
 MINUTES OF THE 
LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE ON SCHOOL FINANCING ADEQUACY  

(A.C.R. 10, 2005 LEGISLATIVE SESSION) 
August 31, 2006 

 
A meeting of the Legislative Committee on School Financing Adequacy 
(A.C.R. 10, 2005 Legislative Session) was held on August 31, 2006, in 
Room 2135 of the Legislative Building, 401 South Carson Street, Carson City, 
Nevada, and through simultaneous video conference in Room 4101 of the Grant 
Sawyer State Office Building, Room 4401, 555 East Washington Avenue, 
Las Vegas, Nevada.   
 
COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT IN CARSON CITY: 
 
Assemblywoman Debbie Smith, Chairwoman 
Senator Bob Beers 
Assemblyman Brooks Holcomb 
 
COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT IN LAS VEGAS: 
 
Senator Warren Hardy 
Senator Michael Schneider 
Assemblyman Richard Perkins 
 
COMMITTEE MEMBERS ABSENT: 
 
None 
 
STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT: 
 
Gary Ghiggeri, Senate Fiscal Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division 
Mark Stevens, Assembly Fiscal Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division 
Bob Atkinson, Senior Program Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division 
Melinda Martini, Program Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division 
Kristin Roberts, Senior Deputy Legislative Counsel, Legal Division 
Andrew Min, Deputy Legislative Counsel, Legal Division 
Kelly Fisher, Committee Secretary, Fiscal Analysis Division 
 
EXHIBITS: 
 
Exhibit A Agenda 
Exhibit B Attendance Report 
Exhibit C     Estimating the Cost of an Adequate Education in Nevada, prepared  
  by John Augenblick, Justin Silverstein, Amanda R. Brown, Douglas  
  Rose, Dale DeCesare and Amy Berk Anderson, Augenblick, Palaich  
  and Associates, Inc., Denver, Colorado, August 2006 



Exhibit D Memorandum dated August 30, 2006, to Legislative Commission’s  
  Committee to Study School Financing Adequacy, from Fiscal   
  Analysis Division, Correction to the APA Report “Estimating the Cost  
  of an Adequate Education in Nevada” 
Exhibit E Coalition Letter Urging a NO vote on the School Financing Adequacy  
  Study (A.C.R. 10, 2005 LEGISLATIVE SESSION), submitted by  
  Joe Enge 
Exhibit F  The Watchdog Newsletter dated July 17, 2006, submitted by   
  Joe Enge 
Exhibit G  NPRI Issue Brief, Is Nevada public education ‘adequate’?, submitted  
  by Joe Enge 
Exhibit H     Las Vegas Review-Journal Editorial dated January 16, 2006, We bet  
  we can guess the results, submitted by Joe Enge 
Exhibit I  Las Vegas Review-Journal Editorial dated June 9, 2006, Turning  
  back time on teacher pay, submitted by Joe Enge 
Exhibit J Article from The Sun, School funding is adequate, results aren’t,  
  submitted by Joe Enge 
Exhibit K Nevada Policy Research Institute Analysis, Thoroughly Inadequate:  
  The “School Funding Adequacy’ Evasion, by Richard P. Phelps,  
  Ph.D. 
Exhibit L Letter dated August 24, 2006, addressed to Chairwoman Smith and  
  ACR 10 Committee Members, from Randall C. Robison, Executive  
  Director, Nevada Association of School Boards 
Exhibit M Work Session Document, Legislative Commission’s Committee to  
  Study School Financing Adequacy (A.C.R. 10, 2005 Legislative  
  Session), August 31, 2006 
Exhibit N Nevadans for Quality Education, Education Adequacy in Nevada,  
  Challenges, Realities & Solutions, August 31, 2006 
Exhibit O Letter dated August 31, 2006, addressed to Assemblywoman Debbie 
  Smith, Chairwoman, from Christina Dugan, Vice President, Public  
  Affairs, on behalf of the Las Vegas Chamber of Commerce 
Exhibit P Estimating the Cost of an Adequate Education in Nevada, Resource  
  Needs Identified by the Professional Judgment Panels, Augenblick,  
  Palaich and Associates, Inc., August 2006 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER AND OPENING REMARKS. 
 
