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I. CALL TO ORDER AND OPENING REMARKS. 
 
Chairwoman Smith called the meeting to order at 9:46 a.m. and welcomed 
Committee members, audience members and those listening over the Internet.  
She noted that her son, Ian, was listening to the meeting from Japan, where it 
was 1:30 a.m.  She thanked everyone who had followed the process over the last 
ten months and voiced appreciation for everyone’s involvement. 
 
Chairwoman Smith advised that this was the final regular meeting of the 
Legislative Committee on School Financing Adequacy, created by A.C.R. 10 of 
the 73rd Legislative Session.  The Work Session for the Committee would be held 
on Thursday, August 31, 2006.  Chairwoman Smith stated that the purpose of the 
meeting was to hear the final report from the contractor, Augenblick, Palaich and 
Associates, Inc. (APA).  Three APA staff members were in attendance to present 
the final report to the Committee.   
 
Chairwoman Smith said that while many persons thought the presentation of the 
final report as the end of the process, she preferred to think of it as the 
beginning.  She hoped that what had been learned over the past several months 
and what would be heard today was the beginning of a meaningful, productive, 
and long conversation that would lead to long-term planning for education 
funding. 
 
It was Chairwoman Smith’s intention to allow the contractor to present the report 
in its entirety, at which time she would entertain questions, first from Committee 
members and then from the audience.  She wanted to make sure that the 
presentation was completed in the time allotted for the contractor before 
questions were allowed.  Chairwoman Smith advised that the Committee would 
take a short break after the report was completed and then return for questions 
and discussion.   
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If possible, the meeting would be completed by approximately 1:00 p.m. without 
a lunch break.  However, if that was not possible, there would be a short lunch 
break and the meeting would then be reconvened. 
 
II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF THE JULY 13, 2006, MEETING. 
 
Chairwoman Smith called for a motion to approve the minutes of the previous 
meeting of the Committee. 

 
SENATOR SCHNEIDER MOVED TO APPROVE THE MINUTES 
OF THE JULY 13, 2006, MEETING OF THE LEGISLATIVE 
COMMITTEE ON SCHOOL FINANCING ADEQUACY. 

 
 ASSEMBLYMAN PERKINS SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 

THE MOTION PASSED.  (Senator Beers was not present for the  
vote.) 

 
III. PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF DRAFT REPORT ON 
 ESTIMATING THE COST OF AN ADEQUATE EDUCATION IN 
 NEVADA. 
 
Chairwoman Smith invited representatives from Augenblick, Palaich and 
Associates (APA) to come forward and present the report to the Committee.  
She reminded the audience of the protocol regarding cell phone usage and 
presenting testimony before the Committee. 
 
John Augenblick, APA, introduced himself and staff members Justin Silverstein 
and Amanda Brown to the Committee and indicated they would discuss the 
primary sections of the report.  He noted that APA staff could not cover every 
section of the report, as it included a significant amount of background 
information and comparisons.  Mr. Augenblick said that he and his staff would 
pick up where they left off at the July 13, 2006, meeting and continue through the 
end of the costing-out process.  He advised that there would be some review of 
material that had been previously discussed.   
 
Mr. Augenblick thanked the Committee for listening to APA in its attempt to lay 
out the process step-by-step over the past months and how those steps would 
ultimately culminate in the costing-out, which had now been completed.  
According to Mr. Augenblick, the presentation would focus on two things, the first 
being how APA actually completed the costing-out process and how it gathered 
and organized information, determined a cost of adequacy and compared that 
cost to what Nevada currently spent.  Secondly, APA would discuss how that 
information might be used if Nevada decided to redesign its school finance 
system because the information could be used to drive the allocation of state aid 
to school districts. 
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Mr. Augenblick indicated that he would provide an overview of the specifics to be 
discussed so the Committee was aware of the focus.  The basis of the process 
by APA was standards-based reform, which had been discussed by APA since 
the initial bid process.  He noted that Nevada was one of the states that had 
made a great deal of progress in that area.  The state was certainly aware that 
the federal No Child Left Behind Act (NCLBA) included standards-based reform, 
which was the theory under which the NCLBA currently operated.   
 
Mr. Augenblick indicated that it was important to understand the role of the state 
within that theory.  He advised that the primary role of Nevada was to set the 
performance standards or expectations of students, which the state had done.  
The second role was to measure how well students were performing, which 
Nevada was in the midst of accomplishing.  The third role was to hold school 
districts accountable for that performance.  Mr. Augenblick noted that the role of 
the state was focused on how well students were performing against the 
standards established by the state. 
 
Mr. Augenblick said the question APA had attempted to answer was what it 
would cost for school districts to meet those expectations.  Certainly, Nevada did 
not want to create a system in which expectations were set without knowing the 
cost.  The theory under which APA had operated from the beginning was that 
Nevada wanted to know the cost and APA’s job was to determine that cost.  
Mr. Augenblick noted that APA had taken the Committee step-by-step through a 
variety of processes and analyses used by APA to determine the cost.   
 
Mr. Augenblick reminded the Committee that APA had utilized at least two 
different approaches in completing its work, one of which was the Successful 
School (SS) approach.  When that approach was used in determining the cost of 
adequacy, the focus was on those schools that met near-term goals established 
by the state.  The SS approach was limited, in that it could only provide the base 
cost figure, i.e., the base cost applied to students with no special needs who 
attended schools in locations where there were no unusual circumstances.  
In addition, the SS approach could not determine how those schools came to 
be successful, but it could determine the amount spent by the schools.  
Mr. Augenblick noted that APA was interested in how much schools spent in 
order to be successful and to meet a set of near-term goals. 
 
Ultimately, said Mr. Augenblick, when discussing the NCLBA and Nevada’s 
standards, the discussion centered on reaching the point where almost every 
student was proficient.  In school year 2013-14, the objective was to have almost 
every student at the proficient level.  For the purpose of the SS analysis, 
APA looked at schools where approximately 50 percent of the students were 
proficient.  By being successful, APA meant that students met a set of standards 
that currently existed, but would begin to ratchet-up very quickly to reach the 
almost 100 percent level of proficiency.  Mr. Augenblick explained that when APA 
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spoke to the Committee regarding numbers that were related to successful 
schools, it spoke to reaching a standard that was about half of where Nevada, as 
a state, was headed. 
 
The second approach used by APA, Mr. Augenblick continued, was the 
Professional Judgment (PJ) approach.  APA asked a group of educators in the 
state to identify resources that a set of hypothetical schools would require in 
order to meet performance expectations in school year 2013-14.  APA literally 
gave the panelists a blank piece of paper and asked them if they were going to 
build a school that met the 2013-14 objectives, to explain what the school would 
look like and what it would take to reach those objectives.  According to 
Mr. Augenblick, it was difficult to use the results of the PJ approach to determine 
what would be required and what was currently available in the state.  It was 
easy to make that determination in terms of money, but not resources. 
 
Mr. Augenblick noted that APA also conducted some statistical analyses to 
understand the relationship between size and spending, using current spending 
as a guide.  APA studied regional cost differences and created the location cost 
metric (LCM), which was designed to determine the relative cost of providing 
services in one community as compared to another community in Nevada.  The 
information from the SS approach, the PJ approach, and the statistical analyses 
would come together in order for APA to determine the cost estimates. 
 
Mr. Augenblick advised that the PJ approach was much more rigorous and 
provided a great deal of information, including the cost of serving students with 
special needs and the cost of serving students in schools that were either very 
small or very large.  He noted that such information could not be found using the 
SS approach.  Once APA had a list of PJ resources, it applied prices to those 
resources and determined the cost of serving students with special needs and 
the additional costs for districts with unusual circumstances.  APA analyzed 
those costs to develop a set of formulas that allowed it to apply what had been 
learned to every school and district in the state, regardless of the demographic 
characteristics.   
 
According to Mr. Augenblick, APA used the PJ approach and focused on three 
hypothetical schools, which were designed to reflect the average characteristics 
of the state, but did not reflect the characteristics of any particular school district.  
APA was tasked by the Committee to determine the cost in every school district.  
The districts included different sizes, enrollment levels and demography, and 
APA had to use the information to develop a set of formulas that could apply to 
all schools.  Mr. Augenblick advised that once APA had the formulas, they were 
applied to the actual demography of each school district.  APA focused on the 
2003-04 school year and the comparisons would be for that year.  The formulas 
were applied to the demographic characteristics of each school district to 
determine what the cost of adequacy would be using both the SS approach and 

 5



the PJ approach in school year 2003-04.  Mr. Augenblick noted that APA 
excluded capital outlay, debt service, transportation, and food services. 
 
Once APA determined what the cost of adequacy would be using the 
two different approaches in each school district, it was able to determine how that 
information could be used to develop a formula.  Mr. Augenblick said APA did not 
create a simulation model because much of the information required to operate a 
formula was constantly changing and could not be taken into the future.   
 
Mr. Augenblick said he and his staff would present the following information to 
the Committee: 
 

• Review PJ costing-out. 
• Review costing-out related to the SS approach. 
• Discuss formulas that were developed through the analysis of those 

numbers. 
• Discuss what would occur when formulas were applied to school districts 

and compare spending under the two different approaches with current 
expenditures. 

• Discuss formulas. 
 
Justin Silverstein, Augenblick, Palaich and Associates (APA), indicated that his 
presentation would include both the PowerPoint presentation (Exhibit C) and the 
draft report (Exhibit D).  Mr. Silverstein said it was important to review the work of 
the SS and PJ approaches, because the numbers from the two approaches were 
the figures used in the creation of the formulas and the costing-out. 
 
In most instances, said Mr. Silverstein, when the SS approach was used it was 
actually the Successful School District approach, which researched states and 
located districts that met certain criteria.  The spending for those districts was 
then reviewed to determine the adequate spending needed in order to meet 
current standards.  In Nevada, explained Mr. Silverstein, the approach was 
difficult to use as there were only 17 districts, so the approach was adjusted to 
focus on schools.  APA established the criteria as depicted on page 11, Tab II, of 
the report (Exhibit D), and it looked at every school in the state for which it had 
performance data for school years 2002-03, 2003-04, and 2004-05.   
 
