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I. CALL TO ORDER AND OPENING REMARKS. 
 
Chairman Smith called the meeting to order at 9:46 a.m. and noted all committee 
members were in attendance with the exception of Assemblyman Perkins, who 
was in the building and expected to join the meeting momentarily. 
 
II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF OCTOBER 27, 2005 MEETING.  
 
Chairman Smith asked if there were any corrections or additions to the minutes 
of the October 27, 2005 meeting.   
 

SENATOR HARDY MOVED TO APPROVE THE 
MINUTES OF THE OCTOBER 27, 2005 MEETING OF 
THE LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE ON SCHOOL 
FINANCING ADEQUACY. 

 
  SENATOR SCHNEIDER SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
  THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
III. SELECTION OF VICE CHAIRMAN OF COMMITTEE TO STUDY 
 SCHOOL FINANCING ADEQUACY. 
 
Chairman Smith pointed out that a vice chairman for the A.C.R. 10 Committee 
had not been selected at the last meeting and thought it would be helpful to 
select a person to fill that position. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN HOLCOMB MOVED TO SELECT 
SENATOR HARDY AS VICE CHAIRMAN OF THE 
LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE ON SCHOOL FINANCING 
ADEQUACY. 
 
SENATOR SCHNEIDER SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
IV. PRESENTATIONS BY THE POTENTIAL CONSULTANTS TO 
 CONDUCT SCHOOL FINANCE ADEQUACY STUDY AND QUESTIONS 
 AND DISCUSSION OF CONSULTANTS BY COMMITTEE MEMBERS. 
 
Chairman Smith discussed the importance of the upcoming presentations by the 
potential consultants to conduct Nevada’s adequacy study.  The three 
consultants who submitted bids on the project were: 
 

• American Institutes for Research 
• Augenblick, Palaich and Associates 
• R.C. Wood and Associates 

 
After speaking with the vendors, Chairman Smith said all of them felt it would be 
appropriate for those who were not presenting to leave the room until called to 
avoid giving any contractor an unfair advantage.  The presentations would be 
done in alphabetical order.  Each contractor would have an opportunity to give a 
20-minute presentation, followed by a significant time period for each contractor 
to answer questions posed by the committee.  This would be followed by input 
from the public, if any.  Chairman Smith continued by saying her intention was to 
take a lunch break after the presentations, giving committee members a few 
moments of personal time to go over information heard throughout the morning.  
The committee would select a contractor after the lunch break. 
 
Jay Chambers, American Institutes for Research (AIR), said he was a Senior 
Research Fellow and a Managing Director of the Education Finance Business 
Development Group.  He referred committee members to his handout titled, 
“Costing Out Adequate Educational Opportunities for Students in Nevada’s 
Public Schools” (Exhibit C). 
 
By way of introduction, Mr. Chambers stated that AIR was a not-for-profit social 
science research organization with corporate offices located in Washington, D.C., 
and a second office in Palo Alto, California.  AIR worked in education health 
policy and practice and spent a lot of time connecting research to practice. 
 
According to Mr. Chambers, Nevada was facing serious challenges that had 
implications for the design of the public school finance system.  Nevada was the 
most rapid growing state in the country as well as tremendous growth in the 
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urban areas, with significant increases in pupil need.  Nevada needed to ensure 
that the state had an education system that would meet the needs of the state 
economy, especially in efforts to diversify the economy over the next few years. 
 
Mr. Chambers discussed the three components of the project as envisioned by 
AIR, which involved setting goals and objectives, costing out the resources and 
developing a formula.  Setting the goals and objectives was critical and involved 
establishing what the standards were, where the committee wanted the study to 
go and what they wanted to accomplish in the system before continuing with the 
study.  Mr. Chambers advised that part of the early tasks of AIR would be to work 
with the committee to establish and set those goals, which would ultimately drive 
everything else that happened. 
 
The analysis phase of the project would be costing out the resources, which 
would identify what was needed to accomplish the goals.  Once the goals and 
objectives were set, a determination would need to be made regarding what 
resources, instructional programs, and activities the school districts and the state 
would need to take in order to achieve those goals. 
 
Mr. Chambers said an approach was required to develop a formula for 
distributing dollars and ensuring that every district received appropriate funding.  
He pointed out the four traditional approaches to costing out: 
 

• Professional Judgment 
• Evidence-Based/Best Practices 
• Successful Schools 
• Cost Function 

 
Mr. Chambers immediately dismissed the cost function.  In his view, the cost 
function was more of an academic exercise than a policy approach, requiring a 
substantial amount of data that would not be available in a state with seventeen 
school districts and over 500 schools.  He said the cost function required 
complex, econometric techniques.  Ultimately, because of those sophisticated 
and complex econometric techniques, it involved a limited set of outcomes, 
namely student achievement test scores.  There was nothing else that could fit 
into these models, and often it was very difficult to estimate those types of 
models.  Mr. Chambers said he would not recommend it, he would not do it, and 
he would not even pretend that one could do it with the data available in Nevada. 
 
Mr. Chambers said the other three approaches, taken individually, could give 
answers.  Taken together, they could give better answers.  He said there was no 
right answer to the question, “What does it cost to provide an adequate 
education?”  Mr. Chambers said he had been working in this field for 30 years.  
Consultants and researchers had tried to develop reasonable and rational 
approaches to coming up with an estimate or a range of estimates.  He said 
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there was a policy process, but the process was connected to technical 
components of this project.   
 
AIR’s project, which was the centerpiece for the work proposed to the committee, 
was Professional Judgment with elements of the other two approaches.  AIR 
called it a hybrid approach that relied on qualified educators from the state of 
Nevada.  In Mr. Chamber’s view, the educators in Nevada could help interpret 
information and evidence and, along with AIR, put it together in a way that would 
give a reasonable range of answers to the question of what it would cost to 
provide an adequate education. 
 
In conducting the Professional Judgment approach, Mr. Chambers said AIR 
would select or accept nominations of highly-qualified educators from 
high-performing schools in Nevada.  He said AIR would not do a full Successful 
Schools approach; they would rely on data from the Nevada School 
Accountability Data tables.  The tables identified exceptionally high-performing 
schools and would help in the selection of educators who would participate in the 
Professional Judgment panels (PJP). 
 
In addition, Mr. Chambers said one of the objectives of the project was to bring in 
research evidence.  A balanced research review would be presented to the PJP 
for them to consider and deliberate on in the context of the Professional 
Judgment approach.  He stated AIR had evidence of the affects of class size.  
Some studies indicated positive affects of small classes, while others suggested 
the opposite.  His own view was that it took educators working in the economic, 
political and geographic context of the state in which AIR was working to help 
interpret the data.   
 
Mr. Chambers said AIR provided a balanced review of evidence that worked in 
education.  His organization ran the What Works Clearing House and the 
Comprehensive School Reform Quality Centers for the United States Department 
of Education.  He had access to resources not formally part of the budget, but 
these were people he worked with and knew personally and could draw on for 
the work of this project. 
 
Mr. Chambers advised that he and Tom Parrish completed the first cost-based 
funding project 25 years before in Alaska and Illinois.  They developed the 
methodology, which had become known as Professional Judgment, under a 
project funded by the National Institute of Education.  Mr. Chambers added that 
he and Mr. Parrish developed a technical approach, a resource cost model, 
which designed the instructional programs and delivery systems for what was 
known as an appropriate education.  Back in those days, it was much more input 
driven.  He and Mr. Parrish designed a technical structure, but realized when 
working with states that a process was needed.  That process became 
Professional Judgment.  Mr. Chambers said he realized checks and balances 
were also needed in that system. 
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The three factors that affect the cost of education needed to be understood.  
There were only four factors that affected variations in spending across any 
school district.  Three of those were cost factors.  Mr. Chambers said cost factors 
were factors outside the control of local school districts.  Those factors could be 
summed up in three words:  Price, need and scale.   
 
The first factor, price, related to cost adjustments and determined how much it 
would cost to recruit and employ comparable inputs in different geographic 
locations within a state.  There were different labor markets and circumstances 
that affected the ability of school districts to attract quality personnel.  
Mr. Chambers said AIR looked at factors that were outside local control and 
affected wages, the labor market, the supply personnel and the willingness of 
people to work in different geographic locations. 
 
The second factor he discussed was need.  Mr. Chambers stated that students 
had different characteristics that brought different endowments to the table.  
There were children in poverty, children with disabilities, English language 
learners (ELL) and migrants.  Other elements of need included student mobility 
and the demand for vocational education services. 
 
The last factor was scale, which related to the scale of schools and districts that 
were outside the control of the districts.  Some schools and districts located in 
remote locations were unable to enjoy the economies of those of a larger scale 
existing in some of the urbanized areas.  AIR took into account that small scale 
was a necessary component of doing business and was what cost-based funding 
was all about. 
 
Mr. Chambers felt public engagement was a critical part of this work, and he saw 
working with the committee as an element of public engagement, providing 
opportunities for others to become aware of what was going on during the 
various components.  Committee meetings scheduled throughout this project 
would be used strategically by AIR to engage in public involvement and 
collaboration. 
 
Mr. Chambers believed a multi-faceted approach was very important and should 
involve multiple independent panels.  AIR intended to use four independent 
panels and work with committee members to determine how the panels would be 
configured.  He believed each panel would independently go through a set of 
exercises and have the opportunity to provide input.  The panels would be asked 
to design instructional programs and design school prototypes.   
 
Mr. Chambers said AIR would select panels from successful schools in Nevada 
and would work with the committee and superintendents throughout the state to 
develop a procedure to identify highly-qualified educators who exhibited 
characteristics needed to design those programs.  A brief and balanced overview 
would be presented to the panels in advance 
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There would be a system of checks and balances in the process.  According to 
Mr. Chambers, people had criticized the Professional Judgment approach as one 
where its educators “ran amok” and wondered what would keep the educators 
from presenting the ideal program.  He said AIR would set goals and ask the 
panels to design a program that achieved those goals and no more.  Some 
students required less than other students; students who lived in poverty, ELL 
students and special education students required more resources.  Those 
resources would need to be identified. 
 
AIR used stakeholders in the study process.  Mr. Chambers said committee 
members could be stakeholders, but he encouraged them to engage others such 
as non-educators, people who represented taxpayers, parents, and other people 
who had an interest in what happens in the school funding system and who could 
be a check on the process.  Mr. Chambers said the panels would not be 
dismissed once they told AIR what an ideal program looked like or what the 
resources were.   
 
Panel members would be invited back once the information had been 
synthesized.  The committee would be asked to answer questions with the 
stakeholders.  AIR would present some of the preliminary results, allow the 
committee and stakeholders to review them, and then give them an opportunity 
to talk to some of the people representing the panels.  The panels would be told 
up front that they would have to defend what they were doing.  Mr. Chambers 
said he was not an expert in what made a good education program.  He said that 
was the panels’ job.  His expertise was pulling the information together and 
organizing it in a way to cost it out. 
 
AIR’s models, analyses and procedures would be designed to provide estimates 
of the incremental costs of pupil need and of scale of operations.  On a 
school-by-school basis, AIR would estimate what every school needed based on 
configurations and resource requirements at the elementary, middle and high 
school levels. 
 
Mr. Chambers said AIR would also be involved in adjusting those estimates to 
reflect geographic cost differences, central administrative costs and maintenance 
and operations costs.  AIR would also work with school business officers to 
develop an appropriate approach to include transportation costs.  Mr. Chambers 
said he did not include facilities in the proposal (Exhibit D), although they would 
show how facilities could be built into it.  He said it was far beyond the scope of 
the budget and the time and effort available for the project. 
 
Mr. Chambers referred the committee to the flow chart listing the five objectives 
set out for this project (Exhibit C).   
The first objective was for AIR to understand what the components were for 
Nevada’s current system for school finance and to explore the needs of the 
system.  He said AIR would work with the committee to establish a set of 
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stakeholders. He did encourage the committee to include others to provide 
legitimacy and involve more people in the process. 
 
The second objective was to perform the cost analysis.  The four Professional 
Judgment panels would be selected from urban and rural areas.  AIR would 
introduce the elements of Successful Schools and the Evidenced-Based 
information.  The PJPs would select representatives from their panels to make up 
the PJP review team, which would interpret the information and work with AIR to 
present that information to the stakeholders. 
 
Mr. Chambers said objective four was the Evidence-Based approach.  After 
re-reading the RFP, he thought the committee’s intent was to review the 
approaches to doing costing out, which AIR would do.  More importantly, he 
wanted to use that task to develop the balanced review of the literature that could 
be put out for the panels to use. 
 
Objective three was to determine how well the existing system met up with the 
cost model developed by AIR.  AIR would compare what the current system in 
Nevada distributed to the local districts, what the current dollars were, the 
relationship to the cost model, and look at the implications for pupil need and 
scale of operations. 
 
Finally, AIR would work with the committee to develop recommendations on what 
a distribution formula might look like in terms of thinking about the cost factors.   
 
Mr. Chambers discussed the strengths of AIR’s approach.  The approach was 
transparent.  The cost analysis would be done in Excel and left with the 
committee; it could be used and updated easily.  All of the procedures and 
processes would be documented and available through detailed appendices.  
The study conducted by AIR could be replicated.  American Institutes for 
Research would be drawing on highly-qualified, experienced professionals within 
Nevada to work with them and draw on their knowledge of the Nevada context.   
 
Mr. Chambers advised that AIR would work hard to ensure there were no 
conflicts of interest among the panel members and anyone else who might be 
involved in designing the program. 
 
The reliability would come from multiple groups participating in the process, not 
only the stakeholders, but also multiple groups of educators doing the same 
things independently of one another, so there would be a better chance of some 
consensus, or at least divergent views, being expressed. 
 
The process could be replicated through the transparency by others, because 
AIR would provide enough information and a model that could be used.  Multiple 
perspectives of various educators and multiple sources from successful schools 
would be used. 
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Mr. Chambers then discussed project expertise and available resources.  He 
stated that he was the project director and had allocated a quarter of his time to 
the project over the next six-and-a-half months.  He was responsible for the 
design of the models, implementation of every aspect of the project, and every 
report and model the committee would receive as a product of the project. 
 
Tom Parrish was an expert on process components and a policy analyst for 
many years.  Mr. Chambers said he and Tom Parrish had been working together 
for 25 years, and Mr. Parrish was with him on the original design of the Illinois 
and Alaska projects when they first developed the Professional Judgment 
approach.  Each of them brought special expertise to the process. 
 
Mr. Chambers said he had also involved Dr. Jesse Levin, who would be a 
principal analyst on the project and who was a principal analyst on the New York 
adequacy project with him.  Dr. Levin had been involved in every aspect of the 
project they were currently proposing. 
 
Mr. Chambers engaged two senior professors, Deborah Verstegen from the 
University of Nevada, Reno, and Teresa Jordan from the University of Nevada, 
Las Vegas.  Both were well qualified and tremendously experienced in school 
finance.  Teresa Jordan wrote the chapter on the Nevada Plan and the Nevada 
School Finance System for the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) 
and the American Education Finance Association (AEFA) in the published 
volume that described all of the school finance systems across the United States.  
Deborah Verstegen had done adequacy studies of the kind being proposed on 
her own.  Mr. Chambers said he had known both of these women for many years 
and they had at times been competitors. 
 
Maria Perez, Deputy Director, was an experienced manager, cost analyst and an 
economist at AIR and brought tremendous skill to the project. 
 
Mr. Chambers re-emphasized the fact that the AIR organization consisted of 
people experienced in working with education and health policy.  He said AIR’s 
district consulting group, which he was a part of, worked with school districts and 
brought research to practice.  Mr. Chambers said AIR also had expertise in early 
childhood education, which he thought was a critical component and would be a 
part of the project. 
 
