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I. CALL TO ORDER AND OPENING REMARKS. 
 
Chairman Smith called the meeting to order at 9:40 a.m. and noted that all 
committee members were present with the exception of Senator Hardy. 
 
II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF JANUARY 12, 2006 MEETING. 
 

ASSEMBLYMAN PERKINS MOVED TO APPROVE THE 
MINUTES OF THE JANUARY 12, 2006 MEETING OF THE 
LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE ON SCHOOL FINANCING 
ADEQUACY. 
 
SENATOR BEERS SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 

III. STATUS REPORT FROM CONTRACTOR AND DISCUSSION 
 REGARDING PROGRESS ON THE STUDY OF SCHOOL FINANCING 
 ADEQUACY. 
 
John Augenblick and Justin Silverstein of Augenblick, Palaich and Associates 
(APA), began working on the school financing adequacy study when their 
contract was approved by the committee in February.  Mr. Augenblick stated he 
and Mr. Silverstein would bring the committee up to date on the progress APA 
had been making.  He said APA had made a lot of progress and acknowledged 
Bob Atkinson and Melinda Martini, who had helped APA tremendously in a 
variety of ways by gathering information and organizing meetings.   
 
Mr. Augenblick referred to the PowerPoint presentation he would be making 
(Exhibit A, page 60) and said he would share some of the comparative 
information requested by the committee.  Mr. Augenblick said APA would report 
their progress on almost every task and review with the committee some of the 
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things that had been completed.  He informed the committee members that the 
tasks were based on the contract; Section 3 of the contract outlined the 
responsibilities assigned to APA. 
 
The first task APA agreed to do was to create an in-state review panel, which 
had not been done in many other states.  According to Mr. Augenblick, one of the 
improvements APA wanted to bring to the process was to identify people in 
Nevada who knew more than APA about the structure and history of the system 
and review data gathered by APA.  Mr. Augenblick said the review panel played 
an important role in the Professional Judgment process, as they reviewed much 
of the data produced.  A considerable amount of time was spent trying to identify 
who should participate in the panels.  With the help of staff, APA compiled a 
three-member in-state panel consisting of Mike Alastuey, Rick Kester and 
Mary Pierczynski.   
 
Mr. Augenblick said the most important thing accomplished by APA to date was 
speaking with the in-state panel members and getting their perspectives on what 
was going on in Nevada.  These perspectives gave APA a better understanding 
of the data issues they needed to deal with.  The largest role of the in-state panel 
would be reviewing the work of the Professional Judgment panels.  The 
Professional Judgment panels would be meeting with APA in Las Vegas on 
March 29-30, 2006, and in Carson City on April 25-26, 2006.  Mr. Augenblick 
said the in-state review panel would be meeting May 16, 2006, which was the 
day before APA would be making another progress report to the Committee on 
School Financing Adequacy. 
 
With regard to the analysis of the data collected by the Professional Judgment 
panels, Mr. Augenblick said APA would follow strict procedures in terms of 
releasing information and would not provide information to the Professional 
Judgment panels before releasing it to the committee. 
 
The second task APA was asked to do by the committee was to review the equity 
of the system, which involved several steps.  One of the things the committee 
wanted done, which APA had originally cut out of their proposal, was to make 
comparisons between Nevada and other states.  Mr. Augenblick stated that APA 
had some information that compared Nevada to several other states, which he 
would go over later.   
 
APA wanted to apply statistical measures of equity to the information that was 
available on the spending and revenues of some of the school districts.  
According to Mr. Augenblick, there was a problem in applying measures of equity 
at this point in the study.  One of the important issues in school finance was 
vertical equity, which recognized that different students had different needs.  
Those different needs were associated with different costs.  Those relative costs 
must be known before APA could analyze whether or not a system was 
equitable.   
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If APA worked in a state in which they were not trying to determine those needs, 
they used national information or information based on their own experience to 
do that, as they had done in comparisons of other states.  Mr. Augenblick felt it 
was inappropriate to run equity tests using other information about the relative 
needs of districts when one of the primary goals was to understand what those 
relative needs were and what their costs were.  Mr. Augenblick informed the 
committee that APA would not do the equity tests until they had completed the 
work and had a better idea of what the relative needs were.   
 
Tasks four and five related to successful schools.  Mr. Augenblick said APA was 
using multiple approaches to determine the base cost.  The Successful Schools 
approach could only be used to come up with a base cost figure; it could not be 
used to come up with the added costs for special education or at-risk children.  
However, the Successful Schools approach was a methodology that APA found 
to be useful in coming up with a base cost.  Several steps would be needed to 
implement the Successful Schools approach, one of which was the need for a 
standard.  Mr. Augenblick said the standard would also be used with the 
Professional Judgment panels.  The standard had been drafted by APA and sent 
to staff for their review.  The standard was modified based upon staff input.  
Mr. Augenblick felt the standard covered everything Nevada expected schools 
and school districts to do and accomplish, such as input requirements, resource 
requirements and outcome expectations. 
 
On the basis of that standard, APA had a procedure they used to identify 
successful schools.  Mr. Augenblick reminded the committee that in other states 
where this was done, school districts were typically looked at.  Because there 
were so few school districts in Nevada, APA decided to proceed at the school 
level.  Mr. Augenblick said it was more difficult to identify successful schools than 
it was to identify successful school districts, because a lot of information needed 
by APA was readily available at the school district level and not as readily 
available at the school site level. 
 
Another reason it was difficult to perform a study at the school level, according to 
Mr. Augenblick, was that spending at those schools would need to be looked at.  
In most other states, it would be almost impossible to get school level spending 
information.  Even though a lot of states were set up so that type of information 
could be collected, and some states allowed some but not all districts to do that, 
it was difficult to get school-by-school expenditure data.  Nevada used the In$ite 
procedure, which provided school-level expenditure information.  APA looked at 
that information and believed it could be used to complete the Successful 
Schools model.  Once the data was organized, APA would be able to inform the 
committee of the base cost figure determined by that analysis.  
 
Mr. Augenblick mentioned the strengths and weaknesses of the school 
expenditure information in Nevada.  The big strength was that this information 
existed and could be provided, which would not be true in most other states.  The 
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big weakness was that some of the information was based on allocation 
procedures using formulas.  For example, when school districts spent money on 
plant maintenance and operation, they may not know how much was spent on 
each school in the district.  In$ite had a procedure for allocating the district 
number out to the schools based on a formula, which might be driven by 
numbers of students or building square footage.  Mr. Augenblick said APA would 
take advantage of the fact that the information had been gathered and would use 
it in ways that might not have been used before. 
 
Senator Schneider asked if APA looked at a successful school in Las Vegas and 
then looked at successful schools in Green Valley or Summerlin, which had 
recently been constructed and had new school books and equipment, would 
APA, when comparing the newer schools to an older school located in an old 
area of town with worn out buildings, used books and failing equipment, take all 
of those factors, along with the socioeconomic component, into consideration?  
 
Mr. Augenblick responded that there were two ways APA would take that into 
consideration, the first would be to find a base cost.  APA would look for what 
was spent on regular students and get rid of what was spent on any student that 
had special needs.  If a school had a lot of students with special needs and a 
large amount of spending, it went away; if a school had a small amount of 
students and a small amount of spending, it went away.  APA tried to get down to 
the base spending for regular education.  The In$ite procedure allowed APA to 
pick up that data and to exclude it. 
 
Mr. Augenblick then addressed the problem of older schools and other 
characteristics that might influence the cost of plant maintenance or something 
that was not instructional.  He said APA tried to apply efficiency measures by 
gathering data on how those services were provided and trying to exclude from 
APA’s calculations any schools in which the way service was provided was either 
more or less intense than what was considered to be typical.  Mr. Augenblick 
said APA would eliminate schools where the spending was out of line and might 
reflect the age or condition of the building. 
 
Mr. Augenblick went on to discuss the Professional Judgment model, which was 
based on the theory that if people were given a standard and a hypothetical 
setting in which to apply that standard, those people would advise which 
resources might be needed in that school to meet that standard.  He said the 
Professional Judgment model required a standard and the characteristics of 
hypothetical districts and schools.   
 
Mr. Augenblick advised the committee that APA had looked at the characteristics 
of every school and district in Nevada and, on the basis of that, came up with 
what they considered to be reasonable hypothetical characteristics.  The large 
difficulty APA had in getting the work done within the timeframe was creating the 
panels to do the work and to bring those panel members together, which was 
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done by contacting staff and giving them the characteristics of the types of 
people APA wanted and the numbers needed.  To the extent possible, APA 
wanted people from successful schools that had been identified.  The panels 
would be made up of teachers, principals, superintendents and specialists in the 
schools.   
 
Once the list was completed, it was sent to staff, who went through the process 
of requesting nominations, having the nominations reviewed and getting those 
names back to Augenblick, Palaich and Associates, Inc.  District superintendents 
were informed that nominees from their school districts would be called and 
asked to appear in either Las Vegas or Carson City.  Superintendents were 
asked to support panel members from their district who required travel, a 
substitute teacher or anything else by picking up the costs.   
 
Mr. Augenblick thanked staff for doing a magnificent job.  Approximately two 
weeks ago, APA received a list of people for the first set of panels, which would 
take place in Las Vegas March 29 and 30.  Those panels would be focused on 
elementary, middle and high schools of particular hypothetical sizes that were 
designed to meet the standard given by APA.  Each panel consisted of eight 
people.  Mr. Augenblick and his staff would work with the panels.  In addition, 
APA sent staff characteristics of people they wanted on the next three panels, 
which would meet in Carson City in April.  APA expected a list of suggested 
names from staff sometime during the week of April 3; the list would include a 
primary and secondary name in case the primary could not attend.  APA would 
call those people to meet with them in Carson City. 
 
In addition, APA created a national panel made up of a group of people familiar 
with the types of resources needed in schools based on research literature.  APA 
asked the national panel to look at the standard that would be used.  Based on 
the group’s knowledge of the research, the national panel specified for APA what 
they thought the hypothetical schools should look like.  APA would use that 
information as a starting point for the panels to consider.  The panels would not 
have to accept that information, but APA thought it would make sense for the 
panels to understand that this information was based on what people thought 
would be necessary for a successful school.  The panels could modify the 
information. 
 
Mr. Augenblick advised the committee that the final in-state panel would meet on 
May 16, 2006.  The panel’s job was to review the work that had been done by the 
prior panels.  By that time, APA would have a final costing and would share with 
the in-state panel any anomalies, problems or issues that might have come up.  
Mr. Augenblick said it always happened that information popped up after costing 
out that did not look right, feel right or was inconsistent across the panels.  The 
in-state panel would be asked to review that information.  He said APA would 
have to determine the parameters, which would include the base cost figure and 
the adjustments for special needs, between the last week in April and May 16. 
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The committee had asked APA to hold public hearings to give people an 
opportunity to meet with them and share any concerns or ideas they might have.  
The first public hearing was scheduled for May 28, 2006, at Western High 
School.  The second public hearing was scheduled for April 24, 2006, in Reno.  
Mr. Augenblick said anybody who wished to make comments about adequacy 
and school funding were invited to attend.  APA staff would be present to listen to 
comments from the public. 
 
Mr. Augenblick referred to Task 10 (Exhibit A, page 66), which integrated the 
results of all of the tasks and did the calculations; Task 10 could not occur until 
the panels were completed. 
 
Tasks 11, 12 and 13 (Exhibit A, page 67) used the results from the adequacy 
study.  APA would use the information to create the base cost figure and the 
adjustments.  Sometimes there was a relationship between the size of a district 
and its cost and the relative cost of serving students with special needs.  The 
formulas used to reflect those relationships were very complex.  Mr. Augenblick 
said APA agreed to provide the committee with monthly reports.  The first report 
was submitted in March.  Written reports would be submitted on a monthly basis.  
Oral reports would be presented to the committee at their scheduled meetings; 
the second report would be on May 17. 
 
Tasks 14, 15, 16 and 17 (Exhibit A, page 68) were based on the final report.  
Everything done by APA was designed to produce a final report. 
 
Chairman Smith thanked Mr. Augenblick for acknowledging the cooperation and 
hard work of the staff, because a lot of day-to-day work was involved in the study 
and had risen to the challenge.  She also thanked APA for working with the 
committee on the public forums.  They were not part of the original contract.  
Chairman Smith said when she was at a school finance meeting attended by 
John Myers, she spoke with him about her ongoing interest in having more public 
involvement and input.  Mr. Myers made the suggestion that they could conduct a 
public forum.  Chairman Smith believed it added a lot to the work to have 
opportunities for the public to express their concerns or information they might 
want to share. 
 
Mr. Augenblick acknowledged that Mr. Myers had suggested the public forums 
as a useful thing to do.  Because staff had been able to schedule the public 
forum at a time when APA would be in Las Vegas and not have to make a 
separate trip, it all worked out.  He said APA looked forward to the forum. 
 
Chairman Smith noted for the audience members in both locations that there 
were calls for nominations for the next round of Professional Judgment panels; 
the deadline for submission of nominations was 5:00 p.m. Friday, March 31.   
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Assemblyman Holcomb asked Mr. Augenblick why funding for schools, rather 
than districts, was available in some states, such as Nevada, and not other 
states.  Mr. Augenblick responded that historically the accounting systems that 
had been set up and existed today were simply designed to collect district-level 
spending and revenue information.  He said the accounting systems were not 
created to include information at the school level.  There were school districts 
around the country that chose to collect the information on their own.  Nevada 
actually provided a template to school districts to do that, but it was not required.  
Mr. Augenblick said that if someone were to ask how many schools around the 
country could typically get this type of information, the answer would be almost 
none.   
 
However, there were several states that used the In$ite process, which was a 
procedure designed to provide information at the school level.  Because Nevada 
used the In$ite program, APA would not have to bring together business 
managers of the school districts, as was done in Maryland, and run them through 
a process where the data could pull out the information APA wanted by schools 
and go through an allocation process.  Mr. Augenblick said the process used in 
Maryland was a painful experience that took a lot of time and was not quite as 
perfect as APA would have liked it to be.  In$ite was not perfect either; it was an 
estimate based on formulas and procedures.  In$ite was not an accounting 
system and did not track information to the schools. 
 
Mr. Augenblick went on to say that some of the southern states actually tracked 
individual people out to their assignments to the districts and the schools.  In 
Louisiana, the State Department of Education actually had every individual and 
their assignment, which could be linked up with their salary and benefits and 
show school costs at that level; the cost of plant maintenance and operation, or 
anything that was not personnel related, was unknown. 
 
Mr. Augenblick wanted to thank the school districts for supporting their staff 
attending meetings set up by APA, which included plane travel, hotels, meals 
and providing substitute teachers. 
 
Mr. Augenblick directed the committee’s attention to Table 1 (Exhibit A, page 80), 
titled Numbers of School Districts, Schools, and Students With Change Between 
1992-93 and 2002-03, which showed results of comparisons made with other 
states.  He acknowledged the tables were a draft set and some of the titles and 
numbers were wrong or incomplete; in general, the tables included reasonably 
good information and allowed APA to compare Nevada to other states.  The 
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), which was part of the U.S. 
Department of Education, was the only place Mr. Augenblick was aware of that 
provided data comparing one state to another.  The NCES collected the 
information from the school district level (not the school or student level) and had 
been doing so for years.  The NCES had a process for cleaning the information, 
but the information was always late.  The information for 2004-2005 did not yet 
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exist; NCES had to wait until audited information was available, collected, run 
through a procedure to find problems, having those problems corrected by the 
states, formatting the information, and then releasing the information and making 
it available to the public.   
 
