is a rough estimate that assumes that the overall population forecast is accurate and
that the proportion of the population that is school age will remain the same.

®Nevada Department of Administration, “Nevada Statistical Abstract 1994 Edition”.

¥ Smith, David L. Analysis of Nevada School Accountability System School Year 1993-94,
January 199.
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Sources of funding’®
Local 46.5%
State 49.6%
Federal 39%

Wealth and debt'®
Assessed Valuation per student $150,111
Net proceeds of mines per student $22,975
Total Outstanding Debt $9,420,000
Debt per student $9,741
Unused Debt Capacity $12,353,589

Tax rates'®

Debt and/or pay-as-you-go 0.5070
Combined school taxes 1.250
Highest rate in county 3.6392

The county seat and primary population center Pershing County is located in
Lovelock, which is situated beside Interstate 80 about 90 miles northeast of
Reno. Zoning ordinances in Lovelock tend to discourage rapid development
and population increases. County-wide, population is projected to grow by 20
percent by the year 2000. About half the County’s citizens live in Lovelock
and most of the rest are scattered among small communities along I—80. In
the Grass Valley area, in the exireme northeast corner of the county, the
population has grown from 100 to 800 in the past eight years.

All but 46 of the district’s 967 students attend school in the elementary,
middle, or high school located in Lovelock. The District’s only other school is
located in the small community of Imlay, about 40 miles northeast on I—80.
The 184 students from the Grass Valley area of Pershing County attend school
in Winnemucca, subject to an agreement with the Humbold County School
District. Although property has been donated for a school in Grass Valley,
funding has not been secured for construction. Given the relative proximity
of Grass Valley to Winnemucca and its distance from the other schools in
Pershing County, a case can be made for incorporating this community into
the Humboldt County School District.

1% Stewart, Vera L., Pershing County School District Financial Statement, June 30, 1995.
1% Thunder, D., Nevada Department of Education, Preliminary report of survey of school
districts, April 16, 1996.

1bid.
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Application of Criteria

Educational Effectiveness

Since the students will presumably still be attending the same schools they
now attend, the reorganization will likely be of negligible impact on
education effectiveness.

Racial and Ethnic Composition

Since the school attendance boundaries are not impacted, there would be no
change in the racial or ethnic composition of the schools.

Organization Scale

As Grass Valley students already attend school in Humboldt County and due
to the small number of students involved, this proposal will have little
discernible impact on organization scale.

Governmental Responsiveness and Community Cohesion

Although this proposal merely formalizes, in a more permanent way, the
current operational pattern for these students, it does carry with it the
potential of added participation by parents and community members in
events that relate to the schools their children attend. Under the current
arrangement, community members in Grass Valley vote in Pershing County
school board elections, but their children do not atiend school there. Under
this proposal, Grass Valley residents would be able to vote in school-board
and other district elections that impact the schools their children attend.

Financing and Facilities
Under the existing interagency agreement between Pershing and Humboldt,
Humboldt receives from Pershing the annual marginal cost of instruction
plus $239 per student. The assessed value in the area being considered for
transfer to Humboldt represents about four percent of the assessed value in
Pershing and only about one percent of Humboldt's assessed value. On
monetary grounds, it appears that the proposal would be marginally better for
Pershing in that the proportionate assessed value loss would be less than the
loss in the total number of students. It would not have a major impact on

either district’s ability to raise additional funds for capital outlay purposes, nor
would it have substantial impact on either district’s revenue.
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Assessed Value Per Pupil'®’

Area Assessed Value Pupils AV /Pupil
Pershing $ 145,157,260 967 $ 150,111
Grass Valley | $ 5,143,411 184]'$ 27953
‘Bal. of Pershing| $ 140,013,849 783]$ 178,817
Humboldt $ 469,391,205 3845[ $ 122,078
Humb. + GV | $ 474,534,616 40291'$ 117,780

The proposal would have little impact on school finance provisions. Both
districts would still be equalized under the Nevada Plan and there would be
no significant impact on state costs.

Per Pupil Support'®®
Pershing Humboldt
Basic Support'® $4,540 $3,976
Outside Support'™ $1,075 $902
Total $5,615 $4,877

In sum, since Grass Valley students are already educated in Humboldt
County, and since there are such small Impacts on any of the criteria, this is
the kind of matter that might best be determined by those locally involved.
Citizens can elect either to continue the interagency agreement which now
exists, amend it, or request that the Legislature formalize the arrangement by
making the organizational change suggested here.

“Tbid.

*®Nevada Department of Education, “Legislature’s Approved 1995-96 District Basic Support
Worksheet”, June 5, 1995.

1 Basic Support includes those dollars guaranteed by the Nevada Plan formula by a
combination of state and local sources.

'™ Revenues which fall outside the basic amount guaranteed under the Nevada Plan. The
principal source of these funds is a $0.50 ad valorem property tax levied on each $100 of
assessed valuation. Recipts from the motor vehicle privilege tax, some federal revenues and
miscellaneous Jocal revenues make up the balance.
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STOREY COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

District Statistical Profile

County Population™”
1996 3,150
2000 3,610

School District Enrollment'™
1996 480
2000 550

Ethnicity of Students'” 1994

White 94 4%
Black 0.4%
Hispanic 2.5%
Asian/P1L 1.7%
American Indian 1.0%

Schools

High 1
Middle 1
Elementary 2

Licensed Employees (full time equivalent)
Reading Math

State Average 51 53
Storey NR NR

Student Achievement (Secondary)

State Average 58 56
Storey NR NR

Student Achievement'”*(Grade 4 percentile scores)

Gr.8Read Gr.8 Math

1283

96.8%
0.5%
0.0%
1.8%
0.9%

42

Language
57
NR

ACT SATV SATM
212 429 484
24 — —_

! Nevada Demographer’s Office, Bureau of Business and Economic Research, “Nevada
Population Estimates (1993) and Forecasts 1994—2000, December 3”7, 1993.

2This is a very rough estimate predicated on assumptions that the portion of the total
population being school age will remain constant through the end of the decade and that the

State Demographer’s projection of total population is accurate.

»Nevada Department of Administration, “Nevada Statistical Abstract 1994 Edition”.
*Smith, David L. Analysis of Nevada School Accountability System School Year 1993-94,

January 1996.
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Drop-Out Rate

State Average 9.6%
Storey 14.1%
Sources of funding™
Local 35.5%
State 62.6%
Federal 1.9%
Wealth and debt'”®
Assessed Valuation per student $182,528
Net proceeds of mines per student $2,178
Total Outstanding Debt $3,138,000
Debt per student $6,538
Unused Debt Capacity $10,003,704
Tax rates'”
Debt and/or pay-as-you-go 0.7290
Combined school taxes 1.4790
Highest rate in county 3.3953

The 3,150 residents of Storey County live in Virginia City; the Highlands (a
development of about 200—250 homes in the mountains just west of
Virginia City); Mark Twain {a development of mobile homes in Dayton
Valley to the east); and Lockwood (a development of modular homes along
Interstate 80, four miles east of Sparks). Although the District has doubled in
size since 1980, growth appears o have leveled off to a little more than three
percent per year. Only modest growth is forecast through the turn of the

century.

Most of the County’s population resides in Virginia City and the Highlands.
Two other concentrations of population, Lockwood and Mark Twain, are only
a few miles down the mountain; however, in both cases, these communities
are several minutes away by car. There is a dirt road to Mark Twain, but it is
not passable in bad weather. For residents of Lockwood, Sparks is closer and
more convenient. Similarly, residents of Mark Twain are more likely to
work and shop in Dayton than in Virginia City.

The total Storey County School District student enroliment of 480 attends
classes in four schools. All but the 58 students at Hillside Elementary_ in

Rife, Sciarani & Co., Storey County School District Financial Transactions, June 30, 1994.
" Thunder, D., Nevada Department of Education, Preliminary report of survey of school
districts, April 16, 1996

7 Ibid.
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Lockwood attend school in Virginia City. Virginia City High School has an
enroliment of 144, which will grow by another 25—30 as the students who

live in Lockwood, but currently attend high school in Washoe County, are

diverted to Virginia City.

The proximity of Lockwood to Sparks, the history of their students attending
high school in Sparks, and prospects of a 50—minute bus ride past a closer
high school all make a case for the Lockwood community being a part of
Washoe County School District. The long bus ride is particularly problematic
for students who are engaged in activities that would require them to
commute after normal school hours. However, it was pointed out to MAP
that students from this area have no guarantee as to the Washoe high school
they attend and could easily face the prospect of a similar bus ride under the
current arrangement.

Approximately 140 students live in the Mark Twain area and attend
elementary and high school in Virginia City. This community, in the Dayton
Valley, appears to be demographically more similar to the communities in
and around Dayton in Lyon County than Virginia City. In fact, the
community is bisected by the county line, with some of the students attending
school in Lyon and some in Storey. The arguments for incorporating Mark
Twain into Lyon County School District are similar to those for incorporating
Lockwood into Washoe. A year-round, paved road may substantially alter
the weight of the argument against such a transfer of territory.

An additional concern raised about Storey County School District is its size.
With a total enrollment of fewer than 500 and few prospects for substantial
growth, two questions arise. Is the district large enough to offer a high quality
educational program? Would scale economies be realized if it were
consolidated with a larger district?

A review of test scores reveals no evidence that the educational program is
inferior to programs offered throughout Nevada. However, an enrollment of
500 places the District at the low end of cost efficiency. Certainly, the District’s
ability to offer specialized programs and advanced classes, espedally at the
high school level, is limited. However, these limitations can easily be
overcome by entering into cooperative agreements with larger neighboring
school districts and institutions of higher education, and by using distance
learning.

The potential boundary changes to be analyzed are to consolidate the territory
comprising the attendance area for Hillside School in Lockwood into Washoe
County School District; consolidate the territory associated with Mark Twain
into Lyon County; and then, assuming that both of the above changes occur,
consolidate Virginia City with the Lyon County School District.
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There are several posible permutations to the above proposals and even
additional boundary change proposals that have not been analyzed here. The
following analysis is illustrative of the opportunities for and pitfalls of
changing boundaries of the Storey County School District.

One option that was suggested but will not be analyzed is consolidating Storey

with Washoe. Relative size and significant social and demographic
differences seemed to make this proposal particularly unatiractive.

Application of Criteria

Educational Effectiveness

Lockwood and Washoe Coun

Graduates of Hillside Elementary School in Lockwood (part of the Storey
District) now attend high school in Washoe County, rather than travel the
extra distance required to attend Virginia City High School. This creates a
dilemma for the Storey County District. If the District continues to permit the
interdistrict attendance arrangement with Washoe, it will be less able to offer
the kind of high school program students deserve. On the other hand, to
require students to be bussed long distances undoubtedly has a negative
impact on their performance and makes it difficult for them to particpate in
after-school activities.

Mark Twain and Lyon County

Mark Twain students attend both elementary and high school in Virginia
City, which requires substantial travel. This undoubtedly has some negative
impacts on these students. Permitting them to attend school in Lyon County
would seriously erode the capability of the Storey County schools to offer
comprehensive programs for those who remain.

There is no precise way to measure these effects, but it appears that
continuing to require Mark Twain students and Lockwood students to attend
high school in Virginia City would allow Storey County to have a larger high
school, and with that the ability to offer a broader array of high school courses
for all the students in the county. Conversely, moving these students to a
different district would represent a loss of approximately 41 percent of the
District’s student body and would dramatically reduce the District’s capacity at
both the elementary and secondary levels of schooling.

The Virginia City High School 1993—94 dropout rate of 14.1 percent was one
of the highest in the State and should be cause for concern™®. Also, the
frequent turnover of superintendents in Storey County may have a long-term

®Nevada Department of Administration, Op cit.
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deleterious effect on the instructional program. Otherwise, no publicly
available data indicate that the instructional program is inadequate.

Racial and Ethnic Composition

Lockwood and Washoe County

There would be no change for students in elementary school in Lockwood
since they would continue to attend elementary school at Hillside
Elementary. Since they also now attend high school in Sparks, there would
be no impact on high school racial and ethnic composition.

Mark Twain and Lvon Coun
Racial and ethnic data on these students were not available at the fime of this
analysis.

Organization Scale

Lockwood and Washoe County

The proposal to merge Lockwood with Washoe County, while having only a
small impact on Washoe County, would diminish the ability of Storey
County to improve its schools. Dealing with Lockwood alone would slightly
reduce the capacity of the Storey County District office. It would have only a
marginal impact on Washoe County.

Mark Twain and Lvon Countv

The proposal for Mark Twain to join Lyon County would also have only a
small impact on Lyon County, but would have a much greater negative
impact on Storey County.

The combined impact of the two proposed changes seriously calls into
question Storey’s future viability.

Governmental Responsiveness and Community Cohesion

Lockwood and Washoe County

For the dtizens of Lockwood, connecting their territory and Hillside
Elementary School with the nearby community of Sparks in Washoe County
would probably provide them with some additional opportunities to
participate in decision-making affecting their children and provide better
linkages between elementary and secondary schools than now exist. On the
other hand, being only a very small part of the much larger Washoe County
may reduce the ability of citizens to impact district policies which affect their
children.
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Mark Twain and Lyon Coun

Many of the same arguments discussed above apply to this proposed split. In
addition, in terms of governmental responsiveness and community
cohesion, since part of the community is split between the two counties, it
probably makes more sense to unify the community by placing the district in
one county or the other (either Storey or Lyon). One possibility would be to
annex the other part of Mark Twain to Storey County. This might prove to be
a viable proposal if the most direct road between Mark Twain and Virginia
City could be paved.

I as a result of the loss of these two communities the Legislature opts to
merge Lyon County and Storey School Districts, the resultant district would
be substantially larger and far more remote for the ditizens of Virginia City
and the Highlands.

Financing and Facilities

Removing Lockwood from Storey would reduce the assessed value in the
county by about 10 percent. The number of students who now attend
elementary school in Storey County would be reduced by about 12 percent.
Mark Twain’s possible alignment with Lyon County would have a much
smaller impact on assessed value (about 6%), but a large impact on the size of
the student body (a 29% loss). Linking Lockwood to Washoe County would
have a miniscule financial impact on Washoe, as would connecting Mark
Twain to Lyon County. Clearly, the loss of the students would have greater
impact than the loss of assessed value.

Assessed Value Per Pupil”

Area Assessed Value Pupils AV /Pupil
Storey County $ 87,611,363 480 | $ 182,524
Lockwood $ 8,813,178 58 |$ 151,951
Mark Twain $ 4,909,817 140 $ 35,070
Bal of Storey $ 73,588,368 282 | $ 262,015
Lyon County $ 425487124 54261 $ 78416
Washoe County | $  5,863,539,334 47572 | $ 123,256

If the Legislature elects to permit students from Lockwood and Mark Twain to
leave Storey County, Storey, already very small, becomes so small as to bring
into question its ability to continue to function as a viable school district.
Under these circumstances, consideration may be given to unifying Storey
County schools with Lyon County.

' Thunder, D., op cit.
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Lyon County is one of the lowest assessed-value-per-pupil counties in
Nevada. The addition of the students from Storey County would increase the
property tax base for Lyon County, but even the combined counties would not
appreciably increase ability to fund school construction needs. Citizens in
Virginia City would have legitimate concerns about becoming only a small
part of a much bigger county.

Assessed Value Per Pupil'®
Area Assessed Value Pupils AV /Pupil
Storey County $ 87,611,363 340 | $ 257,680
Lyon County $ 425,487,124 5426 | $ 78,416
Combined ' 9 513,098,487 5,766 | $ 88,987

Under any of the proposals, the Nevada Plan would be impacted only slightly.
Some adjustments would be necessary for transportation costs, special
education, and school size formulas. The total mpact of these kinds of
changes would be relatively small. Adding Mark Twain to Washoe would
have a miniscule impact on Washoe County, as would adding Lockwood to
Lyon County. Combining Storey County (minus Mark Twain) to Lyon
County would yield the following estimated revenue streams.

Per-Pupil Support'®
Bal. of Storey Lyon County
Basic Support’® $5,651 $4,474
Outside Support'® $1,172 682
Total $6,823 $5,156

In sum, Storey County presents the classic dilemma of appropriately
balancing the needs of different groups of students. On most of the criteria,
the impact is mixed. What may be good for one group of students may be
harmful to another. Clearly, the loss of these two areas would cause serious
questions about the viability of the remaining entity. Additionally,
addressing this problem by uniting the two counties creates problems of
govermment responsiveness.

0 Thid.

" The Nevada Plan school finance provisions require a recalculation of the Basic Support
Guarantee for every district in the state any time a single district’s support guarantee is
altered. The figures in this chart are derived from calculations made by the Nevada
Department of Education, Administrative Services unit, dated June 10, 199.

' Basic Support includes those dollars guaranteed by the Nevada Plan formula by a
cornbination of state and local sources.

'® Revenues which fall outside the basic amount guaranteed under the Nevada Plan. The
principal source of these funds is a $0.50 ad valorem property tax levied on each $100 of
assessed valuation. Receipts from the motor vehicle privilege tax, some federal revenues and
miscellaneous local revenues make up the balance.
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WASHOE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

District Statistical Profile

County Population*

1996 295,390
2000 317,850
School District Enrollment
1996 47,572
2000 56,180
Ethnicity of Students'® 1994 1983
White 76.8% 86.4%
Black 2.9% 2.5%
Hispanic 13.1% 5.3%
Asian/P.L 4.5% 3.5%
American Indian 2.7% 2.3%
Schools
High 10
Middle 11
Elementary 54
Alternative and special education 4
Regional Occupation Program 1
Licensed Employees (full time equivalent) 29724
Student Achievement'®(Grade 4 percentile scores)
Reading Math | Language
State Average 51 33 57
Washoe 53 4 58

Student Achievement(Secondary)
Gr.8Read Gr8Math ACT SATV SATM
State Average 58 56 212 429 484
Washoe 58 50 214 434 489

'*Nevada State Demographer, Nevada Population Information, June 1994: Medium estimates.
’® Washoe County School District, Past Enrollment History and Projections, November 1995.
**Nevada Department of Administration, “Nevada Statistical Abstract 1994 Edition”.

¥ Smith, David L. Analysis of Nevada School Accountability System School Year 1993-94,
January 1996.
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Drop-Out Rate
State Average 9.6%
Washoe 8.6%

Sources of funding188
Local 75.9%
State 19.7%
Federal 4.4%

Wealth and debt'®
Assessed Valuation per student $123,256
Net Proceeds of mines per student $40
Total Outstanding Debt $237,645,000
Debt per student $4,995
Unused Debt Capacdity $641,885,900

Tax rates™
Debt and/or pay-as-you-go 0.3635
Combined school taxes 1.1135
Highest rate in county 3.3955

Washoe County is located in the northwest corner of the state and covers an
area of 6,600 square miles. It is the second most populous county in Nevada,
with nearly 300,000 citizens, and is projected to grow at an average annual rate
of two to three percent for the rest of the decade. Most of the population
resides in the southern part of the County in an area known as Truckee
Meadows, which includes Reno, Sparks, and surrounding unincorporated
areas. Just over 7,000 people live in and around the Lake Tahoe resort of
Incline Village. Other population centers tend to be small, rural, and remote.
The services and wholesale-retail trade sectors employ approximately 64
percent of the area workforce. Government employs another 13 percent.’”’

The District operates 80 schools. With the exception of the mostly small rural
schools in Empire, Gerlach, Verdi, and Wadsworth, virtually all students
attend school in Reno, Sparks, or Incline Village. Enrollment has grown
about four percent per year for each of the last several years. Projected
enrollment growth indicates the immediate need for two new high schools,
two new middle schools and six new elementary schools.%?

*®Kafoury, Armstrong & Co., Washoe County School District Financial Report, June 30, 1995.
*®Thunder, D., Nevada Department of Education, Preliminary report based on district survey,
April 16, 1996.

**Washoe County School District, Report to Debt Management Commission, November 1995.
! Regjonal Planning Agency, Truckee Meadows Regional Plan, January 10, 1996.

**Washoe County School District, Report to Debt Management Commission, November 1995.
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With the notable exception of Incline Village, any school district boundary
issues in Washoe County are likely related to district size and the attendant
philosophical and political issues of responsiveness of the District to its
clients. It would appear that the District maintains good relations with its
clients. One measure of client satisfaction is the willingness of voters to tax
themselves to pay for school construction. Voters in Washoe County have
never defeated a school bond.’ The most recent bond election was held in
1992; the next is planned for September 1996. Even though taxes for schools
are relatively low, the overall county tax rate is fourth highest in the state.

The District operates an elementary, middle, and high school for about 1400
studenis in the resort community of Incline Village. It is separated from
Reno by 35 miles and a 9,000-foot mountain. Unlike the rapidly growing
population in the Truckee Meadows area, the Incline Village population is
relatively stable. Many property owners are absentee and many are retired.
Some residents of Incline Village advocate seceding from the Washoe School
District citing three main reasons. The first is that they are a different
community of interest with a different cultural identity from Reno. Because
of their small numbers, they are unable to achieve adequate representation of
their perspective on the governing board. Second, Incline Village represents
approximately 11 percent of the county’s 1994—95 assessed valuation and
only about three percent of the student population. Incline citizens expressed
concern about their tax rates generally and more specifically the costs of debt
service. Third, the growth and other problems in the valley cause the district
to pay inadequate attention to the needs and concerns of Indine Village.

The following is an analysis of the implications of creating a separate district
in the attendance area of the Incline Village schools.

Application of Criteria

Educational Effectiveness

For this proposed organization, there is little evidence that educational
effectiveness would be materially altered. Since school attendance areas
would not be impacted by the proposed organization plan and students who
reside in Incline Village would presumably continue to g0 to school there,
there would be no change in distances youngsters travel to school and no
change in the socioeconomic makeup of the student body. Again, because
this proposal does not alter school attendance boundaries, breadth of the
curriculum will presumably increase as the student bodies grow; but this
would happen, as well, under the current district configuration. From all
indications, aside from the geographical separation of the Incline Village and

*Washoe County Financial Report, Op cit.
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the Reno-Sparks schools, there are only small intradistrict differences in
terms of the traditional student performance measures, none of which would
warrant concern. In addition, although student performance data are quite
similar, the programs in the schools appear to be distinctive, reflecting the
needs of the community. MAP’s visits to Washoe County generated evidence
that schools were permitted and even encouraged to be responsive to their
communities.

Racial and Ethnic Composition

Since the school attendance boundaries are not impacted, there would be no
change in the racial or ethnic composition of the schools.

Organization Scale

The current district configuration falls on the high side of acceptable size for
economy of scale operation. It is not yet so large as to warrant immediate
concern. The proposed new district, especially Injtially, will be at the low end
of the optimal size and may have slightly higher administrative costs per-
pupil than is now the case in the short term; but it is within the band of cost-
effective school district size. Over time, any higher administrative costs may
be mitigated by enrollment growth. Some spedialized support services which
are now available from the Washoe County District office may not be
available to students in the new district, simply because the relatively small
size will not allow much specialization. In sum, while creating two districts
of vastly different sizes, neither would seem to have noticeable economy-of-
scale benefits or disadvantages.

Governmental Responsiveness and Community Cohesion

In applying this criterion, we look first to ensure that we are not breaking up
an existing community of interest. It is clear that Incline Village views itself
as distinct from the rest of Washoe county. This proposal would not break up
an existing community of interests. From all available information it appears
that Incline Village would meet any reasonable standard for being its own
community of interest, distinct from the rest of Washoe County.

The next and lesser test is to assure that the desires of distinctive
communities are being met within the organization configuration which
exists. One of the ways in which school districts can mitigate lack of
responsiveness is to allow suffident school-based decision-making to ensure
that communities, and especially parents, have a strong say in the number in
which schools their children attends operates. It generally is the case that

- parents and citizens are most concerned about the schools in their own
comrmumities as opposed to the district as a whole. It is only when the district
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imposes its will on schools in such a way that parents feel their local schools
are not reflecting the needs and desires of that community that the attention
turns to the district level. Washoe County apparently has done a good job in
encouraging local communities to participate in local school activities and is
responsive to their distinctive needs.

Financing and Facilities

It is on this dimension that this proposal deserves the greatest attention. We
should first note that schools in Incline Village receive more revenue per
child than their average counterparts in the other parts of the District. This is
a function of the smaller size of the schools in Incline and is perfectly
consistent with the way the school finance mechanism is designed to work in
Nevada.

An important difference between the Indine and the Reno-Sparks portions of
the County is assessed value per child. Incline has relatively high assessed
value and is relatively sparsely populated. The resulting assessed value per
child varies significantly between the two portions of the existing district.

The extent of the disparity can be displayed dramatically by noting that only
three percent of Washoe County students reside in Incline but that same area
contains approximately eleven percent of the assessed value of the district.”™

Assessed Value Per Pupil’™
Area Assessed Value Pupils AV/Pupil
Washoe County $ 5.863.539,334 47.572 | $ 123,256
Lincline Village $ 671,984,690 1,307 $ 514,143
Bal. of Washoe $ 5,191,554,644 46,265 | $ 112,213

The Indine Village portion of the District has a little more than four-and-a-
half times the capacity to generate revenue on a per-pupil basis with the same
tax rate. Put differently, a $0.10 tax rate in Incline Village would raise as much
- revenue per pupil as would a $0.46 tax rate in the remainder of the County.

Turning now to operating expenses, just as Incline Village maintains an
advantage in assessed value per pupil, the remainder of the County enjoys an
advantage in sales tax receipts per pupil. However, these differences are not
enough to offset the assessed value differences, and the formation of this new
district would create another district which would fall outside the
equalization provisions of the Nevada plan.

