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MINUTES OF THE 
TASK FORCE ON K-12 PUBLIC EDUCATION FUNDING  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 (Senate Bill 500, Chapter 500, Statutes of Nevada 2013) 

June 5, 2014 
 
 

The fifth meeting of the Task Force on K-12 Public Education Funding – Technical 
Advisory Committee was held at 9:00 a.m. on June 5, 2014, at the Grant Sawyer State 
Office Building, 555 East Washington Avenue, Room 4401, Las Vegas, Nevada with 
videoconference to the Nevada Legislative Building, 401 South Carson Street, 
Room 4100, Carson City, Nevada.   
 
COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT IN LAS VEGAS: 
Senator Joyce Woodhouse, Chair 
Mike Alastuey, Education Finance Consultant 
James McIntosh, Clark County School District Chief Financial Officer 
 
COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT IN CARSON CITY: 
Mike Schroeder, Washoe County School District Budget Director 
Julia Teska, Director, Department of Administration 
 
COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT VIA TELECONFERENCE: 
Jeff Zander, Elko County School District Superintendent 
Paul Johnson, White Pine County School District Chief Financial Officer 
Dr. Jay Chambers, American Institutes for Research 
Dr. Jesse Levin, American Institutes for Research 
 
COMMITTEE MEMBERS ABSENT: 
Dr. Walt Rulffes, Former Superintendent, Clark County School District (Excused) 
Stephanie Day, Deputy Director, Department of Administration (Excused) 
 
STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT IN LAS VEGAS: 
Julie Waller, Senior Program Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division 
 
STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT IN CARSON CITY: 
Mark Krmpotic, Senate Fiscal Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division 
Wayne Thorley, Program Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division 
Cindy Jones, Assembly Fiscal Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division 
Eileen O’Grady, Chief Deputy Legislative Counsel, Legal Division 
Kristin Roberts, Senior Principal Deputy Legislative Counsel, Legal Division 
Donna Thomas, Committee Secretary, Fiscal Analysis Division 
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EXHIBITS: 
Exhibit A: Agenda 
Exhibit B: Public Testimony, Will Jensen, Special Education Directors’ Association 

 (SEDA) 
Exhibit C: Public Testimony, Sylvia Lazos, Latino Leadership Council 
Exhibit D: Public Testimony, Victor Wakefield, Teach for America, Las Vegas Valley 
Exhibit E: Work Session Document 
 
I. ROLL CALL.  
 
Chair Woodhouse called the meeting to order at 9:10 a.m.  The secretary called roll; all 
members were present, except Dr. Walt Rulffes and Stephanie Day who were excused.   
 
II. OPENING REMARKS 
 
Chair Woodhouse said today’s meeting was the final meeting of the Task Force on 
K-12 Public Education Funding – Technical Advisory Committee (TAC).  She said the 
recommendations heard today would be communicated at the final meeting of the Task 
Force on K-12 Public Education Funding (Task Force) on June 30, 2014. 
 
III. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Diane Fearon, CEO, Communities in Schools of Nevada (CIS), provided comments on 
behalf of herself and Susie Lee, Board President, CIS.  She said CIS provided 
integrated student services, also referred to as wraparound services, to 33,000 students 
in Clark and Elko counties, and would begin providing services to the Washoe County 
School District (WCSD) in fall of 2014.  Ms. Farren reported that a top risk factor for 
students was low socioeconomic status.  She said CIS had an intimate awareness of 
the stresses and needs that students in poverty carried with them to school each day.  
Providing a caring adult on campus to help families address nonacademic needs lead to 
improved academic achievement.  She noted that 88 percent of the 12th grade students 
that CIS had worked with in the 2013-2014 school year successfully graduated from 
high school, and 84 percent of the students in K-11 were promoted to the next grade.  
She recalled the May 21, 2014, TAC meeting, when Susie Lee provided testimony on 
the barriers and additional needs of students in poverty.  She was encouraged to hear 
that the TAC subsequently voted to set a funding weight of 1.5 for both English 
Language Learners (ELL) and free and reduced-price lunch (FRL) populations.  
Ms. Fearon was hopeful that the weight was a minimum and would be increased after 
further studies and review.  She noted that 54.7 percent of all students in Nevada were 
identified as living in poverty; therefore, it was important to act while studies were in 
progress to determine how to distribute the money, and if there was adequate funding in 
its entirety.  Ms. Fearon said, because 10 of the 17 Nevada school districts had FRL 
populations greater than 45 percent, she believed the adjustment would impact all 
districts rather than just the urban districts of Clark and Washoe counties.   
 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/K12FundingTAC/E060514A.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/K12FundingTAC/E060514B.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/K12FundingTAC/E060514C.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/K12FundingTAC/E060514D.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/K12FundingTAC/E060514E.pdf
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Ms. Fearon said another issue was the cumulative impact of students who qualified for 
more than one category, such as FRL and ELL or FRL and special education.  She 
explained that the interventions for those various groups had some overlap in services; 
however, the overlap was not 100 percent.  She thought the TAC should consider 
adopting a compounding weight for students who possessed more than one 
designation.  Ms. Fearon said the most common intervention methods used to address 
the needs of impoverished students and ELL students included early childhood 
education, onsite mentors or advocates (site coordinators), additional tutoring and 
mentoring, parental engagement, extended learning time, and professional 
development to help teachers effectively deal with children traumatized by poverty.  
However, the Teaching English as a Second Language (TESL) endorsement, provision 
of wraparound services for FRL students, and professional development associated 
with cultural diversity and dealing with poverty-induced trauma were unique to each 
condition.  She said this added more emphasis on why CIS believed there should be 
consideration given toward implementing compound weights for students with 
compound conditions.  Ms. Fearon said that CIS did not think the weight should double, 
but it should take into account the additional expense of unique interventions.  She 
thanked the Committee for taking the time to thoughtfully address this important issue. 
 
Will Jensen, Director of Special Services for the Churchill County School District and 
representing the Special Education Directors’ Association in Nevada provided the 
following written testimony (Exhibit B). 
 

Honorable Task Force on K-12 Public Education Funding 
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) 
 
Distinguished Committee, 
 
On behalf of the Special Education Directors’ Association (SEDA), we 
would like to thank you for soliciting our input in the daunting process of 
proposing a revision to the current funding stream for special education in 
the State of Nevada.  SEDA members represent seventeen districts and 
the State Sponsored Charter Authority, causing our input to be as diverse 
as the state itself.  As you are aware, the 2012 AIR Report noted several 
deficiencies in the current manner in which Nevada allocates state funding 
for special education. Below we have sought to codify the concerns and 
recommendations of SEDA members throughout the state and we thank 
you in advance for your consideration of our viewpoint. 
 
Maintenance Of Effort 
SEDA noted information that the TAC received regarding exercising 
caution around maintenance of effort (MOE) for all districts.  As you are 
aware, MOE is a federal requirement that any state change in funding 
structure must accommodate.  The federal government determines that in 
order to meet the IDEA-B MOE requirement in any fiscal year, an LEA is 
required to expend state and/or local funds on special education at 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/K12FundingTAC/E060514B.pdf
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100% of the level at which it expended state and/or local funds on special 
education in the preceding fiscal year. Section 34 CFR 300.203 of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) provides the following 
four methods for determining whether an LEA has met the IDEA-B MOE 
requirement:  

• The total amount the LEA expended in state and local funds must 
equal or exceed the amount it expended from those sources for special 
education during the previous fiscal year.  

• The per-pupil amount the LEA expended in state and local funds must 
equal or exceed the amount it expended per capita from those sources 
for special education during the previous fiscal year.  

• The total amount the LEA expended in local funds must equal or 
exceed the amount it expended from that source for special education 
during the previous fiscal year.  

• The per-pupil amount the LEA expended in local funds must equal or 
exceed the amount it expended per capita from that source for special 
education during the previous fiscal year.  

Districts will be responsible for MOE requirements regardless of any 
changes to our state funding streams for special education. It is assumed 
that proposed changes to state special education funding streams are 
proposed in order to facilitate an increase of state special education 
funding thereby producing a decrease in local expenses (e.g., the general 
fund transfer). SEDA wishes to caution the TAC that any changes 
resulting in a decrease in state funding below previous MOE targets would 
result in a district further supplementing the special education fund to 
maintain MOE. Such an event would certainly impact a district’s ability to 
provide regular education programming to non-disabled students. MOE 
targets can only be reduced through the federal allowable exceptions, 
none of which would support funding restructure shortfalls.  While SEDA 
believes the intent of the Task Force is to increase funding, MOE must be 
kept in mind throughout the process. 

Weighted Student Funding 
SEDA members uniformly expressed complete opposition to a weighted 
formula on the basis of disability category.  Members felt that the 
unintended consequence of such a system may create fidelity issues 
within the identification process.  Over-identification of particular disability 
categories could be a potential hazard within this system. 

However, as we understand the motion currently under consideration of a 
2.0 DSA weight per special education student, SEDA members were 
unanimously in support.  There was discussion from some districts that 
currently operate under the Net Mineral Proceeds funding, as they are 
unclear in how they would be funded under this weighted formula.  The 
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TAC may have already addressed these districts but there was an 
expressed need for further explanation as to how they will be categorized 
in the proposed system.  For example, Eureka is currently receiving 
$100.00 in basic support.  To double that amount and remove their 
ADM-11 Unit Funding would cause a significant decrease in state support 
thus triggering the aforementioned MOE concern.   

Funding Cap 
A cap of 13 percent for district weighted funding of special education was 
proposed. A cap at this rate is consistent with national identification. There 
was robust discussion around the proposed cap, as some districts are 
currently exceeding the same. At the last TAC meeting, there was 
consideration of using catastrophic or contingency funds to offset those 
districts currently above the 13 percent identification rate. The AIR report 
states: 

The catastrophic or contingency fund should be reserved for 
administrative costs into an exceptional-need fund to assist school districts 
in providing educational services to high-need pupils with disabilities. 

SEDA members uniformly expressed consensus that the funding cap and 
the catastrophic fund should not have interplay.  Simply stated, we desire 
to see a cap, if employed, to serve precisely as that—a cap.  
A catastrophic fund, according to our input, should function as a separate 
entity.  A fund whereby districts who had students requiring particularly 
costly services could seek remedy, but not that this fund would be used, in 
any manner, to offset higher than normal identification rates. 

In closing, we would like to thank you for soliciting our input.  We care 
deeply about students with disabilities within the state and appreciate the 
time and effort you have put into the funding structure.  Nevada districts 
have been woefully underfunded for students with disabilities for quite 
some time. We also wish to reiterate that the charter authority participated 
and was in full agreement with these points. 

Sincerely, 

SEDA 

Dorian Stonebarger, Program Manager, Three Square Food Bank (TSFB), supported 
CIS’ comments.  She said CIS assisted TSFB in providing support to children in the 
community.  She reported that almost 58 percent of Clark County School District 
(CCSD) students were enrolled in the FRL program, explaining that a child’s body 
devoted energy to basic bodily functions first, then to social interaction and then to 
learning.  Ms. Stonebarger explained that TSFB provided services to fill the hunger gap 
by supplying nearly 5,000 meals per day in the after-school programs and 
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5,000 backpacks of shelf-stable food items per week.  She encouraged the Committee 
to recognize the additional support of wraparound services that were needed for 
students living in poverty, and expressed her support for the recommended minimum 
weight of 1.5 for FRL students.   
 
Sylvia Lazos, Co-Chair, Latino Leadership Council, and Justice Myron Leavitt Professor 
of Law at University of Nevada Las Vegas, Boyd School of Law, said there was 
discussion at a previous meeting of the Task Force about the TAC reconsidering their 
recommended minimum weight of 1.5 as the starting point for ELL and FRL students.  
As stated in previous testimony, the Latino Leadership Council believed that the proper 
weight for ELL students should be in the range of 1.7 to 1.99.  Ms. Lazos said Nevada 
had been a high-growth state for immigration.  Nevada was one of the top 
five immigration states in the country and one of the top five for ELL students.  She said 
CCSD and other districts spent a great deal of time trying to keep up with the influxes in 
population; thereby causing infrastructure for ELL students to lag behind.  As a result, 
criterion-referenced test scores were among the worst in the country.  Ms. Lazos said 
only Arizona’s graduation rate for ELL students was worse than Nevada.  She believed 
that the school districts and the Nevada Department of Education (NDE) wanted the 
infrastructure to improve, but money was a factor. 
 
Ms. Lazos said the English Mastery Council (EMC) was created by Senate Bill 504 
during the 2013 Legislative Session to improve the quality of ELL education in Nevada.  
The EMC recommended the TESL endorsement for all teachers.  She said, based on 
data and past research, TESL training was important because most of Nevada’s 
teachers did not know how to properly teach ELL students.  Ms. Lazos said a college 
graduate should have a TESL endorsement before providing instruction in an ELL 
classroom.   
 
Ms. Lazos said Nevada was an outlier in terms of pre-K and full-day kindergarten.  She 
said both programs were essential for children living in poverty; however, they were also 
crucial for ELL students.  She said research has shown that early investments had the 
most validity in terms of desired outcomes. 
 