The NCES had a tool known as the “build a table procedure,” which could be 
found on the NCES website.  Mr. Augenblick informed the committee that he 
used that tool.  When looking at the NCES website, a person could decide what it 
was they wanted to look at for particular years; one could look at all of the states, 
some of the states, or some of the school districts in a state provided the 
information was available.  Mr. Augenblick was oftentimes frustrated by the fact 
that after identifying what was wanted, NCES would build the table and then he 
would discover that NCES did not have everything he hoped they would have.  
He thought the NCES was a terrific organization that allowed people to school 
finance work as well as other types of work. 
 
Mr. Augenblick said APA had to decide which states they wanted to look at for 
comparison, as 50 states would have been too much to process.  APA found that 
most people were interested in states that were near to their state, or neighboring 
states.  Mr. Augenblick said APA chose Arizona, California, Idaho, Oregon and 
Utah as places to compare to Nevada.  APA felt they should also look at other 
states that were similar to Nevada in that they had a small number of school 
districts, but had at least one district that was relatively large; APA selected 
Florida, Maryland and New Mexico. 
 
Mr. Augenblick then discussed the comparisons found on Table 1 (Exhibit A, 
page 80), which showed Nevada had the smallest number of school districts than 
any state listed on the table.  There were over 15,000 school districts in the 
United States.  If that figure were divided by the 50 states, the average would be 
approximately 300 school districts for each state.  Nevada had 17 school 
districts.  There were enormous differences between the states, even among 
neighboring states. 
 
Senator Beers asked if there were any states that had the same or fewer school 
districts than Nevada.  Mr. Augenblick replied that no other states were equal to 
or had fewer districts than Nevada other than Hawaii, which had one school 
district.  He said Maryland came closest to Nevada with 24 school districts. 
 
Senator Beers asked if the land mass of Maryland would fit into Clark County.  
The answer to that question was not known.  Mr. Augenblick said in other states 
there were school districts that were inactive.  Among the 15,800 school districts 
in the United States, there were approximately 100 that had no students; 
300-400 of them were not operating, as students were sent to schools 
elsewhere.  In Florida, there was a school district referred to as the Florida Virtual 
School.  Many states had state-run virtual schools, which were not typically 
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school districts.  In Florida, the Virtual School operated as if it were its own 
school district, even though there were no students. 
 
Mr. Augenblick then discussed in detail the statistical information in Table 1.  In 
Nevada, the number of schools had increased dramatically; the change over a 
10-year period was an increase of almost 42 percent, and in the last five years 
there was a 19 percent increase.  Looking at the list in Table 1, there were other 
states that had close to or higher increases in the number of schools.  Arizona 
had a large increase in the number of schools, but Mr. Augenblick did not feel the 
72 percent shown on the table was correct.  Florida, with 36 percent, came close 
to Nevada, but Mr. Augenblick believed Nevada had the largest increase over the 
10-year period. 
 
California had over 9,000 schools; Florida had 1,400 hundred schools with only 
24 school districts.  Mr. Augenblick said the data was based on history.  In the 
northeast, school districts were based on communities and municipalities; in 
Florida, school districts were based on counties.   
 
Mr. Augenblick continued discussing Table 1 and referenced the number of 
students.  There was a large increase in the number of students in Nevada, with 
approximately 73,000 students added in each five-year period, which brought the 
average to approximately 15,000 students added each year.  Some states, such 
as Utah and Oregon, had not grown rapidly.  New Mexico actually had a 
decrease in student population in the last five years.   
 
Mr. Augenblick then discussed Table 2 (Exhibit A, page 81), titled Total Students, 
Percentage of Students With Special Needs, and Ratio of Weighted to 
Unweighted Students in 2002-03.  In this table, APA did exactly what they had 
not wanted to do in Nevada.  In order to compare the states, he actually assigned 
a value off the top of his head for those students with special needs.  According 
to Mr. Augenblick, whenever these comparisons were done, it did not matter 
what numbers were used provided the numbers were applied the same to every 
state.  Data listed in Table 2 showed the relationship between the numbers of 
students in special needs and the costs of serving them as compared to what the 
situation would be without students with special needs.  The table listed total 
students in FY 2002-2003 who could be identified as having an individual 
education plan (IEP), therefore, being in special education; eligible for free or 
reduced-price lunch, which was a proxy for whether or not they were at risk or 
not; and English Language Learners (ELL). 
 
Mr. Augenblick pointed out that under special education, the states were fairly 
tightly packed in that there were no dramatic differences between the states.   
New Mexico had the highest percentage of students in special education; 
Arizona, California and Nevada had the lowest percentage.  There were larger 
differences when comparing high risk students, or those eligible under free and 
reduced-price lunch.  Nevada’s 34.1 percent was slightly below the U.S. average 
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and was below the average of either the neighbor states or the similarly 
organized states.  When looking at Nevada as a whole, the proportion of 
students eligible for free and reduced price meals, therefore serving as a proxy 
for students in need of special services, was slightly lower.  Arizona and New 
Mexico were much higher than the national average; Utah and Maryland were 
lower.  According to Mr. Augenblick, these students were often concentrated in a 
particular place.  When talking about a state looking one way, it was possible that 
a particular district had a much higher concentration.  That was why, when 
talking about a funding system, a system had to be created that was sensitive to 
those differences, because they were all costing. 
 
Mr. Augenblick said there was a wider range when looking at the ELL student 
population.  Nevada’s percentage was almost double that of the national 
average;  California and New Mexico were higher than Nevada.  Oregon, Utah, 
Idaho and Maryland had a lower percentage of ELL students.   
 
Mr. Augenblick said APA wanted to apply the relative cost of serving special 
needs students and look at the overall relative cost of one state as compared to 
another.  The comparison was done by assigning a weight to those students 
based on APA’s experience and studies that had been done by other people.  
Those weights were listed at the bottom of Table 2 as follows:  *Student weights 
are: special education, 1.10; free and reduced-price lunch eligible, .60; and ELL, 
.90.  According to Mr. Augenblick, the weight of 1.10 for special education meant 
that the added cost, on average, of serving a special education student 
(according to a national organization) was 110 percent above the base cost.  In 
other words, it cost approximately twice as much to serve a student in special 
education, on average, than it did to serve a student who was not in special 
education.  At-risk students, those available for free and reduced-price lunch, 
cost approximately 60 percent more, which included money coming from the 
state, localities and federal government.  It cost approximately 90 percent more 
to serve English language learners.  Mr. Augenblick said any numbers could be 
used for comparison, as they would be applied to the states in a uniform way.   
 
Senator Beers questioned Mr. Augenblick’s weighting method.  He said in 
weighting methods he had seen, a standard case would be assigned a value of 
1, and a non-standard case would be assigned a value above or below 1, which 
did not seem to be the case in this instance based on the asterisked footnote.  
Mr. Augenblick responded that that was exactly what APA had done.  
Senator Beers said in that case the student weight for special education was 2.1.  
Mr. Augenblick advised Senator Beers that he was right; a one would be added.  
Senator Beers then asked if an unweighted student would be one.  
Mr. Augenblick said that was correct. 
 
Senator Schneider said in past education hearings, it had been stated that 
minority and ELL students performed better in smaller schools.  He asked 
Mr. Augenblick if those were the findings in studies conducted by APA. 
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According to Mr. Augenblick, some findings suggested that students performed 
better in smaller schools.  However, not everybody agreed or knew what it meant 
to be small.  People argued that having high schools with 2,000 to 3,000 students 
seemed large and that students performed better when they were in smaller 
schools.  Mr. Augenblick said APA did not account for costs associated with size.  
Two things not included in the list were relative cost-of-living changes between 
the states and size.   
 
Senator Schneider said Oregon had approximately 455 students per school; 
Arizona had 496 students per school; Utah had 522 students per school; and 
Nevada had 680 students per school.  According to Senator Schneider, Nevada 
was significantly higher than the surrounding states.  Mr. Augenblick replied that 
Nevada’s schools were larger.  He informed the committee that 
Senator Schneider determined the student numbers by dividing the number of 
students by the number of schools.  Senator Schneider asked if that would make 
a difference in APA’s conclusions when they looked at the minority and at-risk 
population.  Mr. Augenblick said if the committee thought small schools were 
important and cost more because they were small, it could influence the findings. 
 
Senator Beers said if Mr. Augenblick was going to present a scale of sizes to the 
committee, they would want to see giant, large, medium and small, as Clark 
County was giant; downsizing schools in Clark County would take them down to 
the level of large.  Senator Beers stated he was confused on the ratio of 
weighted to unweighted students.  If he understood Mr. Augenblick correctly, the 
number on the far right-hand column of Table 2 was the sum of all weighted 
students weighted values divided by the number of unweighted students.  
Mr. Augenblick said Senator Beers was exactly correct. 
 
Senator Beers asked if a total sum of weighted values for all students, including 
normal students, divided by the number of students, gave a more useful 
measure.  Mr. Augenblick said it would include all of the regular students.  
Senator Beers understood that it was the sum of all of the weighted students, 
which included special education, free or reduced lunch and ELL.  
Mr. Augenblick interjected the addition of regular students, divided by all of the 
regular students, making it an average weighting per student.  He stated that all 
APA was trying to understand, without considering the issue of size, was whether 
there was some reason to think that the costs in Nevada were going to be higher 
than the costs in other states.  If there were no students with special needs in the 
state, there would be a ratio of 1.00.  Every student would have the standard 
cost; it would be applied to all students, divided by the number of all students, 
and would come up with one.  Because students did have additional costs, and 
because of the particular types of students they were and the costs associated 
with them, there would be a 47 percent additional cost.  Mr. Augenblick said he 
was not interested in that, particularly; APA was studying the issues and would 
tell the committee the answers when they completed the study.  All he wondered, 
when looking at the comparative information, was how Nevada compared to 
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other states.  He said Nevada was slightly higher than the national average.  If 
other states accepted the fact that special education students did cost more; and 
those states accepted the ratios used by APA, the costs those states faced were 
dramatically higher than the average and higher than Nevada.  The only 
conclusion he could draw from just looking at it was that Nevada was pretty 
average in terms of the cost implications of the students that were being served 
in the state as of FY 2002-2003.   
 
Senator Beers interjected that he did some research, and not counting the 
square miles of Maryland that were water, it was a 1.22 multiple.  According to 
Senator Beers, the state of Maryland was 122 percent of the geographic area of 
Clark County, or about one-fifth larger.   
 
Chairman Smith disclosed that she had rechecked APA’s number on the first 
table and it was correct. 
 
Mr. Augenblick said Table 3 (Exhibit A, page 82) looked at how many teachers 
there were and the percentage of staff teachers using NCES definitions.  
“Teachers” included classroom teachers, art teachers and music teachers; a 
counselor or librarian would not be a teacher.  The one teacher per 1,000 
students’ ratio was used instead of a pupil/teacher ratio.  Mr. Augenblick 
informed the committee that in 1992-1993, there were 53.8 teachers for every 
1,000 students.  Nevada has grown slightly over the years; there were more 
teachers each five-year period relative to numbers of students than there had 
been previously.  On average in the United States, that number had grown 
dramatically, particularly in the last five years.   
 
Mr. Augenblick discussed the same information in relation to other states.  In 
Arizona and Oregon, the number of teachers relative to students had gone down; 
California was lower; Idaho was about the same; Oregon and Utah were lower.  
Florida, Maryland and New Mexico were higher.  Mr. Augenblick did not know if 
there was something going on out West that suggested they did not use as many 
teachers, but that was happening.  There were more teachers in the East.  States 
were not telling people what to do; the information reflected decisions made in 
schools by school districts, which were then shown as if they were made by 
states.  Mr. Augenblick did not want to imply that the states made the decisions, 
such as California being low and New Mexico being high.  He said it was simply 
a result of in some cases the state made the decisions, but in other cases 
decisions were being made locally.   
 
Instead of dividing the teachers by the students, APA divided the teachers by the 
weighted students.  Because there were so many more weighted students, there 
would be a fewer number of teachers per 1,000.  In Nevada, the number of 
teachers per 1,000 students was 36.8.  The neighbor states tended to be lower; 
similarly organized states were slightly higher. 
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From what Mr. Augenblick had presented, Senator Beers believed it was true 
that Nevada had more teachers per 1,000 students than Nevada’s neighboring 
states, but less than the three similarly organized states that, because of the 
unique nature of the way Nevada did things, probably did not resemble our state.  
Mr. Augenblick responded that Senator Beers’ statement was true.   
 
Senator Beers said he compared the neighboring states’ average and the 
similarly organized states; it turned out the similarly organized states were not 
similarly organized.  He said Nevada was above the regional average but below 
the national average; the region tended to be less in this statistic than the 
national average.  Mr. Augenblick said that was correct. 
 
Mr. Augenblick continued with the percentage of people working at the school 
district that were actually teachers.  When he first looked at these statistics years 
ago, he remembered being shocked by the fact that less than half of the people 
working in a school district were, in fact, teachers.  A normal rule of thumb, which 
did not work everywhere or all the time, was that the number of people working in 
a school district could usually be estimated, if the number of teachers was 
known, because there was approximately the same number of people who were 
not teachers as who were teachers working in a district. 
 
In Nevada, a higher proportion of people who worked in school districts were 
teachers.  Chairman Smith asked Mr. Augenblick if by teachers he meant 
classroom teachers.  He said it included classroom teachers plus people such as 
art, music and physical education teachers; not administrators, guidance 
counselors or librarians.  No other state listed in Table 3 had a higher proportion 
than Nevada. 
 
Mr. Augenblick moved on to Table 4 (Exhibit A, page 83).  For unknown reasons, 
NCES was unable to separate current operating revenue from capital revenue, 
which was an important issue.  He explained that when he spoke of revenue 
while going over Table 4, it included all revenue and did not separate current 
operating revenue from capital revenue.  The left-hand side of Table 4 showed 
total revenue for 1992-1993, 1997-1998 and 2002-2003 with some change 
statistics; then the table showed the total per weighted student, using the weights 
APA had used previously, and then went one step further and adjusted the 
weighted students by a relative cost of living number for each of the states. 
 
Senator Beers asked Mr. Augenblick to repeat his last sentence.  Mr. Augenblick 
explained that the total revenue per student for Nevada for 1992-1993 was 
$5,295, for 1997-1998 was $6,456, and for 2002-2003 was $7,551.  The next 
columns showed the change.  For the 10-year period, there was a 42.6 percent 
change; in the last five years there was 17 percent change.  If the revenues were 
divided by the weighted students, after Mr. Augenblick had run up the number of 
students by the weights used previously, and because the weighted students 
were higher than the raw students, the dollars per student were lower.  He said 
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that was why the total revenue per weighted student for 2002-2003 dropped to 
$5,138.  Mr. Augenblick then adjusted the weighted student for 2002-2003 to 
reflect the national average cost of living of one, based on information from the 
American Federation of Teachers (AFT), which produced a table that compared 
the relative cost of living of one state as compared to another.  Mr. Augenblick 
said the fact was that the $5,138 revenue per weighted student was really worth 
$5,501 after the cost-of-living adjustment.  The United States total revenue per 
weighted student did not change when adjusting for cost of living, because the 
national cost of living was one; other states went up or down depending upon 
whether the relative cost of living was higher or lower than the national average. 
 
Mr. Augenblick went on to say that APA used the last column to the left of the 
gray bar under the title Current Expenditure per Student as a way of comparing.  
Nevada’s numbers were lower than the U.S. average but higher than the western 
neighbor states and lower than the number for the similarly organized states. 
 
