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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

TASK FORCE ON K-12 PUBLIC EDUCATION FUNDING 
 

Senate Bill 500 
(Chapter 500, Statutes of Nevada 2013) 

 
At its final meeting on June 30, 2014, the Task Force on K-12 Public Education Funding 
adopted 1 recommendation pertaining to Nevada’s K-12 base funding formula, 
12 recommendations pertaining to students identified as English Language Learners 
(ELL) and at risk of low academic achievement (At-Risk) and 4 recommendations 
pertaining to students with disabilities. 
 

RECOMMENDATION PERTAINING TO  
NEVADA’S K-12 BASE FUNDING FORMULA 

 
The Nevada Department of Education (NDE) should convene a working group to 
discuss and address the K-12 base funding formula issues and recommendations 
included in Chapter 5 of the “Study of a New Method of Funding for Public Schools in 
Nevada” published by the American Institutes for Research on September 25, 2012 
(page 125, Bulletin No. 13-07) which include: 
 
a. Review and if necessary, revise the Teacher Allotment Tables and Attendance 

Areas; 
b. Update the staffing and expenditure data used in Distributive School Account (DSA) 

calculations; 
c. Replace the implicit wage differential adjustment in the DSA with a more objective 

measure of geographic labor cost variation, such as the Comparable Wage Index 
(CWI);  

d. Reconsider the way the DSA groups districts for calculations; and 
e. Consider alternatives to the current “single count day” approach to determining the 

enrollment on which school funding allocations are based. 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS PERTAINING TO  
STUDENTS IDENTIFIED AS ELL AND AT-RISK  

 
1. Concerning the identification of ELL students, utilize data currently collected by 

school districts, charter schools and the NDE on the number of ELL students within 
a particular school district or charter school.   

 
2. Use free and reduced-price lunch (FRL) data to identify At-Risk students or when 

FRL data is not available for a school or a charter school, an alternative measure 
approved by the NDE may be used.  

 
3. For students identified as ELL and/or At-Risk, implement a weighted student funding 

model that would apply a weight of not less than 1.50 until such time as a cost study 
may be conducted.  For purposes of calculating the base amount upon which the 
ELL or At-Risk weight would be applied, include all state and local funding within the 
funding formula per-pupil calculation, but exclude all federal and categorical funding 
from the calculation.  



4. Regarding students who qualify for multiple weight categories (excluding students 
with disabilities), apply the highest single weight to a student who qualifies as both 
ELL and At-Risk, based upon an unduplicated count of students.  

 
5. For purposes of determining the funding adjustments for ELL and At-Risk student 

populations, utilize the immediate prior year count for those student populations.  
Additionally, the fiscal year immediately preceding the implementation of the funding 
adjustment for ELL and At-Risk students (FY 2017) should be used as the base-year 
funding for each school district and charter school. 

 
6. Do not provide an ELL funding adjustment based on the density of ELL students 

within a school district, given that sufficient data is not currently available to 
determine what a density factor or a threshold should be for Nevada school districts 
and charter schools, but rather continue to gather data necessary to develop a 
potential density adjustment.    

 
7. Do not limit ELL funding to a set number of years, but rather recommend that the 

NDE further review how to address long-term ELL students, particularly in cases 
where a school district or charter school’s program for ELL students is not effective. 

 
8. Provide weighted funding for ELL and At-Risk students initially as a categorical grant 

program outside the state’s K-12 funding formula with a transition to inside the 
funding formula at a date to be determined in the future.  The NDE should develop a 
plan to transition such funding to inside the state’s funding formula for review and 
consideration by the Nevada Legislature prior to implementation. 

 
9. The NDE should develop performance benchmarks and reporting requirements tied 

to the ELL and At-Risk funding.  Additionally, school districts and charter schools 
eligible to receive ELL and/or At-Risk funding should be required to submit a plan, 
for review and approval by the NDE, that outlines how the funding would be utilized 
to increase the academic performance of those student populations.   

 
10. With regard to an implementation plan for modifications to the state’s K-12 funding 

model for ELL and At-Risk students, for the 2015-17 biennium, school districts and 
charter schools should be held harmless by only distributing new funding (enhanced 
state funding) approved by the Nevada Legislature and the Governor for ELL and/or 
At-Risk students.  

 
11. Beginning in FY 2018, phase-in the total calculated funding for ELL and At-Risk 

students, inclusive of all new funding for enrollment growth and/or funding for the 
two percent increase for movement on the salary scale for licensed personnel, over 
a four-year period in the following increments: FY 2018 - 10 percent; FY 2019 - 
30 percent; FY 2020 - 60 percent; and FY 2021 - 100 percent.  

