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Exhibit E: Funding for Students with Disabilities Inside or Outside the Funding Formula 
 – James McIntosh 

Exhibit F: Funding for Students with Disabilities Inside or Outside the Funding Formula 
 – Dr. Rulffes (Distributed but not discussed) 

Exhibit G: Discussion Topics 
 
I. ROLL CALL.  

 
Chair Woodhouse called the meeting to order at 9:05 a.m.  The secretary called roll; all 
members were present. 
 
II. OPENING REMARKS. 
 
Senator Joyce Woodhouse, Chair, said that at the April 21, 2014, meeting of the Task 
Force on K-12 Public Education Funding – Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) 
several members were assigned various topics to research and present at today’s 
meeting.  Additionally, there would be review and discussion concerning preliminary 
recommendations to the Task Force on K-12 Public Education Funding with respect to 
English Language Learners (ELL) and students at-risk of low academic achievement. 
 
III. PUBLIC COMMENT.  

 
There was no public comment. 
 
IV. COMMITTEE MEMBER PRESENTATIONS AND DISCUSSION OF 

POTENTIAL ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE TASK FORCE ON K-12 
PUBLIC EDUCATION FUNDING IN RECOMMENDING FUNDING FOR 
STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO: 

 
a. Alternative options for funding students with disabilities in Nevada including, 

but not limited to: 
 
i. Fixed allocation per student. 
ii. Weighted student funding based on a specific learning disability or services 

provided. 
iii. Weighted student funding using group averages. 
iv. Census-based approach. 

 
Mike Alastuey, Education Finance Consultant, said the current disbursement method for 
earmarked special education, non-federal funds was the “unit.”  The unit price for 2014 
was $41,608 (page 2, Exhibit B).  When the unit mechanism was first established in 
1973 the price was $14,500.  Mr. Alastuey thought that amount was intended to cover 
the average cost of a teacher’s salary and benefits.  He said in 2013 however, the unit 
cost of approximately $39,000 represented only 69 percent of the average teaching 
salary in Nevada, excluding benefits.  Mr. Alastuey thought the disconnect resulted from 
a desire to “cosmetically” offer more units or more teachers to districts, while 
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simultaneously underpricing units, which lead to the disparity.  He thought there was a 
better way, if only to re-price the unit. 

 
Mr. Alastuey said according to a study by the American Institutes for Research (AIR), 
published in September 2012, titled Study of a New Method of Funding for Public 
Schools in Nevada, Nevada was one of only six unit-based states, which could imply it 
was an outdated system.  The distribution of unit funding among the districts in Nevada 
was disproportionate to total enrollment, with wide disparities in students per class.  
Mr. Alastuey thought the AIR study implied that the largest district appeared to be 
disproportionally funded for its efforts.  Also, the method used to determine 
non-discretionary units did not have a clear basis of foundation in documentation of the 
process.  If the unit was no longer an adequate representation of a teacher’s salary and 
benefits then changes were crucial.   
 
Mr. Alastuey said the AIR study suggested four methods.  The first method was a fixed 
allocation for each eligible student, regardless of the nature and severity of the 
disability.  The second method was weighted student funding using multiple weights 
based on severity of disability or several categories of various disabilities.  The 
third method was cost reimbursement.  Mr. Alastuey said the federal Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and the federal Individualized Education Programs 
(IEP) basically determined the cost of serving each student.  He said the method used 
to conduct the cost reimbursement systems could lead to the dollar following the cost, 
regardless of the degree of disability.  The fourth method, census-based, could be 
beneficial for Nevada because the number of non-discretionary units allocated by the 
Distributive School Account (DSA) was disproportionate compared to the average 
amount of enrollments.  Mr. Alastuey indicated that for every three special education 
students identified in Clark County School District (CCSD), there were roughly 
four students identified in Washoe County School District (WCSD).  He thought that with 
a census-based method, regardless of how the allocation took place, results should be 
reflected in general enrollment.   
 
Mr. Alastuey said each of the four methods had pros and cons; therefore, a hybrid 
method might work best. 
 
With regard to the census-based method, Mr. Alastuey said it allocated funding based 
on total enrollment.  Although the present system had evolved into a system that 
allocated funds disproportionate to census, if census-based was the main driver it could 
lessen the incentive to over-identify.  Mr. Alastuey said census-based funding was 
easier to administer than other methods, because a percentage was assigned based on 
enrollment and non-discretionary units.  He said a census-based approach assumed the 
incidences of special education students were similar among districts regardless of total 
enrollment.  He said in smaller districts such as Eureka County School District and 
Esmeralda County School District, the occurrence of one severely disabled student 
could throw the census-based method “off the rails.”  Therefore, the census-based 
method may not produce reasonable distribution of resources to small districts or 
charter schools with minimal IEP students.   
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Turning to fixed allocation per student, Mr. Alastuey said it generally assumed the 
distribution of student disabilities was relatively similar among districts.  A fixed 
allocation method could permit various identification methods to continue and increase 
unless there was supervision and periodic inspections for reasonableness of allocation.  
Mr. Alastuey thought whichever method was adopted, such method would need to be 
monitored regularly.   
 
Mr. Alastuey said that weighted student funding would allow separate weights to be 
assigned for categories of disability.  He said he recently performed a study of CCSD 
and arrived at an aggregate weight just below 2.0, exclusive of federal funding, and just 
above 2.0, inclusive of federal funding.  At the time of the study there was not a 
breakdown of weights by degree or category of disability.  He said the AIR study was 
broken down among multiple categories, however, and the combined weight was 1.9.  If 
AIR arrived at a composite weight similar to the Nevada-centric studies, then he thought 
it was a reasonable pivot point.  Mr. Alastuey noted that the categories of disability in 
the AIR study aligned closely with the Nevada Department of Education (NDE)  
categories.   
 
Mr. Alastuey noted that the accounting method for special education costs in Nevada 
was not uniform.  National studies, such as those originating from AIR, may be needed 
to develop weights initially, or at least serve as targets until Nevada-centric weights are 
developed in the future.   
 
Mr. Alastuey said the adequacy study performed by Augenblick, Palaich and Associates 
(APA) (Page 9, Exhibit B) was different from the AIR study because special needs were 
categorized as mild, moderate and severe, and different coefficients were assigned for 
small, moderate and large-sized districts.  Mr. Alastuey did not necessarily agree that 
allocating money based on weights would increase special education spending.  He 
said the cost of special education was driven by the IEP, public law and case law.  
Funds appropriated by the Legislature met special education requirements first, and the 
remaining funds were available for other district needs.  If Nevada went toward a 
weighted system, Mr. Alastuey suggested that the weight include existing state units, 
basic special education support and all state levied K-12 taxes.   
 
Mr. Alastuey said if the weight included a related-services component it could result in a 
myriad of categories that would require additional weights or coefficients to achieve a 
reasonable system.  He said it could also create incentive to identify or prescribe varied 
services among districts.  Mr. Alastuey noted that including a related-services 
component might be more easily attained if the chart of accounts within each district 
could accommodate or categorize cost-related services in order to develop 
Nevada-based costs.  However, Mr. Alastuey said that, because accounting practices 
were inconsistent among districts, a weight based on related services would be a 
challenge.  
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Mr. Alastuey said Nevada did not currently have a weighting system.  The current 
system was not identified with any particular component of delivering special education 
services.  If the Committee decided against a method that involved weighting for related 
services, he thought an intermediate option would be to use weights based on general 
categories of disability.   
 
Mr. Alastuey said weights could align the funding mechanism more closely with actual 
state and local costs.  It could also allow ongoing analysis of student needs and costs, 
provide greater precision in reporting, and reveal possible variations in practices among 
districts for state examination.  He noted that Arizona and Ohio reported highly detailed 
special education costs, far in excess of what was routinely demanded in Nevada.   
 
Mr. Alastuey said cost reimbursement could be too open-ended unless it was monitored 
closely.  He thought a cap per student or aggregate cap per district would be helpful.  
Overall, cost reimbursement without limitations would be likely to result in perverse 
incentives.   
 
Mr. Alastuey said all of the methods had weaknesses and strengths.  He thought the 
current disproportion between special education units and the general student 
population was striking.  Therefore, any method that was selected should be derived 
from the census to determine if the method would be statistically reasonable.   
 
Mr. Alastuey said consistent reporting among districts would make it possible to devise 
a fixed allocation per eligible student, a single weight or single supplementary amount, 
in addition to regular basic support.   
 
Mr. Alastuey said weighted student funding would be complex whether it was based on 
size of district, severity of disability, or amount of categories.   
 
Mr. Alastuey said the census-based method offered a reasonable aggregate 
distribution, but not for cost outliers such as small districts or charter schools.   
 
Mr. Alastuey said fixed allocation accounted for district-identified student disabilities, but 
could allow for significant differences in identification practices.  He said the concern 
was whether identification practices from one district to another were sufficiently 
consistent.  Weighted student funding accounted for actual incidence of identified 
disabilities, but not potential differences in identification practices.  He thought some 
form of census examination would be a reasonable method to view the outcome. 
 
Mr. Alastuey provided an example for discussion purposes.  The example included an 
initial distribution based on a census-based method using a single weight or a limited 
number of weights.  He thought the development of weights could coincide with the 
development of consistent accounting practices and possible refinement in reporting 
between districts and the state, adding that there should also be a contingency pool.   
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Mr. Alastuey thought Nevada needed to clarify the accounting for special education 
funds.  State authorized and federal funds should be shown separately and combined, 
in a single or multiple weighted factor.  Weighting just the basic support per pupil would 
not work; however, a method could be considered that was census-based, allocated 
funds by district enrollment, and included a contingency pool.  Mr. Alastuey 
recommended further discussion on how to develop weights, or whether to superimpose 
weights on top of a census-based initial allocation.  
 
Mr. Alastuey said the present system did not bear any relationship to cost of services, 
enrollment, number of teachers, or categories of student disabilities.  He thought the 
Committee could consider a combined approach in which the initial distribution was 
driven by enrollment on a phased-in basis.  He said that the AIR study noted that all of 
the methods could be detrimental to school districts without a phase-in approach. 
 
Dr. Jay Chambers, American Institutes for Research, commended Mr. Alastuey on a 
comprehensive presentation and an accurate reflection of AIR’s recommendations.  He 
reiterated that use of a census-based approach should be done in combination with a 
catastrophic aid for extraordinary circumstances.   
 
Dr. Chambers said the AIR composite weight of 1.9 was based on a study that AIR 
performed for the Office of Special Education Programs about 10 years ago.  The 
nationwide study was based on a large data sample of individual students.  He said the 
1.9 composite index was a nationally representative figure and had stood up well over 
the past 30-40 years.  The 1.9 figure had been used for decades to reflect the average 
expenditures for special education relative to general education students.   
 
Dr. Chambers urged the TAC to keep things simple, regardless of the formula.  He 
advised against using too many different weights and encouraged the Committee to 
minimize incentives to assign students to particular services or categories.  
Dr. Chambers thought it was important that the categories were as objective as 
possible.   
 