Mr. Silverstein said APA looked at two criteria to determine whether schools 
were meeting the criteria established by APA.  The first criteria focused on 
performance related to 2008-09 school year standards for Nevada as stipulated 
by the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLBA).  APA used the performance data 
available for the three-year period, ran regression analyses, and predicted 
how the schools were trending toward meeting the 2008-09 objectives. 
APA attempted to determine whether the school would be on target to meet the 
2008-09 objectives in all grade levels in English Language Arts (ELA) and math.  
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If the school was on target to reach that objective, APA deemed that school to be 
successful regarding the first criteria. 
 
The second criteria focused on the 2004-05 school year and how well schools 
were dealing with the special needs populations within each school.  
Mr. Silverstein explained that APA wanted to determine whether two of 
six designated special needs categories met the 2004-05 standards.  These 
categories included ELA for special education, math for special education, ELA 
test scores for at-risk students, math test scores for at-risk students, ELA test 
scores for English Language Learners (ELL), and the math test scores for ELL.  
If two of those six sub-groups met the 2004-05 standards, the school was 
deemed by APA to be successful, which led to 118 schools being identified as 
successful under that approach.  Mr. Silverstein advised that those were not the 
only successful schools in the state, but those schools had met two very specific 
performance criteria established by APA.  APA then analyzed the base costs to 
determine how the schools met the specific criteria.  Base costs excluded 
spending for special education, spending for at-risk students, spending for ELL 
students, and any spending for capital, transportation, or food service. 
 
Mr. Silverstein advised that APA analyzed the spending in three different 
categories:  (1) instruction; (2) administration; and (3) building maintenance and 
operations.  APA added efficiency screens in each of the three spending areas 
for the schools, as it did not simply want to accept the per-pupil spending in those 
three areas, but wanted to determine whether the schools were also being 
efficient.  In each of the three areas, APA set efficiency standards for the 
118 schools and eliminated any school not meeting the efficiency screen in any 
one of those three categories.  There was one set of schools for instruction, one 
set for administration, and one set for building maintenance and operation, which 
were used in determining the base costs for successful schools.  The list of 
those schools could be found in Exhibit D, pages 15 through 17, Table II-2A, 
Table II-2B, and Table II- 2C.   
 
In the end, said Mr. Silverstein, by applying the success criteria based on 
performance and the efficiency criteria, APA was able to determine a base cost, 
based on the successful schools analysis in Nevada.  Referring to page 13 of the 
exhibit, Mr. Silverstein said the SS base cost was $4,660.  He noted that there 
was no information regarding the cost for special education, at-risk students or 
ELL from the SS approach.  APA believed the $4,660 figure lined up well with the 
large hypothetical school district figure from the PJ work, and those numbers 
were linked as formulas were created. 
 
Mr. Silverstein stated that information regarding the Professional Judgment (PJ) 
approach was contained under Tab III of Exhibit D, and he would focus mainly on 
Table III-10, located on page 60.  He explained that a tremendous amount of 
work had gone into determining the figures found in Table III-10.  The effort 
included six panels of Nevada educators meeting over approximately two months 
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to review three hypothetical school districts that were based on actual district 
sizes, school sizes, and demographics in the state of Nevada.  Within those six 
panels, 39 educators from the state met with APA staff, and two APA members 
sat on each panel to record the work.  Mr. Silverstein emphasized that APA had 
a very specific standard toward which the panelists were asked to work, as 
depicted in Appendix B of Exhibit D. 
 
According to Mr. Silverstein, the panels included: (1) school site panels; 
(2) district panels; (3) a panel specifically for special needs students, which 
reviewed the resource needs of special education students, at-risk students, and 
English Language Learners (ELL); (4) a career technology panel; and (5) an 
overarching statewide review panel that worked with APA throughout the process 
to discuss figures that had been determined throughout the PJ approach.   
 
Table III-10 depicted the figures that were determined through the PJ approach 
based on the 2003-04 school year and were based on average state salaries 
and other information.  Mr. Silverstein stated that the information contained in 
Table III-10 was the result of information contained in the PJ chapter under 
Tab III of Exhibit D, which included the resources identified by the panels as 
necessary to ensure that nearly 100 percent of students achieved the higher 
standard.  When discussing the higher standard, APA did not mean a “dream 
school” and did not include a resource simply because the state had always 
wanted that resource available in its schools; the resource had to be specifically 
linked to the standards contained in Appendix B of the exhibit. 
 
Mr. Silverstein said that Table III-10 on page 60 of the exhibit listed dollar figures.  
He referenced Tables III-3A to III-3C found on pages 35 to 43 of the exhibit, 
which listed the actual resources identified by the panels and broke those figures 
down by different sub-populations.  Those tables identified the resources needed 
for regular students, special education students, at-risk students, and ELL.  
The tables also depicted the type of persons the panels felt would be needed in 
the schools in order to elevate the students to the standard.  Mr. Silverstein noted 
that not every person was mentioned, but the majority of people the panels felt 
were needed in schools were mentioned.  There were also tables that depicted 
the level of supplies and materials needed and the level of professional 
development and instructional tools needed.  Tables were also included in the 
exhibit that depicted the costs for those needed persons, which were based on 
average salary information from the state.  In the end, stated Mr. Silverstein, 
Table III-10 was the result of costs being multiplied by the personnel and 
programs identified by the panels as needed in order to reach the higher 
standard. 
 
According to Mr. Silverstein, the key pieces consistently discussed by the panels 
were small class sizes throughout K-12, full-day kindergarten, after-school 
programs, summer school programs, Saturday school, materials for career and 
technology education (CTE) programs, and professional development for 
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teachers.  Those key pieces resulted in the per-pupil dollar figures used by APA.  
Mr. Silverstein commented that APA laid out the resources; however, the 
philosophy discussed by Mr. Augenblick did not mean that schools had to be built 
in any specific manner.  APA used the resources to arrive at dollar figures, and it 
was then the state’s role to provide the dollars in order to ensure there were 
sufficient resources.  He explained that local control would determine who was 
hired and what type of resources would be provided.  Mr. Silverstein reiterated 
that it was a way to estimate the cost, but APA did not want to be prescriptive 
with its information.   
 
Mr. Silverstein said he would explain the costs depicted in Table III-10 in detail.  
As previously discussed, there were three hypothetical districts, which consisted 
of a small district of 780 students, a moderate district of 6,500 students, and a 
large district of 50,000 students.     
 
Mr. Silverstein called the Committee’s attention to Table III-10, number (2), 
Exhibit D, page 60, which depicted per-pupil, district level costs to help schools 
elevate students to the standard.  Those costs were broken out into three areas: 
(1) Administration; (2) Plant Maintenance and Operation; and (3) Other, which 
included a number of issues such as school board costs, legal fees, and 
insurance.  Mr. Silverstein pointed out that the numbers differed based on the 
size of the district.  The panelists worked on districts that were similar in size to 
their actual districts; therefore, they understood the actual resource needs based 
on the size of the district.   
 
Also listed under number (2) was the per-pupil cost for students with special 
needs at the district level.  Mr. Silverstein explained that one key piece of the 
PJ approach was that, along with looking at the base costs, it also asked the 
panelists to very specifically differentiate between the additional resources 
needed for special education students, at-risk students, and ELL.  The first set of 
numbers reflected the additional per-pupil cost for special education students and 
identified the actual costs for students with special needs in each district, in order 
to elevate those students to the standard.  Mr. Silverstein pointed out that the 
table included similar figures for at-risk and ELL students.  He noted that the 
figures differed according to the size of the district.   
 
Mr. Silverstein indicated that decisions were made within the panels and some 
panelists might place greater resources at the district level and fewer resources 
at the school level.  There was not necessarily a trend in the numbers, because 
there were trade-offs with different panels looking at resources in different ways; 
however, the panels were attempting to elevate students to the same standard. 
 
Mr. Silverstein noted that number (3) of Table III-10 combined school level 
information with district level information to arrive at total per-pupil costs for both 
the base cost and special needs students.  The information that backed up the 
school level costs came from Table III-9A through Table III-9C of the exhibit, 
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pages 57, 58, and 59.  Mr. Silverstein reported that the school level per-pupil 
average cost for a small district of 780 students was $8,630.  The district level 
cost was $2,697, for a total base cost of $11,327.  Mr. Silverstein explained that 
was the cost for every student in the district, assuming they had absolutely no 
special needs.  That amount would allow the district to purchase the necessary 
resources identified by the panels to elevate those students to the standard.  
Mr. Silverstein said that was the key, and the cost was tied into the resources 
needed.  The cost included both the people and resources needed to elevate 
students to the standard.   
 
Mr. Silverstein stated that the additional costs for special needs students were 
broken out separately in the table.  The report looked at three levels of special 
education students: mild, moderate, and severe.  For mild special education 
students in a small district, the cost was $11,781 additional dollars to elevate 
every student in every school to the proficiency standard.  That meant the small 
district schools would need both the $11,327 for the regular students and 
$11,781 for mild special needs students to bring students up to the standard.  
According to Mr. Silverstein, the table also included the additional costs needed 
for moderate and severe special education students.  He explained that the costs 
regarding moderate and large school districts were also included in the table and 
could be used to determine the cost for each student in any one district.  
Mr. Silverstein pointed out that the figures contained in Table III-10 were the 
figures used by APA in creating formulas and costs per district. 
 
Mr. Augenblick indicated that the figures discussed by Mr. Silverstein were 
precise and based on precise counts of people multiplied by precise salary levels 
and benefit rates for those people, resulting in a figure for a per-student basis.  
The question was how that information would be used in a district with 
952 students, of which 38 were in mild special education.  Mr. Augenblick noted 
that there were patterns, and APA’s job was to try to determine how those 
patterns worked. 
 
Mr. Augenblick directed the Committee’s attention to Table V-2 on page 71 of 
Exhibit D.  The table contained some of the same figures, such as the enrollment 
levels of the three hypothetical districts and the total base costs in dollars.  The 
only difference was that Table V-2 depicted the ratio of the dollars to the base.  
For example, the dollar figure per student in a small district for mild special 
education was 1.04 times $11,327.  APA related the numbers to the total 
base cost by dividing them.  That ratio indicated that the added cost of serving 
students with mild special education needs in a small district would be an 
additional 1.04 times the base cost in that district.    
 