 
 
 
 
 



12. Categorical funding directed to students identified as ELL and At-Risk should be 
excluded from collective bargaining.  Eligible uses of such funding should include but 
not be limited to: 

 
a. Classroom teachers to reduce class sizes or for ELL instruction; 
b. Before and/or afterschool academic programs, including transportation to and from 

programs; 
c. Pre-kindergarten programs; 
d. Tutors, teachers’ aides, counselors, social workers, nurses, and curriculum 

specialists; 
e. Parent education and/or parental engagement; 
f. Summer or intersession programs, including transportation to and from programs; 
g. Early intervention programs; 
h. Materials, supplies, and equipment, including technology used in approved 

programs or for approved purposes; 
i. Funding a longer school day; 
j. Funding a longer school year; 
k. Remediation programs and/or partnering with higher education institutions. 
l. Assessment activities; 
m. Community liaison staff with language and cultural skills appropriate to the ELL 

population; and 
n. Professional development activities.  
 

RECOMMENDATIONS PERTAINING TO  
STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES 

 
1. Replace the current unit-funding methodology for students with disabilities with a 

weighted student-funding model that would apply a 2.0 weight to all students with 
disabilities, with a funding cap of 13 percent of the overall enrollment of a school 
district or charter school’s students with disabilities, based upon a current year 
count.  

 
2. Provide weighted funding for students with disabilities initially as a categorical grant 

program outside the state’s K-12 funding formula with a transition to inside the 
funding formula at a date to be determined in the future. 

 
3. Create a contingency fund for exceptionally high-cost students with disabilities and 

recommend the NDE develop a plan for the operational guidelines of the fund for 
presentation to the 2015 Legislature.  The NDE should also review the possibility of 
transferring the existing Nevada Revised Statutes Chapter 395 program into the new 
contingency fund program. 

 
4. The NDE, in conjunction with experts from local school districts and charter schools, 

should develop the details of an implementation plan for modifications to the state’s 
K-12 funding model for students with disabilities for submission to the 
2015 Legislature, which includes a hold harmless provision and takes into account, 
at both the state and local levels, the federal maintenance of effort requirements. 

 



 



 
 

I. Report of the Task Force on K-12 Public Education Funding 
 
Introduction 
 
This report is submitted in compliance with Senate Bill 500 (Chapter 500, Statutes of 
Nevada 2013) of the 77th Session of the Nevada Legislature.  Senate Bill 500 (S.B. 500) 
established the Task Force on K-12 Public Education Funding (Task Force) which 
consisted of 15 members, including four legislators (two senators and two 
assemblymen), representatives from the Nevada Department of Education, the 
State Public Charter School Authority, the local school districts and school boards, and 
other education stakeholder groups.   
 
Additionally, pursuant to S.B. 500, the chair of the Task Force appointed a Technical 
Advisory Committee (TAC) consisting of nine voting members and two non-voting 
advisory members.  In accordance with subsection 8 of Section 2 of the bill, members of 
the TAC were required to have knowledge, experience, or expertise in K-12 public 
school finance.  The TAC reviewed information and developed recommendations for a 
revised K-12 public school funding formula for consideration by the Task Force at the 
Task Force’s final meeting on June 30, 2014.   
 
Overall, the Task Force was charged with developing a plan for revising and 
implementing the state’s public education funding formula in a manner that equitably 
accounts for the needs of, and the costs to educate, students based upon their 
individual educational needs and demographic characteristics. In carrying out its 
responsibilities, Section 3 of S.B. 500 required the Task Force to: 
 

1. Conduct a review of the report entitled “Study of a New Method of Funding for Public 
Schools in Nevada” published by the American Institutes for Research on 
September 25, 2012 (see Appendix A); 
 

2. Survey the weighted pupil public education funding formulas which are used in other 
states; 
 

3. Develop a plan for revising and implementing Nevada’s public education funding 
formula in a manner which equitably accounts for the needs of, and the costs to 
educate, pupils based upon the individual educational needs and demographic 
characteristics of pupils, including, without limitation, pupils from low-income 
families, pupils with disabilities and pupils who have limited proficiency in the English 
language through a weighted funding formula; and 
 

4. Not later than June 30, 2014, prepare a written report to the Governor and the 
Director of the Legislative Counsel Bureau for transmittal to the 78th Session of the 
Nevada Legislature, which includes recommendations for implementing the plan 
developed for Nevada’s public education funding formula in The Executive Budget 
prepared for the 2015-17 biennium. 

 

1



In surveying other states’ weighted pupil funding formulas, the Task Force reviewed the 
50-state education finance survey conducted by the American Institutes of Research 
(AIR) and discussed its report entitled “Study of a New Method of Funding for Public 
Schools in Nevada” published on September 25, 2012.  The 50-state survey provided 
specific information on the funding mechanisms and the weight values other states 
utilized for specific student populations including, but not limited to, English Language 
Learners (ELL), At-Risk students and students with disabilities. In addition, two 
K-12 education finance policy experts presented information concerning weighted 
funding formula options used in other states to target funding to these student 
populations.   
 