Dr. Chambers stated that it was difficult to ascertain what was being spent on special 
education expenditures.  He recommended that the Committee consider instituting a 
student-level file that would provide information such as student disabilities, applicable 
services and outcome.  The file would assist in estimating costs and tracking student 
outcomes.   
 
Dr. Chambers said he agreed with Mr. Alastuey’s idea of a partial census.  He said that 
many special education students fell into the learning-disabled category, which was the 
most difficult category to determine.  Another 20-30 percent of students fell into 
categories such as emotional disturbance, speech/language and mentally challenged, 
which were also difficult categories to ascertain.  Dr. Chambers said that beyond that 
the categories became more objective.  He suggested a census-based formula for the 
majority of special education students, combined with a weighted formula for the more 
objective categories.   



7 

 
James McIntosh, Clark County School District Chief Financial Officer, said he would 
support a census-based approach for the CCSD.  He agreed with the idea of funding for 
extraordinary circumstances.   
 
Mr. McIntosh asked Mr. Alastuey what type of weight he thought should be used 
initially.  Mr. Alastuey replied that, based on the outcome of the AIR nationwide studies, 
he thought the 1.9 composite index was worth further discussion.  Mr. Alastuey thought 
the generalized allocation should be census-based.  Alternatively, a weighted allocation, 
based on current categories of students, should be compared to a general census-base 
to see if some adjustment was necessary going forward.  He reiterated that a 
census-based method would require a phase-in period of implementation. 
 
Paul Johnson, White Pine County School District Chief Financial Officer, said the 
Task Force and TAC were looking at vertical equity measures, which funded the 
differentiated needs of students.  To be consistent with that, a weighted system, based 
on a tiered system and size of district, seemed logical.  He agreed that it was important 
to keep the formula uncomplicated so the NDE would not have a difficult time 
administering and auditing compliance.  Mr. Johnson asked if the census-based 
approach was focused specifically on the special education population or the district 
population as a whole. 
 
Mr. Alastuey replied that he thought a census-based approach would be based on the 
general population of the school district.  He reiterated that a method that was strictly 
census-based may not be effective for outliers that were statistically different.   
 
Mr. Johnson said there was concern that charter schools would receive a weight for 
special education, but may not have special education students.   
 
Mike Schroeder, Washoe County School District Budget Director, agreed with 
Mr. Johnson’s statement, adding that it would result in inequitable distribution to charter 
schools.  He said it would be difficult to determine if a particular district over-identified or 
spent more money per student until additional data was available to compare districts.  
Mr. Schroeder said providing funds based on student count seemed more sensible than 
a census-based method centered on total population.  The populations within any given 
district could differ based on a district’s total enrollment percentage compared to the 
state total.   
 
Mr. Alastuey agreed that a charter school should not receive a special education weight 
in the absence of special education students.   
 
Julia Teska, Director, Department of Administration, said charter schools were distinct 
because they had a slightly different population than the public school districts.  
Ms. Teska noted that the current funding model came into being before charter schools; 
therefore, it did not take charter schools into account.  Also, charter schools were 
treated differently when it came to special education funding, because they had a much 
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smaller percentage of special education students.  Ms. Teska said charter schools 
currently received special education units in the form of discretionary units, which was a 
very small portion of the units allocated each year.  She wondered if charter schools 
had fewer special education students because of the lack of funding, or was there a lack 
of funding because charter schools had few special education students?  Ms. Teska 
thought it was important to research the legal ramifications of treating charter school 
populations differently than the public school populations. 
 
Dr. Walt Rulffes, Former Superintendent, Clark County School District, thought 
Mr. Alastuey’s report showed how penetrating the issues were, and how challenging it 
would be for the TAC to reach a final recommendation.  He noted that there was a lot of 
focus on avoiding any incentive for districts to over-report or over-identify.  Dr. Rulffes 
thought most school districts or states managed the issue by placing a cap on 
enrollments to limit the incentive to go beyond what was prescribed in the percentage 
amount. 
 
Dr. Chambers responded that many states did place a cap on enrollments; however, he 
did not know the exact number of states. 
 
Dr. Rulffes asked if weighting would be based categorically by disability as opposed to a 
weighted average.  Mr. Alastuey responded that if the 1.9 figure were not categorical, it 
would be expressed as a fixed allocation per student.  He was unsure if the state was 
prepared to devise a formula that could have 10 to 12 different categories.   
 
If the state chose a census-based method, Dr. Rulffes asked if 1.9 would be the 
determining amount for funding for all special education students.  Mr. Alastuey replied 
that there could be an aggregate allocation initially to each district, or a first tier 
allocation, comprising the majority of funding that was held by the state.  He suggested 
one way to draw money against that particular allocation for each district might be for 
districts to report student populations using more detailed weights.   
 
With regard to weighting related services, Dr. Rulffes thought it was very complex and 
would be extremely difficult to implement during the 2015 Legislative Session.  He also 
thought it would cause diversity in judgment as to whom the services should be applied 
and how much to apply.   
 
Dr. Rulffes asked if there was an attempt to align the weighted student funding with cost 
reimbursement on a national basis, or if there was historical data available for Nevada. 
 
Mr. Alastuey said it might not be immediately feasible to develop Nevada-centric 
weights without the guidance of national studies because of the inconsistency among 
the districts’ accounting practices.  He thought cost reimbursement might not be an 
appropriate method to use in combination with another method.  
 
Dr. Rulffes supported Mr. Alastuey’s recommendation to begin with a census-based 
method, with additional focus on weights for higher-cost students. 
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Jeff Zander, Elko County School District Superintendent, thought the TAC did not have 
enough data to determine how to allocate funding for special education.  He said it was 
important to allocate the funds in a manner that would benefit all special education 
students in Nevada.  The cost to deliver related services varied greatly based on district 
configuration.  He said that a 1.9 percent factor on the cost to provide psychological 
services in Owyhee compared to a school in a metropolitan area would have extreme 
cost variations.   
 
Mr. Zander was uncomfortable with the idea of a census-based formula knowing that 
allocations to charter schools would adversely affect distributions of special education 
revenues across the state.   
 
Mr. Johnson pointed out that the budgets of all school districts were affected by the 
large amount of money the districts transferred from their general fund to fund special 
education.  He said that if Nevada adequately funded special education it would 
increase the districts’ general fund amounts.  Mr. Johnson said, for example, CCSD 
transferred about $280 million from its general fund to special education; therefore, 
adequately funding special education would increase CCSD’s general fund by 
12 percent, or $800 per student.  He said, regardless of the mechanism, adequate 
funding would go a long way in helping education needs.  Based on the way the funding 
system was structured in Nevada, there was a tendency to increase funding for one 
program at the expense of another.  He said, currently the revenue did not expand and 
contract with demand the way it should.  Mr. Johnson said Nevada needed to avoid 
replicating the current system where appropriations were based on available revenue. 
 
Mr. Alastuey agreed with Mr. Zander about the varying cost of delivery for the same or 
similar services among districts.  He said there were cost ratios on hand in Nevada that 
could be used to take district size and geographical dispersion into account.   
 
Mr. Schroeder said that each district allocated funds differently; therefore, it was 
important to review data before assuming that there was under or over-reporting 
occurring. 
 
Regardless of the chosen method, Dr. Chambers recommended gathering information 
and data to gain a better handle on how much districts were spending on special 
education.  He said the data could be retrieved through case studies and fiscal 
information, but also through analyses of personnel and individual student data that may 
be available in some districts.  Dr. Chambers thought it would ease the minds of 
Committee members and others knowing that the state had reviewed the allocation of 
funds and services, and the factors that differentiated those costs and expenditures, 
across districts in different geographic locations. 

 
b. Contingency or Catastrophic Fund for students who require high-cost 

services. 
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Ms. Teska said that Pennsylvania was considering a model (Exhibit C) that was a 
weighted student funding formula with a contingency fund (a.k.a. extraordinary cost 
fund).  The proposed model assigned students into categories and weights based on 
cost of services.  Ms. Teska thought the overall concept of the Pennsylvania model was 
good; however, she thought utilizing dollar amounts as dividing lines could cause a 
“slippery slope.”   
 
Ms. Teska said that in the proposed Pennsylvania model the extraordinary cost fund 
would be funded with 1 percent of the total special education funding.  Allocations from 
the extraordinary cost fund were prorated based on available funding.  The weighted 
portion of the funding was deducted from the allocations before they were disbursed.  
Ms. Teska noted that one of the things she liked about the Pennsylvania model was the 
detailed list of eligible expenditures.  She said the list was not exhaustive, and it 
provided a framework for determining other eligible services.  She found it interesting 
that special education transportation costs were included as an eligible expenditure.  
Other eligible services included occupational and physical therapy, speech and 
language, hearing impairment, visual impairment and training, and orientation and 
mobility for children who were visually impaired or blind, all of which had significant 
costs.  Ms. Teska said administration of the contingency fund was for students in 
category three or above, and costs had to be in excess of what was covered by the 
weighted student formula.   
 
Ms. Teska said that another option to consider was a statewide council to review cases 
eligible for contingency funds.  The council would set criteria for the types of student 
services that would be eligible for extraordinary cost funds.  Ms. Teska recommended 
that the council consist of program and fiscal staff from the NDE, each school district 
and the charter school program.  The program staff would review the student’s needs 
and IEP, and the fiscal staff would review cost estimates, etc.  As for determining the 
pool of funds, it could be a flat dollar amount or a percentage of the total state special 
education funding.  The allocations would be based on available funds, and eligible 
expenditures would be based on recommendations from the statewide council.  
Ms. Teska said other models included a deduction for the state special education funds 
already received, and for high-cost students in particular.  She said there were several 
possible methods for approving recommendations from the council.  One option would 
be that allocation approvals would be voted on by all superintendents, the Director of 
the State Public Charter School Authority, and the Superintendent of Public Instruction.  
Another option, similar to the approval of discretionary units, would be approval by the 
State Board of Education.   
 
Ms. Teska said the state could opt for a hybrid model that included a weighted student 
formula for the higher-cost special education population and a census-based formula for 
the remaining special education population.  She said a contingency fund could also be 
included in the hybrid model.   
 
Mr. Schroeder agreed with the idea of a contingency fund and a council to oversee it.  
He said currently enrollment was measured on a certain date, so a contingency fund 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/K12FundingTAC/E050814C.pdf


11 

would provide a means of funding a child who entered a district after the official 
enrollment date.  Mr. Schroeder agreed that a single high-cost special education 
student could be detrimental to a smaller district and a contingency fund would reduce 
the impact. 
 
Dr. Chambers thought the IDEA made funding available for states with high-cost 
students.  
 
Mr. Thorley said Federal Regulation Title 34, Section 300, discussed maintenance of 
effort (MOE) and exemptions.  He said states may use up to 10 percent of 
administrative funds allocated through IDEA to fund high-cost contingency accounts. 
 
c. Implications for the Maintenance of Effort provisions of the federal Individuals 

with Disabilities Education Act. 
 
Mr. Schroeder said there were MOE implications at the state and local levels.  MOE 
funds could not be used to reduce the level of expenditures made by the local education 
agency (LEA) from local funds below the level of those expenditures for the preceding 
fiscal year (page 3, Exhibit D).  He said at the state level, the education agency must 
budget, in aggregate, no less than the prior year funding level.  At the local level, the 
LEA 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.   
 
