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Exhibit H Letter dated May 28, 2009, to Keith Rheault, Ph.D., Superintendent of 
Public Instruction, from Senator Valerie Wiener as Chairwoman of the 
Legislative Commission on Health Care and Assemblywoman Debbie Smith 
Chairwoman of the Senate Committee on Health and Education, regarding 
adopting a statewide uniform method to measure the number of children 
who qualify for federal nutritional programs in Nevada’s schools. 

 
EXHIBITS MAY BE REVIEWED AT THE RESEARCH LIBRARY OF THE 
LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL BUREAU, CARSON CITY, NEVADA, UPON REQUEST. 
 
I. ROLL CALL. 
 
Senator Joyce Woodhouse, Chairwoman, called the meeting of the Legislative 
Committee for the Fundamental Review of the Base Budgets of State Agencies to order 
at 9:16 a.m.  Chairwoman Woodhouse, Senator Wiener and Assemblyman Conklin 
attended the meeting in the Las Vegas location.  Assemblyman Goicoechea and 
Assemblywoman Smith attended the meeting in the Carson City location.  
Senator Raggio was excused. 
 
II. OPENING REMARKS. 
 
Chairwoman Woodhouse gave background information, noting that the Committee was 
authorized statutorily in 1995, and was reconstituted in 2010 as an important element in 
beginning the process of streamlining to make state government more efficient.  The 
legislation specifically authorized this inquiry, and required the cooperation of the 
Executive Branch.  She noted that Nevada’s economy was in crisis, Nevada’s families 
and businesses were suffering, and Nevada’s school children were bearing the burden 
of past economic mistakes.  In the last three years the Legislature cut crucial education 
dollars to meet the constitutional obligation of balancing the State’s budget.  She said 
the state government must be made smaller, more efficient and accountable to 
Nevada’s families and businesses.  Proper management of and investment in Nevada’s 
resources would allow the State to prosper once again.  Like all of Nevada’s families, 
the State government must do more with less.  It was the responsibility of elected 
officials to approach the process with the gravity that it deserved.  She said the 
Committee must continue the process of questioning what government should, and 
should not, provide, and what could be provided to move the State through these 
difficult times.   
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Chairwoman Woodhouse said, given the size of the budget shortfall faced by the 
2011 Legislature, the Committee had three overriding missions:  
 
1. To conduct a fundamental review of state agency spending to identify areas of 

spending that were not as efficient as they could be, or could be eliminated because 
they served no useful purpose; 

 
2. To examine broader efficiencies in state government, such as combining and 

consolidating agency services, as well as best practices used by other states, and 
reforms recommended by groups inside Nevada, to make the State of Nevada’s 
government as lean as possible in these difficult times. 

 
3. To recommend to the full Interim Finance Committee and the 2011 Legislature ways 

to hold state agencies more accountable for the spending of the State’s limited 
General Fund dollars, ensuring that the spending achieves real, quantifiable benefits 
for Nevada’s citizens.   

 
Chairwoman Woodhouse recalled that the Committee had initially selected several state 
agencies from five different departments for review, including the following: 
 
· Buildings and Grounds Division of the Department of Administration  
· Nevada Department of Education   
· Housing Division of the Division of Business and Industry 
· Division of Parole and Probation of the Department of Public Safety 
· Medicaid Compliance Unit in conjunction with the Attorney General’s Office Medicaid 

Fraud Unit 
 
Chairwoman Woodhouse explained that the budgets were selected for review because 
of their reasonable size to prevent the fundamental review from becoming too onerous a 
process.   
 
Chairwoman Woodhouse said the Committee would hear reports from both the 
Legislative Counsel Bureau’s Fiscal Analysis Division staff regarding its review of the 
Department of Education, and Dr. Keith Rheault, the State Superintendent of Public 
Instruction.   
 
However, Chairwoman Woodhouse announced, the Committee would not hear reports 
from the Housing Division or the Medicaid Compliance Unit.  In fact, only initial 
responses were received from the Parole and Probation Division of the Department of 
Public Safety, and the Buildings and Grounds Division of the Department of 
Administration.  She said those agencies were under the direct control of the Governor’s 
Office and were directed to not cooperate with the Committee.  She added that 
LCB staff was denied access to information on current work program spending within 
those agencies, and without that information, it could not be determined how much was 
spent from current budgets, and whether the funds were spent effectively and efficiently.   
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Chairwoman Woodhouse said that in order for the Committee to meet its obligation to 
Nevada’s families and businesses, all governmental agencies should be willing to 
account for the dollars spent if the 2011 budget was to be balanced responsibly.  In 
order to ensure that crucial services continued to be provided to Nevadans, every area 
of government must be part of this important discussion.  Full participation was crucial 
to the Committee’s goal of identifying efficiencies in state government before the difficult 
process of weighing which programs would be cut during the 2011 Legislative Session 
to produce a balanced budget.  She said the Committee must do its best to identify the 
broader reforms that could be brought to the budget process, despite the lack of 
cooperation that was encountered.   
 
Chairwoman Woodhouse said that the process of fundamental review of base budgets 
should continue after the 2011 Legislative Session, because it was an important part of 
the budget process.  The review was critical in these economic times in which the State 
cannot afford to fund even base budgets.  She encouraged the members to remain 
dedicated to the goals of the Committee.   
 
III. FUNDAMENTAL REVIEW OF THE BASE BUDGETS FOR THE FOLLOWING 

BUDGETS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION:  EDUCATION STATE 
PROGRAMS, EDUCATION STAFFING SERVICES, AND EDUCATION SUPPORT 
SERVICES. 

 
Chairwoman Woodhouse said the Committee would be presented with a fundamental 
review of the base budgets for the following budgets of the Department of Education by 
Dr. Keith Rheault, State Superintendent of Public Instruction: Education State 
Programs, Education Staffing Services, and Education Support Services. 
 
Dr. Rheault introduced Deputy Superintendent Greg Weyland, Deputy Superintendent, 
Administrative & Fiscal Services, who was new to the Department.  Dr. Rheault said 
other Department staff were present to answer questions that might come up in the 
Committee’s discussions.   
 
Dr. Rheault said he would make some brief opening comments on the base budget, and 
would then review some of the material in the meeting packet (page 3 of Exhibit A).  He 
asked Chairwoman Woodhouse if she had another preference and she did not.   
 
Dr. Rheault said of the Department’s 17 budgets, 3 would be reviewed today.  The 
budgets to be reviewed were primarily the budgets that received state funding.  He said 
the overall state appropriation to the Department of Education, which was not the 
Distributive School Account (DSA), was currently about $11 million total, which was not 
a large amount considering the overall budget.  He said that Budget Account 2673, 
Education State Programs, which was the administrative budget for the Department, 
had the largest amount of funding that went toward staffing, about $3.7 million.  He said 
Budget Account 2697, Testing and Assessments, was the Department’s largest budget 
with $5.7 million, which was more state revenue than all of the Department’s other 
budgets combined. He said that budget was not being reviewed by the Committee.  

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/75th2009/Exhibits/Budgets/E091510A.pdf�


 5 

He said the Administrative Services budget was about $3.7 million, and the remaining 
$1.9 million had to do with maintenance of effort (MOE) and state-match needed for 
child nutrition, career and technical education, and adult education.  He said if there 
were efficiencies, that would result in either cutting testing, staffing or MOE 
requirements in the overall budgets being reviewed.   
 
Dr. Rheault said that a number of cuts have been made to Budget Account 2673, 
Education State Programs over the past two and one-half years.  In the 2012-13 budget 
that was submitted to the Governor’s Office, another $1.1 million was cut, resulting in a 
budget of $10 million.  He said that the state revenue to the Department of Education 
was reduced by about $3.5 million over the past two and one-half years.  The 
Department has become very efficient, and has cut back on travel, operating, staff 
costs, and the only remaining alternative would be to lay off staff.   
 