During its meetings, the Task Force received public testimony on issues related to the 
adequacy of K-12 education funding.  However, while the chairman acknowledged the 
issue of adequacy, he reiterated that the focus of the study was not the adequacy of 
public school funding, but rather the development of a funding formula that would 
equitably distribute funding to meet students’ educational needs. 
 
Meetings of the Task Force 
 
Pursuant to Section 2, subsection 4, of S.B. 500, the Task Force was to hold its first 
meeting as soon as practicable on or after July 1, 2013, upon the call of the Governor. 
On December 12, 2013, the Governor sent a letter to the Director’s Office of the 
Legislative Counsel Bureau calling for the first meeting to be held in January 2014.  In 
all, the Task Force met five times, beginning with its first meeting held on 
January 31, 2014, and a final work-session meeting held on June 30, 2014.  The TAC 
met a total of five times between March and June 2014.  All meetings were 
videoconferenced between the Grant Sawyer State Office Building in Las Vegas, and 
the Legislative Building in Carson City.   
  
Summary of the Task Force’s Principal Findings  
 
Nevada’s Existing K-12 Public School Funding Model 
At the first meeting of the Task Force, staff provided review of the activities and 
recommendations of the 2011-12 Interim Study on the New Method For Funding Public 
schools, including an overview of the consultant’s report entitled “Study of a New 
Method for Funding Public Schools in Nevada”, published by AIR on 
September 25, 2012 (See Appendix A).   
 
Through its study, AIR reported that Nevada’s current funding system does not include 
funding adjustments for the additional costs associated with individual student needs 
and characteristics (including ELL and At-Risk) and that Nevada was one of a handful of 
states that did not provide such funding adjustments.  Based on best practices, AIR 
recommended that funding adjustments be incorporated into the state’s current finance 
model to account for student need and cost factors.  
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It should be noted that since AIR’s report was published in 2012, the 2013 Legislature 
appropriated approximately $25 million per year statewide for ELL programs. The 
Legislature elected to target funding to programs for ELL students through a categorical 
funding mechanism rather than through a weighted funding mechanism. 
 
With respect to funding for special education, the 2012 AIR report noted several 
weaknesses in the way Nevada allocated state funding for special education.  The 
authors of the report called attention to the lack of formal documentation of how the 
number of special education units assigned to each school district was determined.  
They also pointed out that there was no link between special education units and the 
services received by any given student with a disability.  Additionally, the authors stated 
that the current unit funding approach for special education did not provide financial 
support for instructional aides or non-personnel resources (e.g., specialized instructional 
materials, supplies or technology) that may be necessary to provide services to 
students with disabilities. 

 
The AIR study recommended that Nevada consider a census-based approach with a 
contingency fund and that the state study specific details of the program and 
implementation of this approach.  AIR stated that one of the advantages of the 
census-based approach was the flexibility it provides in how special education funding 
is used and greatly reduces, if not eliminates, any incentives for over identification or 
inappropriate classification of students with disabilities into high-cost categories.   
 
Recommendations of the 2012 AIR study, as they related to the state’s existing 
K-12 public school funding model, were also reviewed.  As noted in the AIR report, 
several of the modules utilized in the state’s school finance model had not been 
updated since 2004.  As such, the 2012 AIR study recommended that the Nevada 
Department of Education (NDE) review and update as necessary, the teacher allotment 
table, attendance areas and district groupings, as well as consider replacing the implicit 
wage differential adjustment in the existing school finance model. 
 
Following staff’s review of the recommendations contained in AIR’s 2012 report, 
Julia Teska, Deputy Superintendent for Business and Support Services, NDE, provided 
the Task Force with an overview of the state’s existing K-12 funding model known as 
the Nevada Plan.  Ms. Teska said that the statewide formula was originally adopted in 
1967 and has not significantly changed in nearly 40 years.   
 
In addition, Ms. Teska noted that there were no adjustments in the formula-based 
funding for individual student differences (such as for students identified as ELL, 
At-Risk; the formula looked at the number of students but not at any of the 
characteristics of those students.  However, Ms. Teska indicated that significant funding 
is also available for school districts and charter schools outside of the Nevada Plan, 
which is targeted to specific programs, such as the Class-Size Reduction program, the 
Full-Day Kindergarten program and the Career and Technical Education program.  
According to Ms. Teska, NDE had delayed implementing any of the K-12 base formula 
recommendations from the 2012 AIR report pending the outcome of the Task Force’s 
study. 
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Funding for English Language Learners 
At the second meeting of the Task Force, Mike Griffith, Senior Policy Analyst with the 
Education Commission of the States, provided an overview of the ELL student 
population in the United States and the funding mechanisms utilized by other states to 
provide academic support for those students.  Mr. Griffith said that the goal of state ELL 
programs is to provide sufficient funding to allow the state’s ELL population to meet the 
state education goals through test scores, graduation rates, and promotion from one 
grade to the next.  In addition, the goal is to have a quality program to move ELL 
students to non-ELL status. 
 