Mr. Schroeder said there were five exceptions for MOE:   
• Turnover ratio - For example, replacing a special education teacher with a lower cost 

teacher would cause special education expenditures to decrease.   
• A decrease in special education enrollment would reduce expenditures.   
• Termination of a costly program for a particular special education student would 

decrease expenditures.   
• Termination of a costly expenditure paid with local and state special education funds 

would reduce expenditures.   
• Assumption of cost by the high-cost fund operated by the Office of Special 

Education and Rehabilitative Services under section 300.704c (not applicable to 
Nevada). 

 
Mr. Schroeder noted one additional exception.  Any increase in federal funding could 
reduce MOE by 50 percent of the increase; however, those amounts would have to be 
used to carry out activities under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).   
 
Moving on to penalties related to MOE, Mr. Schroeder indicated that once MOE funds 
were spent, the same amount had to be spent each subsequent year.  Repayment was 
required for any amount that did not meet the prior year expense.  Mr. Schroeder said 
MOE should be carefully considered when making recommendations for a change to 
the funding formula. 
 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/K12FundingTAC/E050814D.pdf


12 

Mr. Johnson said White Pine County School District (WPCSD) had been fortunate to 
receive concessions through collective bargaining to reduce wages by 2 percent, which 
reduced wages in all funds.  However, when wages were reduced in the 
Special Education fund, the district fell short of meeting MOE.  The WPCSD was in the 
process of repaying the difference, which meant the district had to meet that deficit and 
increase the funding by the same amount.   
 
Julie Waller, Senior Program Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division, asked how MOE would 
be handled if the state decided to move forward with a catastrophic fund.  She asked if 
the level of funding maintained in the catastrophic fund was regarded, or was it based 
on the amount of expenditures from the fund?   
 
Dr. Chambers said he did not have an answer to that question. 
 
d. Funding for students with disabilities inside or outside the funding formula. 
 
Mr. McIntosh said recording expenditures outside of the formula would allow the state to 
measure special education expenses.  He said NRS 387.047 required a separate 
revenue fund for special education expenditures and unit-based funding was currently 
recorded directly into a Special Education Fund within each district and charter school 
(Exhibit E).   
 
Mr. McIntosh recommended that special education funding remain outside the formula 
for the following reasons: 
• Better fit with current statute 
• Allowed for discrete presentation of Special Education funding 
• Matching of revenues with expenditures 
• Made overfunding/underfunding transparent 
• Allowed for better decision-making for resource allocation 
 
Stephanie Day, Deputy Director, Department of Administration, recalled that in 
Mr. Schroeder’s presentation one of the exceptions for MOE was acquisition of 
equipment or construction of school facilities.  In response to a question from Ms. Day, 
none of the members indicated that debt service was included in their special education 
funds.  
 
V.  DISCUSSION OF POTENTIAL RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE TASK FORCE 

ON K-12 PUBLIC EDUCATION FUNDING CONCERNING POSSIBLE 
MODIFICATIONS TO NEVADA’S K-12 PUBLIC SCHOOL FUNDING MODEL 
FOR STUDENTS IDENTIFIED AS ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS (ELL) 
AND STUDENTS AT RISK OF LOW ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT. 

 
Major K-12 Funding Formula Issues Pertaining to ELL Students 
Wayne Thorley, Program Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division, said that currently ELL 
students were identified based on an at-home survey, screening test and predetermined 
threshold (page 1, Exhibit G).  The system was uniform throughout Nevada.  He said 
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the current data system accounted for the number of ELL students in each school 
district.  Title III of the ESEA required Nevada to report annually the total number of 
ELL students.   
 
Recalling information provided by Paul Johnson, Mr. Thorley said there was census 
data available at the county level that documented the number of limited English 
proficiency (LEP) families within a specific county.  That information could be used to 
provide a count of ELL students within a district; however, some LEP families might 
include parents who were not proficient in English, but school-aged children who were 
proficient.   
 
Mr. Thorley stated that there were several options for the TAC to consider.  The first 
option was to use the current data system as an identifier of ELL students.  The second 
option was to use county-level data.  The last option would be to use a combination of 
both to identify students who would be eligible for additional ELL funding either through 
a weight or a fixed amount.   
 
In response to a question from Mr. Alastuey, Mr. Thorley confirmed that the current 
system was consistently applied across all Nevada school districts. 
 
Mr. Schroeder asked if charter schools were subject to the same requirements as the 
public school districts.  Ms. Teska indicated that the State Public Charter School 
Authority (SPCSA) recently began receiving Title III funds; consequently, they would be 
required to utilize the same screening process as the public school districts. 
 

DR. RULFFES MOVED TO USE THE CURRENT DATA COLLECTED BY 
THE SCHOOL DISTRICTS AND THE NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF 
EDUCATION ON THE NUMBER OF ELL STUDENTS WITHIN A 
PARTICULAR SCHOOL DISTRICT.   
 
MS. DAY SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  

 
Mr. Thorley turned to the topic of weights used to allocate funding.  He said based on 
the AIR report, 42 states provided some form of additional funding for ELL students; 
however, there were large variations in the weights (page 3, Exhibit G).  For example, 
Texas utilized a weight of 10 percent, while Maryland utilized a weight of 99 percent.  
The average additional funding for ELL students was 38.7 percent.  Mr. Thorley recalled 
at the TAC meeting on April 21, 2014, Mr. McIntosh recommended an ELL weight of 
1.33, which was 33 percent above the current basic support funding for ELL students in 
Nevada.  The weight was calculated using the current per-pupil cost at the Zoom 
schools in the CCSD.  Additionally, Mr. McIntosh had recommended applying the weight 
at all school levels, with no variability between the elementary or secondary school 
levels.  Mr. Thorley said the TAC should discuss whether to have a single statewide 
weight, or a weight differentiated by size of school district.  He said in the APA scenario, 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/K12FundingTAC/E050814G.pdf
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smaller school districts received the highest weight per ELL student, and larger districts 
received the smallest weight.  Mr. Thorley noted that when examining weights in other 
states, the weight was based on per-pupil funding for that state in particular; therefore, 
caution should be exercised when using ELL weights of other states as a guide for 
Nevada.   
 
Mr. Thorley stated that there were several options for the TAC to consider.  The first 
option was a single weight value.  If this option were selected a specific weight value 
would need to be determined.  The second option was a differentiated weight value 
based on school district size.  If this option were selected, the TAC would need to 
determine the specific weights as they applied to school district size.  
  
With regard to differentiated values, Mr. Alastuey thought it should be associated with 
something similar to the current DSA formula or AIR’s 2012 study of Nevada.  He 
recommended a single set of factors for district size, as opposed to one weight for the 
general formula and one weight specific to category of student.   
 
Ms. Teska agreed with Mr. Alastuey, adding that multiple sets of weights could cause 
the formula to become overly complex, and it ran the risk of duplicate counts.  
 
Dr. Chambers recommended keeping size weights separate from student weights 
because Nevada already had a size adjustment.  However, if the state was going to 
consider a new weight, then he discouraged combining it with student weights based on 
need.  If Nevada was going to differentiate weights for ELL students, it should be by 
level of service for those students.  Also, in an effort to avoid duplicate counts, he said it 
was important to consider the weight for at-risk students and how they would be 
counted.  He suggested reviewing the collection of weights together, and considering 
the impact and interactions among those weights before making recommendations or 
final decisions. 
 
Mr. Schroeder thought if The Nevada Plan calculated a per-pupil amount that 
differentiated between counties due to geographic concerns, and applied that as a 
standard rate across the district, the state might achieve its goal. 
 
Dr. Jesse Levin, American Institutes for Research, clarified that the reason AIR did not 
recommend a specific ELL weight was because the goal was to provide an overview of 
what other states were doing.  He said the report ultimately recommended that Nevada 
perform its own study to determine the cost to provide an adequate opportunity for ELL 
students.   
 
Dr. Levin thought the CCSD study was based on current expenditures for the Zoom 
schools.  He was unsure whether the additional 33 percent represented the steps 
required to progress a typical ELL student to a standard outcome, or if it was based on 
the average cost of an ELL student within the Zoom schools.   
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Mr. McIntosh said outcomes were not available yet for the Zoom schools, barring that, 
the current expenditures were used.  He said the majority of the Zoom school costs 
were related to labor.  Most expenses related to salary in some way, including pre-K 
programs, full day kindergarten, additional time for intersession during school breaks, 
and professional development.  He hoped the labor costs were built into the formula 
already. 
 
Mr. Johnson said he was not sure there was enough data collected within each school 
district to determine whether there was a difference in cost based on school size, but he 
thought it should still be considered to determine if modifications were necessary.  He 
agreed that a cost study should take place to gauge whether the selected equity 
measure was reasonable.  
 
Ms. Teska suggested excluding full-day kindergarten and kindergarten class size 
reduction from the Zoom schools model before using it as a starting point.  She 
explained the state was implementing those programs across all schools, not just Zoom 
schools.   
 
Mr. Alastuey asked Mr. McIntosh if it would be possible to identify the Zoom school 
factor without full-day kindergarten and kindergarten class size reduction.  Mr. McIntosh 
replied that he could provide the information at a future TAC meeting. 
 
Mr. Zander said there were four ELL students in the town of Ohywee, Elko County, 
Nevada.  The county could not hire a part-time ELL instructor, so an itinerant 
ELL teacher traveled four hours round trip, one day per week to provide instruction in 
Ohywee.  He thought there were similar anomalies in all of the districts; however, 
Mr. Zander said the single weight value still made sense.  He hoped the geographic 
dispersion would be addressed through the regular formula, and also allow for a single 
weight to distribute ELL funds inside or outside the formula.   
 
Ms. Waller asked what information the TAC required to arrive at a single weight value.  
Chair Woodhouse replied that the information Mr. McIntosh would provide concerning 
the Zoom schools would be beneficial.   
 
Mr. Schroeder offered to provide detailed information concerning ELL costs for WCSD.  
Chair Woodhouse asked each of the school district representatives to provide similar 
information prior to the TAC meeting on May 21, 2014.   
 

MR. ZANDER MOVED TO APPROVE A SINGLE WEIGHT VALUE TO BE 
DETERMINED AT A FUTURE MEETING OF THE TASK FORCE ON 
K-12 PUBLIC EDUCATION FUNDING – TECHNICAL ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE.   
 
MR. JOHNSON SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  
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With regard to allocation of funding based on density, Mr. Thorley said that research 
showed that as the percentage of ELL students within a district increased, the cost to 
educate those students also increased.  He said that was the theory and research 
behind providing additional funding based on density.  Mr. Thorley said an example of 
density funding was California’s new funding formula called the Local Control Funding 
Formula.  Included in the formula was a “concentration grant,” available for districts with 
high-need students above the designated threshold of 55 percent.  The concentration 
grants were 50 percent of the base grant and available to California school districts with 
ELL, at-risk students and foster children.  Mr. Thorley recalled Dr. Levin’s observation 
that a single threshold could create incentive for school districts that were near the 
density level to over-classify students as ELL to reach the threshold.  Mr. Thorley said 
Dr. Levin proposed the idea of multiple thresholds for density funding, with an additional 
density concentration grant or similar weight for districts that exceeded the threshold.  
 