Chairwoman Smith called the meeting to order at 10:14 a.m. and announced 
that this was the work session for the Committee.  She advised that all 
interested parties would have the opportunity to make public comments during 
the work session environment.  Chairwoman Smith noted for the record that all 
Committee members were in attendance.   
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Chairwoman Smith thanked Legislative Counsel Bureau (LCB) staff for the work 
they had contributed to the interim study.  It had been a very busy eight months 
and Chairwoman Smith stated that she was very appreciative of the expertise 
and hours that LCB staff had expended on behalf of the interim study.   
 
Chairwoman Smith commented that simply because the study had been 
completed by the contractor did not mean the issue was at an end, but rather it 
was the beginning of the process in Nevada regarding the issue of education 
funding. 
 
Chairwoman Smith asked Mr. Atkinson to present a brief update regarding the 
report prepared by Augenblick, Palaich and Associates, Inc. (APA) entitled 
Estimating the Cost of an Adequate Education in Nevada, Exhibit C.  
She explained that there would be no representatives present from APA at the 
work session.   

Bob Atkinson, Senior Program Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division, LCB, advised 
the Committee that there was a revised copy of the report (Exhibit C), 
that included a Memorandum from the Fiscal Analysis Division dated 
August 30, 2006, Exhibit D, delineating the corrections.  Mr. Atkinson revealed 
that in order to meet printing deadlines, LCB had requested information from the 
contractor in a timely manner, and because of that time frame, APA neglected to 
up-date figures contained in Chapter VIII.  He noted that pages 110 and 113 of 
the report referred to annual increases that would be required in the amount of 
$438 million, which was incorrect. 

Mr. Atkinson explained that LCB staff had used the same assumptions as the 
contractor, including 2.3 percent inflation and no changes in enrollment, 
et cetera, and LCB calculations indicated that the annual increase would be 
$222.7 million per year to reach the additional $1.3 billion figure by school 
year 2014.  

Mr. Atkinson also cautioned the Committee that any figures discussed regarding 
the annual increase would have to be adjusted for funding changes made by the 
2005 Legislature and any increases in enrollment during that time frame.  
Mr. Atkinson pointed out that LCB had asked the contractor to use inflation of 
2.3 percent based on a 10-year historical average, but as the state actually 
proceeded through those years the actual inflation amount would be 
incorporated. 

Chairwoman Smith asked whether there were any questions from Committee 
members and recognized Senator Schneider. 
 
Senator Schneider questioned the 2.3 percent inflation factor and believed that 
the 2007 Legislature should review that factor.  He opined that inflation was 
currently much higher than 2.3 percent, as indicated by gasoline and construction 
prices. He pointed out that every aspect of the economy nationwide 
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was influenced by the price of gasoline, even the school bussing programs.  
Senator Schneider reiterated that he believed the 2007 Legislature should 
examine the 2.3 percent inflation factor and determine the actual inflation factor 
for Nevada.      
 
Mark Stevens, Assembly Fiscal Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division, LCB, informed 
the Committee that it was very difficult to determine a specific inflation factor for 
Nevada because of the lack of data.  The 2.3 percent inflationary rate that was 
utilized in the study was a projection from the Fiscal Analysis Division based 
on the national rate.  He further explained that LCB used the services of 
Global Insight, which was a national firm that made various projections 
concerning the economy.   
 
Mr. Stevens related that the 2.3 percent inflationary rate per year through year 
2014 was the projection from Global Insight; however, those numbers could be 
adjusted and the Legislature could choose to use a different inflationary figure 
during the upcoming session.  He reiterated that the 2.3 percent factor was used 
because that was the projection determined by LCB based on the national firm’s 
projection of the national inflationary rate through 2014.     
 
Chairwoman Smith inquired whether there were other questions or comments 
from Committee members, and there being none, she opened public comment.  
She reminded members of the audience regarding the protocol when speaking to 
the Committee.   
 
II. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Chairwoman Smith asked John Wagner to come forward and present his 
testimony.  Mr. Wagner informed the Committee that he would like to testify later 
in the work session.   
 
The Chairwoman recognized Dr. Ruffles. 
 
Dr. Walt Rulffes, Superintendent, Clark County School District (CCSD), extended 
his thanks to the Committee for allowing him to testify.  Dr. Rulffes advised that 
he would like to put his references in context. 
 