Dr. Rheault said that Budget Account 2673, Education State Programs, was the largest 
account of the Department that the Committee was reviewing at about $3.6 million in 
state revenue.  Of that amount, $2.1 million was for salaries for Department staff.  He 
said about 40 percent of the Department’s staff salaries were supported either fully or 
partially by state revenue.  The other staff were paid by either teacher licensing fees, or 
federal funds.  Most of the Department staff were supported with non-state General 
Fund revenues.  Within the $3.6 million, $887,000 went to the Indirect Cost Account, 
which was to be discussed by the Committee as well.  He said the third big piece of this 
budget was $311,000 that was transferred to Budget Account 2719, which he noted was 
also to be reviewed by the Committee.  He explained that budget was put together a 
few years ago as a “catch all” for the staff salaries that were funded by more than one 
source.  Before the budget was developed, staff was paid from three different sources, 
which was difficult to coordinate.  All of the different funding sources were transferred to 
Budget Account 2719, and staff was paid out of one budget.  Dr. Rheault said the 
remaining $293,000 was for everything else, including operating, travel, information 
technology and memberships.   
 
Referring to page 7 (Exhibit A), Dr. Rheault said the general background information 
discusses the staffing patterns and the location of the Department.  He said over the 
years there was concern that there were not enough Department staff in Southern 
Nevada.  He said that over the past 20 years, the number of staff in Southern Nevada 
tripled, but it was still not proportionate according to some.  He said, at one time, the 
only staff of the Department in Las Vegas were five teacher licensure staff.  There were 
29 Department staff in Southern Nevada, which were primarily in teacher licensure, but 
other staff were involved in child nutrition, career and technical education, 
accountability, and audits.   
 
Dr. Rheault noted that the review material indicated the southern counties consisted of 
Clark County, Esmeralda County, Lincoln County, Mineral County and Nye County.  He 
said that the Southern Nevada staff could easily work with four counties, but 
Mineral County was much better served by staff in Carson City because Schurz and 
Hawthorne were closer to Carson City than Las Vegas.  He said that if the number of 
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positions was based on the number of students in one county, the proportions would 
indeed be out of balance because Clark County had over 300,000 students.  However, 
Department staff usually worked with school district superintendents, district-wide staff 
and schools rather than students, which made a big difference as to where Department 
staff were placed.  He said it could take just as much time to work with Esmeralda 
County as it did Clark County as on some issues, even though there were far fewer 
students in Esmeralda County.  He said the four counties represented 23 percent of 
Nevada’s school districts, and 18 to 19 percent of the Department’s staff.  He was 
looking for ways to get more staff in Las Vegas, particularly in the school improvement 
area.  He said that the Department’s math consultant position was recently vacated, and 
he hoped to fill that position in Las Vegas as well.  He said that positions were moved to 
Southern Nevada as they became available if it made sense to move them.  He hoped 
that at least 25 percent of the staff would be placed in Southern Nevada.   
 
Dr. Rheault reported that the Legislative Commission’s Committee to Study Governance 
and Oversight of the System of K-12 Public Education (Assembly Concurrent 
Resolution No. 2) discussed the issue as well, and one of its recommendations was that 
the Department of Education and State Board of Education look at the operation and 
organizational patterns of other states (page 20, Exhibit A).  He said that committee’s 
directive was to return with recommendations to the 2011 Legislature.  
 
There were no questions from Committee members on this budget, so 
Chairwoman Woodhouse asked Dr. Rheault to continue to the next budget.   
 
Dr. Rheault said that the Department was authorized for 161 staff, but had about 
140 staff.  He did not know why, but in the past 18 months the Department experienced 
more turnover and loss of experienced staff than in the past 20 years.  He 
acknowledged that people were always retiring or leaving for other jobs, but not at the 
rate that was occurring in the Department.  He cited a number of reasons.  Some staff 
left for other state agencies closer to their home to save money on gas and 
transportation.  Other staff left because of the furloughs, pressure to do more work with 
fewer staff, no overtime and concerns about what would happen to the employee health 
insurance benefits.  Some Department employees were recruited and hired by school 
districts.  Although the school districts had salary freezes, they did not have furlough 
days or cuts to benefits.  Some staff that were eligible to retire chose to retire for those 
reasons.  He noted that LCB experienced a similar loss of key Fiscal Analysis Division 
staff.   
 
Dr. Rheault reported the Department of Education’s entire fiscal staff was replaced.  
Jim Wells was made the director of the Public Employees’ Benefits Program.  The DSA 
specialist retired and the chief auditor was hired by an agency in Reno.  He said that 
Nevada’s Department of Education had one of the smallest state staffs in the country, 
based on the ratio of staff to student population.  For example, the state of Vermont, 
which was ranked 49th in the country with 92,000 students, had 155 staff in its 
department of education.  He verified that Vermont’s department of education’s duties 
were not less or more that those of Nevada’s Department of Education.  Nevada’s 
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Department of Education was authorized for 161 staff, and had about 140 staff, for a 
student population of about 420,000.  The next closest state to Nevada as far as 
student population was Arkansas with 457,000 students.  The state of Arkansas’ 
department of education performed the same functions as Nevada’s Department of 
Education, but with 364 staff.  The difference was that while Nevada had one math 
consultant, and Arkansas had three; Nevada had one science consultant, and Arkansas 
had three; Nevada had 5 IT staff compared to 40 IT staff in Arkansas.  Approximately 
ten years ago, Nevada’s Department of Education was down to 100 staff.  He noted that 
the Legislature provided the Department with additional staff since those statistics were 
collected, and Nevada’s staff would be 160 if federally funded positions were included.   
 
Dr. Rheault said the advantage of having a smaller staff was that the staff had broader 
knowledge of the Department system-wide.  In certain areas there was an advantage to 
having more than one person staff an area, because there was a problem when staff left 
the job before other staff was cross-trained.  He said that the Department staff normally 
would work more overtime.  For example, if the northeast region needed training on a 
particular subject, three or four staff from the Department would travel to the area on a 
Friday and return on Sunday.  The weekend schedule allowed more participation by 
teachers, who were busy with school during the week.  That schedule was changed due 
to the request to keep overtime to a minimum.  Another way the Department saved on 
overtime was to reschedule the State Board of Education meetings from 
Friday evenings and Saturdays, to Thursday afternoons and Fridays.  He explained that 
numerous Department staff provided comments at the meetings, and they would have 
to be paid overtime to attend those meetings outside of working hours.  From FY 2009 
to FY 2010, overtime costs were reduced by approximately $150,000.  The cost would 
have been reduced more, but overtime was utilized to provide data for the Race to the 
Top application on a tight schedule.  He said between paid overtime and compensatory 
time, work on that application amounted to approximately $50,000 in FY 2010 overtime 
for Department staff.   
 
Assemblywoman Smith asked about the hiring process of positions funded by the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA).  She recalled there had 
been issues in the past.   
 
Dr. Rheault said that part of that issue was due to the statewide hiring freeze.  He 
explained that when a vacancy occurred in the Department, a justification to fill form 
was submitted to the Department of Personnel, after which it was forwarded to the 
Budget Office and the Governor’s Office for approval.  He said that process was 
streamlined and there was not much delay.  The approval was usually given within a 
week.  At that time, the Department advertised to fill the position.  Problems occurred 
after the interview process, because the Department could only hire staff at the bottom 
step of the pay grade.  For example, a new math consultant could only be offered step I, 
but a step I math consultant had no experience, and would not be of value to the 
Department or the school districts.  The Department usually filled those positions with 
individuals with 5, 10, or 15 years of experience, with a master’s degree or Ph.D.  There 
was currently a critical vacancy for which an accelerated pay above step 1 request was 
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denied.  Dr. Rheault said he would appeal that denial.  The position prepared the school 
report card and the Accountability Report Card (ARC) system, but had been vacant 
since the former consultant was promoted to the director of charter schools office.  
Interviews were held and two highly qualified candidates were identified.  The 
candidates were offered the bottom level pay, but neither accepted the position for that 
level of pay, which would have resulted in about a $30,000 pay cut.   
 