Mr. Thorley stated that there were several options for the TAC to consider.  The first 
option was to provide additional ELL density funding for school districts.  He said if that 
option were selected, a density level would need to be determined, as well as the 
amount of the additional funding.  The second option was multiple density levels.  That 
option would require determining the specific levels, and the amount of funding as each 
level was surpassed.  The third option was not to provide density funding.  Mr. Thorley 
said if the third option were selected, there would not be a concentration grant or 
density funding beyond the predetermined weight. 
 
Mr. Schroeder asked how over-identification was possible in Nevada given that a 
statewide test was used to determine ELL students.  Mr. Thorley replied that concern 
was a general observation by AIR.  He agreed that over-identification was less of a 
concern in Nevada.   
 
Ms. Waller thought density funding pertained to students already identified as ELL.  
Various thresholds reduced the potential incentive to adjust the count one way or 
another. 
 
Dr. Levin said there was still a risk of over-identification unless the testing system had 
near perfect compliance.  He clarified that his statement was made with the idea that 
individual districts or schools had a certain amount of leeway, or that they could be 
subjective in who was considered proficient or not.  Dr. Levin said that studies done in 
California revealed that ELL practices varied tremendously, including the classification 
of ELL students.  However, he said it appeared that Nevada had a system in place that 
provided accurate counts of ELL students.   
 
Mr. Alastuey said that a specific level would need to be determined if the state decided 
to institute density funding.  Also, there would need to be a determination concerning 
whether the additional funding would be provided to all ELL students or just ELL 
students above the threshold.  
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MR. ALASTUEY MOVED NOT TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL FUNDING 
FOR ELL STUDENTS BASED ON THE DENSITY OF ELL STUDENTS 
WITHIN A SCHOOL DISTRICT.  
 
MR. ZANDER SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  

 
Mr. Thorley turned to the issue of funding inside or outside the K-12 funding formula.  
He said that research did not support one method over the other, and neither method 
appeared to affect ELL student achievement.  Mr. Thorley said 28 of the 42 states that 
provided additional funding for ELL students utilized a weighted or per-pupil funding 
mechanism within their funding formulas.  He added that 13 of the 28 states applied a 
weight inside the state funding formula.  Mr. Thorley recalled that Committee members 
mentioned that funding inside the formula would equalize funding, meaning that each 
district would receive an amount directly related to the number of ELL students served 
within that particular district.  Also, having the weight inside the formula could reduce 
the strict compliance mentality often associated with categorical funding, and would 
allow districts to shift their focus to a student-outcome approach.  Mr. Thorley said that 
Committee members also stressed the importance of measuring and tracking 
performance, especially for the sake of determining if the funding was performing as 
anticipated.   
 
Mr. Thorley stated that there were several options for the TAC to consider.  The first 
option was to provide additional funding for ELL students inside the state funding 
formula, either through a weight or per-pupil amount.  The second option was to provide 
additional funding for ELL students outside the state funding formula through categorical 
grants to individual school districts.  The third option was to provide additional funding 
outside the funding formula initially, and then transition to inside the formula after a 
phase-in period. 
 
Mr. Alastuey said that after reviewing the California material and seeing the reference to 
reporting based on proportionality to demonstrate how monies allocated within a 
weighted formula could be shown as legitimately spent through the school districts, he 
thought there was merit to funding inside the formula.   
 
Dr. Chambers said he favored moving the ELL adjustment within the formula and 
focusing attention on accountability of performance as opposed to compliance with how 
funds were spent.   
 
Mr. Schroeder thought it was more difficult to see results if the funding was inside the 
formula.  Accountability could be achieved with categorical funding by developing 
certain criteria and measures.  Also, raises and bargaining issues could lead to funds 
being spent on something other than the intended purpose. 
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Mr. Johnson agreed that, due to collective bargaining and other issues, the funds may 
not reach the targeted population if the additional funding was inside the funding 
formula.  He noted that the funding should be identified separately to show its impact.   
 
Mr. Alastuey agreed with Mr. Johnson’s suggestion of using a categorical approach 
initially, and then transitioning to inside the formula after a phase-in period.  He noted 
that California transitioned from categorical to funding within the formula.  California had 
a base of funding determined in part from the previously existing categorical grants.  
The base funding became the threshold from which, for budgeting and reporting, the 
districts were going toward use within the formula.  Mr. Alastuey said California districts 
were required to identify the base funding, plus the required indexed amount, and then 
demonstrate how the funds were deployed to the targeted program.   
 
Dr. Chambers thought school finance funding was going the direction of a weighted 
formula inside the formula.  He said the reason for the shift was to focus on 
accountability for outcomes as opposed to a compliance mentality.  Dr. Chambers 
expected the weighted student formula would push in that direction, combined with 
appropriated accountability provisions and planning provisions for districts. 
 
Ms. Teska agreed that the focus should be on outcome-based incentives.  She said if 
weights were to be used to determine the funding, then the intent should be for funding 
to be inside the formula.  Ms. Teska thought it would be best to begin funding outside 
the formula to allow time for it to grow. 
 
Dr. Chambers said Ms. Teska’s idea could be accomplished by both equity and 
adequacy of support.  He suggested contemplating what was needed to achieve goals 
for students, what the cost was of an adequate education, and how it should be divided.   
 
Mr. Zander said it was important to identify and maintain base educational funding as 
the ELL funding program grew.  He thought it would be best to use categorical funding 
in the beginning to provide time to refine the process.   
 
Mr. Alastuey asked, if a proposed weight or range of weights were determined at a later 
date, would the process of moving the additional funding inside the formula be 
accelerated?  He suggested using outcome and scale as indicators for moving funding 
from outside to inside the formula. 
 

MR. JOHNSON MOVED TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL FUNDING FOR ELL 
STUDENTS INITIALLY OUTSIDE THE STATE FUNDING FORMULA 
THEN TRANSITION TO INSIDE THE FORMULA AFTER A PHASE-IN 
PERIOD. 
 
MR. MCINTOSH SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  
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With regard to the duration of ELL funding, Mr. Thorley said that generally, 
ELL designation was not a permanent status and the main goal was to transition 
students to non-ELL status.  He said some states limited the number of years a school 
district could receive additional funding for ELL students.  For example, weighted 
funding for ELL students in Iowa was provided up to four years.  In Arizona, 
Proposition 203 limited funding for ELL programs to a temporary transition period, 
generally one year.  Mr. Thorley recalled that at the April 21, 2014, meeting of the TAC, 
Ms. Teska noted there were many factors that affected the rate of English language 
acquisition, which made it difficult to set specific timeframes for exiting the program.  He 
noted that student progress varied dramatically between pupils based on 
socioeconomic status and when they entered the ELL program.   
 
Mr. Thorley said the reason for ELL funding time limits was to eliminate any 
disincentives associated with re-classification.  An option would be to provide financial 
incentives to school districts as they moved students out of the ELL designation.  At one 
time, California and Texas provided a nominal dollar amount to school districts for each 
student who moved out of the ELL designation; however, neither state continued the 
program.  The Office of Educational Opportunity (OEO), within the NDE, noted that 
even after students exited ELL programs, they required continued support as linguistic 
and academic content became increasingly complex.  Mr. Thorley said research 
showed that ELL students who exited the program underperformed their general 
education peers; therefore, it was recommended that funding continue for two years 
after exiting the ELL program.  He said after a student entered ELL designation status, 
the student was given an English Language Proficiency Assessment (ELPA) every year 
as part of the Title III requirement of the ESEA act.  A composite score and an average 
score on a certain segment of the test must be achieved for a student to exit the ELL 
program.  In Nevada, the average ELL duration was four to six years for ELL students.  
Mr. Thorley said that the ELPA exam signified proficiency in conversational English; 
however, the NDE stressed academic English proficiency, which was not evaluated on 
the ELPA.  He said it could take five to seven years for an ELL student to achieve 
academic English proficiency.  The total range varied between four and ten years, with 
some students never exiting the ELL program.   
 
Mr. Thorley stated that there were several options for the TAC to consider.  The first 
option was to provide additional ELL funding for a fixed number of years, or until the 
student exited the educational system.  The second option was to provide additional 
funding until the student was reclassified.  The amount of time to reclassify varied by 
student, so there would not be a set timeframe.  The third option was to provide 
additional funding for a fixed number of years and then partial funding for a fixed 
number of years.  The next option was to provide additional funding for a fixed number 
of years and then partial funding until the student was reclassified.  The last option was 
to provide funding for a fixed number of years, partial funding until the student was 
reclassified, and then two additional years of maintenance funding.  All of the options 
would require the Committee to determine the fixed number of years and the amount of 
partial funding.  Mr. Thorley added that a financial incentive similar to what was offered 
by the states of California and Texas could be combined with any of the options.   
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Mr. Schroeder thought limiting the duration of funding would increase the incentive for 
outcome.  He asked if there was an option to limit the funding to a fixed number of years 
and then provide maintenance funding if a student reclassified within that time-frame.   
 
Ms. Teska agreed with Mr. Schroeder’s suggestion.  She suggested that the fixed 
time-frame not exceed six years, based on the average progression of a Nevada 
ELL student.  Additional funding could be provided for two additional years in the form of 
reduced maintenance funding.  She thought it would provide good incentive for districts 
to help students become proficient as expeditiously as possible.   
 
 
Ms. Teska thought that a student should receive full funding for up to six years or until 
the student was reclassified.  If the student was reclassified prior to the six years then 
the school district would receive reduced maintenance funding.  She thought that would 
provide a financial incentive for school districts to get students to proficiency within the 
six-year period.   
 
Ms. Waller asked if the maintenance funding was limited to students who reclassified 
within the six-year period.  Chair Woodhouse thought partial funding should be made 
available after the six-year timeframe, because, without a maintenance provision, a 
student may fall behind and fail to graduate. 
 

MS. TESKA MOVED TO PROVIDE ELL FUNDING FOR UP TO SIX 
YEARS OR UNTIL THE STUDENT RECLASSIFIED AS NON-ELL, AND 
THEN PROVIDE REDUCED FUNDING FOR A MAINTENANCE PERIOD 
OF TWO YEARS. 
 
MS. DAY SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  
 

 
The Committee recessed for lunch at 12:30 p.m. 
 
The meeting reconvened at 1:08 p.m. 
 
Major K-12 Funding Formula Issues Pertaining to At-Risk Students 
Julie Waller, Senior Program Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division, said there were 
four major issues for discussion by the Committee regarding funding for students at risk 
of low academic achievement.   
 
1. Identification of Students At Risk of Low Academic Achievement 
2. Weight(s) to be Used to Allocate Funding 
3. Funding Inside or Outside the K-12 Funding Formula 
4. Students Who Qualify for Multiple Weight Categories 
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1. Identification of Students At Risk of Low Academic Achievement 
 
Ms. Waller recalled that the American Institutes for Research (AIR) report titled Study of 
a New Method of Funding for Public Schools in Nevada presented to the New Method 
for Funding Public Schools committee during the 2012-13 interim indicated that 
36 states provided supplemental state support for students at risk of low academic 
achievement.  She said a 50-state inventory of the eligibility requirements for 
low-income/at-risk students was included in AIR’s 2012 report (Appendix E) and was 
reproduced and provided as Attachment 3 (Exhibit G).  
 