Assemblyman Holcomb asked Mr. Chambers which states he had completed 
adequacy studies for.  Mr. Chambers responded that the most recent study 
completed by AIR was in New York, which was a $1 million study.  He said AIR 
had focused on special education in Georgia and Texas.  They were currently 
working in Washington.  Other studies were done in Wyoming, Alaska and 
Illinois. 
 
(Assemblyman Perkins joined the meeting.) 
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Assemblyman Holcomb referred to the panels Mr. Chambers had mentioned and 
asked who would be responsible for recruiting members for these panels, what 
would their time commitment be, how many members would be included as 
stakeholders, and how the Professional Judgment panel would review the needs 
for career and technical education. 
 
Mr. Chambers replied that the stakeholder group should consist of 20-30 
individuals who were not educators.  Given the scope of the budget, AIR would 
need to rely on the committee to select the stakeholders.  Because of the size of 
Nevada, Mr. Chambers felt there would be an opportunity to work directly with 
superintendents.  Some panels had been paid an honorarium in the past.  It was 
not included in this budget, but he said it could be revisited.   
 
Mr. Chambers said each panel would meet for three days.  There would be a 
facilitator for each of those panels.  A one-day follow-up meeting would include 
the PJP review team.  There would be telephonic conversations with the school 
business officers and others for elements to provide technical issues for the 
project, and the panels would be relied on for that as well.  Mr. Chambers found 
people liked to be a part of an exercise such as this project, and AIR would work 
with the committee to select highly-qualified individuals who cared about 
education and were willing to commit their time to the process.  Each 
independent panel would include one superintendent, three principals, a school 
business officer, a special education person, a specialist in English language and 
one teacher.  Mr. Chambers hoped an honorarium would not be needed.  He 
hoped the superintendents, because of the importance of the project, would be 
willing to work with AIR and provide support.   
 
Mr. Chambers addressed Assemblyman Holcomb’s question regarding career 
and technical education.  AIR treated technical education in the same way they 
would, to some degree, any other special need population.  He said the group of 
students with special needs included those students that had goals other than 
attending college or other types of post-secondary education.  Those groups 
needed to be accounted for.  Technical education would be presented to the 
panels to consider in their deliberations.   
 
Senator Hardy asked if any studies completed by AIR found that funding was 
adequate.  Mr. Chambers replied that when doing the study in Illinois 25 years 
ago, the cost estimates they came up with for the full education system was 
$5.02 billion.  The amount of money Illinois was spending at the time was 
$4.98 billion.  He considered their system adequate.  In New York, the increase 
was approximately 20-25 percent for the state.  Mr. Chambers emphasized the 
goals that were set for the system would affect the cost numbers.  The committee 
would have to decide which goals they wanted to set for the education system.  
The planning process would have to be done carefully, because of implications 
for facilities, teacher supply and demand, and a whole range of issues. 
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Senator Hardy said one of his main concerns was how local stakeholders would 
be incorporated.  Nevada was a diverse state in terms of need and education.  
What occurred in one portion of the state was entirely different than what 
occurred in other areas.  One model did not fit all.  Senator Hardy appreciated 
AIR’s strategy and plan for incorporating the stakeholders.  He agreed with 
Assemblyman Holcomb’s comments on career and technical education, and felt 
the United States missed the boat on preparing students for technical career 
education. 
 
Senator Hardy asked if there had been any court challenges to AIR’s findings in 
any of the adequacy studies they had done.  Mr. Chambers said New York was 
still in the process.  The work done in New York was not funded by the state; it 
was funded by three foundations:  The Atlantic Philanthropies, the Gates 
Foundation and the Ford Foundation.  The system had not been implemented at 
this point, but the court had directed the state to implement the additional 
increase at a formula similar to that recommended by AIR.  Mr. Chambers said 
special education systems had been revised based on some of the work done by 
AIR.   
 
Senator Hardy did not view a court challenge as a negative thing.  He believed 
people needed to push the envelope and think outside of the box.  He planned 
on asking this question of all of the potential contractors, because he felt it gave 
the committee insight into the direction the consultants’ recommendations would 
take. 
 
Chairman Smith asked if the outcome of AIR’s work would suggest a plan to help 
phase their recommendation in.  Mr. Chambers said they could discuss 
additional needs for other types of research.  Part of their report would be to 
suggest that if Nevada were to implement AIR’s recommendations, AIR would 
impart some policy issues they would need to face down the road.  Based on 
increased knowledge of the system and fiscal circumstances in Nevada, AIR 
could recommend a reasonable phase-in period.  Three to five years had 
generally been a reasonable time frame, but part of AIR’s work would be to help 
the committee think through those issues; part of their recommendations would 
be to suggest an approach. 
 
Chairman Smith said community involvement, particularly with parents, was very 
important to her.  Her concern was how they would involve community members 
if the process were limited to the Professional Judgment model, as legislative 
meetings did not tend to attract standing room only audiences.   
 
Mr. Chambers replied that given the short timeframe of the project, it would be 
incumbent upon the committee to help AIR involve the community.  Part of public 
engagement was simply making people aware of what was going on and giving 
them an opportunity to provide input into that process.  For example, the next 
committee meeting might correspond with the time AIR had finished meeting with 
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the panels.  AIR could then provide information to the committee concerning the 
outcome of those deliberations.   
 
Given the limited time for this project, Mr. Chambers would have liked to have 
spent six months in advance of the project getting everybody on the same page 
with respect to the goals and objectives of the education system.  When thinking 
about student achievement test scores, Mr. Chambers wondered how much 
emphasis should be on the arts, music, performing arts and other elements 
important to student achievement.  In a state where the entertainment industry 
was important, the performing arts would be significant.  In this day and age of 
No Child Left Behind, the arts were dismissed as being unimportant, because the 
only thing that seemed to matter was achievement test scores. 
 
Mr. Chambers was not convinced that people who had been successful in life 
were successful because of achievement test scores they received in third, sixth 
or eighth grade.  It was because of other skills learned in engaging people, 
thinking critically, and doing research and things not measured by achievement 
test scores.  Mr. Chambers had children and was passionate about what he 
thought education should be and thought it was important for stakeholders to 
weigh in on.  
 
Chairman Smith asked Mr. Chambers if he believed in the standards that were 
set; Nevada had standards for the arts that were adopted by the state.  He 
responded that he needed to learn more, as he did not have enough detail and 
knowledge, but AIR hoped to gain that knowledge very quickly and early on in 
the project. 
 
Chairman Smith asked if AIR would view the standards that were adopted by the 
state upon which Nevada based their curriculum and CRTs as a guiding goal.  
Mr. Chambers said yes. 
 
Chairman Smith asked if the panels would be conducted in a public or private 
setting.  Mr. Chambers said they would be conducted in private meetings to allow 
people to deliberate and think free of any political baggage.  The names of the 
members of the panel would not be hidden, and members were free to talk about 
whatever they wanted.  The three days of meetings were pretty intense, and AIR 
wanted the members to be able to focus. 
 
Chairman Smith thanked Mr. Chambers for his time and for the effort he put into 
his proposal.  She asked him to be available in case the committee had further 
questions for him.  Mr. Chambers thanked the committee for inviting him to make 
his presentation and let them know he hoped they had a chance to work 
together. 
 
John Augenblick and John Myers, representing Augenblick, Palaich and 
Associates (APA), said their presentation (Exhibit E) would identify highlights of 
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their proposal (Exhibit F).  Mr. Myers would provide an overview of the 
background of the work, and Mr. Augenblick would discuss some of the proposed 
tasks, activities and the schedule.   
 
Mr. Myers, Vice President of APA, had been on the committee’s side of the table 
25 years ago when he first started working with school finance.  The Education 
Commission of the States (ECS) used to publish a wall chart showing equity 
issues and different formulas around the country.  The bottom of the chart listed 
the authors, and the names were Augenblick, McGuire and Palaich.  Mr. Myers 
said he wanted to meet those authors.  He not only met them, but after working 
with the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL), he began working 
with school finance, primarily for state legislators and policymakers.  He advised 
that APA had done the most in terms of working with and building school finance 
systems. 
 
In the early days, school finance was about equity, which included student equity 
and taxpayer equity.  Mr. Myers said the wealth of the district should not control 
how much money was spent on a student.  The Nevada Plan was an outcome of 
worrying about those equity concerns.  There was general agreement as to how 
to measure and define equity, and APA would use those generally accepted 
procedures. 
 
In the 1990s, school finance adequacy became important.  Up until that time, 
taxing and spending decisions were made by local school districts.  States did 
not engage themselves in the adequacy side of the ledger.  Mr. Myers said it was 
in the 1990s when the standards-based reform movement came along, which 
specified student performance outcomes.  It was at that point in which 
procedures began to be developed.   
 
Nevada’s responsibility was to set standards, have assessments tied to those 
standards and hold school districts accountable.  If Nevada created those 
accountability systems, school sites and districts would need to have enough 
resources to accomplish goals set by the state.  The adequacy study identified 
the costs of the resources needed in order to get students to meet those 
standards. 
 
Mr. Myers said there were three consulting organizations that helped create the 
primary methodologies to do adequacy studies, and there were four major 
approaches: 
 

• Successful Schools (Districts) 
• Professional Judgment 
• Comprehensive Reform  
• Econometric 
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The three approaches used by state policy makers almost exclusively are the 
first three.  Mr. Myers said he and Mr. Augenblick helped develop the Successful 
Schools approach; they had done more of those than anyone else.  The strength 
of the Successful Schools approach was that it was transparent to state policy 
makers, easy to understand and appropriate for understanding the current 
system. 
 
Mr. Myers said the Professional Judgment approach was developed by 
Management Analysis and Planning (MAP); Jim Guthrie and Jim Smith were the 
leaders in management analysis and planning; they did it in response to a 
Wyoming court case (Campbell County School District v. State).  John Myers and 
John Augenblick took that information and put their own imprint on how to use 
that information.   
 
The Comprehensive Reform, or Evidence-Based approach, was primarily done 
by Allan Odden and Larry Picus.  They became the third major firm that had done 
most work in that area.  The Comprehensive Reform approach was originally 
done by Allan Odden in New Jersey and had recently been used in Arkansas and 
Kentucky. 
 
Mr. Myers referred to the strengths and weaknesses of each approach.  He felt 
the important thing to note was that using the adequacy approaches had made a 
difference in public policy.  They had been adopted and used by legislatures in 
states throughout the country.  Mr. Myers said APA would propose tasks to use 
two major approaches with efforts to identify the strengths and use the strength 
of one of the third approaches in the primary piece of their work.   
 
Mr. Augenblick said APA had one primary objective in mind, which was to create 
a strong, defensible school finance system in Nevada.  APA did not study 
adequacy because it was an interesting topic or because somebody said it was 
important; APA was there to build an adequate and equitable school funding 
system.  Mr. Augenblick said it was of no value to do studies in which the results 
could not be translated into a procedure to allocate money to school districts.  If 
the results could not be translated, the work would not be worthwhile. 
 
The first thing APA would do was take a careful look at the equity of the system 
in Nevada.  What APA would not do was overwhelm the committee with dozens 
of statistics just because the statistics existed.  Because the academic 
community had compiled dozens of statistics to measure equity, people felt it 
was best to see dozens of statistics.  APA would select those most appropriate 
for Nevada’s situation. 
 
Mr. Augenblick said APA would use the Successful Schools approach as one of 
their approaches to study adequacy.  Despite the fact there were four different 
approaches, it was important to pursue more than one.  None of the approaches 
were viewed as being the best.  APA would use two and a half approaches: the 
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Successful Schools approach, the Professional Judgment approach and a 
portion of the Comprehensive Reform approach. 
 
APA would not use the Successful Schools approach at the district level; the 
approach would be done at the school level, as there were not enough school 
districts in Nevada to apply.  Mr. Augenblick said APA would identify schools 
viewed as being successful, which involved looking at their spending in order to 
obtain a base cost figure.  The Successful Schools approach did not provide any 
information other than the base cost, which was the figure for serving children 
that had no special needs and were going to school districts that had no cost 
pressure characteristics, such as being too big, too small, not growing fast 
enough, slow enough and so on.  He said the Successful Schools approach was 
important for developing a base cost formula. 
 
Mr. Augenblick said APA had developed ways to modify the way the Professional 
Judgment approach was done compared to the way it was originally designed.  
Those modifications were designed to keep the approach under control.  The 
biggest criticism of the Professional Judgment approach was that it allowed 
people to specify anything they wanted for any reason they wanted, making the 
costs outrageous.  APA had designed ways to keep costs under control. 
 
Mr. Augenblick said APA would begin their study by applying the Comprehensive 
Reform approach to Nevada.  One of the criticisms people had of the 
Comprehensive Reform approach as it had been used in other states was that it 
was always the same.  Looking at studies that had been done in other states 
using Evidence-Based or Comprehensive Reform, the figures they came up with 
were always the same.  There was no connection between those figures and 
performance expectations.   
 
Mr. Augenblick said he would form a national panel consisting of three people 
and ask them, based on their knowledge of literature and having reviewed the 
standards that exist in Nevada, to tell APA from their experience and knowledge 
what resources they believed would work in Nevada schools.  APA would use 
that information as a starting point for the Professional Judgment panels (PJP). 
 
APA would form an in-house advisory group.  This group would have knowledge 
of how Nevada’s system worked and advise APA of any pitfalls or problems 
throughout the study.  The advisory group would be considered as one of the 
PJPs.  In addition, other panels would be formed to study schools and districts of 
different sizes to determine base cost figures, which could be compared to the 
Successful Schools figures, but also adjustments required due to cost pressures 
faced by school districts.  
 
Mr. Augenblick said APA would conduct statistical analyses to support the work 
already completed.  One procedure used by APA, referred to as the Fixed and 
Enrollment Cost Partition (FECP), divided costs into fixed costs and variable 
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costs.  Statistical analysis and data would be used to infer the relationship 
between size and cost of schools and districts. 
 
The second statistical analysis done by APA, referred to as Location Cost Metric 
(LCM), which was designed to determine geographic price differences.  This 
analysis depended upon housing prices, because housing prices affected what 
everybody in the state was paid, not just teachers. 
 
Finally, Mr. Augenblick said APA would look at the annual cost adjustment that 
would need to be made once the work was put into place.  The work would not 
need to be done every year, but should be done every 3-5 years.  In the 
intervening years, there would need to be a way of adjusting data, and APA 
would provide information on how to do that based on annual cost adjustments.   
 
Mr. Augenblick advised the committee that APA would provide the elements 
needed to build a formula, which would include a base cost, adjustments for 
students with different needs, adjustments for school district size and other 
factors that affected the cost of providing services.  APA would take that 
information and apply it to the characteristics of the individual districts so a cost 
could be estimated, which was not difficult to do.  What was difficult to do was to 
get the information into a format that could be applied to run a school finance 
system.   
 
Mr. Augenblick advised that APA would look at alternative ways of combining all 
of the information into a funding system.  Along the way, they would prepare 
reports and make presentations to the committee.  He said APA’s proposal 
(Exhibit F) should have made it clear that the amount of money provided to 
support the adequacy study was insufficient to do all of the work the committee 
wanted to be done.   
 
Mr. Augenblick noted that APA would not be working on all of the items listed as 
needing to be done, as there was not enough time or money available.  He said 
APA viewed the ones selected as being distinct issues that could be done 
separately at a different point of time without interfering with work that needed to 
be done.  Primarily, APA had chosen not to include transportation and capital 
costs in the study.  Mr. Augenblick noted APA also would not include 
comparisons to other states.  His staff was knowledgeable about other states, 
and most of the work was in their heads; they would be able to use that 
information to help Nevada but did not plan on writing any formal reports on 
those comparisons. 
 