Mr. Griffith testified that there was research that looked at the cost of educating ELL 
students to state standards.  He said the general research showed that there was an 
additional cost to educating ELL students and there were some specific types of issues 
that could influence costs, including small districts with few ELL students.  In addition, 
there was also a high cost per student in large districts with a high density of ELL 
students.  The research also showed that as the percentage of ELL students increased, 
the cost per student increased.  Mr. Griffith reported that national studies recommended 
an additional 14 percent to 100 percent per ELL student of funding over what was spent 
on a general education student.   
 
Mr. Griffith further noted that once the decision was made to provide additional funding 
for ELL, Nevada would have to decide how much funding the state wanted to provide 
and if it would be provided within (inside) the funding formula or through a separate 
grant program (outside the funding formula).  He said there was no research that 
demonstrated it was advisable to provide additional funding inside or outside the 
existing funding formula. If states provided funding inside the formula, it tended to 
equalize the amount  allocated, so the amount that the state provided was based on the 
relative wealth of the school district. 
 
In addition, Mr. Griffith stated that research showed students were reclassified from ELL 
status to non-ELL status at a quicker rate if states provided resources to students at an 
early age, and at a slower rate as the students got older.  He noted it was more difficult 
to reclassify older students from ELL status with a large amount of resources applied in 
a short time period. 
 
Another issue to be considered was a whether to impose a time limit for receiving ELL 
funding.  Mr. Griffith said that one of the goals was to move students off ELL status and 
some states have come up with time limits for ELL funding.  He indicated research has 
shown that fixed time limits might not be the best option.  Another option for Nevada to 
consider is implementing a longer time limit to assist school districts with moving 
students from ELL status.  Mr. Griffith indicated the state could also develop a 
graduated time limit of four years, for example, and after four years, the amount of ELL 
funding that the state provided would decrease each year. 
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Funding for At-Risk Students 
Mr. Griffith provided an overview of the At-Risk student population in the United States 
and the funding mechanisms utilized by other states to provide academic support for 
those students.  He stated that At-Risk funding was intended to provide resources to 
schools to help low-achieving and/or low-income students meet state standards.  
Mr. Griffith noted that sometimes the term At-Risk defined students who come from 
low-income families and in other cases, the term At-Risk defined students who were not 
achieving to state required levels. 
 
Mr. Griffith indicated that the Education Commission of the States (ECS) reviewed 
At-Risk funding in 41 states and found that 35 states provided some form of At-Risk 
funding; 6 states did not provide funding, including Nevada.  Of the states that provided 
some form of At-Risk funding, 25 states provided funding inside of the state funding 
formula; and 10 states provided funding outside of the state funding formula typically in 
the form of grants.   
 

Mr. Griffith reported that the trend of states that recently revised their funding models or 
components was to move the funding from outside of the formula to inside the formula 
and away from funding different categorical programs.  He cited California as an 
example of a state that recently revised its school funding system that moved At-Risk 
funding inside the funding formula.  
 
Of the states that provide funding inside of the state formula, Mr. Griffith noted that 
24 states provided At-Risk students with an additional weight that ranged from 
1.8  (Georgia) to .0915 (New Mexico).  He said that the only state that did not provide a 
weight was Massachusetts where At-Risk funds were provided on a per-student basis.  
He noted that the funding formula in Massachusetts used a dollar amount instead of 
weights and the state provided an extra $2,702 for elementary school students and an 
extra $3,341 for secondary students who qualified for being at risk.  
 
Mr. Griffith stated that of the 35 states that provided At-Risk funding, 23 used some form 
of free and reduced lunch (FRL) data to identify At-Risk students.  He said that a 
majority of the states used FRL to identify At-Risk students because it was the best 
single marker for identifying students at risk of dropping out of school and accounted for 
more that 57 percent of the variations in student achievement across schools. 
Furthermore, the FRL number was easy to collect and was already collected by every 
school district across the country and by the federal government.  Mr. Griffith noted that 
one of the issues with using FRL as a measurement was that it did not identify all 
students who are at risk of failing. 
 