Ms. Lazos said Nevada was changing its education standards, which was 
understandable if the desired result was a properly trained workforce.  However, she 
said changing the standards meant making greater investments in education, 
particularly with ELL students, to help them access the more complex curriculum of 
Common Core.   
 
Ms. Lazos said that the Latino Leadership Council thought that the proper weight for 
ELL students should be in the upper range of AIR’s recommendation, and no less than 
1.4 as a starting point.  Additionally, she thought the Committee was still undecided 
regarding whether ELL funding should be discontinued after a student had been in the 
ELL program for six years.  Ms. Lazos emphasized that CCSD alone had 
12,000 long-term ELL students.  She explained that children who have been in ELL 
status five years or more were considered long-term ELL students.  She indicated that it 
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was a national problem, and educators were recognizing that long-term ELL students 
were being promoted to the next grade without actually learning language acquisition.  
Ms. Lazos said that long-term ELL students were behind in literacy and math.  She said 
Nevada needed a new program to specifically address the needs of long-term ELL 
students.  She indicated that individually intensive programs were necessary to help 
them graduate from high school and have productive lives.  Rather than decreasing 
funding, she thought it was important to increase funding for long-term ELL students.  
Ms. Lazos indicated that California was a leader in the area of addressing the needs of 
long-term ELL students.   
 
Ms. Lazos agreed with the testimony of CIS and TSFB and applauded the work they 
were doing with the help of generous donors in the community.  She noted that both 
CIS and TSFB commented that the needs of students living in poverty were sometimes 
similar to the needs of ELL children, but they were also different.  For example, ELL 
students may have poverty-related issues, but in addition, they also had difficulties with 
second language acquisition.  Ms. Lazos said ELL students who lived in poverty needed 
additional supports for their poverty issues, the most powerful support being 
wraparound services.  It was important that children were not going hungry and that 
food was not an issue or anxiety at home.  She stated that ELL children had enough 
work to do without having to worry about whether they had a meal at home.  Most states 
followed a practice of ELL and FRL students being additive rather than viewing it as an 
either/or issue.   
 
Ms. Lazos recalled that the Task Force had asked why the TAC had not considered 
density as a possible additive factor.  She said that Professor Gary Orfield’s research 
(University of California, Los Angeles and co-founder of the Civil Rights Project) had 
established that schools with high concentrations of poor children, children of minority 
groups and ELL children had a lower chance of success in school.  She indicated that 
CCSD was not willing to accept that conclusion, because they believed that the right 
energy, teachers and system could make a difference in the lives of those students.  
Ms. Lazos said that data showed that principals and teachers in schools with a 
90 percent poverty rate and 80-90 percent racial segregation rate were faced with a 
difficult challenge.  She said there were 50 to 60 of those schools in the CCSD and 
every principal would agree that it was a different environment and it required extra 
help, over and above the weights for ELL and FRL.  Ms. Lazos encouraged the TAC to 
reconsider the issue of density for poverty, racial segregation and ELL.   
 
Ms. Lazos said she understood the difficult task of the TAC, especially without an idea 
of what the base should be.  She thanked the Committee for their service to Nevada 
and Nevada’s students.   
 
Victor Wakefield, Executive Director, Teach For America, Las Vegas Valley, provided 
the following written testimony (Exhibit D). 
 

Chair Woodhouse and Committee, for the record my name is 
Victor Wakefield, and I serve as the Executive Director of Teach For 
America, Las Vegas Valley.  

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/K12FundingTAC/E060514D.pdf
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I am here today to speak to the need for appropriate level of urgency, 
clarity, and a long-range view in this decision making process.  
 
First, relating to urgency, I would like to reinforce my testimony from your 
May 21, 2014, meeting when I made reference to the 2014 School 
Fairness report card that found Nevada to have the most regressive 
funding allocation of any state.  Meaning, we send more state dollars, on 
average, to kids farther above the poverty line than we do for kids at or 
below the poverty line.  Our system of distribution was designed when we 
had a fundamentally different set of needs and the time has long past 
since our funding formula served its intended purpose.  It’s critical that we 
make change that is transformational, not incremental.  
 
Next, I want to speak towards gaining clarity. I applaud this Committee’s 
work to get as clear as possible on the appropriate recommendations.  
During a time of adaptive change, clarity of principle is critical.  We need 
recommendations based on facts, research, and need, not politics.  I applaud 
your orientation to studying trends from other states that have more 
progressive funding distributions.  I support your work to study local 
interventions that are working in supporting our kids who are high poverty, 
English Language Learner, and children with disabilities.  And in 
particular, I support your careful consideration of the body of research 
which points to the additional barriers our kids in poverty, English 
Language Learners, and students with disabilities face.  The simple reality 
is that kids with additional barriers require additional resources and 
supports to have an equal playing field.  
 
You are the subject area experts and leaders in this work and your 
recommendations and rationale for those recommendations sets the bar 
for the rest of this process.  Please root your recommendations in what is 
right and just, not here we have political appetite.  Others can sort out that 
piece later – we need your expertise and clarity.  
 
And third, relating to the long-range view: we cannot talk about how we 
apply weights to funds (how we slice the pie) without the other 
conversation about adequacy and the appropriate size of the pie.  
I understand that is not your focus as a committee, but I think it's critical to 
create the framework of understanding so that as a community we move 
forward with clarity and understanding.  
 
According to the National Report Card on School Funding Fairness, the 
dimensions to consider when discussing funding fairness include: 
1. Funding Level, 2. Funding Distribution, 3. Funding Effort, and 
4. Funding Coverage. Your recommendation is the first step of many in 
this effort to better align our funding.  Let’s get this step right.  Next we 
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need to study the adequate funding level our kids need to be successful; 
and equally important we need to ensure our policies and systems, 
structures, and people are well aligned to the need.  
 
When we stop and reflect on why this all matters – especially when 
considering our current outcomes for kids in poverty and English 
Language learners – we have no choice but to get this right.  
 
To close, I want to highlight a quick observation on the current dialogue 
around Nevada education, and funding in particular.  I've observed an 
unprecedented level of support and coalition on this issue.  I stand proudly 
as an ally of the Latino Leadership Council, Clark County Black Caucus, 
as well as a partner with other leaders on the ground like Communities In 
Schools and Three Square Food Bank, and thought-leaders like the 
Lincy Institute.  It’s also encouraging to see the incredible level of 
coordination and communication with the Clark County School District.  
 
I applaud you all for your leadership on this front and ask that we all 
operate with clarity, urgency, and a long-term view.  Our students and 
families deserve it.  
 

IV.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF THE APRIL 21, 2014, MEETING. 
 
Mike Alastuey, Education Finance Consultant, requested a change to the meeting 
minutes from TAC meeting held April 21, 2014.  He asked that the last paragraph on 
page 30 be changed from “In summary, Mr. Alastuey said his model used old operating 
costs…” to “In summary, Mr. Alastuey said the existing model used old operating 
costs...” 
 
Chair Woodhouse approved the change to the minutes, and requested a motion to 
approve the minutes including the suggested edit by Mr. Alastuey. 
 

MR. ALASTUEY MOVED TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE 
APRIL 21, 2014, MEETING OF THE TASK FORCE ON K-12 PUBLIC 
EDUCATION FUNDING – TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE.   
 
MR. SCHROEDER SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 

  
V.  WORK SESSION – 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 AND 
THE IMPLEMENTATION OF SUCH MODIFICATIONS FOR:  

 
a. ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS (ELL). 
b. STUDENTS AT RISK OF LOW ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT (AT-RISK). 
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c. STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES. 
 
Julie Waller, Senior Program Analyst, Legislative Counsel Bureau, gave a review of the 
prior recommendations made by the TAC at its May 8, 2014, and May 21, 2014, 
meetings where several policy issues were discussed and approved in recommending 
modifications to the state’s funding formula for student’s identified as ELL, At-Risk and 
students with disabilities (Exhibit E).  She informed the Committee that the final 
recommendations of the TAC would be provided to the Task Force for consideration at 
its last meeting on June 30, 2014, and those recommendations would be incorporated 
into a plan that would be submitted to the Governor and the Legislature for further 
consideration.  Ms. Waller summarized the prior recommendations made by the TAC: 
 
a. With regard to the identification of ELL students, use the current data collected by 

the school districts and the NDE on the number of ELL students within a particular 
school district.  This data is collected and reported annually as part of the Title III 
requirements of the federal No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB). 

 
b. With regard to the allocation of ELL funding based on density, do not provide any 

additional ELL funding based on the density of ELL students within a school district.  
The Task Force requested that the TAC have further discussion on the issue of 
funding based on density.  The Task Force members wanted more information 
regarding the rationale for the decision that was made not to include a density factor. 

 
c. With regard to the duration of weighted funding for ELL students, the TAC voted to 

provide weighted funding for ELL students for up to six years or until the student 
reclassifies as non-ELL.  After the sixth year, or the year in which the student 
reclassifies as non-ELL (if the reclassification occurs before the end of year six), 
two additional years of reduced maintenance funding would be provided.  With 
regard to a reduced percentage of the full weight for ELL students for maintenance 
funding, the TAC briefly discussed this issue at the May 21, 2014, meeting, but did 
not take any action.  It was determined that further discussion would occur on this 
issue at today’s meeting.  The Task Force also requested that the TAC have further 
discussion on the issue of the duration of the weighted funding for ELL students.   

 
d. With regard to the weight to be used to allocate funding to ELL students, the TAC 

recommended to use a single-weight value of not less than 1.5 until such time as a 
cost study may be conducted.  For purposes of calculating the base amount upon 
which the ELL weight would be applied, include all state and local funding within the 
funding formula per-pupil calculation, but exclude all federal and categorical funding 
from the calculation.  The Task Force requested that the TAC have further 
discussion on the ELL and At-Risk weight floors to determine if the weight floor 
amount should be changed. 

 
e. With regard to the identification of students at risk of low academic achievement, the 

TAC has recommended to use FRL data to identify students at risk of low academic 
achievement, or when this FRL data is not available for a school or charter school, 
an alternative measure approved by the NDE may be used. 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/K12FundingTAC/E060514E.pdf
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f. With regard to a weight to use to allocate funding to At-Risk students, use a single 
weight value not less than 1.5 until such time as a cost study may be conducted.  
For purposes of calculating the base amount upon which the At-Risk weight would 
be applied, include all state and local funding and excluding federal funding and 
categorical funding from the calculation. 
 

g. With regard to the inclusion of the weight to allocate funding for ELL and At-Risk 
students inside or outside the K-12 funding formula, the TAC recommended to 
initially provide weighted funding for these students as a categorical grant program 
outside the funding formula, with a transition to inside the funding formula at a date 
to be determined in the future.  Additionally, the TAC recommended that the NDE 
develop performance benchmarks and reporting requirements tied to ELL and 
At-Risk funding, and develop a plan to transition the funding to inside the state’s 
funding formula for review and consideration by the Nevada Legislature prior to 
implementation.   
 

h. With regard to students who qualify for multiple weight categories, the TAC 
recommended to apply the highest single weight to a student who qualifies as both 
ELL and At-Risk, based upon an unduplicated count of students. 

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

model for ELL and At-Risk students, hold school districts and charter schools 
harmless for the 2015-17 biennium by only distributing new funding approved by the 
Nevada Legislature and the Governor through the modified K-12 funding model for 
ELL and At-Risk students.  Beginning in FY 2018, the TAC recommended a full 
phase-in over a four-year period through FY 2021, with 10 percent of the total 
calculated funding change implemented in the first year, 30 percent in the second 
year, 60 percent in the third year, and 100 percent in the fourth year.  
  

Ms. Waller reported that at the May 21, 2014, TAC meeting, the Committee discussed 
several policy issues related to funding students with disabilities, but due to time 
constraints, no action was taken on the issues discussed.  Additionally, a status report 
of the TAC’s activities through the May 21, 2014, meeting was provided to the 
Task Force at its May 22, 2014, meeting.  Task Force members identified several 
issues for the TAC to consider and discuss further at today’s meeting.   
 
Wayne Thorley, Program Analyst, Legislative Counsel Bureau, referred the Committee 
to the Work Session document (Exhibit E).  He said the first item of discussion was a 
potential modification to the state’s method of funding special education students.  
He explained that with the current unit funding method, one unit equaled one special 
education teacher.  After researching funding methods throughout the nation, it was 
found that there was no predominant method of funding special education.  He said 
four methods were identified: (1) Fixed allocation per pupil, which considered the total 
number of pupils and the total funding available, and allocated the funding equally; 
(2) weighted funding based on each specific learning disability or service provided to 
students with disabilities; (3) weighted funding using group-based average identification 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/K12FundingTAC/E060514E.pdf
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rates and group-based average proportion of students classified by disability, and (4) a 
census-based approach, which allocated funding for special education based on total 
enrollment.  He reminded the Committee that a hybrid model was suggested by 
Committee member Julia Teska at the April 21, 2014, meeting.  The hybrid model was a 
combination of a census-based approach and weighted funding.  Mr. Thorley said the 
weighted funding would apply to high-cost students, and the census-based approach 
would apply to other Individualized Education Plan (IEP) designations with low or 
moderate costs.  He reminded the Committee that at the April 21, 2014, TAC meeting a 
motion was made for a weight of 2.0 for students with disabilities and also included a 
13 percent identification cap on the total number of special education students in each 
district.  Mr. Thorley noted that the motion was withdrawn because of time 
considerations, therefore, no action was taken.   
 