Dr. Rheault said a couple of candidates have been approved for accelerated pay.  For 
example, a new adult education coordinator was hired because the person who held 
that position retired.  That position was 80 percent federally funded.  The step 
acceleration for the state funded positions were denied.  He said those positions were 
critical, and must be filled by people who could do the job.  Therefore, he would ask for 
reconsideration of the step acceleration request.   
 
Assemblywoman Smith asked how long each stage of the process took.  Dr. Rheault 
explained that if everything was in place, the application would be advertise to the 
general public and left open for about one month, interviews were scheduled, and the 
position could be filled after about two months.  If a state list was available, the 
Department would be able to fill positions for management assistants, budget analysts 
and auditors more quickly.  However, there was no state list for math consultants, 
accountability staff, special education or nutrition staff.  To get the best people for those 
jobs, the Department must search both in and out of state to recruit the best candidates.  
That recruitment took more time.  For some hard to fill positions, for which background 
checks must be performed, it was difficult to get even five applicants.  In that case, the 
position would be left open for several months until enough acceptable applicants were 
identified.   
 
Assemblywoman Smith asked when the practice of offering the bottom salary was put 
into place.  Dr. Rheault said it started in the spring when the freeze was put into place.  
He said approval to hire above step I could only be given by the Chief of Staff of the 
Governor’s Office.   
 
Assemblywoman Smith said the consultants that were hired to help the schools improve 
should be at the top of their game.  She did not understand how the Department could 
hire someone like that by paying bottom scale wages.  She was also concerned about 
the inefficiency in the process.  She said that the legislature constantly heard that it had 
to operate like a business, but there was no business that would require all of this to fill 
a position.  She said it took months to get someone on board, while the information and 
data to be collected by the vacant position was needed by the Department.   
 
Dr. Rheault said the request for the step increase caused a delay.  He explained that for 
one position the request was denied, the lower offer was made to the top 
two candidates, but neither accept the position.  He was not interested in hiring the 
remaining three candidates.  He said it was difficult to find qualified candidates who 
were willing to start at a lower salary.   
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Dr. Rheault noted that for some of the positions funded through indirect cost budget, the 
Interim Finance Committee approved the hiring of the positions, but the Department 
was hesitant to fill them all right away.  He said the indirect cost account was based on 
spending revenue and other accounts, and the Department might not have enough 
funding because of the cutbacks.  Even though there was a reserve in that account, the 
Department purposefully kept one position vacant to be cautious.  The Department has 
since moved forward in the process of filing of that position.   
 
Assemblywoman Smith expressed frustration that the Department did not have a public 
information officer.  She thought the Department of Education was the only major 
department that did not.  She noted that Dr. Rheault generally served that function, 
which was nonsensical.   
 
Dr. Rheault concurred with that statement.  He said he would be surprised if there were 
two or three other state superintendents that did not have a public information officer.  
The creation of such a position had never been supported, yet there were things that 
should be shared with the public.  He did not have the time to fulfill those duties, nor did 
he have a journalism or public relations background.  He said the Department did the 
minimum press releases, but that was probably not the way it needed to be done.   
 
Assemblywoman Smith said one of the major jobs of the Department should be to 
communicate with parents and the public about what was going on, whether it was good 
news or bad news.  She said the Department had no ability to be proactive.  She 
remembered having these discussions during the standards setting process, and how 
frustrating it was that the Department did not have a staff member to do that.  She said 
all of the other major state agencies had a public information officer position. 
 
Dr. Rheault said he knew the Attorney General’s Office, the Nevada Department of 
Transportation and some of the bigger agencies had them, but he has not tracked that 
information.   
 
Senator Wiener asked Dr. Rheault for clarification as to how many staff were employed 
by the Department.  Dr. Rheault explained that the Department was authorized for 
161 staff, and there were 140 as of today.  Some of the vacancies were scheduled to be 
filled, and a couple of the authorized positions would be eliminated during the next 
legislative session.   
 
Senator Wiener asked if the 161 positions were all funded by the General Fund.  
Dr. Rheault replied that they were not.  For example, the new charter school office was 
being developed by the Department.  There was authority to fill five positions, four of 
which have never been filled before.  The new director was in place, and was 
conducting interviews for the special education and curriculum consultants that would 
work with charter schools.  Then a budget analyst and another position will be hired.  
Those positions were funded by fees from the state-sponsored charter schools.  It was 
not funded by a direct state appropriation.  There was one open position in licensure 
that was funded by fees, and two open special education positions that were 
100 percent federally funded.  He said, at this point, there were only about three vacant 
positions that were state funded.   
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There were no further questions on this subject, so Chairwoman Woodhouse asked 
Dr. Rheault to continue to the next topic.   
 
Dr. Rheault said that page 9 of the meeting packet (Exhibit A), addressed vision and 
mission statements, goals and objectives, and performance indicators.  He said the 
August 2010 State Board of Education retreat included a review of its mission and 
vision, resulting in one of the best discussions the Board has had on that issue.  He said 
the Board was fortunate to have Megan McIntosh from Reno assist the Board in the 
review and revision of its mission and vision statement, and begin the discussion of 
goals.  He said the Board would continue the discussion of goals and objectives at its 
October 2010 meeting.  
 
Dr. Rheault noted that on page 20 (Exhibit A) were recommendations that resulted from 
the study of K-12 governance pursuant to A.C.R. 2.  Three or four of the  
recommendations were related to a review of the mission, vision and goals of the State 
Board of Education, the Department of Education, and the State Improvement 
Plan (SIP) to make sure they were aligned.  The revised State Board of Education 
vision and mission statement should be finalized in October.  He said that the Board 
was beginning its annual review and revision of the SIP, which was driven by the goals 
and objectives of the Board’s mission and vision.  Dr. Rheault said one of the A.C.R. 2 
recommendations was to have the correct performance indicators and goals.  He said 
this was an area that needed to be reviewed, and it would be much better than it had 
been in the past.   
 
Dr. Rheault noted the Department finished its Race to the Top application.  As part of 
that, it was agreed that the State would move forward with reform efforts.  Within the 
Race to the Top application were a number of objectives that the Department would use 
to measure whether it was successful in its reform efforts.  Those objectives were listed 
on page 11 of the meeting packet (Exhibit A).   
 
Dr. Rheault said additional objectives would be included in the SIP.  He said the Board 
and the Department were willing to include additional objectives for its own 
performance.  For example, there must be an objective addressing the graduation rate.  
The longitudinal cohort model used to determine the 85 percent graduation rate was a 
method that would be required to be used by all states starting in 2010.  That model 
tracked each student that enrolled in 9th grade four years ago, and reported how many 
of those same students were enrolled in the current year, and how many graduated with 
a standard or higher diploma.  Only those students would be counted as graduates.  If 
the gradation took longer than four years, the student would not be counted as a 
graduate.  He said Nevada’s current graduation rate would be in the low 50 percent 
according to that calculation.  That objective would not be met within the next year or 
two, rather, it would be a long process.   
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Dr. Rheault said the SIP would need to address the achievement gap between ethnic 
groups.  He said there were big differences in the student achievement rate of the 
Hispanic and Black population and there should be a continuous focus on the goal to 
reduce that gap.  The Department was open to blending those goals with the Board’s 
objectives.   
 