Even though APA’s proposal (Exhibit F) noted the possibility of not being able to 
meet with the committee at every scheduled meeting, Mr. Augenblick advised the 
committee he intended to attend the meetings identified, as the schedule worked 
out with the work APA would be doing. 
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Mr. Augenblick discussed his schedule for completing the project.  His firm would 
attempt to complete work in a way that allowed APA staff to report their progress 
and accomplishments to the committee at their scheduled meetings. 
 
Augenblick, Palaich and Associates, a private company, had been in the 
business of school finance for 22 years.  There were eight employees, who met 
every day, located in their Denver office.  APA was very familiar with the 
performance of school adequacy finance studies; they took the results of those 
studies and created school finance systems.  Mr. Augenblick said APA designed 
and built systems in Louisiana, Mississippi, Kentucky, Colorado, Kansas, Ohio 
and New Jersey; they continued to work with those states to improve those 
systems. 
 

• Dr. John Augenblick started his career as a 5th and 6th grade teacher.  He 
became interested in funding issues and continued on to graduate school.  
He began working at the Education Commission of the States (ECS) 
25 years ago, which had a school finance center that he directed for 
several years.   

• Bob Palaich worked at the Education Commission of the States (ECS) for 
25 years and was a vice president.   

• Justin Silverstein had worked with APA for eight years.  He had been 
involved in many school finance studies using the Successful Schools and 
Professional Judgment approaches and had a tremendous amount of 
experience with school studies. 

• Dr. Douglas Rose, an ex-professor, was APA’s statistical person. 
• Dr. Amy Anderson had been working for APA from California but recently 

moved to Colorado. 
• Dale DeCesare, an attorney, advises APA staff and provides information 

and background. 
• Amanda Brown was APA’s research assistant. 
• John Myers was a partner for 10 years when the company was known as 

Augenblick and Myers.  Mr. Myers continues to have a company separate 
from APA, but works primarily as APA’s Director of Development.  He was 
the person APA relied on to find projects.  Mr. Myers also had a 
background as a legislator. 

 
Mr. Augenblick concluded his presentation.   
 
Chairman Smith was pleased Mr. Augenblick had addressed two of the items 
APA would not be able to complete.  She said the committee was aware the list 
was long and would be challenging for the bidders.  Chairman Smith felt the 
meeting schedule could be worked out.  One of the things she was pleased 
about when reading Mr. Augenblick’s proposal (Exhibit F) was the fact that he 
could do some level of comparison of what Nevada and other states spent.  
Chairman Smith asked Mr. Augenblick to verify that he could do that comparison.   
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Mr. Augenblick said there was one comparison level APA could do that was built 
in, which had to do with salaries.  APA could also include some comparisons 
between Nevada and other states.   
 
Chairman Smith wanted to clarify for the record that Mr. Augenblick had not 
included the study of equity in his presentation, although it had been included in 
the proposal (Exhibit F).  Mr. Augenblick said when the PowerPoint presentation 
was prepared he neglected to include that component. 
 
Assemblyman Holcomb referred to page 5 of APA’s proposal (Exhibit F) in which 
the Professional Judgment approach and panels were mentioned.  When 
referring to the panels, there was mention of three nationally-selected panel 
members and an in-house advisory group that would be participating in the 
study.  Subsection 1 referenced many panel members would be selected from 
school districts.  Assemblyman Holcomb said it was not clear as to the number of 
panels, where they would be and the composition of the panels.  He asked 
Mr. Augenblick to elaborate. 
 
Mr. Augenblick said the idea was to have two special panels, which had not yet 
been selected.  He said there would be four additional panels with approximately 
seven to nine members in each panel.  The panels would be made up of 
teachers, special education specialists and people familiar with providing 
services to at-risk children, principals and possibly a superintendent.  The 
composition would depend on whether or not the focus of the panel was on the 
school level or the district level.  A couple of the panels would be focused on 
building hypothetical schools; those panels would consist of mostly teachers and 
principals.  The panels discussing district level activities would include 
superintendents.   
 
Mr. Augenblick explained the reference to the Successful Schools approach.  He 
said the selection of the participants involved recruiting people with experience, 
and knowledge and had come from schools identified as being successful.  
Mr. Augenblick reiterated that there would be six panels, two of which were 
special.  Not all panel members would come from successful schools, but many 
of them would. 
 
Assemblyman Holcomb asked Mr. Augenblick if he would be the person 
determining what a successful school was.  Mr. Augenblick said APA would 
make the determination of the successful schools and would share a proposed 
standard used to measure how well the schools were doing.  Nevada had 
standards, and APA would use those standards to measure school success.  He 
said APA would gather the data from individual schools and perform two 
measures.  One would be an absolute measure, which measured whether 
students met the absolute expectation of their performance.  The second 
measure would look at how well schools did in terms of change over time to see 
whether they were improving and the likelihood of the schools being able to 

 18  
 



reach a standard in the future.  Using those two approaches, APA would identify 
those schools.  Mr. Augenblick said APA would then show the committee what 
they had come up with and ask if the list looked appropriate, as APA did not 
know those schools; somebody looking at the list might note a school not on the 
list that should be. 
 
Assemblyman Holcomb asked if it would be the committee’s responsibility to 
determine the makeup of the panel members.  Mr. Augenblick responded that it 
would be the committee’s responsibility to identify the panel members.  Other 
than the two special panels discussed earlier, APA would provide the criteria and 
ask the committee to identify people for the panels.  APA would then contact 
those people and organize the meetings. 
 
Assemblyman Holcomb asked if the successful schools would be in different 
areas such as northern Nevada, southern Nevada and the rural areas.  
Mr. Augenblick said the panels would meet in different places. 
 
Assemblyman Holcomb then asked what the composition of the panel that 
looked at career and technical education would be and how membership would 
be determined.  Mr. Augenblick responded by saying APA wanted the committee 
to identify the panel members using APA’s criteria. 
 
Mr. Myers clarified for the committee what Mr. Augenblick meant by 
characteristics.  APA wanted the right mix of people, and in some cases they 
needed a district finance officer to be a part of the team.  It would not only include 
teachers or administrators in a certain category.  Mr. Myers said APA had done 
many studies and had a sense of what each individual panel would need. 
 
Chairman Smith asked what the time commitment would be for the panel 
members.  Mr. Augenblick said it was typically a day and a half.  In most cases, 
the panel members would spend one night with the school districts supporting 
their participation by assuming the cost of the panel members.  Mr. Augenblick 
said APA did not pay panel members or provide compensation.  He expected the 
school districts to put them up for a night or pay for their transportation.  He went 
on to say that APA provided meals and the meeting room. 
 
Chairman Smith said one of the things she was interested in with the Successful 
Schools approach was looking at spending efficiency.  Mr. Augenblick had 
mentioned the makeup of the Nevada school districts and the need for a 
Successful Schools approach rather than a district approach.  She asked if he 
would make efficiency a large part of the project.  Mr. Augenblick responded that 
they would.  In APA’s view, the other approaches had not determined how to 
incorporate efficiency.  Those who talked about the statistical or econometric 
approaches suggested efficiency was included, but APA was not sure how it was 
included or if it was.  The Successful Schools approach allowed an efficiency 
filter to be used.  After the successful schools were identified, inefficient schools 
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could be culled out, not based on their spending, but based upon how their 
services were provided; it would typically be based on the number of personnel 
used to provide services.  Mr. Augenblick said APA would break the study up into 
instruction, plant maintenance, operation and administration, which would be 
done separately.  APA would require data from schools concerning how many 
people were involved in providing the services, how many square feet there were 
in the buildings and a variety of other data.  This type of study had been used in 
Mississippi, and their formula was based on that approach. 
 
Senator Hardy asked Mr. Augenblick if any of APA’s studies had found that 
funding was adequate.  Mr. Augenblick responded that there had been an 
unpublished case in New Jersey.  He said there were states that were fairly close 
to being adequate.   
 
Mr. Myers said when APA first started doing this work, they had done 
comparisons of how funding had changed over time.  He said APA had worked 
for the Minnesota School Boards’ Association, and at the end of that work came 
back and told them the amount of money they had exceeded inflation and 
growth.  The answer to Senator Hardy’s question was, “We’re going to find what 
we find.”  What APA had learned by the new approaches in adequacy was that if 
the studies were done well, and there was a gap in spending from where the 
current spending was, that gap was primarily small when it related to the base.  
When the gap was larger, it was often in the area of at-risk students, English 
language learners and special education.  Most adequacy studies found a need 
for more, but it had to do with the standards-based reform and performance 
reports. 
 
Senator Hardy said he had asked that question because he had chaired the 
higher education study last session, which did not look at funding issues, but 
funding was an integral part that needed consideration.  He was surprised to 
learn that in some cases the consultant had found that funding was adequate but 
misapplied.   
 
Senator Hardy then asked if there had been any significant lawsuits associated 
with any of APA’s findings.  Mr. Augenblick said lawsuits could always happen, 
and there had been situations in which APA’s figures had been used to resolve 
the lawsuits.  In Maryland, there had been a lawsuit with the City of Baltimore, 
but not with the state as a whole.  APA’s figures had been used as the basis of 
saying there was no basis for a lawsuit, and if the city did what APA said they 
should do, there would not be a problem.  Mr. Augenblick stated Senator Hardy 
had probably been reading about Kansas as they had been in the paper for 
several months; that was a situation in which APA had made a recommendation 
as to how things should be done, and the court upheld that and was now 
requiring that it be done.   
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APA did work in Ohio, and the system had been declared unconstitutional 
despite that work.  Part of that was because Ohio had only done a portion of 
what APA had recommended, and the court had not required them to change 
anything.  The court said the system was not constitutional, but the system 
developed by APA would continue to be used to allocate money.  In other cases, 
APA’s system had actually been upheld.  Mr. Augenblick said APA had not had a 
situation where their work had been the basis of somebody being able to find the 
system unconstitutional. 
 
Senator Hardy wanted to re-emphasize that he did not see a lawsuit as a 
negative thing.  He said it would be negative if the findings of APA had not been 
upheld.  The fact that APA thought outside of the box and made 
recommendations that might motivate a lawsuit did not trouble Senator Hardy at 
all. 
 
Mr. Augenblick said lawsuits could not be controlled.  APA would try to come up 
with something sufficiently flexible with concepts the committee could use.  The 
committee members were the policymakers; APA was there to support the 
committee. 
 
Senator Hardy said that as policymakers, they had to balance the fact that APA 
were the experts.  That was why the selection process was so important.  The 
committee had to have a level of comfort going in with the methodology.  
Senator Hardy thought the committee should look at every possible methodology 
to get a comfort level on the front end and then trust APA to come up with a 
recommendation that made sense for Nevada. 
 
Chairman Smith followed up with the legal discussion.  She asked 
Mr. Augenblick what his reaction had been when he saw Nevada had passed 
legislation to undertake an adequacy study without being sued, which had not 
been the norm.   
 
Mr. Augenblick said he applauded Nevada, because Nevada had adopted 
standards, measured how well students did, and had an accountability system 
that had consequences when things did not happen.  He thought it was too bad 
states and the federal government did not, from the beginning, think about how 
much it would cost to do an adequacy study.  An adequacy study was worth 
looking at, and Mr. Augenblick said he applauded states that did them.  He said 
there were not many states that had done adequacy studies.  A lot of studies 
were done for education groups, school board associations, teacher associations 
or a coalition of people.  Kansas, Maryland and Ohio were states where the 
legislature believed in their accountability systems.  These states believed in 
accountability systems so much, the last thing they wanted was money to be 
used as an excuse when students could not meet expectations.  Mr. Augenblick 
said adequacy studies took money off the table as an explanation for why some 
district or school did not meet the standards. 
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Chairman Smith asked how APA perceived parents and other community 
members having input into the process.  Mr. Myers responded that APA had not 
built in that activity outside of the panels that would be assisting with identification 
of resources.  He said that was what APA often described as phase three.  
Phase one would be doing the adequacy work; phase two, which was in the 
proposal (Exhibit F), was helping craft a school finance formula, including 
implementation issues; and phase three would question how people engaged 
with school finance. 
 
Chairman Smith stated she was thinking more of how APA looked at parent 
involvement impacting the process to begin with.  She assumed the Successful 
Schools approach had to look at that factor.  Mr. Augenblick said the Successful 
Schools approach was not transparent in the sense that it was not known why 
certain schools were successful.  The Successful Schools approach could tell 
that a certain school was successful and how much was spent.  APA had 
conducted an extra study in Maryland, not part of the work proposed for Nevada, 
of the amount of money or service that was being provided in schools by 
volunteers, foundations and a whole host of people, and translated that 
information into money terms.  It was not insignificant, and there was more time 
than money being contributed to those successful schools.  Mr. Augenblick said it 
was not buckets of money that distinguished these schools from other places; 
what did distinguish them was the amount of time parents were contributing.  
That study required APA to do an analysis. 
 
Chairman Smith thanked Mr. Augenblick for providing that information.  She had 
thought about having that type of information on a future agenda item for the 
committee to discuss as it was known to impact successful schools.  
Mr. Augenblick said he would be happy to get the information from Maryland for 
the committee. 
 
Chairman Smith asked Mr. Augenblick to restate for the record whether APA 
would be willing to be present for committee meetings.  Mr. Augenblick promised 
he would be present at committee meetings as currently scheduled. 
 
Chairman Smith asked if there were other questions from committee members.  
Seeing none, she thanked Mr. Augenblick for his time and for traveling to make 
his presentation.  Chairman Smith asked Mr. Augenblick to wait in the other room 
in case he was called back for further questions.   
 
Chairman Smith introduced the third and final group presenting a proposal, 
R.C. Woods and Associates, and asked each of the representatives to identify 
themselves for the record. 
Craig Wood, President of R.C. Wood and Associates (RCW), introduced himself 
and his associates, Steve Smith and Marcia Bandera.  He said he was pleased 
to be at the meeting and appreciated the hospitality of the committee.  Mr. Wood 
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began his PowerPoint presentation (Exhibit G) by stating this research project 
consisted of the following people:   
 

• Craig Wood, University of Florida 
• Steve Smith, Education Finance Consultant, Denver, Colorado 
• Dr. Merle Farrier, Education Finance expert, University of Montana 
• Dr. Jeff Maiden, Professor of Education Finance, University of Oklahoma 
• Dr. Scott Sweetland, Professor of Education Finance, Ohio State 

University 
• Jilyn Oliviera, graduate student, University of Montana 

 
Mr. Wood said that while all of those people had unique, specific research 
expertise in terms of large data sets of education finance and had done a number 
of different studies throughout the country, their research team also included 
Marcia Bandera, former School Superintendent of Elko County and Deputy 
Superintendent of Public Instruction of the State of Nevada, as well as 
Ted Zuend, former Deputy Analyst for the Legislative Counsel Bureau for the 
State of Nevada.  Mr. Wood thought his team represented the best education 
finance minds in the nation, as well as people of great assistance from the state 
of Nevada. 
 
Mr. Wood felt most people agreed on the importance of financing public 
education and that it should be created and funded appropriately.  It was his 
observation that on occasion the topic tended to be polarized in that people 
overstated their position.  For example, some people said money made no 
difference at all; Mr. Wood thought those people were making a simplistic 
statement.  On the other hand, there were those who said that money made all 
the difference in the world.  In reality, the best research suggested that money 
did make a difference if it was spent wisely and effectively in terms of programs 
and practices. 
 