Ms. Waller said, according to AIR, eligibility requirements were varied among the states.  
Some states provided additional funding based on performance or provided assistance 
for students at risk of dropping out of school, but AIR indicated that most states targeted 
eligibility on either free or reduced-price lunch (FRPL) or both.  
  
Ms. Waller reported that, in 2010, the education consulting firm Augenblick, Palaich and 
Associates (APA) conducted a comprehensive review of North Carolina’s K-12 funding 
structure.  Recommendations outlined by APA to improve North Carolina’s K-12 funding 
structure included distributing North Carolina’s At-Risk Student Allotment funds based 
on either the number of low performing students in each district, or a proxy for low 
performance such as the number of Title I eligible students or the number of students 
eligible for federal lunch support (reduced-price and/or free lunch). 
 
Ms. Waller added that school finance consultant Michael Griffith, of the Education 
Commission of the States (ECS), presented information on at-risk funding to the Task 
Force at its February 28, 2014, meeting.  He indicated that ECS had reviewed at-risk 
funding in 41 states, 35 of which provided some form of funding for students at risk of 
low academic achievement, while 6 states did not, including Nevada.  Of the 35 states 
that provided at-risk funding, 15 states used FRPL as the sole identifier; 3 states only 
used free lunch as an identifier; and 5 states used free and reduced-price lunch as 
one of the measures for identifying students at risk of low academic performance.   
 
Ms. Waller said survey information from AIR’s report also indicated some states 
provided funding on a sliding scale based on concentrations of low-income students.  
The State of Arkansas was one example.  AIR noted that larger concentrations of 
low-income students incurred higher costs on average.  She reported that Mr. Griffith 
stated that Arkansas, Colorado, Indiana, Minnesota, Nebraska and Virginia had funding 
systems that considered the density of at-risk student populations.  California, through 
its new Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF), provided an additional 50 percent of the 
adjusted base to each student in school districts with more than 55 percent 
(unduplicated count) of FRPL or ELL students.   
 
Ms. Waller noted that Mr. Griffith reported to the Committee that some states utilized 
poverty figures instead of FRPL as identifiers.  Florida and West Virginia provided 
at-risk funding to school districts based on a percentage of total enrollment. Nebraska, 
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North Carolina, and Vermont used census data to identify students from low-income 
families, while Montana and New Mexico used qualification for federal Title I funding as 
an identifier.  Georgia and Utah used student achievement measures as an identifier for 
students at risk of low academic achievement.   
 
Ms. Waller said that Mr. Griffith indicated that many states used FRPL lunch data, 
because it was a good tool for identifying at-risk students as it accounted for more than 
57 percent of the variations in student achievement across schools.  In addition, the 
information was easy to collect, because the data was already required to be reported 
to the federal government by school districts participating in the FRPL program.  She 
said there were issues associated with utilizing FRPL as an identifier for at-risk funding.  
The FRPL data did not identify all students who may be at risk of failing; the number of 
FRPL students decreased as students grew older; and, a number of rural schools and 
charter schools did not operate a school lunch program, and, as such, did not collect 
this data.  
 
Ms. Waller said, at its meeting on February 28, 2014, the Task Force discussed the new 
community eligibility provision (CEP) to qualify for the FRPL program.  According to the 
United States Department of Agriculture website, the CEP provided an alternative 
approach for offering school meals to local educational agencies and schools in 
low-income areas; rather than having the school districts collect individual applications 
from students for FRPL meals, free school meals would be offered to all children in a 
school.  Beginning in the 2014-2015 school year, all schools nationwide that met the 
40 percent identified student threshold would be eligible to participate in this option.   
 
She said that Mr. Griffith stated that in Kentucky, where the CEP was piloted, school 
districts that qualified for the FRPL program under this provision could use census data 
to qualify for the state’s supplemental at-risk funding instead of utilizing individual FRPL 
student data.  She said Mr. Griffith further stated that as the CEP expanded across the 
country, states may change eligibility requirements from data collected for the FRPL 
program to poverty data collected from the census.   
 
Ms. Waller said, at the April 21, 2014, meeting of the TAC, at the request of 
two Committee members, the Chair requested that at a future meeting of the TAC, the 
Committee discuss student mobility rates (transiency) as a contributing factor for 
students at risk of low academic achievement.  As a result, information related to 
student mobility as a possible identifier for at-risk students was included.   
 
Ms. Waller said, according to a study by the Thomas B. Fordham Institute, published in 
June 2006, entitled Fund the Child, several studies have shown that student mobility 
has a negative impact on academic performance. This report cited a 1998 study, which 
found that as student turnover rates increased, school and district performance ratings 
suffered.  Ms. Waller noted that Hawaii provided a weight of 5 percent for transiency.  
The authors of the Fund the Child study asserted that while high-mobility schools 
arguably deserved supplemental funding to address those challenges, mobility was 
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highly correlated to other kinds of disadvantages that likely would be weighted under a 
weighted student funding formula. 
 
The following options were provided to the TAC for consideration in recommending an 
identifier(s) as the basis for eligibility for funding for students at risk of low academic 
achievement including, but not limited to:  
 
a. A single identifier, such as: 

i. Free and/or reduced-price lunch data; 
ii. Qualification for federal Title I funding; 
iii. Census data to identify poverty rates; 
iv. Student performance – students at risk of not meeting state standards in core 

subjects; 
v. Concentration of low-income students;   
vi. Mobility rate of low-income students; or 
vii. An alternative identifier. 

 
b. Multiple identifiers including, but not limited to, two or more of the identifiers listed in 

option (a). 
 
Chair Woodhouse asked the Committee members for their thoughts on the identifiers 
used for funding students at risk of low academic achievement.   
 
In response to a question from Mr. Alastuey, Dr. Levin said he believed the labor data 
was updated annually.  He said the FRPL information was easily available, but was not 
without its pitfalls.  He said the census data was also readily available; one drawback of 
the census data was that if there was an option for school choice, a student’s residence 
may not be indicative of where he or she attended school.   
 
Mr. Johnson said, even if a school did not offer a nutrition program that required 
collecting FRPL data, the school district could conduct a survey of the student 
population to determine eligibility in another fashion.  He noted that the E-Rate survey 
provided the same basic information, but was more accurate, because participation did 
not carry the stigma of the nutrition programs.   
 
Ms. Teska was concerned about using FRPL data, because of the community eligibility 
program option.  She said the census data had a certain appeal, but she did not know 
whether it would provide an unduplicated count.    
 
Dr. Levin agreed that it was important not to double count.  He said there was a high 
correlation between at-risk and ELL student populations.  A large proportion of ELL 
students were in poverty.  He asked what metric would be used to identify students 
at risk due to socioeconomic factors.  He said in California students with a 
socioeconomic disadvantage were eligible for FRPL, as were students whose parents’ 
educational attainment was less than high school.   
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Ms. Teska did not know what information had been collected in the performance 
framework.  She knew that FRPL data had been collected.  She said nutrition programs 
were available in all of the school districts, but not in all of the individual schools, 
especially charter schools.  A survey would have to be developed to capture the at-risk 
students who were in a charter school environment.   
 
Dr. Levin said if the community eligibility provision became widespread, the schools 
would essentially be reported as 100 percent poverty, which could skew the figures later 
on.  He noted that some schools in California were reporting 100 percent poverty due to 
the community eligibility designation.   
 
Mr. Schroeder said, the intent of the funding was to help low-achieving students.  He 
said a student could be designated as at risk by FRPL standards, but not necessarily be 
low achieving.  He said the state’s students were given CRTs in grades 1-8.  Those test 
results could be used to indicate student performance for those grades.  If the weights 
were based on student performance, the funds would be directed to the students that 
needed it the most. 
 
Ms. Teska agreed that low-achieving students were the students that needed the 
funding the most.  She noted that the districts had a certain amount of control over 
student performance.  She said if funding were tied to accountability measures, schools 
with low performing students would be rewarded.  If that approach were taken, there 
would have to be some serious performance metrics involved, and firm timelines in 
place, similar to the turnaround school model.  Otherwise, if a school underperformed, it 
would receive more money.  She noted that AIR suggested a measure be used that was 
not within the control of the districts, otherwise, it could lead to manipulation.   
 
Mr. Johnson said in the Power School student information system, the risk factors were 
alternate test takers, academically disadvantaged, migratory, transient, and 
economically disadvantaged.  He said the only measure that was uniformly collected 
and reported from district to district was for the economically disadvantaged, or FRPL.  
He did not know if there was a uniform method to collect information on the other 
factors.  He noted that about 85 percent of the schools with weighted funding for at-risk 
students used FRPL.   
 
Mr. Schroeder asked if a measure that was uniform and consistent throughout the state 
could be developed.  He said the E-Rate survey had been mentioned as a possibility.  
He asked if that survey could be used statewide. 
 
Mr. Zander said he believed the majority of the districts performed a survey to qualify for 
E-Rate funding.  He said there was much better participation at the secondary level for 
the E-Rate surveys than the FRPL surveys.   
 
Chair Woodhouse noted that the Committee was not limited to the options listed on the 
agenda.   
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Mr. Johnson asked Mr. Schroeder whether he envisioned having categories other than 
economically disadvantaged on the survey. 
 
Mr. Schroeder said that would be up to the Committee.   He noted the goal was to find 
something already existing that could be applied uniformly and consistently throughout 
the districts.  He said FRPL information was not collected in many of the charter 
schools, and there was an issue with the community eligibility program.  He said that if 
the E-Rate survey provided information on economic status, and the information was 
collected uniformly across every district, it would seem to be a better method to use.   
 
Dr. Rulffes supported using FRPL as an identifier, because most other states were 
using that metric; it did not add another layer of bureaucracy; and the information was 
audited by both the federal and state government.   
 
Mr. Johnson agreed, and added that there were other federal programs tied to the 
FRPL program statistics, so it might be in the school districts’ best interest to do a better 
job of collecting that data from schools that were underreporting.  For the schools that 
did not offer nutrition programs, there must be another option to collect the information.  
 
Ms. Teska said she would support the notion of having multiple measures.  She 
suggested using the E-Rate survey to identify the economically disadvantaged.  Charter 
schools comprised the third largest district in the state, and the majority of those schools 
did not participate in any kind of child nutrition program.   
 
Ms. Teska agreed with including in the survey questions about the education level of the 
parents, whether the student was in foster care and whether the student was pregnant, 
or a teen mother.   
 
Ms. Waller clarified that the at-risk students would be weighted using an unduplicated 
count.   
 
Ms. Teska agreed and said there would be a great deal of overlap among students with 
those characteristics.  She said the vast majority of the at-risk students would be 
identified in the economically disadvantaged category, but at-risk students who were in 
foster care, pregnant or a teen parent may be in the economically disadvantaged 
category.   
 