Mr. Augenblick stated that information, along with the other ratios, became the 
“grist for the mill” as APA attempted to determine what that meant.  He asked the 
Committee to look at the mild special education column, which depicted the 
added cost for special needs students as 1.04 for the small district, .88 for the 
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moderate district, and .89 for the large district.  The question was whether there 
was a pattern that APA could utilize to create a formula that could apply to all 
districts.  It appeared that the small district had a higher number and the 
moderate and large districts were approximately the same level.  Mr. Augenblick 
noted that the panelists who completed the work on the PJ approach had no idea 
what the final formula would look like.  In fact, APA did not know what the formula 
would look like or what the ratios would be, and the ratios simply “dropped out” of 
the analysis of the cost, which was used to arrive at the ratios and formulas.             
 
Mr. Augenblick then explained the various ratio patterns shown in the different 
categories in Table V-2 for special education students.  He indicated that the 
question was how to create a formula that would recognize the differences and 
come close to mimicking them so the formula could be applied throughout the 
districts, no matter how many special education students were enrolled in each 
school, and no matter the size of the district.  In order to do that, APA placed the 
figures on a graph, used a computer to put lines through the figures and then 
determined what the formulas for those lines would be.  It was scientific in the 
sense that APA used a computer program that was designed to tell how to fit a 
line to those numbers, which resulted in the formulas shown on page 72 of 
Exhibit D.  Mr. Augenblick pointed out that the formulas were simple in order to 
understand the relationship between the base cost and size.  The formulas 
attempted to delineate the relationship between district size and spending that 
needed to be made.   
 
On page 72 under “Base Cost,” Mr. Augenblick said the PJ and SS approaches 
were listed separately and he pointed out that there was a difference in the 
formulas under each approach.  Because there was only one number for the 
SS approach, APA essentially picked up the formula using the PJ approach and 
ratcheted it down because the number for SS was lower.  He indicated that the 
formulas for base cost under the PJ approach and the SS approach were the 
same.  The difference was that the figures had been multiplied for SS by a 
constant of .644, which reduced them, simply because the amount APA started 
with for SS was lower than the corresponding amount for the PJ approach. 
 
According to Mr. Augenblick, APA encountered a problem when reviewing the 
formulas.  Because there were only three numbers, APA was not quite sure what 
to do with those districts that contained fewer than 780 students, so APA divided 
the formula into pieces.  APA took the statistical analysis it had done previously 
and looked at that portion that focused on districts with fewer than 780 students.  
Essentially, APA took that formula and added it to a formula from the PJ panel 
work for districts that had between 780 and 50,000 students.  Mr. Augenblick 
stated that APA then reviewed the relationship between the largest district, 
Clark County, and its spending and the second largest district in the state, 
Washoe County, and determined a formula that could be used to set the 
minimum level.   
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Mr. Augenblick called the Committee’s attention to “Base Cost,” “Conditions”   
shown under “Professional Judgment,” page 72 of the exhibit, which related to 
the size of the districts.  He noted that APA established a minimum that figures 
could not go below because the formula could result in an unreasonable number.  
He explained the formulas for the three groups, which consisted of less 
than 780 students, 781–6,500 students, and more than 6,500 students.  
Mr. Augenblick stated that APA wanted to inform the Committee that there were 
complex issues between size and costs, which the Committee had specifically 
asked APA to review.  He indicated that APA had used the PJ approach and 
statistical analysis.  A review of the actual numbers provided formulas that 
allowed APA to determine the base cost for a particular district, such as a district 
with 4,526 students.  Mr. Augenblick explained the process and indicated that 
could also be done with the SS approach, which would be smaller because the 
number was lower.   
 
Mr. Augenblick advised the Committee that formulas existed for all other 
adjustments, such as special education.  In the case of mild and moderate 
special education, the formula pertained to all districts and APA had not 
established different formulas for districts of different sizes.  According to 
Mr. Augenblick, if the enrollment figures were applied to the special education 
formula, the numbers would look similar to the work of the PJ panelists.  
Mr. Augenblick reiterated that the PJ panels did not determine the actual 
numbers; APA interpreted the work done by the panels to derive the numbers.  
In this particular case, APA established minimums and maximums because it did 
not have information that allowed it to conduct analyses regarding the minimum 
or maximum figures.  He explained the slight difference under moderate special 
education.       
 
Under severe special education, Mr. Augenblick said that APA created conditions 
relating to district sizes.  He went on to discuss the formulas for at-risk, ELL 
and career-technical education (CTE) as depicted on page 72 of Exhibit D.  
The costing-out of the PJ was critically important to the work.  It told APA about 
the relationship between the added cost of serving students with special needs 
and size.  In order to determine the actual cost of serving special needs students, 
the formulas would have to be applied individually for each district.     
 
Mr. Augenblick referred to slide 7 (Exhibit C).  The district sizes shown on the 
slide did not represent districts in Nevada, but simply represented a range of 
sizes that could occur within a state.  When the formulas were applied using the 
base adjustment measure, the numbers started as high as $9,975 for a district 
with as few as 100 students.  That number would drop to approximately 
$4,486 for the district with the largest number of students.  He pointed out that as 
enrollment increased, the base cost decreased, and that showed the relationship 
between the SS base cost and the size of districts, as best determined using all 
information available to APA.  Mr. Augenblick continued his discussion regarding 
the PJ base, and noted that the only difference was that the same formula was 
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applied and the ratio had the same “look” as the other ratios, but the numbers 
were higher.  He stated that the numbers were higher because the standard was 
much higher.  The SS base was about 64 percent of the PJ base, and that was 
the constant used by APA to make the formula work.  
 
Mr. Augenblick stated that under mild special education, the maximum weight 
was 1.04 for a district with 100 students, and it remained at 1.04 for districts with 
up to 500 students.  That figure dropped to .94 for districts with 2,500 students, 
and remained constant at .89 for larger districts.  Mr. Augenblick noted that the 
figures followed the same pattern as those for mild special education.  He stated 
that the figures were based on the actual numbers APA found when looking at 
the actual cost of resources identified by the panels.   
 
Continuing, Mr. Augenblick explained that the at-risk category was somewhat 
different.  The numbers started at a low number and increased slightly.  When 
using formulas, APA tried to avoid the “cliff” effect, wherein a district might end 
up in a position where if it had only a few more or a few less students, the base 
cost or weight would vary dramatically.  Mr. Augenblick stated that might create 
incentive for students to be mislabeled.  With APA’s formulas, the changes were 
gentle and avoided the “cliff” effect. 
 
Mr. Augenblick stated that slide 8 (Exhibit C) depicted the SS base, which 
was extremely difficult to graph for Nevada.  He explained that Nevada was 
interesting because with 17 districts of varying size, there had to be a scale large 
enough to encompass the largest district, along with the smallest district.  Once 
a district dropped to 2,000 to 5,000 students, it appeared that the graph 
flattened out.  Mr. Augenblick explained that the formula was so specific that the 
human eye could not detect the difference on the graph but, in fact, there were 
slight differences as the number of students decreased.  He noted that even for 
the higher counts, from 200,000 to 275,000 there would be a slight difference 
that could not be detected on the graph.  The formula mirrored what other states 
with similar formulas would expect to find, and that was very high costs per 
student for districts that were very small, such as those containing from 100 to 
1,000 students.  At some point, said Mr. Augenblick, when the district size 
reached 3,000 to 4,000 students, the graph hit a point where there was no longer 
a savings and the graph flattened out.   
 
Mr. Augenblick indicated that the graph on slide 8 depicted what occurred when 
the formula was applied with figures based on the PJ approach.  When the 
panels met several months ago and determined the needed resources, that 
information was critical in arriving at the formula.  Mr. Augenblick reminded the 
Committee that APA simply interpreted the results that were produced by the 
panels regarding the necessary resources.  APA’s job was to show the 
Committee how the information could be used to actually create formulas.  The 
Committee might ask whether the formula seemed reasonable and whether it 
made sense that a smaller district would have higher costs than a district with 
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a very large student population, and APA wanted to delineate the relationship 
between cost and size for the Committee.    
 
Mr. Augenblick indicated that slide 9 (Exhibit C) was an at-risk graph.  The scale 
still had to range from a very low number of students to 300,000 students, but the 
scale regarding the weight was very narrow, going between .3 and .35.  While 
the graph looked dramatic, it simply represented a transition somewhere 
between 25,000 and 50,000 students.  The major change resulted in numbers 
that were very small, so there was not a significant impact.   
 
Mr. Augenblick stated that, while meeting with the panels was fun and it was 
interesting to cost-out the information, APA was charged with creating a formula 
from those results, and the report was the result of that work.   Mr. Augenblick 
advised that Ms. Brown would explain how those formulas were translated so 
that APA could actually cost-out districts by looking at the circumstances.     
 
Amanda Brown, Augenblick, Palaich and Associates, directed the Committee’s 
attention to page 73 of Exhibit D, which depicted two examples of how 
the formulas worked within hypothetical districts.  She offered the following 
explanation:   
 
Example A: If there was a Nevada school district with 200 students, 27 of whom 
were in special education programs, 80 of whom were identified as at-risk, 10 of 
whom were in ELL programs, and 15 of whom were in CTE programs, the cost of 
adequacy would be calculated using the PJ approach as depicted on page 72 of 
Exhibit D for a district of less than 780 students: 
 

• Base cost  = 200 X $14,870, or $2,975,400 
• At-risk  = 80 X .30 X $14,877, or $357,048 
• ELL  = 10 X 1.21 X $14,877, or $180,012 
• CTE   = 15 X .14 X $14,877, or $31,242 

 
Ms. Brown pointed out that the special education category was broken out into 
three categories: 1) mild, 2) moderate, and 3) severe, with the following formulas: 
 

• 18 students categorized as mild       = 18 X 1.04 X $14,877, or $278,497 
• 7 students categorized as moderate =  7 X 1.69 X $14,877, or $175,995 
• 2 students categorized as severe      = 2 X 3.55 X $14,877, or $105,627 

 
Ms. Brown indicated that those calculations created the following totals: 
 

• District Total:  $4,103,821 
• Total per student:  $20,519 
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Ms. Brown went on to explain that Example B on page 73 of the exhibit depicted 
the same formulas at work for a district that included 50,000 students with 
6,750 students in special education programs, 20,000 identified as at-risk 
students, 2,500 students in ELL, and 3,715 students in CTE.  Using the same 
formulas, the totals were as follows: 
 

• District Total:  $475,759,045 
• Total per student:  $9,515 

 
Ms. Brown reiterated that the formulas used the PJ base as depicted on page 72 
of the exhibit. 
 