Senator Beers thought he had heard Mr. Augenblick say that Nevada had a 
lower number than the similarly organized states, but as Senator Beers read the 
table, Nevada had a higher number than two of the three similarly organized 
states and only a lower number than Maryland.  Mr. Augenblick said that Senator 
Beers was correct; Mr. Augenblick was looking at the average.  Senator Beers 
then understood that because Maryland was so much higher than the other two 
states, it pulled the average up.  Nevada was actually higher than two of the 
three similarly organized states and significantly higher than the simple average 
of the neighboring states; in fact, within the margin of error, Nevada tied with 
Oregon for the highest of the neighbor states.  Mr. Augenblick said that was 
correct.  He then discussed the current expenditures per student, leaving capital 
aside.  The far right column of Table 4 showed a similar conclusion.  Nevada’s 
expenditure per weighted student adjusted for cost of living was $4,432, which 
was lower than the national average but similar to or higher than many of the 
neighbor states with the exception of Idaho and Oregon, similar to Florida, higher 
than New Mexico, but lower than Maryland.  Mr. Augenblick said everything that 
might influence spending was taken into consideration in Table 4 when 
comparing one state to another.   
 
Senator Schneider was curious about New Mexico.  He knew that New Mexico 
was heavily funded by the federal government.  He asked if those federal dollars 
were put into the New Mexico numbers.  Mr. Augenblick replied that it was 
expenditures, not revenues, so the assumption was that those revenues helped 
to pay for the expenditures. 
 
Senator Beers wanted to follow up on Senator Schneider’s question.  He asked if 
the committee would be shown a comparison of federal revenue sources versus 
non-federal revenue sources in the education arena.  Mr. Augenblick said APA 
could get that information for the committee using the same years and 
restrictions.  Senator Beers thanked Mr. Augenblick. 
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Mr. Augenblick referred to Table 5 (Exhibit A, page 84), which he said was 
mislabeled.  He said it was an attempt, using the NCES data, to look at capital 
expenditures.  Two things found in NCES were capital expenditure per student 
and a long-term debt figure per student.  Mr. Augenblick found it interesting to 
look at how much was being spent; it was difficult to compare places because 
their needs were different.  There was a lot of money per student being spent for 
capital purposes.  Because of Nevada’s growth, the numbers were higher than 
other states shown on the table and were higher than the U.S. average. 
 
Senator Beers asked if it would be more correct to say that Nevada was higher 
than all of the other states shown on Table 5.  Mr. Augenblick said Nevada was 
almost 60 percent higher than the average of the neighbor states and 50 percent 
higher than the national average. 
 
Mr. Augenblick was unsure of how to interpret the long-term debt; the debt figure 
represented what was on the books as of 2002-2003.  He thought it was possible 
the debts could have been paid off, which typically did not happen, particularly 
with capital, where debts were paid off over 20 years or more.  The amount of 
long-term debt that needed to be paid off was significant in Nevada as compared 
to other states; it was over 50 percent higher than the national average and 
higher than any other state listed on Table 5.  Mr. Augenblick said the districts 
were carrying an enormous amount of debt which would need to be paid off over 
time.  One of the things that made states different from one another, which was 
very difficult to track, was the extent to which states actually participated in 
paying for buildings.  In some states, there was a significant attempt for the state 
to pay and therefore limit the debt the school district had to carry, because the 
state had taken on part of that burden. 
 
Mr. Augenblick thought the committee would be interested in the comparisons he 
had presented, as they provided a lot of information.  He said APA would provide 
the federal percentages requested by Senator Beers.   
 
Chairman Smith thanked Mr. Augenblick.  She appreciated the information and 
said it would take some time to digest it and figure out if the committee had 
further questions. 
 
Justin Silverstein of Augenblick, Palaich and Associates, Inc., discussed the 
standard created by APA for the Nevada adequacy study, which was one of the 
first steps APA took with any adequacy study, as it would lead discussions in 
both the successful schools work and the professional judgment work.  The 
standard was created using both the state and the federal requirements.  
Mr. Silverstein believed the standard had been reviewed by the committee; APA 
took the committee’s suggestions and created the final standard, which would be 
presented to the committee today. 
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Mr. Silverstein directed the committee’s attention the Nevada Standard 
(Exhibit A, page 85), which looked at everything from input requirements (the 
number of teachers per student) to output requirements (percentage of proficient 
students based on federal standards).  He then briefly discussed the following: 
 

• Description of student assessments; 
• Proficiency/graduation requirements; 
• Instructional program requirements; 
• Student-instructor ratio requirements; 
• Minimum number of days of instruction; and 
• Graduation requirements at the high school level. 

 
Chairman Smith referred to the student-instructor ratio requirements and asked 
Mr. Silverstein if the ratio took into consideration the differences between what 
was required and what was actually funded on class-size reduction, and also that 
in Nevada, grades one, two and three were structured differently.  Mr. Silverstein 
said the base was the minimum; the Professional Judgment panels would need 
to understand the minimums and make sure they were being met.  APA relied on 
the educators on the Professional Judgment panels to understand the intricacies.  
Mr. Silverstein said he could not lay everything out before the committee, as it 
would be a 30-page standard versus a 7-page standard.  Chairman Smith 
wanted to make sure that APA’s process took the differences into consideration.  
Mr. Silverstein assured her the differences would be taken into consideration. 
 
Mr. Silverstein talked about the high school dropout rates, which were used with 
the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLBA) requirements at the high school level and 
were one of the standards high schools would have to meet.  He moved on to 
completion indicators and said a lot of the information was for the Professional 
Judgment panels to understand what currently existed at the schools, where they 
were trying to go, what was being provided to students and how well they were 
succeeding. 
 
Mr. Silverstein briefly discussed the following: 
 

• Federal requirements for NCLB; 
• Outcome requirements; 
• State AYP tests; 
• Indicators which included high school graduation rates; 
• Achievement levels for each of the Nevada tests and their corresponding 

level on the federal tests.  Federal tests include proficient and advanced; 
state tests looked at meeting and exceeding standards; 

• Proficiency levels that must be met over the timeline of NCLBA for schools 
and districts to be deemed successful; and 

• Nevada’s use of a stair-step approach to growth. 
 

 - 17 - 



Chairman Smith had a question regarding the graduation requirements and 
asked Mr. Silverstein if he would check with staff on the item that mentioned the 
science component of the high school proficiency exam.  She did not believe it 
was accurate.  He agreed to do that. 
 
Mr. Silverstein referred to the 2004 Criterion-Referenced Test (CRT) results 
(Exhibit A, page 91) which showed where Nevada schools on average were 
today on the 3rd, 5th and 8th grade levels.  The information provided the 
Professional Judgment panels an opportunity to know what growth would be 
needed.  He then referred to two graphs that allowed people to get a feeling for 
what the growth targets were over time. 
 
Mr. Silverstein said the standard would be given to the Professional Judgment 
panels to work with on March 29 and 30.  The standard would be the key 
resource the panels had to work with. 
 
Successful schools were measured by what was currently occurring in the 
schools.  Mr. Silverstein said performance on tests could be looked at the most 
readily.  APA received data from Nevada on the test performance for every single 
school in the state.  The English Language Arts (ELA) and math portions of the 
test were the only ones studied as they were the only two measured for the 
NCLBA.  Two key criteria were used to select the successful schools.  The first 
criteria looked at whether schools were growing in a way that they would meet 
future standards around the NCLBA.  APA wanted to see if schools were on 
target to meet the 2008-2009 performance standards for both ELA and math.  
For elementary schools, the ELA was 52 percent and 56 percent for math; for 
middle schools, the ELA was 58 percent and 55 percent for math; and for high 
schools, the ELA was 82 percent and 62 percent for math. 
 
Mr. Silverstein explained that APA took data from the 2002-2003, 2003-2004 and 
2004-2005 school years for every school in the state (Exhibit A, page 90).  Using 
statistical methods, APA was able to predict if the schools’ growth would allow 
them to meet the standards in 2008-2009.  Students in elementary school would 
have to show progress at a rate that would get them to 52 percent in ELA and 
56 percent in math.  Interestingly, a school could actually be going down and still 
be trending to meet those percentages.  Mr. Silverstein said it was a possibility 
that schools with higher percentages today could be coming down; however, 
what was being seen was schools that were already at or growing toward that 
standard. 
 
The second criteria focused on the subgroups that were a large focus for the 
NCLBA and understanding whether or not schools were serving all of their 
students well.  A simple test score did not necessarily indicate if a school was 
serving its special education, ELL or at-risk population well.  Mr. Silverstein 
explained that there were six possible subgroups that APA looked at: special 
education students in ELA and math, at-risk students in ELA and math, and ELL 
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students in ELA and math.  APA considered each of those a separate subgroup 
(type of student plus type of test).  Two of those six subgroups would have to 
meet (at the time of APA’s data) the current performance standard.  
Mr. Silverstein indicated that two of the subgroups would have to meet the 
standard, plus meet the first criteria to be deemed successful.  APA believed that 
looked at growth over time and serving all students well, which was a good mix to 
select successful schools based on the current data available.   
 
When running both of those filters, APA came up with 118 total successful 
schools in the state of Nevada: 56 elementary schools, 41 middle schools and 21 
high schools (Exhibit A, pages 92-95).  The schools were broken out by smaller 
districts (below 1,500 students), the two largest districts were a separate 
population, and all other districts were listed under the moderate size.   
 
Mr. Silverstein said the list of successful schools had been given to staff, who 
were asked to select most of the participants in the Professional Judgment 
panels from those schools.  APA wanted Professional Judgment panel 
participants to be from schools that were doing well; when those participants 
spoke of resource allocation, it would be from experience. 
 
Mr. Silverstein then discussed the Professional Judgment panels.  APA would 
give the standard to the panel members selected from successful schools.  Over 
the next month, APA would be running five in-state panels to identify resources 
based on hypothetical districts.  The five panels APA would be running would 
consist of the following: 
 

• A small district school panel would build four schools and all of the 
district-level resources.  This panel would meet on March 29-30, 2006. 

• An average-sized school panel would look at school sizes and school 
resources.  This panel would meet on March 29-30, 2006. 

• Three additional panels would take work from the March 29-30 panels and 
expand on it.  These three panels would meet on April 25-26, 2006.  The 
three panels consisted of a special needs panel, which would focus on 
special education, at risk and ELL resources; a vocational panel, which 
would look at the cost of vocational education; and an average-sized 
district panel, which would add on the district-level resources to the 
school-level resources created by the panels that met in March. 

 
Mr. Silverstein explained that panel members meeting in March would work on 
hypothetical districts.  The small school panel would build four schools:  two 
separate elementary schools, one with 70 students and one with 175 students; a 
middle school with 120 students; and a high school with 240 students.  The 
school sizes did not come out of any prototype work; APA looked at the actual 
sized schools in the small districts in the state (districts below 1,500), and came 
up with the average-sized schools in those districts.  Mr. Silverstein said it was 
interesting that there was a split in the elementary schools; there were small 
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elementary schools with 70 students and larger elementary schools with 
approximately 175 students, and a lot of the time, both schools existed in the 
same district.  APA wanted to incorporate both school sizes, as there could be 
cost differences when looking at different sized schools.  Mr. Silverstein said a 
district would be incorporated from those four schools, and the cost for the district 
would be added in.  The panels would be looking at the percentage of special 
education, at risk and ELL for each of those schools; those numbers would be 
based on actual averages within the state of Nevada for the small schools. 
 
The second panel that would be meeting was the average school panel.  This 
panel would build the schools associated with both moderate-sized districts and 
large districts.  Six schools would be built:  two elementary schools, one with 600 
students and one with 900 students; two middle schools, one with 750 students 
and one with 1,500 students; and two high schools, one with 1,250 students and 
one with 2,500 students.  These schools would be built to represent what existed 
today, not a prototype.  APA wanted to build schools that were familiar to the 
educators in Nevada. 
 
The average school panel would only look at the at-risk and ELL students; the 
special needs panel was created to focus on the special education for the larger 
schools.  APA believed that bringing people with a better understanding of 
special education together would do a better job identifying what needed to exist 
to get special needs students up to standard. 
 
Mr. Silverstein then discussed the members of the national panel (Exhibit A, 
page 79).  APA sent the panel members the hypothetical schools from the 
moderate size and asked them to look at the national research, which was APA’s 
approach to evidence based, and discuss what resources would need to be in 
place in the three schools to get students up to the Nevada standard.  The 
national panel members were asked to focus only on regular students.  Research 
by the national panel would be a starting point for the other panels; the panels 
did not have to stick with the figures provided by the national panel, but they 
would have to provide APA with an explanation of any differences and why 
changes were being made. 
 
Mr. Augenblick said the national panel members had been asked to provide an 
idea of what the basis for their figures were.  The members were unable to 
provide that information before the first panels met.  Two out of the three panel 
members had completed the task, but one member told Mr. Augenblick he had 
given up and found it almost impossible to look at the research and do what had 
been asked of him; Mr. Augenblick felt two out of three was good, so APA went 
with that information.   
 
Mr. Augenblick advised the committee that APA had done a lot of work and tried 
to summarize what had been done to date with the study.  He wanted the 
committee to recognize that APA was in the midst of the study and did not have 

 - 20 - 



answers today, but was on a trajectory to get those answers.  With the help of 
staff and the school districts in Nevada, the next two days would be busy, and 
panel meetings had been set up for April.  APA was collecting data to perform 
statistical work; there was other work being done in terms of school size, district 
size and cost of living.  Mr. Augenblick said APA had requested data, and once 
that data was gathered, that work would be done.  He thought APA was in good 
shape to get where they needed to be and to answer questions they had agreed 
to try to answer. 
 
Chairman Smith thanked Mr. Augenblick and Mr. Silverstein for their report.  She 
believed the report included a lot of information and agreed that a lot of work had 
been done since the last meeting.  She appreciated the work and effort put forth 
by APA. 
 
Senator Beers asked if the NCES data in APA’s report included charter schools 
and non-charter schools.  Mr. Augenblick responded that the data did include 
charter schools. 
 
Senator Schneider asked if Mr. Augenblick could provide the sizes of each 
school in Nevada.  Mr. Augenblick had that information.  Chairman Smith advised 
Senator Schneider that staff could provide that information to the committee 
members. 
 
Chairman Smith again thanked Mr. Augenblick and Mr. Silverstein for the update 
and wished them luck with the panel members over the next two days.   
 
(11:28 a.m. lunch break) 
 
(Meeting reconvened at 12:24 p.m.) 
 
IV. PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF NEEDS AND FUNDING OF 
 CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION IN NEVADA’S SCHOOL DISTRICTS. 
 
Randy Robison, Nevada Association of School Boards (NASB), thanked the 
committee for the opportunity to present information and introduced a panel of 
experts he had brought together to make presentations, as they had knowledge 
of school construction in their districts. 
 
Marty Johnson, Johnson Consulting, said his company worked as consultants on 
bond issues and capital projects for most of the rural districts in Nevada.  He 
gave a brief overview of revenues available to school districts for the building of 
new schools, remodeling and renovation of existing school facilities within 
Nevada. 
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Mr. Johnson referred to his handout (Exhibit C) titled Revenues Available for 
Capital Projects which listed five revenues and said he would summarize and 
explain how the revenues applied to each of the school districts in Nevada. 
 

• Property Tax - Available to every school district in the state as long as 
they received voter approval. 

• Residential Construction Tax - $1,600 fee that could be imposed for each 
dwelling unit within the county or within a certain area within the county or 
district.  Only available to districts with a population under 50,000, which 
excluded Clark, Washoe and Carson City. 