**Nevada Department of Education analysis.
1% Thunder, D., op. dit.
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Local School Support Tax per Pupil

Area LSST Pupils LSST/Pupil
| Washoe County $ 94,117,176 47,572 | $ 1,978
Incline Village $ 1,550,000 1,307 | $ 1,186
Bal. of Washoe $ 82,567,176 46,265 1 $ 2,001

In terms of total revenue per pupil, the proposed split would produce the
following:

Per-Pupil Support'*
Washoe Incline Village Bal. of Washoe
Basic Support™’ $3,257 $1,874 $3,304
Outside Support'® $897 $2,834 $839
Total $4,154 $4,708 $4,143

The major negative impact of this proposal is the creation of a new district
which falls outside the equalization provisions of the Nevada Plan. In
addition, because the state would lose the equalization contribution of the
new district, there would be an additional state cost of almost $500,000.
Because the assessed value per student is so much higher in Incline, the issue
of school construction would be heavily impacted by any reorganization. Of
critical importance in this discussion is how the existing bonded indebtedness
is to be treated. MAP strongly recommends that the Legislature maintain the
county levy, irrespective of the future boundary changes.

Finally, Washoe is, with or without Incline Village, at best, a moderate
assessed value district. Losing Incline Village’s assessed value reduces the
average assessed value per pupil in the remainder of the County by about
$11,000.

In summary, creating a separate school district in Incline Village would have
little impact on educational effectiveness, organizational scale, or racial
isolation. Residents would need to consider the cost of loss of services from
the existing school district. This proposal receives a high score on reinforcing
an identifiable community of interest. The fiscal impact is less positive. The
creation of a new district outside the equalization provisions of the Nevada
Plan and the resultant increase in state costs plus the assessed value

1% The Nevada Plan school finance provisions require a recalculation of the Basic Support
Guarantee for every district in the state any time a single district’s support guarantee is

altered. The figures in this chart are derived from calculations made by the Nevada
Department of Education, Administrative Services unit, dated June 10, 1996.

%7 Basic Support includes those dollars guaranteed by the Nevada Plan formula by a
combination of state and local sources.

1% Revenues which fall outside the basic guaranteed amount guaranteed under the Nevada
Plan. The principal source of these funds is a $0.50 ad valorem property tax levied on each $100
of assessed valuation. Receipts from the motor vehicle privilege tax, some federal revenues,
and miscellaneous local revenues make up the balance.
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differences which would result are negative features of the proposal. The
Truckee Meadows area of Washoe would be faced with essentially the same
capital needs as exist currently, but would have only 89 percent of its current
assessed value to tax, thus requiring a higher tax rate to repay any bond.
Incline Village, on the other hand, would enjoy a windfall of substantially
lower tax rates for future construction. Continuing the countywide tax for
existing bonded indebtedness, and state participation in some form of a state-
equalized construction program, would mitigate this second factor.
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WHITE PINE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

District Statistical Profile

County Population’*

1996 10,160
2000 10,870
School District Enroliment®
1996 1,980
2000 2,065
Ethnicity of Students® 1994 1983
White 85.4% 86.4%
Black 0.1% 0.1%
Hispanic 10.4% 9.7%
Asian/P.L 0.5% 0.9%
American Indian 3.6% 2.9%
Schools
High 2
Middle 1
Elementary 5
Licensed Employees (full time equivalent) 119
Student Achievement”*(Grade 4 percentile scores)
Reading Math Language
State Average 51 53 57
White Pine 41 42 48

Student Achievement (Secondary)
Gr.8Read Gr8Math ACT SATV SATM
State Average 58 56 21.2 429 484
White Pine 59 57 211 439 488

'® Nevada Demographer’s Office, Bureau of Business and Economic Research, “Nevada
Population Estimates (1993) and Forecasts 1994—2000", December 3, 1993.

*This is a very rough estimate predicated on assumptions that the portion of the total
population being school age will remain constant through the end of the decade and that the
State Demographer’s projection is accurate.

**Nevada Department of Administration, “Nevada Statistical Abstract 1994 Edition”.
*2Smith, David L. Analysis of Nevada School Accountability System School Year 1993-94,
January 1996.
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Drop-Out Rate
State Average 9.6%
White Pine 4.5%

Sources of funding?®
Local 43.2%
State 53.9%
Federal 29%

Wealth and debt®™
Assessed Valuation per student $81,940
Net proceeds of mines per student $2,525
Total Outstanding Debt $8,990,000
Debt per student $4.540
Unused Debt Capacity $9,361,218

Tax rates®®
Debt and/or pay-as-you-go 0.7500
Combined tax rate 1.5000
Highest rate in county 3.6400

White Pine County population has grown 12 percent since 1980, primarily
due to modest growth in mining. Significant additional growth is not
projected for the foreseeable future. A recently opened maximum security
prison provides approximately 350 jobs and is seen as a major boost to the
economy. However, the economy has never fully recovered from the closing
of copper mines more than a decade ago.

Ely, the county seat, is located approximately in the center of the County.

With a population of just over 4,800, it is the largest town and the center of
commerce. Even so, Ely is isolated by long distances from the next population
center of any size. Elko is the nearest large town, approximately 200 highway
miles north.

All but about 300 of the students attend schools in Ely, and none of the
remote schools are located great distances from Ely. The tiny secondary
school in Lund, with only 61 students in grades 7—12 (down from 73 in 1995),
remains open because of spedial legislation requiring the district to operate a
high school in Lund.

* McMullen McPhee & Co., White Pine County School District Finandial Report, june 30, 1995.
“* Thunder, D., Nevada Department of Education, Preliminary report of survey of school
districts, April 16, 1996.

“ETbid.
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School district infrastructure, especially school buildings, appears to be in
poor repair. The District did open a new high school in September. For a
number of reasons, the cost of construction exceeded the funds available from
bonds. It is reported that a previous superintendent transferred funds from
the general fund to cover construction costs and ultimately was unable to
cover District operating expenses. The Legislature appropriated sufficient
funds to keep the district solvent; but $300,000 for each of the next ten years
will be required to repay the state. The District is currently being operated by
the State Department of Taxation. Even with the state bail-out, the District
lacks sufficient funds to landscape the grounds of the new school or to pave
the parking lot. The school tax rate and overall county tax rate are at the
maximum allowable under current law and the highest in the state.
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APPENDICES

The appendices which follow provide additional useful background
information and supporting data relevant to this study of Nevada school
district organization.

Appendix A describes the research and analytic methodologies employed by
MAP in the course of this study.

Appendix B offers a description of the Nevada Plan, the state’s school finance
funding mechanism.

Appendix C is the complete text of a paper on employing technology for
educational purposes, commissioned by MAP for this study.

Appendix D is an annotated bibliography of research studies and findings

regarding the effects of school and district size on matters such as educational
cost and student achievement.

279






Appendix A

Methodology

281






METHODOLOGY

MAP’s research and analytic efforts for this study began in November 1995
and proceeded in three overlapping phases: data collection, analysis and
synthesis, and reporting. This section of the report briefly describes MAP’s
activities in each phase.

Data Gathering

MAP approached this study without any preconceived notions regarding
whether existing school district borders are optimal, whether specific changes
are desirable, or even if changes are feasible. We set out first to gain a better
understanding of the environment in which Nevada school districts operate.

MAP representatives visited every school district and listened to anyone who
would talk to us about their schools. We visited the schools, ate in the
restaurants, read the local papers, and toured the towns. We talked with a
taxi driver in Las Vegas, a waitress in Eureka, a developer in Incline Village,
and a miner in Elko. We talked with students, parents, educators, school
board members, casino owners, and reporters. We collected information from
school districts, county assessors, regional planners, state agencies and any
other entity that was able to provide relevant data. We held at least one
public forum in each school district, and we invited written comments from
any interested party.

While MAP does not claim to have gained detailed knowledge of any school
district from these relatively short visits, the first-hand experience of
conversations with local citizens, combined with the “hard” data gathered
from offidal sources, heightened our awareness of the realities of life in the
communities and deepened our respect for the educators who work there.

Figure 6 displays spedific dates on which we visited Nevada communities.
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Figure 6

Schedule of School District Visits
November 28, 1995 Eureka
November 29, 1995 Lincoln
November 30, 1995 Whitfe Pine
December 11, 1995 Nye
December 12, 1995 Esmeralda
December 13, 1995 Mineral
December 18, 1995 Carson City
January 8, 1996 Storey
January 9, 1996 Lyon

- January 10, 1996 Douglas
January 16—19, 199 Clark
January 25—26, 1996 Washoe
January 31, 1996 Pershing
February 1, 1996 Churchill
February 6, 1996 Elko
February 7, 1996 Humboldt
February 8, 1996 Lander

From the conversations, impressions, and data, MAP was able to identify a
range of concerns Nevada citizens have regarding their schools. We did not
uncover widespread unhappiness with schools in Nevada, nor was there
universal satisfaction. In virtually every county, we met people who found
much to admire about their schools; but we always encountered others who
expressed some large or small concern or complaint about their schools.
MAP did not attempt to determine how representative these views were of
the larger community. Instead, we took nearly every suggestion for change as
fodder for further analysis.

Some suggestions did not lend themselves to further analysis because they
effectively duplicated a similar suggestion, or they clearly would lead to some
illegal or otherwise undesirable result. We concluded early on that some of
the problems our research uncovered were unrelated to school district
boundaries or were impervious to any reasonable solution. Financing of
school construction and the relative dearth of technology in the rural areas
are examples of the former. Small schools and isolation are examples of the
latter. The suggestions that survived were analyzed and are discussed in
detail in this report.
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As citizens described features of their schools that were Important to preserve
and concerns about possible changes, we began to formulate criteria against
which any change should be measured. Citizens, for example, expressed a
strong preference for schools that reflect the priorities and preferences of the
local community; hence, the criteria on community cohesiveness and
responsiveness. Concerns about equity influenced criteria on financing,
facilities, and racial isolation. In this fashion, each criterion was shaped by the
concerns and aspirations of Nevada residents interested in their schools.
School district administrators were asked to provide:

1. Enrollment data for the past 3—5 years and future projections by district
and by school;

2. Student demographics by school and by radial and ethnic group;
3. Student achievement data for the past 3—5 years;
4. School feeder patterns: elementary to middle to high school;

5. Salary schedules and benefits for teachers, administrators, and classified
employees for the past 3 years, if available;

6. Union contracts for certified and dassified employees;

7. Financial information: most recent financial statements, budgets, audit
reports, reports of district indebtedness, capital outlays, developer fees and
levies;

8. Building programs, projections and plans for future building programs;

9. Assessed valuation of property within district boundaries;

10. District maps, showing distances between schools, if available;

11. County and/or city general plans for future growth and development
within district boundaries; and

12 Any other information which would help MAP understand the school
district.
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About The Data in This Report

The data reported here are derived from the most recent sources available to
MAP. Population data were gathered from the State Demographer reports.
Conflicting estimates of current population were encountered for nearly
every county. Without the resources to reconcile these differences, we chose
to cite data from the Demographer. Though more recent estimates may have
been available in some cases, utilizing data from the State Demographer
facilitated consistency in making comparisons.

Current school district enrollments and achievermnent data®® are the most
recently available from the State Department of Education and are assumed to
be accurate. Where school districts had their own projected enrollments
through 2000, these forecasts were used. In cases in which no better estimates
of future enrollments were available, estimates based on forecast county
population, were made. These estimates, while sufficiently reliable to
anticipate enrollment trends, should not be used for other purposes.

Assessed valuation and debt per student were calculated using current
enrollment reports and wealth and debt data from an unpublished report of
the State Department of Education. Carryover funds are not included.
Student data are presumed accurate, but Department of Education officials
consider the wealth and debt data to be preliminary. Analyses of the fiscal
effect of boundary changes are based on the best assessed valuation available
from county assessors. Net Proceeds and Assessed Value amounts are
unadjusted.

Sales tax revenues were assumed to be uniform countywide and an equal per-
student rate was imputed. _

For each county the “highest tax rate” was calculated. In any given county,
not all parcels are taxed at the same rate. Depending on location, the total
taxes levied on a parcel may include the sum of school taxes, city taxes, water
district taxes, and various other assessment districts. Unlike school districts,
most entities are able to tax only a portion of the property in a county. Cities,
for example, can tax only property located in their boundaries. The “highest
tax rate” reported in the profiles is that rate applied to those parcels where the
sum of all overlapping taxes in the county produces the highest overall tax
rate in the county.

*® School district achievement data should be interpreted with caution. Testing less than the
complete cohort tends to inflate aggregate scores. Only when a district reports scores of 95%——
98% of the eligible pupils should the reader be confident that the aggregate scores reflect the
achievement levels of students in that district.
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Analysis

In its third report to the Legislature, MAP outlined the criteria which, in our
judgment, best represents the school district organization concerns expressed
by the citizens of Nevada. Five areas are addressed regarding each of the
potential school district reorganization proposals. The proposed
reorganization’s impact is examined in terms of potential effects on:

1. Educational Effectiveness

2. Racial and Ethnic Composition

3. Organization Scale

4. Governmental Responsiveness and Community
Cohesion

5. Financing and Facilities

MAP applied these criteria to each of the proposed reorganization options.

In the chapter regarding financing and facilities, MAP made some
assumptions for ease of comparison and timeliness. These assumptions are
preliminary and will be augmented by a proposal-by-proposal analysis of the
impact of each option on the Nevada Plan, to be conducted by the Department
of Education.

For our preliminary purposes, we first analyzed whether or not the proposed
new district would have an adverse impact on the Nevada Plan equalization
provisions. We then examined assessed value per pupil under existing law,
and attempted to impute the new assessed value for each new entity which
might be created if a special proposal was adopted. This effort was important
for two reasons: to assess the impact on school construction and to assess the
impact on the Nevada Plan.

For purposes of our analysis, we imputed the Guaranteed Student Support
and Local School Support Tax on a county-wide basis and then allocated the
revenue back on a pro rata per-student amount. This “blended” revenue
stream is one way to allocate resources when a split occurs. It is, of course,
less precise than a recomputation of the Nevada Plan for each of the
proposals. Because the Nevada Plan is a fixed sum appropriation, any change
in formula for one component effects all other components. To achieve a
precise measure of the impact on the Nevada Plan, one would need to
conduct the analysis on all the interactions of all the proposals, a task MAP
did not attempt. Rather, we assumed that each proposal would be assessed
against the status quo. For these purposes, we used the most current available
worksheet on the Nevada Plan from the Department of Education.

Data for the district simulations was obtained from the Clark County
Assessors Office and the Clark County School District.
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The Assessor’s Office provided the following: coverages for precincts, all
streets, major streets, a data table containing assessed valuation per parcel, the
street address of each parcel, and 1990 census coverage and selected data.

The school district provided address and demographic information for
156,421 of the approximately 168,000 students enrolled in 1995—96.

These data were processed using ArcView and Arc/Info programs from
Environmental Systems Research Institute, Inc. (ESRI). The data were
aggregated to provide summary statistics for each census block. This process
involves some compromises, as a given census block does not exactly match a
set of precincts or necessarily fit within a single precinct, meaning that entities
created using census tracks will not exactly match to existing precinct
boundaries. The aggregation of data, as it relied on matching locations
(parcels and students) to street locations, resulted in some “lost” data that is
not reflected in the overall totals for candidate districts. As a result, these
overall numbers reflect 97% of actual student population and 92% of the total
assessed valuation.

The aggregated data were processed using a program call AVDistrict, also
from ESRL. This program allows for candidate districts to be created by
combining census blocks and their attached data, producing summary data
about the characteristics of the districts as they are created.

County maps were created in ArcView using Dynamap /100 from Geographic
Data Technology. The highways are current to 1995. Those displayed on the
maps are, in general, county and state highways or better. School locations
were also plotted from the same source.
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Reporting Mechanisms

MAP's first progress report for this study was an oral presentation to the
Subcommittee on December 5, 1996 in Las Vegas. The purpose of this
presentation was to describe MAP's plans for completing the study and to
obtain direction from the Subcommittee. At the direction of Senator
McGinness, additional publicity for the public input forums was ordered.

The first written report was submitted on February 6, 1996. This report,
summarized in a public hearing conducted by the subcommittee in Elko,
described the status of data gathering in general and school district visits in
particular. In addition to responding to questions and direction from the
subcommittee, MAP analysts responded to questions from members of the
public who attended the hearing.

The third report, also written, was presented to the Subcommittee on April
23, 1996. This document provided historical and contemporary context,
described the major issues to be addressed and outlined boundary changes to
be analyzed and possible alternatives to modifying district boundaries in
Clark County. Members of the Subcommittee were invited to comment on
the various proposals and suggest other proposals for analysis. At Senator
Porter’s direction, further consideration of the possible consolidation of Elko
and Eureka County School Districts was analyzed.

Each of these progress reports served dual purposes. They provided
subcommittee members regular opportunities to be apprised of and comment
on MAP’s work. Additionally, MAP received useful and important feedback
and direction. This final report reflects the cumulative efforts of MAP’s data
gathering and analysis.
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Appendix B

Description of the Nevada Plan
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The Nevada Plan

The Nevada Plan is the state’s system of allocating resources to districts. It
Serves as a revenue guarantee program which provides a specified per-
student amount (Basic Support per Student) for each district. The most
notable feature of the Nevada Plan is the high degree of wealth-based
equalization. Except in Eureka County, wealth-based per-pupil revenue
disparities are minimal. The revenue-per-student differences, which are not
insignificant, are based on adjustments to the formula for small size, special
education programs, differences in transportation costs, and other similar
categories. While its equalization provisions are disarmingly simple, the
calculations necessary to determine the Basic Support Rate per Student are
numbingly complicated. A review of the basic components follows:

Weighted Enrollment. The enrollment count is taken on the last day of the
first school month of a school year. Kindergarten and pre-five-year-old
special education students receive a weighted enrollment of 0.6.

Basic Support Rate per Pupil. In determining the Basic Support Rate per
Pupil, the Legislature first determines the total amount of money available
for K—12 education and divides it by the expected enrollment (estimates for
both sets of numbers are provided by the State Department of Education,
legislative staff and the Governor’s office). This Average Basic Support Rate
is then used as the centerpiece for the various adjustments which occur in the
establishment of a State Guaranteed Basic per Student Support Rate for each
District. These numbers are then memorialized in Nevada statute.

Four steps are required to determine the State Guaranteed Basic per Student
Support Rate for each district. Each is described below.

1. Equalized Basic Support Ratio

The purpose of this factor is to gradually influence expenditure patterns
among districts over time. The state uses three subcategories of adjustments
to accomplish this:

(@) teacher allotment tables (one for elementary and one for high
school based on sizes of the attendance areas),

(b) other staff allotment tables (formula is based on four groupings
which cluster districts by attendance dispersion), and

(c) estimated operating cost tables (same clusters as in (b) above).

Districts every year collect data which might lead to the adjustment of these
formulas. The Nevada State Department of Education prefers to use
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established data (from 1989-90). Although the formulas are based on
specified allotments, they do not restrict district expenditure patterns.

2. Wealth Adjustment Factor

The second step takes into account and equalizes the impact of the non-
Nevada Plan local taxes. Non-Nevada Plan local taxes are composed of the
yield from a 50 cent ad-valorem property tax in each county, motor vehicle
privilege tax, some federal revenue, and other miscellanecus revenues. The
result of this calculation produces a per student dollar amount which is either
added to or subtracted from the state guaranteed basic per student support rate
per district. In this way, the yield from local taxes is taken into account in the
determination of an equalization factor which reduces revenue-per-pupil
disparity between districts.

3. Transportation Factor

The third step is to add (1) a district’s prior year's operating cost for
transportation per pupil and (2) the average of the capital outlay
transportation costs per pupil for the last two years multiplied by .85. This
number, divided by enrollment, yields a transportation adjustment.

4. Basic Support Dollar Amount
The final step is to apply the ratios and factors and arrive at the state
guaranteed basic per student support for each student.

A combination of state and local funds guarantees this amount per pupil. If
local revenues exceed estimates, the state provides less than it originally
estimated, and vice-versa. In addition, there is a hold harmless provision: if
the current year enrollment is less than the prior year, the district is
guaranteed the prior year funding level. There is also some adjustment in
state dollars possible within the year if enrollment increases 3 percent or
more after the first of the year.

Special Education Guarantee

The Special Education Guarantee is calculated separately from the Basic
Support Dollar Amount and involves the determination of the numbers of
units of special education support times a per unit rate. Once this amount is
determined, it is added to the Basic Support Dollar Amount, prior to the
determination of the State Share (i.e., local revenues contribute to the special
education guarantee). School officials in Nevada, as elsewhere, argue that
spedial education expenditures significantly encroach on the general program.

Local Support

Nevada’s schools are highly dependent on revenues generated locally, as
displayed in Figure 8.

294



Figure 8

Federal, State, Loca! Share

Federa
7%

State
37%

Well over half the total funds are generated by local sources, particularly sales
and property tax. There are essentially two categories of local support. The
first enters directly into the calculation of the basic support guarantee of the
Nevada Plan. It consists of revenues from a 2.25 cent local school support tax
(sales tax) plus the yield of a 25 cent ad valorem property and mining tax. The
second category of local support is the yield from a 50 cent ad valorem
property and mining tax. The dollars generated from this 50 cent levy are not
considered as part of the guarantee, but are taken into consideration when
determining a district’s wealth adjustment factor.
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Figure 9

Local Revenue by Source
Faderal Tax
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It is important to note the relative importance of the sales tax in determining
a district’s local revenue.

State Aid
The amount of state aid received by each district is determined by the
following formula: _
Total Guaranteed Amount of Basic Support (state and local)
— 2.25 cent Local School Support (sales) Tax (local share)
— 25 cents Property and Mining Tax (local share)
State Share

State funds distributed under this formula come from the Distributive School
Account, which is comprised of revenues from five sources:

General Fund Appropriation

Slot Machine Tax

Mineral Land Lease Revenue

Interest from Permanent School Fund

Out-of State Local School Support Tax (225 cents)

G WP
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Figure 10
Sources of State Distributive School Accounts
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Special Revenue

Nevada uses the designation of Special Revenue funds to take into account
the various programs frequently called categorical aid programs, ie.,
programs for special clients or purposes.

These fund titles include:

Federal

Chapter One of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
Chapter Two of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
Occupational Education-Perkins Act money
Nutrition-school lunch money

Other

State

Class Size Reduction

Elementary Counselors Program

Other School Improvement Programs (modest sums)

297



Figure 11
Special Revenue Funds
(thousands)
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Adult Diploma

Adult diploma courses are available in high schools throughout Nevada.
District programs are funded through the Nevada Plan for the Adult High
School Diploma Program. Funding levels are established by the Legislature.

Capital Construction

Funding for school construction is the responsibility of individual school
districts. No state aid is available for new construction or for rehabilitation of
existing facilities. These projects can be funded in the following ways.

General Obligation Bonds

Almost all capital construction is funded by G.O. (General Obligation)
Bonds which require voter approval. Total bonded indebtedness of a
county school district cannot exceed 15 percent of the total assessed
value and must be approved by majority vote.

“Pay-as-you-go”

“Pay-as-you-go” is another alternative, rarely utilized. (Only four
districts, Elko, Humboldt, Lander and White Pine currently employ
this mechanism). “Pay-as-you-go” is limited to 75 cents per $100 of
assessed value for districts with fewer than 25,000 students and 50 cents
per $100 of assessed value for districts of more than 25,000 students.
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. Districts are permitted to accumulate funds for renovation,
replacement of capital assets, etc. A majority of voters must approve
“pay-as-you-go” if it is to be used for new construction.

Fee on Residential Construction
Finally, small districts, those with enrollments lower than 35,000, with

the approval of county commissioners, can impose a tax of up to $1,000
per residence.

Concluding Comments

The Nevada Plan has one of the strongest equalization components of any
school finance system in the nation. The formula guarantees almost no
money for Eureka, the highest-wealth district, and almost total operating
revenue for Lincoln, the lowest-wealth district. Only tiny Eureka County falls
outside the statute’s equalization provisions and is permitted to spend far
beyond the capadity of other districts. To address the Eureka problem would
require a “recapture” provision, which would permit the state to move local
tax receipts across county boundaries. An additional option would be to
combine Eureka and its bountiful local resources with another county. Elko,
where many of the workers in the Eureka mines reside, is an oft mentioned
candidate for such a merger.

Another notable feature of school finance in Nevada is the relative heavy
reliance on the sales tax. The state’s general sales tax represents about one-
third of the state’s general fund contribution to the Distributive School
Account. In addition, approximately two-thirds of local revenues are
generated from sales tax receipts. Combined, the sales tax is by far the largest
single source of school revenue, producing well over 40 percent of the total.
The next largest source of revenue is the property tax at less than half that
amount.

This situation will not cause Nevada problems when the economy is
performing well and the state’s coffers are filling up. However, when the
economy does not perform well, schools face a double negative reaction.
When sales tax revenues are downr, the local contribution is down as well.
When the local contribution is down, the state is supposed to step in and
provide the difference, up to the Nevada Plan guaranteed amount. However,
since the state, too, is heavily dependent on the sales tax, its contributions are
more difficult to raise during economic downturns. The predictable result is
a reduction in the amount of the State guarantee, thus vielding less money to
schools.

In terms of the relationship of school finance to the issue of school district
organization, Nevada's emphasis on equalization means that, generally, the
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formula will adjust revenues in such a way as to maintain the equalization
features for most reorganization proposals. However, in a few instances, the
proposed reorganization could create Eureka-like equalization problems.
This outcome would raise at least three issues.