Dr. Rulffes stated it was his belief that the public had a right to expect that 
government agencies who received taxpayer funds not only prove accountability, 
but also be required to ensure that those dollars were spent as efficiently as 
possible before any additional monies were requested.  That premise was behind 
some of the action taken by the school district over the past year.  Dr. Rulffes 
commented that the results were positive and CCSD had managed to fairly 
dramatically increase the number of schools meeting adequate yearly progress 
(AYP) through the federal No Child Left Behind Act (NCLBA).   
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According to Dr. Rulffes, CCSD had: (1) increased the proficiency of students by 
approximately 50 percent over the previous year; (2) increased CCSD's first time 
and second time pass rates for the high school proficiency examination; 
(3) reduced drop out rates; (4) improved attendance; and, (5) redirected 
resources to other areas such as empowerment schools. 
 
The second issue, stated Dr. Rulffes, was that CCSD should use a “return on 
investment” approach when requesting additional funding from the Legislature.  
First, the district had to be efficient with the funding it had already received and 
second, additional funding requests should not be based simply on a study, but 
on a commitment regarding what the public can expect to receive from the 
dollars that would be invested beyond what the district already received. 
 
Dr. Rulffes related that the changes made by CCSD displayed to the community, 
the public, and the Legislature, not only the district’s will, but also its courage and 
motivation to make changes.  In the time that he had been Superintendent, 
Dr. Rulffes stated he could fill the bed of a pick-up truck with articles that 
depicted the need for change and how Nevada compared on an international 
basis of global economy, but he could only fill his briefcase with articles that 
indicated CCSD was doing a great job and should be left alone.  Dr. Rulffes 
believed there was a clear message that the public expects school districts to do 
more in order to keep up with the global economy, even though evidence would 
support that public education was doing a good job.   
 
Dr. Rulffes stated that his goal was that CCSD would increase the number and 
the quality of high school graduates.  That opened a whole litany of issues, but 
he felt the goal truly represented what public schools should be doing.  
By including the word “quality,” Dr. Rulffes stated it was the full intention of CCSD 
to reduce the amount of remediation that was currently taking place in post 
graduate work.  In the interest of time, Dr. Rulffes stated he would decrease the 
litany of issues today to only two or three major items. 
 
The first issue was the teacher shortage, and Dr. Rulffes emphasized that there 
was not a more profound issue before public education today, at least in 
southern Nevada, than the teacher shortage.  It was very difficult as an 
administrator to expect high output from schools and increased student 
achievement when, at the same time, the district was unable to provide highly 
qualified teachers in those categories.  According to Dr. Rulffes, each year that 
problem has become progressively worse and unless there was some 
intervention and some remedy to deal with the teacher shortage, the problem 
would continue to become more and more serious.  He said that he could see no 
way to address the problem, other than increased salaries.  Dr. Rulffes stated 
that he had taken the position not to come before the Legislature and “whine” 
simply based on the level of funding.  He believed that CCSD should have items 
of substance to present to the Legislature and the teacher shortage was clearly 
at the top of the list.  
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The second issue, stated Dr. Rulffes, were students who were not proficient in 
English.  He explained that there had been a fairly dramatic increase in the 
population of non-English or limited English speaking students, which tied directly 
to student performance and certainly tied directly to funding.   
 
Dr. Rulffes said that the third issue, which had been of high interest to the 
Legislature as well as CCSD, was that of providing additional opportunities for 
high school students and offering choices.  It was through that model where 
CCSD had experienced some of the best results in terms of graduation rates, 
fewer disciplinary problems, fewer attendance issues, and higher performance by 
students.  Thus, stated Dr. Rulffes, the district’s board was committed to 
a pathway of five additional proven technical academies that not only would 
include a rigorous high school diploma, but would also included themes for other 
occupational pathways that students wanted to pursue. 
 
Those three areas were of importance and Dr. Rulffes stated that in the context 
of the adequacy study he would call on the Legislature and the community to 
help CCSD deal with those three areas.   Dr. Rulffes said he truly believed that if 
the school district did not receive some outside help, it would not be able to 
achieve the legitimate public performance expectations.   
 
Dr. Rulffes pointed out that the issues tied back to iNVest, “Investing in Nevada’s 
Education, Students and Teachers,” a funding and accountability proposal by the 
Nevada Association of School Boards (NASB) and the Nevada Association of 
School Superintendents (NASS), which the associations did not expect would be 
funded in a single year.  If there could be incremental gains over a period of time, 
Dr. Rulffes believed that under the concept or philosophy of increased 
performance, the districts could provide the Legislature with a legitimate request 
for increased funding for K-12 education. 
 
Chairwoman Smith asked Dr. Rulffes to briefly inform the Committee about 
empowerment schools. 
 