Mr. Levin suggested providing categorical funding rather than weighted funding for 
pregnant teens.  He explained that pregnant teens were relatively rare across the 
school districts.  He believed the funding rates should address needs that were 
consistently found everywhere.   
 
Dr. Rulffes said another survey would add additional work, would not provide a great 
deal of information, and may not be accurate.   
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Mr. Alastuey said the adoption of an alternative method had some appeal.  He said the 
Committee was charged with developing its recommendations in a short period.  
Because of some of the concerns that were expressed by Dr. Rulffes, there may be 
some value in developing an alternative measure.  He suggested that the FRPL data be 
used for the time being, and that the Department of Education and the school districts 
be charged with exploring an alternate instrument to address concerns about 
self-reporting and perverse incentives. 
 
Ms. Waller noted that FRPL data was not collected by the charter schools.  That could 
result in the underreporting of at-risk students within the school districts.  She said that if 
the Committee recommended FRPL as an identifier for at-risk students, the distribution 
for schools that did not have a nutrition program could still be targeted to a different 
measure, such as the E-Rate survey.   
 
Mr. Alastuey asked Dr. Rulffes if he envisioned the determination of the amount of 
funding and the distribution of funding to the district level be done on a FRPL data?   
 
Dr. Rulffes suggested FRPL be used as the main driver for determining at-risk students.  
If a school did not have a nutrition program, an alternative survey method that was 
acceptable by the state could be used to determine the funding distribution.   
 
Dr. Rulffes said the districts would determine how the funding would be used.  He said 
the Committee was not trying to determine how much money the district should spend 
on each individual student.  Rather, the Committee was trying to determine how to drive 
funding to the districts for them to determine what the program should be for every 
student.  He explained that the money allocated by the state per student was not 
necessarily spent by the school districts on a per student basis.    
 
Ms. Waller confirmed with Dr. Rulffes that schools that did not collect the FRPL data, 
such as rural schools or charter schools, would use another survey to collect the data.  
 
Mr. Johnson noted that the use of FRPL data would not require the school to use the 
FRPL form.  Another form could be used to collect information on the number of 
economically disadvantaged students.   
 
Chair Woodhouse asked if the data for the schools that did not offer a nutrition program 
would be collected using the E-Rate survey.  Mr. Johnson said the E-Rate survey could 
be used, and noted that the E-Rate results were audited, so the schools would be held 
accountable for the data that was reported. 
 
Mr. Johnson asked if the motion should be phrased to indicate that the Committee 
recommended that the schools gather information to identify the number of 
economically disadvantaged students using a survey or a nutrition program application. 
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Dr. Rulffes suggested recommending the use of FRPL, or an alternative method of 
surveying that was approved by the state.  He explained that the schools districts would 
not create their own surveys.   
 
Chair Woodhouse noted that approach would address the concern about gathering 
information from the charter schools.   
 
Ms. Waller asked Dr. Rulffes which government entity would be involved in approving 
the alternate survey.  Dr. Rulffes said the Nevada Department of Education would be 
the most competent entity to perform that task.   
 

DR. RULFFES MOVED TO RECOMMEND THE USE OF FREE AND 
REDUCED-PRICE LUNCH DATA TO DETERMINE THE STUDENTS 
WHO ARE AT RISK, AND THAT THE NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF 
EDUCATION BE DIRECTED TO DEVELOP AN ALTERNATIVE MEANS 
OF DETERMINING ELIGIBILITY IF AND WHEN THE FREE AND 
REDUCED-PRICE LUNCH DATA WAS NOT AVAILABLE.   
 
MR. JOHNSON SECONDED THE MOTION.   
 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.   

 
2. Weight(s) to be Used to Allocate Funding 
 
Ms. Waller said, according to AIR’s 2012 report, the authors identified what other states 
were doing with respect to weights for individual student needs and offered some 
options for consideration by state policymakers.  A 50-state inventory of the weights for 
low-income/at-risk students was included in AIR’s 2012 report and was reproduced as 
Attachment 4 (page 39, Exhibit G).   
 
Ms. Waller said, according to AIR, weights used by states to provide additional funding 
for at-risk students varied, ranging from 5 percent in Mississippi to 97 percent in 
Maryland.  The average weight reported in the inventory was 29 percent, with most 
states providing additional funding of between 20 percent to 25 percent per pupil.   
 
Ms. Waller said both Texas and California provided each student who met the 
low-income eligibility requirements a weight of 20 percent.  Arkansas had a graduated 
weight system for at-risk funding based upon the concentrations of poverty within a 
school district.  For example, if a school district’s FRPL percentage was under 
70 percent, the at-risk weight would be 8 percent; if the FRPL percentage was between 
70 percent and 90 percent, the at-risk weight would be 16 percent; and, if the FRPL 
percentage was greater 90 percent or more, the at-risk weight would be 25 percent.   
 
Ms. Waller noted that the value of a weight correlated to the amount of the base 
funding.  As such, some states had a lower base funding and higher weights for 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/K12FundingTAC/E050814G.pdf
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selected student attributes, and other states had a higher base funding and lower 
weights.  
 
Ms. Waller said another example of how to structure the at-risk weights was described 
in the APA’s 2006 study titled Estimating the Cost of an Adequate Education in Nevada 
prepared for the Legislative Commission’s Committee to Study School Financing 
Adequacy.  In that example, the weights for students identified as at risk of low 
academic achievement were based on the size of a school district.  She noted that 
approach was discussed by the Committee in relation to ELL.  Because a size factor 
was already built into The Nevada Plan funding model, it may or may not be of interest 
to the Task Force.   
 
Ms. Waller reported that at the April 21, 2014, meeting of the TAC, Dr. Walt Rulffes 
presented a report prepared by Dr. Rulffes and Jim McIntosh about the determination of 
weights to be used to allocate funding for ELL students and students at risk of low 
academic achievement.  The report recommended weights for at-risk students ranging 
from 11 percent to 25 percent. 
 
Ms. Waller said the following options were provided to the TAC for consideration in 
recommending a weight(s) for students at risk of low academic achievement including, 
but not limited to:  
 
a. A single weight value.  If this option were selected, the TAC would need to 

determine the weight value to be recommended. 
b. A differentiated weight value based upon school district size.  If this option were 

selected, the TAC would need to determine the weight values that would be 
assigned to varying district sizes. 

c. A graduated weight value based upon the concentration of students identified as 
at risk.  If this option were to be selected, the TAC would need to determine the 
weight values that would correlate to varying concentration percentages. 

 
Mr. Alastuey said the TAC discussion focused on a single weight value, because there 
were existing coefficients for geographical dispersion in the present Nevada Plan, or 
alternative weights for geographical dispersion in some of the other examples that AIR 
produced.  For that reason, he suggested a single weight value be utilized.  He said the 
weight might be graduated based on concentration.  However, because there was so 
little cost data, graduated rates might not be possible.   
 
Ms. Teska agreed, and suggested that the weights be based on unduplicated counts, 
and that the weight for the ELL students be the same as the weight for the at-risk 
students.   
 
Mr. Alastuey agreed, particularly because there was a documented overlap between the 
two populations.   
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Dr. Rulffes said there was discussion about obtaining cost information to determine the 
weighting for ELL.   He said the decision could not be made based on the amount that 
was spent, because that amount was based on the amount of funding available, not on 
the amount that was needed.  He noted there was a large difference between the 
national expenditure for at-risk and ELL students and Nevada expenditures.  He would 
not want for ELL expenditures to be reduced further to meet the level of at-risk funding. 
 
Mr. Alastuey said he did not mean to imply the selection of any particular range of 
weights, but the closer the two weights were, the better.  He said, if the costs between 
the two were far apart, and there was no justification to select the same weight for both 
categories, then there could be further discussion.     
 
Dr. Rulffes said, if there was good data available for the cost of educating ELL and 
at-risk students, there was no reason to use the same weight for both categories.  He 
said that was especially true if the cost was a great deal more to educate ELL students.   
 
Mr. Alastuey explained that if there was a significant disparity in cost between the 
two categories, he would support further discussion about assigning two different 
weights.  If the weights were identical, there would not be an advantage to declaring a 
student in one category or the other.  He noted that the State of California opted to use 
the same weight for both categories.  He observed that there was a large 
overlap - perhaps 75 percent – between the ELL and the at-risk populations.   
 
Dr. Rulffes said, if there were a middle ground, it would be acceptable, at least as a 
start.  He did not want to dilute the needs of one category to have the same weights for 
both categories.  He said ultimately, the level of the weight was integral to the 
discussion.   
 

MR. JOHNSON MOVED TO ADOPT A SINGLE WEIGHT, WITH A 
VALUE TO BE DETERMINED AT A SUBSEQUENT MEETING OF THE 
THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE.   
 
MR. ZANDER SECONDED THE MOTION.  
 

Dr. Rulffes said he supported a single weight for the at-risk category on a stand-alone 
basis.  He said there should not be an assumption that the cost to provide an ELL 
program was the same as the cost for an at-risk program.   
 
Chair Woodhouse said that would be addressed in the discussion of item 4, Students 
who Qualify for Multiple Weight Categories. 

 
Mark Krmpotic, Fiscal Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division, said he understood that the 
Committee members wanted to know the weights for the two categories before making 
a determination.  That information would be forthcoming at the next meeting of the TAC, 
and perhaps a decision could be made at that time. 
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THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.   
 
3. Funding Inside or Outside the K-12 Funding Formula 
 
Ms. Waller said that states typically used one of two strategies for targeted funding 
above the per-student base amount to students with special needs: 1) adding weights to 
the basic funding formula for identified types of students, or 2) establishing separate 
categorical programs to provide funding for programs to meet the needs of identified 
students.  

 
Ms. Waller said, as members of the TAC may recall, formula funding was generally 
unrestricted in that a school district directed the spending of this type of funding.  One of 
the concerns with adding weights to the basic funding formula was how to ensure that 
the additional funding would be used to provide supplemental services to the identified 
students.  In contrast, funding that was provided through categorical programs was 
typically targeted for certain purposes, and, as such, there were restrictions as to how 
the funding could be expended.   

 
Ms. Waller said the 2012 report published by AIR recommended that Nevada 
incorporate weighted funding adjustments for at-risk students and ELL students into the 
state’s funding formula.  

  
Ms. Waller recalled that Mr. Griffith reported, in his February 28, 2014, Task Force 
presentation on at-risk funding, that of the 35 states reviewed by ECS that provided 
some form of at-risk funding, 25 states provided funding inside the state funding 
formula, while 10 states provided funding outside of the state funding formula.  
Mr. Griffith also noted that funding outside of the formula was often distributed in the 
form of grants.  The State of Montana, for example, distributed its at-risk funding based 
on each school district’s federal Title I student count.  West Virginia distributed $18 of 
at-risk funding for each student counted in net enrollment.   
 
Ms. Waller said, additionally, Mr. Griffith stated that 24 of the 25 states that provided 
funding for at-risk students inside their funding formulas, did so through an additional 
weight.  Massachusetts was the only state that did not provide a weight, but rather 
distributed its at-risk funds on a per-student basis. 
 