Over the past few years, there was a movement linking education finance 
achievement goals with the funding levels for adequacy studies.  Historically, this 
relationship had been lacking.  According to Mr. Wood, when looking at 
adequacy studies that had been performed in over 30 states, most of the results 
had not been implemented.  Perhaps one of the reasons the studies had not 
been implemented successfully was that roughly two-thirds of the studies were 
not commissioned by the state itself; the answers were looked at as being 
suspect.   
 
Mr. Wood told the committee that adequacy studies were not an exact science.  
He said it would be safe to say that the social science envelope was being 
pushed as far as it could within the realm of rationality.  RCW’s goal was to come 
up with a range of figures based on the different methodologies by which the 
Legislature could base decisions upon.  Mr. Wood said he did not fall into the 
philosophical category that their job was to tell Nevada what to spend on public 
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education; their job was to give a range of numbers supported by different 
methodologies.  Some very complex issues would need to be dealt with.   
 
Mr. Wood said his was the only firm to date that had conducted an adequacy 
study for a state utilizing all four of the methodologies at the same time.  RCW 
were the pioneers of using the four methodologies at the same time, most 
notably for the state legislature in Montana.  Mr. Wood stated their proposal 
(Exhibit H) included a copy of the Montana study.  He was pleased with that 
study; the state of Montana was pleased with that study; and the study was 
completed in 90 days.  That spoke to the capability of RCW in terms of doing 
very complex studies in a short amount of time. 
 
Mr. Wood said the result of the ranges gave parameters to the discussions with 
different people and constituencies in Nevada.  He found it to be helpful in the 
sense that without having those parameters or a database, discussions 
oftentimes tended not to be as fruitful as he would like them.  He said his firm 
would provide technical assistance in terms of measuring the equity of all of the 
policy options.  The goal was to run the options.  Ultimately, there would be 
hundreds and hundreds of spreadsheets.  At some point in time, all of that data 
would be given to committee staff for replication of their information.  
 
Mr. Wood said the methodologies would be run and staff would be apprised if 
certain adequacy definitions were met, what the equity numbers would be and 
the impact on every school district in the state.  In addition to that, R.C. Wood 
and Associates would look through all of the studies to see what the strengths 
and limitations were and offer counsel in that regard.  It was not their 
philosophical position to make decisions for Nevada.  RCW would provide 
information to make rational decisions with, and those decisions would be subject 
to examination at any given point. 
 
Steve Smith of RCW gave an overview of the proposed study (Exhibit H).  Given 
the limitations of the study, it was of vital importance to undertake all four 
methodologies.  While he worked for the National Conference of State 
Legislatures (NCSL) from 2000 to 2004, he saw a lot of these studies being 
done.  Mr. Smith said there could be a variation of over 25 percent when using 
two methodologies, which begged the question, “Which of either of the 
methodologies are appropriate?”  It was important to acquire as much 
information as possible as it was the most valid way of examining the issue from 
a statistical standpoint, providing options for creating hybrid systems and 
applying the most appropriate findings into the finance formula.  Mr. Smith 
commended the committee for being ahead of the curve in addressing the issue 
of school finance adequacy without involvement of the courts.  He said it showed 
good faith and leadership. 
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Mr. Smith then discussed the four methodologies: 
• Professional Judgment Approach:  Brought together expert educators who 

understood the system and the needs.  The downside of this approach 
was that it was not outcome based and could cause a potential conflict of 
interest. 

• Successful School/School District Approach:  Identified successful 
schools, which became the basis for funding.  One of the limitations of this 
approach was that if a system had a lot of equity, there would not be a 
drastic difference between what those that were successful were spending 
compared to those that were not. 

• Evidence-Based Approach:  National research was looked at with this 
approach and was often focused on urban settings.  Citing North Carolina 
as an example, Mr. Smith said children of color in rural areas and the 
urban centers of New York City were drastically different populations.  
There could not be a cookie cutter approach to education reform.  What 
worked in Connecticut might not work in rural Nevada.  There was a need 
to develop Nevada specific Evidence-Based that could then be 
incorporated into the system. 

• Advanced Statistical Analysis – This might be one of the best approaches 
in 10 to 15 years.  The limitation surrounding it was not very transparent 
and people were consistently changing assessment systems.  Questions 
of validity were vague over the measures that were being used. 

 
Mr. Smith discussed which methodologies RCW intended to use.  In most 
Professional Judgment studies, a group of approximately 30 expert educators 
would determine the inputs for the state.  To enhance the validity of the study in 
Montana, RCW obtained survey information from schools and school districts 
across the state, summarized that information and provided that information to 
the expert panel to make final modifications.  Mr. Smith said the Montana study 
taught the importance of giving very specific instructions to people out in the 
school districts personally, rather than via email.  He said it would be important to 
know the nuances and intricacies that were involved in Nevada.  In that regard, it 
was extremely important to bring people in Nevada together who understood the 
intricacies, and Marcia Bandera would be in charge of bringing those interested 
parties together to make sure the instructions and survey instruments were 
appropriate. 
 
Mr. Smith said in regard to the Successful Schools analysis, the approach used 
by RCW would not only identify average expenditures, but would also identify 
successful schools with high proportions of selective student groups, which 
would provide valuable information when trying to identify Nevada specific 
evidence.  Mr. Smith added they would look for effective programs such as 
parental outreach programs, full day kindergarten and occupational education.  
He addressed the problem of transiency in some of the schools, namely in Clark 
County.   
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Mr. Smith advised that in regard to the advanced statistical analysis, RCW would 
not only conduct the standard analysis, but once the results from the other 
methodologies were determined, those results would be incorporated into more 
advanced statistics.  Mr. Smith felt the one thing that separated R.C. Wood and 
Associates from the other consultants was a needs assessment, which allowed 
school districts to identify what they considered to be their level of adequacy on a 
variety of educational factors.  It would allow Nevada to pinpoint what particular 
areas needed emphasis in given schools and districts across the state. 
 
The findings from an adequacy study had seldom been implemented.  Mr. Smith 
said it was due in large part to the fact that it was often difficult to incorporate the 
findings into a state’s education finance formula.  He proposed creating an expert 
panel for the Distributive School Account (DSA) that could look at ways of 
improving and updating some of the components within the DSA and have those 
experts work closely with RCW. 
 
Mr. Smith noted the complexity of Nevada’s finance formula.  He said the 
Evidence-Based approach could identify the extra costs of educating free and 
reduced lunch (FRL) students and English language learners (ELL).  He went on 
to describe examples of incorporating adequacy findings in the DSA.   
 
Marcia Bandera said her purpose for being at the meeting was to share with the 
committee the ways her group would ensure that the Nevada connection and 
specificity was part of the study.  She said she would be discussing two topics.  
The first would be the generalized expectations and concerns that she had 
identified from some members of Nevada’s educational community and from 
other interested persons around the state regarding possible study processes.  
The second topic was the general methods RCW would use to ensure the 
integration of national best practices, competent research and school finance 
expertise with Nevada’s demographics, uniqueness and expertise. 
 
Ms. Bandera advised that the information she had gleaned was from a small 
random sample of people that she had held conversations with.  The information 
was summarized from individuals with a variety of educational perspectives, both 
those employed within educational entities and interested parties not employed 
within educational entities.  Assembly Concurrent Resolution 10 (A.C.R. 10) was 
created and came about as a result of many past biennial discussions of what 
children need to learn, how they needed to learn it and how much it would cost 
for them to learn it.   
 
Ms. Bandera said that consistently in her conversations she was told the DSA 
had been out of sync and not functioning as well as it could for some time and 
there was a need for the DSA to be updated with categories for special student 
populations and programs that were not envisioned when the DSA was 
developed in the 1960s.  However, everyone Ms. Bandera spoke with stated the 
DSA should not be tossed aside and abandoned in total.  There was concern that 
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the Nevada plan and the DSA were seen by some people as being synonymous, 
and that people did not differentiate between the Nevada plan (which sets out the 
broad policy statements in statute) and the DSA (a series of mechanical 
functions in which money was distributed to the school districts).   
 
Ms. Bandera continued by saying that as the study began and progressed, it was 
of concern to all that discussions and dialog be extremely clear about the 
differences between equity and adequacy.  There was concern of not only 
making sure the Nevada plan was considered broad and the DSA a mechanism, 
but that there would be careful talk regarding the definitions of equity and 
adequacy.  Ms. Bandera said it was important to the individuals she interviewed 
that the terms be well defined, made clear and that all involved stay on task. 
 
As far as expressed expectations for the study, Ms. Bandera said there were 
very strong, hopeful, positive and enthusiastic expectations for the study from the 
people she spoke with.  These people wanted the goal of the study to be a set of 
creditable targets or frameworks that guided future discussions for education 
financing in Nevada, leading all parties to work cooperatively, have frank and 
candid dialog, reach logical conclusions and decrease the polarization and 
acrimony that had been surrounding the issue. 
 
Ms. Bandera hoped the study outcomes would set realistic target numbers for 
Nevada.  While information from other states was necessary and had to be 
included for a comprehensive study, people also wanted the study to be Nevada 
specific.  It was the hope and expectation that the comprehensive review of the 
DSA happened with the guidance of RCW as the contractor, but the review 
would actually be done by people in Nevada with expertise in the formula and 
district needs. 
 
Very strong statements made it clear that study consultants must walk a careful 
line between being independent and unbiased while ensuring that Nevada school 
districts and Nevada taxpayers were actively engaged within the study.  The 
contractor could not be perceived as being owned by any one group. 
 
Ms. Bandera advised that concerns over the study were strong but few.  The 
people with whom she spoke did not want out-of-state experts to simply import 
out-of-state-solutions.  In-state entities would need to be actively engaged in the 
process.  She said it was strongly stated that accurate information must be 
generated with the assistance of technical panels and working groups.  The firm 
chosen must be careful to demonstrate their expertise and their ability and 
independence but make meaningful, useful work of the data and the information 
supplied in Nevada. 
 
According to Ms. Bandera, additional concerns expressed were that outcomes 
might not generate the hoped for increases in funding.  If the increases in funding 
were there, those increases would need to be phased in over time.  She said 
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there could not be changes resulting in big winners or big losers in terms of 
school districts.  There were concerns about how the study could identify 
adequate funding given that districts were so diverse, both among districts and 
within the individual districts.  Ms. Bandera said there must be an ability to 
differentiate between equity and adequacy and what the specificity of adequate 
educational opportunities would be. 
 
Ms. Bandera discussed who would be engaged in the study.  She said it was 
obvious that school board members, school district personnel, teachers’ 
associations and other taxpayers were interested and engaged in the study.  
People wanted to participate in the work study and be a part of the reasonable 
expected outcomes.  She reiterated that people were supportive and enthusiastic 
that Nevada had made the decision to take the study on.   
 
Mr. Wood went over the study timeline.  If RCW were awarded the contract, they 
would start the study the following week by identifying the DSA expert panel.  
Typically, Mr. Wood and Mr. Smith would start their needs assessment survey, 
which was a complex instrument.  Every school in Nevada would receive one of 
the surveys, which could be filled out online.  Mr. Wood said if a school failed to 
respond to the survey, one of his staff members would contact that school to get 
a response.  He said the response rate was over 90 percent.  The information 
compiled from the surveys would be given to the expert panel to work with.   
 
With the input from the committee, the DSA expert panel would continue to work.  
RCW would have several meetings with the panel, attempt to look at successful 
schools in Nevada and account for what was being done with diverse 
populations.  Mr. Wood said they would compare successful schools in the nation 
and in Nevada.  Data would be collected, and the school finance experts would 
look at equity numbers.  Mr. Wood said he would look at the Nevada numbers 
with and without Clark County, because there were so many students in Clark 
County the numbers got skewed and it would not be representative of the entire 
state of Nevada. 
 
RCW would begin the process by looking at the initial results from the advanced 
statistical methodology and the overviews of best practice.  Mr. Wood said they 
would look at specific areas in terms of instruction, transportation and facilities.  
RCW would bring the information back to the committee on a monthly basis and 
present a report and timeline of where the study was at that point.   
 
The DSA expert panel would be convened and provided with results of the four 
methodologies.  Mr. Wood said his firm would attempt to put in policy levers.  
Policy levers provided the ability to instantly see what was projected to be the 
cost of each program and how it would impact every school district in Nevada.  
Mr. Wood advised the committee that the policy levers took time to put together, 
but could be up and operating within a couple of months. 
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RCW would provide the technical analysis on modeling the policy options.  
Mr. Wood said he would be comfortable asking the committee, “What else do you 
want?  What else did we forget?  What else is on your mind?”  If the committee 
made a request, RCW would gather the data and figure out the cost.   
 
Mr. Wood concluded by saying he hoped R.C. Wood and Associates had the 
opportunity to work with the committee and the citizens of Nevada. 
 
Chairman Smith thanked the speakers for their presentation.  She asked 
Mr. Wood to elaborate on the standard analysis that Mr. Smith had spoke about 
and also asked him to clarify the needs assessment.  She asked if the needs 
assessment was separate from the survey to schools in lieu of the panels, 
because she had not seen an assessment mentioned in the written proposal 
(Exhibit H). 
 
Mr. Wood responded by saying a standard analysis would be done in a matter of 
weeks.  A preliminary equity analysis would be run in terms of what Nevada was 
currently doing by school districts and schools.  Nevada was unique in that it was 
the seventh largest geographical state in the union and had the highest urban 
concentration.  What that clearly said was Nevada had Clark County and then 
the rest of the state in terms of population.  Equity analyses were weighted by 
districts and students.  The study must be done carefully to avoid geographical 
areas driving decisions, which might show a high equity number.  In reality, it was 
not enough money for a rural area in Nevada to provide a quality education as 
defined.   
 
In terms of the needs assessment, Mr. Wood said the needs assessment would 
be sent to every school in the state of Nevada.  The assessment could also be 
done via the Internet.  The needs assessment would drive the Professional 
Judgment panel, who would interpret the data. 
 
Chairman Smith asked if the needs assessment and the survey were the same.  
Mr. Smith responded that there would be two different surveys: one specific to 
needs and one specific to inputs.  One would be the needs assessment, which 
would be sent to every school in the state.  This survey allowed schools to rank 
their level of adequacy on a number of educational factors.  In addition, a 
spreadsheet would be sent out to a representative sample of schools across 
Nevada based on geographical locations asking schools to list the inputs 
appropriate to certain prototype schools.  Information from the two surveys would 
be provided to the Professional Judgment panel.   
 
In addition to the advanced statistical method, referred to as the standard 
analysis, there were two methods of cost of education indexes:  hedonic and 
non-hedonic methods.  One method looked at the likelihood that a teacher would 
want to teach in a school, and the other method was strictly an economic model.  
R.C. Wood and Associates will look at the economic perspective and run 
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additional models based on the needs assessment, Professional Judgment, 
Successful Schools and make modifications. 
 
Chairman Smith asked if there would be just one panel provided with the survey 
information.  Mr. Smith responded that she was correct.  He encouraged the 
committee to be actively engaged in the creation of the Professional Judgment 
expert panel.  RCW wanted to work collaboratively with legislators and education 
entities to decide who should be on the expert panel.  Mr. Smith said there would 
be another panel that would concentrate on the DSA.   
 
Chairman Smith asked what the time commitment for the Professional Judgment 
panel would be.  Mr. Wood said the panel would meet for two or three days.  He 
went on to say that RCW would survey, through a needs assessment, every 
school building in the state and address those needs in terms of whether or not 
their recommendations identified the needs assessment.  The committee might 
decide not to address the needs the schools claimed to have, but at least the 
committee would know what it was they were addressing and make a judgment. 
 