Dr. Rheault said another goal would probably be focused on student achievement on 
the English and math portions of the Criterion Reference Test.  One of the requirements 
of Race to the Top was to have “highly effective” teachers within the State.  He 
explained that highly effective teachers were identified based on the achievement of 
their students.   
 
Dr. Rheault said the Department had always struggled with how to report information of 
value, and how to manage that within the budget.  For example, one performance 
indicator was to increase the graduation rate to 85 percent.  He wondered how the 
Department’s technical and education staff would use that indicator.  
 
Dr. Rheault said that the Priorities of Government exercise that the Department 
performed in setting its budget was valuable in that the major activities of the 
Department were the focus rather than the budget.  He noted Budget Account 2673 
included everyone from the State Superintendent’s salary, the private school, the 
Science Consultant, the Special Education Director.  When there were numerous 
offices, it could be difficult to come up with performance indicators that applied to 
everyone.  It was much easier if it were based on major activity.  He said some thought 
could be given to agency activity indicators.  He thought that all of the goals and 
objectives on page 10 and 11 (Exhibit A) would fit, because the only reason the 
Department and the district offices existed was for students to achieve.  It would be 
much easier to write department-wide indicators that were not tied to a specific budget.  
For example, there were no goals or objectives for Budget Account 2719, which was the 
transfer account, because the funds were transferred from some other budget account 
within the Department.   
 
Dr. Rheault said the Department needed to come up with much cleaner and more 
efficient indicators.  From his perspective, he could imagine department-wide indicators 
for which all of the staff must share some responsibility, whether the staff was assigned 
to Special Education, Title I, or Career and Technical, they would work together to 
increase the graduation rate.  Dr. Rheault said that was similar to what the Race to the 
Top would require, which was a certain percentage of effective teachers and that the 
teachers be evaluated on student achievement.  He wondered how an elementary 
school physical education teacher fit into the overall success of a school, and whether 
that position’s teaching could be evaluated for effectiveness using the achievement 
results of the students at the school.  He said the Department would have the same 
challenge in determining indicators that to assist in and improve working with the school 
districts.   
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Dr. Rheault said some budgets were specific to the Department, but they were not 
being reviewed as part of the fundamental review of base budgets.  The federally 
funded budgets had federal indicators, for example, Career and Technical Education, 
Adult Education, Nutrition, and Special Education.  The state funded piece would need 
to be separated, because they were usually blended with federal programs.  Dr. Rheault 
said he would be happy to take direction or insight from the Committee. 
 
There were no questions on this subject, so Chairwoman Woodhouse asked 
Dr. Rheault to continue to the next topic.   
 
Dr. Rheault said that Greg Weyland, Deputy Superintendent, Administrative and Fiscal 
Services, would explain how the Education Staffing Services, Education Support 
Services, and the State Programs budgets were funded.   
 
Mr. Weyland said that Budget Account 2719 was created as a clearing account, 
because of situations relating to positions funded from different sources and different 
budget accounts.  Having a position funded from multiple budget accounts, but residing 
in a single budget account, made it difficult to track.  The creation of Budget 
Account 2719 allowed the allocation for the position to be transferred as revenue for the 
position and other operating accounts that could be allocated specifically to a position.  
Those positions were paid directly from Budget Account 2719.   
 
There were no questions from the Committee on Budget Account 2719.  
Chairwoman Woodhouse asked Mr. Weyland to continue to the next budget account.   
 
Mr. Weyland said Budget Account 2720 was an administrative account that was funded 
with indirect costs, which were negotiated with the U.S. Department of Education.  The 
general administrative costs that applied to all of the other budget accounts and the 
Department in general were pooled.  The Department received a negotiated rate, which 
was charged back to the other budget accounts and the federal grants.  Those funds 
were then allocated as the revenue source for Budget Account 2720 to support the 
administrative functions within the Department, such as accounting, budgeting, 
personnel, payroll and auditing.   
 
Dr. Rheault added that there was a fairly sizable reserve in Budget Account 2720 of 
about $500,000.  He said when the indirect cost rate was negotiated each year, the 
reserve was taken into account.  That would probably cause an approval for a lower 
indirect cost rate, and in 2012 and 2013, until the reserve was used up.  He said the 
rate negotiation and reserve amount was cyclical.  When there were no reserves, the 
whole amount was charged to the indirect cost rate, and the rate increased.   
 
In conclusion, Mr. Weyland said Budget Account 2673 was almost all General Fund 
appropriation.  He said there were some other minor revenue for printing reimbursement 
for state education law that was available for purchase by the school districts and 
schools.   
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Dr. Rheault noted that Educational Staffing Services was addressed on pages 14 and 
15 (Exhibit A).  He said that the Department used very little state appropriations for 
out-of-state travel.  If staff did travel, then an attempt was made to the use federal funds 
that required the travel.  He said that the overall budget for out-of-state travel was about 
$6,949 for the Department administration.  That included all of the staff under Budget 
Account 2673, including the Superintendent, and the Board members – which used 
one-third or more of the funds – and the other Department staff.  He noted there were 
functions that required either the Superintendent or other staff to travel.  The amount of 
funds was minimal in relation to the overall budget, but it allowed the staff to attend 
critical out-of-state meetings.   
 
Dr. Rheault said the Department has made a number of efforts to monitor the in-state 
travel budget.  He noted that the Legislature funded teleconference equipment between 
the Southern Nevada and Northern Nevada.  That teleconference capability was utilized 
rather than having staff travel to the other location for meetings.  That saved the school 
district money by attending monthly fiscal and information technology meetings by 
teleconference.  He said the 14 or 15 school districts teleconferenced at the same time, 
where in the past, those school district employees would have traveled to the meeting 
location using in-state travel fund.   
 
Dr. Rheault said the Department was authorized for $70,000 for in-state travel, and 
spent $47,000.  He believed the reduction in in-state travel spending was permanent, 
resulting in a budget of around $50,000.  He believed the Department would use the 
teleconferencing system for future meetings rather than travel to save staff time and 
travel funds.  Dr. Rheault said he was probably the biggest user of this funding.  He 
explained there were instances in which he needed to be at the meeting location, or 
was asked to present information that could not be presented by teleconference or 
videoconference.  In cases where it was allowed, he charged the federal operating fund 
to save state funds, knowing the fiscal crisis that Nevada was undergoing.   
 
Dr. Rheault commented that the operating budget was adequate for the Department’s 
needs in the past year.  He said the Department was been able to maintain efficiencies 
and would continue to meet its requirements and function as a department.   
 
Regarding equipment, Dr. Rheault said it was critical that the Department continue the 
five-year cycle to replace equipment.  If the cycle was not continued for two or three 
legislative cycles, all of the computers would need to be replaced at once, and that 
would not be possible.  He hoped the State would continue to support the renewal of 
computer equipment as needed by state funded staff.  Computers for federally funded 
staff were provided through the federal operating budgets.   
 