• ¼ Percent Sales Tax – Available for infrastructure.  The only county that 
had received revenue from this sales tax was Storey County. 

• Room Tax – Only allowed in Clark County. 
• Real Estate Transfer Tax – Only allowed in Clark County. 

 
Mr. Johnson said school districts needed to receive voter approval to access 
property taxes for school facilities by putting a question on the ballot.  The school 
district could put bonds on the ballot, borrow money and repay it with property 
taxes, which was what most school districts had done.  There was also an option 
for a capital projects tax, which was an override that could be used on a pay-as-
you-go basis, which was done in Elko. 
 
Mr. Johnson’s handout (Exhibit C) listed the debt rate for each of the school 
districts or, in the case of Elko, their pay-as-you-go rate; the second number 
showed the highest overlapping tax rate within that particular county or school 
district.  Ten school districts in the state were within ten cents of the $3.64 
property tax limit.  Unless something was done within their existing tax rate, 
those districts would have a difficult time raising the tax rate.  When districts were 
close to the limit, there may or may not be any tax available. 
 
As a revenue source, the residential construction tax had become more popular 
in the last few years.  Previously, Storey and Douglas were the only two districts 
that utilized that revenue source.  In the last two years, Nye and Lyon had 
received approval; Churchill had recently received approval and would begin 
levying the residential construction tax beginning April 1, 2006. 
 
The ¼ percent sales tax, as well as the residential construction tax, needed 
approval by the county commission.  Mr. Johnson said that school districts did 
not control their own destiny in terms of those two revenue sources.  There were 
some areas where the ¼ percent sales tax had been levied.  White Pine County 
received revenues from a sales tax, but it was a separate levy than the ¼ percent 
that was allowed in NRS 377B. 
 
Mr. Johnson explained that to some level, districts funded capital projects 
through the portion of the governmental services tax attributable to their debt 
rate.  Some districts used the governmental services tax to repay bonds; others, 
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under statute, were allowed to use the tax for capital projects; other districts used 
interest earnings on their General Fund resources to fund a building and sites 
fund, which could also be used for certain capital projects. 
 
Rick Kester, Director of Business Services, Douglas County School District 
(DCSD), said he was happy to be before the committee to share some of the 
struggles the DCSD had in building and maintaining the infrastructure they had 
(Exhibit D).  The 17 school districts in Nevada were extremely diverse in their 
makeup and their environment.  The districts differed substantially in size both in 
terms of students and the communities served, in rural and urban character, in 
the political surroundings and that of their electorate, and they differed in whether 
or not enrollment was growing or static.  Mr. Kester advised that the districts 
differed in their position relative to the property tax caps.  The one place the 
districts did not differ was in their struggle to keep up their infrastructure and build 
and maintain modern, environmentally efficient classrooms that served staff and 
students well. 
 
In the DCSD, there were 870,000 square feet of buildings, 186 acres of 
developed sites, 79 acres of turf, 28 acres of asphalt, and a $6 million computer 
network system with 1,400 network computers and 28 file servers, all of which 
needed to be maintained and modernized on a regular basis; however, there 
were few dedicated resources to do that.  Mr. Kester did not believe there was 
any other form of local government in Nevada that bore that large of a burden of 
maintaining and constructing buildings. 
 
Mr. Kester said the DCSD had a capital projects fund and raised approximately 
$2 million a year from two sources.  The residential construction tax, enabled by 
NRS 387.331, had been collected by DCSD since 1979-1980.  He advised the 
committee that DCSD had over $22 million of identified building projects, 
including roofs, mechanical systems that needed to be replaced and other 
infrastructure modernization.  Half of the $2 million collected by DCSD a year 
came from the residential construction tax. 
 
Mr. Kester was concerned that in the future both resources, residential 
construction tax and government services tax, might not be available to the 
DCSD.  The loss of either one would be catastrophic.  He said the concern about 
the residential construction tax was that it had to be approved by county 
commissioners and the Nevada Tax Commission.  Mr. Kester supplied the 
committee with a history of DCSD’s collection, which supplied the district with 
over $13 million in necessary capital funding over the past several years.  
However, DCSD was taken out of that tax for five years with the election of a 
different county commission; that resource was not available to DCSD based on 
the county commission’s philosophical belief about residential construction tax. 
 
The other half of DCSD’s ongoing capital money of approximately $1 million a 
year was from the governmental services tax.  Mr. Kester said the concern with 
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the ongoing availability of that tax was that the ability to have a distribution of 
governmental service tax came from the fact that DCSD had a debt service tax 
rate.  According to Mr. Kester, the belief was that Douglas County would be debt 
free within five years; when they became debt free, that distribution would go 
away.  The other issue faced with the residential construction tax was that 
Douglas County exceeded the 50,000 population limit in 2005.  Even though 
Douglas County was aware the limit of the statute went up with the census, it 
was possible Douglas County would have grown in total population faster than 
the state but be below the limit when the statute was taken care of in 2010. 
 
Mr. Kester said one of the dilemmas and conflicts that faced Nevada, as far as 
school district capital funding, was between the school district’s ability to control 
its own destiny (the school board’s ability to levy such a tax) and the need to 
have that funding blessed by some other party, whether it was the voters or the 
county commissioners.  He said it was good for government to have checks and 
balances; however, the mechanisms that allowed for others to control the 
district’s destiny was the mechanism that caused great disparity between the 17 
school districts and their ability to take care of their capital needs within their 
district.  Mr. Kester understood the desire to keep those mechanisms in place, 
but he thought that somewhere along the line someone would need to look at 
ongoing capital funding that would allow a district to levy on its own. 
 
In closing, Mr. Kester said there was a great deal of investment in public 
infrastructure, and he thought all school districts in Nevada needed reliable and 
dedicated funding sources to build, maintain and modernize their facilities and to 
provide consistently safe and environmentally-sound classrooms and other 
instructional areas with an appropriate learning environment for all staff and 
students.  The DCSD was struggling; the two sources of revenue dedicated to 
that purpose were currently taking care of some of the needs, but faced an 
uncertain future.  He hoped the committee would look at the area he had 
discussed in school finance and at least make available to school districts the 
opportunity to keep up its infrastructure.  In Douglas County, there was $100 
million of buildings and very little ability to find funding to maintain those 
buildings. 
 
Chairman Smith asked Mr. Kester how he felt about the process used for the 
distribution of the technical funding several years ago; she thought it was one of 
the state’s largest investments of that kind, and she wanted to know how he 
thought that process worked out.  Mr. Kester said for DCSD it worked out very 
well in the initial installation of that infrastructure, and he thought it served their 
students well.  In Douglas County, they had $2 million in ongoing infrastructure 
revenue; one-fifth of that was spent annually on a 5-year replacement schedule 
for that technology.  He thought the state had done a very good thing; without 
that effort, DCSD would not have the technology they currently had.  Keeping the 
technology up took a great deal of the infrastructure money available to DCSD.  
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He was not sure if other districts were able to commit to a 5-year replacement 
schedule as DCSD had. 
 
Chairman Smith thanked Mr. Kester for his presentation. 
 
Nat Lommori, Superintendent, Lyon County School District (LCSD), said he had 
been the Superintendent since 1993 and saw the growth that had occurred.  He 
believed Lyon County was a sleepy little county a few years ago with five major 
attendance areas: Fernley, Dayton, Silver Springs, Yerington and Smith Valley.  
By the nature of the county, those communities were far apart.  Mr. Lommori said 
the LCSD had to deal with the construction of new facilities in every part of the 
county.  Most of those communities had an elementary school, middle school 
and high school.  When the LCSD looked at schools that had 400 students and 
suggested they might grow to 1,500 in the future, it was difficult to fathom.  
Mr. Lommori said they were almost there. 
 
Two years ago, Lyon County was the 18th fastest growing county in the nation; 
last year they were 7th; Mr. Lommori provided an article that stated Lyon County 
was the 3rd fastest growing county in the nation (Exhibit E).   
 
Mr. Lommori said with LCSD’s 1995 bond, buildings were constructed for $78 a 
square foot, which was $20 to $30 cheaper than all of their neighbors.  He said 
LCSD’s buildings had to be plain and as maintenance-free as possible.  There 
were situations where the district had to decide between a paved, lighted parking 
lot and two extra classrooms for that school.  Mr. Lommori said the district chose 
to build the extra classrooms. 
 
The list of information and needs provided by the LCSD to the county 
commissioners and tax commission was a simple request for lighted, paved 
parking, which would usually be taken for granted.  Mr. Lommori said the LCSD 
had never been able to construct a turnkey facility.  He believed it was an issue 
when 300, 400 or 500 students arrived at the school with their parents and had to 
walk through muddy fields to get to the school and bus drivers had to climb 
underneath the busses early in the morning to perform their checks in the mud, 
dragging a piece of cardboard or old carpet out there to do those checks.  
Mr. Lommori said that was an amazing thing to ask employees and patrons to 
do.   
 
Lyon County passed a bond in 2004 for $22 million, which was used up on the 
school district’s last project; Mr. Lommori said the LCSD had four more projects 
to do.  He thought the inflation of the building costs had been out of their control; 
Hurricane Katrina had an impact on the cost of building supplies, the price of oil 
had increased construction costs, and the price of oil had also increased the 
manufacture of plastic piping and conduit.  Mr. Lommori had seen the cost per 
square foot jump almost 35 percent in the last six months.  The LCSD had 
recently awarded a bid for an addition to Fernley Intermediate, which cost 
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$174.13 per square foot.  When requesting a bond, the district would usually 
construct that project in April of an election year.  From the time the voters 
passed the bond in November and the time the plans were out to bid, the cost 
could increase by $1.5 million.   
 
Mr. Lommori thought the computers the Legislature provided were wonderful; 
without sustained funding, it was difficult to have a replacement schedule.  He 
said the LCSD replaced high school computers, which would be passed down to 
middle schools and on down to the elementary schools.  People felt 
shortchanged, but that was the best LCSD could do, and it cost approximately 
$150,000 a year.   
 
Mr. Lommori said the LCSD struggled to keep above water and constructed 
buildings (without bells and whistles) to house students.  He said the district had 
a 5 percent growth rate since 1988, and he did not know if it would slow down. 
 
Chairman Smith said a lot of the inflated construction costs were due to 
outsourcing out of the country; the availability of cement and steel was limited.  
She asked Mr. Lommori if that was his understanding.  He agreed and said he 
had spoke with a representative of Nevada Cement in Fernley and found out that 
China, in preparing for the Olympics, exported a lot of concrete from around the 
world; they were holding the concrete back, which had an impact around the 
world.  Chairman Smith thought the plant in Fernley was one of the few concrete 
plants left.  Mr. Lommori said most building products had increased 25 to 
50 percent over the last two years. 
 
Rick Hardy, Superintendent, Lincoln County School District, discussed building 
construction issues faced in Lincoln County over the past 20 years (Exhibit F).  
Pahranagat Valley High School was built on a $1 million gift from the Legislature.  
Without that gift, students would have been in an inadequate, 50-year old 
building.  After that time, Lincoln County High School constructed a gym with the 
help of a bond issue.  For several years, Lincoln County School District worked 
on maintenance of buildings and constructed additions to several elementary 
schools, one or two classrooms at a time.  The construction was provided 
through local support; the maintenance crew was one of the best construction 
outfits in the county and they used local contractors.  According to Mr. Hardy, 
keeping those buildings maintained took a tremendous amount of money.  The 
school district had a gymnasium that was condemned because it was in severe 
danger of falling down.  Soon after, an auditorium was condemned.  The 
buildings could not be replaced. 
 
Mr. Hardy said a bond issue was presented to the voters, and the voters turned it 
down but approved a proposal to legalize prostitution.  Two years later, they 
remedied that, and the Lincoln County School District received a bond issue.  
Out of that bond, an elementary school in Pahranagat Valley was constructed; an 
elementary school in Pioche, which was probably the most unique school 
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building of its kind when it comes to funding and building, was constructed 
because the Governor allowed the school district to use honor camp labor to 
build a nice facility for at least half the cost that it would have been otherwise.  At 
the same time, Lincoln County High School began to fall down, and nobody knew 
why; cracks appeared in the walls.  The Legislature bailed Lincoln County out by 
providing funds to build a new high school.  That new high school did not have a 
gymnasium, auditorium or vocational buildings.  Currently, students must walk to 
the old high school in order to attend vocational classes.  The vocational building 
was now a high priority for the district; construction would begin in a month. 
 
Mr. Hardy said the school district replaced buildings that were 40 to 50 years old 
just to keep students housed.  He said the voters had been good to the district by 
passing bonds.  The last bond passed was for $3 million; because the tax rate 
and assessed valuation was so low, the district could not sell the $3 million bond.  
The district had to sell half of the bond, as that was all the debt they could retire.  
Mr. Hardy referred to Douglas County’s $100 million bond; he said $100 million 
was the assessed valuation of Lincoln County last year.  Currently, the school 
district had the $1.5 million that was sold and had tapped it a little bit.  Mr. Hardy 
said the district would be approaching the sale of the remainder of the bond to 
build a multipurpose building to help replace the gymnasium and auditorium that 
were lost.   
 
With Coyote Springs and the Lincoln County Land Act in Mesquite being built, 
the district anticipated they would need to have 50 elementary schools, 17 middle 
schools and 8 high schools just at Coyote Springs over the next 20 years.  Those 
numbers were sobering when thinking about the capacity that Lincoln County did 
not have to deal with that.  Mr. Hardy said his board had passed the residential 
construction tax; the county commission had been requested and passed the 
residential construction tax for those two areas.  He hoped to approach the tax 
commission with that request in the near future.  However, residential 
construction would cover between 15 and 20 percent of the cost of the new 
buildings.  Instead of looking for handouts from Lincoln County, which almost half 
of the district buildings had been in the last 10 or 20 years, Mr. Hardy said a 
reliable, dedicated funding source that could be planned for and counted on to 
help in the process of constructing and planning for buildings was needed. 
 
Senator Schneider said Lincoln County did not approve of Coyote Springs 
without the developer dedicating school sites.  Mr. Hardy said the agreement was 
that Coyote Springs would put up the land and help build the first school. 
 
Chairman Smith thanked Mr. Hardy for his presentation.  She said it was 
amazing how different the problems were; there were many similarities, but 
Mr. Hardy had presented an extreme example of the challenges faced.  She 
could not imagine the difficulty with the low assessed valuation and the 
development coming.   
 

 - 27 - 



Paul Johnson, Chief Financial Officer, White Pine County School District 
(WPCSD), said WPCSD had been working on school construction initiatives 
since 1997 (Exhibit G).  Through research, WPCSD found that in 1954 there was 
a construction study conducted called the Peabody Report.  The Peabody Report 
culminated in a fund called the State School Construction Relief Fund, which had 
a life from 1955 through 1979.  In 1971, Governor O’Callahan commissioned a 
study, which did not result in action at that time.  In 1979, there was an account 
for state assistance for school construction that was adopted and lasted from 
1979 to 1983.  Other studies included an S.C.R. 52 Committee, an S.C.R. 30 
Committee, a Nevada School Needs Assessment (conducted by the ISES 
Corporation), and an additional Fund to Assist Schools with Capital 
Improvements.  It appeared there were a number of attempts within the state to 
create a fund to assist and do much of the things Mr. Kester and Mr. Hardy had 
talked about. 
 