Mr. Thorley directed the Committee to item two, Contingency Fund for Students With 
Disabilities Who Require High-Cost Services (page 7, Exhibit E).  He conveyed that a 
contingency fund essentially operated as an insurance program for school districts with 
special education students with extremely high-cost needs.  The districts could apply to 
the contingency fund to receive funding above what the state would allocate through the 
method used to fund special education.  The 2012 AIR report recommended the 
establishment of a contingency fund if the state chose to implement a special education 
funding model that did not account for variations in identification costs, such as the 
census-based approach.  In addition, the 2011-12 Interim Committee to Study a 
New Method for Funding Public Schools, included a recommendation in its final report 
that the state consider a census-based approach with a contingency fund in addition to 
the new census-based approach.  According to research done by the Thomas B. 
Fordham Institute, 32 states currently had some type of contingency fund.  The funds 
generally operated in two manners.  In the first method the state reimbursed a certain 
amount at a set percentage of costs, not to exceed an amount designated per pupil.  
For example, in Massachusetts and Kansas, the amount was 75 percent of eligible 
costs.  The AIR report indicated that the percentage of eligible costs covered by the 
state contingency fund varied from 65 percent to 80 percent, therefore, contingency 
funds in other states were set to identify a certain level of expenditures above which a 
student would become eligible, or the district would become eligible to receive funding 
from the contingency account.  The second option was a sliding scale approach (page 
9, Exhibit E).  For example, New Hampshire used a sliding scale that allowed school 
districts to receive allocations from the contingency fund based on the average cost of a 
particular student.  As the average cost of the student increased, the percentage of cost 
that the contingency fund covered would also increase.  Mr. Thorley said Oregon also 
had a contingency fund called the high-cost disability account which covered services 
for students with costs greater than $30,000 per year.  The account was capped at 
$18 million per year.  Also, Pennsylvania allocated 1 percent of its annual appropriation 
for special education to a contingency account.  The contingency account covered 
expenses greater than $75,000 per student.  He recalled that Ms. Teska described a 
hypothetical method in her testimony at the May 8, 2014, meeting which involved the 
creation of a statewide council to receive and review applications and determine 
eligibility to access the contingency fund.  Ms. Teska suggested that the council 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/K12FundingTAC/E060514E.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/K12FundingTAC/E060514E.pdf


13 
 
 

membership could include NDE program and fiscal staff, as well as program and fiscal 
staff from the local school districts and the State Public Charter School Authority 
(SPCSA).  He explained that under this model the council would set a criteria and define 
the services eligible to be funded by the contingency fund, and then recommendations 
for allocations from the contingency fund could be submitted to another group for final 
approval.  The approval group could be the State Board of Education or a newly created 
group consisting of the State Superintendent of Public Instruction, the Director of the 
SPCSA, and the local school district superintendents. 
 
Mr. Thorley recalled discussion about how much funding would be needed for a 
contingency fund.  He said attachment two presented data that offered estimates of the 
potential costs of establishing a contingency fund to support exceptionally high-cost 
special education students (Exhibit E).  Assuming the state would take responsibility for 
75 percent of excess costs under a contingency fund program, the authors of the AIR 
report estimated the total amount necessary for a contingency fund using 
three scenarios: 
 
• Scenario 1 assumed eligibility based on four times the base cost, or four times the 

statewide average, 
• Scenario 2 would only include the top 1 percent of the most costly special education 

students,  
• Scenario 3 would include the top .50 percent.   

 
Mr. Thorley said the amount necessary for a contingency fund under each of the 
three scenarios was estimated at $21.2 million, $6.7 million, and $4.1 million, 
respectively. 
 
Mr. Thorley said there were a number of issues for the TAC to consider when looking at 
the possibility of recommending the development of a contingency fund (page 10, 
Exhibit E).  The first item to consider was how to allocate money to the contingency 
fund.  For example, Massachusetts operated two contingency funds.  One was 
supported by annual state appropriations, while the other, known as a Pooled-Risk 
Insurance Fund, allowed the state to essentially operate as an insurance company with 
school district contributions required to be eligible participants of the fund.  The school 
districts made premium payments to the fund, allowing them access the fund based on 
current needs. 
 
Mr. Thorley said the second item for the TAC to consider was how much money to 
allocate to the contingency fund.  He said some states, such as Oregon, used a flat 
dollar amount, while other states, such as Pennsylvania, used a percentage of the total 
special education funding.  The authors of the AIR report noted there was no straight 
forward answer as to how much money should be allocated to a contingency fund; 
however, they were able to obtain estimates from two states, Connecticut and 
New Hampshire.  Mr. Thorley said the allocation to the contingency funds were 
significantly less than 1 percent of the total K-12 spending in Connecticut and 
New Hampshire.  He said, as a quick frame of reference, under Nevada’s current 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/K12FundingTAC/E060514E.pdf
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funding model there were 40 discretionary units reserved each year to be allocated by 
the State Board of Education.  Those discretionary units offered rates similar to a 
contingency fund.  For FY 2014 the dollar amount associated with those 40 discretionary 
units was $1.17 million.   
 
Mr. Thorley said the third item to consider was how the fund would operate.  According 
to the AIR report, a contingency fund should be designed to be used rarely, be 
transparent and simple, and be of low cost to administer.  He said the authors of the 
AIR report also indicated that school districts should bear some responsibility for the 
excess cost of high-cost students.  AIR did not recommend that the contingency fund 
cover 100 percent of the cost of high-cost students, instead they recommended that 
co-pay or district responsibility should be applied.  For example, Mr. Thorley indicated 
the contingency fund could be used to cover 75 percent of the costs, leaving the 
districts responsible for the remaining 25 percent.  He said many states provided 
funding on a reimbursement basis; however, the fund could be structured to permit 
allocations from the fund in advance of realized costs, and then a true-up could be done 
at the end of the year.  Many states also defined the eligible services that could be used 
by the money from the fund, and also put an annual cap on allocations from the fund to 
any particular district.  In addition, contingency funds in most states only covered costs 
in excess of what was funded by the weighted-student funding.   
 
Mr. Thorley said, at the Task Force meeting on May 22, 2014, State Superintendent of 
Public Instruction, Dale Erquiaga mentioned that Nevada currently had a special 
education program similar to a contingency fund (in addition to the 40 discretionary 
special education units).  Under the program, outlined in Nevada Revised Statutes 395, 
parents of children with disabilities may apply to the local school board to have their 
child sent to another school district within the state, or out-of-state if there was not a 
local service provider that had the services necessary to properly care for and educate 
their child.  He said the recommendation was then sent to the State Superintendent for 
final approval.  If approved, the student could be transferred to a foster home or other 
residential facility located near the requested school district.  Pursuant to NRS 395.060, 
funding to support the program may be provided by direct legislative appropriation from 
the General Fund, federal grants, or any other source of money.  Historically, the 
program had been funded by General Fund appropriations and federal funds; however, 
since FY 2009, no expenditures were made relating to the program.  Beginning in the 
2011-13 biennium, the Legislature approved a General Fund appropriation of $100 so 
the Interim Finance Committee (IFC) could allocate money to that account from the 
IFC’s Contingency Account should applications be received and approved.  Currently, it 
did not appear that any students were participating in the program.   
 
Mr. Thorley said there were several options for the TAC to consider (page 11, 
Exhibit E). 
 
• Recommend the creation of a contingency fund for students with high-cost disabilities 

and recommend that the NDE develop a plan for the operational guidelines of the 
fund – including how to allocate money to the fund, how much money to allocate to 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/K12FundingTAC/E060514E.pdf
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the fund, and how the fund would operate – for presentation to the 2015 Legislature.  
If this option were selected, the TAC could also recommend that the NDE study the 
possibility of transferring the existing NRS 395 program into the new contingency 
fund program. 

 
• Do not recommend the creation of a contingency fund for students with high-cost 

disabilities. 
 

Mr. Thorley noted that the creation of a contingency fund could be done in addition to 
any change that the Committee recommended for special education funding. 
 
Mike Alastuey recalled discussion at the May 21, 2014, TAC meeting about the 
possibility of a weight of not less than 2.0.  He thought discussion of a census-based 
component was dropped prematurely.  He requested a continuation of the discussion to 
determine if there was a desire for such a determination and, if so, the percentage of 
total funding that should first be allocated on a census basis.   
 
Mr. Alastuey said it appeared that the census-based disproportion between district size 
and the initial allocation of special education unit funding reflected an ironclad, lockstep 
codification of the previous year’s practice.  He thought if the starting point was different 
for each district, then the Committee should review and determine if the starting point of 
a census-based distribution should be based on a district’s size.  He thought a 
census-based distribution should represent the majority of the funding.  Mr. Alastuey 
said additional discussion could follow regarding the amount of funding, beyond the 
census-based allocation that would be available for distribution under an inclusive 
process, not unlike that described by Ms. Teska in an earlier meeting.  He said that 
would include high-cost students, MOE issues, etc.  He thought anything outside a 
census-based approach should be discussed on an annual, case-by-case basis, or 
district-by-district basis, but not codified in law.  Mr. Alastuey said the current 
contingency fund, represented only by the discretionary units, represented about 
1.3 percent of the total, and thereafter, everything was disproportionately distributed on 
a different basis from one district to another.  He thought the statute should start with 
some sort of parity and, from there, the actual IEP processes conducted in each district 
and reviewed by the state would determine a major part of the annual allocation beyond 
a census-based approach. 
 
James McIntosh, CCSD Chief Financial Officer, agreed with Mr. Alastuey’s comments, 
especially regarding the current distribution model.  He said he had made the motion at 
the May 21, 2014, TAC meeting regarding a 2.0 weight and requested discussion from 
the other members.  Mr. McIntosh added that he was supportive of a contingency-based 
model if that was the direction of the Committee, although he wanted a better 
understanding of how the model would work.  He thought the discussion was based 
around a hybrid approach that included a census-based method combined with a 
weighted-funding method.  Mr. McIntosh asked Mr. Alastuey how he envisioned the 
hybrid approach would function.   
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Mr. Alastuey replied that he saw the two decisions as independent, irrespective of how 
the level of special education funding was determined and regardless of the amount and 
how it would be reported in terms of weighted-student funding.  He advocated a 
census-based approach initially.  If a weight of 2.0 were adopted it would essentially 
encompass all of the money that flowed through the DSA and all the state levied taxes 
and that would provide a basis for a total appropriation.  It would be that total 
appropriation that would be the subject of a census-based approach and then a 
contingent approach on top of that. 
 
Mike Schroeder, WCSD Budget Director, was unsure of how the Committee was 
defining “census-based.”   He said if the current unit funding and method of distribution 
was the basis of the definition then he was in agreement.  Mr. Schroeder noted that 
redistributing the current unit funding was likely to create MOE issues.   
 
Mr. Alastuey thought all of the approaches currently under discussion could replace 
unit funding.  He said the unit funding itself comprised only less than a major part of the 
special education expenditures.  Mr. Alastuey said cost studies would generate, either 
by transfer from other accounts or by augmentation with additional appropriations, a 
different portion of money to support any weight instituted for special education 
students.   He said the current amount of $130 million was insufficient, especially when 
CCSD alone was contributing an additional $200 million in addition to the $90 million it 
received in unit funding.  He was hopeful that the unit funding as a medium of exchange 
could be put aside.  Mr. Alastuey thought a census-based foundation and a contingency 
fund would be the better option.  He thought a contingency fund of sufficient proportion 
would be capable of addressing MOE issues and provide support for high-cost cases. 
 
Ms. Teska said she supported the idea of using the census-based method for the 
majority of the funding, and a weighted formula and contingency funds to address the 
more severe cases.  However, with a purely census-based model special education 
funding would be shifted to the charter schools without necessarily having an identified 
population of special education students.  Ms. Teska said that the suggested weight of 
2 percent was supported by the AIR report.  She added that a 13 percent cap would 
reduce the likelihood of over identification, a common problem for funding based on 
student count.  She thought there was an advantage to using weighted enrollment, 
because funding would only be received for students with an IEP, and the 13 percent 
cap would offer some protection against over identification.  Ms. Teska said she 
supported the recommendation to have the NDE create a plan concerning how the 
contingency fund would work and the amount of funding.   
 
Ms. Teska said, although the proposal brought forward concerning special education 
funding was not the exact hybrid model she had discussed previously, she thought it 
met many of the same goals.  
 
Jeff Zander, Elko County School District Superintendent, concurred with Ms. Teska.  He 
said he also shared some of the concern expressed by Mr. Schroeder in relation to a 
census-based distribution.  He recalled a presentation at a previous TAC meeting that 
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showed a true census-based distribution.  The presentation revealed reallocations in 
special education funding to the centralized and rural districts within the current formula 
which would create large MOE issues in all of the rural districts.  He understood the 
need for additional funding based on student populations in all the districts, but 
considering that the number of special education students and services varied by 
district, he was concerned about the impact of a true census-based distribution.  
Mr. Zander said it was not an even distribution of special education need, therefore, he 
preferred the weighted model.   
 