Dr Rulffes explained that empowerment schools were a model designed by 
CCSD.  In the past, it had often been said that throwing money at the problem 
does not help, and a past superintendent would often reply, “Gee, I don’t know, 
I’ve never had a chance to try it.”  Dr. Rulffes said that based on that concept, the 
CCSD decided to redirect some of its resources from energy savings and 
restricting the growth of administration, and channel those dollars into a model of 
five schools in which there was the concept of decentralization.  Those schools 
had the option for an extended school day or an extended school year, and 
latitude in determining curriculum and budget allocations. 
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Based on those variables, said Dr. Rulffes, the CCSD believed that it could show 
the community that in order to improve student achievement, a community 
investment would produce schools such as the five model schools.  It was a 
model to demonstrate what the performance improvements would be based on 
the cost of approximately $600 per student.  Dr. Rulffes indicated that the model 
also included the provision for performance pay, which was also on the minds of 
many business people, as well as Legislators.  For the empowerment schools, 
the CCSD had built 2 percent performance pay into the budget and the school 
itself would determine the model used to distribute those funds to participants. 
 
Dr. Rulffes advised that the empowerment schools were designed based on a 
blind test.  CCSD did not select schools, but selected conditions that existed and 
developed a design team in cooperation with the local teacher’s union that 
included the public; representatives from the University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
(UNLV); parents; school board members; union members; and staff members – 
a complete array of representation – in order to create buy-in on a community-
wide basis.   
 
Chairwoman Smith thanked Dr. Rulffes for his presentation and recognized 
Dr. Pierczynski. 
 
Dr. Mary Pierczynski, Superintendent, Carson City School District, introduced 
herself and thanked the Committee for the opportunity to present testimony.  
She stated that today she was representing a statewide organization, the Nevada 
Association of School Superintendents (NASS), of which she served as 
President.  Dr. Pierczynski advised that her comments would reflect a consensus 
of all superintendents regarding the issues.   
 
Joining Dr. Pierczynski was Paul Dugan, Vice President of NASS and the 
Superintendent of Washoe County School District.  Dr. Pierczynski thanked 
Dr. Rulffes for his presentation and introduced Carol Lark, the new 
Superintendent of Douglas County School District who was seated in the 
audience.  Dr. Pierczynski explained that many of the superintendents were 
unable to attend the meeting today because it was the first week of school and 
they were very busy in the districts with educational responsibilities.  Although 
those superintendents were not here in person, Dr. Pierczynski stated they were 
here in spirit and supportive of her comments. 
 
Dr. Rulffes referred to the iNVest proposal during his presentation and 
Dr. Pierczynski stated that she would like to provide a bit of history regarding the 
NASS and that proposal.   
 
According to Dr. Pierczynski, during the 2003 Legislative Session, Nevada’s 
17 school superintendents began working together to identify what was needed 
to improve achievement among Nevada’s students.  Dr. Pierczynski reminded 
the Committee that the 17 superintendents came together to present the iNVest 
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plan to the 2003 Legislature.  She stated that she could remember the raised 
eyebrows as the price tag of the plan was revealed.   
 
Dr. Pierczynski remarked that the superintendents were quick to point out that 
they did not expect iNVest to be fully funded during one session of the 
Legislature, and nearly 4 years later, the superintendents believed they were 
making progress toward funding education in Nevada.  The interesting parallel 
that Dr. Pierczynski stated she would like to point out to the Committee was that 
the price tag of the iNVest plan in 2003 was just under $1 billion, which was not 
that far from the $1.3 billion figure identified by the consultant as the amount 
education was under-funded in 2003.   
 
The reason Dr. Pierczynski pointed out that fact was to emphasize that as 
shocking as the dollar amounts might seem to some legislators, the cost of the 
tools and programs needed to ensure that all children performed at grade level 
was higher than any person wanted to recognize.  Dr. Pierczynski added that the 
cost for students who did not succeed was even greater in many, many ways.   
 
Dr. Pierczynski opined that Nevada had experienced a good year with the 
number of schools that had improved, as school districts strived toward the state 
curriculum standards and the federal expectations outlined in the No Child Left 
Behind Act (NCLBA).  Using the yardstick of the state’s adequate yearly progress 
(AYP) model, the superintendents and school trustees could see a definite 
increase in the number of schools that were demonstrating achievement.   
 