Ms. Waller said there was no research as to whether it was better to distribute funding 
for individual student needs inside or outside of the funding formula.  The main 
difference was that funding inside the formula tended to be equalized so that the 
amount was based on the relative wealth of each school district.  The trend had been 
for school districts to move funding based on student need from categorical funding 
outside of the formula, to funding inside the formula.  This method allowed school 
districts to determine how to deliver the needed services.   
 
Ms. Waller said, furthermore, Mr. Griffith suggested that policymakers should establish 
and implement guidelines for school districts to require some level of expenditure 
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tracking and reporting to show that the additional funding was utilized to meet the needs 
of the students identified.   
 
Ms. Waller said, at the April 21, 2014, meeting of the TAC, Mike Schroeder presented 
his findings related to the advantages and disadvantages of placing at-risk funding 
inside (unrestricted) or outside (categorical) of the state’s K-12 funding formula.  
Mr. Schroeder indicated that the advantages of categorical funding outside the funding 
formula included that the funds were earmarked and must be spent for the intended 
purpose, and it was relatively easy to add to existing legislation.  The disadvantages of 
categorical funding were that it was outside of the basic support guarantee and 
therefore could easily be eliminated; there was inflexibility in how the categorical funding 
could be used; categorical funds were generally not equalized and thus could have an 
adverse effect on the overall equity of a state’s funding allocation system; and, smaller 
districts with limited or no grant writing expertise or resources may have limited access 
to categorical funds awarded through competitive grant applications. 

 
Ms. Waller said the following options were provided to the TAC for consideration in 
recommending whether funding for students at risk of low academic achievement 
should be inside or outside the state’s K-12 funding formula including, but not limited to:  
 
a. Add weight(s) to the basic funding formula for students identified as at risk of low 

academic achievement via weighted enrollment. 
b. Apply weight(s) to determine the amount of funding for students identified at risk of 

low academic achievement and allocate the funding as a categorical grant for 
targeted services or programs to meet the needs of these students. 

 
Ms. Teska suggested the option that was approved for the ELL weighted funding, which 
was to provide additional funding initially outside the state funding formula, then 
transition the funding to inside the formula after a phase-in period.  She noted that some 
ELL funding was approved during the 2013 Legislative Session, but there was no base 
funding for at-risk students provided by the state.  Ultimately, she said the funding must 
be included in the model as an outcome-based funding mechanism.   
 

MS. TESKA MOVED TO IMPLEMENT WEIGHTS FOR AT-RISK 
STUDENTS AS A CATEGORICAL GRANT PROGRAM, WITH A 
PHASE-IN TO THE FUNDING FORMULA AT A DATE TO BE 
DETERMINED LATER.  MR. JOHNSON SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.   

 
4. Students Who Qualify for Multiple Weight Categories 

 
Ms. Waller said, in counting students for the purpose of weighting, there would be some 
students who met the eligibility requirements of more than one need category.  In his 
presentation on at-risk funding to the Task Force at the February 28, 2014, meeting, 
Mr. Griffith stated that close to 90 percent of students who qualified as ELL would also 
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qualify as at risk of low academic achievement/low-income.  The issue at hand was 
whether the state should fund ELL students and students at risk of low academic 
achievement separately or together.   
 
Ms. Waller said, as reported by AIR, the most common circumstances might include 
students who were categorized as ELL, but who were also from low-income families.  
AIR reported that most states counted the student in both categories.  AIR further noted 
that students who met the eligibility criteria of both categories generally had additional 
educational needs.  Texas was an example of a state that provided weights for both 
poverty (20 percent) and ELL (10 percent). 
 
Ms. Waller said, in APA’s 2006 study, the consultant stated that weighting students 
based on individual characteristics might result in multiple weights being associated with 
a single student.  As a result, a very high weight would be derived, which would 
overstate the cost of services to be provided to the individual student.  As such, APA 
suggested that one method to address this situation would be to apply the highest 
single weight to a student eligible for multiple weights.    
 
Ms. Waller said, referring again to the report prepared by Dr. Rulffes and Jim McIntosh, 
and presented to the Committee by Dr. Rulffes at the April 21, 2014, TAC meeting, 
similar support services to boost achievement were utilized in both programs for 
ELL and at-risk students.  Dr. Rulffes and Mr. McIntosh recommended that for students 
that qualified for multiple weight categories, only the highest weight be applied.  
However, they also indicated that the Committee might want to consider averaging or 
blending the two weights to arrive at a single weight for students who were identified in 
both ELL and at-risk categories. 
 
Ms. Waller said, alternatively, California’s new Local Control Funding Formula provided 
only one weight of 20 percent for students who met either ELL, or low-income eligibility. 
Under the LCFF, students who were both ELL and low-income were counted only once.  
Louisiana was another state that allowed only one weight of 22 percent for students 
who qualified for FRPL or were identified as ELL. 

 
Ms. Waller said the following options were provided to the TAC for consideration in 
recommending weights for students who may be eligible for multiple weights (excluding 
students with disabilities) including, but not limited to:  
 
a. Apply a separate weight to students who qualified as both ELL and at risk of low 

academic achievement.  
 
b. Apply the highest single weight to a student eligible for multiple weights. 

  
c. Determine one weight to be applied to students who qualified in either ELL, at-risk or 

both categories. 
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Mr. Alastuey said it should be emphasized that the count should be unduplicated.  
Regarding option a, he asked for the weight used for students who qualified under both 
categories.  He noted that if the ELL and at-risk weights were not equal, then blending 
the weights would disadvantage a student by lowering the weight of a category for 
which the student was qualified.  
 
Mr. Alastuey said that if the two weights were different, the single higher weight would 
be consistently selected by the school districts.  Finally, he said the question was still 
open as to whether one weight would adequately serve both categories.   
 
Dr. Rulffes asked whether option b and option c would result in the same distribution of 
funding.   
 
Mr. Alastuey said theoretically, the two options could result in the same distribution.  
However, if a student was qualified in both categories, and the weights for the 
two categories were different, the school districts would not want to qualify the student 
in both categories, because the funding weight would be a lower, blended average.  
Therefore, using a blended average weight could lead to misreporting. 
 
Dr. Rulffes agreed.  He noted that most students who qualified for the ELL weighted 
funding would also qualify for the at-risk weighted funding.   
 
Ms. Teska said that if the funding weights for the two categories were different, and a 
student qualified for both the ELL and at-risk categories, then the district should receive 
the higher weighted funding.  She explained that the higher weight was based on the 
additional cost to provide the services.  The school district would need the higher level 
of funding to provide the services to the student.  If the weights for the two categories 
were the same, then options b and c would be the same.  She suggested 
recommending option b, pending the resolution of the specific weights for ELL and 
at-risk students.   
 
Dr. Rulffes suggested that it might be easier for the policy makers if the two categories 
were weighted separately.  He said that could help the recommendations to get through 
the legislative process.  
 

MS. TESKA MOVED TO APPLY THE HIGHEST SINGLE WEIGHT FOR 
STUDENTS ELIGIBLE FOR MULTIPLE WEIGHTS BETWEEN THE 
AT-RISK AND THE ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNER CATEGORIES, 
BASED ON AN UNDUPLICATED COUNT.   
 
MS. DAY SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.   

 
 



34 

VI. DISCUSSION OF POTENTIAL RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE TASK FORCE 
ON K-12 PUBLIC EDUCATION FUNDING CONCERNING POSSIBLE 
MODIFICATIONS TO NEVADA’S K-12 PUBLIC SCHOOL FUNDING MODEL 
FOR STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES. 

 
Chair Woodhouse said the Committee members heard presentations about potential 
issues in recommending changes to funding for students with disabilities under agenda 
item IV.  She said the Committee would discuss possible recommendations on that 
funding.  She said the discussion would help staff to prepare the work session 
document for the Committee’s May 21, 2014, meeting. 
 
Wayne Thorley, Program Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division, said he and Ms. Waller 
would be preparing a document on the topic of special education funding based on the 
discussions of the Committee for use at the next meeting of the TAC.   
 
Mr. Thorley said the first major issue identified related to funding for students with 
disabilities are the alternative options for funding these students, which included fixed 
allocation per pupil; weighted student funding; census based; cost reimbursement, or a 
hybrid model of those methods.  He noted that the Committee had discussions as to 
how the methods might work.  He asked for questions and comments from the 
Committee members.   
 
Mr. Alastuey said regardless of whether the Committee recommended a weighted or a 
single allocation per student funding method, the special education funding must be 
aligned with the cost of providing the special education units.  For example, in 
Clark County current special education funding was made up of $77 million in unit 
funding, and $280 million in General Fund.  He said transparency in the accumulation of 
costs mentioned by Dr. Rulffes and Mr. McIntosh was an issue as well.   
 
Mr. Alastuey said state basic support was not a reliable indicator of all of the funding 
available.  He said rather than stating that the allocation was $5,000 plus dollars, the 
allocation should be stated as $7,000 plus dollars.  He said that number included 
revenue from the local school support tax, the state appropriation, the 25-cent and 
50-cent earmarked property tax, the government services tax, the franchise tax, and the 
other revenues that fed into the Distributive School Account (DSA).  He noted that state 
basic support could increase, but total funding, including funding for special education, 
could decrease if the other revenue that contributed to the DSA decreased.   
 
Mr. Thorley reported that Ms. Teska spoke on the topic of contingency funds for special 
education, and provided a bill in the State of Pennsylvania legislature as an example.  
She also provided other options, such as establishing a statewide council to review 
cases eligible for contingency funds, having a weighted per-pupil fund for severe cases 
for the students with excessively high costs, and using a census-based funding method 
for the remaining special education students.  It was noted that there was subjectivity in 
classifying students as high cost, because the students did not always fit neatly into the 
established categories.  He said the census-based approach would address that issue, 
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and the contingency funds for the high-cost students would be handled through a 
weighted funding option. 
 
Ms. Teska added that a third option of having a blended model that was part weighted 
and part census-based would not preclude the use of a contingency fund to assist a 
school district with providing services for an extremely high-cost student.  
 
There were no further comments on this topic.   
 
Mr. Thorley asked for comments from the Committee members on the implications for 
the maintenance of effort (MOE) provisions of the federal Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act (IDEA).  He said Mr. Schroeder presented information to the Committee 
earlier in the day regarding the federal regulations associated with MOE, and indicated 
that the maintenance of effort requirement applied both to the state and to the school 
districts. The presentation included information on exemptions to the MOE 
requirements, and some of the penalties for non-compliance.   
 
There were no further comments on this topic. 
 
Mr. Thorley asked for comments from the Committee members regarding whether the 
funding for students with disabilities should be inside or outside of the funding formula.  
He said, under the current unit funding model, the special education funding was 
outside of the funding formula.  In his presentation, Mr. McIntosh noted that maintaining 
this model would fit with current statute, would allow for discrete presentations of special 
education funding, would help the state show continued maintenance of effort, would 
make overfunding and underfunding transparent, and would allow for better decision 
making for resource allocation purposes. Mr. Thorley reported that Mr. McIntosh 
recommended that the funding for special education should be maintained outside of 
the funding formula, regardless of which model was recommended.   
 
Chair Woodhouse asked the Committee members to provide staff with any comments to 
be added to the work session document.   
 