Mr. Smith said if RCW was selected as the consultant, the first thing they would 
do would be to hold an open meeting, as everything had to be transparent, on 
the up and up, and everybody knew what was going to happen so there would 
not be any surprises.  Any grievances that a particular group had could be 
addressed at the front end rather than near the end, which could limit the utility of 
the study. 
 
Chairman Smith said she did not remember seeing the needs assessment or the 
DSA panel in the written proposal (Exhibit H), so she wanted to make sure that 
was clarified. 
 
Mr. Smith thought the needs assessment was in the proposal (Exhibit H), but did 
not think they explicitly spoke about an expert panel for the DSA.  He said it 
might have been talked about more in the context of helping the committee with 
the formula.  Mr. Smith said that as Marcia Bandera talked to people around the 
state, did a background on what was happening and tried to understand what 
was going on in Nevada, they came to the conclusion that it was of critical 
importance to have the study linked with the DSA.  For the sake of transparency, 
RCW decided to create a panel which could include members of the committee, 
legislative staff, department of education people and other education entities. 
 
Senator Hardy commented as to the importance of the study.  He said he had 
been doing research while the presentations were being done on the Kansas 
Supreme Court decision, Montoy vs. State of Kansas.  Senator Hardy read a 
portion out of the summary of that case:  “The state cites no cost study or 
evidence to rebut the 2001 study by Augenblick and Myers, the consultants 
retained by the Legislature.  Thus, the A&M study was the only analysis 
resembling a legitimate cost study before us.  Accordingly, at this point in time, 
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we accept it as a valid basis to determine the cost of a constitutionally adequate 
public education in kindergarten through 12th grade.”  Senator Hardy stated the 
findings of the study were potentially an extremely important legal precedent for 
Augenblick and Myers being the sole finding for purposes of adequate funding.  
He thought it was extremely important that the committee retain the right 
consultant.   
 
Senator Hardy asked if Mr. Augenblick could return to the meeting room after the 
lunch break and clarify whether the Augenblick and Myers referenced in the 
Kansas Supreme Court ruling was the same firm that had made a presentation to 
the committee earlier that morning.   
 
Mr. Smith of RCW interjected that in the Kansas study, Augenblick and Myers 
used two models, Professional Judgment and Successful Schools, which came 
up with a 25 percent variation.  He said this variation begged the question of 
which, if either, was appropriate.  Mr. Smith said some people might think it was 
sour grapes, but when he was with NCSL they bid on the Kansas study, and he 
told NCSL they had to do all four methodologies or back themselves into a 
corner.  He said Augenblick and Myers used one methodology that required $750 
million.  Mr. Smith continued by saying he would be proud if, when he retired, he 
could say that he moved the field of education finance to look at all four 
methodologies, because statistically that was the most valid means given all the 
limitations.  Also, it set the parameters the discussion had to stay within.  
 
Chairman Smith said RCW were unable to submit a budget with their proposal 
(Exhibit H).  She said the committee had heard that the time frame and budget 
amount was tight.  Chairman Smith was concerned about trying to do the four 
methodologies in a short period of time on a relatively small budget.  She asked 
how Mr. Wood would respond to that. 
 
Mr. Wood said they had agreed in their proposal (Exhibit H) to do the study for 
$225,000, including their expenses.  The one caveat in their proposal (Exhibit H) 
that would be outside the confines of the study were the expenses of the 
professional panels.  RCW would assume the districts would pick up those costs.  
Mr. Wood said that arrangement had worked for RCW in the past.  His firm 
completed the Montana study in 90 days.  He said RCW had a good-sized team.  
They delivered the product (study results) and did not bill for their services until 
the customer had received a satisfactory product.  The RCW team traveled 
cheaply and did not have a lot of overhead, which Mr. Wood was proud of.  He 
went on to say that his team completed the Missouri study for $30,000 plus 
expenses in 100 days.  He said he hired good people, and they did good work or 
did not stay with him.   
 
Assemblyman Holcomb asked what the downside of using the panel versus 
using the mail-in surveys to get information was. 
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Mr. Smith said the mail-in surveys would actually be done online and then 
provided to the expert panel. 
 
Assemblyman Holcomb mentioned that other proposals used up to four panels, 
made up of experts and school personnel to come up with information versus 
RCW’s online survey. 
 
Mr. Smith explained that RCW would actually hold those panels, but instead of 
starting from scratch, the panels would be convened after receiving data from a 
representative sample of schools that filled out the survey.  This would serve as 
the basis for the panel members to make modifications to provide a final product.  
So RCW had panels but enhanced them by providing information from schools 
across the state. 
 
Assemblyman Holcomb acknowledged that RCW was different from the other 
consultants in that regard.   
 
Mr. Wood interjected by saying one of the strengths of their proposal (Exhibit H) 
was that when they did the needs assessment, they had a good picture of the 
population, i.e., every school in the state of Nevada as opposed to any 
representative group.  The representative group could see data from every 
school in the state, and by definition it had to be a more objective, scientific and 
valid observation.  Mr. Wood said the needs assessment was time consuming on 
the part of RCW but strengthened the credibility of the panels in every way.  He 
did not see any downside other than more work for his firm, but the answers 
were valid and defendable if challenged. 
 
Chairman Smith thanked R.C. Wood and Associates for their time and for 
traveling to Las Vegas to make their presentation. 
 
Chairman Smith invited the consultants back into the meeting room and then 
asked if there was any public comment regarding the presentations.  
 
Seeing none, Chairman Smith called for a half hour lunch break.  She said the 
committee would reconvene after lunch and call back any consultants the 
committee had further questions for.  At that time, the committee would make a 
decision on the selection of the consultant.  She thanked everyone for their 
patience. 
 
(12:38 lunch break) 
 
(Meeting reconvened at 1:28) 
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V. SELECTION OF VENDOR AND ALTERNATE VENDOR TO CONDUCT 
 SCHOOL FINANCE ADEQUACY STUDY. 
 
Chairman Smith reconvened the meeting and asked if any committee members 
had questions for the potential contractors. 
 
Senator Hardy referenced the Supreme Court ruling in Kansas in order to 
illustrate to the committee the importance of the study wherein the study by 
Augenblick and Myers was cited as the sole expert on adequacy funding in 
Kansas.  Senator Hardy wanted to clarify the relationship for the record so the 
committee would know if it was the same Augenblick and Myers. 
 
Mr. Augenblick clarified that he was the president of Augenblick, Palaich and 
Associates, which was the same company as Augenblick and Myers.  Both 
companies shared the same federal identification number and had since 1983. 
 
Chairman Smith asked Senator Hardy if he wanted to restate the issue he had 
raised earlier when Mr. Augenblick was not in the room so he could respond. 
 
Senator Hardy did not know if it required a response.  He was trying to illustrate 
to the committee the importance of having the right consultant and the right 
methodology associated with Nevada’s study since there was now a precedent 
for the Supreme Court to use that study as its sole analysis on adequacy funding.  
Senator Hardy said he liked to be an optimist, but he thought there was some 
likelihood, depending on what the Legislature did with the recommendation, that 
Nevada might find itself in court.   
 
Mr. Augenblick said he was not a lawyer, and what Senator Hardy referred to 
was only the state of Kansas.  Senator Hardy understood, but advised that the 
Kansas study still established an interesting precedent. 
 
Chairman Smith thought the committee members understood the big assignment 
they had as a committee.  As she said in the opening meeting, the decisions the 
committee made and the process they followed would have ramifications for 
many years down the road, and certainly with the students in Nevada.   
 
Chairman Smith asked committee members if they had any other questions.  
Assemblyman Perkins commented that the committee was in an interesting spot 
in having to make some very tough decisions, which had been his intent when he 
introduced A.C.R. 10.  He knew the resolution would put the committee in a spot 
where they had to make tough decisions and do what was right by the citizens in 
the area of education.  He thanked the consultants who brought proposals 
forward.  He recognized there was a lot of hard work put into all of the proposals, 
and he was impressed by each and every one of them.  Assemblyman Perkins 
went on to say that he had spent a great deal of time reading through the 
proposals.  Unfortunately, only one proposal would be selected.  He said it was a 

 33  
 



tough issue for the committee to grapple with, but he wanted to get ahead of the 
issue and deal with it before Nevada ended up in court.   
 
Chairman Smith gave committee members the opportunity to make comments 
before she entertained a motion, after which they could comment on the motion 
and the particular consultant the motion addressed.   
 
Senator Beers said he heard a comment from one of the consultants that it was 
the outer boundaries of social science and a very inexact process to say what an 
adequate level of funding was.  He believed that to be true.  For that reason, he 
felt it behooved the committee to seek as many different methodologies’ results 
as they could.  He advised that since Nevada was not under the gun of a lawsuit 
threat, the committee could go forward, understanding the different methods and 
what the results were.  Senator Beers was in support of the proposal (Exhibit H) 
presented by R.C. Wood and Associates, because they used more 
methodologies and seemed to have the strongest background in Nevada, which 
would allow them to get up and running quickly.  
 
Senator Hardy thought all of the proposals were excellent and seemed to have 
an obvious grasp of the issue, had dealt with it before, and understood the weight 
this study would have.  One of his initial reactions when discussing 
methodologies at the last meeting was the importance of having a broad 
application of methodologies.  He also understood, having served as chairman of 
the higher education study, that it was sometimes difficult if the study was 
broadened out too much to get in-depth.  Senator Hardy said there could be a 
tendency to have a mile wide and inch deep type of analysis.  He thought it was 
important enough that the committee consider all of the methodologies.  The 
consequences of the results were serious enough that if there was a requirement 
to go into a deeper analysis once all of the methodologies were visited, he 
thought it was worth doing.  Senator Hardy concurred with Senator Beers that 
R.C. Wood and Associates seemed to the breadth of focus Nevada wanted for 
this study. 
 
Assemblyman Perkins stated that he had a difference of opinion from his 
colleagues based upon the experience he read in the proposals, the number of 
times the studies had been done, standing the test of time to judicial scrutiny and 
the comfort level that he felt just by reading the proposal.  Assemblyman Perkins 
said after reading the three proposals, one just felt right and good for Nevada, 
and that was why he supported the proposal from Augenblick, Palaich and 
Associates.  He said APA’s proposal satisfied a number of the senators’ 
concerns in terms of broad array of methodologies.  
 
Chairman Smith knew the proposal was a lot of work for the contractors to go 
through in a short period of time to present the information, and she said it had 
been an education for her just reading all of the proposals.  Chairman Smith said 
she got some ideas for bill drafts while reading the proposals and seeing some of 
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the ideas the contractors had and learning about what they were proposing and 
what had been done in other places.  She also supported the Augenblick bid, 
because as she was reading through the proposal it felt right to her, and it felt like 
the group could come in and get the job done with a lot of experience, a great 
resume and some history.  She felt the plan was laid out in a manner that she 
understood, and she knew exactly what the committee would be doing if that 
particular contractor was selected. Chairman Smith liked the involvement of 
national experts as they would bring a lot to the discussion and help the process.  
She very much liked Augenblick’s model of dealing with the efficiency in the 
budgeting process and how the schools and school districts were spending their 
money in efficient or inefficient ways.  Chairman Smith felt that because of 
Augenblick’s record and resume, the committee could be sure the goals would 
be met; the committee would have a product that would take the committee 
forward in the work that needs to be accomplished.  For that reason, she would 
feel comfortable selecting Augenblick, Palaich and Associates. 
 
Chairman Smith said if there were no other comments, she would entertain a 
motion. 
 

ASSEMBLYMAN PERKINS MADE A MOTION TO SELECT 
AUGENBLICK, PALAICH AND ASSOCIATES TO CONDUCT THE 
ADEQUACY STUDY IN NEVADA. 

 
 SENATOR SCHNEIDER SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
Assemblyman Holcomb said he spent a considerable amount of time reading the 
three proposals.  He thought APA’s written presentation was the most 
impressive.  He was impressed by the verbal presentation of RCW but felt it was 
not substantive enough for him.  He appreciated RCW’s verbal presentation but 
thought there could have been more in their written presentation.  Assemblyman 
Holcomb stated that Augenblick, Palaich and Associates would be his choice. 
 
Senator Beers said that since it looked like the vote was going to be four to two, 
he had to make a dissenting comment for the record.  He said he would be 
deeply concerned that the committee was selecting the firm that would not be 
doing a comprehensible review using all of the available methods, none of which 
was particularly precise according to testimony.  Senator Beers opined that 
Augenblick, Palaich and Associates had caused great upheaval in the state of 
Kansas, probably damaging that state’s people and economy, perhaps 
irreparably.  The court ruled that the state only had one opinion, and because 
there was no other opinion presented, the APA opinion was upheld by the court. 
Senator Beers thought it was important for Nevada to have multiple 
methodologies and take their best shot at getting to the objective truth as to what 
the number was. 
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Chairman Smith commented for the record that she also had concerns.  If the 
committee talked about doing multiple methodologies, and Nevada was not 
adequately funding or doing a reputable job with the various methodologies, 
Nevada might put itself in the same situation (as Kansas).  She looked at the 
track record of Augenblick, Palaich and Associates and believed that the number 
of places in which a contractor worked and completed projects would subject the 
contractor to more opportunities for suits or criticism.  The Augenblick firm had a 
long history of work done in different states.  Chairman Smith had talked to 
people in Maryland and heard that great work was done there to bring that state 
along and keep them out of trouble.  She was comfortable with the Augenblick 
presentation as there were multiple ways of doing the work, and she thought 
there was a lot of depth in their studies. 
 
Senator Schneider wanted to point out that he was not sure enough money had 
been allocated for the study.  In 1995, an interim study was done to look at 
deconsolidating the school district, and $300,000 was spent on hiring a 
consultant firm by the name of MAP.  He thought if that amount was projected 
forward ten years later, it would probably cost about $500,000 to do that same 
study.  Senator Schneider thought the committee was being penny foolish.  If the 
Legislature planned on doing intense studies, they should appropriate more 
money in future Legislative sessions for them. 
 
Assemblyman Holcomb said when he read APA’s proposal it included the 
Successful Schools and Professional Judgment, but they also took into 
consideration the Comprehensive Reform approach.  So APA used three out of 
four methodologies. 
 
Hearing no further comment, Chairman Smith called for a vote on the motion.   
 

THE MOTION PASSED.  SENATOR BEERS AND SENATOR 
HARDY VOTED NO. 

 
Chairman Smith thanked the contractors. 
 
VI. PRESENTATION ON THE DEVELOPMENT AND APPROVAL OF THE 
 BUDGET FOR THE NEVADA PLAN FOR SCHOOL FINANCE. 
 
Bob Atkinson, Senior Program Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division, gave a brief 
overview of how the K-12 system budget was developed and approved each 
session.   
 
According to Mr. Atkinson, the DSA budget account was not the entire budget for 
school districts in the state because it did not include special revenue funds, 
capital construction funds or debt service funds; it only included a portion of the 
general operating funds of the districts.  The funding for these operating funds 
was a shared responsibility by the state, federal and local governments. 
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Every fall of even-numbered years, the Education Department starts putting 
together the budget for the school districts, including charter schools, based on 
actual expenditures incurred in that even-numbered year as that was the last 
completed year before session (in the odd-numbered year).  This information 
was compiled and used to produce the NRS 387.303 report as mandated by the 
Legislature.   
 
Mr. Atkinson advised that once the NRS 387.303 report was compiled, statewide 
numbers were determined for expenditures and the revenues used to cover 
those expenditures, as well as the number of students and district personnel.  
The amounts spent in that year were used to project expenditures for what was 
expected in the two years in the upcoming biennium.   
 