Mr. Zander understood there were some concerns regarding over identification, but he 
thought it was important that school districts behaved ethically in regards to applications 
for funding and distribution of funding.   
 
Mr. Alastuey replied that no one wanted a district to suffer financially.  He proposed that 
the NDE find a base percentage that would serve as a reasonable census-based 
component with the remainder of total funding, perhaps in the form of a contingency 
fund of sufficient size, to address charter issues, MOE, special cases and situations 
where a district might be reaching the 13 percent cap.  Mr. Alastuey clarified that the 
base starting point should include a sufficient contingency to provide for a 
hold harmless, but on an administrative judgment basis, not on a statutory basis.  
 
Paul Johnson, White Pine School District Chief Financial Officer, echoed the concerns 
regarding MOE.  He said the current per unit funding did not seem to provide an 
equitable means of distribution and the level of funding was significantly inadequate, 
therefore, he supported changes for those items.  However, the concerns he had with a 
true census-based approach was that the funding did not necessarily match the 
demand for the student population for special services.  The census-based approach 
was based on the entire student population, not just special education; therefore, 
schools with minimal special needs students would receive funding thereby creating 
inequity.   
 
Mr. Johnson said there had been a lot of discussion about the census-based approach 
and over identification, but knowing the level of effort involved in special needs students’ 
services (e.g. IEP, meetings with families, advocacy groups and MOE), he found it 
difficult to believe there would be an advantage for over qualifying students for funding.  
He asked if there were studies or evidentiary proof indicating an over identification 
problem in school districts with other funding models, because he did not want to 
address a concern that may not exist.  He agreed with Mr. Zander in that he was unsure 
that districts would over identify special education students in order to manipulate or 
corrupt data to get additional funding.  Mr. Johnson was a strong believer that the 
funding should match the demand for services which was the reason for the formula 
change.  Allocating an amount of money simply based on the number of students in the 
school did not necessarily increase or decrease funding based on the demand for those 
services. 
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Mr. Schroeder concurred with Mr. Johnson.  He noted that the ELL weight was based 
on a student’s test results and the At-Risk weight was determined by FRL.  However, 
special education funding was at the discretion of the district to classify a child as 
special needs, and he did not think there was a desire to over identify.  He said special 
education students were some of the lowest performing students and required the 
highest costs; therefore, over identification resulted in more funding and, ultimately, 
more MOE.  Mr. Schroeder advocated for a weighted formula that included a cap to 
reduce the likelihood of over identification. 
 
Dr. Jay Chambers, American Institutes for Research, agreed with the comments 
regarding census-based versus a weighted approach, but he thought it was important to 
keep in mind that there were certain categories of students with disabilities where the 
objective criteria was not as well established as in other areas.  For example, students 
who were classified as “specific learning disability” represented about half of the 
students who were classified with disabilities nationwide.  He said there was discretion 
in determining if a child was learning disabled or emotionally disturbed, unlike children 
with multiple disabilities, autism or other more severe categories where the ability to 
target funds might be more easily determined.  Dr. Chambers said there was concern 
when the classification for a particular category was less objective, and based on the 
fact that those categories represented a substantial portion, 70 percent of students with 
disabilities.  He agreed that educators did not intentionally classify students just for 
purposes of getting additional funds, but it might be tempting when there was a choice 
to be made and educators had to figure out how to support those students.  Therefore, 
he thought it might be best to remove the option for districts to make those decisions. 
 
Mr. McIntosh recommended the creation of a contingency fund, because it would 
provide cost assistance for students with disabilities or special needs that were outliers.  
He also recommended that the NDE develop the plan and guidelines regarding how to 
access the contingency funds.   
 
Mr. Schroeder concurred with Mr. McIntosh’ recommendations. 
 
Mr. Johnson asked if the contingency fund would take into consideration a circumstance 
where a school district received little or no funding from the state, and also whether 
there would be any concerns for MOE in the event that General Fund sources 
decreased.  He said there was only a two-year hold harmless in the General Fund 
distribution, so in theory, funding in the General Fund could decrease which would 
create an additional MOE demand on all school districts.  Mr. Johnson was hopeful that 
the hold harmless would not be limited to one biennium, especially because there was 
MOE.  He also asked whether the contingency fund should take into consideration any 
significant level of changes based on other types of funding or other types of demand 
for education services. 
 
Mr. Schroeder thought that Mr. Johnson’s questions would be taken into consideration 
when the NDE created the guidelines.   
 



19 
 
 

Mr. Alastuey agreed with Mr. Johnson and Mr. Schroeder.  He thought the NDE was in 
a better position to look at cost outliers, MOE, charter school issues, and a provision for 
districts that exceeded the 13 percent cap.   
 
Mr. McIntosh said it appeared the majority of the Committee recommended a weight 
of 2.0.  He appreciated Mr. Alastuey’s comments regarding the concerns with the 
census-based approach, such as its effect on the charter schools, which could be 
addressed by the NDE.  Mr. McIntosh motioned for a weight of 2.0 for students with 
disabilities, with a 13 percent funding cap.  
 
For clarification purposes, Ms. Waller asked if the Committee recommended an 
unduplicated count of students with disabilities before applying the weight. 
 
Chair Woodhouse and Mr. McIntosh confirmed that was their understanding of the 
motion. 
 
Ms. Waller asked for clarification on whether the count would be based on the prior or 
current year data.  She said there was a certain timeframe for the NDE to submit reports 
to the federal government for the current year student data.   
 
Mr. Alastuey replied that in an unweighted situation enrollment projections were made 
under the existing regime based on enrollment history, expected trends, etc.  He 
thought the NDE and legislative staff could determine the most reliable point of data 
collection in a prior year that would provide a reasonable basis in projecting forward.  
He thought a list could be compiled of students with disabilities, by district, before the 
Executive Budget had to be completed.  The list could be subject to correction during 
the legislative session if other data became available, similar to the current method 
used for enrollment. 
 
Ms. Waller replied that projections were used in the current model, however, sometimes  
the projections did not materialize which resulted in funding built into the model based 
on inaccurate projections.  She said the Committee could consider using projected 
forecasts and that would be only a true up to the closest point until the legislative 
session concluded.  She added it could be over a two-year period, a three-year 
average, or based on the actual prior year information as reported to the federal 
government.   
 
Ms. Teska thought there were a couple different issues.  She thought Ms. Waller’s 
question could feasibly be addressed with the issue of how to allocate funds, whether 
there would be a contingency account, and whether it should be accounted for as 
categorical or inside the funding formula.  Ms. Teska said that currently the funding bill 
specified the base units that were allocated by district.  She thought the more accurate 
way of doing things, if the funds were accounted for outside of the formula, would be to 
use current year data, with the funding bill referencing that it would be based on the 
current year student counts.  Ms. Teska said that would be the most accurate way to 
distribute the funds and allow for everything to get corrected before the end of the year.   
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Mr. Schroeder noted another consideration was that districts, by law, had to amend their 
budgets based on actual enrollment count by January 1 of every year.  He was not sure 
when those counts were available.  The districts could feasibly amend their budgets 
again later in the year to adjust for the actual enrollments, but he thought it was an issue 
the Committee should consider.  
 
Mr. McIntosh echoed Mr. Schroeder’s comments, adding that it was difficult to wrap 
things up at the last minute so close to the end of the year.  He supported 
Mr. Alastuey’s suggestion of using the most reasonably current amounts and then 
correcting the numbers later.   
 
Chair Woodhouse asked Mr. McIntosh if he wanted to change the motion to include 
using current enrollment figures, as well as the NDE making the final decision. 
 
Mr. McIntosh amended his motion to include a weight of 2.0 for students with 
disabilities, and a cap on funding when students were identified at 13 percent of the 
overall student population as an unduplicated count of students.  Additionally, he 
recommended that there be proper timing for the identification for selection, including 
the most reasonably current amounts that were available for identifying special 
education students.  If that was not a reasonable method then the NDE would 
determine a reasonable method for identifying students for weighted funding. 
 
Mr. Schroeder seconded the adjusted motion. 
 

MR. MCINTOSH MOVED TO APPROVE A WEIGHTED STUDENT 
FUNDING MODEL WITH A 2.0 WEIGHT TO STUDENTS WITH 
DISABILITIES, WITH A FUNDING CAP OF 13 PERCENT OF A SCHOOL 
DISTRICT OR CHARTER SCHOOL’S ENROLLMENT BASED ON A 
CURRENT YEAR COUNT OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES, OR AS 
DETERMINED BY THE NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION. 
 
MR. SCHROEDER SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  

 
Chair Woodhouse called for a motion concerning a contingency fund for students with 
disabilities who required high-cost services.   
 
Ms. Teska made a motion to recommend the creation of a contingency fund, request 
that the NDE develop a plan for the operational guidelines and request that the NDE 
study the possibility of transferring the existing NRS 395 program into the new 
contingency fund. 
 
Mr. Schroeder seconded that. 
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MS. TESKA MOVED TO APPROVE THE CREATION OF A 
CONTINGENCY FUND FOR EXCEPTIONALLY HIGH-COST STUDENTS 
WITH DISABILITIES, RECOMMEND THAT THE NEVADA 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION DEVELOP A PLAN FOR THE 
OPERATIONAL GUIDELINES OF THE FUND FOR PRESENTATION TO 
THE 2015 LEGISLATURE, AND RECOMMEND THAT THE NEVADA 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION STUDY THE POSSIBILITY OF 
TRANSFERRING THE EXISTING NRS CHAPTER 395 PROGRAM INTO 
THE NEW CONTINGENCY FUND PROGRAM. 
 
MR. SCHROEDER SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  

 
Ms. Waller reminded the TAC that states typically used one of two strategies for 
targeting funding above the per student base amount to students with special needs.  
She said this was addressed by adding weights to the funding formula for identified 
types of students, or establishing a separate categorical program to provide funding for 
programs to meet the needs for those identified students.  Formula funding was 
generally unrestricted and districts directed the spending of this type of funding.  
Ms. Waller said one of the concerns with adding weights to the basic funding formula 
was how to ensure the targeted funding would be used to provide supplemental 
services.  In contrast, funding as provided through categorical programs was typically 
targeted for certain purposes and, as such, was restricted to how the funding may be 
expended.  She said that at the May 8, 2014, TAC meeting, Dr. Rulffes and 
Mr. McIntosh provided information related to funding for students with disabilities either 
inside or outside the funding formula.  They noted that currently Nevada Revised 
Statutes 387.047 required a special revenue fund for special education and 
expenditures, and that the unit-based funding was currently recorded directly into the 
special education fund within each district and charter school.  She said Dr. Rulffes and 
Mr. McIntosh recommended the continuation of funding for students with disabilities 
outside the funding formula as was currently done.  The considerations for that 
recommendation was that it was a better fit with current statute, allowed for discrete 
presentation of special education funding, matched revenues with expenditures, made 
overfunding or underfunding transparent as transfers to balance the special education 
fund were made from the general fund, and allowed for better decision making for 
resource allocation.  Ms. Waller said the 2012 report published by AIR recommended 
that Nevada integrate funding adjustments for students with disabilities into its funding 
formula to account for those student need cost factors and to ensure equity across 
districts.  There was no specific information as to the number of states that incorporated 
funding adjustments for students with disabilities into their state’s funding formula, as 
opposed to outside the state’s primary funding formula.  In his March 31, 2014, 
overview of special education funding, Education Policy Analyst with the National 
Conference of State Legislature, Daniel Thatcher, indicated that one of the trends of 
special education funding was to move the funding into the state’s primary funding 
formula, and in doing so, he said it was easier to connect the overall funding to the 
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program and that funding inside the formula had a tendency to be equalized so that the 
amount was based on the relative wealth of each school district.  She said there were 
several options for consideration: 
 
• Recommend that NRS 387.047 be amended to remove the requirement that funding 

for students with disabilities be accounted for in a separate fund.  Funding for 
students with disabilities should then be incorporated into the state’s primary 
K-12 funding formula to be distributed according to the alternative option for special 
education selected and recommended by the TAC.   
 

• Continue funding for students with disabilities outside of the state’s primary funding 
formula and distribute the funding according to the alternative option for funding 
special education selected and recommended by the TAC.   
 

• Initially provide funding for students with disabilities as a categorical grant program 
outside the state funding formula with a transition to inside the funding formula at a 
date to be determined in the future.   

 
Ms. Waller noted that one of the primary reasons that the funding for students with 
disabilities was currently outside the state’s funding formula was that it was easier to 
identify what the MOE should be and that the state was in compliance.  She said if the 
recommendation was to move funding into the formula, maybe even maintaining the 
special education fund, any of the districts could transfer the funding targeted for 
students with disabilities into the special education fund, which then would allow 
transparency for the MOE.   
 
Mr. Schroeder did not think the Committee had the knowledge to integrate a 
weighted-funding formula into the current DSA model, let alone how to account for it at 
the local or state levels.  He recommended providing the funding outside the formula in 
a categorical grant, and transitioning to inside the funding formula.  He thought that 
would allow time to determine the implications.  Mr. Schroeder said funding inside the 
formula initially would result in MOE issues, possibly at the state level, as well as the 
district levels.  
 