First, more students would be attending schools in which the formula is not
wealth equalized. Second, the proposed new district would no longer be
contributing to the funding of the remaining components of the existing
district This would create a shortfall in the guarantee, which would have to
be filled by additional state dollars. Third, if the state is unable to raise
sufficient revenues to meet the guarantee, other school districts throughout
the state would “contribute” to the solution by having their state revenues
reduced.
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Information Resources and Telecommunication
Technologies in Education

The efficient and effective deployment and utilization of technology in
education is a current challenge of most states and school districts. For
Nevada, this challenge is more compelling due to the vast expanses of rural
territory and the relatively large numbers of small, isolated schools.

MAP, in order to inform its discussion of districting options, commissioned
the paper that follows. The paper is designed to acquaint policy-makers and
others with technology opportunities generally and Nevada applications and
resources specifically.
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In ion

In Nevada, a few urban schools already have made a substantial
commitment to integrate technology into their curriculum, but many
schools are still in their infancy with regard to the acquisition of
technology hardware and software. Particularly in isolated rural areas of
the state, in communities with limited telephone or cable services, few if
any schools have had the resources needed to acquire information
technologies. Their isolation will require unique solutions with regard to
telecommunications connectivity and ongoing support services. During
preliminary district and school visitations, MAP team members were
surprised at the dearth of technology in use in the rural schools. Its
application in small, isolated schools holds out great promise for a cost-
effective way of compensating for the inherent disadvantages of small size
and isolation from educational and economic resources. With appropriate
technology, students in Jackpot will have instantaneous access to the
Library of Congress, students at Lund High School can take advanced
physics, and teachers in Caliente can take graduate-level courses without
leaving home for the summer.

MAP commissioned this paper to provide a general overview of
information technologies and the contributions they can make in
improving education, in all kinds of settings and for all levels of students.
Nevertheless, the issues surrounding equity of access for rural schools in
Nevada deserves special attention as the State deploys network systems
and promotes the use of various kinds of technology in the months ahead.

Throughout this report, another theme will be evident. A far greater
return on investment will be realized if the deployment of technology in
rural, as well as urban, schools is undertaken in partnership with the
surrounding community. This concept of community extends to include
state government, the business sector, and all levels of the education
system. In particularly, the University and Community College System of
Nevada, through the use of telecommunications technology using
NevadaNet, has an exceptional opportunity to extend its services and
networking capacity to every school in Nevada. Efforts to install state-of-
the-art technology in rural communities will pay handsome dividends in
improved education, enhanced productivity, and preserved community
cohesiveness.
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- Information Technology in America

Digital technology is an essential feature of life in America.

In our daily lives, when we buy gas or use a edit card, the clerk enters the
transaction into a high speed telecommunications network for approval
and processing. When we deposit or withdraw cash at virtually any bank
using an ATM card, a transaction involving telecommunications
networks checks our bank balance and posts the change almost
instantaneously. When a grocery checker uses a bar code scanner to
determine the price of a box of cereal and provide you with a receipt, this
device also automatically records the sale and makes an inventory update
in the market database. When we use a library today, we typically initiate
a computer catalog search, a rapid way to find a book or Inagazine on a
selected topic which also indicates if that resource is available for checkout.
Telephones, televisions, automobiles, newspapers, grocery stores, traffic
signals, postal services—in our daily lives we are dependent on products
and services that utilize various kinds of electronic information systems,
often without us even noticing.

Similarly, our businesses, our industries, our farms, our transportation
systems, our hospitals, our military services, our government, and
increasingly our schools, are also using technology as tools to manage, to
communicate, to transact business, to produce and market goods, and to
educate. There is almost no aspect of our economy and our sodety that
isn't being transformed by electronic technology.

Perhaps the most impressive of these transformations is the development
of telecommunications technologies. Simply put, through the
development of digital information technologies, the telephone,
television, and computer are merging into a multimedia communications
system commonly called the "information superhighway.” This
superhighway, actually a vast network of networks including the Internet,
has the capability to deliver full-motion video, voice commnunication, and
data of all kinds at increasingly high speeds both to urban and rural
regions throughout America and rapidly throughout the world.

These emerging technologies give us access to information from hundreds
of thousands of databases and information locations; they make it possible
to learn about world events often as they are happening-—no matter how
far away; they allow us to shop from home—to order fruit grown in
Central America, watches delivered from Hong Kong, or clothes made in
India. They enable us to observe distant planets or visit the South Pole
along with scientists. They make it possible to communicate in seconds to
virtually any part of the globe and beyond. They encourage us to share
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ideas and discuss issues with groups and individuals about every
imaginable subject at any time of day. The potential uses and value of
interactive electronic information services are truly incredible and yet are
still in their infancy in terms of their impact on our lives.

Electronic technology in general, and telecommunications technology in
particular, will expand its impact and its usefulness in America and
around the world for the foreseeable future. Already, information is big
business. An estimated 60% of all jobs in the year 2000 will require a
working knowledge of some kind of information technology, according to
Kickstart, a major report presented in February 1996 to the President by the
U.S. Advisory Council on the National Information Infrastructure. Is it
any wonder that the many studies calling for economic and educational
reform concentrate on information? Are we surprised when headlines
indicate an abundance of jobs and high salaries for computer engineers
and other technically trained graduates—at both the coliege and high
school level?

* The Changing Workplace

The rapidly changing world of computers and information technology
applications are having a profound impact both on how workers work and
on how work is organized. Expectations regarding what front line workers
are expected to do is changing and these expectations are spreading from
sophisticated conglomerate Fortune 500 businesses to smaller
manufacturing companies, to supermarkets, to utilities, to hospitals, and
even to family stores. Clearly, employers' expectations of employees will
be different as the use of information technology permeates these
organizations.

It is also apparent that most business leaders now expect high school and
college graduates to have new skills.

The Commission on the Skills of the American Workforce has presented
a number of issues related to how our economic enterprises are organized:

"The organization of America's workplaces today is largely modeled after
the system of mass manufacture pioneered during the early 1900's....The
system is managed by a small group of educated planners and supervisors who
do the thinking for the organization...Most employees under this model need
not be educated. It is far more important that they be reliable, steady and
willing to follow directions.

But in the world's best companies, new high performance work organizations

are replacing this Taylor’ method. These companies are using a new
approach to unleash major advances in productivity, quality, variety and
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speed of new product introductions....The new high performance forms of work
organization operate very differently. Rather than increasing bureaucracy,
they reduce it by giving front-line workers more responsibility. Workers are
asked to use judgment and make dedsions....Work organizations like these
Tequire large investments in training. Workers' pay levels often rise to reflect
their greater qualifications and responsibilities. (America's Choice, pPpP- 2-3)

* Expectations for Schools

In a similar fashion, the Secretary’'s Commission on Achieving Necessary
Skills (SCANS) issued two important reports in the early 1990's which
relate the economic challenges being faced in America with challenges
which also need to be addressed by our education system. In What Work
Requires of Schools, the SCANS Commission recognized that teachers
need -to be sensitive to the changing conditions in the workplace. Their
methods of teaching and their organization of the curriculum need to
prepare students for a different working environment. Sitting in rows of
desks listening to teachers lecture should no longer be the primary culture
of the classroom. Textbooks alone cannot provide the scope of
information resources and the curriculum structure to prepare students
for a work environment that is dependent on information age
characteristics:

The message to us was universal: good jobs will increasingly depend on people
who can put knowledge to work. What we found was disturbing: more than
half our young people leave school without the knowledge or foundation

required to find and hold a good job. These people will pay a very high price.
They face the bleak prospects of dead-end work interrupted only by periods
of unemployment....This report identifies five competencies and a three-part
foundation of skills and personal qualities that lie at the heart of job-
performance. These eight requirements are essential preparation for all
students, both those going directly to work and those planning further
education. (See Attachment A for a listing of these requirements.)
(SCANS, 1991, p. xv.)

» Skills and Attitudes of Educators

Many of Nevada’s teachers began their careers 20 to 30 years ago when
expectations for teaching and academic standards for students were
significantly different. These long term professionals, along with
beginning teachers today, should have the opportunity to develop new
skills and techniques, not in seminars conducted once a year but on a
sustained regular basis each year. They need to be comfortable in using
information resources delivered via telecommunications technology for
their own professional development as well as to access the resources
essential to building a dynamic curriculum in collaboration with their
students.
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Throughout the United States, teacher education programs and
continuing staff development services should promote educational
change, not stifle it through the use of traditional methods and materials.
As drawn from the proceedings of a conference of teacher fellows
attending an influential Christa McAuliffe Institute, the need to
restructure these systems of professional development for teachers
represents a major challenge for policy makers:

In some ways, the reform movement has inched forward almost as far as it can
under existing conditions. Now, those who work in schools must acquire the
new attitudes, skills, and knowledge essential to implementing and
sustaining deep, systemic change. The professional development of educators
may, in fact, be the next educational frontier to be conquered. Teachers have
to start thinking of themselves as learners, just like their
students.”(Changing Teaching: The Next Frontier, 1993, p.5)

Charles Binderup, former superintendent in Tulelake Basin Joint
Unified, a remote rural school district in northern California, was a
pioneer in using distance learning technologies to enhance resources
for rural high school students. He provides a frank assessment of how
a restructured curriculum will impact teachers and their significantly
different relationship to students in information-rich schools:

Dr. Bill Cook of the Cambridge Management Group, widely respected in the
area of strategic planning, causes teachers a great deal of discomfort when he
describes the changes necessary in the classrooms of America. According to
Cook, its is no longer sufficient for teachers to teach what they know. Itis
imperative that teachers be expected to teach more than they know and to
become true "brokers of information™ in their classrooms. This is most unnerving
for instructors who are accustomed to the "chalk and talk” routine which
characterizes most traditional approaches to classroom teaching. A
fundamental precept of restructuring must be the realization that the teacher
cannot possibly have all the answers. This will require some time to
accomplish and will probably cause some teachers to leave the profession when
textbooks, at long last, become supplementary and technology begins to achieve
its promise. (Binderup, 1991, pp. 20-21)

¢ Curriculum Modifications and Student Performance Standards

The availability of information technology in our workplaces and in
our schools will result in fundamental changes in the way students
learn. With regard to expectations for teachers and students in the
most critical subject area in school today, namely English proficiency,
the executive director of the National Council of Teachers of English,
Miles Myers, presents his views of the new "Standards for English
Language Arts" that are part of the growing nationwide discussion of
content and performance standards in all subject areas:
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What is the new literacy of basics-plus in English? Here are some of its
features, contrasted with the features of the old literacy (see Chapter 3 of the
standards):

* A combination of collaborative and individual work, not just
individual work.

*  The use of many forms of technology (computers, videodiscs), not just
paper and pencil.

* Anemphasis on interpretation, criticism, and knowing and using basic
information, not just remembering and repeating.

¢ A citical understanding of print materials and of film, TV, and other
nonprint media, not just memorization of inforration in print
materials alone. »

* Anemphasis on inquiry and the use of many different sources of
information, not just fill-in-the-blank answers to questions using the
district textbook.

¢  The reading of several works of literature as representations of
interactions across traditional and contemporary experiences, not just
reading of one work at a time as a universal experience.

* Anemphasis on writing as both communication skills and an activity
for thinking, not just as a set of isolated mechanical skills. (Myers,
1996, p. 16}

These characteristics of a changing school culture are applicable across
the curriculum.

To summarize, the basic principles of educational reform documents
highlight the need to establish policies and programs designed to provide
students with the skills needed in our rapidly changing world of work,
and thereby to contribute to a prosperous information-based economy.
Such policies should in turn reinforce those which guide an educational
system committed to high expectations for student learning and to support
competent teachers who are willing to adopt new techniques and use new
resources in partnership with their students.

Increasingly in our economy and our schools, information technology will
be an essential, not a supplemental, tool.

s
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Developing a National Information Infrastructure (NTI) -
Including Services for Rural America

The federal government recognizes that the development of a
comprehensive information system is one of America's critical needs. A
recent report, prepared for the U.S. Department of Commerce, highlights
the needs of rural communities, while still being relevant for urban areas:

It is a top priority of the Clinton Administration to develop an advanced
National Information Infrastructure (NII) that will deliver to all
Americans the information they need when they want it and where they
want it, at an affordable price. Extending the NII into inner cities and
rural areas is of particular concern to the Administration....The Rural
Information Infrastructure (RII) is the part of the NII that will reach into
America’s rural areas, providing access to a broad range of information
and information services. (Survey of Rural Information Infrastructure
Technologies, 1995, p. vii)

This commitment is particularly important in a state like Nevada. The
historically unequal access to information and cultural resources between
urban and rural schools is no longer justifiable. Urban schools, even with
all their problems already enjoy far greater access to information, culture
and technology. However, technology can be a great equalizer and for that
reason it seems appropriate to assign a higher priority and relatively
greater resources to providing access to technology to rural schools.

This point of view, particularly regarding the current lack of information
services in rural communities, is highlighted in same report:

The economic, educational, and social needs of rural America are complex, diverse,
and dynarnic. Rural communities are trying to cope with intense global competition
for agricultural markets, a dedlining industrial base, an aging population, and the
need for better schools, health care, and human services. These problems are
aggravated by the fact that rural America is information poor. Using almost any
scale of measurement - radio and television market access, numbers and sizes of
libraries, newspapers, bookstores, schools - rural counties trail urban and suburban
areas in delivery of information goods and services. This information poverty
threatens to further decline in the precarious economic health of rural America. In a
transformed world economy, driven by information exchange, isolation becomes
irrelevance. (Survey of Rural Information Infrastructure Technologies, 1995, p. 1-
1
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Developing a Nevada Information Infrastructure—
A Partnership with Rural Communities and its Schools

For Nevada to effectively compete in the world economy, all schools
throughout the state should have access to information technologies, and
educators have to develop an appropriate vision for preparing their
students for a world of work that is dependent on the use of information.
However, this can not happen in a vacuum and has be part of a broader
statewide strategy to develop information-rich communities, as well.

Business and industry, higher education, health care services,

government, along with homes and schools, should have access to a
comprehensive "Nevada Information Infrastructure.” A state initiative
that excludes one or more such segments as part of Nevada's overall
information networking development will not have nearly the impact as
one which recognizes the needs of all segments. Indeed, in rural areas, the
needs of the schools and the needs of the community have always been
inseparably linked. In this emerging worldwide economy, equitable access
to information by all members of the community is essential.

It is beyond the scope of this paper to propose specific features of the
equipment and networking systems that need to be deployed to form a
state information infrastructure. This paper does include a short
overview of telecommunications technologies and examples of
telecommunications applications to order to illustrate the rich array of
resources that are already being used in many schools in America and in a
rapidly increasing number of schools in Nevada. As is described below,
the proposed expansion of the NevadaNet to install Internet connectivity
for all Nevada's public schools by the end of 1996 represents a major step
in building the education components of the infrastructure.

* Telecommunications Services and Information Applications

The telecommunication services listed below represent major types of
information exchange capabilities that will become available as the NII,
state, and community networks evolve. These services include:

* Two-way voice * Very high-speed computer networking
* Multiple-way voice teleconferencing * Video conferencing—compressed

* Multiple-channel audio programming * Video conferencing—broadcast quality
* Low-speed computer networking * Multiple-channel video programming
* Medium-speed computer networking * Video on demand

* High-speed computer networking * Interactive video

{Survey of Rural Information Infrastructure Technologies, 1995, p. 7)
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Telephone companies and cable TV companies are currently the primary
providers of telecommunications services, often in partnership with state
and county governments and university systems in several rural states. It
is expected that this will continue to be the case as the Rural Information
Infrastructure develops and connects communities throughout the
country. A combination of wireline systems (including the Public
Switched Telephone Network (PSTN), cable television, and computer
communication networks), and wireless systems (such as radio, terrestrial
broadcasting, microwave point fo multi-point services, wireless telephone,
packet radio, wireless local area networks, and satellite systems) will likely
be used to deliver most of the services noted above. It is likely that new
technology will be developed in the near future which will have the
capacity to economically deliver advanced networking and video services
to even the most remote areas of the state.

* Telecommunications Applications

Telecommunications services can be used in a variety of way to enhance
information access and delivery of information resources, whether in
urban or rura] areas. Can such resources really be used on a daily basis to
enhance the school curriculum? Nancy Davis, a contributor to the world
wide web resources of the Advanced Technologies Academy in Las Vegas,
has provided an excellent set of reasons why teachers should use the
Internet:

Using the Internet in Education

> To expand upon concepts taught in class.

> As an alternate method of teaching concepts normaily taught by text or other
resource.

> To enhance students' information and encourage reading by accessing periodic
student interest.

> to provide students with additional information related to concepts taught in
class.

> To develop cross-curricular activities using Internet sites and information.

> To improve writing and critical thinking skills.

> To stimulate curiosity.

> To learn to research as well as become familiar with the type and amount of

information available in any one area.

> To learn how to evaluate researched data for its usefulness, affectiveness (sic)

and appropriateness. (Davis, Advanced Technologies Academy www, 1996)

Spedific applications to undertake these activities include electronic mail,
remote access to data bases, LAN interconnection, access to electronic
business exchanges, and even participation in electronic government
(such as sending letters to members of Congress, both of whom have
world wide web connections, and to the White House). No doubt there
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will be a wide variety of applications as the capacity of technology
Improves and bandwidth increases. All of these applications will be
relevant for teachers to use in creative ways to enhance the school
curriculum.

In another mode of telecommunications, as the NevadaNet system
deploys compressed video services to more locations, in addition to locally
installed satellite downlink facilities and low cost DBS equipment,
students and teachers will be able to participate in a variety of video-based
services as well. The most common application of compressed video and
direct satellite services is the provision of advanced courses for rural high
school students (especially in the areas of science and foreign languages) to
school where qualified teachers are not available. In areas where teachers
have limited access to qualified experts or appropriate staff development,
universities and other providers offer high quality staff development
programs and team teaching at a distance (such as the federally-funded
TEAMS sdience and math classes produced by the Los Angeles County
Office of Education which are distributed to several districts across the
country).

Telecommunications Initiatives in Nevada

In Nevada, several initiatives are already underway that can provide
important support for further network development and effective
utilization of information resources by teachers. The following examples
of telecommunications services were drawn almost entirely from an
exploration of World Wide Web (www) sites currently serving Nevada
constituencies (see the WWW References section for specific www
addresses). These represent only a partial inventory of existing Internet
information resources in Nevada. New resources will likely be added
rapidly once the Nevada School Network has connected schools
throughout the state.

NevadaNet

The following descriptions were taken from NevadaNet www sections as
noted.

"NevadaNet was founded [in 1988] by the University and Community
College System of Nevada [UCCSN] with support from the National
Science Foundation to provide a high speed data communications
infrastructure for higher education within the State of Nevada.
NevadaNet currently maintains a statewide digital network supporting
data, video, and voice applications.
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The network has a hub-and-spoke architecture, with current hubs located
at the two regional data centers in Reno and Las Vegas. Within the State of
Nevada, NevadaNet supports the following data protocols: TCP/IP, SNA,
IPX, and Appletalk. Outside of Nevada, only TCP/IP is supported. Services
provided on the network within the State include data, point-to-point
video, switched multi-point video, and voice. Qutside of the state,
NevadaNet provides members with connections via the NSFNET and
Internet to the global Information Superhighway.

While higher education research and educational support are the primary
missions of NevadaNet, we have an additional charge from our pariner,
the National Science Foundation, to broaden the base of connectivity to
the K—12 education, public library, and public sector communities within
Nevada.

Within the scope of NevadaNet's overall mission are included the goals
of facilitating and disseminating knowledge, encouraging collaborative
projects and resources sharing, aiding technology transfer to Nevada
businesses, fostering innovation and competitiveness within Nevada, and
building broader infrastructure in support of research and education.”
(NevadaNet - Policies, 1996)

"NevadaNet 1997: NevadaNet will provide internetwork services for
over 40 UCCSN sites in all the major communities in Nevada. More than
30 of these UCCSN sites would have interactive compressed video
capability. We expect to continue to serve our five current affiliates as
well as other communities who evolve their digital network capacity.”
(NevadaNet - Its history and plans, 1996)

"NevadaNet Expansion Plans: NevadaNet, under the auspices of a new
Nevada Legislative initiative (SB 204), is currently developing plans to
expand its infrastructure to serve all K-12 schools in Nevada. Such
expansion will likely include some prudent combination of direct
connections and dialup connections.”

(NevadaNet - Frequently Asked Questions, 1996)

A NevadaNet connectivity map, illustrating its many "points of
presence,” taken from the NevadaNet web site, is included in Attachment
B. A version more suitable for print distribution likely can be made
available by contacting the NevadaNet director, Dr. Maurice Mitchell.
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UCCSN

The Universities and Community Colleges System of Nevada (UCCSN)
encompasses 7 different institutions, all of which have active world wide
web sites. The Desert Research Institute provides information for each of
its 5 research centers. Connectivity between the UCCSN campuses is
provided through NevadaNet, described above.

Specialized UNLV Centers

Connected with UNLYV, the National Supercomputing Center for Energy
and the Environment was established in July 1990 and is a full-service
supercomputer facility. UNLV also hosts the Henry Reid Center for
Environmental Studies which maintains extensive web resources.

Great Basin College

The Great Basin College, along with the other Nevada community
colleges, has established web information resources for both its Elko and
Ely campuses. As part of its www home Page, the college indicates that it
has initiated a distance learning program which includes self-paced
courses, video tape programs, computer assisted materials and online
conferencing. Courses are to be provided via interactive compressed
video (LAVC) between Elko, Ely, and Winnemucca. This type of video
service could easily be used to promote K—12 teacher exchanges of ideas
and promising school practices, provide remote staff development with
college credits, and allow cross-age/peer tutoring at a distance.

University and Public Libraries

The Nevada Education Online Network (NEON) offers inter-library
information for libraries in the state. This online system uses older GINA
client-host software in a telnet text-only capacity at the current time. Both
the Washoe County and Clark County Public Libraries maintain www
sites. The Bolder City Library has recently come online. The Clark County
site also has initiated a section which links its site to other web sites.
maintained by UCCSN, schools, public agencies, broadcast media, and
other sites in Nevada. As schools throughout Nevada come online, this
capacity to easily link sites to each other can be a very valuable service.
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The Nevada School Network

With the approval of SB 204 in 1995, the Legislature authorized the
allocation of substantial funding to the University and Community
College System and to the State Department of Education to develop the
Nevada School Network (NSN). As indicated in the legislation and by a
State Department of Education official, the first goal of the NSN is to have
every school in Nevada connected to the Internet by the end of 199.
Funds are also available for districts to purchase network equipment for
deployment in schools. The University of Nevada Reno currently serves
as the host file server site for the NSN (See NevadaNet above).

The NSN web site also is encouraging schools with Internet access to
develop their own web services and information resources appropriate for
their own communities. The home page concludes: "Try it. Get your
students involved. Waich their eyes light up when they see something
they have created displayed before the entire world. What they do
matters!”

World Wide Web Sites Implemented by Public Schools

At least three elementary schools and six secondary schools have already
initiated www services for their students and communities. Hunter Lake
Elementary School in Reno received an $85,000 grant award from Nevada
Bell to acquire technology equipment and to establish Internet access
through UNR. Galena High in Reno, and Durango High, El Dorado High,
Silverado High, Grant Sawyer Middle School, J.E. Manch Elementary,
James 1. Gibson Elementary (in Henderson), The Las Vegas Academy of
the Performing Arts, and the Math/Science Institute, all located in the
Clark County School District, have established web sites. The Advanced
Technologies Academy, also in Las Vegas, has a very extensive www site
which has been in existence since November 1994.

To not lose site of the equity issue, as was noted in the Introduction, it
appears that no schools in rural areas of Nevada have developed www
resources, quite possibly because none have yet been able to install the
necessary equipment or obtain basic conectivity services of an "Internet
Service Provider."

With these web pages in place, parents and community members with
Internet access can review any information posted and can access their
students’ work at any time. They can also leave messages for school staff
who will then be able to respond in a very efficient manner.
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Federal Government WWW Services

There are a growing number of federal government projects that have
established web services specifically for Nevada, some of which have
resources targeted for K-12 students. The Yucca Mountain Project is
maintained by the U.S. Department of Energy (USDOE). The web page
provides information about on-site tours for K-12 schools. The USDOE
also supports the Nevada Test Site web resource, including descriptions of
outdoor laboratories and technical assistance. The U.S. Geological Service
has established a web site describing its services in Nevada.

Community Networks

There are a variety of commercial Internet resources that have been
developed for constituencies in Las Vegas and Reno. The Clark County
Library lists some of these and any web search engine, such as Lycos or
Alta Vista, will provide a substantial list of many others.

A few rural communities have begun using the Internet as well. The
community of Elko has developed an Internet service and its schools
could easily start school web pages in the near future. Wells and
Wendover have a web page supported by the Wells Rural Electric
Company which apparently intends to develop its services as a "freenet”
to the communities it serves. Utah Valley Online (UVOL) provides
limited descriptions of White Pine, Lincoln, and Eureka counties but it is
not clear that there are any Internet services available in these areas at this
time. The Inter-Tribal Council of Nevada with headquarters in Sparks
maintains a web page for its constituendes in Northern Nevada.