Mr. Griffith testified that research has shown that as the At-Risk population increased, 
the cost of educating each At-Risk student increased.  He noted that six states currently 
have funding systems that take the density of At-Risk student populations into account 
(Arkansas, Colorado, Indiana, Minnesota, Nebraska and Virginia) to increase the 
funding amounts they provide for At-Risk school districts. 
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Mr. Griffith indicated that the Task Force would need to consider whether the state 
should provide additional funding for At-Risk students, and if so, the appropriate funding 
level per pupil and the identification of those to which additional resources should be 
directed.  Additionally, the Task Force would need to determine whether ELL and 
At-Risk students should be funded separately or together. 
 
Nevada’s Existing Special Education Funding Model 
At the third meeting of the Task Force, Daniel Thatcher, Senior Policy Specialist with 
the National Conference of State Legislatures, provided an overview of the special 
education student population in the United States and the funding mechanisms utilized 
by other states to provide academic support for those students. 
 
Mr. Thatcher stated that Part B of the federal Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
(IDEA) guaranteed that students with disabilities would have access to a free and 
appropriate public education.  He explained that public schools worked with students 
and their families to develop an Individualized Education Program (IEP) that 
emphasized special education and related services designed to meet students’ unique 
needs, and prepare those students for further education, employment and independent 
living.  He stated that IEPs were legally binding and required a local administrative unit, 
whether a local school district or a Board of Cooperative Educational Services 
(BOCES), to provide programming and other supports for students at no cost.  He said 
the guarantees incumbent in this law fell upon the states that accepted IDEA funding, 
noting that all states accepted funding.   
 
Mr. Thatcher said once the IDEA funding was accepted, any student identified as 
having a disability would receive an IEP.  The federal statute, under the IDEA plan, 
stated that every student with a disability was entitled to a free and appropriate 
education, regardless of cost, which put the onus on the state as the primary entity 
responsible for providing/funding public education.  Mr. Thatcher explained that when 
the IDEA was first enacted in 1975, it was assumed that costs associated with providing 
special education programs and related services to students with disabilities cost twice 
as much as a basic education, an assumption that still exists today. 
 
According to testimony from Mr. Thatcher, there are many special education funding 
models used nationwide.  He indicated that 21 states use a per-pupil or weighted 
funding model, 10 states use a cost reimbursement method, 6 states (including Nevada) 
use special education units, 5 states utilize a census-based approach, and 8 states 
employ some other method to fund students with disabilities. 
 
Mr. Thatcher explained the three broad approaches employed by states to distribute 
education dollars:  1) funding within the primary funding formula.  The advantage to this 
approach was that, in most states, the finance formula included written ways to adjust 
for geographical differences in cost or other weights, such as those attributed to ELL 
students.  Additionally, whenever there was an increase in the state funding formula, 
there was an automatic increase in special education funding, 2) funding outside of the 
formula.  This method made it easier to track and account for dollars spent and directed 

6



toward special education; therefore, it was easier for states to comply with their federal 
maintenance of effort (MOE) requirement under IDEA, and 3) cost reimbursement 
outside the finance funding formula to districts with high-cost students.  This approach 
was advantageous for the school districts, because the state would help to relieve some 
financial pressure from the local education agency when a high-cost student entered the 
program. 
 
Mr. Thatcher described cost reimbursement as a funding mechanism where the state 
reimbursed the district for a capped percentage of the costs related to educating a 
special education student.  Often a state would use this mechanism in conjunction with 
a contingency fund option that provided additional subsidy for high-cost students.  
He said when the cost for a special education student exceeded a predetermined cap, 
the state could fund the excess costs using the contingency fund.  The contingency fund 
was created from revenue provided through the General Fund or an outside funding 
mechanism, and usually totaled between $1.0 million and $6.0 million.  It was typically 
disbursed through the Department of Education.  According to Mr. Thatcher, 31 states 
had adopted a contingency fund program. 
 
Mr. Thatcher stated that there were various per-pupil weight funding mechanisms.  
Multiple student weights were a series of multiples of general education dollars, or 
tiered dollar amounts that were allocated for special education students and varied by 
disability type or need.  Mr. Thatcher noted another approach was to base the weights 
on the programs or services provided.  The single weight was a fixed amount, which 
varies by state, and is based on the total basic pupil funding within a state regardless of 
need or disability.   
 
Mr. Thatcher advised that more states are moving toward funding school districts based 
on services provided as opposed to disability categories.  The reason behind this trend, 
Mr. Thatcher explained, was that studies have found that the costs for students with 
disabilities are based on the services they may require and not on their disability 
classification.  In addition, Mr. Thatcher noted that trends in special education funding 
nationwide show states moving away from broad weight categories, such as mild, 
moderate, and severe, to more narrow weight definitions, which allow the funds to be 
better targeted. 
 