Mr. Alastuey agreed with Mr. Schroeder.  He said another decision was whether to 
retain the requirement that funding for students with disabilities be accounted for in a 
separate fund.  He said the issues were: when to transition or whether to transition at 
all, and the local counting requirement.  He suggested that the Committee recommend 
to retain separate accounting at the local level because 1) it might assist some districts 
in determining MOE issues, and 2) it might be wise to retain a mechanism that captured 
all the costs to determine if the 2.0 weight should be adjusted in the future.  
Mr. Alastuey said he did not want to see that capability disappear from the chart of 
accounts. 
 
Mr. McIntosh support the comments of Mr. Schroeder and Mr. Alastuey.  He advocated 
retaining the option of reporting special education expenditures separately, because the 
transparency was helpful for the districts, the Legislature and constituents.   
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Ms. Teska agreed with the comments and thought the funding should remain separate 
for the foreseeable future and eventually phased into the formula.   
 
Mr. Schroeder made a motion to recommend to provide funding as a categorical grant 
outside the state funding formula with a transition to inside the formula at a later date. 
He added that special education funding should continue to be accounted for in a 
separate fund. 
 
Mr. Zander seconded the motion. 
 

MR. SCHROEDER MOVED TO APPROVE THE PROVISION OF 
FUNDING FOR STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES AS A CATEGORICAL 
GRANT PROGRAM OUTSIDE THE STATE FUNDING FORMULA WITH 
A TRANSITION TO INSIDE THE FUNDING FORMULA AT A DATE TO 
BE DETERMINED IN THE FUTURE, AND TO RETAIN A SEPARATE 
FUND AS CURRENTLY REQUIRED BY NRS 387.047. 
 
MR. ZANDER SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  

 
Ms. Waller said revisions to the funding formula for students with disabilities may have 
implications for the MOE provisions of the federal Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act (IDEA), which must be considered when developing any implementation plan.  She 
reminded the Committee that MOE was calculated at both the state and local level. 
At the state level, the state education agency must budget, at least in aggregate, no 
less than the prior year funding level.  At the local level, the local education agency 
must expend the same amount of local funds, or state and local funds, for special 
education that was spent in the previous year either on an aggregate or per capita 
basis.  The local education agencies review the calculations every year and, depending 
on changes in their special education population or teaching staff, they may apply for 
certain waivers or reduction of MOE.   
 
Ms. Waller said that in AIR’s 2012 report, the authors noted that one way to accomplish 
a phase-in of a change under the new formula mechanism, would be to hold harmless 
school districts and charter schools that incurred losses under the new formula, and 
only provide increases to those districts and charter schools that would gain under a 
new formula.  She said, this way, additional investments in education were targeted to 
those districts that were currently underfunded under the new funding mechanism and 
MOE provisions would be met.   
 
Ms. Waller said, in addressing MOE issues related to the implementation of proposed 
modifications in a funding model for students with disabilities in Wyoming, 
AIR recommended in its 2002 Wyoming Special Education Expenditure Report and 
Cost-Based Funding Model Final Report that school districts be held harmless, in that 
they would receive at least the same special education state funds received in the base 
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year, with the base year being the year immediately prior to the implementation of the 
funding modifications.   
 
Ms. Waller reminded the Committee that the current methodology utilized a unit-based 
model where the unit was intended to equate to a full-time licensed professional with a 
caseload.  Currently that unit was valued at $41,608 in FY 2014 and $42,745 per unit in 
FY 2015, with a total of 3,009 units allocated to the 17 school districts, and an additional 
40 units reserved to be allocated by the State Board of Education to school districts and 
charter schools.  She said the total value of the 40 discretionary units totaled 
approximately $1.7 million in FY 2014 and $1.71 million in FY 2015.  One idea for 
consideration by the TAC was that the allocation of the 40 discretionary units each year 
did not impact the state MOE because the funding level was either the same or greater 
than the prior year.  The allocation of the discretionary units changed from year-to-year, 
therefore, school districts and charter schools may be required to maintain the same 
special education funding level as in the prior year, even though they may have 
received fewer, or no, discretionary units in the current year.  Ms. Waller said the 
districts already had to manage the MOE calculation if they should gain more 
discretionary units in one year or less in another.  She said there were certain 
exemptions for which a local education agency may qualify that may reduce or mitigate 
the total MOE requirement.   
 
Ms. Waller said the discretionary funding, along with any increases in the total 
education funding that comprised the remaining 3,009 units, could be prorated 
according to the new funding methodology for students with disabilities to school 
districts and charter schools that would receive increases under the new methodology 
while holding harmless all districts and charter schools that would receive decreases 
under the new methodology.  She pointed out that, should the NDE recommend that the 
discretionary funding be placed into the contingency fund, then the value of those units 
would not be available for redistribution using the new funding methodology.   
 
Ms. Waller asked the TAC for their recommendation concerning an implementation plan 
for modifications to the state’s K-12 funding model for students with disabilities. 
 
Ms. Teska said, as she understood it, the amount of the hold harmless level for 2015 
would be the amount specifically listed in the funding bill from the 2013 Legislative 
Session.  That would become the guaranteed future funding for all districts and they 
would not fall below that level.  Any increases in funding, including the available 
discretionary units, would be used on a prorated basis to provide additional funding to 
the districts and charter schools that would receive an increase in funding under the 
new methodology.  Ms. Waller confirmed that was correct.    
 
Mr. Schroeder said, if he was understanding correctly, there would be issues with that 
method.  He said that if the per unit funding increased during the 2015 Legislative 
Session, a large portion of that increase would be to fund rollups for existing staff which 
would affect MOE.  Mr. Schroeder said taking new funding and allocating it into a new 
funding formula would create MOE issues.  He thought it was a complicated area and 
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without additional data the implications were unknown, therefore, further studies should 
be performed before making a recommendation. 
 
Mr. Alastuey agreed with Ms. Teska about the concept of the hold harmless approach; 
however, he thought Mr. Schroeder raised a reasonable point.  For example, 
Mr. Alastuey said if the state adopted a weight of 2.0 for special education students, a 
great deal more money was going to be identified in the state budget than what was 
currently identified.  He said the MOE at the state level would disappear, at least 
cosmetically.  He thought additional studies between the state and local school districts 
should be performed to ensure that the MOE transition took place reasonably going 
forward.  He said a weight of 2.0 for a special education student would yield 
approximately $12,000 per each student identified.  That sum would vastly exceed the 
existing state unit funding of approximately $130 million per year, which did not account 
for half the price of a teacher.  Mr. Alastuey said a hold harmless approach was 
necessary; however, the details of that might not be finalized during today’s meeting. 
 
Mr. Alastuey said recalculating the formula still required significant work.  He said the 
transition should take into account the approach at the state level and the MOE 
requirements at the local level.  He thought the transition should take place at the state 
level in concert with financial experts from the school districts. 
 
Mr. McIntosh seconded the motion. 
 
In response to a question from Ms. Waller, Mr. Alastuey clarified that he recommended 
that the NDE develop an implementation plan for presentation to the 2015 Legislature.  
He emphasized that a hold-harmless provision should be included as well. 
 

MR. ALASTUEY MOVED NOT TO RECOMMEND AN IMPLEMENTATION 
PLAN FOR MODIFICATIONS TO THE STATE’S K-12 FUNDING MODEL 
FOR STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES, BUT RECOMMEND THAT THE 
NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION WORK TO DEVELOP AN 
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR SUBMISSION TO THE 78TH SESSION 
OF THE LEGISLATURE, WHICH INCLUDES A HOLD HARMLESS 
PROVISION AND TAKES INTO ACCOUNT THE MAINTENANCE OF 
EFFORT REQUIREMENTS AT BOTH THE STATE AND LOCAL 
LEVELS. 
 
MR. MCINTOSH SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  

 
Mr. Thorley said the Task Force had discussion about the TAC’s recommended weights 
for ELL and At-Risk students.  He said there was concern by certain members of the 
Task Force and the public that the recommended weight floors of 1.5 for ELL and 
At-Risk were too low.  Public comment had been provided advocating an ELL weight in 
the range of 1.7 to 1.9, with a reevaluation in 5 to 10 years once appropriate ELL 
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services were in place.  The Task Force requested that the TAC have further discussion 
on the recommended ELL and At-Risk weights to determine if the weight floor amount 
should be increased.   
 
Mr. Thorley said the 2012 AIR study reported on ELL weights used in 15 states, and 
then grouped those states into three equal categories; the top five, the middle five, and 
the bottom five.  The average ELL weight of the top five states was 1.63, the average 
weight of the middle five was 1.38, and the bottom five average was 1.16.  He said the 
overall average ELL weight among those 15 states was 1.39, therefore, the 1.5 ELL 
weight recommended by the TAC was above the 15-state average, and within the range 
of the top five states.  Mr. Thorley said, during public comment at the Task Force 
meeting on May 22, 2014, it was suggested that Nevada consider a higher ELL weight, 
because the state had a large achievement gap between ELL and non-ELL students.  
Additionally, testimony was provided indicating that six of the ten states in the middle 
and bottom groups had inadequate school finance systems as determined by a 
court-of-law.  At the Task Force meeting on May 22, 2014, testimony was heard 
indicating that students at risk of low academic achievement underperformed 
academically compared to their non-FRL peers.  In particular, the testimonies provided 
indicated that African-American students in the CCSD who participated in FRL 
programs underperformed academically as compared to FRL students as a whole.  He 
said, as a result, it was suggested that an At-Risk weight of 1.7 be applied to all 
students who participated in FRL programs.  According to a policy brief by Professor 
Deborah Verstegen, University of Nevada, Reno, titled How do States Pay for Schools?  
An Update of a 50-State Survey of School Finance Policies and Programs, weights for 
low-income students or students at risk of low academic achievement varied, but 
generally ranged from 1.05 in Mississippi to 1.97 in Maryland.  Dr. Verstegen noted that 
the average At-Risk weight nationally was 1.29; however, she indicated that most states 
provided a weight of 1.20 to 1.25 for low-income students and targeted eligibility based 
on federal FRL status.  Mr. Thorley noted that based on nationwide surveys, weights for 
ELL students were generally higher than weights for students at risk of low academic 
achievement.  One possible reason for this difference was that programs for ELL 
students may cost more than programs for At-Risk students.  Another possible 
explanation was that generally, there were more At-Risk students in a school district 
than there were ELL students; therefore, the cost for the At-Risk students was spread 
over a larger base.  He said Nevada had one of the highest percentages of ELL 
populations nationwide, and there were 3.5 times more FRL students than there were 
ELL students. 
 
Mr. Thorley said there were two options for the TAC to consider (page 16, Exhibit E).  
 
• Rescind the TAC’s prior recommendation to establish a weight floor of 1.5 for ELL 

students or At-Risk students, or both categories of students.  If this option were 
selected, the TAC would need to make another recommendation to the Task Force 
regarding weights for ELL students and students at risk of low academic 
achievement. 
 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/K12FundingTAC/E060514E.pdf
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• Do not modify the prior recommendation of the TAC concerning ELL and At-Risk 
weights, but rather provide an explanation to the Task Force regarding the TAC’s 
rationale in maintaining the 1.5 weight values for ELL and At-Risk students. 

 
Mr. Schroeder understood the need to fund ELL and At-Risk programs and the extra 
cost of providing services.  However, he thought it amounted to an adequate level of 
funding, which Nevada lacked.  If a higher weight were selected it would result in a 
redistribution of inadequate funding, regardless of the weight, because the amount of 
funding would be set.  For example, multiplying a student population by a weight of 1.5, 
resulting in a $30 million need when only $20 million was funded, would make the 
weight ineffective.  He said a Nevada-specific study had not been performed, but a 
1.5 weight was above average compared to the 15-state average, and he thought it was 
a good starting point.   
 
Mr. McIntosh agreed with Mr. Schroeder’s comments regarding adequacy.  He said the 
TAC was not tasked with determining adequacy, but instead, equity for those students; 
although it was difficult to separate the two.  Mr. McIntosh reminded the Committee that 
the recommendation of 1.5, for both ELL and At-Risk was a floor amount, it was the 
minimum recommended amount, which would still place Nevada in the top tiers of some 
of the other states.  He said the weights came about as an additional recommendation 
to not only include state funding in the base amount per-pupil formula, but also local 
funding.  It actually increased the total dollar amount from what was initially discussed 
when the TAC discussed the amounts to distribute to school districts based on the 
weightings for those students.  Mr. McIntosh said the reasoning for providing for a floor 
weight initially was due to lack of research; however, as a floor weight, the amount 
could increase.  He recommended maintaining the suggested weight of 1.5  for ELL and 
At-Risk students, and as a member of the full Task Force, he said he could explain the 
reasoning to the Task Force. 
 
Mr. Johnson agreed, adding that the floor weight was also to ensure that the arbitrary 
rate was not inadvertently discriminatory, which was why the weight was the same for 
both ELL and At-Risk students.    
 