Dr. Rheault said there was $52,000 in the memberships budget account.  Of that, 
$35,000 was for the Superintendent’s membership in the Council of Chief State School 
Officers.  The other $17,000 was for the National Association of School Boards 
membership.  He said because of the Department’s small number of staff, it could not 
be involved in activities it was involved in without the work of the Council of Chief State 
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School Officers.  For example, Council of Chief State School Officers was paying for 
two Department staff, through corporate sponsors, to travel to Chicago, Illinois, to attend 
discussions on how the states would implement the common core standards.  Rather 
than the states working individually, the Council of Chief State School Officers 
organized a meeting of all of the states participating in common core.  There was also a 
day to discuss best practices as to how states would evaluate teachers using the new 
common core in achievement standards.  He said that was just one example.  The 
Department participated in all kinds of assessment meetings.  He thought being able to 
meet with other superintendents was valuable.  He said other states were willing to 
share when they knew the Department did not have funding.  For example, the 
Department had a new electronic application system for its federal grants.  The Ohio 
Superintendent had just instituted the system, and allowed the Department to have 
access to it at no cost.  It cost approximately $200,000 to modify it to fit Nevada.  
Otherwise, the cost for such a system would have been in the millions.  The 
Commissioner from Colorado, Dwight Jones, spent millions of dollars on the student ID 
and data system to track growth and longitudinal data that on their website.  That data 
was given to any state that wanted it, and the Department was working on that 
currently.  He said the $35,000 might look like a large amount of money, but it was a 
drop in the bucket compared to the money the Department saved by being a part of the 
organization.   
 
Dr. Rheault said there were not as many benefits to membership with National 
Association of School Boards, but there were benefits.  For example, two Board 
members were attending the national meeting in Salt Lake City, Utah, which 
disseminated a lot of good information.  Weekly informational updates about the key 
issues across the country were sent to all Board members.  The biggest advantage was 
that new Board members could attend a three or four day orientation training session.  
He said that was valuable training for the new Board members, particularly about the 
difference between the duties of a state board member and a school district board of 
trustee.  He expected four new members of the Board this fall through the election 
process.  One member recently resigned, so there would also a new appointee.   
 
Dr. Rheault said that he believed a number of states raised the same question about the 
Council of Chief State School Officers subscription because he received an e-mail with 
information about the current year activities of the council before he asked for it.  He 
said the subscription rate was a sliding scale based on the total K-12 revenues in a 
state.  He said Nevada was in the third of seven tiers, and paid $35,000 because the 
education revenue amount was in the $2 billion to $3 billion range.  The larger states 
paid triple that amount.   
 
Senator Wiener asked if the training for the new Board members was sponsored by a 
corporation, or paid for by the State.  Dr. Rheault said two spots were funded by 
corporate sponsors.  If there were more than two new members, the funds would come 
from out-of-state travel.   
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Dr. Rheault directed the Committee to page 19 of the meeting packet to the Education 
Support Services Training narrative.  He said that $250 per staff member was reserved 
for training.  Because of the budget situation, and not knowing which expenses would 
be cut, all training was virtually eliminated.  That was why only $385 of the $5,000 in 
that category was expended in FY 2010.  He said that he would fight to keep that 
funding when the economy improved.  He explained that there were always staff that 
needed updated training.  In the past year, the training was not performed, but that 
deferral would catch up with the Department at some point.   
 
Assemblywoman Smith said she was concerned that, with the amount of new staff, 
training was an important component to the Department.  She noted that succession 
planning within state government was not always well thought out.  She said that it was 
critical that the training continue.  
 
Dr. Rheault referred to the A.C.R. 2 recommendations on page 20 and 21 (Exhibit A).  
He said three or four of the recommendations had to do with the vision mission goals, 
the School Improvement Plan, and performance indicators.  He said those 
recommendations would be addressed as the fall session approached.   
 
Dr. Rheault referred to an organizational chart of the main office in the Department on 
page 23 of the meeting packet (Exhibit A).  The chart included relationships with some 
of the boards, commissions and councils the Department works with.  For example, 
Dr. Rheault worked with the Commission on Academic Standards and the Commission 
on Educational Excellence.  Gloria Dopf, Deputy Superintendent, Instructional, 
Research and Evaluative Services, worked with the Commission on Professional 
Standards, the teacher licensing group.  Greg Weyland, Deputy Superintendent, 
Administrative and Fiscal Services, worked with the Commission on Educational 
Technology.  He said the organization chart showed which offices worked with which 
deputies.  He said he worked directly with the Southern Office Administrator of Teacher 
Licensure.   
 
Senator Wiener noted that one of the bullet points on page 21 (Exhibit A) indicated that 
A.C.R. 2 recommended amendment of the statutes to provide that the Superintendent 
of Public Instruction had the power to enforce the observance of all laws relating to 
schools and education.  She asked what kind of system was currently in place. 
 
Dr. Rheault said the authority of the Superintendent to enforce the observance of all 
laws relating to schools and education was limited.  In the past, for example, student 
discipline issues, by statute, were the direct authority of local school district boards of 
trustees.  He said there were other programs in which the Superintendent had limited 
ability to sanction, or force things to happen.  He would review the recommendation to 
find if there was an expectation of increased monitoring, accountability and oversight.  
He said staff was needed to perform those functions and fully implement the 
requirement.   
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Senator Wiener asked if that authority was currently within the school districts.  
Dr. Rheault explained that in most states, the superintendent, along with the state board 
of education, enforced the laws relating to schools and education.  In Nevada, the 
Council on Academic Standards had final authority.  He said the recommendation may 
be related to another recommendation from A.C.R. 2 to eliminate the Council on 
Academic Standards.  The A.C.R. 2 study made the recommendation so that the State 
Superintendent and the State Board of Education would assume the responsibility that 
had been assigned to the Council on Academic Standards.   
 
Senator Wiener understood that the A.C.R. 2 Committee was consolidating the duties to 
create greater efficiencies.   
 
Chairwoman Woodhouse noted that the A.C.R. 2 Committee recommendations would 
be presented to the 2011 Legislative Session.  She asked for Dr. Rheault’s thoughts on 
the ramifications of those recommendations to staff and budget.  Dr. Rheault said he 
had not analyzed the recommendations as to whether there were costs associated with 
implementing the recommendations.  He said that the recommendations would have to 
be backed up with staffing and funding.  He assumed that the recommendations would 
be put forth in a bill, at which time the Department would be provided the opportunity to 
provide a fiscal note.  He said it would take some thought and consideration as to what 
the fiscal impact would be, if any.   
 
Assemblywoman Smith commented that was an important topic as the 2011 Legislative 
Session approached.  The general feeling was that the point of the discussion on the 
governance would be to save money and staff, but that may not be the case.  It would 
be important that the discussion on the issue be highly refined so that the implications of 
the recommendation were clear.   
 
Dr. Rheault said if all of the recommendations were implemented, there would be staff 
savings, because there was currently a duplication of effort in scheduling meetings.  He 
explained that his staff set the meetings, posted the public notice, prepared the minutes, 
and the meeting documents, and attended the meetings.  There would be staff savings 
on all of the commissions and councils.  Whether the savings offset the new 
requirements would need to be studied.   
 
Chairwoman Woodhouse thanked Dr. Rheault for his outstanding presentation, and all 
of the work he and his staff put into providing the Committee and LCB Fiscal Analysis 
Division staff with the information.  She noted that he addressed many of the 
Committee’s questions before they were asked.   
 
There being no further comments or questions, Chairwoman Woodhouse moved to the 
next agenda item.   
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IV. DISCUSSION OF COST SAVINGS AND EFFICIENCY MEASURES FOR STATE 
GOVERNMENT. 

 
Chairwoman Woodhouse said the first presentation would be given by Mark Krmpotic, 
Senate Fiscal Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division, Legislative Counsel Bureau.   
 
Mr. Krmpotic directed the Committee members to page 25 (Exhibit A), which listed 
11 areas of discussion relating to cost savings and efficiency measures for state 
government.  He noted that the item was added to the agenda at the request of 
Chairwoman Woodhouse.   
 
Mr. Krmpotic said a number of the recommendations had been identified by the Nevada 
Spending and Government Efficiency (SAGE) Commission.  For some of the 
recommendations, the SAGE Commission identified cost savings the State might 
realize if these recommendations were implemented.  That information was included on 
pages 27 through 33.  For some of the recommendations that information was not yet 
available.   
 