Mr. Augenblick interjected that the figures provided by Ms. Brown were 
hypothetical examples designed to show what would happen if there were the 
same proportion of students with special needs in districts of different sizes.  
The proportions were the same in both examples, but the districts were different 
in size, and that difference in size resulted in a different base, as well as different 
weights.  Mr. Augenblick pointed out that the size of the district affected the 
formulas and the result was a very different total expenditure per pupil in order to 
reach the base objective. 
 
Ms. Brown advised that Tables VI-1A through VI-1D on pages 79 through 90 of 
Exhibit D applied the formulas to Nevada’s school districts and their unique 
demographic characteristics.  Ms. Brown indicated that she would walk the 
committee through the first table, Table VI-1A, page 79 of the exhibit, which used 
the SS base without the Location Cost Metric (LCM).   
 
According to Ms. Brown, the table depicted school district characteristics under 
number I, broken out by small, moderate, and large districts, with 8 school 
districts considered small, 7 school districts considered moderate, and 
2 considered large, for a total of 17 districts.  The table also indicated the number 
of students in each small, moderate, and large school district.   
 
Number II of Table V1-1A depicted the estimated aggregate cost of adequacy 
(in millions), and Ms. Brown read the figures contained in the “Total” column as 
follows: 
 
 Base   $1,714.4 
 Special Education         226.5 
 At-Risk       206.0 
 ELL        132.7 
 CTE          15.9    
 Grand Total  $2,295.5 
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Ms. Brown stated that the estimated cost of adequacy per student was listed on 
page 79 of the exhibit, and the grand total was $6,221 per student.  Currently, for 
the 17 school districts in Nevada, the actual comparable spending, which again 
did not include capital, transportation, or food service, was $2,231.3 million, for a 
per-student total of $6,046. 
 
Ms. Brown referenced page 80 of Exhibit D and said that the information 
contained therein depicted districts with higher spending than the amount 
estimated to be adequate using the SS base.  In that case, there were five 
districts that were spending above what APA considered to be adequate.  
The figures indicated that there were 23,975 students in those districts and the 
estimated adequate spending, using the SS base, was $156.2 million.  
The actual comparable spending in 2003-04 was $171.5 million, or an additional 
$15.3 million, which equated to an additional $640 per student.   
 
Page 81 of the exhibit, Ms. Brown explained, contained information regarding 
districts that were spending below what APA considered adequate.  In that case, 
there were 12 districts, with 345,047 students, that were spending below 
adequacy.  The estimated adequate spending in 2003-04 was $2,139.4 million 
and the actual comparable spending in that same year was $259.8 million.  
Ms. Brown indicated those figures amounted to actual spending under adequacy 
of $79.6 million, or $231 per student.   
 
Mr. Augenblick advised that the tables referenced by Ms. Brown contained 
important information.  If the state wanted to ensure that those 12 districts were 
spending at the adequate level, as calculated by APA, an additional 
$79.6 million, or about $231 per student, would be required in those 12 districts.  
The information contained in the exhibit was important in the sense that it gave 
the Committee an idea of the total, but in APA’s view, it was always important to 
break the information into categories that were higher and lower, in order to 
understand where the districts would fall within the calculated level.  
 
Ms. Brown continued her presentation and called the Committee’s attention to 
page 82 of the exhibit, Table VI-1B.  She explained that the table depicted figures 
utilizing the SS base and incorporating the Location Cost Metric (LCM).  
The grand total was $2,287 million, or $6,198 per student.  Ms. Brown stated that 
the structure was essentially the same, with districts broken out into size groups 
with actual comparable spending.  She noted that page 83 depicted that 
10 districts were spending more than the adequate amount and the overspending 
was estimated to be $24.4 million, or $669 per student.   
 
Page 84 of the exhibit contained information regarding districts that were 
spending lower than the adequate amount.  Ms. Brown said with the SS base 
and using the LCM, the actual spending under adequacy for 2003-04 was 
$80.2 million, or $241 per student.   
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Ms. Brown indicated that Table VI-1C on page 85 of the exhibit depicted figures 
using the PJ base, without LCM, and what resources would be needed to meet 
the 2013-14 standard of almost 100 percent of students meeting proficiency.  
The grand total was $3,564.5 million, or $9,659 per student, for adequacy. 
 
Continuing her presentation, Ms. Brown stated that page 86 of the exhibit 
depicted districts with higher spending than the amount estimated to be adequate 
using the PJ base, and it appeared there would be one district 
spending higher than that amount. The overspending would be $0.04 million, or 
$627 per student.  Ms. Brown remarked that it was important to note that there 
were only 67 students in that district.  Page 87 depicted districts with lower 
spending that the amount estimated to be adequate, and 16 districts fell into 
that category. The actual spending under adequacy was $1,332.2 million, or 
$3,614 per student. 
 
Page 88 depicted the districts with higher spending, using the PJ base and 
incorporating the LCM, and Ms. Brown reported that the grand total was 
$33,551.3 million, or $9,623 per student.  The two districts spending higher than 
the amount estimated to be adequate were shown on page 89 of the exhibit and 
the overspending total was $0.8 million, or $2,801 per student.  Page 90 of the 
exhibit showed the districts spending lower than the amount calculated to be 
adequate.  Fifteen districts fell into that category for an under spending total of 
$1,320.8 million, or $3,579 per student. 
 
Mr. Augenblick said the tables summarized the application of all formulas to all 
districts in Nevada and attempted to determine, without actually naming the 
districts, how those districts broke out in terms of being either above or below the 
level of adequacy, depending upon which adequacy number was used, as well 
as what occurred when LCM was applied.  He stated that APA was interested in 
determining whether that factor would make a difference, and the figures 
contained in the tables indicated that there was a difference.  Mr. Augenblick 
noted that the tables included a wide range of numbers and the numbers were 
very large when reaching for the standard that represented the future and 
applying all adjustments.   
 
Referencing Tab VIII of Exhibit D, Mr. Augenblick noted that chapter raised some 
questions regarding how to deal with the different base numbers and questions 
that might arise if the state used those numbers to create a formula.  
APA determined that the easiest way to move from one number to the other was 
to start at the lower number and move to the higher number.  In some sense that 
was logical, because it would start at a lower expectation for performance and 
would move to a higher expectation for performance.  Mr. Augenblick indicated 
that the problem, to some extent, was that the numbers used to cost-out in the 
report were from the 2003-04 school year, making it “old” information because 
the state was already in the 2006-07 school year.   
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Mr. Augenblick directed the Committee’s attention to slide 13 (Exhibit C), which 
raised questions about the weights.  When costing out, APA applied weights to 
every qualified student and had no knowledge as to whether there were students 
who qualified for multiple weights.  There might be a student who was in special 
education and was considered at-risk based on low income, in which case APA 
would apply both weights in the numbers provided for that student; consequently, 
in some cases, students could receive weights in numbers such as 5, 6, or 7, 
depending on the circumstances.  If the system was actually implemented, the 
highest weight might be applied to any student who qualified for multiple weights.  
Mr. Augenblick informed the Committee that weight was a policy issue that 
should be addressed when dealing with the formula.  APA believed that the 
numbers provided in the report were high if the policy question was answered by 
applying the highest weight that applied to a particular student, which would 
require counts of those students. 
 
Mr. Augenblick referred to slide 12 (Exhibit C) and pointed out that the state 
would not want to create a funding system that provided sufficient money for 
students using the weights described in Exhibit D without taking into 
consideration the fact that the federal government allocated funding to the state 
for education.  APA suggested that the state modify the weights in light of the fact 
that federal money was available primarily for the purpose of paying for 
special needs students, whether under Title I funding or special education 
funding.   
 
Mr. Augenblick noted that APA had reviewed the federal allocation to the state 
and determined that it should be applied to the money that would be produced by 
the weights.  He noted that special education might produce a cost of 
$200 million, and if $100 million was available from the federal government to 
pay part of that $200 million, the question arose regarding avoidance of a double 
count.  Mr. Augenblick advised against the state determining what each district 
should receive based on the weights, deducting the amount available from the 
federal government, and funding the difference.  If that action was taken, APA 
believed Nevada would run afoul of what the federal government called its 
“supplement, not supplant” rules.  The federal government does not want states 
to make calculations based on federal funding.  
 
According to Mr. Augenblick, APA suggested that the state adjust the weights in 
light of the availability of federal money and reduce them, which would reduce 
the weights substantially, as shown on page 111 of Exhibit D.  Mr. Augenblick 
cautioned that the relationship between the weights and the base was the same, 
regardless of whether the PJ or SS approach was used, but because the base 
would differ, the actual value of the weight changed.  Assuming that the federal 
money was a constant, the value of the federal money, in effect, went down as 
the state moved to a higher base.  Mr. Augenblick noted that in order to reduce 
the ELL weight by 42 percent, the mild special education rate by 25 percent, the 
moderate special education rate by 17 percent, the severe special education rate 
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by 9 percent, or the career tech weight by 57 percent, the state would be 
required to have a system that looked at both the federal allocation and the base 
as it changed over time.  The change in the weight would be dependent upon 
how much federal money was actually received, and that would be a yearly 
calculation.  Mr. Augenblick said it was an important calculation that would save 
the state some money, as it should, because federal money was available to pay 
for some identified costs, but the state should use caution in its approach to that 
calculation.   
 
Mr. Augenblick then discussed using the LCM (slide 13, Exhibit C).  He stated 
that the LCM was an option available to the state and there were choices that the 
state could make about its application.  As APA had seen in the past when 
working with other state legislatures, whenever there was a number that had both 
positive and negative values, the legislature chose to apply only the positive 
values.  He stated that APA used both the plusses and minuses when applying 
the LCM, because in its view, that was the best method to use.  APA suggested 
that the Committee apply both the plusses and minuses because those numbers 
reflected the true costs faced by districts when providing services. 
 
Mr. Augenblick moved on to slide 14 (Exhibit C) and referred to the question of 
how to modify the base in the future.  One question that arose was the impact 
inflation would have on those figures.  That topic had been discussed with the 
Committee in the past and APA provided a procedure to use to deal with 
inflation.  Whether the state chose to use APA’s procedure or another procedure, 
there would be a need to adjust figures based on inflation over time.  
Mr. Augenblick said the second question was how often inflation needed to be 
studied or analyzed.  He said that the simple rule of thumb was that the state 
could wait approximately 5 or 6 years to make an adjustment for inflation, or it 
could wait until such time as there was a significant change in its accountability 
systems.   
 