Dr. Pierczynski stated that she would like to share some good news with the 
Committee.  For the 2004-05 school year, five of Nevada’s almost 600 public 
schools were designated as exemplary.  For the current school year, 2005-06, 
that number grew to 17 schools.  Dr. Pierczynski pointed out that for a school to 
be designated as exemplary meant that its students significantly exceeded its 
objectives for all of the disaggregated groups.  For the 2004-05 school year, 
52 of Nevada’s schools were designated as high achieving and for the current 
year, that number increased to 79 schools.  Dr. Pierczynski stated that 
superintendents were very happy with that growth.   
 
According to Dr. Pierczynski, 165 schools were designated as on the watch list 
for the 2004-05 school year and that number dropped to 55 during the current 
school year, which is also good news for the superintendents.  Dr. Pierczynski 
indicated that more schools had reached their AYP targets for 2005-06 than in 
the prior year, regardless of the school’s designation.   
 
Dr. Pierczynski noted that when describing AYP results for the current year, 
Dr. Keith Rheault, Superintendent of Public Instruction, offered the following 
statement: 
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The current results provide reason for optimism.  It seems that school 
improvement efforts are beginning to make the difference and even 
though these successes were hard-fought for us, we all know that we’ve 
barely begun to climb up that very steep hill, as No Child Left Behind 
performance benchmarks continue to be raised until we have every 
student performing at grade level at 2014.  The expectations of our 
educators and students only increase every year.   
 
If you have ever gone on a diet, you know that losing the first 5 pounds 
is the easy part – it’s the last 15 pounds that it is the killer challenge.  
On the AYP diet, even if you lose 50 pounds one year, if you gain 
1 pound the next, you’re considered in need of improvement; but, 
educators are up for the challenges of No Child Left Behind.  We truly 
believe that every child can succeed.  What we know, however, is that 
some children need more time on tasks and many need a variety of 
opportunities in order to succeed.  Not all children learn the same way 
and some learning styles are more extensive than others.   
 
I doubt that any of the superintendents were particularly surprised at the 
dollar figures that came from the Augenblick study, in fact, the study 
validates the tenants of iNVest.  The key thing, I believe, that we must all 
focus on is that it is not enough to simply set standards and expect 
students to reach them.  We must provide the time and the opportunity 
for them to achieve.   
 
As we march toward those lofty goals of 2014, it is equally important that 
we all show the political will necessary to provide the funding to meet 
those goals incrementally, but steadily. 
 

Dr. Pierczynski stated that concluded her testimony, and introduced Mr. Dugan. 
 
Paul Dugan, Superintendent, Washoe County School District, stated that the 
17 school superintendents met during the past month in an all-day work session 
to map out the elements of iNVest, which would continue to be the blueprint used 
by the superintendents for academic success.  Rather than asking for arbitrary 
dollar amounts, such as funding at the national average, the superintendents had 
instead focused on asking for specific programs that they know would improve 
student achievement.  Mr. Dugan stated that the iNVest document for the current 
school year was not yet complete; however, superintendents were still working 
on calculations.  The Legislature would hear about the document once it was 
completed.  As in the past, the Nevada Association of School Boards would 
sponsor the bill draft request (BDR) that would carry the iNVest content.   
 
Mr. Dugan indicated that the Legislature heard from the superintendents during 
the 2005 Session when full-day kindergarten was made a top priority, and the 
state was already seeing the results in its youngest children.  According to 
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Mr. Dugan, for two biennia schools had been receiving augmented funding for 
textbooks, which had helped the districts ensure that every student had access to 
the tools he/she needed to learn.  There have been other enhancements, as well, 
that have helped the districts in their quest to attract and retain quality teachers.  
According to Mr. Dugan, although it was too early to assess, every 
superintendent in the state was looking forward to positive results from the 
investments that were made through the grants for innovation and the prevention 
of remediation created by S.B. 404 of the 73rd Legislative Session.   
 
Mr. Dugan reminded the Committee that there were three basic tenants of 
iNVest, which had formed the foundation of the superintendent’s funding request 
over the past two Legislative Sessions, and would form it once again for the 
2007 Legislative Session.  Those three tenants were: 
 

1. Districts must have adequate basic support. 
2. Districts must have the capacity to attract and retain a quality workforce. 
3. Districts must improve student achievement by increasing instructional 

time and expanding educational opportunities. 
 
Mr. Dugan indicated that completed his presentation. 
 
Dr. Pierczynski advised the Committee that she and Mr. Dugan would be happy 
to answer any questions. 
 
Chairwoman Smith thanked Dr. Rulffes, Dr. Pierczynski, and Mr. Dugan for their 
presentations and asked whether there were questions from the Committee.   
 