Mr. Krmpotic noted that the Research Division assisted the Fiscal Division in gathering 
a good deal of information for members to review and consider as possible cost savings 
and consolidation measures.  He apologized that the information was not provided prior 
to the meeting, but he believed the issue would be carried over to another meeting in 
October, giving the members more time to examine the material.   
 
Mr. Krmpotic noted, to a certain extent, some agencies had already implemented the 
recommendations.  That would be one of the areas staff would need to further examine.   
 
Mr. Krmpotic said he would briefly present each recommendation.  He noted there were 
no representatives from the Executive Branch in the audience to answer questions from 
the Committee. 
 
Recommendation #1: Solicit recommendations for a common telecommunications 
platform as recommended by the SAGE Commission.  Mr. Krmpotic said that voice over 
Internet protocol (VOIP) would use the Internet to transmit a telephone call digitally.  
According to Department of Information Technology (DoIT) staff, the largest area of 
savings to state agencies would be to eliminate traditional voice lines for telephones.  
Currently, employee offices had one phone line and another data line.  This change 
would allow the employee to communicate via the data line.  The cost to implement and 
savings estimate was not provided by the SAGE Commission.  Rather, it was suggested 
that the State proceed with an request for information (RFI). 
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Recommendation #2: Consolidate information technology infrastructures 
throughout State government.  Mr. Krmpotic said that, by statute, there were a certain 
number of agencies that were exempt from utilizing DoIT equipment and services, 
including the following: 
 
· State Controller 
· Legislative Counsel Bureau 
· Administrative Office of the Courts 
· Nevada System of Higher Education.   
· Gaming Control Board 
· Nevada Gaming Commission 
· Housing Division of the Department of Business and Industry 
· Employment Security Division of the Department of Training and Rehabilitation 
· Department of Motor Vehicles 
· Department of Public Safety 
· Department of Wildlife 
· Nevada Department of Transportation 
 
Mr. Krmpotic said this recommendation would remove some of those exemptions from 
statute and integrate some of the agencies that had been exempt into the DoIT 
infrastructure, software and services.  He said there would probably be savings if this 
recommendation were implemented, because duplicate hardware and software existed 
at the various exempted agencies.   
 
Recommendation #3: Establish a common e-mail platform for Executive Branch 
agencies.  Mr. Krmpotic said the supporting detail of this recommendation was on 
page 29 (Exhibit A).  The SAGE Commission estimated potential savings of $150,000 
per year based on adding 2,000 users to the system, and $750,000 would be saved 
over a five-year period.  Mr. Krmpotic said part of the savings was the cost at which 
DoIT could provide the services.  He noted that the Department of Corrections was a 
large General Funded agency that did not use the common e-mail platform.   
 
Recommendation #4: Consolidate State agency website management.  Mr. Krmpotic 
said the supporting detail for this recommendation was on page 30 (Exhibit A).  
According to the SAGE Commission, individual agency Enterprise web systems have 
created redundancy in terms of personnel and increased costs.  According to DoIT, by 
acquiring a web content management system, DoIT would be able to provide agencies 
with a complete package supporting all of their needs.  DoIT currently maintains 
157 state agency websites.  Another 160 state agency websites could be added to 
realize estimated savings of $500,000 per year, or $1.5 million over five years.   
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Recommendation #5: Consolidate service and maintenance agreements.  
Mr. Krmpotic said this recommendation was focused on the IT area.  He noted that prior 
to the 2005 Legislative Session, the Executive Budget Office issued an edict to state 
agencies to contract with a vendor for which the State had entered an agreement for 
equipment maintenance and repairs, and to identify savings in utilizing a common 
vendor for that purpose.  He did not know that any follow-up information was provided 
by the Executive Budget Office to identify what that savings might have been.  Staff was 
not aware of any other statewide effort to consolidate service and maintenance 
agreements.  Mr. Krmpotic said that DoIT entered into master services agreements to 
provide certain services that were common among the state agencies, such as 
programming and project management.  This idea could be expanded to other areas 
such as repair and maintenance of computer network hardware and software.   
 
Recommendation #6: Consider consolidating or co-locating agencies into owned 
and long-term leased facilities, and consolidating real estate management under 
a single State entity.  Mr. Krmpotic recalled that the Committee touched on this issue 
during the review of the Buildings and Grounds Division at the July 7, 2010, meeting.  
One of the issues discussed was the Buildings and Grounds Division’s efforts to locate 
or co-locate agencies to leased office space.  For example, the Division of Parole and 
Probation recently moved into state-owned office space in the new Campos Building 
near downtown Las Vegas.  As a result of that move, leased office space was vacated 
near Rancho Drive and Belrose Street.  Prior to the 2009 Legislative Session, the 
Buildings and Grounds Division identified the Division of Welfare and Supportive 
Services Central Administration and Field Office staff as prospective tenants for that 
vacant leased building.   
 
Recommendation #7: Require electronic pre-authorization of Rx drugs for 
Medicaid.  Recommendation #8: Reduce the State’s cost for durable medical 
equipment.  Mr. Krmpotic said LCB Fiscal staff did not have a great deal of information 
on recommendations 7 and 8.  He noted these recommendations were not provided by 
the SAGE Commission, per se.  Staff would need additional information from the 
Department of Health Care Financing and Policy to identify potential cost savings for 
these recommendations.   
 
Recommendation #9: Develop recommendations to reduce the number of 
uninsured motorists driving illegally.  Recommendation #10: Reinstate the 
requirement for proof of insurance for new vehicle registrations.  Mr. Krmpotic said 
the Committee was aware that a portion of the driving public either skirted the law by 
showing proof of insurance at the time of vehicle registration, and then quickly canceling 
the insurance, or did not carry that insurance at all.  Over the years, staff has examined 
the State’s verification of insurance program administered by the Department of Motor 
Vehicles.  In the past ten years, that program has generated a significant amount of 
revenue as a result of identifying uninsured motorists throughout the State.  About 
one year ago, the Department of Motor Vehicles identified a new system that provides 
real-time verification of proof of insurance for an individual registering a vehicle.  
Mr. Krmpotic said that system would deem the requirement to show proof of insurance 
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at the time of registration somewhat obsolete.  He said that this was an area in which 
the Department of Motor Vehicles would need to provide information to the Committee.  
As far as staff could tell, the potential cost savings to the State might be the generation 
of additional insurance premium tax by having these motorists register, pay for, and 
carry insurance on the vehicle.  Obviously, there would be a greater public good if 
motorists carried the required insurance coverage, because they would be able to pay 
for damages if they were at fault in an accident.   
 
Recommendation #11:  Consolidate State functions under fewer departments and 
divisions, to reduce overhead, duplication of services and administrative costs.  
Mr. Krmpotic said that Committee members who had been legislators for some time 
may recall that a number of consolidations and cost saving measures have been 
proposed and considered in the past by the Legislature and the Executive Branch.  
Research Division staff has provided information on consolidations proposed in prior 
legislation in Nevada from 1995 to 2009, and examples from other states that have 
attempted to restructure and consolidate (Exhibit C).   
 
Mr. Krmpotic said, generally speaking, the consolidation of agencies had the potential to 
save money in terms of eliminating duplicate administrative, personnel, and fiscal 
support costs.  He said money could be saved by eliminating duplicate IT services, but 
those changes would take time to phase in.  In addition, consolidating agencies and 
eliminating duplicate effort in management would have the potential for cost savings if 
the number of director positions were reduced.  He said that LCB Fiscal Analysis 
Division staff was involved in reviewing the move of the Division of Parole and Probation 
from the Department of Public Safety to the Department of Corrections during the 
2007 Legislative Session.  The proposed move was complex due to certain issues such 
as the ability to receive IT support from the Department of Corrections versus the 
Department of Public Safety.  He explained that the Division of Parole and Probation’s 
IT system used Public Safety’s IT infrastructure, which could not be migrated easily to 
the Department of Corrections.   
 