Mr. Augenblick explained that the state could actually develop a new procedure 
whereby it did not allocate money to school districts for reallocation to individual 
schools, but rather used the information provided by APA to allocate funding 
directly to individual schools.  The problem facing the state, if it chose to deal 
directly with individual schools, was the policy issue, and the state would have to 
make a decision regarding whether or not schools were small because of size, 
small because the district wanted smaller schools, or small because smaller 
schools benefited most from the formula.   
 
Mr. Augenblick referred to formulas found on page 74 and Table V-3 on page 76 
of Exhibit D where applications to specific schools were shown.  He explained 
that page 76 contained a random sample of schools, or schools that differed in 
ways that APA believed would be interesting to compare, and the table contained 
adequacy figures using both the SS and PJ approaches for each school.  
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Mr. Augenblick indicated that applying formulas to school size and adding on 
district costs was very complex and cumbersome.         
 
Table VIII-2 contained on page 113 of Exhibit D depicted the way to move from 
school year 2003-04 to school year 2013-14, and the aggregate total cost of 
adequacy.  Mr. Augenblick said the table did not take into consideration the 
availability of federal money, or the possibility that the state would not double 
count students for weighting purposes and would apply the highest weight to 
special needs students.  He indicated that the table was based on district-level 
application rather than school-level.   
 
Mr. Augenblick said the theory of Table VIII-2 was that the state could move from 
the SS base to the PJ base.  The problem was that the figures would have to 
reach the figures for the 2006-07 school year and move forward from that point.  
He stated that the method used by APA to reach school year 2006-07 was to add 
the $79.6 million mentioned by Ms. Brown earlier as being required in those 
districts that were below adequacy using the SS approach and the inflation rate.  
Mr. Augenblick noted that the inflation rate used by APA throughout the entire 
period from 2003-04 to 2013-14 was 2.3 percent, which was determined by LCB 
as the future average annual inflation rate.   
 
Mr. Augenblick continued by saying that if the $79.6 million was added to the 
2003-04 school year and that figure was inflated by 2.3 percent, the result would 
be the $2.364 billion figure shown on the 2005-06 year line.  Assuming student 
counts were the same and inflation was 2.3 percent each year, the ending figure 
for 2013-14 would be $4.457 billion.  The next question would be Nevada’s 
course of action between year 2006-07 and year 2013-14.  Mr. Augenblick 
indicated that APA provided two choices for the state for that time frame.  Using 
the PJ figure for 2003-04, the state would have to determine where that figure 
would be in 2013-14 if inflation was 2.3 percent each year for those 10 years.  
According to Mr. Augenblick, if the state took that action, it would end up at 
$4.457 billion. 
 
Mr. Augenblick further explained that in order to get from the $2.364 billion for 
year 2004-05 (Table VIII-2, Exhibit D) to the figure for year 2013-14, the two 
choices would be: 
 

1. Increase the amount by a similar percent each year, which would use a 
7.3 percent annual increase, including the 2.3 percent inflation.   

2. Increase the amount by a constant amount for that time from $438 million 
per year. 

 
Mr. Augenblick noted that the figures depicted in the table for the 2006-07 year 
were what would have occurred if the state had utilized either of those two 
options.  If the state chose to use the 7.3 percent increase for the 2-year period 
from 2004-05 to 2006-07, the cost would have increased to $2.759 billion.  If the 
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state chose to use the annual increase, the cost would have increased to 
$2.829 billion.   
 
According to Mr. Augenblick, Table VIII-2 also showed what would have occurred 
if APA had simply taken the amount spent in year 2003-04 and increased it by 
inflation to year 2013-14, and that number would have been $2.801 billion.  
The table indicated that if the state simply implemented inflation without taking 
into account federal allocations or other changes, the PJ would put the state at 
59 percent, if nothing changed between 2003-04 and 2013-14.  Mr. Augenblick 
stated that was simply to illustrate the fact that the state should not take that 
action and there were alternative ways to make changes.  He added that the 
state had to determine what policy choices to make and APA simply provided the 
information for the state to review.         
 
 Mr. Augenblick stated that he hoped the Committee had gained some 
understanding of the work done by APA and how it all fit together.   
 
Chairwoman Smith thanked APA staff for their presentation and declared the 
Committee in recess for approximately 15 minutes. 
 
Chairwoman Smith reconvened the meeting and asked Mr. Augenblick whether 
he had any further comments.  Mr. Augenblick reminded Committee members 
that the report contained additional information, some of which was not directly 
related to the calculations. APA had also provided background information, 
comparisons to other states, and discussion regarding formulas from other 
states.     
 
Assemblyman Holcomb said that APA had mentioned some of the factors that 
went into the figures, such as all-day kindergarten and tutoring, and he asked 
whether APA’s report listed the items that had been included in the calculation of 
the figures, and the page numbers where that information could be located. 

Mr. Augenblick replied that information was contained on various pages within 
the report (Exhibit D) and Mr. Silverstein and Ms. Brown would respond further. 
 
Ms. Brown stated that the specifics of what was included in the calculations for 
the PJ approach were found under Tab III, starting on page 50, and Table III-6A 
through Table III-6C (Exhibit D), which showed programs that were included and 
the percentage of students expected to participate in those programs. 
 
Mr. Silverstein indicated that references to programs, such as kindergarten, were 
found in the text of Chapter III of Exhibit D.  There was no explicit layout of 
exactly what each panel wanted for each hypothetical school.  There was 
consensus within the groups regarding the resources needed to establish 
different programs in order to elevate students to the standard.  Full-day 
kindergarten was an across-the-board resource within all panels, but APA did not 
have a list for each individual panel for each individual program.  The tables in 
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the exhibit listed the resources that were identified, along with a description of 
many of the programs discussed by the panels.   
 
Mr. Silverstein referenced Table III-6A, page 50 of Exhibit D, which depicted 
after-school programs for all students.  The panels for elementary schools 
agreed that an average of 25 percent of the population would be served by an 
after-school program and that program would be needed to elevate students to 
the 100 percent standard.  He pointed out that Table III-6A only focused on those 
programs that generally occurred outside the regular school day.   
 
Mr. Augenblick noted that APA used the information as a basis for making a 
calculation.  The people who met on the panels came to a consensus, but did not 
provide APA staff with specifics, such as which textbooks to use or the exact 
ratio for each circumstance.  The panels provided information for hypothetical 
schools.  Mr. Augenblick said he did not want the Committee to think that APA 
had outlined the single best way to organize schools in Nevada, and if every 
school participated, they would reach the standard.  The study was conducted 
under the theory that there was no one best way to organize schools, and it was 
simply a procedure used by APA to arrive at a cost.  Mr. Augenblick indicated 
that if the state provided the money, the schools and/or districts would organize 
themselves depending upon their different circumstances.   
 
Assemblyman Holcomb said it would have been enlightening and helpful to him if 
APA had included a list of the factors considered by the panels.  He said he 
would like to see a list of factors before making any decisions.  Mr. Augenblick 
advised that APA could provide some of that information, and Mr. Holcomb 
replied that would be appreciated.  Mr. Augenblick went on to say that the only 
way APA could make formulas and calculations apply to all schools was to base 
the formulas on the money because it could not calculate each resource 
separately.  The formula was created by combining the resources into dollars 
and then conducting an analysis of those dollars.  According to Mr. Augenblick, 
that was the only way APA could create a system that was sensitive to the 
differences within all districts. 
 
Mr. Holcomb reiterated that he had to make a decision and he would like to 
review the information that was considered by APA, as he was currently in the 
dark.  Mr. Augenblick responded that he would provide the information requested 
by Mr. Holcomb. 
 
Senator Hardy requested clarification regarding the Successful Schools (SS) 
approach.  The Committee had been told that one of the strengths of the 
SS approach was that it did not simply identify schools that were doing well today 
and might enroll students who were likely to meet performance expectations, but 
rather, the approach identified schools that either consistently attained the 
performance levels called for in the future or showed an improvement in 
performance.  He asked whether that included the same narrow “snapshot” set of 
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students from which to extrapolate future performance.  Senator Hardy indicated 
that he was having a difficult time determining how that claim could be made 
regarding the SS approach.  
 
Mr. Silverstein explained that APA made that statement because for the first 
criteria, APA targeted the 2008-09 standards, or future standards, and was not 
looking at an absolute standard for the present.  APA evaluated every school’s 
pattern of growth from the 2002-03 school year through the 2004-05 school year 
to see how the schools grew over those three testing years.  Mr. Silverstein 
advised that APA then extrapolated information forward, assuming that growth 
would be similar through the 2008-09 school year and the school would meet 
the 2008-09 standard.  For the first criteria, schools that were meeting the 
2008-09 standard at the current time would be included if they had met the 
standard consistently.  APA allowed for districts below the 2004-05 standard, but 
if those districts were growing at a very rapid rate, they would be on target to hit 
the 2008-09 standard, and that was the reason the statement was included in the 
report.   
 
Senator Hardy opined that it would be statistically impossible to account for the 
fact that a school might have an exceptional group of students.  It might have 
nothing to do with any other external factor except the students.  Statistically, 
there might be no way to account for that except by looking at a much larger 
sample. 
 
Mr. Silverstein indicated that APA believed that the second filter, which reviewed 
how well the school dealt with the special needs populations, helped reach the 
point of not just considering students who would, by definition, often do well.  
Those schools were not only doing well with their regular students, which would 
allow them to reach the 2004-05 or the 2008-09 benchmarks that were relatively 
low compared to the 100 percent standard, but they were also doing well with 
special needs populations, which was unique in schools across the country.  
Many schools were experiencing difficulty in elevating the special needs 
populations to the higher standards.  Mr. Silverstein thought that between the 
two criteria, APA had a grasp regarding the schools that were doing well with the 
entire student population and not just because some students would naturally do 
well. 
 
Senator Hardy appreciated the clarification and thought it made sense.  He was 
not sure whether there was an answer to his concern, which dealt with overall 
methodology.  He was troubled by the fact that the PJ approach, “…relied upon 
two national experts to inform the panel of types of resources research shows 
may be needed to improve student performance.”  The Committee was basically 
being asked to approve or accept funding recommendations based on the 
findings of two national experts.  Senator Hardy noted that those findings might 
be accurate, but he questioned what the recommendations from the experts 
were, as he had not participated in the discussion.  He remarked that the 
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Committee was basically accepting the premise or findings regarding what 
Nevada’s educational offerings should be without knowing upon what information 
those findings were based.  Senator Hardy did not think there was anything the 
consultants could do about that fact, but it was a methodology concern that he 
wanted included in the record. 
 