Dr. Chambers concurred with the other comments, and he emphasized the importance 
of performing further cross studies in Nevada for special education, ELL, and At-Risk.  
There were certain things that could be done that did not involve elaborate data 
collections, but could involve some case studies in selected districts that would help 
bring more data to the table.  He agreed that the issue of adequacy was paramount and 
needed to be communicated as the recommendations were moved forward.  
Dr. Chambers said he and Dr. Levin had done school finance studies in a number of 
states, including California, New York and New Mexico.  He said in California, New York 
and New Mexico the ELL costs had a tendency to be higher by 6 to 10 percent above 
the costs for At-Risk, based on the configuration, or costing out, of programs and 
services for ELL students relative to At-Risk students.  He said the higher costs were a 
result of multiple languages, small critical mass of any individual language, and a range 
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of other issues that required additional professional development and preparation of 
teachers for being able to deal with multi-language context.   
 
Ms. Teska agreed with Dr. Chambers, that ELL costs had a tendency to be higher than 
At-Risk costs, and that was based on actual cost of programs.  She noted that the 
average weight for At-Risk students was 1.29 nationally based on a report from 
Dr. Verstegan of the University of Nevada-Reno.  She said the federal funding available 
for the ELL population was about $8 million per year statewide and approximately 
$100 million per year in Title I funds for the At-Risk population.  As she understood it, 
both groups would be weighted equally from the state’s perspective, and based on the 
total funds available to serve the populations, the Committee was implying that the 
At-Risk population cost more.  Ms. Teska said she wanted to ensure that other funds 
available to serve those populations were considered when determining the weights. 
 
Mr. Alastuey agreed with Ms. Teska.  He recalled that there had been more discussion 
concerning At-Risk weights than ELL weights.  He said agreement was readily obtained 
for a weight in the range of 1.5 for ELL, but there was more back-and-forth discussion 
on the determination of a weight for At-Risk.  Part of the discussion included an option 
to set the ELL weight at a minimum of 1.5 and the At-Risk weight at a minimum of 1.25.  
Mr. Alastuey said, following considerable testimony, it was decided that it would be best 
to have the same weight applied to both categories, so identification issues would be 
less likely to arise.  He noted that he advocated for differential weights during that 
discussion.  Mr. Alastuey recalled that the discussion specifically excluded 
consideration of federal funds and the fact that one category received an amount far 
greater than the other category.   
 
Dr. Chambers said that Deborah Verstegen’s findings did not necessarily relate to the 
differential costs of the programs, although they had a tendency to support what the 
Committee was currently discussing.  He thought it was more important to think about 
cost as the basis for any decision, even if all of the data was not yet available.  During 
the Committee’s discussion at the May 21, 2014, meeting, Dr. Chambers advocated a 
higher weight for At-Risk, increasing the weight from 1.25 or 1.4 to 1.5, to support the 
services for those children, because he did not think either of the weights were high 
enough.  He was pleased that the Committee was consistent with that thinking by 
setting the weights as entry-level floor weights.  Dr. Chambers said cost studies were 
generally focused primarily on educational services such as the differential classes, 
pull-out programs, push-in programs, etc., but wraparound services were often not 
accounted for which were critical services that made educational services that much 
more effective.  He said he encouraged a weight of at least 1.5 for At-Risk students 
given the evidence that he has seen in a career spanning 40 years.  He said he wanted 
to ensure that the weight was sufficient enough to support the appropriate services.  
Dr. Chambers said, in his opinion, he would support a minimum weight of 1.5 for At-Risk 
and an increase of the ELL weight to 1.6 or 1.7 to account for some of the differential 
costs. 
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Chair Woodhouse thought the Committee should maintain the recommended floor 
weight of 1.5 for both the ELL and At-Risk populations.  She thought it was imperative to 
understand that Nevada had done a poor job of educating its ELL and At-Risk students, 
and 1.5 as an entry-level weight was a necessity.  Chair Woodhouse also noted that it 
was imperative that the state pursue additional research to acquire the correct data, 
should the weights need to be increased.   
 
Mr. Johnson agreed that the prior recommendation of the TAC concerning ELL and 
At-Risk weights should not be modified.  He said the Task Force or NDE could 
implement higher weights should they decide to do so.  Mr. Johnson made a motion to 
recommend option b (page 16, Exhibit E). 
 
Mr. Schroeder seconded the motion. 
 

MR. JOHNSON MOVED TO MAINTAIN ITS PRIOR RECOMMENDATION 
FOR AN ELL WEIGHT OF NO LESS THAN 1.50 AND AN AT-RISK WEIGHT 
OF NO LESS THAN 1.50 UNTIL SUCH TIME AS COST STUDIES MAY BE 
CONDUCTED. 
 
MR. SCHROEDER SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  

 
Mr. Thorley said the Task Force asked the TAC to review the issue of density funding 
for special populations (page 16, Exhibit E).  During the February 28, 2014, Task Force 
meeting testimony was heard from Mike Griffith of the Education Commission of the 
States.  Mr. Griffith stated that research has shown that many factors influence the cost 
of educating ELL students, and one of those factors was large school districts with 
high-density ELL populations.  Mr. Griffith noted that research has also shown that as 
the percentage of ELL students increased within a school district, the cost to educate 
those students increased.  Mr. Thorley recalled that at the April 21, 2014, TAC meeting, 
Mr. Alastuey provided a summary of California’s recently implemented new school 
funding model, which provided the density index weight for school districts with many 
FRL or ELL students.  Mr. Thorley explained that California offered a concentration 
grant to school districts when more than 55 percent of their student population fell into a 
high-needs category such as ELL.  The concentration grant was an additional 
50 percent of the base grant received by each school district for each high-needs 
student above the 55 percent threshold.  Mr. Thorley said the issue of density funding 
was discussed by the TAC at their meeting on May 8, 2014.  During that time, 
Mr. Alastuey noted that in the new California funding model, the threshold was 
55 percent; however, he was unsure how the State of California determined that 
particular threshold.  Mr. Thorley said Dr. Chambers noted that the average percentage 
of FRL students in California was between 55–60 percent; so perhaps the threshold 
was set at 55 percent to provide additional support to districts with above average FRL 
student populations.  Mr. Alastuey noted that if the TAC were to recommend a density 
adjustment, it was not clear how the Committee would derive a threshold level that 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/K12FundingTAC/E060514E.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/K12FundingTAC/E060514E.pdf
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would not be arbitrary.  Additionally, Mr. Alastuey questioned whether the density 
adjustment would be applied to each incremental student above the threshold, or if it 
would apply to all students in that particular category within that school district.  
Mr. Thorley said Task Force member and Washoe County Superintendent, 
Pedro Martinez noted at the May 22, 2014, Task Force meeting that one way to address 
density adjustment without requiring a complicated calculation would be to increase the 
ELL weight to account for the additional cost to educate ELL students as the percentage 
of ELL students increased within a school district.   
 
Mr. Thorley said there were several options for the TAC to consider (page 17, 
Exhibit E).  
 
• Provide additional ELL density funding for school districts that exceeded a 

predetermined density level.  If this option were selected, the density level would 
need to be determined, as well as the amount of density funding that would be 
provided.   
 

• Provide additional ELL density funding for school districts that exceeded 
predetermined density levels of ELL students.  If this option were selected, the TAC 
would need to determine the density levels that would trigger additional funding, as 
well as the density funding associated with each level. 
 

• Increase the value of the ELL weight to account for the additional cost to educate ELL 
students as a percentage of ELL students within a district increased. 

 
Chair Woodhouse recalled that the TAC took a position at the May 21, 2014, meeting 
not to address density.  She thought that was based on the fact that the Committee set 
weight recommendations for the ELL and At-Risk student populations, and because 
further research was needed to identify any additional weights that would be provided.   
 
Ms. Teska thought that a density factor for ELL and/or At-Risk might be beneficial at 
some point.  However, she agreed that there was not sufficient data to determine the 
density threshold and applicable factor.  She said the TAC was already introducing 
significant new levels of complexity to the funding model, and adding too many layers 
could create an environment for failure.  Ms. Teska thought the density issue should be 
reviewed in the future, and added that there may be outside grants to deal with the 
density factor.  Ms. Teska thought the Committee should maintain their recommendation 
for the weighted funding outside of the formula to be incorporated into the formula, and 
then data could be gathered concerning future density adjustments. 
 
Mr. McIntosh agreed with Ms. Teska, recalling that the TAC had several reasons for the 
original recommendation not to include density weighting.  One reason was because of 
the complexity of the formula and the desire to keep it as simple as possible initially.  He 
said he was not against a density factor, but thought it would add complexity to the 
formula.  With a floor weight for ELL funding, there was room for additional research to 
determine whether that weight should increase or whether a density weight should be 
included.  Mr. McIntosh said another reason was that any density weighting would be 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/K12FundingTAC/E060514E.pdf
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based on an arbitrary number at the current time.  He thought the Committee should 
maintain their recommendation, adding that the density issue could be readdressed in 
the future. 
 
Mr. Schroeder concurred with Ms. Teska and Mr. McIntosh.  He thought the density 
factor could be revisited after cost studies were performed.  He said the weights 
recommended by the TAC were a little high, especially given that they were not based 
on current data.   
 
Chair Woodhouse agreed and, because the Committee chose to maintain their prior 
action on the issue, she said an additional motion unnecessary.   
 
Mr. Thorley reminded the Committee that at the May 8, 2014, meeting, the TAC 
recommended weighted funding for ELL students for up to six years, or until the student 
reclassified as non-ELL.  After the sixth year, the TAC recommended two additional 
years of maintenance funding.  He said the TAC briefly discussed the amount of the 
maintenance funding weight; however, no action was taken.  Mr. Thorley said, at the 
May 22, 2014, Task Force meeting, members of the public and Task Force members  
expressed concern about limiting ELL funding to only six years.  The Task Force heard 
public comment about how students that were classified as ELL for extended periods of 
time struggled academically, and often needed continued support to prevent them from 
dropping out of school.  He said there was general concern by the Task Force and the 
public that limiting ELL funding to a set number of years could reduce the resources 
available to help long-term ELL students.  Generally, in the United States, a long-term 
ELL student is defined as a student that has been enrolled in United States’ schools for 
more than six years, is no longer progressing toward English proficiency, and struggles 
academically.  Mr. Thorley said information presented during public comment indicated 
that CCSD had over 11,000 long-term ELL students, and that generally long-term ELL 
students had developed habits of academic disengagement passivity and social 
detachment which resulted in increased dropout rates.  He said a 2013 study performed 
by WestEd, in collaboration with the Washoe County School District, found that 
long-term ELL students were the demographic group least likely to graduate from high 
school. 
 
Mr. Thorley said, at previous meetings of the TAC, the Committee heard testimony 
indicating that there were many factors that influenced the rate of English language 
acquisition and therefore, the amount of time a student was designated as ELL.  
Mr. Griffith previously noted that setting an ELL funding duration limit could be difficult.  
The 2012 AIR study noted that states should consider options to minimize or eliminate 
disincentives associated with reclassification when a student no longer met the special 
needs eligibility requirement.  According to the AIR authors, one approach to reducing 
over classification of students with language deficits was to establish a maximum period 
during which students could be classified as ELL for additional funding purposes.  
Mr. Thorley said this tactic could encourage school districts to monitor ELL student 
progress during periods of eligibility to ensure the student was benefiting from the 
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programs that were offered.  He said the Task Force had asked the TAC to review the 
issue, and he referenced two options for the TAC to consider (page 19, Exhibit  E).   
 
• Rescind the TAC’s previous recommendation to limit ELL funding to six years or until 

the student reclassified as non-ELL.  If this option were selected, the TAC could 
make another recommendation to the Task Force regarding the duration of ELL 
funding.   
 

• Do not modify the prior recommendation of the TAC concerning the duration of ELL 
funding, but rather provide an explanation to the Task Force regarding the TAC’s 
rationale to limit the timeframe of such funding.  If this option were selected, the TAC 
would need to recommend a weight value for the two additional years of maintenance 
funding.  

 
Mr. Schroeder said there had been a lot of public comment concerning duration of ELL 
funding.  He said school districts were under pressure to increase graduation rates, and 
long-term ELL students lowered the graduation rate somewhat.  The WCSD strived to 
identify and provide support to all students who were at risk of academic failure.  
He said students should not be penalized because they were struggling to succeed; 
therefore, he thought the Committee should rescind its previous recommendation to 
place a time limit on ELL funding. 
 
Mr. McIntosh thought the idea behind placing a time limit on ELL funding was to 
motivate districts to reevaluate their program to become more effective in assisting ELL 
students to reclassify as non-ELL.  He said the goal was not to harm students in any 
way.  Mr. McIntosh said he supported Mr. Schroeder’s recommendation and there had 
to be another way to incentivize school districts to reevaluate their program without 
eliminating critical funding for students. 
 
Mr. Johnson agreed, adding that there were administrative tools used by school districts 
that could have targeted approaches within their administrative ordinances with goals 
and objectives, such as school improvement plans or district improvement plans.  That 
information could be reviewed by the NDE and used as substantive proof that there was 
a plan of action in place to ensure that schools were addressing needs and not delaying 
progress for funding purposes. 
 