Unfortunately, there had never been a perpetual source of funds identified to 
replenish the fund, and the funds that had been created met their demise.  White 
Pine County had benefited from the Fund to Assist School with Capital 
Improvements, which provided $16 million to White Pine County and Lincoln 
County.  White Pine County received $11 million to build a school in Lund and do 
major repair/renovations to White Pine Middle School; Lincoln County received 
$5 million for new school construction in Lincoln County.  Without those funds, 
new construction would not have been possible. 
 
Mr. Johnson said voters approved the construction of a new high school and a 
new middle school in White Pine County in 1993; $15 million was approved.  The 
district was able to sell $8.5 million, but after that point, the district met the 
property tax cap and was not able to issue the remaining $6 million.  The bond 
issue expired, and White Pine County was not able to construct the middle 
school that had been approved.  White Pine County had been at the tax cap 
since 1997; in 1999, they lost the pay-as-you-go levy with two years remaining 
on the voter approval.  That levy brought in $700,000 to $1 million, depending on 
what happened with property taxes during the year.  Basically, White Pine 
County lost $700,000 to $1 million of annual recurring revenue for facilities 
improvements. 
 
Based on White Pine County’s limited tax base, the last property tax base was 
$132 million; there had been growth, so the base was currently at $155 million.  
Since White Pine County was capped out, property taxes were not an option for 
the WPCSD to secure funding; they would have to look at the other per capita 
taxes.  Mr. Johnson said the county commission wanted to provide initiatives for 
growth to happen in White Pine County to help solve the WPCSD funding 
problems without causing an increased cost in new construction.  That initiative 
did not go forward; even if it had, there would only have been $32,000 for capital 
funding, which would not construct much. 
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Mr. Johnson said that based on White Pine County’s tax base and the availability 
for revenue, they were looking at being able to issue a significant bond about 
once every 20 years.  With six school facilities in White Pine County, the WPCSD 
could replace one school every 120 years.  According to Mr. Johnson, Norman 
Elementary School was originally constructed in 1909 and was due for 
replacement; the WPCSD did not have the means to construct a new school as it 
would cost $11 million and the sales tax, residential construction tax and other 
available taxes combined would not support that 20-year bond program.  Were it 
not for state assistance provided in 1999, there would be no school construction. 
 
Mr. Johnson advised the committee that the WPCSD had immediate needs for 
$38 million to $47 million worth of capital improvements for school construction;  
Norman Elementary was originally constructed in 1909, White Pine Middle 
School was originally constructed in 1913 and McGill Elementary School was 
constructed in 1962.  Those three schools combined accommodated more than 
half of the student population in White Pine County, 40 percent of which were 
schools built at the turn of the century.  Accommodations for ADA access, natural 
lighting, ergonomics, technology and energy efficiency were not typical of turn of 
the century construction.  Because the schools were constructed so long ago, 
there were no parking lots.  Mr. Johnson said there used to be bike racks, but 
students and staff now had to park on streets, which caused a student safety 
issue.  He said WPCSD needed external assistance if they were going to do any 
new construction or renovation to any of their school facilities on a replacement 
basis. 
 
Mr. Johnson stated that the technology provided by the Legislature was a great 
thing for WPCSD, because it afforded an infusion of capital the school district 
would not have been able to afford themselves.  The difficulty had been that 
WPCSD had no technology individuals or labor to having three individuals that 
took money from instruction to operating expenses for the technology 
infrastructure.  He said the school district was unable to replace the technology 
through a replacement schedule; they simply could not afford it.  The WPCSD 
had been fortunate to receive donations from the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) at Yucca Mountain, who had provided them with their computers.  If not for 
that, turnover would not be possible. 
 
Mr. Johnson said the situation faced by the WPCSD was difficult.  All of the 
school districts had unique circumstances, and he felt it merited work and effort 
on behalf of the Nevada Legislature. 
 
Chairman Smith said she had been curious about how White Pine County’s 
financial woes affected the school district, but she guessed it affected the 
bonding capacity or the cap.  She asked Mr. Johnson if the county’s situation 
overflowed into the school district.  Mr. Johnson responded by saying that the 
school district actually more adversely affected the county with their debt rate 
than they would adversely affect the school district.  When the tax base went 
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down, the tax rate needed to be raised in order to bring in the equivalent amount 
of dollars.  As White Pine County’s tax base went down, the WPCSD’s debt rate 
increased, which reduced the county’s operating rate; it adversely effected White 
Pine County as an operating entity.  The fact that there had been a recessive 
economy forced the town governments and the City of Ely to forego their 
property tax rates; they could not assess property tax rates.  Other taxes must be 
exchanged in order to get cooperative services within the municipalities.  It was a 
difficult situation.  Mr. Johnson said if the county were to triple the existing tax 
base, it would still be an insufficient base to secure bonds for all local 
governments to meet their construction needs. 
 
Chairman Smith said White Pine County had a significant power plant project 
coming their way, which would impact the county.  Mr. Johnson said White Pine 
County was one of the few counties in the United States that actually wanted a 
coal power project.  The power plant would not be aesthetically great to look at in 
the scenery that they otherwise had, but it could triple or quadruple the tax base 
and get WPCSD closer to being able to be self-sufficient.  Even with that 
dynamic change in White Pine County’s economy, there were other competing 
interests in local governments that had infrastructure, roads, facility 
improvements and needs that would by vying for some sort of debt rate which 
would be secured from bonds from property taxes. 
 
Chairman Smith said White Pine County also had the cycle of things, because 
they would not have revenue from the power plant for some time, but they had to 
have schools for the students of the workers, which put the WPCSD in a bind in 
both directions.  Mr. Johnson agreed, saying it would be the best of times and 
worst of times, as the school district would be impacted before money came 
through the door.  It would be difficult for the school district to adjust to, as they 
were already behind and had to defer construction that had been deferred for 
over 20 years.  Mr. Johnson said the WPCSD would realize impact and have to 
scramble in order to react to the construction needs for the influx of new families 
and students. 
 
Nat Lommori referred to Senator Schneider’s earlier question regarding Coyote 
Springs and the dedication of land for a school.  He said it was a double-edged 
sword.  Mr. Lommori said Lyon County had land dedicated and had actually 
looked at land and not accepted it because of the expectation of constructing 
facilities.  When school districts reached their bonding capacity, free was not 
free.  A school district could accept dedicated land, but might be unable to build 
on it.   
 
Mr. Lommori said if someone were to dedicate land, the law said the school 
district must buy that land at fair market value.  He said his district had looked at 
BLM lands and identified some of those.  By the time the district brought in the 
infrastructure of roadways, power, water, sewer and gas, they could pay 
$1 million to $2 million for property adjoining a major subdivision that had the 
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infrastructure in the street.  It was difficult trying to deal with free land, BLM land 
or dedicated land, because none of that land was free.  Another issue 
Mr. Lommori discussed was water rights.  School districts were expected to 
provide water rights, and those were not easily found or inexpensive. 
 
Chairman Smith agreed with Mr. Lommori and said committees she had served 
on discussed land prices, and the water issue greatly impacted public buildings.   
 
Randy Robison wanted to offer a few concluding remarks.  The committee had 
heard about the various challenges and issues faced by school districts.  One of 
the things mentioned by all district representatives was a dedicated funding 
source.  Mr. Robison said one of the reasons he was before the committee today 
was because he was at the Legislature in 1997 when the major educational 
technology funding initiative of $60 million was passed.  Subsequently, he 
worked with the Educational Technology Commission to try and decide the best 
way to put that money into its best use.  The solution the commission eventually 
arrived at was helpful for a majority of the districts across Nevada.  After the $60 
million was spent, there were several thousand computers and networks across 
Nevada that needed to be maintained.  After the next biennium, Mr. Robison said 
a proposal of $10 million for ongoing maintenance and upgrades was approved.  
Similar proposals for upgrades were passed in the following two bienniums.   
 
Mr. Robison said he was involved in 1999 with a fund that had been set up to 
assist school districts in financing capital improvements.  In 1997, after the 
money was approved for technology, he was contracted by Lincoln County to 
help write a technology plan.  They developed what he thought was a great plan, 
but later found that the electrical wiring that was in place did not have the 
capacity to support the technology that was available at that time.  After more 
study, they found life safety issues with the buildings.  Mr. Robison said they 
went back to the Legislature to look for a funding source, which was created.  He 
said Lincoln County and White Pine County accessed and depleted those funds; 
there was no ongoing revenue for the maintenance on buildings that had been 
funded. 
 
In 1999, the Legislature created the A.B. 597 Committee, which was tasked with 
reviewing the issues of school construction and renovation across the state.  The 
committee reported back to the 2001 Legislature that there were several hundred 
million dollars worth of school construction needs across Nevada, but the amount 
of deferred maintenance and renovation was four times the amount of 
construction.  The state had shown an interest and recognition of responsibility to 
assist with school construction; but not the perpetual funding source for 
maintenance.  The districts were appreciative of state involvement and 
recognized the benefits they received from that involvement; but once they had a 
building, it needed to be maintained.  An ongoing, stable, reliable revenue source 
needed to be developed.   
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Mr. Robison said it was common with the Nevada Legislature to put population 
caps into different types of legislation; as a result, some districts had funding 
sources for school construction while other districts did not.  He mentioned the 
legislature might look at a revenue source that was available in one county 
available to other counties in case the county derived revenue from it.  Last 
session, Speaker Perkins had a bill, A.B. 567, which took the fund that was 
established in 1999 and tried to open it up so it had a broader application to 
seven or eight districts.  The original fund was restrictive and had assessed 
valuation caps and life safety criteria.  The key would have been ongoing state 
funding, whether it was a biennium to biennium allocation or a lump sum from 
which could bond against or provide revenue against the interest of that fund.   
 
Mr. Robison believed the issues mentioned should be reconsidered in the 
context of the School Financing Adequacy Committee’s work on adequacy and 
the equity issue.  He appreciated the opportunity to share the districts’ issues and 
challenges with the committee. 
 
Chairman Smith thanked the presenters.  She said A.C.R. 10 did mention 
construction costs; she wanted to make sure the committee knew the various 
funding mechanisms that were out and available to some counties and not others 
and the individual needs and issues different counties dealt with.   
 
Bob Atkinson, Senior Program Analyst, Fiscal Division, Legislative Counsel 
Bureau, referred to his handout entitled Helping State Leaders Shape Education 
Policy (Exhibit H).  Education financing developed over the years into two 
separate fields: the day-to-day operations of schools and the facility costs.  While 
the operations had traditionally been funded in a shared mechanism, the facilities 
had been more of a local issue. 
 
Mr. Atkinson advised that the information found in his handout (Exhibit H) came 
from the Education Commission of the States (ECS) website, and included 
information from a study performed in 2000; while the information was still 
relevant, staff at ECS indicated there could be some changes.  Wyoming, Ohio 
and other states recently put a lot of money into school construction.  According 
to the report, approximately 38 states had some form of direct funding to school 
districts for capital construction.  These funding programs included the following: 
 

• Flat Grants – distributed on a per-student basis or a grant to the school 
district; 

• Equalized Funding – based on relative local wealth; 
• Grants Based on Need – provided state grants to poor school districts; 
• Basic Support – provided a flat amount based on district wealth, 

regardless of whether or not they actually incurred construction; and 
• Full State – provided 100 percent of capital construction costs. 
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Twelve states, including Nevada, provided no direct funding for school capital 
construction costs.  Mr. Atkinson said there had been a small amount of funding 
provided in Nevada in past years.  In 1995, Mineral County School District 
received $250,000 for the Schurz school and $250,000 went to Lincoln County 
for a school in Alamo.  In 1999, Lincoln County received $1 million for an 
elementary school.  That was also the year $16 million in bonds were authorized 
of which $11 million went to the White Pine County School District and $6 million 
went to the Lincoln County School District for construction needs.   
 
Mr. Atkinson said Nevada had treated capital construction funding as a local 
issue, and there had been very little state participation. 
 
Mark Stanton, Capital Projects Planning Administrator, Washoe County School 
District (WCSD), began his PowerPoint presentation (Exhibit I) by introducing 
representatives from Washoe County: 
 

• Anne Loring, WCSD Lobbyist 
• Gary Kraemer, Chief Financial Officer, WCSD 
• Marty Johnson, Financial Consultant, Johnson Consulting Group 

 
Mr. Stanton advised the committee that Paul Dugan, Superintendent, WCSD, 
could not attend due to knee surgery, but would be watching via the Internet.  He 
also acknowledged Nancy Hollinger, WCSD Trustee.  He thanked the committee 
for allowing them to share with the committee their accomplishments through 
school construction programs over the last five to ten years and the critical 
situation WCSD found itself in for school construction leading into the future. 
 
Mr. Stanton said the WCSD had only two sources of school construction funding 
available: the real property ad valorem tax and the government service tax, which 
was formerly the motor vehicle privilege tax.   
 
The property tax was available to all school districts.  The rate of that tax was 
capped for the combined uses of the municipalities they were in.  Currently, the 
cap was reached in Washoe County, so there was no available bonding capacity 
to go against the property taxes.  He said WCSD used property tax in the bonds 
they could levy against it solely for the purpose of school construction, 
modernization and rehabilitation.  Additional funds came from the property tax in 
the form of an increase in the assessed values, as well as from the retirement of 
older bonds and the bonding capacity becoming available.  
 
Mr. Stanton said the government service tax was an annual source of revenue.  
The WCSD had not bonded against it; they did a pay-as-you-go program.  He 
said they received that revenue through vehicle registration fees and used it 
primarily for building and site improvements, addressing such things as 
environmental issues in the schools, regulatory issues, temporary student 
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housing, school program improvements and emergency maintenance in their 
schools.   
 
Mr. Stanton referred to a chart (Exhibit I) that showed a breakdown of the 
percentage of funding applied to the WCSD school construction program from 
the two funding sources (property tax/bonds and government service tax).  A 
large majority of WCSD’s school construction funding came from bonds; since 
1998, only 4 percent of funding came from the government service tax.  The 
WCSD used the funding for new school construction, which specifically 
addressed capacity needs of the schools and seats for students.   
 
Secondly, the funding was used for older school modernization, which included 
remodeling and bringing facilities up to current standards based upon the current 
educational specifications.  The educational specifications were the planning 
tools given to architects to design new schools.  The architects are told how to 
construct the buildings in terms of how large of a classroom, how much 
circulation space, breakout areas and the classroom equipment.  Current building 
codes and regulations were also used as a benchmark to compare older schools 
to new schools. 
 
Mr. Stanton gave an example of modernization of a science lab upgrade, which 
made for an interactive learning environment for the students.  Other areas that 
were addressed with modernization included: 
 

• Libraries; 
• Computer rooms; 
• Band rooms; 
• ADA upgrades; 
• Alarm system upgrades; and 
• Security system upgrades. 

 
The third area the WCSD used school construction money was for older school 
rehabilitation; they restored building systems and site improvements to a like new 
condition.  The WCSD did not add new systems to buildings, simply replacing the 
old ones and bringing them up to current standards.  Examples of that type of 
project included: 
 

• Paving; 
• Roofs; 
• Concrete; 
• Flooring; and 
• Plumbing fixtures. 

 
The fourth area the WCSD used school construction, which was student support 
services, were the facilities required to support the educational system.  

 - 34 - 



Examples included a nutritional services facility, transportation facilities and 
central administration facilities. 
 
Mr. Stanton discussed the accomplishments the WCSD achieved from 1998 
through 2005, and addressed the capital projects with the 1998 and 2002 rollover 
bond.  He said he would not discuss the projects addressed with the government 
service tax; those were the projects that came up on an emergency basis. 
 