Distance Learning Resources

Distance learning satellite technology has also been deployed in Nevada
schools. While data was not available via the Internet, it appears that
except for schools in Churchill, Lander, and Mineral counties, there are
satellite downlink dishes installed in schools in every other county, with
the majority being in more populated areas of the state. A "Far View
Nevada" map, produced for KNPB-Channel 5, indicates that thirteen
additional dishes are scheduled to be installed in Clark County by the end
of 1996. In some communities, these downlink sites apparently are
operated by AgNet. With this technology, students and teachers have the
capability to participate in a variety of advanced college-preparatory
courses, such as advanced science and foreign languages, and numerous
staff development programs, many of which are supported by the national
"Star Schools™ program.
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These resources represent an important pool of resources already available
in Nevada. The Nevada School Network, in particular, will be an
extremely important initiative to reduce the isolation of rural schools and
to address the issue of rural information poverty. It should be noted that
"dial up” access will offer only low speed connectivity and this will
hamper extended use of multi-media applications which require
substantially higher speed connections to be of real value to an entire
school community. Wireless technology may allow the needed speed and
bandwidth capacity in the future at a reasonable cost.

At the same time, having telecommunications connectivity available does
not mean that the potential value of the Internet will automatically be
utilized or that it will be used well if teachers are unprepared. Each district
will need to make its own commitment to utilize this new capacity by
committing ongoing resources for staff development and for staff needed
to create and maintain information resources of value to various
constituencies inside and outside the educational community.

Technology Tools and Information Resources—
Applications in Schools and Districts

There is a substantial body of literature which documents many
innovative uses of technologies already being implemented by creative
teachers. A selection of some of these reports is included in the References
section and each of these provide eloquent testimony that technology can
be an effective tool within the context of carefully planned school reform
programs. Within the limited scope of this paper, it seems appropriate to
provide a few highlights of how technology resources are being used in
exciting ways, particularly as examples for districts and schools in Nevada
to emulate.

The two abridged school case studies, a district planning report, and a
university/rural school partnership offer four examples of how teachers
and administrators have begun to integrate technology into classrooms
across the country. One of the case studies is taken from "Tales from the
Electronic Frontier," a excellent compilation of case studies, combined
with descriptions of Internet education projects, prepared by the WestEd
Eisenhower Regional Consortium (WERC). Some of these models
include extensive investments of time and resources; while others are
operating with very limited funding and perhaps 6-8 year old equipment
and yet are still finding creative ways to revitalize their curriculum and
offer critical information skills to students.
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* Clear View Elementary School, Chula Vista, California.
Ginger Hovenic, Principal

At Clear View Elementary School, fuan and Leticia are busy at their laptop
computer, taking notes as other fifth-grade students report on the details of
the Revolutionary War. Ina sixth-grade classroom, Joshua and Lioness are
talking via the superhighway to Frank Stites, 2 history professor at San
Diego State University and an expert on Supreme Court Justice John
Marshall's appointment to the Supreme Court, which they will include in
the book the class is writing about him. In another classroom, students are
sharing information with a group of students from Finland. They ponder how
close each group is to the equator and the difference it makes in climate,
environment and leisure activities.

Activities in each classroom are unique, as students go about the business of
learning and using technology as a tool to communicate with others, share
knowledge, write and edit their work, design exciting and professional-
looking work that exhibits their creativity, and store their work in electronic
portfolios. Because of the integration of technology into the curriculum,
students are no longer limited by their teacher's knowledge or by the four
walls of the classroom....All 520 students in this culturally and linguistically
diverse school use computers as part of their daily routine, employing a wide
selection of math, writing, reading and science software programs to produce
student-generated projects. As a result, students are performing at a higher
level and standardized tests are reaching the upper quartile. (Hovenic, 1994)

* Carminati Elementary School, Tempe, Arizona
Susan Hixson, Staff Development Coordinator

It was a gorgeous spring day and Mrs. Chan and Mrs. Smith's third graders were on a
field trip [to the Phoenix Desert Botanical Gardens]. Part of a six-week unit on the
Sonoran Desert, the field trip was the culminating event of a series of inter-
disciplinary activities. Students had done library research and conducted
experiments but nothing could compare to this - investigating a model desert
environment.

Planning for the unit began in the fall. The two teachers wanted their students to
develop inquiry and communication skills and to learn about plant and animal
adaptation. What features are common to local plants and animals and how do
these features help them to thrive? How do plants and animals interact and depend
on one another for food and shelter? The teachers were also eager to explore
instructional uses of their new classroom computer and Internet connection. As they
were unfamiliar with the Internet, they invited me to help with the planning and
teaching... Mrs. Chan and Mrs. Smith have constructed an unusual classroom
environment. The two teachers share a double-sized room and group their students
together. Each day Mrs. Smith's ten students with disabilities work side by side
with Mrs. Chan's group of third graders. This rich, more inclusive learning
environment has worked out well for students and parents alike and has given the
two teachers countless opportunities to team teach and share resources....
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As we talked about goals and lesson plans, I started {0 identify some of their key
questions. How would using the Internet affect student learning and enthusiasm?
How would it be different from using a textbook or CD-ROM? How might the needs
of learners with differing abilities be addressed? The teachers were also concerned
about the student to computer ratio: how could they accomumnodate all 37 students
with only one classroom computer?...

Students took turns and did their online research during team study times. While
one group used the computer, other groups focused on cacti in the room and did other
tasks. After the first few teams completed their online work, Mrs. Chan suggested
that we move the computer from behind her desk and into a bigger, more accessible
space.._The teachers had undergone a real change in thinking. At the beginning of
the unit, they had questions about the usefulness of Internet tools and resources. Now
they were allocating precious classroom space to foster student computer use. At some
point, Mrs. Chan and Mrs. Smith had made their decision: the Internet was a
valuable tool for student learning and needed to be available to students during this
unit and future lessons....

So many good things came out of this project. Mrs. Chan and Mrs. Smith began
exploring the Internet and discovering ways of using it in their teaching. Students
gained access to information and people that had not been as accessible to them.
How could any school afford books and CD's with the diversity and amount of
information accessible on the Internet? And how could those materials facilitate
the kind of student-to-student interaction third graders experienced through this
project? (Hixson, (1996) In Tales from the Electronic Frontier }

* New Haven Unified School District, Union City, California
Roger Hoyer, Assistant Superintendent for Technology

The introduction of classroom computers began in the New Haven Unified School
District in the late 1970's. The evolution of computing in the classroom continued
to grow through the early 1980's with each school experimenting with different
and newer technologies.... Planning became essential for successful implementation
of instructional, business and personnel technological solutions. Since adoption by
the School Board in July 1986 of the first technology master plan for instruction,
the district has moved to an integrated approach for planning and implementation
which includes all aspects of the educational environment.

New Haven's Strategic Plan for Integrated Technological Solutions became a
cormmitment to use modern technology to enhance and enrich learning opportunities
for students, and to increase the effectiveness of teachers and support staff.
Technological resources should be an integral part of all programs and departments
in the school district. The district mission is to provide the direction necessary to
ensure that technological resources are used in an integrated manner which results
in improved student achievement and the efficient delivery of services. The
district focuses its planning on the following principals.

Technological resources will be:
* used to enhance and enrich learning opportunities for students in all areas of the

curriculum;
* used to increase the effectiveness of staff;
* be cost effective over time;
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* used to prepare students for continuing education and for the world of work in the
2]st century;

* viewed as tools necessary for learning and working in our modern society and not as
ends in themselves;

* acquired based upon future trends in technology;

* used to ensure confidentiality of student and employee records.

New Haven is currently focusing their planning and implementation in seven
areas: Networking; Hardware; Staff Development; Telephony; Video;
Productivity; Software, Resources and Development; and Docurmnent Management.
Each area seldom stands alone, and each area provides opportunities for
integrating technological solutions within each department. (Hoyer, CUE
NewsLetter, May/June 1996)

* SMILE: Science and Math Investigative Leamning Experiences,
Oregon State University
Sue Borden, Assistant Director, SMILE Program

SMILE is an outreach program of Oregon State University in partnership with eight
rural school districts and a large number of corporate, foundation, and agency
sponsors. Twenty-four schools are involved: an elementary, middle, and high school
in each district. Minority and disadvantaged students in grades 4-12 in these
districts are eligible to apply for the program....The mission of the SMILE Program
is to increase the number of underrepresented minority students who graduate from
high school qualified to go on to higher education and pursue careers in science,
math, engineering, and the health professions... We have learned a lot. My purpose
today is to share some of that with you and then to discuss where we go from here. 1
chose the 7-Layer Model proposed by John Sechrest as a framework for discussion.

1 Network: Dial-up lines seemed most likely, at least to get going....Rarely are
there phone lines in schoolrooms....

2. Hardware: We went with Macintosh. Apple helped us by donating computers —
often the first in their schools....

3. Software: Our main concern was that the software be user friendly...We were
particularly concerned with what the teachers would use for e-mail....

4. System Administration: We have done it ourselves, with lots of help from our
Computer Science Consultants. We have long distances to contend with, and we
cannot just barge in any time that is convenient for us....Few districts have seen
the need to hire such a person on a full-time basis. Most of our sites do not have
local repair facilities or people who can offer good advice.

5. User Support: We rely heavily on our Computer Science consultants... We offer
workshops for our teachers three times each year on the OSU campus. We
travel at least once a year to each site, and we send our consultants out as often as
we can to troubleshoot and present further training....

6. Content and Student Learning: This is the area in which we would like to
concentrate more effort, so we can get out of the System Administrator/ User
Support business. Our biggest challenge has been convincing teachers that
connectivity can improve their teaching. We are constantly looking for good
curriculum that integrates Internet access.....

7. Organizational Change: This is the area that needs the most attention. Real
attitudinal changes need to happen. That kind of change happens very slowly,
so we have to be patient and keep going, against the flow, if necessary....The
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administration of the school district sets the tone for how things are done
there....The school reforms that have been imposed on the districts have
created an atmosphere of change. Teachers themselves are being asked to
change —from the "sage on the stage™ where they are information givers, to the
role of coaches, in which students are more responsible for their own learning.
Scheduling changes (block schedule) help free up more biocks of time in which
teachers can work on changes.

Right now teachers view connectivity as something more to do, and they
already have enough to do. They have to struggle with issues such as how to
effectively use one or two computers in a classroom of 30 students, how to control
the access of the students to the material they want them to see and use, how to
find the time to explore the Internet for things they want to use.

Connectivity for students, teachers, and schools is a complex problem, and one
that will not be solved quickly. I think it will be solved eventually—and our
students will be better able to enter the workplace with the skills they need to
be successful. (Borden, SMILE www, 1995)

Computers, video technology, and a variety of other electronic equipment
are already part of the everyday lives of children, even if on a more
limited basis in rural communities. We know even very young children
can be taught to use computers, both in a routine manner such as for
keyboarding, as well as for complex projects such as those involving the
use of data bases and spreadsheets, and for more extensive research
projects either utilizing comprehensive CD-ROM programs or the
immense resources available via the Internet. The computer, coupled
with camcorders and other video tools, can be used in many ways to
enhance communication and presentation skills.

Telecommunications technologies are also being used effectively with
gifted students, with handicapped students, and with "at risk" students.
The issue is no longer whether technology should be used in schools but
how. This viewpoint, presented in a clear manner in 1985 as cited below,
continues to be emphasized in all recent school reform reports:

The main point is that computers will be used in all areas of society, including
education. The only reasonable course for educators [and policy makers] to take is
to meet this challenge in ways that will improve education for children. Given
that children will use computers, educators need to decide what type and level of
use is appropriate for individual children. It is true that society is moving away
from knowing about computers in the technical sense and toward knowing about
how to use computers; still, some basic knowledge about how computers work may
be necessary to fully understand the many ways in which these machines can be
used. It is these uses—finding and manipulating information, solving problems,
creating, communicating, and learning-—that must be the central concern of those
responsible for children’s learning. The fears of losing competence in basic skills or
mechanizing children and their learning will ther be unfounded. Research
indicates that—used wisely —computers can help hurnanize and improve the
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intellectual quality of educational environments. (Riedesel and Clements, 1985,
p-13)

Educational Reform and Technology-

Using Information Resources to Support Student-Centered
Learning

As was described in the initial section, America's businesses are facing far-
reaching pressures to restructure themselves to be competitive in a global
economic. Different kinds of businesses and industries will naturally
design their own strategies hopefully to maximize their success. In school
settings, whether rural or urban, there are certain common program
approaches that reflect the new organizational model presented by the
Commission on the Skills of the American Workforce and that are
consistent with the recommendations in the SCANS reports. These
educational approaches are forcefully presented in a report prepared by
SRI International, titled Technology’s Role in Educational Reform. The
report strongly recommends that several significant changes in the
structure of the school day be made and addresses the role that technology
can play in reform:

Educational reform calls for a shift away from organizing instruction around short
blocks of time devoted to lecture or Practicing discrete skills in specific academic
disciplines toward an emphasis on engaging students in long-term, meaningful
projects. It is well documented that technology can enhance student acquisition of
discrete skills through drill and practice. This study addresses the question of
whether technology can provide significant support for constructivist, project-
based teaching and learning approaches and the assocated issues of the elements
needed for an effective implementation of technology within an educational
reform context....

The model of constructivist teaching that motivated our research design has
student involvement in complex, meaningful tasks or projects at its core. Oncea
commitment is made to structuring the classroom around such projects, nearly
every other aspect of pedagogy must change as well. Projects with real-world
relevance will always be multifaceted, Incorporating both higher-order skills,
such as design, composition, and analysis, and more basic skills, such as the
mechanics of writing. They will also nearly always be multidisciplinary in
nature and will require extended periods of time to complete. The very
complexity of the task will make it advantageous to have students work on them
In groups, resulting in greater emphasis on teamwork and collaborative skills.
Heterogeneous roles will tend to emerge as students tackle different portions of
the project. Teachers will design the overall structure for project activities and
provide the resources that students need to do them, but students will have much
more responsibility for their own leamning and for producing finished products
that meet high standards....
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Constructivist and project-based teaching and learning make severe demands on
teachers, and adding technology to the mix, at least initially, adds to the
intellectual and logistical burdens. Nevertheless, there were teachers at our case
study schools whose classrooms demonstrated what can be done when technology
and carefully designed project-based activities are used in concert. The teachers
we studied who were involving their students in long-term, complex projects
supported by technology found that technology supported their efforts by:

* Adding to the students’ perception that their work is authentic and

important.

Increasing the complexity with which students can deal successfully.

Dramatically enhancing student motivation and self-esteem.

Making obvious the need for longer blocks of time.

Creating a multiplicity of roles.

* Instigating greater collaboration, with students helping peers and
sometimes their teachers.

* Giving teachers additional time to take on a coaching and advisory role.
(Means, B. and Olson, K. 1995, p. 5-1)

Implications for State Leadership

Every state is addressing the complex issues of how to respond to pressures
calling for educational reform. Within the limited scope of this paper, it
would be presumptuous to propose a detailed strategy for developing a
statewide Nevada plan for using technology in education. At the same
time, various national research studies suggest a number of general roles
that should be addressed in any such plan. Five are recommended here:

1. Leadership and advocacy

The President, Vice President and Secretary of Education have provided
significant visibility regarding the opportunities that technology offers
within the context of educational reform. The Governor and the Nevada
Legislature should take full advantage of national initiatives, including
federal funding support, and provide the same level of visibility
throughout the state. A recent RAND report emphasizes this need for
advocacy through the recognition of excellence:

Leadership can also be provided by identifying and recognizing outstanding
performance. One of the most powerful national programs affecting the
private sector has been the Baldridge Awards for quality management.
These awards have inspired many companies to undertake extensive efforts
to improve the quality of performance of their entire organization. Various
programs to recognize effective schools have had similar, if less well
publicized, effects. Effectively publicized programs that appropriately
recognize technology-enabled schools, effective educational software, or
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specific classes of educational technology applications can provide strong
guidance and incentives to schools, school systems, and the private sector.
{(Glennan and Melmed, 1996, pp. 106-107)

2. Obtain and Disseminate Better Information to Community and
Education Leaders

Every state gathers educational statistics and general program information
and shares that information in appropriate forms with its constituencies.
It seems entirely appropriate, given the importance of technology, to
expand current reporting requirements to include availability and
application of instructional technology. In rural areas in particular,
schools need to have models of how to implement programs that
purposefully involve the community in utilizing worldwide information
resources to implement new project-based experiences, especially when
student products can easily be published on the school's world wide web
site.

There is a second critical aspect regarding the status of schools and their
readiness to utilize new technologies: It is important for the State to be
aware of any impediments to implementing strong technology programs.
Therefore, every district should undertake a detailed survey of school
electrical systems and provide feasibility reports to the Legislature. This
information will be essential in order to develop realistic finandial
priorities for multi-year plans to deploy technology on a scale that results
in equitable access for all students in the state. Such reports should be a
part of a comprehensive assessment of facilities and capital outlay needs
discussed eisewhere in this report.

Clearly, every school must have sufficient electrical and networking
capacity, based on state standards and support, before it can take advantage
of new technology resources. Older school facilities, in particular, may
present significant obstacles that need to be overcome in order to insure
that students in such locations have reasonable access to these new
powerful information resources with as little delay as possible.

3. Provide Internet Connections for the Department of Education, and
other parts of state government.

The Legislature has already committed substantial resources to establish
the Nevada School Network and to provide Internet connectivity to every
public school. The promise of this investment will not be realized until
every classroom and every school district employee and every employee of
the Department of Education has ready access to the Nevada School
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Network. Once this is accomplished, extensive communication between
districts and Department administrators can be undertaken at much lower
cost and with greatly enhanced effidency. Through telecommunications,
the distribution of a wide variety of correspondence, official notices, state
policies, budget information, grant announcements and so on can be
handled in a rapid manner. When appropriate, specific audiences can be
targeted for group mail. General news can be handled via www bulletin
boards and group mail or "listservs.” When everyone in the educational
community has access to the NSN, the potential for enhancing
communication will be substantial indeed.

4. Develop incentives which promote local program planning and
evaluation.

Virtually every major educational technology research report, along with
educational reform studies, provides a caveat with regard to the
deployment of electronic technology into schools: "Carefully planned
programs...". More than most other recent innovations promising great
benefits to students and teachers, the introduction of technology into
schools should be accompanied by resources necessary to allocate time to
allow staff to work collaboratively with parents and students to create a
shared instructional vision, time for exploring how to use hardware, time
for teachers to explore and experiment with software, laserdisc, and CD-
ROM programs so that they can provide basic answers to questions tossed
at them by eager students, and time for teachers and administrators to
confer with other peers who have already had some experience with what
can go wrong and what techniques might possibly minimize such
obstacles.

While there are likely to be other critical elements of school planning that
might be appropriate for assembling data about schools based on school
plans, there are at least seven critical elements that should be addressed in
any school technology-enriched curriculum (TEC) plan:

A School's Educational Vision

Information Resources to Enrich the Curriculum
Staff Development and Technical Assistance
Equitable Access to Technology

Evaluation and Accountability processes
Telecommunications Infrastructure

Remodeling of School Facilities/building new schools
based on state standards.

The state could simply mandate that schools and districts develop

appropriate TEC plans or it might consider offering mini-grants or some
other type of fiscal incentive to cover some of the costs for this essential
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process. Every school (indeed every teacher) should be encouraged to take
time to establish it's own educational expectations, prepare benchmarks
presenting standards for the availability of technology resources, and plan
a series of implementation activities that can be part of a mid-year
reassessment and an end-of-the year evaluation report for district
administrators and board members.

5. Foster the Development of Effective Assistance Organizations

Schools will need assistance in order to successfully install and utilize a
wide array of technology tools. This assistance can take many forms,
including the use of technology to exchange problems and share solutions.
To quote the RAND report again, "This assistance should be concrete,
timely, and sustained. It should be provided on terms that the recipients
find helpful, rather than on terms convenient to the provider.” (RAND,
pp 106-107).

With the support of the WestEd Eisenhower Regional Consortium, the
Nevada Rural Alliance has been organized "to work with teacher trainers
in the rural areas of the state. Washoe County works with teachers in the
Greater-Reno area, and Clark County works with teachers in the Greater
Las Vegas area. Almost all of the teachers involved continue to work as
classroom teachers while serving as teacher trainers.” (WestEd ERC www,
1996) NevadaNet has received another grant from the National
Telecommunications and Information Infrastructure Assistance Program
"to create a system of information brokers who will train end users in
remote, rural communities to find and use on-line resources. The
emphasis is on creating a human infrastructure for end users. No doubt
several other such assistance organizations are already in place or are
being planned.

The State Department of Education needs to evaluate the degree to which
these existing organizations are prepared to respond to teachers’ needs for
assistance related to the deployment of new technologies and the use of all
to often complex programming for which manuals are inadequate. At the
very least, it is likely that all existing assistance staff will need additional
training in order to provide effective technology-related assistance to
teachers and administrators.

A Means for Proceeding

If Nevada wishes a means by which instructional and, perhaps,
management, technology could be financed, drawing upon both state and
local resources, consideration can be given to a plan such as the following.
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Credit Enhancement. The State assuredly is among the Nevada public
sector agencies with the most secure credit rating. One means for taking
advantage of this condition, and simultaneously drawing upon locally
generated revenues for instructional and managerial technology, is to
establish a state education technology financing credit enhancement agency.
This agency, either newly enacted or adapted from existing authority, could be
authorized to sell state bonds, for a specified ceiling amount, revenues from
which could then be lent to local school districts for purchasing and
maintaining education technology.

State Allocation Board. In addition to a credit enhancing component,
the state would need to establish an administrative body capable of reviewing
local school district education technology funding applications. This agency
would then determine local school district priorities for state bond revenues.

Investment Opportunity. Such a state loan fund arrangement would
provide assurance to investors. These assurances would likely render the
bonds attractive to pension funds such as those operated in behalf of teachers
and other professional educators.

Local School District Assistance. The administrative agency could also
serve to provide local school districts advice regarding the purchase and use
of instructional and management technology. It could also insist, as a
condition of the loan, that the school district invest in the professional
development activities necessary to ensure productive deployment and use of
the technology. Finally, as another loan condition, the state administrative
agency could ensure that steps were taken to maintain the newly purchased
equipment correctly.

District Loans. Nevada’s local school districts, once applying for and
receiving education technology funding, would repay such loans through
operating expenses. The utility of this mechanism is that the existing
“Nevada Plan” substantially equalizes school district revenue raising capacity.
Hence, by paying education technology loans through operating revenues,
local school district funding ability is equalized.

Decision-Making Discretion. Because the loan fund would be repaid
from operating revenue, local school districts need not obtain any greater
permission than approval from the local school board. Should it desire, the
legislature in its wisdom could specify that such loan applications necessitated
a two-thirds local school board vote or some other super majority.

Local District Option. Any local district desiring of continuing to
purchase education technology under currently operating arrangements
would be free to do so. The state education technology loan fund would be
available only for districts which voluntarily chose such a mechanism.
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State Assurance. The state would continue to retain overall fiscal
control by authorizing the level of bonds to be sold, exercising discretion over
school districts eligible to receive and actually granted education technology
loans, and by overseeing, as is now the case, local school district revenue.
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Conclusion

Clearly, there are additional state and district level issues, some of which
might need to be addressed more swiftly that the actions outlined above.
But most states are developing reform initiatives that include these five

aspects of comprehensive educational reform leadership.

The Kickstart Report was submitted in February to the President, and with
the support of the Benson Foundation, it has now been reformatted for
dissemination via the world wide web (see World Wide Web Resources -
National and Regional) and the web site has been enhanced to include—
along with several other valuable documents—status reports for every
state.

With respect to the use of telecommunications in particular, but certainly
appropriate regarding the diverse array of tools which schools may choose
to use, the National Information Infrastructure Advisory Council
provides a clear message encouraging each of our communities, no matter
how small, no matter how poor, to be involved in this effort to revitalize
our schools:

After 2 years of study and talks with many people across the country in all
walks of life, the Council concludes that the best approach for this Nation is
to bring the Information Superhighway to the neighborhood. That is most
rapidly accomplished through connecting schools, libraries, and community
centers where everybody—young and old, rich and poor, those with and
without disabilities—can obtain affordable access to the Superhighway.

But each community needs to develop its own approach. There is not 2 "one-
size-fits-all-communities” approach—instead, the key players from each
community should come together to determine how that community's interest
can best be served. (Kickstart www, The Key Messages of Kickstart, 1996)

Finally, the Kickstart Report also offers this eloquent "Call to
Action:”

Imagine a Nation where every student in every classroom visits libraries and
museums of the world electronically, where families and friends widely
separated by distance converse easily and inexpensively via electronic mail,
where every library is a local information hub, and where community centers
help local residents learn, use, and benefit from new communications
technologies. That America can become a reality in just a few years. Every
person in the country will benefit. Community leaders and the public face an
historic opportunity. The time to act is now. (Kickstart www, A Call to
Action, 1996}
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Technology Paper Appendix A

SCANS-What Work Requires of Schools

Five Competencies

[Each of the five competencies have specific important sub-skill
components which are explained in detail in What Work Requires of
Schools. Every teacher should be concerned with providing learning
experiences that appropriately address the development of these
competencies over a sustained period of time.]

Resources: Identifies, organizes, plans and allocates resources
Workers schedule time, budget funds, arrange space, or assign staff.
Interpersonal: Works with others

Competent employees are skilled team members and teachers of new workers;
they serve dients directly and persuade co-workers either individually or in
groups; they negotiate with others to solve problems or reach decisions; they

work comfortably with colleagues from diverse backgrounds; and they

responsibly challenge existing procedures and policies.
Information: Acquires and use information

Workers are expected to identify, assimilate, and integrate information from
diverse sources; they prepare, maintain and interpret quantitative and
qualitative records; they convert information from one form to another and are
comfortable conveying information, orally and in writing, as the need arises.