Ms. Teska acknowledged that she originally recommended the limited duration ELL 
funding, but the intent was to provide a financial incentive for districts to ensure that 
their programs were effective in terms of addressing ELL students.  She said the 
six-year timeframe was intentional, because after six years the student was deemed to 
be a long-term ELL student and statistics reflected decreased performance of long-term 
ELL students.  Ms. Teska said the idea was not to harm long-term ELL students, it was 
to provide a sufficient incentive for districts to ensure that students did not become 
long-term ELL students given the bleak statistics regarding that population.  She said 
she would be very disappointed to find out a district had stopped providing services to a 
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student who had not progressed to proficiency simply because the additional funding 
had ended, that would not be in the student’s best interest.   
 
Ms. Teska said it appeared that the Committee had a change of heart on the issue and 
she would not stand in the way, but experience had shown that it was difficult to get 
compliance without money as a stipulation.  She was open to suggestions on methods 
to hold districts accountable for the effectiveness of their ELL programs. 
 
Mr. Alastuey agreed with Ms. Teska.  He suggested the possibility of a differentiation 
between formula funding, because the Committee previously discussed a weight of 
1.5 and possibly a reduced funding amount beyond the two-year period.  He agreed 
there needed to be a way of incenting performance, because human behavior had a 
tendency to follow the money.  Mr. Alastuey said he was in favor of keeping the initial 
recommendation for purposes of weighted-formula funding.  He thought the NDE and 
the Legislature could create a separate grant mechanism for meeting the needs of 
long-term ELL students on a merit basis, but not to include a perpetual stipend within 
the formula. 
 
Dr. Chambers agreed with the majority of the comments.  He noted that many ELL 
students were also At-Risk; therefore, with a 1.5 weight for both categories, the financial 
incentive was somewhat removed because that child could be reclassified very easily to 
At-Risk with no loss of funds to the district to provide services. 
 
Mr. Alastuey proposed not to rescind the previous recommendation, recognizing that 
the weights for the two categories were the same and there was a strong likelihood of 
reclassification which would not result in any loss of funding.  He said, if the weights 
changed in the future then the issue could be reexamined.   
 
Ms. Waller reminded the Committee that if the TAC chose not to rescind the prior 
recommendation, then a maintenance funding weight would need to be addressed for 
the two additional years. 
 
Mr. Alastuey said if the weights remained the same at the end of the 2015 Legislative 
Session, the reduction in funding could be moot.  He said, rather than accept reduced 
funding for identification of a student as a language learner, the student could be 
reclassified as low-income in many or most cases which would eliminate the need for 
continued maintenance funding for ELL students.  
Ms. Waller noted that there was a small percentage of ELL students who would not 
qualify for FRL; therefore, they could not be reclassified.  She said, for the time being, 
the Committee may wish to recommend a weight for maintenance funding. 
 
Chair Woodhouse reminded the Committee of Mr. Alastuey’s suggestion for a grant 
program or another mechanism by which school districts could apply for additional 
funds for long-term ELL students.   
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Ms. Teska said that currently there was not an ELL weight, so the six-year timeframe 
would begin when the legislation was approved; therefore, the TAC was essentially 
discussing a problem that would not appear for six years.  She said during that time the 
issue would be revisited, if nothing else than for monitoring purposes to ensure that the 
intended results were being achieved.  She thought the issue should be reevaluated 
prior to the time the first round of funding was due to expire, and a discussion should 
take place about whether a grant fund was necessary for extraordinary cases.  
Ms. Teska said she came from a district with a very high migrant population, and she 
had been located in the high school district specifically, so ELL students were generally 
“late arrivers” and far behind.  She said it was a group of students that tended to get left 
behind which was troubling and she wanted to see something in place to help those 
students in particular.  At the same time, Ms. Teska said there also needed to be 
incentives so that a child who entered the ELL program in kindergarten would be 
proficient by the time they were in 5th or 6th grade.   
 
Chair Woodhouse said it was all the more reason that Nevada needed additional 
research going forward. 
 
Mr. Johnson said he did not support the idea of a grant program, because it was 
essentially removing the six-year cutoff and funding continued ELL services in an 
inequitable manner.  He said there would be certain districts that had the ability and 
resources to write grants and they would be able to get that funding and continue 
providing ELL services.  Also, he did not agree that placing a duration on funding would 
result in improved services.  Mr. Johnson said reviewing the school district’s level of 
professional services of staff, and their means of implementing their current strategies 
were better ways of providing assistance instead of eliminating funding.  He thought the 
funding should either be extended, or a grant program created that was equitable 
across all school districts.   
 
Mr. McIntosh noted that the weights being discussed currently had no funding attached; 
therefore, a weight of 1.5 multiplied by zero was zero.  He said there would not be 
additional ELL funding without additional funding at the state level.  Mr. McIntosh said it 
was unfortunate to think a six-year timeframe could be put in place without knowing if 
the proper supports would be available over the next six years, which was another 
reason to eliminate the six-year timeframe for ELL funding.   
 
Mr. Schroeder suggested including a recommendation that each school district specify 
how long-term ELL students were being targeted and require the district to provide a 
detailed plan for those students.   
 
Mr. McIntosh suggested a motion to rescind the TAC’s previous recommendation to 
limit ELL funding to six years. 
 
Mr. Johnson seconded the motion. 
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Mr. McIntosh amended his motion to include a recommendation for the NDE to address 
the issue, especially if there was an indication that a school district’s plans for ELL 
students were ineffective.  He thought that would create an incentive for school districts 
to ensure their ELL programs were effective. 
 

MR. MCINTOSH MOVED TO RESCIND ITS PRIOR RECOMMENDATION 
TO LIMIT ELL FUNDING TO SIX YEARS OR UNTIL THE STUDENT 
RECLASSIFIES AS NON-ELL, WITH AN ADDITIONAL TWO YEARS OF 
REDUCED MAINTENANCE FUNDING, AND RECOMMEND THAT THE 
NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION FURTHER REVIEW HOW TO 
ADDRESS THE ISSUE, PARTICULARLY IN CASES WHERE A SCHOOL 
DISTRICT OR CHARTER SCHOOL’S PROGRAM FOR ENGLISH 
LANGUAGE LEARNER STUDENTS IS NOT EFFECTIVE. 
 
MR. JOHNSON SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  

 
Ms. Waller said, at the May 21, 2014, TAC meeting the Committee approved a 
recommendation for the NDE to develop performance benchmarks and reporting 
requirements tied to ELL and At-Risk funding for review and approval by the Nevada 
Legislature.  The plan would dictate when the funding would transition to inside the 
state’s funding formula.  At the May 22, 2014, Task Force meeting, State 
Superintendent Dale Erquiaga stated that he concurred with the recommendation that 
performance measures and reporting requirements be developed and tied to ELL and 
At-Risk funding.  She said, additionally, the Superintendent requested that the TAC 
discuss and consider adding a requirement that school districts and charter schools 
submit a plan to the NDE for review and approval that outlined how ELL and At-Risk 
funding would be utilized to improve the academic performance of those students.  This 
would be similar to the requirement under California’s new Local Control Funding 
Formula (LCFF) model where districts were required to adopt what was known as Local 
Control and Accountability Plans that disclosed how funds would be spent to provide 
high-quality educational programs.  Additionally, the California model further stipulated 
that the districts that did not meet the goals specified in their plans and failed to improve 
educational outcomes would receive assistance through a new system of support and 
intervention.  Ms. Waller suggested the TAC discuss whether to make a 
recommendation that each school district and charter school eligible to receive ELL 
and/or At-Risk funding be required to submit a plan that outlined how the funding would 
be utilized to increase the academic performance of those student populations, for 
review and approval by the NDE. 
 
Ms. Teska made a motion for the TAC to recommend that school districts and charter 
schools eligible to receive ELL and At-Risk funding be required to submit a plan that 
outlined how the funding would be utilized to increase academic performance of those 
student populations and that the plan must be reviewed and approved by the NDE. 
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Mr. Alastuey seconded the motion. 
 
 

MS. TESKA MOVED TO RECOMMEND THAT SCHOOL DISTRICTS AND 
CHARTER SCHOOLS ELIGIBLE TO RECEIVE ELL AND/OR AT-RISK 
FUNDING BE REQUIRED TO SUBMIT A PLAN FOR REVIEW AND 
APPROVAL BY THE NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION THAT 
OUTLINES HOW THE FUNDING WOULD BE UTILIZED TO INCREASE 
THE ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE OF THOSE STUDENT POPULATIONS. 
 
MR. ALASTUEY SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  

 
Ms. Waller said, at the May 21, 2014, meeting the TAC recommended an 
implementation plan for modification to the state’s K-12 funding for ELL and At-Risk 
students that would hold districts harmless for the 2015-17 biennium only, by 
distributing new funding approved by the Nevada Legislature and the Governor through 
the modified K-12 funding model for ELL and At-Risk students.  Beginning in FY 2018, 
the TAC recommended a full phase-in over a four-year period through FY 2021, with 
10 percent of the total calculated funding change implemented in the first year, 
30 percent in the second year, 60 percent in the third year, and 100 percent in the 
fourth year.  She said, based upon the recommended implementation plan, there were 
several mechanical issues that the TAC needed to consider, the first being the count of 
ELL and At-Risk students.  Ms. Waller said, for purposes of generating the funding 
adjustment, the TAC should discuss and consider the methodology for the count of 
these students.  According to the NDE, current year counts for ELL and At-Risk 
students were available based upon FRL counts by December 1 of each school year, 
which was several months after payments began flowing to school districts and charter 
schools for a given school year.  She said, the TAC could consider either utilizing the 
immediate prior year count for ELL and FRL student populations or, base the ELL and 
FRL count on a three-year rolling average of ELL and FRL enrollment.  Using a 
single-year count could result in greater funding swings to individual school districts and 
charter schools if there were significant swings in ELL and FRL student enrollment.  
A count based on a three-year rolling average would smooth out enrollment fluctuations 
and provide a more consistent funding stream to individual school districts and charter 
schools.  Ms. Waller noted that California adopted a three-year rolling average to 
determine a district’s ELL and low-income count for its new LCCF model.  She said the 
TAC should discuss a recommendation regarding the methodology for the count of ELL 
and FRL students for purposes of determining the funding adjustment for those student 
populations. 
 
Mr. McIntosh recommended using the previous year’s count.  He indicated that Nevada 
had less school districts than California, so a single-year count should be sufficient. 
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Mr. Schroeder agreed with Mr. McIntosh’s recommendation.  He said a single-year 
count should be adequate, because he did not see huge fluctuations from year-to-year.   
 
Mr. McIntosh made a motion to use a single-year count from the previous year as the 
methodology for counting ELL and FRL students for purposes of determining the 
funding adjustments for those populations. 
 
In response to a question from Chair Woodhouse, Mr. McIntosh clarified that the count 
would be based on the immediate prior year count. 
 
Mr. Schroeder seconded the motion. 
 

MR. MCINTOSH MOVED TO RECOMMEND THAT THE IMMEDIATE 
PRIOR YEAR COUNT BE USED FOR ELL AND AT-RISK STUDENT 
POPULATIONS FOR DETERMINING FUNDING ADJUSTMENTS FOR 
THOSE POPULATIONS. 
 
MR. SCHROEDER SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  

 
Ms. Waller said another issue for the TAC to discuss was how to define “new funding.” 
With regard to the clarification of this term, the TAC could consider defining new funding 
as enhanced funding approved by the Legislature and the Governor for ELL and/or 
At-Risk students.  Alternatively, the TAC could consider the definition of new funding to 
include funding enhancements for ELL and At-Risk student populations as well as 
additional funding for enrollment growth, and/or funding provided for the 2 percent 
“roll-up” for movement on the salary scale for licensed staff. 
 
Mr. Schroeder said he was under the impression that new funding would be enhanced 
funding approved by the Legislature that would be outside of additional funding in the 
DSA for items such as enrollment growth and roll-ups that was intended to provide 
funding for increased costs related to standard activities.  He said his definition of new 
funding would be outside of the DSA categorical funding. 
 
Mr. Zander agreed with Mr. Schroeder, adding that his understanding was that the new 
funding would be additional funding outside of the categorical DSA funding. 
 
Mr. Alastuey said if new funding were to be defined as described by Mr. Schroeder and 
Mr. Zander then the phase-in of 10, 30, 60 and 100, which otherwise would indicate 
some redistribution, would probably be either less necessary or not necessary at all.  He 
said the phase-in period applied more to the more expansive definition of new funding, 
which would include enrollment and other roll-ups.   
 
Mr. McIntosh indicated that was his understanding as well.  He agreed that there should 
be a two-year hold harmless and the only funding moved to the new formula would be 
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funding specifically used to enhance the ELL and At-Risk programs.  He said the 
percentages for the phase-in period would be for any funding, including funding that 
would go into the DSA model.   
 
Mr. McIntosh made a motion to recommend that for the first two years of the 
implementation plan the term “new funding” would be defined as enhanced state 
funding approved by the Legislature for ELL and/or At-Risk programs.  Thereafter, as 
the modified funding model was phased-in, the term “new funding” would refer to all 
funding including funding for enrollment growth and funding provided by the 2 percent 
rollups for movement on the salary scale for licensed professional staff.   
 
Mr. Alastuey seconded the motion. 