Since 1998, $349.3 million had been bonded: 89 percent of that figure went to 
new school construction, 6 percent to modernization and 5 percent to 
rehabilitation; $38.6 million was spent on modernization and rehabilitation.  
Mr. Stanton said 76 percent of the $38.6 million went to general projects, such as 
roof replacement, playground upgrades and alarm system upgrades.  He went on 
to say that $9 million, or 24 percent, went to life safety projects, which addressed 
deficiencies in school buildings that had been identified as presenting a potential 
hazard to the life and safety of the occupants, as well as the visitors to the 
buildings.  No cosmetic improvements had been made. 
 
Mr. Stanton then addressed the rollover bond program, what went into the 
planning of that program at its infancy in 2002, and how the WCSD planned to 
roll it out for the next seven years through 2012, as it was a 10-year plan.  He 
also wanted to discuss the commitments the WCSD made to voters in 2002, the 
accomplishments achieved through the program to date and the challenges 
faced. 
 
In 2002, Washoe County had a population of just under 340,000 residents.  It 
increased annually at a rate of 2.9 percent and was projected to increase at that 
same rate into the future.  The WCSD had 55,673 students; it also had increased 
at an average rate of 2.9 percent for the last 20 years; it was predicted to 
continue at that rate of increase through the rollover bond program.  Mr. Stanton 
said the WCSD designed their program and needs around that enrollment growth 
rate.  Additionally, construction cost escalation had been relatively constant over 
the years.  The WCSD used the consumer price index as their cost escalator, as 
that had been a good indicator for the last five to ten years up to that point in 
time. 
 
In order to sell the 2002 rollover bond, the WCSD told the voters they would 
provide the following: 
 

• 3 middle schools; 
• 3 elementary schools; 
• 3 high school additions; 
• 1 elementary school addition; 
• Regional technical institute build-out; 
• Acquisition of land and water rights; 
• Technology improvements; 
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• Older school improvements, including modernization and rehabilitation; 
and 

• Improvement of student support facilities. 
 

To date, the WCSD has accomplished the following: 
 

• Sold 3 bonds for a total of $148 million; 
• Constructed 2 of the 3 middle schools; 
• Constructed 2 of the 3 elementary schools; 
• Constructed 2 of the 3 high school additions; 
• Constructed 1 elementary school addition; 
• Purchased land and water rights; 
• Allocated $9.9 million of $68 million for technology improvements; and 
• Allocated $11.5 million toward older school renewal towards a 

commitment of $98 million. 
 
Mr. Stanton advised the number one challenge to date was the escalation of 
construction costs, which had increased by approximately 35 percent since 2002.  
He then referred to a graph, which showed what the WCSD had experienced in 
construction cost escalation and what they were projecting (Exhibit I).  In 2001, 
the WCSD built an elementary school that cost $9 million.  In 2005, the WCSD 
built that exact elementary school for a cost of $16 million, which was an 
increase of 78 percent.  In 2002, the WCSD built a middle school costing 
$24 million.  In 2005, the WCSD built that same middle school for $32 million, 
which was a 33 percent increase. 
 
Chairman Smith asked Mr. Stanton to provide the committee with a general 
breakdown of the difference in costs of the two elementary schools, to include 
labor, materials and land acquisition.  Mr. Stanton agreed to furnish that 
information. 
 
Construction costs would be a major challenge to the future of the 2002 rollover 
bond program.  Additionally, the WCSD was seeing the acquisition of school 
sites and water rights being a challenge.  Since the start of the program, property 
had increased by a factor of four and water rights had increased by a factor of 
almost 10.  Where the WCSD used to budget $50,000 for an acre to acquire 
property, they were looking at $190,000 to $200,000 an acre.  The WCSD used 
to budget $3,000 an acre for water rights; the last water rights were sold for 
$40,000 an acre.  The reduction in the bonding capacity would influence the 
WCSD’s future planning. 
 
Mr. Stanton discussed the WCSD’s construction needs for 2006-2012, which 
included: 
 

• New school construction; 
• Older school modernization; 
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• Older school rehabilitation; 
• Technology improvements; and 
• Student support service facilities. 

 
Mr. Stanton explained the assessment process and how needs were identified.  
When looking at new schools, the WCSD looked at enrollment dynamics and 
predicted what future enrollment would be, the residential housing market and 
construction cost escalation.  Enrollment changed quickly, but the WCSD was 
fortunate to have a computerized enrollment projection system known as the 
Geographic Information System (GIS) for modeling enrollment for the purpose of 
projecting future facilities.  The GIS broke the county down into planning regions 
that closely matched the middle school attendance areas and allowed the WCSD 
to electronically locate every student enrolled in the school district.  The 
enrollment was updated annually using the official count day data that came out 
in September, which provided the most accurate and up-to-date enrollment 
figures.  Forecasting parameters were then applied, which allowed the WCSD to 
project enrollment 5-7 years out.  Some of the things considered when 
forecasting parameters were mobility factors, birthrates and residential 
construction. 
 
Mr. Stanton discussed changing enrollment patterns.  He said the model used by 
the WCSD had parameters built into it, but if they had no sense of what changes 
might occur in those parameters, they may over predict or under predict their 
population growth.  In the last year, WCSD’s enrollment only increased by half a 
percent (350 students).  Mr. Stanton said the school district was trying to uncover 
the reasoning for that small increase, as Washoe County had grown rapidly in 
the previous year.  However, he found that the demographics of Washoe County 
had been changing.  Existing neighborhoods had started to mature, and those 
houses were not turned over to younger families; enrollments in schools 
constructed to serve those neighborhoods were decreasing. 
 
Mr. Stanton referred to a graph titled Change in Enrollment (Exhibit I), which 
represented kindergarten through 12th grade enrollment in WCSD, by year, since 
1979.  There was a relatively steady curve (2.9 percent) for the last 20 years, 
except for in 2005 and 2006, where it flattened out at .5 percent.  As Mr. Stanton 
indicated, the last time this occurred was in 1983-1984; the largest growth rate of 
5 percent was experienced in 1992-1993. 
 
Mr. Stanton then discussed what new homes were bringing the school district in 
student yield.  Student yield was the number of students generated or enrolled in 
school as a result of new construction.  The largest student yield occurred in the 
North Valleys, with a student yield of .35 students per home.  The smallest 
student yield was that in the northwest, with just over .1 student per home, which 
meant that for every 10 occupied homes, 1 student enrolled in the WCSD in that 
region.  Mr. Stanton said the average student yield was .25 students per home.  
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Until last year, that student yield was .5, which was an indication that new homes 
were targeting a different type of person or family (families without children). 
 
Mr. Stanton explained what had been happening with existing, maturing 
neighborhoods.  There was increased enrollment in areas with increased 
residential development, which included the North Valley areas and South Valley 
areas, where there was a 5-7 percent student enrollment growth.  In the central 
core, or older regions of the community, there was a reduction in enrollment.  
When this information was combined across the region, it resulted in a .5 percent 
increase in enrollment over the last year.  There were a couple of anomalies due 
to the rezoning of a middle school; students were moved from the northwest 
(decrease) to the urban northeast (increase).   
 
Mr. Stanton said the residential housing market was starting to change.  Until 
recently, residential construction had been steady; however, over the last three 
months, there had been a 20 percent reduction in new home sales as compared 
to the same three months one year ago.  A lot of the new home development 
was changing from single-family residential homes to condominiums and 
townhouses, which had a direct effect on the number of students coming out of 
those homes. 
 
Senator Beers asked Mr. Stanton if the last three months to prior year included 
October to December or January to March.  Mr. Stanton replied that it included 
October to December of 2005. 
 
Additionally, the resale market had changed.  The homes in Washoe County had 
increased in resale values considerably; the median price of a home was almost 
$360,000.  Mr. Stanton said home prices were far beyond the reach of young 
families who would normally be moving into those communities, replacing the 
older families whose children had gone on to college; therefore, there was a drop 
in enrollment in older schools serving those neighborhoods. 
 
It was a difficult time for the WCSD to forecast enrollment into the future as a lot 
of changes were occurring within the community.  Mr. Stanton emphasized that 
what the WCSD had used to project what their new school needs were through 
2012 was the most recent enrollment growth of .5 percent, which was the lowest 
in 20 years.  It was not a historical average, which was normally used for 
enrollment projections.   
 
Mr. Stanton said for the last three months the WCSD had been meeting with a 
group called the Strategic Projection Study Group, which was made up of 
members of the real estate community, demographers from municipalities, and 
hospital and business leaders.  The purpose of that group was to discuss what 
was happening to the demographics of Washoe County and the effects it had on 
the WCSD.  The school district had predicted a 2.5 percent increase in student 
enrollment last year, and it resulted in .5 percent.  He said the WCSD did not 
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want that to happen again, so they met regularly with the group to get a 
consensus from them as to what their observations had been of the population 
changes in the community.  The Strategic Projection Study Group observed that 
people were moving out and not in to the older neighborhoods; new homes were 
being sold to “empty nesters” and people from other parts of the country that did 
not have children. 
 
After meeting with the group, it was recommended that the school district use a 
.5 percent enrollment growth for the next year, which was why Mr. Stanton used 
that enrollment growth in his presentation.  The reason he stressed was because 
if the recent growth pattern that resulted in the .5 percent enrollment growth was 
an anomaly and the growth pattern returned to normal next year, what he 
discussed today regarding needs and new schools through 2012 would increase 
significantly.  However, it the growth was a downward trend, the needs would be 
less. 
 
Senator Beers asked Mr. Stanton if the Strategic Projection Study Group advised 
him that the growth pattern was either an anomaly or the beginning of a trend.  
Mr. Stanton replied no; what he shared was that if it was an anomaly, the growth 
pattern could go back to the 2.5 to 3 percent increase.  The needs that 
Mr. Stanton discussed with the committee that were based on .5 percent would 
be greater if the growth pattern was an anomaly.  The group could not say if it 
was an anomaly or a downward trend; they agreed that the WCSD needed to 
step back and study it for another six months and see which direction the growth 
was headed. 
 
Senator Beers asked what the outcome was of the decisions made by the 
district, since they did not have as many students, to not spend as much money 
as they had been planning to spend for six months at that point in time. 
 
Gary Kraemer, Chief Financial Officer, Washoe County School District, said that 
as soon as the district realized that the enrollment was not coming in, which was 
somewhere between the second and third week of September, they immediately 
met with management and employees and had an emergency board meeting 
whereby they froze 25 positions and used carryover money to cover part of the 
shortfall.  He said the interest income had been conservatively estimated, and 
that number was moved up to a more realistic number.  Mr. Kraemer said the 
district kept extra teachers beyond the normal ratio; however, there were still 
fewer teachers in the school than had been there two years earlier, because 
ratios had been cut significantly due to budget cuts.  As a result, no teachers 
were laid off in relation to the shortfall in the enrollment. 
 
In late October, the tax cap information came in and the General Fund had some 
make up money from the state above and beyond what had been expected.  
Mr. Kraemer said that money allowed the district to not spend into the fund 
balance at all.  He said the district handled the decreased enrollment swiftly, they 
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did not lay off any teachers and they did not fill over 25 positions.  Those ratios 
had been adjusted back to the normal allocation levels the district would have in 
the current year. 
 
Mr. Stanton continued discussing parameters used for assessments.  Since 
2002, when the WCSD started the rollover bond, there had been a minimum of a 
35 percent increase in construction.  The WCSD’s cost estimating consultant firm  
told the district they would be seeing another 8.5 percent increase in construction 
costs this year, 7 percent the year after and 6 percent the year after that.  There 
were many complications impacting the planning process, including enrollment 
forecasting uncertainties, construction cost escalation uncertainties and funding 
uncertainties.  Consequently, the WCSD was very hesitant to identify future 
school sites at this point in time, both their locations and opening dates.  The 
district wanted to collect another six month’s worth of data so they could 
reassess their enrollment projecting parameters and get a more comfortable feel 
for those projections. 
 
The assessment process for older school modernization was easier to do.  
Modernization projects were looked at in terms of the positive impact they would 
have on student academic success of the school district, whether life safety 
issues in schools were addressed, and taking enrollment changes into 
consideration.  Mr. Stanton said the district did not want to make changes to 
schools they might be retiring or changing in some configuration; they did not 
want to spend money to modernize a school if they were going to change its 
functional use.  The WCSD developed new educational specifications for 
elementary and middle schools, and those were used as benchmarks to compare 
what the district did not have in the older schools that were being built into the 
new schools.  The district also looked at codes and regulations that existed today 
but did not exist when those schools were built. 
 
In 2003, the WCSD estimated $320 million in needs based upon old educational 
specifications.  Over the past 18 months, the district developed a vision plan in 
the development of new educational specifications; they were in the process of 
reassessing their existing schools to get an up-to-date estimate of what the 
modernization needs were throughout the district.  Mr. Stanton anticipated the 
figure for needs would come in around $400-$450 million.  The WCSD wanted to 
allocate $20 million per year starting in 2007 to address older schools, which 
resulted in $120 million through $212 million. 
 
Mr. Stanton briefly discussed older school rehabilitation for projects such as 
re-roofing, repaving projects and restoring old systems to a like new condition. 
When considering rehabilitation, the district looked at the aging aspect of the 
facilities as well as life safety needs within the schools. 
 
The current building inventory for WCSD was 89 schools, of which 48 schools 
were over 30 years old.  The average age of the schools in Washoe County was 
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32 years.  Mr. Stanton said after 30 years, schools became outdated; systems 
broke down and required preventative maintenance work, and replacement of 
boilers, roofs and pavement.  The WCSD had a facility condition inventory survey 
in place.  According to Mr. Stanton, inventories and inspections were completed 
at every school in Washoe County to identify all of the deficiencies and needs 
within those schools; this included looking at life safety issues, code compliance 
requirements, capital renewal issues, cyclic maintenance and useful life of 
equipment.  That inspection was updated every three years.  Between now and 
2012, WCSD will need to spend $86 million to bring those buildings up to current 
standards in terms of codes and replace worn out systems in the buildings. 
 
Mr. Stanton said technology improvements needed to be addressed, which could 
be considered a modernization project.  The district would identify needs from the 
following areas: 
 

• Classroom learning enhancements; 
• Teaching aids; 
• Student academic accountability; 
• Parent networking; 
• Business and administration accountability enhancements; 
• Communication enhancements; and 
• Security enhancements. 

 
Technology improvements targeted student success, district accountability, and 
operational effectiveness and efficiency.  The district told the voters that they 
would spend $57 million in technology improvements throughout the remainder 
of the rollover bond program. 
 
Mr. Stanton indicated that student support service facilities included nutritional 
services, transportation facilities and administration complexes.  He said the 
needs for those facilities were not included in his presentation as he wanted to 
address school needs.  The costs shown through 2012 did not include the 
student support service facilities.  Mr. Stanton said the WCSD was currently 
updating their needs assessment to address those types of facilities and include 
them in their updated capital improvement plan, which would come out in the 
spring. 
 
When looking at the total needs for the WCSD for 2006-2012, 58 percent of 
those needs were for new construction ($375 million).  That figure was based 
upon the .5 enrollment growth parameters experienced in the past year.  
Mr. Stanton advised that for the remaining needs, 20 percent was for 
modernization, 13 percent for rehabilitation and 9 percent for technology.  When 
looking at the needs assessment at a cash flow basis between 2006 and 2012, it 
increased each year in terms of rising needs.  The needs identified by 
Mr. Stanton included the following: 
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• Program management, planning and contingencies; 
• Site and water acquisition; 
• Rehabilitation; 
• Modernization; 
• Technology improvements; 
• New middle school (2007); 
• NW high school addition (2007); 
• Incline Elementary School build-out (2008); 
• Career technical academy (2008); 
• New middle school (2009); 
• Two elementary schools (2009); 
• Elementary school (2011); and 
• Elementary school (2012). 