Staff must look at how much enrollment grew in the odd-numbered year and look 
at the projections of enrollments for the two years of the next biennium.  Many 
costs were determined based on the number of enrollment, the number of 
instructional personnel and personnel in other categories, new schools being 
built, utilities, and operating expenses that were based on square footage.  
 
Mr. Atkinson said the whole point of that exercise was to determine how much it 
would cost to accommodate the expanded enrollment in the upcoming biennium.  
The Governor might also include some elements of inflation in his budget and 
when it was combined with the base year information, it became the base and 
maintenance items of the budget.  The elements were the same as for any state 
budget and was based on the base year but expanded to the anticipated 
demographics in the years of the upcoming biennium. 
 
In addition to the base and expansion of that base through the maintenance 
items, some enhancements may be involved.  For example, in this past session, 
the Governor recommended a cost of living increase as part of his recommended 
budget.  The total combined amount of these base, maintenance and 
enhancements expenditures was approximately $2.5 to $2.7 billion per year for 
the current biennium.  Those numbers were not seen in the approved budget 
because only a piece of that was taken to build into the Distributive School 
Account budget.   
 
Once the expenditures were determined, staff started looking at the revenues.  
There were three pieces to the revenue side that supported the expenditures of 
the budget.  Initially, local revenues considered outside of the Nevada Plan were 
subtracted.  The biggest revenues in this section were the fifty cent portion of the 
Property Tax and the local government services tax, which used to be called the 
motor vehicle privilege tax.   
 
Mr. Atkinson said when he previously made this presentation he left people with 
the impression that because those revenues were outside of the Nevada Plan, 
they were somehow under the control of the local entity; they could raise that 
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revenue if they wanted to.  That was not the case.  Staff estimated how much of 
that revenue there would be and utilized all of that before talking about how much 
of it would be the state’s responsibility.  Local revenues outside of the Nevada 
Plan generally cover something in the neighborhood of 25 percent of the $2.5 to 
$2.7 billion expenditure. 
 
Mr. Atkinson said the remaining amount was inside of the Nevada Plan and a 
portion was funded with local revenues; but again, these were local revenues the 
state mandated.  These revenues were the two-and-a-quarter percent local 
school support tax, which was seen as part of the sales tax, and the twenty-five 
cent portion of the property tax.  These sources accounted for approximately 44 
percent of the total of the $2.5 billion.  The General Fund and other state 
revenues provided the balance of the revenue, which would be approximately 
31 percent.  The local revenues inside the Nevada Plan and the state’s share 
made up what was referred to as the amount that was guaranteed by the state.  
That amount would be broken down into an amount per pupil, which was 
approximately $4,400 per pupil for the current biennium.  Mr. Atkinson cautioned 
that this amount should not be confused with national expenditure per pupil 
amounts which were currently over $7,000 per pupil, because the $4,400 per 
pupil was only a portion of the total and did not include the local revenues outside 
of the Nevada Plan that were referenced earlier. 
 
Mr. Atkinson noted the budget was developed on a statewide basis and the 
Department of Education determined how much should go to each district.  
Mr. Atkinson indicated that the following presentation by Mr. Thunder would 
discuss that distribution. 
 
Mr. Atkinson explained that while the budget was developed based on specific 
line items, it was not approved at the line item level.  Once the amount was 
determined for each district, the specific expenditures were determined at the 
district level with some exceptions.  Starting in 2003, the Legislature fenced off 
the amount included for textbooks, instructional supplies and instructional 
hardware.  The amount that was included in the budget for those three items was 
set on a statewide basis.  If the money was not spent on those three items, the 
districts would not get that funding.  For the remainder of the funding, the districts 
determined how the funding would be utilized. 
 
Mr. Atkinson explained if the local revenues (the two and a quarter sales tax and 
the 25 percent property tax) did not materialize exactly the way they had been 
built into the budget, the difference would be absorbed through the General 
Fund, because that amount had been guaranteed by the state.  If the local 
revenues that were outside of the Nevada Plan (the local government services 
tax and the 50 cent property tax) came in higher or lower than budgeted, the 
district would absorb the difference.  Districts benefited when these revenues 
were higher and suffered the loss when they were lower.  Hopefully, the 
estimates eliminated any major differences.  Local revenues collected are what 
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they are, and the department does their best to estimate those, but those 
revenues are not necessarily exact.  Mr. Atkinson concluded his presentation. 
 
Mr. Atkinson referred to a booklet entitled The NEVADA PLAN for School 
Finance, An Overview (Exhibit I), which was produced every other session and 
included the conceptual nature of the Nevada Plan.  He said the booklet was 
available on the legislative website under the Nevada Plan. 
 
Chairman Smith thanked Mr. Atkinson.   
 
VII. PRESENTATION ON THE DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDING IN THE 
 NEVADA PLAN FOR SCHOOL FINANCE. 
 
Douglas Thunder, Deputy Superintendent, Department of Education for 
Administrative and Fiscal Services, said the Nevada Plan dated back to the late 
1960s/early 1970s.  Burnell Larson, the Superintendent of Public Instruction, who 
lived across the street from Mr. Thunder when he first moved to Carson City, 
wrote a “Dialog” in 1970.  His intention was to discuss the new program of 
funding for Nevada’s schools. 
 
In Mr. Larson’s final section, he had his interviewer comment:  “Last week I read 
that many school representatives and others who are concerned have declared 
need for revisions and additions to state aid provisions.” 
 
Larson responded:  “True.  However, the declarations are not clear as to whether 
the need was for more plan or more money.  If the need was for more money, the 
plan will serve well.  It will apportion $97 million just as well as $67 million 
(present basic support), and do either in a relatively equal way, but the plan 
cannot produce the $30 million necessary to make the choice possible.  But if the 
support level must stay at $67 million, any change in the plan can only change 
the relative position of influence that was now held by the various elements of the 
plan.” 
 
Mr. Thunder said not much had changed over the past 35 years.  The amount of 
basic support had increased from $67 million to $1.82 billion.  Most of the same 
elements were still considered in the Nevada Plan formula:  teacher allotments 
for licensed and non-teaching positions, and the average cost per allotment (in 
1970 the average was $6,979); operating costs for the schools (at that time there 
were allowances for four groups of students – elementary, secondary, mentally 
or physically handicapped, and kindergarten); transportation equalization and 
what was now called the wealth adjustment. 
 
Mr. Thunder advised the whole funding process began with the development of 
the DSA budget.  This process would begin in a few months for the next 
legislative session.  He maintained there were several conditions or assumptions 
that influenced the school funding from the very beginning.   
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According to Mr. Thunder, the DSA budget was just like all other state agency 
budgets but did include some differences.  He suggested the DSA budget was 
different from other state agency budgets for the following reasons: 
 

• Instead of providing funding for one agency or one program, the DSA 
provided funding for 17 separate school districts and approximately 20 
charter schools.  Over 550 individual schools must be funded. 

• The accounting system used in the schools was significantly different from 
the State’s accounting system. 

• Districts and charters purchased items and services not customarily 
purchased in other agency budgets. 

• The DSA did not start with an itemized, detailed listing of all payroll 
positions and the costs associated with those positions. 

• The schools were subject to inflationary increases, while the state 
budgeting process recognized such increases only occasionally, and then 
in areas that may not affect school budgets. 

• State agencies were primarily located in a few concentrated areas around 
the state.  Schools were located throughout the state. 

• The DSA was not established as a line item budget, but was a projected 
revenue source and was the most significant funding for the schools.  The 
boards of trustees of school districts and the governing boards of the 
charter schools were given the responsibility of making all revenues serve 
the best interests of their students. 

 
Mr. Thunder said the budget was not built on what was needed in the coming 
years, but what had been expended in the “base” year, which was the last 
completed year before the legislature met.  Adjustments were made to 
compensate for the year that was in progress at the time of the legislative 
session and to project for certain factors in the two years of the next biennium.  
However, these projections were made based on the activity of the base year.  If, 
in the base year, the combined statistics of the school districts demonstrated that 
for every 20.5 students there was one teacher and for every 1,121.32 students 
there was a licensed administrator, those numbers were used to calculate the 
numbers of new staff needed to accommodate the increased enrollments in the 
three years after the base year.  Mr. Thunder mentioned that those two numbers 
in the prior budget cycle were 19.65 students to one teacher and 1,030.1 
students to one administrator.  Similar ratios existed for the other categories of 
school employees. 
 
Mr. Thunder said the budget was built with a ceiling.  Along with the other 
budgets of the state, the total must be within the total amount of General Fund 
resources considered to be available.  Although he fully understood the necessity 
of budgeting within what was available, the budget did not provide much 
opportunity in most years to fund based on what was adequate. 
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Mr. Thunder advised that budgeting based on availability rather than on 
adequacy was also evident at the conclusion of most legislative sessions.  If 
additional funding was available, salary increases might be provided.  However, 
in the last session, the Executive Budget included salary increases both for the 
DSA and the other state agency budgets.  Additional programs could also be 
considered.  The funding for those additional programs was categorical, in that 
funding would be provided for specific purposes.  The funding could benefit the 
students and the schools, but was not guaranteed to continue into the future.  
The overall effect of such categorical funding could be to move the schools 
toward adequate funding, but only for a short time period if the funding did not 
continue. 
 
Mr. Thunder said Education Week’s “Quality Counts 2005” was published last 
week and there was good news for Nevada.  Nevada was the only state to 
receive an “A”, actually an “A-”, for equity of resources for 17 school districts. 
Clark County comprised the vast majority of the state’s students.  The following 
indicators were not so good: 
 

• Nevada’s spending per student in the 2003 school year (after regional 
adjustments) was $6,394, causing the state to be ranked 49th in the 
nation.  Nevada was at 79.5% of the national average, $1,647 under the 
national average of $8,041. 

• Nevada’s expenditures per student in 2003 were 0.2% greater than in 
2002, which put the state in 47th place.  However, the 2002 expenditures 
were 4.7% greater than the 2001 expenditures per student. 

• Nevada spent 2.89% of its taxable resources on education in 2003, 
placing the state in the 47th position.  The national average was 3.69%. 

• Quality Counts’ “Spending Index” calculated 82.8 for Nevada, which was a 
ranking of 48th.  The national average was 93.2. 

 
Mr. Thunder discussed the process by which the funding for each school district 
was determined.  The Legislature, after receiving, analyzing, and deciding on the 
Distributive School Account budget, provided two specific pieces of information to 
the Nevada Department of Education and asked them to determine the basic 
support amount per student for each of the 17 school districts.  The basic support 
the Legislature approved for the first year of the biennium was $4,486 per 
student.  No district had that exact amount.  A couple of the districts were under 
that number, but most districts were slightly over.  The total amount of basic 
support was $1,819,511,660. 
 
Mr. Thunder provided a detailed packet of information to the members of the 
committee that documented the DSA formula (Exhibit J).  He asked the 
committee to be aware that he would be discussing methods that had been used 
by the Nevada Department of Education.  He would not be talking about work 
being done to make significant changes in the program, but would be happy to 
discuss some of those ideas with the committee in the future.  He wanted to give 
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credit to Gary Horton, DSA Administrator, Nevada Department of Education, who 
had done an extensive job in documenting all of the steps that were taken. 
 
Mr. Thunder referred the committee members to a packet entitled, “The Nevada 
Plan and the Distributive School Account (DSA)” (Exhibit K).  The Nevada Plan 
described the state’s method of providing the major part of funding for the state’s 
public schools.  The Distributive School Account referred to the actual amount of 
funding that the state would be paying to the school districts and charter schools.  
The Distributive School Account was an account within the state General Fund 
and only included money that would be transferred to the districts throughout the 
year.  
 
Mr. Thunder discussed the chart found on page 4 (Exhibit K), which detailed 
revenue sources utilized to fund Nevada’s K-12 education system.  He 
mentioned that the two-thirds and one-third Ad Valorem Property/Mining Tax 
would now be referred to as PSOPT (Public Schools Operations Property Tax).  
Mr. Thunder explained funding sources included under the following headings: 
 

• Distributive School Account funding 
• Nevada Plan Local funding 
• Non-Nevada Plan “Outside” funding 
• Capital Projects/Debt Service 
• Special Revenue funds 
• Class Size Reduction Program funds 
• Adult High School Diploma Program 

 
Mr. Thunder said there were four data modules where data was stored for when 
the formula was run: 
 

• School District Enrollment  
• Legislative-Approved Basic Support Level 
• School District Revenues 
• School District Expenditures 

 
Mr. Thunder said the first thing to determine was what the projected costs for 
each district were going to be.  The vast majority of funding for schools was in 
salaries and benefits, the most significant cost being for teachers.  He said the 
Department of Education tried to determine how many teachers would be needed 
in each of the districts.  In order to do that, attendance areas would need to be 
determined.  An attendance area was a rather compact area where all of the 
schools were close together.  If the schools were in outlying areas, they were 
separate attendance areas.  For example, Carson City was one attendance area, 
because all of the schools were within a couple miles of each other.  Elementary, 
middle and high schools were treated as one school for the purpose of 
determining how many teachers would be needed to serve those students.  Elko 
had about fifteen attendance areas, because there were a lot of small 
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communities spread out over a vast area.  Mr. Thunder said he had a copy of 
what the attendance area population looked like for any interested parties. 
 
After the attendance areas, number of students in elementary and secondary 
schools and number of allotments for teachers was determined, ratios would 
determine how many non-teaching administrators were needed based on the 
number of teachers.  Those licensed allotments would be added together, salary 
and benefit costs would be applied, and operating costs based on an amount per 
student would be combined and divided by the total number of students to come 
up with an amount of expenditures per student.  Each of those amounts would 
then be compared to the statewide amount to establish a ratio, which was the 
basic support ratio.   
 
Mr. Thunder said the next step would be to determine two factors:  the 
transportation equalization factor and the wealth factor.  The transportation 
equalization factor looked at the average cost on a per-student base for each of 
the districts over the last four years and compared to the statewide total.  He said 
the statewide total was subtracted from the basic support amount.  Eventually, 
the amount for each district would be added in.  If a district was spending less 
per student for transportation than the statewide average, that district would 
receive less basic support, and vice versa.  That was how Nevada had 
traditionally dealt with school transportation costs in the past.  It was an element 
of the total basic support. 
 
The wealth factor was somewhat similar.  The two-thirds PSOPT, government 
services tax, and the other locally-generated taxes were not part of the Nevada 
Plan.  Each district’s ability to generate those taxes was calculated on a per 
student basis.  That amount was compared with the statewide average.  If a local 
school district had a higher amount in wealth per student than the state average, 
that district would receive less basic support, and vice versa.  Those were the 
two primary adjustments after the basic support ratio had been established. 
 
After combining all of the figures, the transportation amount would be subtracted 
from the state basic support amount.  The remaining part would be applied to the 
basic support ratio to come up with each district’s preliminary basic support 
amount.  To that, the wealth factor and transportation equalization factor would 
be added back in.  The result becomes another preliminary basic support.  From 
that point on, the object would be to see how everything would fit together.  
When the total amount was calculated and divided by the total number of 
students, it should yield a number close to the $4,486 approved by the 
Legislature. 
 
Mr. Thunder said comparisons would be made at the end.  The amount each 
district would receive would be compared to their budget amounts, and some 
adjustments might be necessary at that time.  In recent years, the department 
had looked at the resulting basic support for students and for districts and 
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compare that to what the basic support was in prior years, so that when 
considering changes that had been made in the budget from one year to the 
next, the district would be able to support those changes with the basic support 
amount.  When those comparisons were made, it included both the actual basic 
support amount and those amounts outside of the formula. 
 