 
MR. MCINTOSH MOVED TO RECOMMEND, IN THE FIRST TWO YEARS 
OF THE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN, THE TERM “NEW FUNDING” WOULD 
BE DEFINED AS ENHANCED STATE FUNDING APPROVED BY THE 
LEGISLATURE FOR ELL AND/OR AT-RISK PROGRAMS.  THEREAFTER, 
AS THE MODIFIED FUNDING MODEL IS PHASED-IN, THE TERM “NEW 
FUNDING” WOULD REFER TO ALL FUNDING INCLUDING FUNDING FOR 
ENROLLMENT GROWTH AND FUNDING PROVIDED FOR THE 
2 PERCENT ROLL-UPS FOR MOVEMENT ON THE SALARY SCALE FOR 
LICENSED PROFESSIONAL STAFF. 
 
MR. ALASTUEY SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  
 

Ms. Waller said, with respect to implementation for new funding, beginning in 
years 1 and 2 only new funding for ELL and At-Risk students would be distributed and 
districts would be held harmless.  Beginning in year 3, 10 percent of the total calculated 
funding change above the base-year funding level would be implemented, 30 percent in 
Year 4, 60 percent in Year 5, and 100 percent in Year 6.  She said, as such, the TAC 
should identify the year in which a district or charter school’s total funding level, as 
calculated utilizing a school district or charter school’s individual per-pupil amount, 
would function as the base-year funding level.  Ms. Waller said the TAC may wish to 
consider utilizing the fiscal year immediately preceding the implementation of the 
funding adjustment for ELL and At-Risk students (FY 2017) as the base-year funding for 
each school district and charter school.   
 
Mr. McIntosh recommended using the fiscal year immediately preceding the 
implementation of the funding adjustment, FY 2017. 
 
Mr. Schroeder seconded the motion. 
 

MR. MCINTOSH MOVED TO RECOMMEND THAT THE FISCAL YEAR 
IMMEDIATELY PRECEDING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE FUNDING 
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ADJUSTMENT FOR ELL AND AT-RISK STUDENTS (FY 2017) BE USED AS 
THE BASE-YEAR FUNDING FOR EACH SCHOOL DISTRICT AND 
CHARTER SCHOOL. 
 
MR. SCHROEDER SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  

 
Ms. Waller said staff initially envisioned being able to run some funding scenarios using 
the weights recommended by the TAC; however, there was a lot of information that was 
not immediately accessible.  For example, the NDE did not have an unduplicated count 
of ELL and At-Risk students, so staff needed to gather more data.  Also, because the 
implementation plan was so far in the future it was difficult to get a good sense of what 
the per-pupil amount, the outside funding revenues and the state funding revenues 
would be to run a funding scenario model for the Committee.  Ms. Waller said, at the 
Chair’s discretion, staff could run a model based on current year information, but it 
would not be representative of what may happen in the future.  She said the TAC 
should exercise caution in looking at how funding adjustments may be redistributed.  
Also, it was unknown what the Legislature would do in terms of adding new funding, or 
even modifying any of the recommendations of the TAC or the Task Force.  Ms. Waller 
asked if the TAC had any additional recommendations concerning the implementation 
plan of ELL and At-Risk funding adjustments.   
 
Mr. Alastuey suggested that staff construct the revenue side of the model as if all of the 
state and local revenues were deposited to the DSA, which would provide a basis going 
forward.  He said, for example, the Economic Forum has made and will be making 
adjustments to sales tax.  Also, he thought the Nevada Department of Taxation typically 
produced projections of property taxes for the out-years, which staff could use to 
superimpose their assumptions.  He indicated that the Nevada Department of Taxation 
also produced projections of the Government Services Motor Vehicle Tax for local 
government purposes which could be implemented for the future.  Mr. Alastuey said the 
the distinction between state and local revenues was largely a cosmetic distinction, 
because all of the school revenues acted by either prospective estimation or 
retrospective true-up as a deduction to state responsibility.  He said the state 
appropriation was the last dollar added and the last dollar remaining at the close of 
fiscal year. 
 
Ms. Waller reiterated that it would be forecasting out several years, but staff could 
provide the TAC with the requested information.  She indicated that in two weeks it 
could be difficult to gather information and have it vetted and reviewed, as well as obtain 
the unduplicated count; however, staff could provide it if requested.  
 
Mr. Alastuey agreed that it would be difficult to put something together in two weeks.  As 
far as establishing a mechanism that might be helpful to staff going forward,  he thought 
there were resources available within the state.  He said it was a question of when 
those unduplicated counts and revenue projections would be available. 
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Ms. Teska cautioned that there was a large difference from 2014 to 2015 for some of 
the rural districts.  She said the issue with the Net Proceeds was impacting Eureka, 
Lander and several other counties, so the outcome of a scenario would be very different 
depending on the year.  She suggested using 2015 as a starting point for building a 
model and updating the information as the data elements became available in 2015.  
She thought there was enough information available to show the 2015 Legislature what 
the impact would be from a sample perspective.  
 
Ms. Waller asked if the Committee wanted staff to provide an example of the impacts 
using FY 2015, which would be equivalent to the 10 percent of data.  She reiterated that 
it would be using future information that may not be as accurate, but staff could provide 
an example of what that might look like using the information that the TAC had 
recommended to date.   
 
Chair Woodhouse said the suggestion made by Mr. Alastuey and added to by 
Ms. Teska would be submitted for Fiscal staff to pursue.   
 
Ms. Waller said the next item to discuss was eligible uses of funding.  She said the TAC 
may wish to make specific recommendations to the Task Force regarding eligible uses 
for the categorical funding, and the list should be comprehensive and flexible enough for 
districts to tailor those services to the needs of their individual student populations.   
 
Mr. Schroeder thought the list provided by staff was adequate and flexible. He 
suggested adding wraparound services to the list.   
 
Mr. Alastuey suggested using the list of eligible uses provided by staff, and adding the 
wording “including, but not limited to” to allow for further definition by the Legislature.  
He also suggested including language indicating that the supplemental funds were not 
for purposes of collective bargaining.   
 
Chair Woodhouse replied to Mr. Schroeder that several of the items included on the list 
were considered part of wraparound services, so she agreed with Mr. Alastuey’s 
wording recommendation which would cover everything that may come along.   
 
Mr. Johnson said he was opposed to any categorical funding, because there were 
accountability reports and prior actions to explain how the funding was/would be used. 
He said it was difficult to foresee all the necessary categories and it was better to have 
the flexibility locally to spend money within the ELL grant funding realm for services as 
needed and as necessary as each local government was defined.  Mr. Johnson said he 
assumed that the professionals hired to provide the services to transition students from 
ELL would do the best they could with resources that were available.   
 
Ms. Waller clarified that the funding would be in one categorical funding sub granted out 
to all the school districts and charter schools, and then within those parameters, they 
would choose how to utilize the funding within the parameters of the eligible uses.  The 
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professionals could then determine what services they would like to implement for their 
student population within those parameters.   
 
Ms. Teska said she agreed with using the list of eligible uses, provided it included 
Mr. Alstuey’s language suggestions.  She said a district should have the option to utilize 
the funds if there was a need outside the specified areas if the need was appropriate for 
their particular plan. 
 
Dr. Chambers reiterated that he thought it was a mistake to start the funding out as 
categorical rather than build it in as a weighted-student formula.  He thought it would pit 
special needs student advocates against one another, and reduce flexibility in 
coordinating programs and funding between those programs that had similar 
programmatic needs to some degree.  Once the categorical programs were established 
it would be difficult to change the categorical structures and to move to the more flexible 
approach to resource allocation implied by a weighted-student formula.  Dr. Chambers 
thought the current approach being pursued by the TAC reverted to a focus on 
compliance as opposed to performance. 
 
Mr. McIntosh made a motion to identify and recommend the eligible uses of categorical 
funding for ELL and At-Risk students, to include the language “but not limited to”, and 
the additional language found in the class size reduction legislation referenced earlier.  
 
Mr. Schroeder seconded the motion. 
 

MR. MCINTOSH MOVED TO RECOMMEND THAT THE ELIGIBLE USES 
OF THE CATEGORICAL FUNDING DIRECTED TO STUDENTS 
IDENTIFIED AS ELL AND AT RISK OF LOW ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT 
INCLUDE, BUT NOT BE LIMITED TO, A PREDETERMINED LIST, AND 
THAT SUCH FUNDING BE EXCLUDED FROM COLLECTIVE 
BARGAINING. 
 
MR. SCHROEDER SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  
 

VI.   PUBLIC COMMENT. 
 
Sylvia Lazos thanked the Committee for their efforts on such an arduous process.  She 
said there had been many comments about adequacy and the need for further 
research.  She said there was some activity in the state about trying to do further 
research around adequacy, so the Committee may want to consider, in terms of their 
final report, whether the TAC was going to make the report subject to additional 
information.  Ms. Lazos said the Latino Leadership Council would keep the TAC and the 
Task Force informed as to whether that additional data would be forthcoming.  If the 
data was forthcoming, she said it would be on a timely basis prior to the 
2015 Legislative Session.   
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Ms. Lazos thought it was important for the Latino Leadership Council to express its 
disagreement with the TAC on its decision not to factor in density.  If the Committee 
were to have another meeting, she would recommend that the meeting take place at 
one of the high-density schools, located just five miles from today’s meeting location in 
Las Vegas.  She noted that CCSD had 53 high-density schools where 50 percent or 
more of the population was made up of ELL students, 80 percent or more were FRL, 
and the schools were highly racially segregated, 80 percent being Latino.  She said the 
teaching environment was different in those schools, and every principal would stress 
the importance of retaining good teachers.  She said there was not a set schedule, the 
work was 24/7, Monday through Sunday.  Ms. Lazos said, at the very least, there 
should be some funding to recognize the hard work of the teachers and principals, and 
to allow the principals some mechanisms to be able to retain their most effective 
personnel.  Without special funding the situation would remain the same, turnover was 
endemic and systemic.  It was difficult to retain good personnel and those schools 
essentially collapsed when a principal departed.  She thought it was a major incentive 
and support issue not to have density funding.  She hoped that the issue would be 
revisited in the future by the Task Force or some other legislative action. 
 
Ms. Lazos said the Latino Leadership Council testified in regard to rescinding the cap 
on long-term ELL funding.  She noted that the NDE already had a mechanism for 
planning and reviewing what districts were doing in terms of closing the achievement 
gap.  She said S.B. 504 (2013 Legislature) required each school district to present a 
strategic plan on how they plan to close the achievement gap.  She said S.B. 504 does 
not speak explicitly about long-term ELL students, but it was certainly within the NDE’s 
ability to a) implement S.B. 504 and be active in terms of requesting strategic plans, and 
b) review long-term ELL students.  She said Nevada did not currently have a plan for 
long-term ELL students.  She said someone was responsible for passing students on to 
the next grade without the proper basics.  Those 1,500 students were considered to be 
“educational casualties.”  Ms. Lazos said if the work of educators was valuable, it should 
be communicated with money.  She thought the NDE should be taking the lead in terms 
how to deal with the high number of ELL students and how to approach it as a state so 
that each of those children were given an opportunity for a future. 
 
Ms. Lazos agreed with Dr. Chambers, that categorical funding was not the correct 
approach.  She thought it created a problem in terms of how to address these 
populations that are performing so poorly.  She hoped the Task Force might reconsider 
the decision made by the TAC.  Ms. Lazos said the Zoom Schools were a major 
accomplishment of the 2013 Legislative Session.  Categorical funding was used for the 
first time for ELL students through the Zoom School process.  She asked if the 
Zoom School funding would be part of the additional ELL funding discussed by the TAC, 
or would it remain separate?  She asked if the Zoom School funding was augmented, 
would it fall under the Zoom School project funding or would it be combined with the 
other ELL funding.  She said there were some transition issues involved with regard to 
categorical funding, and at the very least, the issue of the Zoom Schools should be 
addressed in the TAC’s report to the Task Force.   
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Craig Stevens, Nevada State Education Association, said he sat through discussions 
that debated whether the funding should be inside or outside of the formula, and 
whether to put it in categories.  He said the Nevada State Education Association 
remained quiet through the whole debate, until today.  Mr. Stevens said collective 
bargaining was not the enemy.  He indicated that categorical funding placed more work 
on the educators and required more training by the educators, and he thought a school 
district and employees should be able to collaborate on the best use of funds.    
 
Chair Woodhouse thanked Committee members and staff for their hard work.  She was 
hopeful that the TAC made a major step forward.  She said the final report would be 
presented to the Task Force on June 30, 2014.  Chair Woodhouse thanked all of the 
individuals that provided public comment and for their input on what Nevada needed to 
do for the future of education for its students.   
 
VII.  ADJOURNMENT. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 1:05 pm. 
 

     Respectfully submitted, 
 
 _____________________________ 

   Judy Lyons, Transcribing Secretary  
 
 

 _____________________________ 
   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. 
 
 
 
I:\Interim 2014\SB 500 Task Force on K-12 Public Ed Funding\Technical Advisory Comiitee - TAC\June 5, 2014 
Meeting\Minutes\FINAL MINUTES - TAC 6-5-14_jl_cmu.docx 