Systems: Understands complex inter-relationships

Workers should understand their own work in the contest of the work of those
around them; they understand how parts of systems are connected, anticipate
consequences, and monitor and correct their own performance; they can identify
trends and anomalies in system performance, integrate multiple displays of data,
and link symbols (e.g., displays on a computer screen) with real phenomena (e.g.,
machine performance).

Technology: Works with a variety of technologies
Technology today is everywhere, demanding high levels of competence in
selecting and using appropriate technology, visualizing operations, using
technology to monitor tasks, and maintaining and trouble-shooting complex
equipment.

Source: SCANS, What Work Requires of Schools, 1991, pp. 11-12.
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A Three Part Foundation

Basic Skills: reads, writes, performs arithmetic and mathematical
operations, listens and speaks

A. Reading - locates, understands, and interprets written information in prose and in
documents such as manuals, graphs, and schedules

B. Writing - communicates thoughts, ideas, information, and messages in writing; and
creates documents such as letters, directions, annuals, reports, graphs, and
flow charts

C Arithmetic/Mathematics - performs basic computations and approaches practical
problems by choosing appropriately from a variety of mathematical
techniques

D. Listening - receives, attends, interprets, and responds to verbal messages and other
cues

E Speaking - organizes ideas and communicates orally

Thinking Skills: Thinks creatively, makes decisions, solves problems,
visualizes, knows how to learn, and reasons

A. Creative Thinking - generates new ideas

B. Decision Making - specifies goals and constraints, generates alternatives, considers
nisks, and evaluates and chooses best alternative

C. Problem-Solving - recognizes problems and devises and implements plan of action

D. Seeing Things in the Mind's Eye - organizes, and processes symbols, pictures, graphs,
objects and other information

E Knowing How to Learn - uses efficient learning techniques to acquire and apply new
knowledge and skills

F. Reasoning - discovers a rule or prindiple underlying the relationship between two or
more objects and applies it in solving a problem

Personal Qualities: Displays responsibility, self-esteem, sodiability, self-
management, and integrity and honesty

A. Responsibility - exerts a high level of effort and perseveres towards goal attainment

B. Self-Esteem - believes in own self-worth and maintzins a positive view of self

C. Sociability - demonstrates understanding, friendliness, adaptability, empathy, and
politeness in group meetings

D. Self-Management - assesses self accurately, sets personal goals, monitors progress,
and exhibits self-control

E. Integrity/Honesty - chooses ethical courses of action (SCANS, 1991, p. 16)

The SCANS report provides a more extensive explanation of these
foundation skills and describes their relationship to the five competencies
in Part 111 of the report—Implications for Learning:

We believe, after examining the findings of cognitive science, that the most effective
way of teaching skills is "in context.” Placing learning objectives within real
environments is better than insisting that students first learn in the abstract what they
will then be expected to apply. SCANS suggests three principles from cognitive science
to guide real contextual learning in all our schools:
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* Students do not need to learn basic skills before they learn problem-solving
skills. The two go together. They are not sequential but mutually
reinforcing;

* Learning should be reoriented away from mere mastery of information and
toward encouraging students to recognize and solve problems; and

* Real know-how—foundation and competencies~—cannot be taught in
isolation; students need practice in the application of these skills.

- Source: SCANS, What Work Requires of Schools, 1991, p. 19
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Appendix B

NevadaNet Connections - Schematic Map
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Technology Paper Appendix C

World Wide Web Resources—
Nevada

Name Internet Address
<http//www. > precedes each of
these "URL" locations, except as noted.

Nevada Public School Locations

See WEB 66: International '
School Registry index: http://webé66.coled.umn.edu/schools/

US/Nevada.html
Advanced Technologies
Academy vegas.com/atech/
Nevada School Network nsn.scs.unr.edu
Clark County School
District co.clark.nv.us

Nevada Higher Education Locations

UCCSN hitp://www.nevada.edu
NevadaNet nevada.edu/home/17/mitch/
NevadaNet.hitml

University of Nevada Las Vegas wunlv.edu

Community College of

Southern Nevada cssn.nevada.edu
Great Basin College scs.unr.edw/nnec
Truckee Meadows

Community College scs.unr.edu/tmec
Western Nevada

Community College scs.unr.eduw/wnec

Desert Research Institute dri.edu
National Supercomputing
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Center for Energy and

the Environment nscee.edw/

Harry Reid Center for

Environmental Studies http://eeyore.lv-hrc.nevada.edu/
hrcinfo.htmi

Federal Government Programs in Nevada

Yucca Mountain Project,
U.S. Department :
of Energy http://www.ymp.gov/
Nevada Test Site http://eeyore.lv-hrcnevada.edu/
~nramp/overview.htm
U.S. Geological
Society-Nevada http://h20.usgs.gov/public
Intertribal Council of
Nevada http://itcn.org/tribes/tribes.html
Nevada Public Libraries
Clark County Public Library lvecldlib.nv.us
Washoe County Library
- Internet Branch washoe.lib.nv.us
Nevada Education
Online Network telnet: xxoox
State of Nevada nevada.gov

337



World Wide Web Resources - National and Regional

—_—
Name Internet Address

<http//www. > precedes each of

m— e
—— e ——

California Technology

Information Project sccoe.k12.us/caltip/

National Center for Technology

Planning www2.msstate.edu/~Isal/netp/index.html

National Science Foundation nsf.gov

National Telecommunications
and Information Agency ntia.doc.gov

Telecommunications

Information

Infrastructure Assistance

Program (NTIIA) ntia.doc.gov/www/otiahome/tiiap

RAND rand.org

SMILE: Science and Math

Investigative Learning

Experiences, Oregon State

University cs.orst.edw/SMILE/home

State and Local Strategies for

Connecting Communities—

National Report and the

Status of Strategies in

Nevada

(Also available for other

states)

National Kickstart Initiative

—Benton Foundation benton.org/State/Statehome.htmi

Telis Fondation—Telemation
Project . telis.org

U.S. Department of Education education.gov
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WestEd Regional Laboratory—
Eisenhower
Regional Consortium (WERC)

Western Interstate Commission
for Higher Education

Utah Valley On-Line

Web 66 International Registry
of Schools Online

wested.org

wiche.edu

uvol.com/nv-east/

http://web66.coled.umn.edw/

339



References for Technology Paper

America’s Children and the Information Superhighway. (1994) Santa
Monica, CA: The Children's Partnership.

Binderup, C. (Winter, 1991) Restructuring in Small School Districts.
California Technology Project Quarterly, Volume 2, Number 2.

Connecting America'’s Communities to the Information Superhighway.
(1996) Kickstart Initiative. Washington DC: United States Advisory
Council on the National Inforamtion Infrastructure (See WWW
resource list also).

Doyle, C.S. (1994) Information Literacy in an Information Society: A
Concept for the Information Age. Syracuse, New York: ERIC
Clearinghouse on Information and Technology.

Glennan, T.K. and Melmed, A. (1996) Fostering the Use of Educational
Technology, Elements of a National Strategy. Santa Monica, CA:
RAND.

Honey, M. and Henriquez, A. (1993) Telecommunications and K—12
Educators: Findings from a National Survey. New York: Bank Street
College of Education.

Hovenic, G. (September 1994) Travelers of the Super Highway. Thrust
for Educational Leadership, pp. 11-14.

K-—12 Network Planning Guide: Building the Future. (1994)
Sacramento, CA: Education Technology Office. California
Department of Education.

Means, B. and Olson, K. (1995) Technology's Role in Education
Reform. Washington, DC: Office of Educational Research and
Improvement. U.S. Department of Education.

Myers, M. (May 15, 1996) Where the Debate About English Standards
Goes Wrong. Education Week, p. 35.

National School Board Assodation. (1989) Planning for

Telecommunications: A School Leader's Primer. Portland, OR:
U.S. WEST Communications.

340



Office of Technology Assessment. (1989) Linking for Learning, A New
Course for Education. OTA-SET-430. Washington, DC: US.
Government Printing Office.

Office of Technology Assessment. (1995) Power On! New Tools for
Teaching and Learning. OTA-SET-379. Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office.

Office of Technology Assessment. (1995) Teachers and Technology:
Making the Connection. OTA-EHR-616. Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office.

Riedesel, C.A. and Clements, D.H. (1985) Coping with Computers in
the Elementary and Middle Schools. New Jersey: Prentice-Hall,
Inc.

The Secretary’'s Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills. (1991)
What Work Requires of Schools: A SCANS Report for America
2000. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor.

The Secretary's Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills. (1992)
Learning a Living: A Blueprint for High Performance. A SCANS
Report for America 2000. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of
Labor.

Stern, J. (1994) The Condition of Education in Rural Schools.
Washington, DC: Office of Educational Research and
Improvement, U.S. Department of Education.

Survey of Rural Information Infrastructure Technologies. (1995)
NTIA Publication 95-33. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of
Commerce

United States Education and Instruction through
Telecommunications, Distance Education for all Learners. (1995)
Washington, DC: Council of Chief State School Officers.

WestEd Eisenhower Regional Consortium. (1996) Tales from the
Electronic Frontier; first hand experiences of teachers and students
using the Internet in K-12 math and science. San Francisco:
WestEd.

341






Appendix D

Annotated Bibliography on School District Size

343






Annotated Bibliography on School District Size
1964-1995

The following document is an annotated bibliography of the principal
research regarding the impact of school and district size on various education
components, including costs and student achievement.

1995

Duncombe, William, Miner, Jerry and Ruggiero, John (1995). Economics of
Education Review, v 14, n 3, pp 265-284.

1994

This study estimates the effects of school district size using a cost model
which is based on a newly derived model of educational production
which relates student achievement to school resources and
socioeconomic factors. Applying the model to extensive data from 692
school districts in New York, the authors identified districts which
could benefit from consolidation. They found that per-pupil total costs
decline as the number of pupils served increases, but that the cost
curve flattens out very quickly. The principal cost savings are
exhausted by the time a district reaches an enrollment beyond 500 to
1000 pupils. In fact, there may be diseconomies to expanding district
enrollment beyond 5000 pupils. Per-pupil costs begin to increase very
slowly as enrollment rises above 5000-10,000, thus forming a semi-U
shaped cost curve. District costs are identified in five categories:
instructional, transportation, operating and maintenance,
administration and non-overhead. Of the 692 districts in the state, 90
districts had fewer than 500 pupils. After further analysis, only 17 of
these districts were identified which might benefit from full
consolidation. 43 other districts showed indications of benefiting from -
sharing of administrative costs with a neighboring district. The study
warns state decision makers that only minimal savings can be realized
from consolidating very small districts which are not too
geographically isolated. Though not the intent of the study, they found
that potential savings, in theory at least, would be greater from
"deconsolidating” large districts than could be realized from
consolidating small districts. No examples of deconsolidations were
cited.

Adams, Jacob E., Jr. (1994). "School District Size and State Educational Costs
in Kentucky". Research report for the Pritchard Committee for Academic
Excellence, Lexington, KY. (48p.)
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Thompson, John A. (1994). Scale Economies and Student Performance in

Hawaii. Journal of Education Finance, v 19, pp 270-291.
This study of 115 elementary and middle schools in Hawaii looks for
economies of scale in terms of both per-pupil expenditures and school
size, and attempts to relate them to what the dollars buy in terms of
student performance. Variables include SAT test scores for the 3rd and
6th grades, enrollment and number of 3rd and 6th grade dassrooms in
the schools, percent on free and reduced lunch, percent of school
suspensions, percent of special education students and the percent of
experienced teachers. Schools were grouped into 3 size categories. The
result of the initial analysis was that there is significant difference in
per pupil costs by size of schools (in groups). There was no significant
difference in achievement in the third grade based on size. But in the
6th grade, smaller schools had better test scores than either of the
groups of larger schools. Thus, smaller schools had higher costs, but in
turn had better achievement in the 6th grade math and reading.
However, the best descriptor of both reading and math achievement
was sodo-economic condition, as measured by percent of students on
free and reduced lunch. ("Small" schools were defined as schools with
two or less classrooms per grade, while "large” schools had four or
more. "Medium" fell in between).

Walberg, Herbert J., Herbert J. Walberg, ITI. (1994). Losing Local Control.
Educational Researcher, v 23, n 5, pp 19-26.
Study of 8th grade math scores suggests that achievement is inversely
related to school and district size indexes, and to state funding share.

Young, Ed. (1994) Questioning Consolidation. Tennessee School Boards
Journal. Spr. 1994, pp 33-37.
Suggests that school district consolidation will neither save money nor
improve educational quality. Recommends consideration of
alternatives and case-by-case examination.

1993

Deller, Steven C., Edward Rudnicki (1993). Production Efficiency in
Elementary Education: The Case of Maine Public Schools. Economics of
Education Review, v 12, n 1, pp 45-57.
The relationship between school expenditures and student
performance is examined using a method of estimating production
effidency. The results suggest that absolute school size can have a
negative impact on student achievement. They also suggest that a
zigher proportion of the school's resources devoted to instructional
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activities may result in enhanced student achievement. However, no
pattern was observed between the level of production efficiency for
each school and school size.

Duncombe, William, Miner, Jerry and Ruggiero, John (1993). "Scale
Economies and Technical Efficiency in New York Public Schools",
Metropolitan Studies Program Series, Paper No. 163, Center for Policy
Research, Maxwell School, Syracuse University.
This is an expanded version of the study published in 1995 by the same
authors. (see summary above, for 1995)

Hall, Robert F, Amold, Robert L. (1993). "School District Reorganization in
Ilinois: Improving Educational Opportunities for Students.” Paper presented
at the Annual Conference of the National Rural Education Association (85th,
Burlington, VT, October 14-17, 1993).
This paper examines recent school district consolidation in Illinois. A
literature review summarizes: (1) evidence that led the state of Ilinois
to offer financial incentives for school and school district
consolidation; (2) research on strengths and weaknesses of large and
small schools and large and small school districts, etc. Preliminary
results suggest that the advantages of reorganization/consolidation
greatly outweigh the disadvantages. Reorganized districts have
provided students with a broader curriculum; teachers with increased
salaries, benefits, and opportunities to focus on fields of interest; and
taxpayers with a more efficient school system. Some students have
experienced a modest increase in travel time. Nevertheless,
reorganization alone is not the solution to current school finance
problems. When reorganized districts have spent their incentive
funds, they will find themselves in the same finandal difficulties as
other Illinois districts.

Monk, David H., Haller, Emil J. (1993). Predictors of High School Academic

Course Offerings: The Role of School Size. American Educational Research

Journal, v 30, n 1, pp 3-21.
This study examines the relationship between curricular offerings and
high school characteristics, particularly the size of the school and SES.
Data from High School and Beyond is used. The study finds a positive
relationship between the size of a high school graduating class and the
number of courses offered. More importantly, it finds that the effects of
school size on course offerings varies, depending on the subject area
and the level of the course, i.e., advanced, remedial, etc.

Ornstein, Allan C. (1993). School Consolidation vs. Decentralization: Trends,
Issues, and Questions. The Urban Review, v 25, n 2, pp167-174.
Brief summary of consolidation and decentralization trends in US.
Says that no research evidence shows that either improves education.
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Advises districts to proceed with caution before adopting changes.
Proposes 20 questions to answer that can clarify issues, and help
districts resist "educational fads and popular tunes."

1992

(1992). "Small Schools' Operating Costs: Reversing Assumptions about

Economies of Scale”, Public Education Association, New York, Exxon

Education Foundation, 111p, .
Research evidence indicates that small schools are assodiated with
better student outcomes. The premise that small schools are more
expensive has always been false. No research evidence supports the
claim that large schools like those found in New York, 1500-4000
students, achieve operational cost efficiendes sufficient to justify their
existence or to offset their educationally damaging inefficiencies.
Studies show penalties of scale in large schools, and disproportionate
Increases in management costs. Small schools are economically
feasible for N'Y schools if barriers to change are overcome. Strategies
are proposed for direct cost savings through restructuring. Numerous
tables and figures and a 71-item bibliography are included in
appendixes.

Fowler, William J., Jr. (1992). "What Do We Know about School Size? What
Should We Know?" Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
American Educational Research Association (San Francisco, CA, April 20-24,
1992)
This review examines the effects of secondary-school size upon student
outcomes. After outlining the current numbers and sizes of high
schools, the paper examines outcomes such as student attitudes,
achievement, voluntary participation, and the enduring effects of
education. The paper also examines school-size effects upon
curriculum. They found that curricular adequacy was reached at a
small high school level (that is, a graduating class of 100). Large
secondary schools with a graduating class above 750 appear to have
deleterious effects on student attitudes, achievement, and voluntary
participation.

Source Book on School and District Size, Cost, and Quality. (1992). H.H.
Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs, Minnesota U. 134p.
This source book brings together research about improving the ways
that learning, teaching, and schooling are organized, and how school
and school district size may affect such efforts. Six scholars were
commissioned to address the questions of how to define quality in
education; how school and school district size are related to educational
costs and quality; and what recommendations to offer to educators.
The papers are described individually in the following six citations:
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Gregory, Tom (1992). Small Is Too Big: Achieving a Critical Anti-Mass in the

High School. In: Source Book on School and District Size, Cost, and Quality.

H.H. Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs, Minnesota U.
Developing more effective conceptions of the high school may require
radically reducing its size. When a school is small enough, students
can be trusted with responsibility, control is not a central issue, an
individualized program makes sense, and every student and teacher
has a say in how the school is run. The leap from the bureaucratic
industrial model of schooling to smaller, more personal schools is a
paradigm shift that will require policymaker tolerance and support.

Monk, David H. (1992). "Modern Conceptions of Educational Quality and
State Policy Regarding Small Schooling Units.” In: Source Book on School
and District Size, Cost, and Quality. H.H. Humphrey Institute of Public
Affairs, Minnesota U.
While existing research on school and school district size is not as
conclusive as policy makers might wish, it does point toward several
new policy directions. Some relevant findings and recommendations
are: (1) a larger school or district enroliment does not guarantee
desirable results; (2) recommended school sizes have been declining
over time, with recent reform efforts emphasizing the restructuring of
education, local decision making and autonomy, and establishing
"schools within schools” in settings where the school has been judged
as too large; (3) each reorganization is highly individualistic (thus
reducing the role of "expert knowledge"); (4) as measures of learning
outcomes become more refined and more widely available, it becomes
less important for the state to specify sizes and organizational
structures for schools and districts; and (5) policy makers should
remain receptive to novel approaches to reorganization, since the
remaining small schools and school districts in the United States are
almost without exception "hard cases” to which conventional
approaches are not applicable. In place of the "all or nothing"
reorganization approach typically sought by state departments of
education, a range of alternative approaches has emerged. These
include cooperatives and clusters that use a variety of strategies to
cooperate across organizational boundaries, locally designed, partial or
gradual reorganizations, and cross-function reorganizations in which a
single administrative structure oversees all rural community services
{(including education).

Nachtigal, Paul, (1992). Remapping the Terrain: School Size, Cost, and
Quality. In: Source Book on School and District Size, Cost, and Quality. H.H.
Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs, Minnesota U.
This paper examines school size, educational cost, and quality from a
third perspective, that of maintaining healthy viable communities. It
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is apparent that rural education must be redesigned to be of high
quality and yet not extractive of human resources in support of the
urban labor force. Where larger numbers would produce economies of
scale, these economies can be realized by forming clusters of schools to
share resources. The different educational functions of the school
district may be separated and reorganized to increase efficiency. An
appendix gives examples of clustering. (emphasis added)

Ramirez, Al, (1992). Size, cost, and Quality of Schools and School Districts: A

Question of Context. In: Source Book on School and District Size, Cost, and

Quality. HLH. Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs, Minnesota U.
A literature review of reports on school and school district size as they
relate to educational quality and finance. Contains research on the
relationships of size to course offerings, teacher qualifications, student
achievement, student behavior, student participation, and school
climate. The research shows that any type of school, small or large,
urban or rural, can achieve successful outcomes. The optimum size for
educational institutions is an elastic concept related to institutional
mission and setting and available resources. New technology has the
potential to make many size issues insignificant.

Rogers, Bethany, (1992). Small Is Beautiful. In: Source Book on School and

District Size, Cost, and Quality. HLIL Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs,

Minnesota U.
This paper presents research findings and the testimony of educators,
students, and researchers demonstrating that small schools meet the
essential conditions for providing high-quality education to all
students. These essential conditions are: (1) students are known well by
their teachers; (2) students are actively engaged in learning and in
school activities; and (3) the school provides a secure and caring
environment. While common sense and recent research clearly favor
the small school environment, we remain wedded to powerful images
of the comprehensive high school, spawned during the very different
social and educational conditions of the 1950s. Moving beyond this
nostalgic vision of "high school” may be the hardest step in
educational improvement.

Walberg, Herbert J., (1992). "On Local Control: Is Bigger Better?" In: Source

Book on School and District Size, Cost, and Quality. HH. Humphrey Institute

of Public Affairs, Minnesota U.
Data from the National Assessment of Educational Progress and federal
reports were analyzed for 37 states and the District of Columbia.
Average state scores for eighth grade mathematics proficiency were
significantly and negatively related to average school size, average
district size, and percentage of educational funding (excluding federal
funds) paid by the state. This finding is supported by a literature review

350



covering research on economies and “"diseconomies” of scale, the
relationship of organizational size to efficiency and productivity, the
growth of state educational bureaucracies, the influence of school size
on educational outcomes, and the effects of ‘remote” educational
funding on local control and accountability.

1991

Fowler, Jr.,William J. & Walberg, Herbert J., (1991). School Size,

Characteristics, and Outcomes. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis,

v 13, pp 189-202.
A study of state data for 293 public high schools in New Jersey in 1984~
85. They studied the possible influence of 18 social, organizational and
financial variables (dependent) on 23 learning and related
outcomes(independent variables), Linear regression analysis was used
to analyze the affect of the independent variables on each of the
outcomes, holding all others constant. (Curvilinear analysis was also
used, but the results were no more significant, so they were not
presented.) The first two dependent variables with the most consistent
results were % low income and district SES. The next two were school
size and number of schools in district. They conclude that "smaller
school districts and smaller schools, regardless of socioeconomic status
and grade level, may be more efficient at enhancing educational
outcomes.”

1990

Berliner, Bethann, (1990). "Alternatives to School District Consolidation™.
Knowledge Brief, n 2, Far West Lab, 9p. '
This report explores alternative solutions to school district
consolidation for making needed improvements, including
inferdistrict sharing, partial reorganizations, extradistrict cooperation,
the use of intermediary units and instructional technologies. Describes
the promises and limitations of such alternatives.

Williams, Davant T., (1990). "The Dimensions of Education: Recent Research

on School Size.” Information Analysis Report. Clemson Univ., SC. Strom

Thurmond Inst. of Government and Public Affairs.
This paper reviews selected research of the past decade concerning the
optimal size of elementary and secondary schools in the United States.
Recent research indicates that: (1) small schools can be highly effective
in providing quality education; (2) large schools may not provide the
economies of scale nor the quality of education claimed to justify their
largeness; (3) school size tends to be dependent on the influences of
dlass size and district size; (4) school district size is the most significant
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1989

factor in determining school size; and (5) school size is of particular
concern in rural areas, where small schools are prevalent and where
proposals for consolidation should be weighed in the context of
research findings on the relative effectiveness of small versus large
schools. This report contains 30 references.

Kennedy, Robert L., (1989). "Size, Expenditures, MAT 6, Scores, and Dropout
Rates: A Correlation Study of Arkansas School Districts™. A research report.
Arkansas, RIE July, 1989.

This study investigated the linear relationships of school district size to
expense per ADA, test scores, and high school dropout rates.
Correlation analysis revealed that the relationship among the above
variables was slight. The data was drawn from 330 school districts in
Arkansas. There is little or no reason to expect that the consolidation
of small districts in Arkansas will necessarily reduce per pupil
expenditures, increase test scores or reduce dropout rates.

Cienkus, Robert T., Berlin, Barney M. (1989). Introduction and Summary to:
"Size: The Ultimate Educational Issue". Education and Urban Society, v 21, n
2, The February,1989 issue of this journal is devoted to the subject of school
and school district size in education. The following three citations are from
this issue.

Jewell, Robert W. (1989). School and School District Size Relationships:
Costs, Results, Minorities, and Private School Enrollments. Education and
Urban Society, v 21, n 2, pp140-153.

Reviews data on the numbers and size of schools, districts and
education systems in the United States. Looks at relationships between
size and test scores, graduation rates, costs, and private school
enrollment. Concludes that "smaller is better".

Walberg, Herbert J. (1989). District Size and Student Learning. Education
and Urban Society, v 21, n 2, pp154-163.

Recent research suggests that the consolidation of school districts for
the past half century may have been a move in the wrong direction. It
appears that generally the smaller the district, the higher the
achievement when the socioeconomic status and per-student
expenditures are "taken into account”. He expresses hope that the
decentralization of the Chicago public schools may provide a positive
test of the idea that "smaller is better”.

Webb, Florence R. (1989). A District of a Certain Size, An Exploration of
the Debate on School District Size. Education and Urban Society, v 21,n 2,
pp125-139.
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Through discussion and selective literature review Webb gives an
overview of the history of district consolidation in this century and
then disposes of the common arguments against small districts,
concluding with praise for continuing diversity among existing school
districts and a call for more research.

Fowler, William J., Jr. (1989). "School Size, School Characteristics, and School
Outcomes.” Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American
Educational Research Association (San Francisco, CA, March 27-31, 1989).