Mr. Thatcher testified that under the census-based funding method, the dollars 
distributed to each school district were based upon total student population; however, 
the different cost variances and needs of the special education population were not 
accounted for.  He said research showed that when using the census-based funding 
mechanism, the percentage of students identified as IEP dropped and the program’s 
quality improved, because the districts were being more effective with scarce resources.  
However, this funding mechanism did not take into account the needs of the individual 
students from district-to-district, and some districts had greater needs than others.   
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States were trending toward moving special education funding into the primary formula 
according to Mr. Thatcher.  He indicated fewer states were using broad spectrums of 
severity when defining a student’s disability to determine a funding weight. He 
mentioned Texas and Oklahoma as states that attached a weight based on a specific 
disability rather than need. 
 
Upon conclusion of Mr. Thatcher’s presentation, Julia Teska, Deputy Superintendent for 
Business and Support Services, NDE, provided an overview of how the state funds 
special education.  Ms. Teska reported that Nevada’s current unit-based methodology 
to fund special education was developed during the state’s 1973 Legislative Session.  
Ms. Teska testified that at one time, special education services were provided such that 
children were pulled out of regular classes for special education services where their 
needs were addressed by a licensed special education teacher (unit).  Under this 
approach, the unit methodology was aligned to the manner in which services were 
provided.  However, in the 1990s there were Supreme Court decisions that pushed 
mainstreaming for special education students in the least restrictive environment, which 
meant a regular classroom setting with supportive services.  Ms. Teska noted that while 
the view on how to deliver special education services has changed dramatically over the 
last 40 years, Nevada’s special education funding model has not changed since 1973. 
 
Among the issues identified with the way the state funds special education was that the 
unit methodology only allowed the state funding to be used for the salary and benefit 
costs of a teacher or other licensed personnel with a specific caseload.  The unit-based 
funding only supported one licensed full-time professional, and additional instructional 
aides or assistants were not eligible for funding.  Ms. Teska clarified that psychologists 
and nurses were not eligible for funding unless they carried a specific caseload.  This 
also applied to coordinators and directors of special education at the school and district 
levels.  
 
Another issue with the special education unit funding, according to Ms. Teska, was that 
the value of the unit currently underfunded the cost of a special education teacher.  The 
current unit funding ($41,608 per unit in 2014 and $42,745 in 2015), did not cover the 
entire cost of a special education teacher, which resulted in school districts and charter 
schools supplementing the unit funding with local funds to cover the total salary and 
benefit cost of a special education teacher.  Considering that a unit was supposed to 
cover the cost of a special education teacher, a school district or charter school would 
be left with a shortfall of nearly 50 percent.   
 

The Task Force was reminded that revisions to the funding formula for students with 
disabilities may have implications for the MOE provisions of the IDEA, which must be 
considered in developing any implementation plan.  The MOE is calculated at both the 
state and local level.  At the state level, the state education agency must budget, in 
aggregate, no less than the prior year funding level.  At the local level, the local 
education agency must expend the same amount of local funds or state and local funds 
for special education that were spent the previous fiscal year, either on an aggregate or 
per capita basis.  A school district or charter school would be penalized for not meeting 
MOE due to any reduction of local and state funds supporting MOE. 
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Technical Advisory Committee Status Report 
At the fourth meeting of the Task Force, Senator Joyce Woodhouse, Chair of the 
Task Force’s Technical Advisory Committee, provided the Task Force with a status 
report on the activities to date of the TAC and a brief overview of the TAC’s preliminary 
recommendations approved for final consideration of the Task Force.  After hearing and 
discussing the TAC’s preliminary recommendations, Task Force members identified 
several issues for the TAC to further discuss and consider at its final meeting on 
June 5, 2014.  The issues identified included the preliminary recommendation to limit 
ELL funding to only six years, whether a density adjustment should be recommended 
and whether the ELL and At-Risk weight floors of 1.50 preliminarily recommended by 
the TAC should be increased. 
 
Summary of the Task Force’s Principal Recommendations 
 
At its fifth and final meeting held on June 30, 2014, the Task Force, based upon the 
work of the TAC, adopted 1 recommendation pertaining to Nevada’s K-12 base funding 
formula, 12 recommendations pertaining to students identified as English Language 
Learners (ELL) and at risk of low academic achievement (At-Risk) and 
4  recommendations pertaining to students with disabilities. 
 