Mr. Thunder referred to a flowchart found on page 11 (Exhibit K) showed where 
the data elements came into play and the operations.  He said all of the 
information was described in greater detail in the thicker packet provided to 
committee members (Exhibit J).  He said it briefly described how the department 
“ran the formula.”  
 
Mr. Thunder concluded by saying the plan would work well with any amount of 
funding, but it would not increase the amount of funding.  An equity allocation 
model could make an equitable and appropriate allocation of the funding, but 
could not address the issue of adequacy.  It was possible to have a high degree 
of equity and very low scores in adequacy.  Mr. Thunder believed the Quality 
Counts report had borne that out. 
 
Chairman Smith thanked Mr. Thunder for his presentation.  She appreciated his 
time and said it was helpful in putting the information together for the committee 
to review.   
 
Senator Hardy thanked Mr. Thunder for the in-depth presentation and for 
validating his reasoning for not wanting to get on the Finance Committee and for 
helping him understand why Senator Beers was running for Governor.  He said it 
was a lot of information to try to get his arms around, and he would need to do 
some homework. 
 
Mr. Thunder told the committee that anytime they wanted to come down and go 
over the spreadsheets, he would be happy to walk through it with them. 
 
VIII. PRESENTATION ON SCHOOL DISTRICT PERSPECTIVES ON THE 
 NEVADA PLAN FOR SCHOOL FINANCE. 
 
Mike Alastuey, Nevada Association of School Boards, thought it wise and 
appropriate that the committee received historical basis on the operations, 
Distributive School Account and the Nevada Plan.  From a school district’s point 
of view, he wanted to make additional areas clear of what was known to be an 
important part of the history of the operations of this particular fund. 
 
Mr. Alastuey said in 1967 the initial Nevada Plan, which was mostly a 
homegrown allocation mechanism, was implemented at the same time a one 
cent school tax was implemented.  At the time, following consolidation of school 
districts a decade or so earlier, there was found to be a need to level up the 
available funding per student in a number of districts, which required a new 
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funding source known as the penny school tax.  This was the only significant 
occasion on which a net increase in taxes took place with the idea of augmenting 
the spending power of some districts. 
 
Fast forward a number of years later.  From the 1970s forward, the DSA, 
operating under the aegis of the Nevada Plan, became the principal instrument of 
tax change policy in the state of Nevada.  In 1979, there was a modification that 
was ostensibly represented as a change in funding of education policy.  In effect, 
it was used as an instrument in a reduction of property taxes at the school level 
from the equivalent of $1.50 per $100 assessed valuation down to fifty cents.  
People had heard of a $3.64 cap for property taxes.  At one time, it was $5.00.    
The difference of $1.36 was in the form of $1.00 that the school taxed, twenty-
five cents in state General Fund money and eleven cents Medicaid.  It was 
implemented through the DSA.  The purpose was not to increase or decrease 
available school funding as an education policy decision.  It was simply the 
instrument by which tax changes were implemented. 
 
Mr. Alastuey said in 1981 the revenues did not materialize as anticipated, and an 
additional sales tax was needed to help balance the state budget.  The prospect 
of proposing an additional sales tax to balance the state budget ran into two 
obstacles.  First, general state expenditures did not receive broad-based support 
among some constituencies as educational expenditures.  Also, there was a 
separation between the two cents and the one-and-a-half cents in terms of part 
of it being done by a vote of the people and part of it not.  At that time, the local 
school support sales tax was increased from one percent, or one penny, to a 
penny-and-a-half, in effect allowing the opportunity to reduce the state General 
Fund support from a level it otherwise would have achieved. 
 
In 1992, one other situation took place.  At that time there was a recession.  The 
local school support sales tax was increased three quarters of a percent from 
one-and-a-half to the current two-and-a-quarter cents.   
 
Mr. Alastuey said the point he was making was that the DSA had been used as 
the face of a taxation policy change on many occasions.  In fact, on none of 
those occasions, with the exception of 1967, had the DSA been used to actually 
advance the school funding agenda beyond what was considered cost of living.  
He asked, “How does the school fund operate from a statewide standpoint?”  As 
Mr. Thunder pointed out, last year’s expenditures were used to project next 
year’s needs.  In effect, by the time that spending plan was implemented, the 
base data was two years’ old and budgetary decisions made at the local level 
were essentially put off the table and ignored in making the next year’s base.  
This provided a stringent constraint to school districts in terms of cost and the 
amount of appropriations made available for school purposes. 
 
Mr. Alastuey said when it came time to allocate funds among school districts, 
once the aggregate amount of state appropriation was achieved, the current 
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biennium’s allocation could increase or advance by enrollment and the nationally-
recognized CPI over two years; there would be well over half a billion dollars in 
additional funding necessary one biennium over another simply to meet those 
two indices without providing any further enhancement. 
 
The most recent Legislative Sessions had, on a number of occasions, provided 
education enhancement funding for class-size reduction and money for specific 
grants to school districts to enable certain improvements.  However, the core 
funding, absent the earmarked enhancements, only increased slightly over two 
percent from FY 2004-05 to FY 2005-06 after the finalization of the property tax 
revenues that are now estimated by local treasurers.  What that did was 
constrain the amount per student to only two percent year over year.   
 
Mr. Alastuey said the Department of Education came along with representative 
cost studies that generated teacher allocation tables, average salaries, benefit 
ratios, and the ratio of one type of staff to another type of staff operating costs.  
When put into the mix and letting a formula run while constrained by a two 
percent cap overall, if the formula was actually run, you wind up robbing from one 
district in order to recognize a cost factor in another district.  For that reason, the 
many factors that Mr. Thunder pointed out are essentially nullified and ignored in 
the final state of the calculation by invoking a final adjustment that does a lock 
step increase or a lock step percentage adjustment, keeping school districts in 
virtual parity with one another year over year.  Was that necessarily bad?  No.  It 
was simply an outcome of a constraint of funding that set a very strong cap, while 
at the same time trying to recognize growth, change and cost differences as they 
evolved district to district.   
 
Mr. Alastuey advised that this method had been used for a number of biennium.  
What it said was that the cost studies the Department of Education was 
conducting now were not fully realizing the actual allocation.  The application of 
this status quo adjustment year over year essentially made districts continue to 
rely on cost studies that needed to be refreshed, and that for purposes of actual 
discussion among the K-12 community in Nevada and with their consultants, 
probably needed a strong new look. 
 
With all of that said, there was an opportunity and an obligation within this study 
process.  Nevada’s consultants may recommend increases in resources to apply 
to certain student needs and student populations.  People who care about K-12 
want to participate in this study and come away with a good product.  The pricing 
of these recommended resources, should that be part of the outcome, should be 
accurate for Nevada.  Nevada cannot necessarily just adopt pricing from 
Maryland or Florida or New York.  Pricing had to be accurate to Nevada.   
 
Secondly, within Nevada, the price and the application of those resources per 
student of target populations, needed to be correctly differentiated from one 
district to another within Nevada.  For that reason, all hands ought to be on deck, 
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and the districts would look forward to participating in a highly-collaborative 
process as opposed to a process that might yield a result created from some 
distance.  The districts do not want to find themselves approaching the session 
with the task of dialoging over something created at some distance with the 
objective of trying to discuss it with a Nevada context or implement it within the 
Nevada environment. 
 
Regardless of what formula factors might be under consideration as a result of 
the consultant’s recommendations, whether it was for career and technical 
education, economic disadvantage and language difference, or specific 
populations never before accounted for in our school funding mechanism, there 
were several things that would not change and responsibilities still had to be met.   
 
One was to recognize variations in relative cost of education among urban, 
midsize and rural districts.  Secondly, calling some revenues local, while at the 
same time owning them as part of the budget process, would have to continue 
some wealth equalization process.  Those two things would remain constant 
regardless of how many special populations, financial or programmatic factors 
could be considered in any revised formula.  In Nevada, determining relative 
educational costs was only done on the aggregate.  Nevada does not recognize 
separate populations.  Even the highly-touted special education unit funding 
amount, a result of the evolution of decision making evolved by the role of 
different pressures through the years, bears no relationship to cost of salary and 
benefits of the special education teacher.  The funding amount was the result of 
a lawsuit in the 1970s brought by parents, guardians and advocates on behalf of 
a number of young people in the Nevada Mental Health Institute in Sparks, which 
was Nevada’s principal mental health institution at that time.  The court found 
that those young people had not received an educational opportunity.   
 
The Legislature’s response was, “Okay, we’re going to spread around units.”  
The unit at that time, looking at the average cost of salary and benefits per 
teacher, was the amount the Legislature appropriated in response to action in the 
Supreme Court. 
 
In the early 1980s, expedient actions were taken in an effort to adjourn the 
Legislature that increased the number of units without increasing the 
recommended funding, simply to say to those who found that subject interesting, 
“Yeah, we gave you a whole bunch more units.”  So everybody went home and 
that was where the disconnect took place.  Special education was the only 
population looked at separately.  If Nevada recognized more types of factors and 
populations, Nevada would be vulnerable to any inaccuracies in the cost 
applications.   
 
The Nevada Association of School Boards (NASB) and school district finance 
officers have the expertise to offer ourselves as a resource to your study process 
to work with your consultants in good faith.  NASB had on-the-ground experience 
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in the districts.  Mr. Alastuey said he was pleased to work in K-12 finance at the 
state level, in the state budget office, at the Nevada Department of Education 
and 10 years as CFO for Clark County.   
 
Mr. Alastuey said Randy Robison had long been a representative for the Nevada 
Association of School Boards.  He said they had a good dialog with their school 
finance officers, and they offered themselves and their best efforts to compliment 
the consultants and those on the committee. 
 
Chairman Smith thanked Mr. Alastuey for his information.  She thought his 
background and expertise were amazing.  She asked if there were any questions 
from committee members.  There were none. 
 
Randy Robison, Nevada Association of School Boards, also representing the 
Nevada Association of School Superintendents, said he learned the benefit of 
speaking last on the agenda was that most everything had been said.  He had 
distributed his remarks for the meeting (Exhibit L), which had been covered either 
by the presentations from consultants, Mr. Atkinson, Mr. Thunder or 
Mike Alastuey, so he just wanted to highlight and share the perspective of the 
local school boards and local superintendents as the committee began its study 
process with the chosen consultant. 
 
First and foremost, the NASB believed the committee and the consultant should 
focus upon the main issue of defining and determining what adequacy was, both 
in terms of an educational outcome perspective and a required resource.  The 
NASB believed the Nevada Plan, which had been around for decades and had 
served Nevada well from an education financing policy perspective and a legal 
defense perspective, was broadly constructed and could account for any 
individual student demographic characteristics that might need to be added to the 
funding formula.  In fact, the NASB believed the policy statement of the Nevada 
Plan contained both an adequacy portion and an equity portion. 
 
Mr. Robison referred to Exhibit L and quoted the equity portion of NRS 387.121, 
Legislative declaration; Nevada Plan:   

 
“Recognizing wide local variations in wealth and costs per pupil, this State 
should supplement local financial ability to whatever extent necessary in 
each school district to provide programs of instruction…” 

 
Mr. Robison then quoted the adequacy portion: 
 

“…in order to offer full opportunity for every Nevada child to receive the 
benefit of the purposes for which public schools are maintained.” 
 

Each of the consultants making presentations before the committee talked in 
terms of the goals of the study defining adequacy, because the goals would drive 
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all of the costs.  Mr. Robison said Chairman Smith was familiar more than most 
with the standards-based reform movement in Nevada, which provided a good 
framework.  In fact, A.C.R. 10 started on a definition of adequacy by saying that it 
must account for both Nevada standards and federal standards, including those 
associated with NCLB.  The Nevada Plan contained the equity portion as well as 
the adequacy portion and/or definition to get started.  Mr. Robison felt that should 
be the basis of the committee’s deliberations and the consultants’ work over the 
next several months as the study moved forward.   
 
Secondly, there was an important distinction between the Nevada Plan and the 
DSA formula.  The Nevada Plan, in the policymaking role of legislators, was the 
policy that guided the funding of education in the state of Nevada.  A portion of 
the Nevada Plan stated that “we account for both programs and students, we 
account for local variations in wealth.”  It was the DSA formula that took whatever 
money was appropriated and distributed that money to the schools, which was 
used to fund programs and curriculum.   
 
Mr. Robison said that as end users of that product, school districts and school 
boards had a vested interest in making sure that the formula functioned as 
effectively and appropriately as possible.  To that end, the NASB were partners 
in the stewardship of the DSA formula with the Department of Education.  The 
NASB and Department of Education recently launched the DSA Project, which 
was a joint effort on behalf of the school boards and the superintendents’ 
association to take a close and detailed and frank look at the operation of the 
DSA formula, and then discover and repair, where necessary, any deficiencies 
that might be found.  He said they had been engaged in that process formally for 
approximately three months.  Mike Alastuey was the NASB’s consultant, and he 
had been working with them for a couple of sessions on the DSA portion.   
 
Mr. Robison said some areas of concern for local districts had been discovered.  
The NASB was working with the Department of Education to make the necessary 
changes to restore the effectiveness of the formula.  That process would 
continue for several months.  It dovetailed nicely with some of the work the 
committee was doing with the consultant and could be handled with the expertise 
of financial officers in the district and the Department of Education.  Mr. Robison 
thought the distinction was important, because as the committee moved along 
with its deliberations, differences in costs needed to be accounted for among 
different student demographics.  Those factors could be added into the formula 
without effecting or necessitating adding language to the Nevada Plan that might 
only serve to give someone the genesis for legal action down the road.  The 
issues could be addressed within the context of the DSA formula rather than 
having to substantially modify the Nevada Plan policy statement found in the 
statute. 
 
Mr. Robison said it was critical for Nevada interests to be credibly involved in the 
process as they went along, whether it was through panel discussions, technical 
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working groups or advisory committees.  There were some shared 
commonalities, but there were also some unique characteristics, both within and 
among the school districts, that needed to be accounted for in the plan.  As 
A.C.R. 10 advised, whatever the result of the study, it must be relevant to 
Nevada.   
 
In summary, Mr. Robison believed the committee should focus on developing 
and defining the goal of adequacy, what adequacy meant, and how to move 
forward with the help of Nevada specific interest schools, teachers, parents, 
students, and business and community leaders.  That would help arrive at a 
product at the end of the day.  There might not be universal agreement, but at 
least there would be participation in the process along the way. 
 
Mr. Robison referenced earlier testimony regarding the differences between 
districts addressed in a general way.  He introduced two 
superintendents, Rob Roberts of Nye County and Steve Cook from Mineral 
County, who would address those differences using examples from their own 
districts.   
 
William E. “Rob” Roberts, Superintendent, Nye County School District (NCSD), 
said it was his pleasure to speak with the committee to address some of the 
specific, unique needs of Nye County. 
 
Mr. Roberts had been an educator in Nevada for 16 years.  He had been a 
classroom instructor, coach, athletic director, vice principal, and principal at three 
secondary schools, and was currently in his fourth year as superintendent.  
Within Nevada, he was number six in seniority with four years, as many 
educators were leaving the state. 
 
Mr. Roberts referred to a map of Nevada he had provided to committee members 
(Exhibit M).  Nye County contained in excess of 18,000 square miles, which 
made it the single largest geographical school district in the contiguous 48 United 
States.  In that district, there were seven different towns.  Gabbs had a student 
population of approximately 68, but was still required to provide highly-qualified 
teachers to teach curriculum based on state standards in effect with federal and 
national No Child Left Behind requirements so every student received a fair and 
adequate education.  The estimated cost per student in Gabbs was $14,880 per 
year.  In Nye County, school busses drove over one million miles a year.  There 
were just over 6,000 students in the seven towns. 
 