A study investigated the possible dependence of educational outcomes
on staff attributes and organizational size once socioeconomic indexes
are taken into account. All data were obtained from the New Jersey
Department of Education. The variables of interest and their
operational definitions include school characteristics, teacher
characteristics, district scholastic aptitude tests, district characteristics,
and many school outcomes. Seven variables were significant:
percentage of low income students in a school; size of school; number
of schools; percentage of teachers with a bachelor's degree; pupil-
teacher ratio; average teacher salary; and the district's socioeconomic
status. An inverse relationship between school size and student
outcomes is demonstrated. The size of schools may also affect the
internal allocation of funds from the school district. Appended are 32
references, a 5-page list of variable definitions, a table of univariate
statistics, and a table of results of backward stepwise regression.

1988

Friedkin, Noah E., Necochea, Juan. (1988). School System Size and
Performance: A Contingency Perspective. Educational Evaluation and Policy
Analysis, v 10, n 3, pp 237-49.

Data for third, sixth, eighth, and twelfth graders from the 1983-84
California Assessment Program (CAP) are presented to support a new
theory on the relationship between the size and performance of school
systems. The theory predicts that the strength and direction of the
relationship depend on the socioeconomic status (SES) of school
systems. They found preliminary evidence that as the SES of a school
system goes up, the association between the size and performance of
school systems goes from strongly negative to mildly positive. Thus
small schools appear to work much better for low SES students, while
high SES students appear to perform a little better in larger schools.
Measurements of small and large were relative within the sample,
presumably all schools in California which administered the CAP tests.

Rincones, Rodolfo (1988). "Exploring Alternatives to Consolidation”, ERIC
Clearinghouse on Rural Education and Small Schools, Las Cruces, NM. (14p.)
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Suggests several types of partial reorganization and methods of sharing
as alternative solutions to school district problems. Mentions that
Monk and Haller, (1986) have proposed a method for state facilitation
of tuition across district borders.

Walberg, Herbert J., William J. Fowler, Jr. (1987) Expenditure and Size

Efficiencies of Public School Districts. Educational Researcher, v 16, PP 5-13.
Test scores in New Jersey were regressed on indexes of district SES, per-
student expenditures and district size. They found that students in
smaller districts generally achieved more than those in larger districts
and that higher expenditures were not significantly associated with test
scores, when SES was taken into account.

White, Jane Robertson (1986). "To Reorganize or Not Reorganize: A Study
of Choice in a Small District”. Report to the New York State Legislature.
University of New York, Ithaca. (80p)
A case study of a very small school district (187 students, K-12) with
declining enroliment. Concludes that although there is no doubt that
Hamlet students could benefit academically and socially from district
reorganization, change is advisable only if strong community support
exists.

1986

Bilow, Scott (1986). "Long Term Results of Centralization: A Case Study of a
Large-Rural New York School District." A Report to the New York State
Legislature, Albany. State Univ. of New York, Ithaca. Coll. of Agriculture and
Life Sciences at Cornell University.
A case study of the results of consolidation of 50 rural school districts in
1950 to form a single district which now has about 2000 students. Says
that parents are generally pleased with the district today and that it
compares favorably with other districts its size.

Bilow, Scott (Monk, Haller and Bail, investigators) (1986). "The Size of
School Districts: Economic and Psychological Perspectives”. New York State
Legislature, Albany. State Univ. of New York, Ithaca. Coll. of Agriculture and
Life Sciences at Cornell Univ. (34p).
The relationship between the costs of schooling and the size of school
districts is discussed. The first section of this paper provides a critical
survey of what economists have written about economies of scale and
questions whether bigger is really cheaper or more efficient, as is
generally found in commercial endeavors. The second section
examines empirical studies by psychologists attempting to connect size
with other factors (such as buildings, teaching staff, and organization,
all of which are needed regardless of the school size) and trying to
discover the optimal size for schools by using input (expenditures) and
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output (schooling) measures. The final section discusses perceptions on
whether students learn better in larger or smaller schools and considers
what effects school size has on: participation levels in extra-curricular
activities, and the effect of participation on learning; achievement
(which is not just a function of class size); attitudes (such as how
students view their school and whether they will continue with higher
education); and the lasting effects of school size on participation in
adult life and social activity. Also included are a summary and
suggestions on how states might put to use knowledge about
economies of scale in schooling. Concludes that though the research
yields mixed results, it is important to consider population density and
transportation costs and quality of education measures, which are not
considered in this report. Cautions decision makers to look at the
ambiguous evidence before embarking on wholesale plans to
consolidate small districts.

Kidd, Kenneth (1986). "Small School District: An Asset to Education”.
Spectrum, v4,n 1, Pp 16-21.
Based on experience in Indiana, contends that the superiority of
consolidated schools is exaggerated. With proper planning and
innovation, small schools can effectively share human, material and
financial resources.

Monk, David H. (1986). "Secondary School Enroliment and Curricular
Comprehensiveness”. Report to the New York State Legislature, U. of New
York, Ithaca. (52p).
Compares curricular offerings of large and small secondary schools.
Finds that larger schools may not take advantage of existing size
economies or may take advantage in varied ways. Makes case for high
school enrollment of 400.

Riew, John (1986). Scale Economies, Capacity Utilization, and School Costs:

A Comparative Analysis of Secondary and Elementary Schools. journal of

Education Finance, v 11, pp 433-446.
This study presents a U-shaped curve in economies of scale for both
elementary and middle schools under conditions of declining
enrollment. A cost function shows that changes in enroliment can
influence the average cost per pupil for economies of scale. The u-
shaped average cost curve reflects the use of a parabola in the
estimation equation. The savings for middle schools drop from
$.93/pupil to $.05/pupil as enrollment rises from 600 to 1000. For
elementary schools, the savings drop from $1.73/pupil to $.28/ pupil as
enroliment rises from 200 to 500. Similar U-shaped curves exist for
greater utilization of capacity as school enrollment rises.
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Rogers, Robert G. and others (1986). "Is School District Reorganization
Necessary? A Study of 43 Small Hlinois School Districts." Position
Paper/Research Report. Illinois, (68p)
This paper contests a 1985 report by the Ilinois State Board of
Education, which asserted that small schools are inferior and
inefficient. A survey of 34 Illinois high schools with enrollments
under 500 showed that they had course offerings far exceeding state
mandates and were not inefficient when judged by per capita tuition

costs and operating expenses.
1985—

Butler, Richard J., Monk, David H. (1985). The Cost of Public Schooling in

New York State: The Role of Scale and Effidency in 1978-79. The Journal of

Human Resources, v 20, pp 361-381.
Cost differentials between large and small school districts are
decomposed into scale and efficiency effects. The analysis shows that
scale economies enjoyed by large districts can come at the expense of
the efficient production of educational outcomes. Attention is focused
on the possible loss of efficiency associated with efforts to increase size
by closing schools and consolidating school districts. Empirical
evidence from New York State is presented which shows that lower
levels of efficiency exist in large compared to small school districts.

1984

Deaton, Brady J., McNamara, Kevin T. (1984). "Education in a Changing
Rural Environment: ... " Southern Rural Development Center, Mississippi
State, Miss. (89p)

A synthesis of research findings includes an annotated bibliography for
121 research reports, 1960-1983. Among the findings is a lack of
evidence of economies of size for school districts, except for small rural
districts.

1982.

Hoachlander, E. Gareth; Choy, Susan P. (1982). "Fiscal Issues Concerning the
Reorganization of Los Angeles Unified School District."
Evaluative/feasibility report conducted by MPR Associates, under subcontract
to Evaluation and Training Institute (ETI)
This report, commissioned by the California Office of the Legislative
Analyst, examines the fiscal implications of reorganizing the Los
Angeles Unified School District into smaller, independent districts.
They concluded that, among other things, LAUSD operates as
effidently as ott.ar California districts and does not get a
disproportionate share of state revenues and that there are large
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differences in expenditure per student within LAUSD, mainly
attributable to difference in school size.

Kenny, Lawrence W. (1882). Economies of Scale in Schooling. Economics of
Education Review, v2,n 1, pp 1-24.
A model of optimal school size is developed which predicts that
schools will minimize total costs by operating in a region of increasing
returns to school inputs. The estimates imply sizeable differences in
the cost of schooling between urban and rural areas.

1981

Fox, William F. (1981). Reviewing Economies of Size in Education. Journal

of Education Finance, v 6, pp 273-296. _
Reviews more than 30 studies of size economies in education and
concludes, among other things, that the cost curve is usually U-shaped,
but all findings must be applied cautiously and with full recognition of
the unique characteristics of each place. Different studies with U-
shaped curves place optimal school size between 100 and 1800. Optimal
district sizes range from 675 to 51,000. Some studies reviewed found no
economies of scale and some found constant returns.

Monk, David H.; and others, (1981). "Potential Effects of the Overburden
Argument on the Funding of Rural Schools.” Final Report to the New York
State Special Task Force on Equity and Excellence in Education.
Research/technical report.
This report attempts to understand more about how six background
characteristics (e.g., small scale, population sparsity, rapid changes in
full value property wealth over time, etc.) affect financing and delivery
of educational services. The report concludes with a discussion of
policy alternatives considered in response to questions, such as, should
the state concern itself with the limited extent to which small districts
cooperate for the purpose of providing educational services?

"School Size. The Best of ERIC on Educational Management,” (Nov 1981).
ERIC information analysis. ERIC Clearinghouse on Educational
Management, Eugene, Oreg. (ERIC NO: ED210766)
The 11 items in this annotated bibliography are entries in the ERIC
system concerning the effects of school size. Nine artides from 1973 to
1981 are summarized. Authors incdlude W. F. Fox and J. W. Guthrie.

1980-
Fox, William F. (1980). Relationships between Size of Schools and School

Districts and the Cost of Education. Research report. (33p) ERIC fiche #
ED187029
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Review of 30 studies of size economies in education. Results suggest
that increased size of elementary and secondary schools will permit
some limited economies. Degree of savings will depend on other
factors, such as the quality of education provided and transportation
costs.

1979

Guthrie, James W. (1979). Organizational Scale and School Success.
Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, v 1,n 1, pp 17-27.
This article reviews recent literature in organizational scale for schools
and school districts and points the way for further research. Divides
studies into useful categories.

Sabulao, Gloria A. (1979). "Selected Cost-Size Relationships of High School
Districts Having One Attendance Center in Dlinois". Ilinois School Problems
Commission, Illinois State University, Normal, Illinois.
Study of the relationships between ADA and costs in 72 Qllinois high
school districts with only one attendance center. Both linear and
curvilinear regression were used. Results indicate that economy can be
achieved by eliminating very small high schools.

1964-1978

Cohn, Elchanan M. (1975). Economics of Educatic . .
Chapter 8 surveys recent input-output studies and condludes that a U-
shaped cost function best describes scale economies for schools and
districts. Suggests that substantial research needs to be done in this
field.

Barker, Roger G., Gump, Paul V. (1964). Big School, Small School. Stanford
University Press, Stanford, California.
A dassic study which concludes that schools should be small enough
that all its students are able to maintain a high level of participation in
school activities, i.e., "small enough that students are not redundant".
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BDR 34-243  Provides for reconfiguration of school districts .. ....... ... .. 361
BDR R-244 Urges school districts to continue to cooperate to serve

best interests of children and communities .. ... ............ 372
BDR 34-246  Authorizes formation of charterschools . ... ........ ... . ... 374
BDR S-247 Creates commission for educational technology . . ... ...... .. 415
BDR R-250 Encourages board of trustees of each county school

district to create community advisoryboard .. ... ........ ... 420
BDR R-251 Directs Legislative Commission to conduct interim study

of feasibility of state contribution of financial support for

costs of construction and maintenance of school buildings .. .. 422
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SUMMARY—Provides for reconfiguration of school districts. (BDR 34-243)

FISCAL NOTE: Effect on Local Government: No.

Effect on the State or on Industrial Insurance: No.

AN ACT relating to education; authorizing the reconfiguration of school districts by
petition under certain circumstances; prescribing the process by which such a
petition is submitted and approved; requiring that a petition which has been
approved be submitted to the registered voters of certain counties; repealing the
prospective expiration of the authority of boards of trustees of schoo] districts to
establish rules concerning school-based decision making; and providing other

matters properly relating thereto.

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, REPRESENTED IN

SENATE AND ASSEMBLY, DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Chapter 386 of NRS is hereby amended by adding thereto the provisions
set forth as sections 2 to 11, inclusive, of this act.

Sec. 2. As used in sections 2 to 11, inclusive, of this act, unless the context otherwise
requires, “reconfiguration of a school district” includes the partitioning of one or more

existing school districts to create one or more new school districts.
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Sec. 3. . A committee to reconfigure a school district may be created by:

(a) Five or more registered voters who are residents of the proposed school district; or

(b) At least three members of the board of trustees of each school district that will be
reconﬁgurea; if the proposed school district is created, if those members are registered
volers.

2. The committee shall file a notice to reconfigure a school district with the secretary
of state and each county clerk of a county in which the petition to reconfigure a school
district will be circulated. The notice must include:

(a) A copy of the petition that will be circulated; and

(b) An affidavit, signed by each member of the committee, which includes:

(1) A statement that the committee accepts responsibility for circulating the petition;

(2) A statement that the committee accepts responsibility for filing the petition with
each county clerk of a county in which the petition will be circulated:

(3) The names and addresses of each member of the committee; and

(4) The address to which written notices concerning the petition must be sent.

Sec. 4. 1. To be certified as sufficient with regard to the number of signatures
required for a petition to reconfigure a school district, the petition must be signed in
indelible ink by:

(a) A majority of the members of the board of trustees of each school district that will

be reconfigured if the proposed school district is created, each of whom must be registered

voters; or
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(b) At least one-third of the registered voters who are residents of the proposed school
district.

2. Each person who signs a petition shall include his residential address, mailing
addréss, the name of the county in which he is registered to vote and the date of his
signature.

3. A petition may consist of more than one document. Each document must:

(a) Be uniform in size and form;

(b) Be circulated in only one county;

(c) Bear the name of the county in which the document is circulated: and

(d) Include the information required by section 5 of this act.

Sec. 5. A4 petition 10 reconfigure a school district must include the following
information:

1. The proposed assignment of licensed teachers and other educational personnel who
are employed by each school district that will be reconfigured if the proposed school
district is created;

2. The probable effect of the proposed school district on the apportionments and
allowances from the state distributz‘ve' school account pursuant to NRS 387.121 to 387.126,
inclusive;

3. The probable effect of the proposed school district on the racial composition of
pupils who are enrolled in the public schools in each school district that will be

reconfigured if the proposed school district is created:

363



4. The racial composition of pupils who will attend the proposed school district;

5. The proposed division of property between the proposed school district and each
school district that will be reconfigured if the proposed school district is created:

6. | The a-verage per capita income of residents of the proposed school district;

7. The value of the facilities, buildings, property and equipment currently in the
Ppossession of each school district that will be reconfigured if the proposed school district is
created; and

8. A written statement which acknowledges that the proposed school district will
assume full liability for its proportionate share of the total outstanding bonded
indebtedness that was incurred before the creation of the proposed district by each school
district that is reconfigured to form the new district.

Sec. 6. [. Not more than 90 days afier a notice to reconfigure a school district is
filed pursuant to section 3 of this act, the committee that circulated the petition shall
submit each document of the petition that was signed by the registered voters of a county to
the county clerk for verification. Each document of the petition that is submitted must have

attached to it an affidavit signed by the person who circulated the document which attests

that:
(a) He personally circulated the document;

(b) Each signature contained in the document was signed in his presence and is

genuine to the best of his knowledge and belief- and
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(¢) Each person who signed the petition had an opportunity before signing to examine:
(1) The document,; and
(2) The information which is required to be included with the document pursuant to
sectz'én Sof this act.

2. After a petition is submitted to a county clerk it may be handled only by:

(a) The county clerk; and

(b) Employees of the county clerk,
until the petition is filed with the secretary of state.

3. Not more than 15 days after a petition is submitted to a county clerk, a person who
signed the petition may submit a written request to the county clerk, signed under penalty
of perjury, that his name be removed from the petition. |

Sec. 7. 1. Not more than 10 days after a petition is submitted to a county clerk
pursuant to section 6 of this act, the county clerk shall determine the total number of
signatures affixed to each document of the petition and forward that information to the
secretary of state. If the secretary of state finds that the total number of signatures
submitted to the county clerks is less than 100 percent of the number of registered voters
that are required to sign the petition pursuant to section 4 of this act, the secretary of state
shall immediately notify the committee that submitted the petition and each participating
county clerk. No further action may be taken on the petition.

2. If the secretary of state finds that the total number of signatures submitted to the

county clerks is 100 percent or more of the number of registered voters that are required to
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Sign the petition pursuant to section 4 of this act, the secretary of state shall immediately
notify each county clerk to whom a document was submitted.

3. Not more than 20 days after receipt of notice pursuant to subsection 2 that the
numb;zr of signatures on a petition is sufficient, each county clerk to whom a petition was
submitted shall verify the signatures and issue a certificate as to the sufficiency of the
petition. If the petition is insufficient, the county clerk shall include in the certificate the
reasons for the insufficiency. A county clerk shall invalidate the signature of any person if
the signature is not signed in ink or dated, or is executed before the notice to reconfigure a
school district is filed pursuant to section 3 of this act. A county clerk shall not invalidate a
signature because the signature does not correspond exactly to the signature on the official
register of voters maintained by the county clerk if the identity of the signer can be
determined from the signature on the petition.

4. Each county clerk shall attach the certificate regarding sufficiency to the petition
and transmit the certificate and petition to the secretary of state. Each county clerk shall
mail, by certified mail, return receipt requested, a copy of the certificate to the committee
that submitted the petition.

Sec. 8. 1. If the certificates received by the secretary of state from all of the county
clerks establish that the number of signatures that have been verified is less than 100
percent of the number of signatures required pursuant to section 4 of this act, the petition
shall be deemed insufficient, and the secretary of state shall immediately notify each county

clerk who verified the signatures and the committee that submitted the petition.
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2. If a petition is deemed insufficient because it lacks the required number of
signatures, the committee that submitted the petition may amend the petition once by filing
a notice to amend with the secretary of state and each county clerk of a county in which the
amen;z'ed pez;itz'on will be circulated, not more than 10 days after the committee receives
notice of the insufficiency of the petition. An amended petition comtaining the required
number of additional signatures must be submitted to the county clerk of each county in
which the amended petition was circulated not more than 20 days after the committee files
a notice to amend. An amended petition must comply with the requirements of the petition
as originally filed.

3. Not more than 20 days after an amended petition is filed, each county clerk shall
verify the additional signatures and transmit an amended certificate as to the sufficiency of
the petition to the secretary of state. The county clerk shall mail, by certified mail, return
receipt requested, a copy of the amended certificate to the committee that submitted the
amended petition.

4. If the amended certificates received by the secretary of state establish that the
petition is still insufficient, the secretary of state shall immediately so notify the committee
that submitted the amended petition and each county clerk who verified the signatures of
the amended petition.

5. If the certificates and amended certificates received by the secretary of state
establish that the number of signatures which have been verified is at least 100 percent of

the number of signatures reguired pursuant to section 4 of this act, the petition shall be
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deemed sufficient, and the secretary of state shall immediately so notify each county clerk
who verified the signatures and the committee that submitted the petition.

Sec. 9. 1. If a petition to create a school district is deemed sufficient pursuant to
sectz'o,n 8 of this act, the secretary of state shall immediately transmit the- petition to the
state board.

2. Upon receipt of a petition, the state board shall, in consultation with the attorney
general, review the petition. In addition to the information that is contained in the petition,
the state board may request additional information from the committee that submitted the
petition relating to the type of educational services that the proposed school district intends
to offer.

3. The review of a petition by the state board and the attorney general must include,
without limitation, an analysis of whether the petition:

(a) Ensures that a general and uniform system of education will continue to be offered
throughout this state;

(b) Complies with all applicable judicial precedents, constitutional requirements and
Statutory requirements, including, without limitation, requirements relating to racial and
ethnic composition;

(c) Ensures that the proposed school district will be eligible for apportionments and
allowances from the state distributive school account pursuant to NRS 387.121 to 387.126,

inclusive; and
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(d) Ensures that the proposed school district will remain Jully liable for its proportional
share of outstanding bonded indebtedness.

4. Not more than 90 days after the receipt of such a petition from the secretary of
state: the state board, in consultation with z;ze attorney general, shall make a determination
on the petition. The state board shall approve a petition if it determines that the proposed
reconfiguration meets the criteria set forth in subsection 3. If the petition does not meet the
criteria set forth in subsection 3, the state board, in consultation with the attorney general,
may:

(a) Deny the petition; or

(B) Revise the petition as necessary to ensure that the proposed reconfiguration meets
the criteria set forth in subsection 3 and approve the petition as revised.

5. If the state board, in consultation with the atiorney general, approves a petition, the
state board shall submit the petition and any revisions made by the state board or the
attoﬁey general to the director of the legislative counsel bureau Jor transmission to the
next regular session of the legislature.

6. If the state board, in consultation with the attorney general, denies a petition, no
Jfurther action may be taken on the petition.

Sec. 10. 1. If the legislature reviews a petition to reconfigure a school district and
determines that the petition does not meet the criteria set Jorth in subsection 3 of section 9

of this act, no further action may be taken on the petition.

369



2. Ifthe legislature takes no action on the petition, the petition shall be deemed denied
by the legislature, and no further action may be taken on the petition.

3. If the legislature reviews a petition and revises the petition by concurrent
resolz;zion, dny Jurther consideration of the petition must be addressed to the revised
version. If the legislature determines that a petition, whether or not revised, meets the
criteria set forth in subsection 3 of section 9 of this act and approves the petition by
concurrent resolution, the committee to reconfigure a school district may submit the
petition in its approved form to the county clerk in each county whose school district will
be reconfigured if the proposed school district is created. Upon receipt of suck a petition,
the county clerk shall include the petition on the next feasible ballot for a general election.

4. Each sample ballot that is mailed to the registered voters of a county who are
voting on such a petition must include the full text of the petition in the Jorm approved by
the legislature. The ballot which is used in the géneral election of each county voting on
such a petition must include the full text of the petition in the Jorm approved by the
legislature.

J. A petition to reconfigure a school district may be withdrawn not Jewer than 30 days
before the date of the general election if a notice of withdrawal signed by at least four
members of the committee that filed the petition is filed with the secretary of state. Upon
Jiling the notice of withdrawal, no further action may be taken on the petition.

Sec. 11. Ifa majority of the registered voters in each county whose school district will

be reconfigured if the proposed school district is created approve the petition, the next
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regular session of the legislature shall provide by law Jor the procedures necessary to
facilitate the creation and operation of the proposed school district and any necessary
reconfiguration of the boundaries of the adjoining school districts.

Séc. 12.A Section 5 of chapter 644, Statutes of Nevada 1993, as amended by section 1,
Statutes of Nevada 1995, at page 862, is hereby amended to read as follows:

Sec. 5. This act becomes effective on July 1, 1993 . [, and expires by

limitation on June 30, 1999 ]

Sec. 13. This act becomes effective upon passage and approval.
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SUMMARY—Urges school districts to continue to cooperate to serve best interests of

children and communities. (BDR R-244)

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION—Urging school districts to continue to

cooperate to serve the best interests of children and communities.

WHEREAS, The availability of adequate educational resources and facilities is essential
to ensure that each school district in Nevada provides a quality education to children; and

WHEREAS, The unique geography of this state has resulted in the isolation of some
schools and pupils and placed them at a great distance from specialized educational
resources and personnel; and

WHEREAS, Some rural school districts in this state have limited money available for
school facilities and educational resources, including, but not limited to, school buildings,
school psychologists, guidance counselors, speech therapists, computer equipment and
services for the education of pupils with disabilities and of gifted and talented pupils; and

WHEREAS, Many school districts have formed alliances either formally pursuant to
statute or informally to share educational resources and personnel; and

WHEREAS, These formal and informal alliances have helped to alleviate some of the
problems encountered by rural school districts as a result of 1solation and have promoted

cooperation among the various school districts; now, therefore, be it
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RESOLVED BY THE SENATE OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, THE ASSEMBLY CONCURRING,
That the Legislature hereby recognizes that cooperation among the school districts in this
state enhances the quality of education that is provided to children; and be it further

RESOLVED, That the Legislature hereby urges school districts to continue to cooperate
by:

1. Entering into cooperative agreements pursuant to chapter 277 of NRS to furnish,
share or exchange educational personnel, resources, facilities, equipment and property;

2. Acquiring jointly educational facilities and projects pursuant to NRS 387.531 to
387.591, inclusive;

3. Entering into agreements pursuant to NRS 392.010 for pupils to attend schools in an
adjoining school district if such an agreement is in the best interest of the children and the
respective communities; and

4. Entering into informal alliances when such alliances are in the best interests of the
children and the respective communities; and be it further

RESOLVED, That the Secretary of the Senate prepare and transmit a copy of this

resolution to each board of trustees of a school district in this state.
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SUMMAR Y—Authorizes formation of charter schools. (BDR 34-246)

FISCAL NOTE: Effect on Local Government: No.

Effect on the State or on Industrial Insurance: Contains Appropriation

not included in Executive Budget.

AN ACT relating to education; authorizing the formation of charter schools for a certain
period; prescribing the process by which an application to form a charter school
1s submitted and approved; restricting the number of charter schools that may be
formed in one county and in this state; making an appropriation; and providing

other matters properly relating thereto.