Summary of the Task Force’s Recommendation Pertaining to the K-12 Base Funding 
Formula 
 
Due to the short timeframe this interim to conduct the study, the Task Force approved a 
recommendation to request that the NDE convene a working group to discuss and 
address the K-12 base formula issues and other recommendations that were included in 
Chapter 5 of the “Study of a New Method of Funding for Public Schools in Nevada” 
published by the American Institutes for Research on September 25, 2012 (see 
Appendix A, page 101) include: 
 
a. Review and if necessary, revise the Teacher Allotment Tables and Attendance 

Areas; 
b. Update the staffing and expenditure data used in Distributive School Account (DSA) 

calculations; 
c. Replace the implicit wage differential adjustment in the DSA with a more objective 

measure of geographic labor cost variation, such as the Comparable Wage Index 
(CWI);  

d. Reconsider the way the DSA groups districts for calculations; and 
e. Consider alternatives to the current “single count day” approach to determining the 

enrollment on which school funding allocations are based. 
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Summary of the Task Force’s Recommendations Pertaining to Students Identified as 
ELL and At-Risk 

 
1. Testimony and discussion by education stakeholders indicated schools currently use 

a common methodology to identify ELL students.  Concerning the identification of 
ELL students, the Task Force recommended utilizing data currently collected by 
school districts, charter schools and the NDE on the number of ELL students within 
a particular school district or charter school, as part of the Title III requirements of 
the federal No Child Left Behind Act.   

 
2. Based upon testimony provided that FRL data is already collected by every school 

district across the country and by the federal government, the Task Force approved 
recommending the use of free and reduced-price lunch (FRL) data to identify At-Risk 
students or when FRL data is not available for a school or a charter school, an 
alternative measure approved by the NDE may be used.  

 
3. The Task Force discussed in depth the funding weight for ELL and/or At-Risk 

students.  The consensus of the members was that without specific cost data on 
which to develop a Nevada specific weight for each of these student populations, the 
Task Force should recommend a weighted student funding model that would apply a 
weight of not less than 1.50 until such time as a cost study may be conducted.   

 
In addition, for purposes of calculating the base amount upon which the ELL or At-
Risk weight would be applied, include all state and local funding within the funding 
formula per-pupil calculation, but exclude all federal and categorical funding from the 
calculation.  The Task Force reiterated that the recommended 1.50 weight for ELL 
and At-Risk students is a floor and could be increased at such time as information 
from a cost study would provide data specific to Nevada and would support a higher 
weight.   

 
4. According to the NDE, current year counts for ELL and At-Risk (FRL) are available 

by December 1 of each school year, several months after payments from the state 
begin flowing to the school districts and charter schools for a given school year.  For 
this reason, the Task Force recommended utilizing the immediate prior year count 
for ELL and At-Risk student populations.   
 
For purposes of determining the funding adjustments for ELL and At-Risk student 
populations, the Task Force recommended the fiscal year immediately preceding the 
implementation of the funding adjustment for ELL and At-Risk students (FY 2017) 
should be used as the base-year funding for each school district and charter school.  

 
5. Regarding students who qualify for multiple weight categories (excluding students 

with disabilities), the Task Force recommended applying the highest single weight to 
a student who qualifies as both ELL and at risk, based upon an unduplicated count 
of students.  In counting students for the purpose of weighting, some students may 
meet the eligibility requirements of more than one need category. Testimony 
provided indicated similar support services are utilized in both programs for ELL and 
At-Risk students to boost student achievement.   
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6. The Task Force indicated that sufficient data was not currently available to 
determine what a density factor or a threshold for ELL students should be for 
Nevada school districts and charter schools.  Absent sufficient data, the Task Force 
recommended that the state should continue to gather data related to what a future 
density adjustment might be.    
 

7. Based on discussions and testimony provided about the significant number of 
long-term ELL students in the state’s two largest school districts, the Task Force did 
not approve limiting ELL funding to a set number of years, but instead recommended 
that the NDE further review how to address long-term ELL students, particularly in 
cases where a school district or charter school’s program for ELL students is not 
effective. The concern expressed was that limiting ELL funding to a set number of 
years could reduce the resources available to help long-term ELL students. 

 
8. The Task Force recommended that weighted funding for ELL and At-Risk students 

should initially be provided as a categorical grant program outside the state’s 
K-12 funding formula with a transition to inside the funding formula at a date to be 
determined in the future.  Additionally, the NDE should develop a plan to transition 
such funding to inside the state’s funding formula for review and consideration by the 
Nevada Legislature prior to implementation.    

 
9. The Task Force recommended that the NDE should develop performance 

benchmarks and reporting requirements tied to the ELL and At-Risk funding.  
Additionally, school districts and charter schools eligible to receive ELL and/or At-
Risk funding should be required to submit a plan, for review and approval by the 
NDE, that outlines how the funding would be utilized to increase the academic 
performance of those student populations.  Members of the Task Force recognized 
the need to be able to measure performance and track results. 
 

10. The Task Force expressed support for an implementation plan that would phase-in 
increases or decreases over a specified period of time to allow school districts and 
charter schools time to adjust to the fiscal increases or decreases that may occur 
utilizing the modified K-12 funding formula for ELL and At-Risk students.  
 
As such, with regard to an implementation plan for modifications to the state’s 
K-12 funding model for ELL and At-Risk students, for the 2015-17 biennium, the 
Task Force recommended that school districts and charter schools should be held 
harmless by only distributing new funding (enhanced state funding) approved by the 
Nevada Legislature and the Governor for ELL and/or At-Risk students.   
 