 
Mr. Stanton explained that the funding shown was the year the funding was 
needed. 
 
Senator Beers did not understand, with such small growth, why the WCSD was 
looking at four new schools in the next five years.  Mr. Stanton said the middle 
school was needed right now.  There was a middle school in the most current 
constructed high school in the South Meadows area, which currently functioned 
as a 7th through a 12th grade and was in a rapidly growing area.  The middle 
school would serve as a 6th through 8th grade, relieving the elementary schools 
that were at multi-track, year-round capacities now.   
 
The career technical academy was the only high school shown over the 7-year 
period; the WCSD showed the need for half of a high school between 2006 and 
2012.  That school would be provided for capacity needs for the next 10 years 
and offer choices to high school students, as career technical academies did.  
Washoe County did not have that type of educational facility at this time.   
 
Mr. Stanton said the two elementary schools were rapidly growing.  North Valleys 
did not lend themselves to rezoning for moving students into the older 
neighborhoods.  Rezoning could be done on the fringes of the older regions; 
these were areas that were about 20 miles outside of the core area of Reno.  The 
WCSD anticipated a substantial increase in growth in the north valleys, as growth 
was currently inhibited because of water.  Residences could not be built in that 
area because there was no water; the water basin they were in did not feed into 
the Truckee River.  A different source of water was needed than being able to 
pump the Truckee River water up, because the sewage would need to be 
pumped back down to the river.  However, in two years a Vidler Water System 
would come in, which would allow and support 40,000 homes, which was the 
reason for the other two elementary schools in 2011 and 2012. 
 
When comparing needs to estimated proceeds, funding sources available to 
Washoe County needed to be looked at.  There were six funding sources 
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available to the school districts throughout the state of Nevada.  The WCSD had 
property tax and government service tax.  Four of the six available funding 
sources were not available to the WCSD. 
 
Mr. Stanton emphasized that the WCSD fully supported the tax relief legislation 
that came out last year; they felt it was something that needed to be done with 
the rampant increase in property values to protect taxpayers and the residents of 
the state of Nevada.  However, the district wanted to convey that the legislation 
had changed the financial landscape for the WCSD.  He said that property tax 
and the bonding capacity provided WCSD as the only source of school 
construction funding available to them. 
 
At this point in time, it was difficult for the WCSD to estimate future bonding 
capacity, because there was no historical information that allowed them to project 
out how much bonding capacity would be available in five to ten years; the 
district used to be able to estimate that bonding capacity.  Mr. Stanton said it 
would take a couple of years of data and seeing what types of assessed values 
came in and the mix of those assessed values and the assessment of how much 
would be bondable before the district could do any confident projections of 
long-range planning.   
 
Mr. Stanton said the bill was complicated because the parameters surrounding 
the abatement capped commercial properties at 8 percent and owner-occupied 
residential at 3 percent, making it difficult to project. 
 
There would be a reduction in the amount of bonding capacity, but Mr. Stanton 
had no idea of how much or when that reduction would occur.  Consequently, it 
complicated WCSD’s long-range planning; if they said they needed a new school 
in four years, today they would be unable to tell if they would have the bonding 
capacity for those schools.  The WCSD would not feel comfortable telling the 
community they would be building a new school in four years in a specific 
location. 
 
Additionally, the 2002 rollover bond program had restrictions.  It was currently 
capped at 39 cents per $100 of assessed value, which was a locked rate through 
2012; no additional capacity remained.  The WCSD was one to two cents short of 
that cap, so they could not sell additional bonds against that.  This further 
complicated WCSD’s ability to do strategic planning at this point in time. 
 
Mr. Stanton gave the WCSD’s best guess of what their bond proceed estimates 
would be through 2012.  He explained that the district would need to balance 
their projects to their proceeds.  There were a number of projects that were 
commitments made to the voters that the district was unable to complete, which 
included: 
 

• The acquisition of site and water rights;  
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• Modernization and rehabilitation; 
• Technology; 
• Three middle schools; 
• Build-out one elementary school; and  
• Career technical academy. 

 
The following construction projects were delayed: 
 

• Career technical academy; 
• Older school modernization; 
• High school addition; and 
• New middle school. 

 
To recap, Mr. Stanton said the district could balance out to the proceeds that 
were estimated to be available to them with the single source of funding in the 
2002 rollover bond program; however, it would require the delay or 
postponement of the career technical academy, older school modernization, a 
high school addition and one new middle school. 
 
Senator Beers asked if the district had looked at the feasibility (since Mr. Stanton 
had described the exodus from the central part of the city out to the North Valleys 
and a few other areas) of concentrating the remaining students in the central part 
of the city into fewer schools and using one of those existing schools as the 
technical academy.  Mr. Stanton said the district had discussed that option and 
were considering it.  He said there were a couple of core high schools that could 
possibly be used in that capacity, but it would mean moving a number of those 
students out to other schools.  The high schools were close to capacity, and the 
projections showed them continuing to drop. 
 
In summary, Mr. Stanton said that the WCSD had two funding sources available 
to it for school construction, which were property taxes and the government 
services tax.  In the past year, the district experienced a .5 percent enrollment 
increase, which was one-fifth of the historical growth rate experienced over the 
last 20 years.  The district used the parameters that resulted from that to project 
district needs through 2012.  Even with the conservative estimate, the WCSD 
showed the need to delay or postpone $300 million in projects that had been 
identified as needs through 2012.  If growth returned to historical averages, the 
districts would have to find additional funding for even more projects, because 
the needs would be greater than what had been presented today. 
 
In conclusion, if enrollment growth remained the same or returned to historical 
averages, the WCSD desperately needed to find other sources of school 
construction funding. 
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Chairman Smith asked why Washoe County did not participate in the change in 
1997 when Clark County had the new tax; she also asked what WCSD’s plan 
was for future legislation requests. 
 
Anne Loring, Lobbyist, Washoe County School District, had reviewed the minutes 
of the hearings in 1997.  She said Washoe County supported the legislation and 
asked to be included.  In 1996, the WCSD had lost a bond issue.  Part of the bill 
that provided the extra funding sources in the Clark County School District was 
that both Clark and Washoe would have had bond oversight committees that 
reviewed the status in each of their counties of funding for school construction; a 
separate group looked statewide.  That group came back in 1999 and 
recommended that all of the funding sources be expanded to all of the counties, 
which did not pass.  At the time, there had been estimates on what the room tax 
and transfer tax would have done for Washoe County with regard to their needs; 
it was not what would be done for school districts today.  She said there were 
other political considerations at that time, and the plan was to study it over the 
interim and come back in 1999. 
 
Ms. Loring said the district had been conversing with the community and shared 
information with the WCSD’s Financial Advisory Committee and Bond Oversight 
Committee. The WCSD had been trying to get the community to come together 
with recommendations to the Legislature in 2007.  She said they would be glad to 
keep the committee posted as the conversations continued. 
 
Chairman Smith thanked the speakers for their comprehensive presentation and 
asked them to keep the committee posted on their status. 
 
Walt Rulffes, Superintendent, Clark County School District (CCSD), said he 
appreciated the opportunity of appearing before the committee to discuss issues 
and show what CCSD had been doing with legislative groups. 
 
Chairman Smith said the committee had heard testimony from the smaller 
districts and the challenges they faced and understood that the larger districts 
were faced with their own challenges and huge numbers. 
 
Mr. Rulffes wanted the committee to know that in 1997, when the formula was 
devised for school construction, particularly in Clark County, which since had 
been expanded to other school districts; it had been a workable and efficient 
formula.  He said the formula was carefully designed to be sensitive to the 
economy.  As the economy improved, so did the revenue; as the economy 
improved, so did enrollment.  He said it drove out more dollars as the economy 
heated up; if the economy went the other way, it did the reverse.  When the 
formula was initially developed, there had been a direct correlation between 
assessed value and enrollment, which was now slipping away.  As the CCSD 
made their projections for 2008-2018, they tried to build in other factors to help 
them do the projections. 
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Mr. Rulffes advised that the CCSD used a complicated, detailed process when 
making projections; they used driver license surrenders, enrollment projections 
by the UNLV Department of Economics, utility hookups and the district database, 
all of which were synchronized.  He said the CCSD also met with the state 
demographer to make sure he was comfortable with the district’s numbers.  In 
some cases, the numbers were adjusted based on input from the other groups.  
Typically, once the CCSD had their projections, they found them to be accurate. 
 
Mr. Rulffes referred to his PowerPoint presentation (Exhibit J), which showed 
where Clark County was in relation to the state for per pupil funding.  He 
mentioned that he had called for the distributive school account (DSA) numbers 
yesterday, so they were current. 
 
   DSA  Local & Grants  Total 
 
State   $4486   $2464   $6950 
CCSD   $4285   $2192   $6477 
 
Mr. Rulffes said the local and grant funding included everything but capital and 
food service.  Because of the bond issue, Clark County had the ability to have 
$100 to $200 per student more that came from bond sources to pay for things 
that would have had to be paid for from the General Fund if they did not have the 
bond.  He said it was a blessing to be able to replace roofs and do major 
maintenance that would not have been available to a district that did not have a 
bond. 
 
The formula mentioned earlier by Mr. Rulffes included three sources of revenue.  
One source was the hotel and room tax.  Initially, it had been 1 percent and 
gradually increased to 1.58 percent.  The real estate transfer tax was based on 
60 cents per $500 of value in sales, and the 10-year property tax, which was 
frozen at the rate of 55.3 cents.  The CCSD had maintained that rate throughout 
the rollover bond process. 
 
When the CCSD initially drafted projected revenue, the hotel and room tax 
accounted for less than 20 percent, the real estate transfer tax accounted for 10 
percent, and the property tax accounted for 70 percent.  That ratio had changed 
because of the increasing value of homes.  The hotel room tax was now 
12 percent of the total projected revenue, the real estate transfer tax was 
14 percent, and the property tax increased to 74 percent, which reflected the 
higher assessed values that had occurred over the past few years. 
 
Mr. Rulffes said the CCSD had a $3.5 billion program, based on 10 years, that 
was approved by the voters.  Approximately $116 million was budgeted for land, 
$2.557 billion was committed to constructing 88 new schools, and $854 million 
was committed to remodeling.  The $3.5 billion initial project proposed in 1998 
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had grown to $4.7 billion.  The land alone had gone from $116 million to $255 
million.   
 
The mix of the program had also changed.  Mr. Rulffes said the CCSD committed 
to 88 new schools, and they now had identified and provided the funding out of 
the $4.7 billion for 105 new schools, 11 replacement schools, 5 phased 
replacement schools and 15 major additions.  The life-cycle replacement costs 
had gone down due to the cap on revenue. 
 
There had been a dramatic increase in the amount of revenue, but there had also 
been an offsetting increase in the demand.  When the CCSD initially went out 
with the $3.5 billion, they were several hundred million dollars short of meeting 
the remodeling needs.  The district had not been able to relieve that shortage by 
the increased revenue; they devoted the increased revenue to either additional 
housing for students or for cost escalation both in construction and land. 
 
Fred Smith, Director, Construction Management, CCSD, said that from 1950 
through 1980, the CCSD was able to build about one school per year to keep up 
with gradual growth in the student population.  However, by the 1990s, the 
student population growth demanded an accelerated program of school 
construction.  The first major bond referendum was passed in late 1985 for 
$55 million to build 14 new elementary schools over a 3-year period.  He said it 
was a stopgap response to the onset of the district’s growth.  Mr. Smith said the 
first major bond referendum was passed in May of 1988.  The referendum had 
been advertised as a $600 million bond issue and raised $669 million with 
interest.  It was advertised as a 10-year program, but the program was 
completed in six and a half years.  Over 85 percent of the program was for new 
construction with only about 12 percent going to modernization of existing 
schools.  The program produced 57 new schools and major additions at 
44 existing schools. 
 
Mr. Smith said that as the program was winding down, the CCSD found that they 
had a public relations issue on their hands; the program was advertised to last 
10 years and produce 77 schools, but due to program changes, statutory 
requirements and political decisions, the CCSD started building larger schools 
and the program only lasted 6½ years and produced 57 schools.  Despite the 
fact the CCSD had produced 94 percent of the square footage and 86 percent of 
the promised seats, the public could not understand where the other 20 schools 
were. 
 
In 1994, voters approved a $605 million bond referendum which, after interest, 
produced $688 million.  Mr. Smith said $30 million was dedicated to purchase 
land for new schools, and 60 percent of the remaining funding was programmed 
for new schools, and the other 40 percent was programmed for rehabilitation and 
modernization of existing schools.  Mr. Smith said this particular bond 
referendum that was approved was Part A of a 2-part bond referendum, with 
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Part B for an additional $300 million failing by less than 600 votes.  The 1994 
bond program was a 5-year program that produced 25 new schools (versus 
24 programmed), rehabilitated 114 existing schools and provided new computers 
for 128 existing schools.  One of the things done to secure voter approval on the 
bond referendum was a political decision to bring in an outside construction 
management firm to execute the program.  Unfortunately, this approach did not 
live up to everyone’s expectations and produced a new public relations issue for 
the CCSD because of the high cost of that effort and the less than expected 
effectiveness of the joint venture. 
 
Mr. Smith said that while still in the middle of executing the 1994 bond program, 
the CCSD sought and the voters approved another $643 bond referendum in 
1996.  He advised that $341 million was programmed for new schools and the 
other $302 million was to continue the rehabilitation and modernization of 
existing schools.  This program had a 5-year duration and constructed 16 new 
schools, 95 additions and completed the rehabilitation and modernization that 
had been started in 1994.  Because of the dissatisfaction with the contracted 
construction program management joint venture in the previous bond program, 
the district returned to managing that program with district personnel.  It was 
during that program that the CCSD saw a turnaround in the public relations 
aspects of their execution. 
 
Mr. Smith advised that due to the explosive growth in Clark County that began in 
the mid-1980s, the CCSD had been successful in passing and completing a 
series of bond referendums totaling over $2 billion in revenues and producing 
112 new schools.  The construction was a result of the growth in the student 
population in Clark County.   
 
Mr. Smith presented a history and background of student growth in Clark County 
(Exhibit J), which included the following information: 
 
 Fall 1987 100,056 students 
 Fall 1998 203,777 students 
 Fall 2005 291,510 students 
 
According to Mr. Smith, the student population in Clark County had increased by 
75 percent over the last 10 years, at an average of over 12,000 per year.  
Mr. Smith then discussed the CCSD’s current student population projection for 
the next 13 years.  The trend indicated an increase of another 52 percent for 
2015 at a rate of over 15,000 students per year.  While the annual percentages 
of growth might be declining, the raw number of students each year would 
continue to increase.   
 
Mr. Smith compared the yearly enrollments that were projected in 1997 when the 
CCSD prepared for the current bond program, with the actual enrollments for the 
past 8 years and current enrollment projection for the next three years.  He said 
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actual enrollments were slightly greater than the original projections, until the 
decrease shown in 2002, reflecting the increase of the September 11, 2001, 
terrorist attacks.  Mr. Smith started with the 2003 actual enrollment and said the 
amount of annual increases was slightly lower than the previous year’s increase.  
The CCSD used three scenarios when doing population projections: low, most 
likely and high.  All of the numbers Mr. Smith used for the presentation in terms 
of future projections were based upon the most likely projection. 
 