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, REPRESENTED IN

SENATE AND ASSEMBLY, DO ENACT AS F OLLOWS:

Section 1. NRS 385.007 is hereby amended to read as follows.

385.007 As used in this Title, unless the context otherwise requires:

1. “Department” means the department of education.

2. “Public schools” means al] kindergartens and elementary schools, junior high

schools and middle schools, high schools and any other schools, classes and educational
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programs which receive their support through public taxation and whose textbooks and
courses of study are under the control of the state board. The term includes a charter school
that is created pursuant to the provisions of sections 5 to 16, inclusive, of this act.

3. | “State board” means the state board of education.

Sec. 2. NRS 385.110is hereby amended to read as follows:

385.110 [The]

1. Except as otherwise provided in subsection 2, the state board [of education] shall
prescribe and cause to be enforced the courses of study for the public schools of this state |
[;} provided:

[1.] (@ That high schools may have modified courses of study, subject to the approval
of the state board [of education; and

2.} ;and

(b) That any high school offering courses normally accredited as being beyond the level
of the 12th grade shall, before offering such courses, have them approved by the state board
. [of education.}

2. A charter school that is Jormed pursuant to the provisions of sections 5 to 16,
inclusive, of this act, is not required to offer a course of study pre.s;cribed by the state board
pursuant 1o subsection 1 if a waiver from that course of study is included in the written
charter of the charter school.

Sec. 3. NRS 385.347 is hereby amended to read as follows:

375



385.347 1. The board of trustees of each school district in this state, in cooperation
with associations recognized by the state board as representing licensed personne] in
education in the district, shall adopt a program providing for the accountability of the
school dxstnct to the residents of the dlstnct and to the state board for the quality of the
schools and the educational achievement of the pupils in the district [1. including, withour
limitation, pupils enrolled in charter schools in the school district.

2. The board of trustees of each school district shall, on or before March 31 of each
year, report to the residents of the district concerning:

(@) The educational goals and objectives of the school district.

(b) Pupil achievement for grades 4, 8 and 11 for each school in the district and the
district as a whole [.] , including, without limitation, each charter school in the district
Unless otherwise directed by the department, the board of trustees of the district shall base
its report on the results of the examinations administered pursuant to NRS 389.015 and
shall compare the results of those examinations for the current school year with those of
previous school years. In addition, the board shall also report the results of other
examinations of pupil achievement administered to each pupil in the school district in
grades other than 4, 8 and 11. The results of these examinations for the current school year
must be compared with those of previous school years.

(c) The ratio of pupils to teachers in kindergarten and at each grade level for each

¢lementary school in the district and the district as a whole, including, without limitation,
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each charter school in the district, the average class size for each required course of study
for each secondary school in the district and the district as a whole, including, withow
limitation, each charter school in the district, and other data concerning licensed and
udicénsed efnployees of the school district,

(d) A comparison of the types of classes that each teacher has been assigned to teach
with the qualifications and licensure of the teacher, for each school in the district and the
district as a whole [], including, without limitation, each charter school in the district.

(¢) The total expenditure per pupil for each school in the district and the district as a
whole [.], including, without limitation, each charter school in the district.

() The curriculum used by the school district, including [any] :

(1) Any special programs for pupils at an individual school [.] ; and
(2) The curriculum used by each charter school in the district

(2) Records of the attendance and truancy of pupils in all grades, for each school in the
district and the district as a whole [.1. including, withour limitation, each charter school in
the district.

(b) The annual rate of pupils who drop out of school in grades 9 to 12, inclusive, for
each such grade, for each school in the district and for the district as a whole.

(1) Efforts made by the school district and by each school in the district , including,
without limitation, each charter school in the district, to increase communication with the

parents of pupils in the district.
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() Records of incidents involving weapons or violence for each school in the district [.]

, including, without limitation, each charter school in the district.

(k) Records of the suspension and expulsion of pupils required or authorized pursuant

to NRS 392.466 and 392.467.

(1) The transiency rate of pupils for each school in the district and the district as a whole
[}, including, withowt limitation, each charter school in the district.

(m) Each source of funding for the school district.

(n) Such other information as is directed by the superintendent of public instruction.

3. The superintendent of public instruction shall:

(@) Prescribe forms for the reports required pursuant to subsection 2 and provide the

forms to the respective school districts.

(b) Provide statistical information and technical assistance to the school districts to

ensure that the reports provide comparable information with respect to each school in each

district and among the districts.
(c) Consult with a representative of:
(1) The Nevada State Education Association;
(2) The Nevada Association of School Boards;

(3) The Nevada Association of School Administrators; and

(4) The Nevada Parent Teachers Association,
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concerning the program and consider any advice. or recommendations submitted by the
representatives with respect to the program.

4. On or before April 15 of each year, the board of trustees of each school district shall
sutin:;it to the state board the report made pursuant to subsection 2. On or before June 15 of
each year, the board of trustees of each school district shall submit to the state board:

(@) A separate report summarizing the effectiveness of the district’s program of
accountability during the school year; and

(b) A description of the efforts the district has made 1o correct deficiencies identified in
the report submitted pursuant to paragraph (a).

5. Onor before February 1 of each year, the superintendent of public instruction shall
analyze the information submitted to the state board and report to the legislature concerning
the effectiveness of the programs of accountability adopted pursuant to this section. In
even-numbered years, the report must be submitted to the legislative commission.

Sec. 4. Chapter 386 of NRS is hereby amended by adding thereto the provisions set
forth as sections 5 to 16, inclusive, of this act,

Sec. 5. 1. Except as otherwise provided in subsection 2, on or before July 1, 2003, a
person may apply to the board of trustees of a school district for authorization to form a
charter school in the school district if enrollment in the charter school will be limited to

pupils in kindergarten and grades I 10 8.
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2. Six charter schools may be created in this state, with no more than Jour in one
county. Upon receipt of an application Jor a charter school, the board of trustees of a
school district shall notify the state board If the state board determines that six charter
sch'ot;ls have been approved in this state or that four charter schools have been approved
in the coumty in which the application was submitted, the state board shail inform the
board of trustees that the application must be denied for this reason.

Sec. 6. An application for a charter school must include:

1. Evidence of support Jor the charter school Jrom teachers, parents and the
community in which the proposed charter school will be located, as prescribed by
regulation of the state board.

2. The projected enrollment of, pupils in the charter school.

3. The projected ratio of pupils per class per teacher; based upon the projected
enroliment of pupils. If the projected ratio does not comply with the pupil-teacher ratio
prescribed by the regulations of the state board pursuant to NRS 387 123 or the pupil-
teacher ratio prescribed in NRS 388, 700, the application must include a written request for
a waiver from those requirements.

4. The proposed dates of enrollment Jor the charter school. If the proposed dates of
enrollment for the charter school are not the same as the dates o;f enroliment generally in

effect in the public schools of the same grade level in the school district, the application
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must include a written request for a waiver Jrom the dates of enrollment generally in effect
in the school district.

5. The proposed system of governance Jor the charter school, including, but not
Iiniite;d to; the number of persons who will govern, the method of selecting the persons who
will govern and the term of office Jor each person.

6. The proposed curriculum for the charter school. If the applicant does not intend to
use the curriculum of the school district that is generally applicable to the grades which
will be taught at the charter school, the application must include a written request for a
waiver from the curriculum of the school district.

7. The textbooks that will be used at the charter school. If the applicant does not
intend to use the textbooks prescribed by the state board pursuant to NRS 390.] 40, the
application must include a written request Jor a waiver from the textbooks prescribed by
the state board.

8. The qualifications of the persons who will provide instruction at the charter school.
If the charter school intends to employ persons who are not licensed pursuant to the
provisions of chapter 391 of NRS, the application must include a written request for a
waiver from the requirement that only licensed teachers may provide instruction in the
public schools.

9. The process by which the governing body of the charter school will negotiate

employment contracts with the employees of the charter school.

381



10.  If the applicant does not intend to comply with any other laws or regulations
applicable to public schools, a written request for a waiver from those provisions with
which the applicant does not intend to comply, except that a charter school shall comply
with ¢'md may not request a waiver from any law or regulation relating to:

(a) Discrimination and civil rights; or

(b) The health, safety and discipline of pupils, as prescribed by NRS 392.420 1o
392.469, inclusive.

11. 4 financial plan for the operation of the charter school. The Dplan must includé, bur
is not limited to, procedures Jor the audit of the programs and finances of the school and
guidelines for determining financial liability if the charter school is unsuccessful.

12.  The proposed plan Jor the transportation of pupils to and from the charter school.

Sec. 7. 1. The board of trustees of a school district shall consider each application
to form a charter school in the order in which it is received A board of rrustees of a school
district that receives an application to form a charter school shall consider the application
at its next regularly scheduled meeting and ensure that notice of the meeting is posted in
accordance with chapter 241 of NRS. Not more than 30 days after the meeting, the board
of trustees shall provide written rotice of its determination to the applicant.

2. If the board of trustees approves such an application, the board of trustees shall
not more than 10 days afier the approval, provide written notice 1o the state board of its

approval and the date of the approval. Upon receipt of such a nrotification, the state board
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shall act upon the application as soon as practicable, and in chronological order
according to the date of the approval. Except as otherwise provided in this subsection and
subsection 4, the state boafd shall grant a written charter to an applicant if the application
was ;zpprOVéd pursuant to subsection 1. If the state board receives wrilten notice that q
number of charter schools which exceeds the limitations set forth in section 5 of this act
have been approved in this state on the same date or in the same county on the same date,
the state board shall in its sole discretion select among the applicants and grant written
charters in accordance with the limitations set forth in section 5 of this act.

3. If the board of trustees denies an application for a charter school or denies a
warver that was requested in the application, the applicant may request an appeal of the
denial to the state board not more than 30 days after receipt of the written notice of the
denial. The state board shall consider requests for appeals in the order in which they are
received. If the state board receives q request for an appeal, it shall consider the appeal ar
its next regularly scheduled meeting and ensure that notice of the meeting is posted in
accordance with chapter 241 of NRS. Not more than 30 days after the meeting, the state
board shall provide written notice of its determination to the applicant.

4. If the state board when considering an appeal, and the board of trustees of a
school district each approve an application for a charter school on the same date, resulting

in more than six charter schools in this State or more than four charter schools in one
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county, the state board shall in its sole discretion make a final determination as 1o which of
the two applicants may form a charter school.

Sec. 8. 1. A4 written charter granted by the state board must be Jor a term of 6 years
and ;'ncludeA all conditions of operation and waivers ser forth in subsections I to 12,
inclusive, of section 6 of this act thar were approved by the board of trustees or the state
board

2. As a condition of the issuance of the written charter, the charter school must agree
to:

(@) Comply with all laws and regulations thatlare generally applicable to the public
schools in the school district in which the charter school is located except for those laws
and regulations for which the charter school has been granted a waiver:

(b) Remain nonsectarian;

(c) Refrain from charging tuition, levy taxes, issue bonds or use public money to
purchase property or buildings;

(d) Schedule and provide annually at least as many days of instruction as are required
of all other public schools located in the same school district as the charter school is
located: and

(e) Obtain liability insurance of the same type and in the same amount as may be
required of all other public schools located in the same school district as the charter

school is located.
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The provisions of this subsection may not be waived by the board of trustees or the state
board
3. The governing body of a charter school may submit to the state board a written
req'ue’st Jor an amendment of the written cha.rter of the charter school. If the proposed
amendment complies with all provisions of sections 3 to 16, inclusive, of this act and the
regulations of the state board adopted pursuant 1o section 10 of this act, the state board
shall amend the written charter in accordance with the proposed amendment.
Sec. 9. 1. A written charter may be revoked by the state board before the expiration
of the 6-year period if the state board determines thar-
(@) The charter school has failed to comply with:
(1) The terms and conditions of its written charter; or
(2) The regulations adopted by the state board pursuant to section 10 of this act;
(b) The charter school is financially impaired such that the school cannot continue to
operate;
(¢) The charter school has not maintained the standards of achievement and proficiency
established by the state board pursuant to section 10 of this act; or
(d) Closure is warranted for any other reason.
2. At least 90 days before the state board intends lo revoke a written charter, it shall

provide written notice to the governing body of the charter school of its intention. The

written notice must:
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(a) Include a statement of the deficiencies or.reasons upon which the state board’s
action is based;

(b) Prescribe a period, not less than 30 days, during which the charter school may
corr‘e;'t any such deficiencies.

If the charter school corrects the deficiencies to the satisfaction of the state board within
the time prescribed in Pparagraph (b) of this subsection, the state board shall not revoke the
written charter of the school.

Sec. 10. . The state board shall adopt regulations that:

(@) Prescribe the bype and amount of evidence of support necessary to satisfy the
requirement set forth in subsection I of section 6 of this act;

(b) Set forth the criteria Jor:

(1) Approval of an application Jor a charter school which has been submitted to the
board of trustees of a school district; and

(2) Approval of an application Jor a charter school or a request for a waiver which
has been submitted to the state board on appeal;

(c) Set forth the standards of achievement and proficiency which must be demonstrated
by pupils enrolled in a charter school, including, withéut limitation, a requirement that the
pupils enrolled in a charter school must pass the achievemenr and proficiency
examinations administered pursuant to NRS 389.015 which are generally applicable to the

grade level of the pupils who are enrolled in the charter school;

386



(d) Require a charter school to submit 1o the board of trustees of the school district in
which the charter school is located reports for the computation of enrollment and
attendance of pupils enrolled in a charter school:

(e) Presc;ribe:

(1) The content and form of the reports required pursuant to paragraph (d); and

(2) The dates on which a charter school IS required to submit the reporis required
pursuant lo paragraph (d) to the board of trustees of the school district in which the
charter school is located: and

() Prescribe the content and Jrequency of written reports that a charter school is
required to submit to the board of trustees of the school district in which the charter school
is located and to the stare board including, without limitation, reports which contain the
information required by NRS 385.347

2. The state board may adopt regulations that-

(@) Set forth the conditions under which the board of rrustees of a school district or the
state board will authorize a charter school to employ persons who are not licensed
pursuant to the provisions of chaprer 3 91 of NRS to provide instruction at a charter school-
and

(b} It determines are necessary to carry out the provisions of sections 5 to 16, inclusive,

of this act.

Sec. 11. The state board and the board of trustees of a school district shall-
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1. Upon request, provide information to the general public concerning the formation
and operation of charter schools:

2. Maintain a list available for public inspection which describes the location of each
chartér schobl that has been approved for operation pursuant o the provisions of sections
J to 16, inclusive, of this act; and

3. Provide reasonable assistance to an applicant for a charter school and a charter
school in carrying out the provisions of sections 5 to 16, inclusive, of this act.

Sec. 12. 1. A charter school may limit admission to:

(@) Pupils in a particular age group or grade level.

(6) Pupils who have demonstrated a special interest in an area of course work that is
emphasized at the school.

2. An application for enrollment in a charter school may be submitted to the
governing body of the charter school by pupils who reside in the school district in which
the charter school is located. Except as otherwise provided in this subsection, a charter
school shall enroll pupils who are éligible Jor enrollment in the order in which the
applications are received. A charter school shall give priority for enrollment to:

(@) If the board of trustees of the school district in which the charter school is located
has established zones of attendance pursuant to NRS 388.040, an applicant who resides in

the zone in which the charter school is located
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(b) An applicant who is a sibling of a pupil who is currently enrolled in the charter
school.

3. A charter school shall not determine eligibility for gnrollmem in the school based
on t'hé:

(@) Intellectual ability;

(b) Athletic ability;

(c) Race;

(d) Gender;

(e) Religion;

() Ethnicity; or

(g) Disability.
of a pupil.

Sec. 13. 1. Pupils who are enrolled in a charter school must be included in the
count of pupils in the school district Jor the purposes of apportionments and allowances
Jrom the state distributive school account pursuant to NRS 387.121 to 387.126, inclusive.

2. The board of trustees of a school district shall, at the same time and in the same
manner as it distributes money .to all other public schools in the school district, distribute
money 1o a charter school in an amount per pupil which is equal to the amount per pupil

that is allocated 10 the other public schools in the school district.

389



3. The governing body of a charter school may negotiate with the board of trustees of
the school district and the siate board Jor additional apportionments to Dpay for services
which the governing body wishes to offer that are not offered by the other public schools in
the :school district. The superintendent of public instruction shall distribute any
apportionments awarded pursuant to this subsection directly to the governing body of the
charter school.

4. To determine the amount of money for distribution to a charter school in its first
year of operation, the count of pupils enrolled in the charter school must initially be
determined 30 days before the beginning of the school year, based on the number of pupils
whose applications for enrollment have been approved by the charter school. The count of

pupils must be revised on the last day of the first month of the school year, based on the

actual number of pupils who are enrolled in the charter school.

Sec. 14. A4 charter school shall determine the achievement and proficiency of pupils
who are enrolled in the school by:

1. Cooperating with the board of trustees of the school district in the administration of
the achievement and proficiency examinations prescribed by NRS 389.015 to the pupils

enrolled in the charter school: and

2. Complying with the standards of achievement and proficiency established by the

state board pursuant to section 10 of this act.
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Sec. 15. Ifa pupil has successfully completed credits at a charter school that has been
Jormed pursuant to the provisions of sections 5 to 16, inclusive, of this act, the pupil must
be allowed to apply the credit that he received at the charter school toward advancement 1o
the néxt grade at any other public school or graduation Jrom any other public school.

Sec. 16. 1. A governing body of a charter school may employ the Jollowing persons
Io provide instruction at the school-

(@} A person who is licensed pursuant to the provisions of chapter 391 of NRS.

(b) If the charter school has received the applicable waiver, a person who is not
licensed pursuant to the provisions of chapter 391 of NRS.

2. The process by which the governing body of the charter school will negotiate
employment contracts with these employees must be in accordance with the process set
Jorth in the application submitted pursuant 1o subsection 9 of section 6 of this act. The
salary of each person who is employed by a charter school must be determined by the
governing body of the charter school and the employee, with the approval of the board of
trustees of the school district in which the charter school is located.

3. The salary of each person who is employed by a charter school, the term of his
employment and any other conditions of employment agreed upon by the governing body of
the charter school and the employee, must be embodied in a written contract between the

governing body and the employee.
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4. Each applicant for employment pursuant 1o this section must, as a condition 1o
employment, submit to the governing body of the charter school a Jull set of his fingerprints
and written permission authorizing the governing body to forward the Jfingerprints 1o the
Fi eafel;'al Bu'réau of Inveszigatioﬁ and the central repository for Nevada records of criminal
history for their reports on the criminal history of the applican:.

3. All employees of a charter school shall be deemed:

(@) Excepr as otherwise provided by specific statute, employees of the school district in
which the charter school is located

(6) Public employees, including, without limitation, Jor the purposes of determining
liability and immunity Jrom liability pursuant to chapter 41 of NRS.

Sec. 17. NRS 386.365 is hereby amended to read as follows:

386.365 1. Except as otherwise provided in subsection 3, each board of trustees in
any county having a population of 100,000 or more shall give 15 days’ notice of its
intention to adopt, repeal or amend a policy or regulation of the board concerning any of
the subjects set forth in subsection 4. The notice must:

(@) Include a description of the subject or subjects involved and must state the time and
place of the meeting at which the matter will be considered by the board; and

(b) Be mailed to the following persons from each of the schools affected:

(1) The principal;

(2) The president of the parent-teacher association or similar body; and
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(3) The president of the classroom teachers’ organization or other collective
bargaining agent.
A copy of the notice and of the terms of each proposed policy or regulation, or change in a
p_oli'cy; or regﬁlaﬁon, must be made available for inspection by the public in the office of the
superintendent of schools of the school district at least 15 days before its adoption.

2. All persons interested in a proposed policy or regulation or change in a policy or
regulation must be afforded a reasonable opportunity to submit data, views or arguments,
orally or in writing. The board of trustees shail consider all written and oral submissions
respecting the proposal or change before taking final action.

3. Emergency policies or regulations may be adopted by the board upon its own
finding that an emergency exists.

4. This section applies to policies and regulations concerning:

(a) Attendance rules;

(b) Zoning;

(¢) Grading;

(d) District staffing patterns;

(¢) Curriculum and program;

(f) Pupil discipline; and
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(g) Personnel, except with respect to dismissals-and refusals to reemploy covered by
contracts entered into {as a result of] pursuant to the Local Government Employee-
Management Relations Act [,] or section 16 of this act, as provided in NRS 391.3116.

Sec. 18, NRS 387.123 is hereby amended to read as follows:

387.123 1. The count of pupils for apportionment purposes includes all those who
are enrolled in programs of instruction of the school district , including, without limitation,
pupils enrolled in a charter school, for:

(a) Pupils in the kindergarten department.

(b) Pupils in grades 1 to 12, inclusive.

(c) Pupils not included under paragraph (a) or (b) who are receiving special education
pursuant to the provisions of NRS 388.440 to 388.520, inclusive.

(d) Children detained in detention homes, alternative programs and juvenile forestry
camps receiving instruction pursuant to the provisions of NRS 388.550, 388.560 and

388.570.

(e) Part-time pupils enrolled in classes and taking courses necessary to receive a high
school diploma.
2. The state board [of education] shall establish uniform regulations for counting

enrollment and calculating the average daily attendance of pupils. In establishing such

regulations for the public schools, the state board:
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(a) Shall divide the school year into 10 school months, each containing 20 or fewer
school days.

(b) May divide the pupils in grades 1 to 12, inclusive, into categories composed
res'pe'ctively- of those enrolled in elementary schools and those enrolled in secondary
schools.

(c) Shall prohibit the counting of any pupil specified in subsection 1 more than once.

3. Except as otherwise provided in subsection 4 and NRS 388.700, the state board [of
education] shall establish by regulation the maximum pupil-teacher ratio in each grade, and
for each subject matter wherever different subjects are taught in separate classes, for each
school district of the state which is consistent with:

(a) The maintenance of an acceptable standard of instruction;

(b) The conditions prevailing in the school district with respeét to the number and
distribution of pupils in each grade; and

(c¢) Methods of instruction used, which may include educational television, team
teaching or new teaching systems or techniques.

If the superintendent of public instruction finds that any school district is maintaining one
or more classes whose pupil-teacher ratio exceeds the applicable maximum, and unless he
finds that the board of trustees of the school district has made every reasonable effort in
good faith to comply with the applicable standard, he shall, with the approval of the state

board, reduce the count of pupils for apportionment purposes by the percentage which the
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number of pupils attending those classes is of the total number of pupils in the district, and
the state board may direct him to withhold the quarterly apportionment entirely.

4. A charter school is not required to comply with the pupil-teacher ratio prescribed
by 'th;z state-board pursuant to subsection 3 if the written charter of the charter school
includes a waiver from that ratio.

Sec. 19. NRS 387.175is hereby amended to read as follows:

387.175 The county school district fund is composed of:

1. All local taxes for the maintenance and operation of kindergartens, elementary
schools , [and] high schools [.] and charter schools.

2. All money received from the Federal Government for the maintenance and

operation of public schools.
3. Apportionments by the state as provided in NRS 387.124.

4. Any other receipts, inciuding gifts, for the operation and maintenance of the public

schools in the county school district.

Sec. 20. NRS 388.020 is hereby amended to read as foliows:

388.020 1. An elementary school is a public school in which no grade work is given
above that included m the eighth grade. according to the regularly adopted state course of
study.

2. A junior high or middle school is a public school in which the sixth, seventh, eighth

and ninth grades are taught under a course of study prescribed and approved by the state
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board . fof education.] The school is an elementary. or secondary school for the purpose of
teachers’ certifications.

3. A high school i a public school in which subjects above the eighth grade, according
to 'th;: state course of study, may be taﬁght. The school is a secondary school for the
purpose of teachers’ certifications.

4. A special school is an organized unit of instruction operating with approval of the
state board . [of education.]

5. A charter school is a public school that is formed pursuant to the provisions of
sections 5 to 16, inclusive, of this act.

Sec. 21. NRS 388.040 is hereby amended to read as follows:

388.040 [In any]

1. Except as otherwise provided in subsection 2, the board of trustees of a school
district [having and maintaining] which includes more than one school [offering] thar offers
instruction in the same grade or grades, [the board of trustees shall have the power to] may
zone the school district and [to] determine which pupils shall attend each school.

2. The establishment of zones pursuant to subsection 1 does not preclude a pupil from
attending a charter school in the school district.

Sec. 22. NRS 388.700 is hereby amended 1o read as follows:

388.700 1. Except as otherwise provided in subsections 2 fand 3.1, 3 and 6, after the

last day of the first month of the school year, the ratio in each school district of pupils per
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class in kindergarten and grades 1, 2 and 3 per licensed teacher designated to teach those
classes full time must not exceed 15 to 1 in classes where core curriculum is taught. In
determining this ratio, all licensed educational personnel who teach kindergarten or grade
1,2 <;r 3 must be counted except teachers of art, music, physical education or special
education, counselors, librarians, administrators, deans and specialists.

2. A school district may, within the limits of any plan adopted pursuant to NRS
388.720, assign a pupil whose enrollment in a grade occurs after the last day of the first
month of the school year to any existing class regardless of the number of pupils in the
class.

3. The state board may grant to a school district a variance from the limitation on the
number of pupils per class set forth in subsection 1 for good cause, including the lack of
available financial support specifically set aside for the reduction of pupil-teacher ratios.

4. The state board shall, on or before February 1 of each odd-numbered year, report t0
the legislature on:

(a) Each variance granted by it during the preceding biennium, including the specific
Justification for the variance.