Mr. Silverstein stated that he would explain why the evidence-based approach 
was used and how it was used in other states, why APA specifically selected the 
two experts, and how that data was used in the overall PJ process.  According to 
Mr. Silverstein, the evidence-based approach had historically taken research, 
applied it to a 500-student elementary or secondary school and then reported 
whether that research indicated if the ratios of personnel to students were met; 
if so, the school would be adequate.  The approach did not necessarily indicate 
that the school would meet specific standards.  In fact, if APA included the 
evidence-based work that was conducted in Arizona, Kentucky or Arkansas, APA 
would simply have presented a “one-size-fits-all” approach.  Mr. Silverstein 
indicated that APA wanted to tailor the evidence-based approach to Nevada 
standards, which it believed was a good starting point for the PJ panels.  
He stated that APA had asked three national experts to conduct that work, but 
one had to drop out toward the end of the project.  Those experts provided APA 
with a group of figures with which to start the PJ approach in Nevada.   
 
Mr. Silverstein continued, saying that APA attempted to inform the 39 educators 
from Nevada regarding some of the national research.  APA believed that the 
educators were aware of the research, and APA wanted to have the figures 
“on the table.”  Those numbers were then adjusted by the Nevada educators who 
worked every day on the standards and understood the students, the districts, 
the schools in which they were working, and the standards that they were being 
asked to meet.  Mr. Silverstein indicated that the numbers from the national 
experts were not the numbers at which the panels ultimately arrived.  The panels 
were able to raise or lower the numbers, or decide that the resources were not 
the type that would be used in Nevada schools.  Mr. Silverstein advised that APA 
provided a starting point for the panels, because it was a good discussion point 
to commence the PJ panels.  He reiterated that the final figures came from 
information provided by Nevada educators. 
 
Senator Hardy remarked he did not mean to indict the methodology; he believed 
that APA was correct in providing that information and it was the best thing to do.  
His main concern was that potentially a large part of the responsibility and 
obligation as a legislator to make sure Nevada provided quality education was 
being forfeited to a group of professionals.  He wanted to make sure that the 
Committee understood what research those recommendations included, how the 
research fit into the Nevada model, and that the Committee did not have access 
to that information.  He did not believe that it necessarily fatally flawed the study, 
but he thought it took the Committee to what Chairwoman Smith pointed out as 
being the beginning rather than the end of the process.  Speaking as one 
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member of the Committee, Senator Hardy stated he needed a lot more 
information regarding the basis from which the panels started. 
 
Chairwoman Smith wanted to clarify that APA used national experts to provide a 
starting point for the panels.  She reflected back on the time when the 
development of the academic standards commenced in Nevada.  She indicated 
that standards from other states and national groups were used as a starting 
point and local participants then drew on their experience to come up with a 
product.  Chairwoman Smith believed that was what APA was indicating, i.e., that 
it used those experts for information as a starting point.  She noted that there 
was an appendix that included a list of the resources used in Exhibit D, but local 
participants of the PJ panels used their own opinions in the development of the 
product. 
 
Mr. Silverstein said that Chairwoman Smith was exactly right.  The panels 
reviewed the work from the national experts, which were only a handful of the 
numbers needed for the resources for a complete school.  The work did not 
include the resources needed throughout the school, but rather, included the few 
figures that were actually backed by research, such as teachers, principals and 
counselors.  The end results were all based on the opinions of the Nevada 
educators; the panels were able to review the research, but the end result did not 
include the same figures. 
 
Senator Hardy commented that the evidence-based approach indicated that 
two national experts set up the initial research-based resource levels for 
consideration by the Nevada panels, which could accept, reject, or modify the 
information.  Senator Hardy reiterated that it would be instructive for him to have 
further information regarding what those research-based resources included, the 
difference in the levels, and what changes or modifications were made by the 
Nevada panels, because he would like to understand the premise.   
 
Ms. Brown directed the Committee’s attention to page 25 of Exhibit D, which 
depicted the starting point recommended by the experts to use the research-
based method for a hypothetical school of a certain size.  Those figures were 
then converted to ratios that reflected the schools on which the panels would 
work.  Ms. Brown stated that Tables III-3A through III-3C on pages 35 through 43 
of the exhibit depicted the final numbers.  The exhibit did not contain 
a comparison table between the two sets of figures.     
 
Assemblyman Perkins opined that everyone shared some of the same concerns 
as those articulated by Senator Hardy, primarily because it was more of a 
beginning than an end to the process.  Mr. Perkins noted that the report included 
data that the legislative body was not used to dealing with at the interim 
committee level.  He predicted that the 2007 Legislature would spend a great 
deal of time working with the data, both within the money committees and the 
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education committees, in order to determine what the information meant and how 
it would affect Nevada’s system of school finance for years to come.   
 
Mr. Perkins noted that the report also begged the question regarding the role of 
the Legislature versus the role of the various school boards in providing 
education for Nevada.  He knew that the Legislature was reluctant to give up its 
authority and provide the so-called “local control” that was oftentimes bantered 
about in campaigns.  Mr. Perkins commented that because the Legislature had a 
partnership with the school boards and because, in his opinion, the Legislature 
played a very strong role in how the study moved forward, as the report was 
delivered to the February 2007 Legislative Session, he believed there would be a 
great deal of additional information that needed to come forward.   
 
Perhaps, said Mr. Perkins, those persons who participated in the PJ panels could 
come before the appropriate legislative committees and answer the questions 
raised by Senator Hardy.  He believed it would be important for the Legislature to 
have that comfort level for any type of funding at the level recommended by the 
study.  It was also important for the Legislature to rely on those experts in 
education to present the best advice in order to come to a decision regarding 
funding, such as how education would be funded, and to perpetuate the 
partnership between the Legislature and local school boards. 
 
Mr. Perkins believed that one of the challenges would be the fact that the study 
was based upon the wants of individual schools and districts.  Typically, said 
Mr. Perkins, the Legislature did not allow that type of flexibility and he was not 
sure that the 2007 Legislature would be any different in that respect.  That being 
the case, very in-depth conversations would have to take place throughout the 
state regarding how the Legislature would deal with the issue, because a school 
in Elko County could not be treated the same as a school in Clark County or any 
other county.  Mr. Perkins indicated that having the flexibility to initiate some 
and/or all of the recommendations contained in the report would be important, 
along with how the Legislature would require accountability to show the 
taxpayers the successes that the tax dollars could purchase.  Although there was 
a great deal of work yet to be done, he was very impressed with the draft report 
and believed that the Committee should be very proud as it moved forward. 
 
Chairwoman Smith commented that the document was extensive and Committee 
members had not had much time to review the contents.  When members began 
to review the document, they would start recognizing and putting together the 
information drawn upon by the PJ panels, such as lower class size, additional 
staff, textbooks and other consumables, full-day kindergarten, summer school, 
after school, Saturday school, and student activity funds, which were all 
discussed within the text of the document (Exhibit D).  Chairwoman Smith stated 
that the information could be assimilated into a format that would assist 
Committee members and the public as the process moved forward. 
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Chairwoman Smith wanted to clarify that the Committee was looking at school 
year 2003-04 expenditures regarding the base spending, which did not take into 
consideration the significant amount of money allocated by the 2005 Legislature.  
She asked members to keep in mind that the Legislature had made major 
changes to education funding during the 2005 Session.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked which special education definitions were used as the 
basis for special education levels of mild, moderate and severe.  Ms. Brown 
replied that she did not have the list of definitions in front of her, but she 
would provide some general guidelines.  The mild category included students 
with speech and learning disabilities and ADD.  The severe category included 
students suffering from autism, students who were blind or deaf, or those who 
suffered from traumatic brain injury.  The moderate category fell between mild 
and severe; however, Ms. Brown stated that, off hand, she could not provide any 
examples.  
 
Chairwoman Smith asked whether there was a general designation or guideline 
used by APA, such as federal designations.  Mr. Silverstein responded that APA 
did not use federal designations.  In working with the PJ approach panels, APA 
used the federal identifications.  He stated that through NCS or via state 
information, APA was able to acquire the number of students in each designation 
for each district and compile that information.  Mr. Silverstein said he could 
provide the list of exactly which designations were in each of the three 
categories, and Chairwoman Smith stated that would be helpful to the 
Committee. 
 
Chairwoman Smith asked whether APA could provide examples of some items 
recommended by the national experts or discussed as starting points.  
Mr. Silverstein reiterated that the majority of that information was contained on 
page 25 of Exhibit D. 
 
Senator Schneider referred to tables found on pages 25 and 26 of Exhibit D, 
which represented model schools.  It appeared that the experts believed a high 
school of model size would contain 1,250 students.  Senator Schneider reported 
that some high schools in Clark County contained approximately 3,000 to 4,000 
students.  He asked whether the experts believed that high schools should be 
smaller.   
 
Mr. Silverstein replied that the experts were not saying that high schools should 
be smaller, and APA provided information to the experts regarding schools of a 
hypothetical size from moderate hypothetical districts.  He referred to page 38 of 
Exhibit D, which depicted the size of the hypothetical schools used in the 
moderate district.  Mr. Silverstein said those schools were based on the actual 
average-sized schools for each of the elementary, middle and high school 
categories in the state of Nevada for the moderate-sized districts.  APA asked 
the panels to focus on those three schools to build the initial figures.  
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An explanation of how the ratios were determined was provided on page 27 of 
Exhibit D.   
 
Chairwoman Smith inquired about the flexibility of the report or methodology, and 
how reasonable it would be to remove a certain item and move forward with the 
remaining items.  Mr. Augenblick replied that it was clear to APA that the panels 
thought of the system as tied together.  The panels would argue that all the 
elements would be necessary in order to accomplish what they were asked to 
accomplish.   
 
Mr. Augenblick explained that from a practical perspective, it would not be 
impossible to designate certain elements which were different from what actually 
occurred in schools, whether it was preschool programs, after-school programs, 
or professional development.  He opined that it would be possible to remove 
certain elements, as long as the other elements remained the same.  However, 
he added, if elements were removed, it was possible that the calculations would 
change and, as a result, the base cost and weights would change; if only a few 
elements were removed, the formulas could continue to be used.       
 