The administrator-to-student ratio was a little over 1,000.  At one point, Gabbs 
did not have a full-time principal for two years.  Gabbs shared a principal with 
Tonopah, which was an hour and a half drive each way.  It did not work.  Since 
having a full-time principal in Gabbs, test scores increased and student violence 
and drug use went down.   
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In the town of Duckwater, there was not a principal; there was a lead teacher.  
Duckwater was one of the last one-room schoolhouses left in America, and the 
lead teacher did a wonderful job.  Her principal was 140 miles to the west. 
 
Round Mountain was a community made up mostly of doublewide trailers.  The 
school and the library were the only physical structures made of brick or block 
and mortar.  None of these communities had a doctor, medical services, bowling 
alley, movie theatre or shopping facility.  As can be imagined, teacher 
recruitment for these areas was rather difficult.  The teachers were self-reliant, 
hardy individuals who were highly qualified teachers.  
 
The NCSD also included Beatty and Amargosa to the south, a three hour drive 
from Tonopah.  Tonopah had a hospital, which provided medical emergency care 
for the northern part of the school district.  Pahrump was the largest community.   
 
Over the last three years, Nye County had lost students.  There was a decline in 
every community with the exception of Pahrump.  The school district continually 
had to shift student-teacher assignments and reduce the workforce at various 
schools. However, Nye County had expansive growth in Pahrump of eight to ten 
percent a year.  The NCSD had been able to employ all of their teachers in 
different communities, if they were willing to relocate, which most were. 
 
The NCSD had extreme cost differences.  Round Mountain spent approximately 
$9,364 per student and last year received roughly $5,888 from the state per 
student to educate them.  Mr. Roberts said it cost the smaller communities a 
great deal more to educate, transport and feed students than it did in the 
Pahrump community.  The NCSD faced unique challenges such as declining 
enrollment, increased enrollment, growth, no growth and lines of communication 
stretched very thin.  It was a five-hour drive from NCSD’s southern district office 
in Pahrump to Gabbs.  Many of the communities had one principal for three 
schools and in some cases two schools.   
Mr. Roberts said his district tried to do the very best job with the resources they 
were given.  The NCSD looked forward to being a part of the study and providing 
the consultants with information and assistance so the consultants could 
understand the uniqueness of Nye County and the different cultures in those 
communities.  He thanked the committee members for their service as citizen-
governing officers in the state of Nevada.  Mr. Roberts said he got up every day 
and thanked God he was in this country and in the state Nevada. 
 
Chairman Smith thanked Mr. Roberts for his information and for the sheet he 
provided (Exhibit M), which was quite helpful. 
 
Steven Cook, Superintendent, Mineral County School District (MCSD), said his 
school district was a rural school district in the central western portion of the 
state.  To understand some of the funding problems that affected the rural 
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districts, he thought it was important to understand some of the characteristics.  
He then read from a prepared statement (Exhibit N). 
 
Mineral County was a large county at 3,756 square miles with 4,600 individuals 
in the county.  These individuals resided in five main population centers:  the 
county seat of Hawthorne, with a population of approximately 2,900 individuals, 
and the smaller towns of Mina, Luning, Walker Lake and Schurz. 
 
The school district only served a student population of approximately 700.  
Mr. Cook had mostly K-12 students, but they did run a successful preschool 
program and adult education program.  The students were scattered.  From 
Schurz, it was 90 miles to Montgomery Pass, where MCSD had one student.  
The 700 Mineral County students were pretty well spread out. 
 
Since MCSD was a small public school system, they received most of their 
operating funds from the state DSA.  Last year MCSD received $4,091,603 in 
DSA funds, which was the largest part of a total operating budget of $7,178,895.  
The district also received $337,449 in special education funding, Mr. Cook said 
as far as the education in Nevada was concerned, that was not a large budget.  
When looking at factors influencing the education of rural students, the per-pupil 
cost was a lot higher.  Mineral County had approximately 87 students at Schurz, 
where the cost was over $14,000 per student to educate.  It was important to 
note that the cost to educate a student in the MCSD was a lot higher than the 
cost of educating a student at a 2,500-student school in Clark or Washoe 
Counties. 
 
Mr. Cook reiterated that even though the student population in Mineral County 
was approximately 700 students, he had to operate four different schools 
throughout the county.  There was one high school with approximately 200 
students, and one elementary/junior high school and one primary school in 
Hawthorne.  Schurz Elementary was 32 miles away in the town of Schurz.  There 
were four schools requiring adequate staffing to meet the No Child Left Behind 
(NCLB) needs, and maintenance, custodial, supplies, heating and other power 
costs that must support four different facilities.  In Clark County, 700 students 
would not even fill most schools. 
 
Staffing had the largest impact on the school budget.  Staffing requirements 
accounted for 70 percent of Mineral County School District’s expenses from year 
to year.  Even though the high school only had a population of approximately 
200 students, there was still a need for highly-qualified teachers.  Mr. Cook said 
he needed two teachers for science, two teachers for math, two teachers for 
English and two teaching units for social studies.  That meant that Mineral 
County High School would have much smaller class sizes and ran with 
approximately 15-20 students.  A class in Clark County would run with 
approximately 25-30 students. The MCSD had a lower teacher-to-student ratio, 
but a higher per pupil cost. 
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Highly qualified teacher requirements also affected how the junior high, which 
had approximately 110 students, was staffed.  Out of eight teachers at the junior 
high, six of them were secondary certified.  That meant one science teacher 
taught science and one math teacher taught math, but it equated to a lower 
teacher-to-student ratio, which equated to a higher per pupil cost at that level. 
 
Mr. Cook talked about class-size reduction.  The mandated numbers in grades 
K-3 in the state were 16 to 1 for grades 1-2 and 19-1 in grade 3.  Mineral County, 
as a small district, had to keep a certain number of K-8 staff in order to meet the 
state mandated class-size reduction ratios.  It was important to mention in terms 
of adequate funding, because there were two elementary schools: one in Schurz 
and one in Hawthorne that must meet class-size reduction ratios.  The district 
had to keep approximately three teachers per grade level to support the needs of 
approximately 40-50 students.  Forty to fifty students in a larger school district 
would probably only require two teachers instead of three.  The need for a third 
teacher in Mineral County at each level in grades 1-3 was due to the location of 
the rural school in Schurz.  In other words, two teachers in Hawthorne and one 
teaching position at Schurz, which equated to a higher per pupil cost within those 
grades.   
 
When dealing with adequacy, those were the types of concerns that attention 
had to be paid to, because if there were mandates that had to be 
accommodated, there had to be funding for those mandates. 
 
Mr. Cook said he did not question the funds, because there was a class size 
reduction program.  He simply wanted to bring the committee’s attention to this 
concern as a rural need when dealing with adequate funding. 
 
Schurz supported approximately 80-90 students.  Mr. Cook said he oversaw the 
7th and 8th grade level at Schurz and needed specialty level teachers to 
accommodate the highly qualified needs of the NCLB act.  The bottom line at 
Schurz was that there was a teacher-to-student ratio of less than one to ten.  The 
cost of carrying a ratio in a school that low was expensive. 
 
Mr. Cook’s district did not have a large operating budget.  It had a higher 
percentage cost of some items.  Staffing was the biggest concern.  Maintenance 
costs added up to approximately six percent of the total general operating 
budget.  The next largest cost factor was transportation, which added up to about 
three percent of the budget requirements.  An additional expense that hit the 
rural districts was the mandated requirement for retiree health insurance.  The 
MCSD budgeted approximately four percent of their total budget for retiree health 
insurance.   
 
With the staffing requirements and additional listed spending categories, Mineral 
County must dedicate approximately 87 percent of their budget prior to actual 
programs and instructional supplies for student instruction, leaving approximately 
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13 percent of the budget for direct instruction.  Mineral County had very little left 
over out of the total budget to support requirements that were mandated and 
either partially funded or not funded at all. 
 
Mr. Cook said the last thing he wanted to mention was the term “mandates.”  
When he first entered the education arena in Nevada in 1994, the big emphasis 
was on state standards in curriculum areas.  The state was trying to determine 
required knowledge for a student to have as he or she progressed through his or 
her educational years.  Teaching standards were now mandated from the state, 
albeit a needed one.  Mr. Cook stressed that education today was full of 
mandated requirements from agencies that were outside of the traditional local 
school district.  Some of these mandates were unfunded or only partially funded.  
Some examples include required special education initiatives and requirements 
under the NCLB Act. 
 
Mandated educational requirements usually necessitate an expenditure of funds 
to support.  These requirements added to the cost per pupil, especially in rural 
districts.  Mr. Cook said special education affected his district substantially.  Last 
year, the district received approximately $340,000 in education dollars from the 
state, but had to budget an additional $240,000 from their General Fund for 
additional district expenses for special education.  MCSD did not have a choice 
as it was a federal mandate.  The school district was required to provide these 
programs to special education students to afford those students the same 
educational opportunities students in other school districts would receive.  This 
meant the MCSD had to support a specific number of special education teachers, 
aids, and support personnel such as speech therapists and occupational 
therapists.  One special education teacher in Clark County might carry a 
caseload of 20-25 students.  Mineral County had a special education teacher 
need at Schurz with a caseload of five.  Again, that added to the cost of an 
adequate education. 
 
In summary, the higher per pupil cost in rural districts must be addressed when 
discussing an adequate education.  Mr. Cook said he tried to bring out the 
important aspects that he felt should be considered.  He thanked the committee 
for allowing him to testify. 
 
Senator Beers asked if there was an apartment complex in Tonopah where one 
of the four buildings was over the line into Esmeralda County, and those students 
had been going to school in Tonopah under some sort of interlocal agreement 
but now were not. 
 
Mr. Roberts said that was correct.  Those students were now bussed to 
Esmeralda County, about 40 miles each way.  Senator Beers asked if they did 
that instead of going to school in Tonopah.  Mr. Roberts replied that that was 
correct. 
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Senator Beers asked how that supported the quest for adequacy in education.  
Mr. Roberts replied that those students lived within the boundaries of Esmeralda 
County, and by law, that was where they were supposed to go to school unless 
their parents applied for a variance.  Their parents did not apply for a variance, 
so they were going to the school they were zoned for in Esmeralda County. 
 
Senator Beers asked if that was a decision of the school board in Esmeralda 
County.  Mr. Roberts said yes.  Senator Beers asked if that was a financial 
decision.  Mr. Roberts felt it was.  Senator Beers then asked if the parents knew 
they could apply for a variance.  Mr. Roberts said he wrote a letter to every 
parent explaining the situation and informed them if they moved across the hall, 
they could live in Nye County.  Senator Beers asked if Mr. Roberts knew how 
many students rode the bus to Goldfield.  The answer was 12 students.  
Senator Beers asked if any of those parents asked for a variance.  Mr. Roberts 
replied that he thought two families moved into Nye County and none of the 
others asked for a variance.  He said they would have granted a variance if they 
had asked for one.   
 
Senator Beers then asked when the last time was that a county line was moved 
by the Legislature.  He asked if Mr. Roberts thought Esmeralda County spent 
less in transportation than they gained in resources.  Mr. Roberts said he could 
not give an accurate answer to that question.  His assumption was that they 
gained more, but he could not tell how much more, because he did not know 
what the DSA allocation for Esmeralda County was per student.  Being small, he 
knew it would be more than what his was.  He had been told that the difference in 
the cost had allowed Esmeralda County to hire another teacher. 
 
Chairman Smith thanked the speakers for sharing their information with the 
committee.  She assured them that the process would be open and inclusive, 
and people who knew her would know that was how she liked to operate.  She 
said she was a former school board member in a rural county in Nevada, so she 
appreciated the job the superintendents had to do.  She thanked them again and 
said they would be working with them over the next several months. 
 
IX. COMMITTEE MEMBER DISCUSSION OF AGENDA ITEMS FOR 
 FUTURE MEETINGS FOR THE COMMITTEE. 
 
Chairman Smith referenced the first committee meeting where she had listed 
issues the committee could discuss as the consultant was doing the adequacy 
project.  Some of those issues were those mentioned in A.C.R. 10, including 
transportation and capital construction needs.  She asked if there were other 
items that committee members specifically wanted to include.  There were none. 
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X. PUBLIC COMMENT. 
 
Ricci Rodriguez Elkins, Executive Director, Center for Charter School 
Development, encouraged the inclusion of charter schools in the adequacy 
study.  Charter schools were very similar to rural schools and had some unique 
needs.  The data and information that would be acquired by including charter 
schools would assist in serving over 4,000 of Nevada’s public school students 
attending charter schools. 
 
Ms. Elkins said there was a large disparity of available resources and spending 
levels between district schools and charter schools.  The needs of Nevada’s 
public charter schools were unique, and the financial stress could not be 
compared even to the rural district schools, because rural schools received a 
higher basic support level than charter schools because they were in rural 
districts that received higher DSA allocations.  Rural schools also had tax 
bonding authority which provided for newer facilities as well as deferred 
maintenance, neither of which charter schools received. 
 
Nevada public charter schools had a proportionately higher operating cost 
because their school buildings were leased and therefore were ineligible.  
Charter schools were also ineligible to issue tax bonding.  Typically, 30-40 
percent of a charter school’s DSA went into facilities funding, which was 
comparable to the Clark County School Districts.  This forced charter schools to 
adjust to cost pressures, which directly impacted the adequacy of funding 
available for things like special education, speech, counselors, current technical 
programs, truancy officers, school police, facility maintenance, nurses, nutrition 
programs, janitorial staff, transportation, supplies and last but certainly not least, 
to allow charter schools to adequately and competitively compensate teachers, 
instructional staff and administrators.  If a person walked into many of Nevada’s 
charter schools, the aforementioned support services would probably not be 
seen.  In many schools, the administrators, teachers and sometimes students 
were doing the janitorial work.  The special education teachers were given a 
comparable salary to what they would be given in the district, but the charter 
schools only received a small portion of the money from the state to compensate 
special education teachers. 
 
By and large, many of the charter schools provided speech services but were not 
compensated for them.  Many of the schools had no counselors, truancy officers 
or other resources.  If Nevada public charter schools continued to be 
inadequately funded, the opportunities for highly-vulnerable students would 
continue to be negatively impacted.  She supported the comments made by 
Mr. Alastuey, Mr. Robinson, Mr. Roberts and Mr. Cook, and emphasized with the 
rural schools as the charter schools shared many of the same problems.  She 
hoped any funding plans put into place accounted for differences in costs and 
variations in school size.  Her recommendation was that consideration should 
include separating charter schools from the much larger district sponsors and 
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perhaps some sort of small school funding being put into effect so that charter 
schools were no longer inadequately funded.  She thanked the committee. 
 
Chairman Smith thanked Ms. Elkins for her testimony and for being so patient.  
She asked if there was any other public comment.  There was none. 
 
XI. ADJOURNMENT. 
 
Chairman Smith thanked everyone for attending the meeting and for their 
patience, as it had been a long day with a lot of information shared.  She said the 
committee had made an important decision that would lead them on the path to 
completion of the project and the work of the committee.  She thanked the staff 
for doing a phenomenal job in pulling everything together in a very short time 
over the holidays.  It was a lot of information to get out, to bring back and to 
review.   
 
There being no further business to come before the committee, the meeting was 
adjourned at 3:27 p.m.   
 

******** 
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             _____________________________ 
             Kelly Fisher, Committee Secretary 
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__________________________________ 
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Date:_____________________________ 
 Copies of the exhibits mentioned in these minutes are on file in  
 the Research Library of the Legislative Counsel Bureau, Carson 
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