Mr. Krmpotic said that, the Department of Public Safety, much like other agencies, had 
a department-wide cost allocation for administrative expenses, which the Division of 
Parole and Probation paid into.  If the Division of Parole and Probation moved, that cost 
would be spread over fewer agencies within the Department of Public Safety.  
In addition, the Division of Parole and Probation staff included sworn peace officers.  
The Department of Public Safety had a training function established to train those staff 
as Category II Peace Officers as required by Nevada Revised Statutes.  The 
Department of Corrections, was set up to train Category III Peace Officers, but not 
Category II Peace Officers.   
 
Mr. Krmpotic referred to a list of prior legislation proposing the consolidation, transfer or 
elimination of state agencies or functions from 1995 to 2009, and recommendations for 
potential consolidations that arose from Governor Guinn’s Steering Committee to 
Conduct a Fundamental Review of State Government in 2000 (Exhibit C).   
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Mr. Krmpotic referred to an article that was provided to the Committee members titled, 
Government Restructuring: A Fiscal Fix? (Exhibit D), written by the Council of State 
Governments.  He noted the article contained information on some of the efforts of other 
states to save money by consolidating like functions that operated within state 
government.   
 
Mr. Krmpotic said another handout that related to Exhibit D was an article written by the 
Council of State Governments titled, Trends in State Government Management: Budget 
Reduction, Restructuring, Privatization and Performance Budgeting (Exhibit E).  He said 
the article was copied from The Book of States 2003.   
 
Lastly, Mr. Krmpotic referred to a management brief the National Governors 
Association, which focused on state government performance and efficiency measures 
(Exhibit F).  He said the management brief outlined a number of efforts the states were 
undertaking to improve efficiency and performance measures.  He noted there was 
some information in the brief on performance budgeting, which had been a topic of 
interest at the Committee’s July 7, 2010, meeting.   
 
Assemblywoman Smith suggested that the Committee spend sufficient time reviewing 
recommendations from the state employees, who were “on the ground” and always had 
good recommendations.  She knew the state employees had been asked for 
suggestions via a survey over the 2009 Legislative Session and 26th Special Session.  
She said a compilation of the suggestions and the results of the survey would be helpful 
for the Committee.   
 
Assemblywoman Smith reported that she had a discussion with the State of Utah 
Personnel Director regarding the adoption of the four-day work week for its state 
employees.  The Personnel Director said the State of Utah performed an in-depth 
survey of state employees before the four-day work week was implemented.  She would 
be interested in what that survey looked like, and the cost to perform the survey.  In 
addition, she would like to know if other states were doing something similar.  She 
asked the Chairwoman if the topic could be considered for a future agenda.   
 
Chairwoman Woodhouse agreed and requested staff to provide that information to the 
Committee.  There being no further questions, the Committee moved to the next topic.   
 
Paula Berkeley, Food Bank of Northern Nevada, thanked the members for the 
opportunity to address the Committee, and confirmed that the members had received 
the memorandum on the subject of Performance Measures for the Implementation of 
Federal Nutrition Programs provided by the Food Bank of Northern Nevada, dated 
September 14, 2010 (Exhibit G).   
 
Ms. Berkeley said that after the 2009 Legislative Session, a letter of intent was sent to 
all school district superintendents from Senator Wiener, Chairwoman of the Legislative 
Commission on Health Care, and Assemblywoman Smith, Chairwoman of the Senate 
Committee on Health and Education, regarding adopting a statewide uniform method to 
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measure the number of children that qualified for federal nutritional programs in 
Nevada’s schools.  The letter asked the superintendents to submit detailed information 
on the increase in participation in the federal nutrition programs in the schools, including 
school lunch, breakfast, afterschool and summer meals.  A copy of a letter dated 
May 28, 2009, to Keith Rheault, Ph.D., Superintendent of Public Instruction, regarding 
the letter of intent was provided to the Committee members (Exhibit H).   
 
Ms. Berkeley explained that the letter of intent asked for a new performance measure to 
track not only the number of kids that were fed, but the number of kids that were 
qualified to be fed.  She said, for the first time, the number of kids that needed to be fed 
would be tracked, versus the number of kids that were fed.  Additionally, the 
performance measure would track how much federal funding was brought to the State 
each year through the programs, in addition to how much federal funding was sent back 
to Washington D.C. and lost to the State, because kids who were qualified for the 
nutrition programs were not fed.  She said data from this performance measure would 
be available to the Legislature for the first time in the 2011 Legislative Session.  She 
hoped that performance measure would become institutionalized.   
 
Ms. Berkeley said this performance measure was important, because studies showed a 
direct link between scholastic achievement and good nutrition.  There was also a direct 
link between good nutrition and good health.  If the school was paid by the federal 
government according to the number of kids that were sitting in class, the State would 
want to take the opportunity to feed the kids so that they would come to school, would 
be healthy and would be able to pay attention in class.   
 
Ms. Berkeley said it was crushing for a family to not have enough money to feed its 
children when one or more family members was unemployed.  Providing school lunches 
and breakfasts became more and more important each day.  She noted that the State 
usually did not have the money to do address such problems.  But in this case, because 
the programs were federally funded, that was not an issue.  In fact, if more kids were 
fed, the program would become more cost effective due to economies of scale in the 
purchase of food products.  All of the children who qualified for free and reduced meals 
would get the federal funding, which amounted to millions of dollars.   
 
Ms. Berkeley said there were many examples of effective feeding programs.  She 
offered to arrange for teachers to present to the Committee the creative ways meals 
were provided to the kids.  It also conveyed to the students that sitting down to 
breakfast together each day as a family was critical to success in the classroom.   
 
Ms. Berkeley said Jane Woodburn, Chief Operating Officer, Washoe County School 
District, has been known to say, “what you treasure, you measure, and what you 
measure you treasure.”  Ms. Berkeley said that if the school districts measured the 
number of kids being fed, that would demonstrate what was treasured in Nevada.   
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Ms. Berkeley said the committees also sent a letter to the Department of Welfare 
encouraging them to increase participation in food stamps.  Because the federal 
programs tracked food stamp participation details via the Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program (SNAP) tracking system, she could give the Committee members 
an idea of how much money came to Nevada as a result of the increase in food stamp 
participation.  In 2007, the State of Nevada received $129,770,754 from the federal 
government for food stamps.  In 2009, that amount reached $241,986,318.  She noted 
$112 million additional dollars came into Nevada’s supermarkets over the biennium, just 
from food stamps.  Every one of those dollars was multiplied by $1.84 in economic 
activity.  She said the decision by the Legislature to track, through performance 
measures, both the SNAP benefits and the Child Nutrition Program benefits, was 
extremely critical, and demonstrated every effort was made to ensure hungry kids got to 
eat.   
 
Assemblywoman Smith noted there was an article in the September 14, 2010, issue of 
USA Today about feeding kids in schools and classrooms (Breakfast in Class: 
Fight Against Kids' Hunger Starts at School).  She noted the State of Colorado opted to 
feed every student, rather than just those qualified for the nutrition programs.  The 
students ate breakfast in the classroom as the teachers took roll and the class listened 
to announcements.  She said it took little time for the students to eat their breakfast.  
She noted that she had served on the Blue Ribbon Education Panel, and was frustrated 
when questions arose about how to raise the student achievement of children who were 
living in poverty, coming to school hungry and whose parents were not involved.  There 
was an obvious solution to the issue of children coming to school hungry.  She 
appreciated the efforts of her colleagues, and hoped the discussion would continue.   
 