11. Beginning in FY 2018, phase-in the total calculated funding for ELL and At-Risk 
students, inclusive of all new funding for enrollment growth and/or funding for the 
two percent increase for movement on the salary scale for licensed personnel, over 
a four-year period in the following increments: FY 2018 - 10 percent; 
FY 2019 - 30 percent; FY 2020 - 60 percent; and FY 2021 - 100 percent.  
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12. The Task Force noted that one of its recommendations would require a school 
district or charter school to submit a spending plan for review and approval by the 
NDE in order to receive ELL or At-Risk categorical funding.  Together, the list of 
suggested eligible uses along with a requirement that NDE review and approve 
spending plans would provide sufficient assurance that the ELL and At-Risk funding 
would be used for its intended purposes. Therefore, the Task Force recommended 
that categorical funding directed to students identified as ELL and at risk should be 
excluded from collective bargaining and eligible uses of such funding should include 
but not be limited to: 
 
a. Classroom teachers to reduce class sizes or for ELL instruction; 
b. Before and/or afterschool academic programs, including transportation to and 

from programs; 
c. Pre-kindergarten programs; 
d. Tutors, teachers’ aides, counselors, social workers, nurses, and curriculum 

specialists; 
e. Parent education and/or parental engagement; 
f. Summer or intersession programs, including transportation to and from 

programs; 
g. Early intervention programs; 
h. Materials, supplies, and equipment, including technology used in approved 

programs or for approved purposes; 
i. Funding a longer school day; 
j. Funding a longer school year; 
k. Remediation programs and/or partnering with higher education institutions. 
l. Assessment activities; 
m. Community liaison staff with language and cultural skills appropriate to the ELL 

population; and 
n. Professional development activities.  
 

Summary of the Task Force’s Recommendations Pertaining to Students with Disabilities 
 

1. Discussion of special education funding methodologies primarily centered around 
weighted funding and census-based approach methodologies to replace the current 
unit-funding methodology.  Because the census-based approach distributes funding 
based on total enrollment, the Task Force expressed concern that charter schools 
with few or no students with disabilities would receive a disproportionate share of 
funding.   
 
For this reason, the Task Force recommended a weighted funding model with a 
recommended 2.0 weight to all students with disabilities, which closely reflects the 
average weight for a special education student reported in four national studies 
conducted over the past 40 years. In order to mitigate the issue of over-identification 
of students with disabilities, the Task Force recommended a funding cap of 
13 percent of the overall school district or charter school’s enrollment of students 
with disabilities, based upon a current year count.  
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2. The Task Force recommended that weighted funding for students with disabilities 
should initially be provided as a categorical grant program outside the state’s 
K-12 funding formula with a transition to inside the funding formula at a date to be 
determined in the future. The Task Force noted that providing funding initially 
outside of the funding formula would assist school districts and charter schools in 
determining their MOE requirements.  In addition, the Task Force indicated that it 
may take time to determine the implications of a formula change to the MOE 
requirements at both the state and local levels. The Task Force also recommended 
the retention of a separate fund (at the local level) for students with disabilities, 
which is currently required by statute (NRS Chapter 387.047). 

 
3. The Task Force recommended the creation of a contingency fund for exceptionally 

high-cost students with disabilities and recommend the NDE develop a plan for the 
operational guidelines of the fund for presentation to the 2015 Legislature.  The NDE 
should also review the possibility of transferring the existing Nevada Revised 
Statutes Chapter 395 program into the new contingency fund program.  Task Force 
members were supportive of the creation of a contingency fund, particularly to assist 
small districts and charter schools with high-cost students with disabilities.   

 
4. The Task Force recognized that additional work would be required to revise the 

funding formula for students with disabilities in order to assure a reasonable MOE 
transition occurs for the state and local school districts and charter schools.  
Therefore, the Task Force recommended that NDE should develop, in conjunction 
with experts from local school districts and charter schools, the details of an 
implementation plan for modifications to the state’s K-12 funding model for students 
with disabilities for submission to the 2015 Legislature, which includes a hold 
harmless provision and takes into account, at both the state and local levels, the 
federal MOE requirements.   

 
As required by Senate Bill 500 (Chapter 500, Statutes of Nevada), this report has been 
prepared for the Governor and the Director of the Legislative Counsel Bureau for 
transmittal to the 78th Session of the Nevada Legislature.  The chairman would like to 
thank members of the Task Force, the Technical Advisory Committee, the American 
Institutes for Research, the Department of Education, the 17 school districts, the 
Charter School Authority, and all other participants for their efforts in completing this 
study. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

 
Senator Moises Denis, Chairman 
Task Force on K-12 Public Education Funding  
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