(b) The data reported.to it by the various. schoo] districts pursuant to subsection 2 of
NRS 388.710, including an explanation of that data, and the current pupil-teacher ratios per

class in kindergarten and grades 1, 2 and 3.
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5. The department shall, on or before December 15 of each year, report to the chief of
the budget division of the department of administration and the fiscal analysis division of
the legislative counsel bureau:

(aj The number of teachers employed;

(b) The number of teachers employed in order to attain the ratio required by subsection
L

(©) The number of pupils enrolled; and

(d) The number of teachers assigned to teach in the same classroom with another
teacher or in any other arrangement other than one teacher assigned to one classroom of
pupils,
during the current school year in kindergarten and grades 1, 2 and 3 for each school district.

6. The provisions of this section do not apply to a charter school if the written charter
of the charter school includes a waiver Jfrom the provisions of this section.

Sec. 23. NRS 390.230is hereby amended to read as follows:

390.230 1. The textbooks adopted by the state board [of education] must be used in
the public schools in the state and no other books may be used as basic textbooks.

2. . This section does not prohibit:

(@ The continued use of such textbooks previously approved until they become

unserviceable.
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(b) The use of supplemental textbooks purchased by a school district with the approval
of the superintendent of public instruction.

(c) After approval by the state board, the temporary use of textbooks for tryout
pm‘pc;ses. .

(d) A charter school that is Jormed pursuant to the provisions of sections 5 to 16,
inclusive, of this act, from using textbooks other than those adopted for use by the state
board if the written charter of the charter school includes a waiver from the Pprovisions of
this section.

3. Any school officer or teacher who violates the provisions of this chapter, or
knowingly fails to follow the regulations of the state board relating to use of textbooks shall
be punished by a fine of not more than $250.

4. All superintendents, principals, teachers and school officers are charged with the
execution of this section.

Sec. 24. Chapter 391 of NRS is hereby amended by adding thereto a new section to
read as follows:

As used in NRS 391.060 10 391.295, inclusive, “teacher” includes a person who
provides instruction in a charter school thar Is formed pursuant to the provisions of
sections 5 to 16, inclusive, of this act.

Sec. 25. NRS 391.045 is hereby amended 1o read as follows-
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391.045 The superintendent of public instruction shall file with the clerk of the board
of trustees of each local school district a directory of all teachers and other educational
personnel fwho hold licenses entitling them] , including, withour limitation, teachers and
eddca’tianal personml employed by a charter school pursuant 1o section 16 of this act, who
are entitled to draw salaries from the county school district fund, and shall advise the clerk
from time to time of any changes or additions to the directory.

Sec. 26. NRS 391.090 is hereby amended to read as follows:

391.090 1. Any person who is:

(@) Granted a license to teach or perform other educational functions in the public
schools of Nevada, in the school conducted at the Nevada youth training center or the
Caliente youth center or for any program of instruction for kindergarten or grades 1 to 12,
inclusive, conducted at any correctional institution in the department of prisons; for]

{b) Charged with the duty at the Nevada youth training center or the Caliente youth
center of giving instruction in the Constitution of the United States and the constitution of
the State of Nevada L] ;or

(¢c) Employed by a charter school as a teacher pursuant to the provisions of section 16
of this act,
must show, by examination or credentials showing college, university or normal schoo}

study, satisfactory evidence of adequate knowledge of the origin, history, provisions and
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principles of the Constitution of the United States and the cons'dtﬁtion of the State of
Nevada.

2. The commission may grant a reasonable time for compliance with the terms of this
secfic;rL

Sec. 27. NRS 391.120 is hereby amended 1o read as follows:

391.120 1. [Boards] Excepr as otherwise provided in subsection 5, boards of trustees
of the school districts in this state may employ legally qualified teachers and other licensed
personnel and may determine their salaries and the length of the term of school for which
they are employed. These conditions and any other conditions agreed upon by the parties
must be embodied in a written contract, or notice of reemployment, to be approved by the
board of trustees and accepted and signed by the employee. A copy of the contract or notice
of reemployment, properly written, must be delivered to each teacher or other licensed
employee not later than the opening of the term of school.

2. A board of trustees may not employ teachers or other licensed personnel for any
school year commencing after the expiration of the time for which any member of the
board of trustees was elected or appointed.

3. It is unlawful for the board of trustees of any school district to employ any teacher
who is not legally qualified to teach all the grades which the teacher is engaged to teach.

4. On or before November 15 of each year, the school district shall submit to the

department, in a form prescribed by the superintendent of public instruction, the following
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information for each licensed employee employed by the school district on October 1 of
that year:

(@) The amount of salary of the employee; and

(b)‘ The designated assignment, as that term is defined by the department , jof
education,] of the employee.

5. The boan.i of trustees of a school district may not make decisions concerning the
employment of teachers or other personmel employed by a charter school unless the
8overning body of a charter school specifically requests the board of trustees to make such
decisions.

Sec. 28. NRS 391.170 is hereby amended to read as follows:

391.170 [A]

1. Except as otherwise provided in subsection 2, a teacher or other employee for
whom a license is required is not entitled to receive any portion of public money for
schools as compensation for services rendered unless:

[1.] (@ He is legally employed by the board of trustees of the school district in which
he is teaching or performing other educational functions.

[2.] (b) He has a license authorizing him to teach or perform other educational
functions at the level and in the field for which he is employed, issued in accordance with

law and in full force at the time the services are rendered.
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2. The provisions of subsection 1 do not prohibit the payment of public money to
teachers or other employees who are employed by a charter school pursuant 1o the
provisions of section 16 of this act.

Sec. 29. " NRS 391.180 is hereby amended to read a5 follows.

391.180 1. As used in this section, “employee” means any employee of a school
district in this state.

2. A school month in any public school in this state consists of 4 weeks of 5 days each.

3. Nothing contained in this section prohibits the payment of employees’
compensation in 12 equal monthly payments for 9 or more months’ work.

4. The per diem deduction from the salary of an employee because of absence from
service for reasons other than those specified in this section is that proportion of the yearly
salary which is determined by the ratio between the duration of the absence and the total
number of contracted work days in the year.

5. Boards of trustees shall either prescribe by regulation or negotiate pursuant to
chapter 288 of NRS, with respect to sick leave, accumulation of sick leave, payment for
unused sick leave, sabbatical leave, personal leave, professional leave, military leave and
such other leave as they determine to be nhecessary or desirable for employees.

6. The salary of any employee unavoidably absent because of personal illness or
accident, or because of serious illness, accident or death in the family, may be paid up to

the number of days of sick leave accumulated by the employee. An employee may not be

404



credited with more than 15 days of sick leave in-any I school year. Except as otherwise
provided in this subsection, if an employee of a school district takes a position with another
school district, all sick leave that he has accurmulated must be transferred from his former
sch061 district to his new school district. The amount of sick leave so transferred may not
exceed the maximum amount of sick leave which may be carried forward from one year to
the next according to the applicable negotiated agreement or the policy of the district into
which the employee transferred. Unless the applicable negotiated agreement or policy of
the employing district provides otherwise, such an employee:

(2) Shall first use the sick leave credited to the employee from the district into which he
transferred before using any of the transferred leave; and

(b) Is not entitled to compensation for any sick leave transferred pursuant to this

subsection.

7. Subject to the provisions of subsection §:

(a) If an intermission of less than 6 days is ordered by the board of trustees for any good
reason, no deduction of salary may be made therefor.

(b) If on account of sickness, epidemic or other emergency in the community, a longer
intermission is ordered by the board of trustees or by a board of health and the intermission
or closing does not exceed 30 days at any one time, there may be no deduction or

discontinuance of salaries.
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8. If the board of trustees orders an extension of the number of days of school to
compensate for the days lost as the result of an intermission because of those reasons
contained in paragraph (b) of subsection 7, an employee may be required to rendér his
servicées to the school district during that extended period. If the salary of the employee was
continued during the period of intermission as provided in subsection 7, the employee is
not entitled to additional compensation for services rendered during the extended period.

9. If any subject referred to in this section is included in an agreement or contract
negotiated by [the] -

(a) The board of trustees of a school district pursuant to chapter 288 of NRS [} ; or

(b) The governing body of a charter school pursuant to section 16 of this act,
the provisions of the agreement or contract regarding that subject supersede any conflicting
provisions of this section or of a regulation of the board of trustees.

Sec. 30. NRS 391.200is hereby amended to read as follows:

391.200 The salaries of fthe teachers] -

1. Teachers and other licensed [personnel] employees in a school district ., @s
determined by the contracts between the teachers and other licensed employees and the
board of trustees ; and

2. Teachers and other employees in a charter school, as agreed upon pursuant to
section 16 of this act,

are prior claims upon the school district fund.
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Sec. 31. NRS 391.230is hereby amended to read as follows:

391.230 1. [Upon] Excepr as otherwise provided in subsection 3, upon the opening
of any public school in this state, every teacher and other licensed employee employed for
that school shall file with the superintendent of the county school district a Nevada license
entitling the holder to teach or perform other educational functions in the school in which
he will be employed, and any other report that the superintendent of public instruction
requires.

2. The superintendent of the county school district shall acknowledge the receipt of
each license and shall make a proper record thereof in his office. The license must remain
on file and be safely kept in the office of the superintendent of the county school district.

3. This section does not apply to teachers who:

(a) Are not licensed: and

(b) Are employed by a charter school pursuant 1o the provisions of section |6 of this
act,
if the written charter of the charter school authorizes the school to employ teachers who
are not licensed.

Sec. 32. NRS 391240 is hereby amended to read as follows:

391.240 [Each]

1. Except as otherwise provided in subsection 2, each teacher in the public schools

shall keep a true, full and correct register of all pupils attending such school as required by
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the board of trustees of the school district in accordance with the regulations prescribed by
the superintendent of public instruction.

2. A charter school that is Jormed pursuant to the provisions of sections 5 to ]6,
inclz’zsfve, of this act, shall keep a record of the errollment of pupils in the charter school in
accordance with the regulations adopted by the state board pursuant to section 10 of this
act.

Sec. 33. NRS 391.260 is hereby amended to read as follows:

391.260 [Every]

1. Except as otherwise provided in subsection 2, each teacher in the public schools
shall enforce the course of study as prescribed by law, the use of legally authorized
textbooks, and the rules and regulations prescribed for teachers and schools.

2. The provisions of subsection I do not prohibit a charter school thar is Jormed
pursuant to the provisions of sections 3 to 16, inclusive, of this act from:

(@) Offering courses of study other than the courses of study prescribed by law:

(b) Using textbooks other than the textbooks which are legally authorized Jor use in the
school district; or

(c) Enforcing rules and regulations other than the rules and regulations prescribed Jfor
teachers and schools in the school district,
if the charter school is authorized to comply with alternative courses of study, textbooks, or

rules or regulations pursuant to the written charter of the school.
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Sec. 34. NRS 391.273 is hereby amended to read as follows:

391.273 1. [Unless specifically exempted pursuant to subsection 4,] Except as
otherwise provided in subsections 4 and 9, the unlicensed personnel of a school district
must be diréctly supervised by licensed personnel in all duties which are instructional in
nature. To the extent practicable, the direct supervision must be such that the unlicensed
personnel are in the immediate location of the licensed personnel and are readily available
during such times when supervision is required.

2. Unlicensed personnel who are exempted pursuant to subsection 4 must be under
administrative supervision when performing duties which are instructional in nature.

3. Unlicensed personnel may temporarily perform duties under administrative
supervision which are not primarily instructional in nature.

4. Upon application by a superintendent of schools, the superintendent of public
instruction may grant an exemption from the provisions of subsection 1. The
superintendent shall not grant an exemption unless:

(a) The duties are within the employee’s special expertise or training;

(b) The duties relate to the humanities or ap elective course of study, or are
supplemental to the basic curriculum of a school;

(c) The performance of the duties does not result in the replacement of a licensed

employee or prevent the employment of a licensed person willing to perform those duties;
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(d) The secondary or combined school in which the duties will be performed has less
than 100 pupils enrolled and is at least 30 miles from a school in which the duties are
performed by licensed personnel; and

'(ei The unlicensed employee submits his fingerprints for an investigation pursuant to
NRS 391.033.

5. The superintendent of public instruction shall file a record of all exempt personnel
with the clerk of the board of trustees of each local school district, and advise the clerk of
any changes therein. The record must contain:

(a) The name of the exempt employee;

(b) The specific instructional duties he may perform;

(c) Any terms or conditions of the exemption deemed appropriate by the superintendent
of public instruction; and

(d) The date the exemption expires or a statement that the exemption is valid as long as
the employee remains in the same position at the same school.

6. The superintendent of public instruction may adopt regulations prescribing the
procedure to apply for an €Xemption pursuant to this section and the cnteria for the
granting of such exemptions.

7. Except in an emergency, it is unlawful for the board of trustees of a school district
to allow a person employed as a teacher’s aide to serve as a teacher unless the person is a

legally qualified teacher licensed by the superintendent of public instruction. As used in

410



this subsection, “emergency” means an unforeseen. circumstance which requires immediate
action and includes the fact that a licensed teacher or substitute teacher is not immediately
available.

8. | If the superintendent of public instruction determines that the board of trustees of a
school district has violated the provisions of subsection 7, he shall take such actions as are
necessary to reduce the amount of money received by the district pursuant to NRS 387.124
by an amount equal to the product when the following numbers are multiplied together-

(@) The number of days on which the violation occurred;

(b) The number of pupils in the classroom taught by the teacher’s aide; and

(c) The number of dollars of basic support apportioned to the district per pupil per day
pursuant to NRS 387.1233.

9. The provisions of this section do not apply to unlicensed personnel employed by a
charter school pursuant to the provisions of section 16 of this act if the written charter of
the school authorizes the governing body of the charter school to employ persons who are
not licensed pursuant to this chapter to provide instruction at the charter school.

Sec. 35. NRS 391.311 is hereby amended to read as follows:

391.311 As used in NRS 391.3115 to 3913197, inclusive, unless the context
otherwise requires:

1. “Administrator” means any employee who holds a license as an administrator and

who is emploved in that capacity by a school district.
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2. “Board” means the board of trustees of the school district in which a licensed
employee affected by NRS 391.311 to 391.3197, inclusive, is empioyed.

3. “Demotion” means demotion of an administrator to a position of lesser rank,
respon51b1hty or pay and does not include transfer or reassignment for purposes of an
administrative reorganization.

4. “Immorality” means an act forbidden by NRS 200.366, 200.368, 200.400, 200.508,
201.180, 201.190, 201.210, 201.220, 201.230, 201.265 or 207.260.

5. “Postprobationary employee” means an administrator or a teacher who has
completed the probationary period as provided in NRS 391.3197 and has been given notice
of reemployment.

6. “Probationary employee” means an administrator or a teacher who is employed for
the period set forth in NRS 391.3197.

7. “Superintendent” means the superintendent of a school district or a person
designated by the board or superintendent to act as superintendent during the absence of the
superintendent.

8. “Teacher” means a licensed employee or an employee of a charter school, the
majority of whose working time is devoted to the rendering of direct educational service to
pupils of a school district.

Sec. 36. NRS 391.3116is hereby amended to read as follows:
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3913116 The provisions of NRS 391.311 10-391.3197, inclusive, do not apply to a
teacher, administrator, or other licensed employee who has entered into a contract with
[the] -

I The board negotiated pursuant to chapter 288 of NRS , if the contract contains
Separate provisions relating to the [board’s] right of the board to dismiss or refuse to
reemploy the employee or demote an administrator.

2. The governing body of a charter school pursuant to the provisions of section 16 of
this act, if the contract contains Separate provisions relating to the right of the governing
body to dismiss or refuse to reemploy the emplayee or demote an administrator.

Sec. 37. 1. There is hereby appropriated from the state general fund to the
department of education the sum of $120,000. The department of education shall distribute
not less than $10,000 but not more than $20,000 to0 an applicant for a charter school who
has been granted a written charter pursuant to section 8 of this act. The amount of money
distributed to the applicant must be based upon the projected enrollment of pupils in the
charter school, as determined by the state board of education and the applicant. The money
granted to an applicant must be used for the costs incurred by the applicant in forming the
charter school.

2. If an applicant who receives a grant of money pursuant to subsection 1 fails to form
a charter school, he shall, as soon as is practicable, return the total amount of money

distributed to him to the department of education.
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3. Any remaining balance of the appropriation made by subsection 1 must not be
committed for expenditure after June 30, 1999, and reverts to the state general fund as soon
as all payments of money committed have been made.

Set;. 38. This act becomes effective upon passage and approval for the purpose of
adopting the regulations required by section 10 of this act and on October 1, 1997, for all

other purposes.
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SUMMARY—Creates commission for educational technology. (BDR S-247)

FISCAL NOTE: Effect on Local Government: Yes.
Effect on the State or on Industrial Insurance: Contains Appropnation

not included in Executive Budget.

AN ACT relating to education; creating the commission for educational technology;
requirmg the commission to establish a plan for the use of educational
technology in the public schools; requiring school districts to submit certain
information to the commission; making an appropriation; and providing other

matters properly relating thereto.

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, REPRESENTED IN

SENATE AND ASSEMBLY, DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. 1. The commission for educational technology is hereby created. The
commission shall establish a plan for the use of educational technology in all the public
schools in this state. The commission consists of:

(2) One member who is a representative of the universities within the University and
Community College System of Nevada, appointed by the board of regents of the University

of Nevada;
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(b) One member who is a representative of the community colleges within the
University and Community College System of Nevada, appointed by the board of regents
of the University of Nevada;

(cj Two members who are representatives of a school district in a county whose
population is 400,000 or more, appointed by the state board of education;

(d) One member who is a representative of a school district in a county whose
population is 100,000 or more but less than 400,000, appointed by the state board of
education; and

(¢) Two members who are representatives of one or more school districts in counties
whose respective populations are less than 100,000, appointed by the state board of
education.

2. The commission shall hold at least seven meetings. At least two of the meetings
must be held in a county whose population is less than 100,000.

3. The members of the commission serve without compensation, except that for each
day or portion of a day during which 2 member of the commission attends a meeting of the
cormumission or is otherwise engaged in the business of the commission, he is entitled to
receive the per diem allowance and travel expenses provided for state officers and
employees generally.

4. In preparing the plan for the use of educational technology in all the public schools

in this state, the commission shall consider:
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(2) Plans that have been adopted in other states, including, but not limited to, the Iowa
Communications Network; and

(b) The reports submitted by the school districts pursuant to subsection 6.

5’. The plan established by the commission must include recormmended:

(a) Methods to increase the number of pupils in the public schools who have access to
the INTERNET, including the world-wide web, through ‘the educational information
network of the University and Community College System of Nevada;

(b) Methods to increase the use of educational technology in providing instructional and
tutorial services to pupils who reside in areas that do not have direct access to educational
resources and personnel;

(c) Methods to increase the availability of technology to assist licensed teachers and
other educational personne] in complying with the requirements of continuing education;

(d) Guidelines for the instruction of teachers concerning the use of educational
technology as a tool for teaching pupils;

(e) Methods to increase the use of technology in the exchange of information among the
various school districts; and

(f) Guidelines for the distribution of any money that is available from this state or the
Federal Government for educational technology to the school districts.

6. On or before December 1, 1997, the board of trustees of each school district shall

submit to the state board of education, for transmittal to the commuission, a report on the
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availability of educational technology in the school district. The report must include, but is
not limited to:

(a) A description of the hardware and software for computer systems, if any, that is
avail:lible to each school in the district; |

(b) A description of the equipment for transfer of data by modem, if any, that is
available to each school in the district;

(¢) A descniption of whether the existing electrical system m each school in the district
has the capacity to ensure sufficient connection to the educational information network of
the University and Community College System of Nevada; and

(d) An assessment of the financial needs of each school in the district and the district as
a whole for educational technology. The assessment must set forth the priorities of the
school district for the distribution of money for educational technology.

7. The state board of education, the board of trustees of each school district, the
superintendent of each school district and the department of education shall cooperate with
the commission in carrying out the provisions of this section.

8. The commission may contract for services as it deems necessary to carry out the
provisions of this section.

9. The commission shall, on or before January 17, 1999, submit its plan for the use of
educational technology in the public schools and any recomumendations for legislation to
the director of the legislative counsel bureau for transmittal to the 70th session of the

Nevada legislature.
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Sec. 2. On or before September 1, 1997, the board of regents of the University of
Nevada and the state board of education shall appoint members to the commission for
educational technology in accordance with subsection 1 of section 1 of this act.

S;ec. 3. 1. Thereis hereby appropriated from the state general fund to the University
and Community College System of Nevada the sum of $250,000 for the costs incurred by
the commission for educational technology, of which not more than $15,000 may be used
to pay for the per diem allowances and travel expenses of the members of the commission.

2. Any remaining balance of the appropriation made by subsection 1 must not be
committed for expenditure after June 30, 1999, and reverts to the state general fund as soon
as all payments of money committed have been made.

Sec. 4. Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection 1 of NRS 354.599, each local
government shall pay any additional expenses related to the provisions of subsection 6 of
section 1 of this act from existing revenues of that local government.

Sec. 5. This act becomes effective on July 1, 1997, and expires by limitation on June

30, 1999.
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SUMMARY—Encourages board of trustees of each county school district to create

community advisory board. (BDR R-250)

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION—Encouraging the board of trustees of each

county school district in this state to create a community advisory board.

WHEREAS, Public education plays a crucial role in producing well-informed, educated
and productive members of society; and

WHEREAS, The unique geography of this state has resulted in the concentration of some
schools and pupils at locations that are considerably distant from the administrative offices
of the board of trustees of the various county school districts; and

WHEREAS, The increased population of pupils in some schools in this state has caused a
significant increase in the demands on the boards of trustees of those school districts; and

WHEREAS, The involvement and support of parents and other members of the
community in the education of children is essential to ensure that children receive the best
education possible; and

WHEREAS, Parents and other members of the community can provide valuable insight to
the board of trustees of a school district regarding the improvement of education in their
particular community; and

WHEREAS, If parents and other members of the community are afforded more
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opportunity to participate in and voice their concerns about the education that is being
offered in their community, this will help to build consensus among administrators,
teachers, parents and other members of the community; and

WHEREAS, Greater participation and involvement by parents and other members of the
community in decisions regarding the education of the children in that community will help
to create a more effective and responsive school district; and

WHEREAS, Each board of trustees is best suited to determine which communities within
the school district share common interests or concerns and would benefit from a structured
forum in which to participate; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED BY THE SENATE OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, THE ASSEMBLY CONCURRING,
That the Legislature hereby encourages the board of trustees of each county school district
in this state to create at least one, and more if appropriate, community advisory boards
composed of parents and other members of the particular community to advise the board of
trustees on matters relating to the education that is offered in the public schools in the
community; and be it further

REsSOLVED, That the Secretary of the Senate prepare and transmit a copy of this

resolution to the board of trustees of each county school district in this state.
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SUMMARY—Directs Legislative Commission to conduct interim study of feasibility of
state contribution of financial support for costs of construction and

maintenance of school buildings. (BDR R-251)

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION—Directing the Legislative Commission

to conduct an interim study of the feasibility of the State of Nevada contributing
financial support for the costs of construction and maintenance of school

buildings.

WHEREAS, The availability of safe, decent and adequate school buildings is essential to
ensure that each county school district in Nevada offers a quality education to children; and

WHEREAS, Each county school district in Nevada is responsible for financing the costs
of construction and maintenance of school buildings; and

WHEREAS, County school districts primarily rely upon local property taxes to repay
general obligation bonds that are issued to finance major school construction and
maintenance projects within their respective districts; and

WHEREAS, Because of the reliance upon local sources of financial support, some
districts are better able to finance their construction costs than other districts, resulting in
disparity in the condition and capacity of school buildings in the various districts; and

WHEREAS, According to a report issued by the United States General Accounting Office
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in November 1995 entitled “School Facilities: States’ Financial and Technical Support
Varies,” Nevada is 1 of only 10 states that does not provide ongoing state financial support
to school dis;ricts for school construction; and

WHEREAS, An additional factor complicating the traditional method of funding school
construction is that tremendous population growth has created an immediate demand for
several new school buildings within one district; and

WHEREAS, The Legislature considers it prudent to evaluate the feasibility of the State of
Nevada contributing financial support for the costs of construction and maintenance of
school buildings; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED BY THE OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, THE

CONCURRING, That the Legislative Commission is hereby directed to appoint a
subcommittee composed of four members of the Senate and four members of the Assembly
to conduct an interim study of the feasibility of the State of Nevada contributing financial
support for the costs of construction and maintenance of school buildings and to develop a
comprehensive plan for the distribution of state money to the various county school
districts; and be it further

RESOLVED, That the study include, but not be limited to:

1. A survey of the condition of existing school buildings in the various county school
districts in Nevada;

2. An assessment of the need for new school buildings in the various county school
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districts in Nevada;

3. An assessment of the feasibility of the State of Nevada contributing financial
support for the costs of construction and maintenance of school buildings;

4. A determination of the level of financial support that the State of Nevada should
contribute toward the costs of construction and maintenance of school buildings;

5. An assessment of various formulas, using the Nevada Plan as a guide, for pro rata
distribution of money from the state to the various county school districts for costs of
construction and maintenance of school buildings;

6. Critenia to determine the eligibility of county school districts for money from the
state for costs of construction and maintenance of school buildings; and

7. An assessment of alternative mechanisms that may be used to ensure proper
oversight of the distribution of money to the districts; and be it further

RESOLVED, That the Legislative Commission submit a report of the study and any

recommendations for legislation to the 70th session of the Nevada Legislature.
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