Chairwoman Smith noted that one slide in Exhibit C depicted the calculation of 
at-risk costs as being less in a small district.  Mr. Augenblick explained that the 
slide reflected the actual cost of the resources the panelists believed were 
associated with that category.  Those ratios were narrow, unlike ratios where 
there were enormous differences between the smaller and larger districts. The 
differences in that particular ratio were relatively small.  He explained that 
formulas often worked from small to large when moving from small districts to 
large districts, because the base for the small district was usually higher.  
Mr. Augenblick stated that the figures were based on the information APA was 
given by the panels.  None of the panelists looked at ratios or weights; that 
information was determined by APA after costing-out. 
 
Assemblyman Holcomb stated that he was concerned about the severe special 
education category.  He asked how special education students in the severe 
category could achieve 100 percent efficiency according to federal standards.   
 
Mr. Augenblick replied that the panelists believed that certain resources would 
assure 100 percent of the students would be proficient.  The group that the 
panels were most concerned about was the severe special education group.  
Mr. Augenblick believed that federal requirements did not mandate that those 
students meet the same standard as the other students.  He noted that students 
in the severe category required an enormous amount of help simply to 
attend school.  The ratios were so small for a deaf and blind student or an 
autistic student that the costs were dramatically higher than they would be 
for another category.  To argue that the panels were guaranteeing that severely 
handicapped students would meet the 100 percent proficiency level was probably 
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incorrect and was not required by the NCLBA.  Nonetheless, Mr. Augenblick 
added, the cost of serving those students was very high. 
 
Chairwoman Smith asked Ms. Dopf if she had anything to add as her input would 
be welcome. 
 
Gloria Dopf, Deputy Superintendent of Public Instruction and former Director of 
Special Education for the State of Nevada, advised that Mr. Augenblick’s 
statement was correct regarding the exceptions within NCLBA for a very narrow 
population of special education students that fell under the description of severe.  
Ms. Dopf explained that one percent of the tested special education population 
were severely disabled students who could reach a standard of proficiency in an 
alternate assessment process called the Nevada Alternate Scales of Academic 
Achievement (NASAA).   
 
Ms. Dopf explained that schools were required to demonstrate proficiency of 
those students in the alternate assessment process utilizing a growth model.  
The state was not satisfied when students in the severe category were not 
provided specialized services by schools and were kept at the base level.  
Ms. Dopf also pointed out that moving students in the severe category ahead 
typically required a constellation of not only specialized instruction, but also 
support services such as specialized nursing care, speech therapy and physical 
therapy.  When looking at the array of services necessary to support those 
students in their growth, which when using an external standard for non-disabled 
students would indicate a minimal gain, the gain would be significant for severe 
students.   
 
In summary, Ms. Dopf advised that one percent of the tested special education 
population of students could be tested utilizing the alternate system, which would 
equate to a very minimal number of students when looking at the total student 
special education population and the percentage of those students who would be 
in the alternate system.  She said that further latitude was being explored 
regarding the testing of two percent of the special education population.  
That would allow the state to move some of the severe students who were not 
cognitively disabled but had other severe impairments, along with some of the 
students in the moderate group, to another standard that would be appropriate 
for those students and test those students against that standard.  Ms. Dopf 
indicated that three percent of the tested population was a small number, but 
given the nature of the needs of special education students, high costs were 
attached to those programs. 
 
Chairwoman Smith thanked Ms. Dopf for her input and asked for further 
questions from the Committee.  There being none, she thanked the 
representatives from APA for their presentation and opened the meeting for 
public comment. 
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IV. PUBLIC COMMENT. 
 
Donna Hoffman-Anspach introduced herself to the Committee and read the 
following into the record (Exhibit E): 
 

I am with Nevadans for Quality Education, a non-profit, non-partisan 
education advocacy organization.  Nevadans for Quality Education has 
been monitoring the meetings regarding ACR 10.  Adequacy for 
education funding is an issue most important to us.  Since we have not 
had time to review the report, we are not able to offer definitive 
solutions at this time and look forward to the work session next 
Thursday. 

 
In the meantime, there are a few issues I would like to address that 
those of us directly involved in the education trenches already know. 

 
Nevada ranks near the bottom in the litany of education statistics.  In 
addition to which, class sizes are much too large to give students the 
attention and instruction needed to offer a conducive learning 
environment.  Resources for non-English speaking students are 
woefully lacking.  And, the lack of qualified teachers puts students in a 
situation where too often they are babysat by a substitute teacher for 
weeks or even months.  Students are then expected to be successful, 
having learned nothing. 
 
On the other hand, we can use the same tired old rhetoric that Nevada 
actually funds education near the national per pupil average.  This 
would be true if we include the cost of funding capital construction 
projects.  We can say that Nevada spends more money on classroom 
programs than some comparable districts or comparable states.  We 
can also say that only through district reconfiguration can education be 
improved.  Or, we can say that our school districts have not spent their 
money wisely, so providing any additional funding would merely be a 
waste of taxpayer dollars.  However, these would be nothing more than 
the same excuses we’ve been hearing for years. 
 
The reality is simple, Nevada’s schools are falling further behind and 
so are the state’s children. We are asking an inadequate number of 
teachers with inadequate resources to educate our children; in turn, we 
ask our children to compete in a remarkably competitive global 
economy. 
 
Regardless of what the Augenblick report determines, we should 
remember that we continually ask for accountability from 
administrators and teachers.  But now it is time for the people of 
Nevada to be held accountable for the state of public education in 

 30



Nevada.  It is time for the silent majority who are busy raising their 
children to voice their opinions by contacting their legislators and 
making them aware of the inadequate funding and how it affects their 
children every day in the classroom.  Now is the time for solutions. 
 

Ms. Hoffman-Anspach acknowledged the time and energy the Committee had 
donated to the important issue and looked forward to contributing to the work 
session on August 31, 2006, and reviewing the report.  
 
Mary Jo Parise-Malloy, also representing Nevadans for Quality Education, 
introduced herself to the Committee and read the following testimony into the 
record (Exhibit E): 
 

Over the years, I have become increasingly frustrated with the fact that 
we keep discussing whether education is adequately funded or not.  
Nevada’s school districts have been through numerous audits during 
the past 10 years, and have proven, with few exceptions, to be both 
efficient and fiscally responsible.  Additionally, Nevada is not like other 
states in any number of ways, not the least of which is the makeup of 
its classrooms and how we fund education. 

 
Public education has not been a priority in this state.  Public 
education is the cornerstone in any society and should be treated as 
such.  We need to take care of our kids because they will be taking 
care of us. 

 
Nevada has money – it’s our priorities that are askew.  Is the Nevada 
Plan a fair way to fund education?  Do our tax dollars really fund what 
we are led to believe?  What about the surplus money – the ‘so 
called’ surplus is money that has not been appropriated to the 
General Fund as it should be?  If this money was applied to areas of 
need in the General Fund, the ‘so called’ surplus would not exist.  
The money would be funding the reality. 

 
Chairwoman Smith thanked Ms. Anspach and Ms. Malloy for their testimony. 
 
Ray Bacon, Nevada Manufacturer’s Association, stated there were questions he 
believed should be raised before the Committee made any decisions.  
He indicated that some were thought processes that were not part of the School 
Finance Adequacy Committee but would be legislative issues that would need to 
be faced at some point in time. 
 
Mr. Bacon advised that when looking at the graphs that were presented, 
it appeared that if transportation, debt service, food service, and capital were 
retained as centralized functions for Clark County, there would be minimal or no 
financial impact when breaking that school district down into districts of 
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approximately 50,000 students, because the line would become flat.  He thought 
the Committee should keep that thought in mind, because there would then be 
school districts in the range of 50,000 to 60,000 students, or about the same size 
as Washoe County.   
 
Mr. Bacon referenced the growth assumptions in the models to reach the 
2007-08 testing year.  He noted that the data available when the project started 
basically indicated the use of 2003-04 test data.  Once the list of successful 
schools was created, Mr. Bacon asked whether APA reconfirmed the test data 
from years 2004-05 and 2005-06 that those successful schools did, in fact, stay 
in their growth model.  He also wondered whether those schools stayed on track 
as far as the performance with the special populations.  Mr. Bacon pointed out 
that if the leader of a school was changed, performance could also change 
drastically.  If an assumption was made based upon three years of test data that 
schools were going to be successful schools in the state, he believed once the 
additional data became available, at least those successful schools should be 
verified.   
 
Mr. Bacon referenced the Office of Commissioner of Higher Education (OCHE) 
and its approach to weighted student funding, weighted student funding formulas, 
and the new 100 percent approach, which was the topic of a recent editorial in 
the New York Times by Rod Paige, former Education Secretary, which indicated 
that the Fordham Institute, along with a whole litany of bipartisan education 
policymakers, had signed on in support of the 100 percent solution, which was a 
counter piece to the 65 percent solution.  According to Mr. Bacon, the weighted 
student funding formulas that came from districts that had already moved 
forward, such as Los Angeles, Chicago, Edmonton, and Houston, did not match 
the weighted student funding formulas that were included in the proposal from 
APA.   
 
Mr. Bacon wondered whether those four or five separate formulas should be 
reviewed to determine whether those numbers were different before Nevada 
moved forward.  Even if the numbers were different, and even if the state of 
Nevada was different, the Legislature should understand the difference before 
locking in the numbers.  Mr. Bacon indicated that the numbers were based on an 
assumption, and if the assumption was changed, many of formulas would all of a 
sudden become somewhat suspect. 
 
Chairwoman Smith thanked Mr. Bacon for his testimony, and voiced concurrence 
with his comments.  She stated that the reason she kept repeating that this was 
the beginning was because the process required a great deal of consideration 
and delving into the numbers. 
 
Senator Schneider observed that Mr. Bacon’s assumption was that a smaller 
district of 50,000 students would produce better students.  He asked that 
Mr. Bacon present some cost estimates and ongoing estimates regarding 
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breaking up the Clark County School District to the Committee at its next 
meeting.  That information should include the cost for administration, 
superintendents, bussing, and cafeterias.  Senator Schneider stated that was 
information the Committee should know, because the cost would not be “$1.98,” 
but rather in the millions, and those figures should be included in the cost for 
education.  Senator Schneider asked Mr. Bacon to provide the numbers and his 
estimate of what it would cost to break up the district.  Senator Schneider said 
there was also a presumption that student performance would be better with 
smaller districts as opposed to smaller schools.  He stated that he would like to 
see some numbers before the Committee continued with the theory that breaking 
up the district would be the savior for education in Nevada. 
 