VII. DISCUSSION OF IMPLEMENTATION OF POTENTIAL MODIFICATIONS TO 

NEVADA’S K-12 PUBLIC SCHOOL FUNDING MODEL FOR STUDENTS 
IDENTIFIED AS ELL OR AT RISK OF LOW ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT AND 
FOR STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES. 

 
Chair Woodhouse said implementation of changes to the funding model was a major 
issue.  She asked the Committee to discuss the structure of the implementation 
specifically as it pertained to ELL and at-risk students.   
 
Julie Waller, Senior Program Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division, said, with respect to the 
implementation, specifics could not be presented at the moment, because the 
Committee was working through its recommendations.   
 



36 

Ms. Waller said the authors of the 2012 AIR study noted that changes in the way funds 
were distributed, even if applied in a way that was fiscally neutral for the state, had 
significant implications for individual school districts.  Ms. Waller said, the charge of the 
Task Force on K-12 Funding and its Technical Advisory Committee was to recommend 
funding formula modifications that were fiscally neutral for the state.  She said it was not 
known what the Governor would recommend for funding for K-12 education, nor what 
the Legislature would approve.  The Committee was working to develop a correct and 
equitable policy, and the policy makers would then decide what type of funding should 
be directed toward K-12 education.   
 
Ms. Waller said the AIR report noted that such changes in resources could not be made 
overnight, had implications for existing programs, and, as such, a phase-in period for 
any selected funding alternative over at least a three to five-year period was 
recommended.   
 
Ms. Waller said the AIR report suggested that one way to accomplish a phase-in would 
be to hold harmless districts that would incur losses under a new funding mechanism, 
and only provide increases to districts that would gain under the new formula.  
Additional investments in education would be concentrated in districts that were 
deemed to be underfunded according to the new funding mechanism.   
 
Mr. Waller said the Fordham Institute study of 2006, Fund the Child, recommended a 
phase-in of fiscal reductions or increases to the school districts.  She said the State of 
Hawaii transitioned to a weighted funding formula by allowing a 10 percent gain or 
reduction in funding in year one; a 25 percent gain or reduction in year two; a 
50 percent gain or reduction in year three; and by year four, the full effect of the funding 
modification was distributed.   
 
Ms. Waller said that in 2006 several of the TAC members participated in the DSA 
evaluation team, which was comprised of Department of Education personnel, school 
district finance officers, and representatives from the Nevada Association of School 
Superintendents, and the Nevada Association of School Boards.  The team was tasked 
with reviewing and recommending updates to the DSA equity allocation model.  At that 
time, a four-year phase-in period was recommended for the changes to the DSA model, 
and beginning in FY 2008, a school district’s DSA amount was either increased or 
decreased by 10 percent, 30 percent, 60 percent and 100 percent of the total calculated 
change in each successive year of the phase-in period.   
 
Ms. Waller said, because maintenance of effort requirements applied at both the state 
and the local level, AIR recommended in its 2002 report for the State of Wyoming that 
all school districts be held harmless in that they would receive the same special 
education state funds as they received in the prior year, the “base” year.  That was 
one way to handle special education MOE issues without having to infuse a large 
amount of additional funding.   
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Ms. Waller said another issue for the Committee to discuss was how existing 
categorical funds, like funding for ELL, might be considered for at-risk students, such as 
kids in full-day kindergarten, or career and technical education.  She said other 
categorically funded programs might not be specifically identified for at-risk students, 
although the distribution of those dollars were based on meeting free and reduced-price 
lunch parameters.  She said the Committee would discuss whether those categorical 
programs should be left intact, or be incorporated into the funding formula changes, 
such as was done in California when it reduced the number of categorical programs, 
and incorporated them into the funding formula. 
 
Mr. Waller said the Committee would also want to consider the potential eligible uses of 
funding upon their implementation.  She noted that the eligible uses for the current 
Zoom school funding (ELL) were identified in the legislation.  She said staff looked at 
some states that had some specific eligible uses provided for those student populations 
– ELL and at-risk – specifically in Arkansas.  Ms. Waller said the Committee may want 
to consider some of the following uses of funding as the implementation plan was 
developed: 
 
• Classroom teachers to reduce class sizes for ELL instruction 
• Before and after school academic programs, including transportation to and from the 

programs 
• Pre-kindergarten programs 
• Tutors 
• Aides 
• Counselors 
• Social workers 
• Nurses 
• Curriculum specialists 
• Parent education 
• Summer or intersession programs 
• Early intervention programs 
• Materials, including technology used in approved programs 
• Allowing funding to be used for a longer school day, or extending a school year 
• Remediation programs 
• Partnering with institutions of higher education 
• Assessment activities 
• Community liaison staff with language and cultural skills appropriate to the ELL 

population 
• Professional development activities   
 
Mr. Johnson said he agreed with phasing in the implementation, and holding the school 
districts harmless.  In addition, he would like for the Committee to consider that the 
funding added for categories that were not currently in the formula should not erode the 
current basis for calculating funding.  Also, he suggested that the Committee consider 
some basic support figures prior to the recession as a basis for comparison.  He noted 
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that funding has eroded so significantly over the past few years that using the current 
level of funding would not be a good basis of measurement.   
 
Mr. Zander said it was important to update the DSA in terms of certified salary levels 
and transportation levels within the existing formula to determine the effect on per-pupil 
allocations prior to any other adjustments to the base educational costs. 
 
VIII. PUBLIC COMMENT. 
 
Dr. Sylvia Lazos, Professor, Boyd School of Law, UNLV, said she was the co-chair of 
the education committee of Latino Leadership Council.  She said she had worked 
closely with the Clark County School District (CCSD) for the last four years on ELL 
issues.  She said it was important to put some of the financial issues being considered 
in the context of the reality of what schools were like, and the reality of the sound 
educational policy that was tested up to now.  For example, research showed that 
long-term ELL students were much more costly to educate.  She explained that, after 
six years in the system, children became discouraged, and had more educational blocks 
than before.  She said the State of California struggled with this issue, and was adding a 
weight for long-term ELL students.  Rather than reducing the amount of funding after a 
certain number of years, the funding increased for long-term ELL, because those 
children required much more intensive intervention in sixth, seventh and eighth grade.   
 
Dr. Lazos said the data for Clark County showed that in sixth, seventh and eighth grade, 
ELL students made virtually no progress.  She said, only 1 percent of ELL students in 
sixth, seventh and eighth grades, as measured by WIDA (World-Class Instructional 
Design and Assessment) were able to exit ELL status.  She said the law required that 
every child be provided an equal educational opportunity.  She said Lau v. Nichols, 
414 U.S. 563 (1974), required that any child that came to school without English 
language be given services.   
 
Dr. Lazos said the issue of long-term ELL students must be re-thought.  She said the 
number of long-term ELL students in CCSD was not insignificant.  She said one in 
six ELL students in the CCSD were long-term ELL students, about 9,000 total.  
Dr. Lazos said the latest WestEd longitudinal study done in Washoe County looked at 
the cohort of students who were not graduating from high school, and found that if a 
student was identified as ELL at the beginning of high school, there was a 1 percent 
rate of graduation.  That emphasized the point that long-term ELL students in 
sixth grade were at a very high risk of not graduating.  Investments must be made at an 
even higher level.  Dr. Lazos noted that the Zoom school money did not factor in the 
even more expensive long-term ELL education.   
 
Dr. Lazos said she supported S.B. 504, but said the professional development 
component was lacking.  She said during the discussions about S.B. 504 over the 
2013 Legislative Session, there was emphasis on a study done by Dr. Aida Walqui, a 
national expert on professional development.  In 2012, Dr. Walqui performed a review of 
teaching performance in Clark County, per the Common Core requirements on English 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Case_citation
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language development in the classroom.  She found only one teacher out of 77 who 
was able to provide English language development per the Common Core 
requirements.  That indicated a huge need for professional development in ELL, which 
was not funded by S.B. 504.   
 
Finally, Dr. Lazos said, funding for assessment of the Zoom schools was not included in 
S.B. 504.  She said the CCSD invested over $2 million in an assessment tool to show 
the results of the program.  She said the Zoom school funding needed to be adjusted for 
these additional costs required to make the Zoom schools work.  She said it was 
extremely important that the long-term ELL students be given the attention that they 
deserved.   
 
Dr. Lazos said the 1.33 ELL weight may be a bit on the low side.  She said that if the 
at-risk and ELL weights were not going to be double counted, then the number of ELL 
students in poverty would need to be identified.  She said ELL and at-risk performance 
was improved by improving each school.  Dr. Lazos said turning schools around was a 
tough proposition.  She did not think that the low level of funding was the kind of 
investment needed. 
 
Dr. Lazos said she agreed with Dr. Rulffes that FRPL should be used as an identifier of 
at-risk students.  The FRPL data was current information.  She said FRPL data 
indicated that 58 percent of the Clark County School District students were at risk.  She 
said the problem with using Title I or census data was that it was incredibly old. 
 
Dr. Lazos said she was disturbed to hear that the ELL weight should be close to the 
at-risk weight.  She said that there were different educational policy solutions for the 
two populations.  There was a professional development issue with ELL that would 
require a huge investment in retraining and certification.  She said Test of English as a 
Foreign Language (TOEFL) certification should reflect competency at a high level.  
Also, the institutions of higher education should be producing teachers who were 
competent at that level.   
 
Dr. Lazos said that if the school districts were requiring more of teachers in terms of 
professional development and competency, compensation might need to be increased 
to allow school districts to recruit teachers with those credentials.   
 
Dr. Lazos said the solution for ELL was for the teaching corps to be able to teach for 
that particular group.  She did not think that was the same solution for at-risk students.  
She said the at-risk population was transient, and people did not permanently stay in 
poverty.  She explained that the current ELL population in Nevada was due to the fact 
that there were huge immigration gains in the late 1990s and early 2000s, before the 
construction boom collapsed.  The current ELL students were the children of those 
immigrants.  She said that was a permanent population, as opposed to a transient 
population, that we as a state had to learn how to teach, and how to make sure they 
had an equal opportunity for a successful education. 
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Dr. Lazos said, for ELL, an extended school year was another sound policy.  She said 
ELL kids lost the most ground during summer in terms of educational gains, because 
they spoke Spanish at home with their families.  She suggested that the two categories 
should not be weighted the same, because they were not equivalent.  She thanked the 
Committee for the opportunity to provide comments.   
 
There was no further public comment.   
 
IX. ADJOURNMENT. 
 
Chair Woodhouse said that staff would be drafting a report to convey the deliberations 
of the Committee to the Task Force.  She said the draft report would be discussed by 
the Committee at its next meeting.   
 
The meeting was adjourned at 3:02 p.m. 
 
 

        Respectfully submitted, 
 
 

_____________________________ 
Carla Ulrych, Transcribing Secretary 

APPROVED: 
 
_________________________________ 
Senator Joyce Woodhouse, Chair 
 
 
Date:_____________________________ 
Copies of exhibits mentioned in these minutes are on file in the Fiscal Analysis 
Division at the Legislative Counsel Bureau, Carson City, Nevada.  The division 
may be contacted at (775) 684-6821. 
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