Mr. Smith advised the committee of the status of the CCSD’s new school 
construction: 65 new schools had been completed with a construction value of 
$1.6 billion, 12 schools were under construction, 13 schools were in design and 
15 schools were in programming.  He then discussed the cumulative number of 
new schools as they were originally scheduled to be completed in 1998, which 
totaled 88, and the cumulative number of new schools that had been completed 
through 2005 and were currently projected to be completed through 2010, which 
totaled 105. 
 
In translating the student population projection into the number of new schools, 
Mr. Smith said three scenarios were used, each based on a major assumption 
regarding elementary school schedules.  If the current assumption that all new 
elementary schools would eventually be operating on a year-round schedule was 
continued, the CCSD would need 117 more new schools between 2010 and 
2018.  Those 117 schools were currently estimated to cost $7.5 billion, which 
was strictly for the new school construction.  If all of the elementary schools in 
the district were allowed to operate on or return to a traditional 9-month calendar, 
the district would need a total of 189 additional new schools between 2010 and 
2018, with an instantaneous need for 64 new elementary schools.  Those 
189 new schools would be projected to cost $10.4 billion, for a difference of 
$2.9 billion from the year-round scenario.  If 40 percent of Clark County’s 
elementary schools were to operate on a year-round schedule and 60 percent on 
a 9-month calendar, the CCSD would need a total of 153 additional new schools 
between 2010 and 2018, with an instantaneous need of 39 new elementary 
schools.  The total price tag for the 153 schools would be $8.9 billion. 
 
Mr. Smith advised that in addition to the decision regarding elementary school 
schedules, there were additional impacts that would be associated with the 
elimination of team teaching in elementary schools and the implementation of 
all-day kindergarten in all elementary schools.  Using the current assumption that 
all elementary schools operated on a year-round schedule as the baseline, the 
impact of eliminating team teaching was the need to construct the equivalent of 
an additional 13 elementary schools at a cost of approximately $500 million.  On 
top of that, the additional impact of implementing all-day kindergarten in all 
elementary schools was the equivalent of an additional 8 elementary schools at a 
cost of $300 million. 
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In addition to new schools that provided new seats, the CCSD was replacing 
existing schools.  To date, the CCSD had completed four replacement schools; 
one of those schools, the Adcock Elementary School, was funded by NDOT to 
accommodate the widening of U.S. 95.  The Legislature mandated that the 
CCSD replace 10 of their older schools by 2008.  Three of those replacement 
schools had been completed, Rancho High School was in construction, Booker 
Elementary School was under bid, and the remaining five schools were in design. 
 
Mr. Smith said an interesting and challenging aspect was the replacement of 
Rancho High School.  He referred the committee to an aerial photograph of what 
Rancho High School looked like prior to May of 2004 (Exhibit J).  The new high 
school building was being constructed at the southern portion of the site on the 
old athletic fields.  Students and staff continued to operate out of the existing 
school buildings while the new building was being constructed.  The football, 
soccer, baseball, softball and track programs were using athletic fields at other 
high schools and parks while the new school was under construction.  Once the 
students and staff moved into the new building over the summer, the existing 
buildings would be demolished.  The new athletic facilities would be constructed 
where the existing structures currently sat.  The campus prototype was brand 
new to the CCSD; the first one of these school buildings opened last fall at Arbor 
View High School. 
 
Mr. Smith explained that as a part of the latest revision, the Board of School 
Trustees authorized the CCSD to replace Martin Middle School on its existing 
site, along with land located to the south of the existing site.  He said it would be 
the first use of the CCSD’s multi-story middle school prototype and would open in 
2008. 
 
Mr. Smith briefly discussed the number of new and replacement schools 
scheduled to be completed each year through 2010 as approved by the Board of 
School Trustees in early March.  He also mentioned new and replacement 
schools the CCSD envisioned opening between 2011 and 2018.  The number of 
schools was based upon the most likely projection of student population, current 
assumption that all elementary schools would operate on a year-round schedule, 
and the team teaching currently in place due to the number of classrooms 
available at some older schools would still be in place.  He noted that the number 
of replacement schools had not yet been determined.  If the assumption 
regarding the elementary schools changed, the numbers would get worse.  He 
said it was not quite as bad if the 40/60 split was used. 
 
Mr. Smith went over the phase replacement program.  Park Elementary School 
was completed in 2004, and construction of Phase I of Boulder City High School 
had been completed.  Western High School, Twin Lakes Elementary School and 
Hoggard Elementary School were currently under construction and there was a 
Phase IV at Western High School awaiting programming.  Ten additions were 
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completed, one additional school was in construction, one school was bidding 
and two additions were in design. 
 
Mr. Smith said that of the $690 million currently programmed for modernization at 
225 existing schools, $390 million had been spent or encumbered, leaving 
approximately $300 million worth of work to be completed in that portion of the 
program. 
 
Mr. Smith said he had a number of slides that went into the master schedule for 
construction of schools, and slides that showed how the prototypical elementary 
schools were set up, but sensed the CCSD had been running a little long on time 
and deferred to the committee as to whether or not they wanted to see the 
additional slides. 
 
Chairman Smith did not believe they were running out of time, but said she was 
completely overwhelmed.   
 
Mr. Rulffes wanted to wrap up by saying the formula had worked well in terms of 
being responsive to the need, and he hoped the Legislature would continue the 
formula as it was.  He said favorable things had occurred that were not of the 
CCSD’s own doing.  One was that the CCSD decided to accelerate the program, 
not for fiscal reasons, but for program reasons, which turned out to have a 
positive fiscal effect.  The CCSD saved the inflation that would have occurred 
had they stayed on the original track.  The other favorable thing that happened 
was the interest rates.  Mr. Rulffes said the CCSD had modeled the program at a 
6 percent cost, and had interest rates, in some cases, below 1 percent.  Due to 
the fact the CCSD had a high investment bond-rating grade, they were able to 
obtain bond money at a lower cost for debt service than was projected. 
 
Mr. Rulffes said CCSD did an extensive use of the prototype.  When compared to 
other districts around the country that did not, the CCSD saw that their costs 
were much more consistent and, in most cases, either at or below what they 
would have been in other jurisdictions.  He found the use of experienced 
architects had been helpful.  The CCSD did not believe the current tax rate left 
any room for decreasing from year-round to 9-month schools, building smaller 
schools, or making departures from filling the un-housed seats in some level of 
remodeling. 
 
Chairman Smith asked how big the largest high school in Clark County was.  
Fred Smith responded that the schools in Clark County were designed for 2,700 
students, but some schools housed 3,300 students. 
 
Chairman Smith was pleased to see the career and technical schools on the 
CCSD’s schedule.  She said it looked like the schools would be smaller and 
spread out in different parts of the city.  She thanked Mr. Rulffes and Mr. Smith 
for their presentation. 
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V. PUBLIC COMMENT. 
 
Chairman Smith asked for public comment.  
 
Senator Beers wanted to know if Bishop Manogue in Reno or Bishop Gorman in 
Las Vegas had been included in the criteria for excellent schools that would be 
included as study groups, as both of those schools produced alumni that had 
e-mailed him that afternoon.  Chairman Smith asked the APA consultants if the 
two high schools referred to by Senator Beers had been included.  She did not 
know if the state received data from those two high schools.  Senator Beers 
thought the schools could be asked to participate and provide the required data.  
Chairman Smith asked the APA consultants if they had ever requested 
information from a private school.   
 
Mr. Silverstein responded by saying that APA had not included private schools in 
the past in the discussion of successful schools for a number of reasons, mostly 
because private schools did not take the same assessments and were not part of 
the funding system being evaluated.   
 
Senator Beers asked Chairman Smith if including private schools would be 
outside the scope of the APA contract.  Chairman Smith believed it was.   Even if 
some of the data were obtained, it would be different, and there would not be 
100 percent of what would be needed to make comparisons. 
 
Mr. Augenblick said two things were needed to include private schools.  One 
would be to have some way of identifying whether the private schools should be 
considered successful, which meant having the comparable data.  The second 
would be to have comparable cost data.  Mr. Augenblick said APA had neither 
one, but would need both of those pieces in order to proceed. 
 
Chairman Smith said the private schools might be willing to provide some of the 
information, but she did not envision them wanting to provide everything needed 
and in the same format being used for the other schools. 
 
Senator Beers thought it would be helpful to include the private schools, because 
they seemed to do a comparable job with fewer resources than public schools.  
He was curious as to whether the private schools had any secrets that could be 
applied to the study.  He went on to say that if it was outside the scope of APA’s 
contract, it could not be done, but would be made part of the minutes. 
 
Senator Beers said another issue that came up was some concern about the 
proposed closed nature of the expert panels.  He wanted to see those panels 
open to public scrutiny.  Most of the legislative interim activities were conducted 
under the open meeting law. 
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Chairman Smith said she had asked that question during the interview process 
and did not remember who had answered the question about whether it was an 
open process or why it was not.  She said if the committee needed to get a legal 
opinion, they could get one.  Chairman Smith said she was always interested in 
how the public could be involved more, but she said at the time the response 
made sense to her.   
 
Chairman Smith wanted to elaborate on the private school issue brought up by 
Senator Beers.  She said the soapbox she was always on was parent 
involvement, which was a different environment as far as the requirements, and 
the amount of parental involvement, participation and support from home.  In her 
mind, many issues could be solved with parent involvement. 
 
Justin Silverstein said the main reason the panels were not open to the public 
was because when a group of people were sitting around a table, they wanted to 
discuss their ideas without worrying about saying something that might get them 
in trouble.  He said APA wanted to make sure people simply told APA what 
resources they felt had to be in place to get up to standard.  Mr. Silverstein 
advised that APA tried not to get too many people from the same district on a 
panel at one time; APA wanted panel members to feel they could say things 
without the idea that everything they said was being written down and recorded.  
He said if the panel meetings remained closed, APA would not associate a 
certain resource or part of a discussion with any one person.  From what APA 
had experienced, opening the panels to public scrutiny would impede the work of 
the panels.   
 
Senator Beers thought the Legislature had contemplated exactly that reason to 
not have an open meeting law and to provide exceptions for the meeting law and 
rejected them.  He thought the panels should be conducted under the open 
meeting law. 
 
Chairman Smith said staff had advised her that open panel sessions had been 
considered at the beginning of the process and was in the contract.  Legal had 
made a determination that the circumstances allowed the panels to be conducted 
in the nature they needed to be conducted in. 
 
Senator Beers asked if Legal had a specific exception to the open meeting law 
that the panel meetings fell under.  Chairman Smith asked staff to respond. 
 
Kristin Roberts, Senior Principal Deputy Legal Counsel, Legal Division, said she 
would have to review the contract.  She was not certain if the Legal Division had 
put that provision in the contract.  She thought it was in APA’s proposal, but was 
not certain if it was in the contract.  Ms. Roberts said she would be happy to 
review the provisions of the open meeting law and get back to the committee. 
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Chairman Smith mentioned that the panels would begin their work the next day.  
If the panel meetings were to fall under the open meeting law, there would not be 
time to post the meetings. 
 
Ms. Roberts said she would look for the information immediately. 
 
Assemblyman Holcomb asked if it would be insurmountable if it was covered 
under the open meeting law.  He wondered if there would be a strenuous 
objection or if it would substantially interfere with the end product. 
 
Mr. Augenblick did not know what the implications were.  He said APA would 
prefer closed panel meetings.  He said APA had never operated in a situation in 
which they had eight people meeting around a table with two APA staff and an 
unlimited number of people sitting around watching; he had never seen that or 
heard of it.  Mr. Augenblick said nobody had ever asked them to deal with that.  
He said if the committee wanted to have a person watch or record the panel 
meetings, it would be fine.  But he said APA would not want 25 people sitting 
around the room; if that was what it meant to go to an open meeting law, APA did 
not want anything to do with that. 
 
Assemblyman Holcomb fully agreed with Mr. Augenblick.  He asked if there 
would be an objection if a senator or assemblyman wanted to sit in on the 
meeting.  Mr. Augenblick said their attendance would be acceptable as long as 
they were silent and did not participate in the meeting, as APA was not interested 
in their opinions at that time.  If somebody wanted to watch what APA did, they 
would be welcome.  Assemblyman Holcomb thought that was reasonable. 
 
Senator Beers wondered if the panel meeting could be conducted in a room 
where people could watch without offering any input.   
 
Chairman Smith said that one of the things that occurred to her was that the 
panel members had accepted the assignment, she assumed, under the 
assumption that they were not being observed.  She could see where it would put 
a panel member in a different position knowing that their boss, the media or 
someone else was passing judgment on their work. 
 
Mr. Augenblick said the panels operated in a particular way; APA believed it 
operated well in that way.  He said APA had never done it in any other way.  
According to Mr. Augenblick, there had been circumstances where a state official 
was interested, and APA had said they could sit in and watch.  He said if the 
committee wanted a representative to sit in and watch the two panels that would 
be meeting over the next two days, it would be fine. 
 
Chairman Smith asked Ms. Roberts if she had any comment at that point.  
Ms. Roberts responded that if the Chairman would like, they could take a 
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10-minute recess and she could get the matter resolved and come back with an 
accurate answer for the committee.  Chairman Smith called for a recess. 
 
(Meeting recessed at 2:57 p.m.  Chairman Smith reconvened the meeting at 
3:22 p.m. 
 
Ms. Roberts reported that it was the Legal Division’s opinion that Subsection 3 of 
NRS 241.015 defined a public body for purposes of the open meeting law, and 
the consultant did not meet the definition of a public body.  The panels were 
organized to be cost efficient and to provide information to the consultant. 
 
Chairman Smith thanked Ms. Roberts.  Based on that information and the fact 
that the contractor had offered to have someone observe if they chose to do so, 
and the committee had the process rolling that had been known about for two 
months and had panel members from around the state convening in the morning 
to get to work, they would proceed as planned.  Chairman Smith asked for further 
comment or questions. 
 
Senator Beers thought the contractor testified that the reason APA wanted to 
hold the meetings in secret was because the scrutiny of advocates and the public 
might influence the testimony that the experts would be giving, which in his mind 
was why there was an open meeting.   
 

SENATOR BEERS MOVED TO REQUIRE THAT THE EXPERT 
PANEL MEETINGS BE HELD IN A MANNER THAT COULD HAVE 
ADVOCATES AND THE MEDIA IN ATTENDANCE. 

 
Senator Beers said that short of complying with the open meeting law, the APA 
did not have to have a public hearing portion or allow testimony from those who 
were not invited to testify.  But he asked that it be open so everybody could 
understand the work product that would be going into this important decision. 
 
Chairman Smith asked for a second to Senator Beers’ motion.  There was none. 
 

THE MOTION FAILED. 
 

Chairman Smith asked for any other comments, questions or public testimony.  
There was none.  She thanked everyone for their participation throughout the day 
and for their interest in the work. 
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VI. ADJOURNMENT. 
 
There being no further business to come before the committee, the meeting was 
adjourned at 3:24 p.m. 

 
******** 

 
             Respectfully submitted: 
 
 
 
 
             _____________________________ 
             Kelly Fisher, Committee Secretary 
 
 
 
APPROVED: 
 
 
 
__________________________________ 
Assemblywoman Debbie Smith, Chairman 
 
 
Date:_____________________________ 
 
 
 Copies of the exhibits mentioned in these minutes are on file in  
 the Research Library of the Legislative Counsel Bureau, Carson 
 City, Nevada.  The library may be contacted at (775) 684-6827. 
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