Mr. Bacon agreed with Senator Schneider that it was an issue that needed to be 
addressed.  He did not believe that smaller districts necessarily would guarantee 
a higher quality of education.  A review of the historical basis for school districts 
in the early 1800’s through the 1840’s, when school districts were fundamentally 
established, indicated that a major reason for local control was to ensure that the 
school board was one of the most representative portions of government 
because local control and parental input were wanted.  Prior to the consolidation 
that took place throughout the country in the post World War II era through 
1955 to 1960, most school districts dealt with a half dozen to a dozen schools, 
with a few cities being the exception, such as New York and Chicago.  Mr. Bacon 
explained that as school districts consolidated and became larger, school 
districts now existed that were the least representative legislative body or policy 
making body in the entire country.   
 
According to Mr. Bacon, a comparison between Clark County, Los Angeles, 
New York and Chicago, would show that Los Angeles, New York and Chicago 
had either regional boards or another sub-entity that were more responsive to the 
public and more localized.  Mr. Bacon commented that Clark County “stuck out” 
as the fifth largest school district without a level of localized government.  
The other school district that did not have some level of localized government 
was the Dade County School District in Miami.   
 
Mr. Bacon said there would certainly be costs associated with breaking up the 
Clark County School District, but it was interesting to note that the data 
provided by APA fundamentally said that the ongoing costs would not be 
substantially greater. There was a certain segment of the population who 
believed that the Clark County School District, because of its size, was less 
responsive to parents and student needs than it should be.  Mr. Bacon said that 
he did not have children and did not live in Clark County, so he did not know 
whether or not that was a valid complaint, but at the very least, it would raise a 
question for legislative consideration.  The issue had come up during the last four 
sessions of the Legislature, and he had the utmost confidence it would come up 
again. 
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Chairwoman Smith thanked Mr. Bacon for his presentation and recognized 
Mr. Enge. 
 
Joe Enge, EdWatch Nevada, advised that he was a parent and had two children 
starting school that day.  He questioned some of the premises of the study.  
First, more money did not always increase educational achievement.  Mr. Enge 
stated that he began by teaching juveniles at Rite of Passage in 1988 in Quonset 
huts using old textbooks that did not match, and he pointed out that a person 
could accomplish a great deal with limited resources.  Mr. Enge indicated that he 
also had the opportunity to teach in the former Soviet Union, once again with 
very limited resources.  He advised that those students were at the opposite end 
of academics, as they were the best students in the nation and were highly 
motivated.  With very few resources, those students succeeded, and Mr. Enge 
remained in contact with them.  Some of those students had become lawyers or 
business owners and were leaders in their country.  Mr. Enge questioned the 
premise that more money was the answer and he believed that the Committee 
should review systemic issues and greater choices for parents.   
 
Mr. Enge reported that the figures for the 2005-06 school year were now 
available and Sparks High School was listed as a successful school.  However, 
Sparks High School had dropped from year two “in need of progress” to year 
three.  He believed that listing Sparks High School as a successful school was 
an error.  Mr. Enge said he noticed that Mark Twain Elementary School in 
Carson City was not on the list of successful schools, and it actually scored high 
achieving, whereas Eagle Valley Middle School technically got a “bye” this year 
but was still on the list as needing improvement.  He questioned the premise of 
the SS model as a base for spending. 
 
Continuing, Mr. Enge pointed out that the very hypothetical PJ model 
encompassed the need for some very serious money.  He thought the PJ model 
was very spurious, very hypothetical, and unless the state was going to spend 
hypothetical money, Mr. Enge opined that the Committee needed to rethink what 
action should be taken. 
 
Chairwoman Smith thanked Mr. Enge for his input and asked APA staff if they 
had any further comments. 
 
Mr. Silverstein indicated that the only piece he wanted to address was reviewing 
the schools based on the 2005-06 performance data.  He clarified that the 
performance data used by APA for SS encompassed three years and included 
2004-05.  Mr. Silverstein explained that the only year not included was 2005-06.   
 
Chairwoman Smith said that the record should reflect that the model used by 
APA in the study for SS was not the same gauge as that used for adequate 
yearly progress (AYP). 
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Chairwoman Smith asked for further testimony from the audience and there 
being none, opened discussion regarding Agenda Item V. 
 
V. DISCUSSION, DEVELOPMENT AND INSTRUCTIONS TO STAFF 
 REGARDING THE WORK SESSION FOR THE AUGUST 31, 2006 
 MEETING. 
 
Chairwoman Smith invited Committee members and participants to place any 
items they would like considered for the Work Session on the record.  In addition 
to the APA study in general, the Committee had considered other items, such as 
student transportation and school construction, as examples of subjects that 
could certainly be considered as Work Session items.  Chairwoman Smith 
advised that the items could be placed on the table today or be submitted to staff 
by August 25, 2006, at 10:00 a.m.   
 
Senator Hardy did not know if his request could be accomplished in a week’s 
time, but requested that staff put the base line items considered by the panels in 
readable form.  He indicated that it seemed that the estimate was based on the 
wish list of educators, which he believed the Committee needed to understand.   
Senator Hardy said the report was in a format that the Legislature was not 
accustomed to reviewing or dealing with.  Before the Committee could make a 
solid recommendation regarding the report, members needed the document to 
be translated to depict what was being funded.  It would be difficult for the 
Legislature to make a decision until that action was taken.  The Committee was 
ultimately being asked to make a policy decision rather than simply to consider a 
financial issue.  Senator Hardy stated that LCB staff would need to digest the 
report and put it into a format that was more recognizable within the legislative 
process.  He believed that information on the requested resources and 
recommendations from the panels, such as class-size reduction, could be pulled 
from the report into a single document indicating what resources the state would 
be asked to fund. 
 
Senator Hardy recommended that the Committee ask LCB staff to take on the 
very daunting task of putting the document into a format that could be understood 
from a policy perspective and not just a fiscal perspective. 
 
Chairwoman Smith agreed and thought the study was one piece of the work, and 
staff could work on an appropriate format.  She advised that Committee 
members were provided with an overview of the study, which included some of 
the issues requested by Senator Hardy, and if Senator Hardy requested 
additional information beyond that overview, Chairwoman Smith asked that he 
advise staff.     
 
Assemblyman Perkins thought it would be beneficial if the Committee held a 
short discussion regarding school construction during the Work Session.  
He stated he was not sure what data would be necessary for that discussion to 
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be meaningful, but certainly the financial resources and construction needs for 
each county would help the Committee understand.  Mr. Perkins noted that the 
rural counties were experiencing serious challenges in meeting the needs of 
school construction, and he had heard that there were also concerns in Washoe 
County.  Mr. Perkins pointed out that Clark County was building schools as 
quickly as possible.  When discussing education adequacy, Mr. Perkins believed 
it was not easy to accomplish adequacy goals without proper facilities.  He asked 
that school construction be added to the agenda for the Work Session.   
 
Chairwoman Smith advised that school construction would be included on the 
Work Session agenda.  Since the Committee had already been presented with 
the current status in the counties, an overview could be put together regarding 
the current status for each county including their funding mechanisms. 
 
Chairwoman Smith stated that she would like to add transportation to the agenda 
for the Work Session to determine the commonalities between districts regarding 
such issues as bus replacement schedules and the distances that different 
students had to travel to school by walking.  Chairwoman Smith stated she was 
bothered by testimony presented to the Committee about the extreme differences 
in the districts regarding how far students were required to walk to school, and 
yet the districts were funded in the same manner.  Chairwoman Smith noted that 
the general concept of APA’s report would be added to the Work Session 
documents as well.   
 
Chairwoman Smith invited persons in the audience who had issues for 
discussion during the Work Session to come forward and address the 
Committee. 
 
Randy Robison, Executive Director, Nevada Association of School Boards 
(NASB), referenced a letter he sent to Chairwoman Smith and the Committee 
with respect to school construction issues (Exhibit F).  The letter was a review of 
the testimony provided by the NASB and included suggested ideas that had been 
discussed in the past during various committees, at school facilities, and with 
planning commissions, as well as one idea that had been discussed with this 
Committee.  
 
Chairwoman Smith thanked Mr. Robison and indicated that the Committee was 
in receipt of the document and school construction would be added to the 
Work Session agenda for Committee consideration.  
 
Chairwoman Smith thanked APA staff and explained that the contractor would 
not be available at the Work Session.  She noted that the study had been a long 
process, and whether persons liked the outcome of the study or agreed with the 
information as presented, it had been very good to work with APA.  Countless 
hours had been spent on the phone and in pre-meeting discussions with LCB 
staff.  Chairwoman Smith stated that LCB staff had been wonderful and had 
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posed many challenges, questions, and requests for information to the 
contractor.  She noted that APA had been very responsive, professional and 
available.  She thanked APA staff on behalf of herself and the Committee for 
their cooperation and for completing the work in a timely manner and staying on 
schedule.   
 
Chairwoman Smith encouraged members to think about the information received 
by the Committee in relation to the “big picture,” and remember that the process 
was just beginning and not ending.  She encouraged members to keep an open 
mind and remember that this was the first time the Legislature had undertaken an 
endeavor such as this in the state.  She stated that the work of the Committee 
would be important in helping the state chart a course regarding the long-term 
plan for education.  She hoped that the study was not something that ended up 
on a shelf and that whatever information the Legislature could glean from the 
study would be used.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked Committee members to leave the meeting being 
thoughtful rather than hysterical, because “the sky is not falling.”  The Committee 
could be professional and collaborate and bring everyone with an interest in the 
process together as the Committee moved forward.  Everyone who had 
participated in the Committee, including audiences in the north and south and 
PJ panel participants, had the same goals in mind, and that was for Nevada to do 
what was right for its students.  Chairwoman Smith believed that everyone cared 
deeply about what took place in Nevada’s classrooms.   
 
VI. ADJOURNMENT. 
 
There being no further business to come before the Committee, Chairwoman 
Smith adjourned the meeting 1:06 p.m. 

 
        Respectfully submitted: 
 
        _______________________________ 
        Carol Thomsen, Transcribing Secretary 
 
APPROVED: 
 
____________________________________ 
Assemblywoman Debbie Smith, Chairwoman 
 
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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