Chairwoman Woodhouse thanked Assemblywoman Smith for her comments and 
agreed the topic should be added to a future agenda. 
 
Senator Wiener noted that she signed those letters as Chairwoman of the Legislative 
Commission on Health Care and Assemblywoman Smith signed as Chairwoman of the 
Senate Committee on Health and Education.  She said the Legislative Commission on 
Health Care had addressed the issue in ways that it has not been addressed before.  
That approach resulted in bill draft requests for the 2011 Legislative Session.  She said, 
as a result of Ms. Berkeley’s persistence, student nutrition and student achievement 
were tracked together.  Senator Wiener was gravely concerned when she heard talk 
about the mission to educate the children, knowing that if they were hungry, they would 
not have the capacity to learn.  She said it was an evidence-based fact that healthy kids 
were healthy learners.  If the State’s mission was to educate its children, and produce 
the outcomes that Dr. Rheault mentioned, the children must have the fuel and the 
health capacity through eating nutritious meals to be able to learn.  She said, no matter 
how much money was invested, if the children were hungry, or in starvation, they would 
not have that capacity to learn.  She said nutrition was a very basic need that had to be 
to addressed to deliver on the educational component.   
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Ms. Berkeley added that the Food Bank of Northern Nevada had been working with 
Washoe County School District for years.  For example, there were about 65 summer 
food locations, a backpack program for kids who did not have food on the weekends, 
and food was provided to school pantries as well.  A new demonstration project 
application was started between the Food Bank of Northern Nevada, the Department of 
Health and Washoe County School District to team up with the Special Supplemental 
Nutrition Program for Women, Infants and Children (WIC) and the federal school 
nutrition programs to start summer food programs in the rural counties.  In addition, the 
Food Bank of Northern Nevada was in its fifth year of the Food Stamp Outreach 
program.  It had been anticipated that 1,500 kids would be involved in the Food Stamp 
Outreach program per year, but there were now 7,000 kids involved in the program per 
year.   
 
In summary, Ms. Berkeley said the Food Bank of Northern Nevada was asking the 
Committee to support the kids’ food programs, and working with the rural school 
districts and the Washoe County School District to help in any way possible.  
 
There were no further questions or comments from the Committee members.  
Chairwoman Woodhouse thanked Ms. Berkeley for her testimony.   
 
V. DISCUSSION OF REVIEW PROCESS AND FUTURE MEETINGS.   
 
Chairwoman Woodhouse let the Committee members know that the meeting packet 
contained letters from the Committee to certain Executive Branch agencies requesting 
information on the base budgets (page 35, Exhibit A).  The response from the Governor 
was included as well (page 55, Exhibit A).   
 
Chairwoman Woodhouse said the Committee would meet again in October.  She asked 
staff to survey the Committee members as to their availability.   
 
Chairwoman Woodhouse suggested that the Committee review at least three different 
major categories at its October meeting, and that there be a general agenda item for 
recommendations on efficiencies in state government.  In addition, she suggested an 
agenda item on recommendations for reform of state departments.  Other agenda items 
could be added by request of the Committee members.  She recalled at the first 
meeting of the Committee, Mr. Krmpotic made a very informative presentation on 
various budgeting processes.  She suggested that the agenda include a template for the 
budgeting process going forward.  She said that the Committee would need to consider 
both short-term and long-term reform goals, because change would not happen 
overnight.  However, she said the Committee would be able to review some major 
components of the state budget so that the issues could be addressed going forward.   
 
Senator Wiener asked if the consolidation efforts would be included in the reform 
agenda item.  For example, she recalled that the Legislative Commission on Health 
Care, which she chaired, had discussed health related reforms.  
Chairwoman Woodhouse agreed that would be included in the discussion.   
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VI. PUBLIC COMMENT. 
 
Patrick Gibbons, Education Policy Analyst, Nevada Policy Research Institute (NPRI), 
said that when reviewing budgets at the microeconomic level, as the Committee was 
doing, one of the best things for Nevada would be to put the checkbook of state 
agencies online.  That way, both the media and the general public could see how the 
money was being spent.  Mr. Gibbons said that was something NPRI found had 
bipartisan support in Nevada and nationally.  He noted that President Obama supported 
doing that with Congress. 
 
Mr. Gibbons said, from a macroeconomic level, considering the overall spending on 
education in Nevada, both in the long term and in the middle term, education spending 
outstripped both inflation and student enrollment growth.  He said that was pretty 
amazing, because Nevada’s student enrollment growth had been swift in the last 
20 years.   
 
Mr. Gibbons noted that the Clark County School District spent three out of every 
four K-12 education dollars in the State.  He emphasized that he was using the 
Clark County School District as an example because it was the school district that spent 
the most, and it gave a reliable look at Nevada.  He said the Clark County School 
District’s total spending was $11,800 per pupil.  That amount included debt repayment, 
capital expenditures, federal grants, state grants and a few other items.  The Clark 
County School District’s operating budget was about $6,900 per pupil.  Inflation 
adjusted spending per pupil grew 9 percent since 2004, which was the first full school 
year in which the 2003 tax increases were funded.  Of that, salaries and benefits grew 
12 percent.  Salaries and benefits were the fastest growing segment of education 
expenditures.  The second fastest seemed to be school construction, for obvious 
reasons.   
 
Mr. Gibbons said, since the recession started, Clark County School District completed 
construction on 18 new schools, but enrollment had declined since that time, and there 
were more efficient ways to use resources.  He noted that salaries and benefits were 
the most expensive part of the budget.  In 1955, the Clark County School District 
employed one person for every 20 students.  Currently, there was one employee for 
every 8.6 students.  There had been tremendous growth in the number of teachers, 
support staff, administrators, etc. in education.  He observed that 50 years ago the 
current technology that allowed workers to be more productive did not exist.   
 
Mr. Gibbons said there were ways to encourage school districts to be more productive 
with the current resources.  One idea that he liked in particular was supported by 
gubernatorial candidate Rory Reid, which was to allow “backpack” funding, to permit 
parents to choose which public school their child attended.  The teachers and the 
principals at the local school would decide how to use the school’s resources.  That 
would probably provide the “best bang for the buck,” because teachers and principals 
would know how to use the resources more effectively than staff in a central office who 
were generally accustomed to rationing school supplies and resources, and did not 
know exactly what the individual students needed at the local schools.   
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Mr. Gibbons said another idea, which was supported by gubernatorial candidate, 
Brian Sandoval, was vouchers.  However, Mr. Gibbons thought Nevada would work 
better with tuition tax credits, like Florida’s program called “Step Up For Students,” 
which allowed private individuals and corporations to make donations to nonprofit 
organizations that gave scholarships to low-income kids to attend any school they 
wanted, public or private.  Currently, Step Up For Students served 30,000 students in 
Florida and had proven successful.  Student achievement in Florida grew because of 
the program.  He noted that the program was extremely popular, and half of the 
democrats now supported the program in the state of Florida.  More importantly, a 
recent survey by the University of Chicago and Harvard University found that tuition tax 
credits had strong support among the American public with 55 percent of Americans 
supporting and 20 percent against.  The strongest segment of supporters were African 
American and Hispanic.  African Americans supported the policy with 71 percent 
approval.   
 
In conclusion, Mr. Gibbons said those were some options that the Legislature could 
discuss during the 2011 Legislative Session to help improve the quality of education, 
and be cost effective as well.   
 
There was no further public comment or questions from the Committee members.   
 
VII. ADJOURNMENT. 
 
Senator Woodhouse asked the Committee members to expect an e-mail from Fiscal 
Division staff about potential meeting dates.   
 
She asked the Committee members to contact her if there were other items that should 
be added to the agenda.  
 
The meeting was adjourned at 11:22 a.m.   
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