Senator Beers stated that his fifth grade child had two new books for math and 
social studies, one for home and one for school, and he was not entirely sure that 
the money allocated for textbooks was being spent efficiently or as earmarked by 
the Legislature.   
 
Regarding the Augenblick study validating iNVest, Senator Beers stated that he 
did not agree.  He believed that the Augenblick process and the study completed 
by the contractor was invalid because the public was not allowed to observe the 
professional judgment panels.  In addition, the contractor made assumptions of 
interest rates that were outrageous and the contractor has continued to fail to 
produce a specific list of the components that added up to the $1.3 billion 
recommendation.  Senator Beers indicated that iNVest should be applauded and 
credited for at least providing the Legislature with a specific list regarding how the 
money would be spent.   
 
Senator Beers stated that he would like to read into the record an email that he 
had received, along with Senator Hardy and a number of other senators and 
assembly persons, from Nicholas Massoni.  The message was as follows: 
 

 10



To whom it may concern, 
 
I moved with my wife from California to Las Vegas in May of 2006.  
My wife, Mahalia E. Massoni, worked as a certified teacher, English 
and French, for the Los Angeles Unified School District for almost 4 
years.  She applied for a license in the State of Nevada 3 months ago, 
as well as for a position with Clark County School District on June 8, 
2006.  She has not yet received her teaching license and she received 
a letter specifying she would not receive further consideration for 
employment with the Clark County School District.  We called the 
license personnel and asked for a clear explanation for the denial, but 
they did not offer a specific reason.   
 

Senator Beers said he often heard complaints about teacher shortages, and 
certainly there were compensation and housing issues that should be reviewed.  
However, Senator Beers indicated that he was also concerned that Clark County 
School District (CCSD) does not have a fully functional Human Resources (HR) 
Department, or that the HR Department within the CCSD was so huge that it had 
lost some of its functionality.   
 
Senator Beers stated that he represented an area of Las Vegas that included 
teachers who moved to the area with good solid experience and resumes, and at 
the age of 55, those teachers would like to teach for a few more years.  
It appeared that most of those teachers were essentially turned down for 
teaching positions.  Senator Beers stated that he was not entirely sure that all of 
the teacher shortage was due to pay issues, and there appeared to be some 
bureaucratic problems, at least in the CCSD.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked Dr. Rulffes to respond to Senator Beers’ comments. 
 
Dr. Rulffes said that Senator Beers had taken a single example, an anecdotal 
situation, and he could not comment on the merits of that individual case.  In a 
broader sense and from a global standpoint, the HR Department of 
CCSD processed approximately 3,000 teachers annually and between 2,000 and 
3,000 support staff, which included an enormous variety of professional 
positions.  To make a conclusion based on a single anecdotal situation, which 
might involve a credentialing issue, was unfair.  Dr. Rulffes noted that CCSD 
frequently had applicants write that there appeared to be a teacher shortage, but 
the applicant was not being hired.  In a very general or generic manner, 
Dr. Rulffes stated that CCSD typically had reasons for not hiring persons.  
He indicated that he did not want to cast aspersions in the particular case 
referred to by Senator Beers, as he was not aware of the merits of that case, but 
he reiterated that it was basically unfair for Senator Beers to draw the conclusion 
that there appeared to be bureaucratic problems at CCSD from one letter or even 
a few letters.   
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Dr. Rulffes said he would welcome legislators to observe the practices of the 
HR Department at CCSD.  As a side note, Dr. Rulffes indicated that he had 
consulted with professionals of human relations departments in several large 
business employers in the Clark County area.  Those entities had pledged to 
assist CCSD because, while the school district believed that it was aware of just 
about every avenue in regard to recruiting teachers, Dr. Rulffes stated he was 
convinced that all avenues had not been reached.  According to Dr. Rulffes, 
CCSD was contemplating a test project by privatizing some of the teacher 
recruiting.   
 
Dr. Rulffes further explained that most teaching credentials were determined by 
sources other than CCSD. There had been a number of progressive 
breakthroughs and CCSD now had alternative licensing opportunities for 
applicants for teaching positions.  Dr. Rulffes stated that CCSD had experienced 
wonderful results from the “Teach for America” program, which is quite expensive 
but also very effective and the district has received good teachers from that 
program.  There was also more interest on the part of people who did not have 
teaching degrees and were willing to go through the process to receive a degree 
based on supplementary help provided by CCSD. 
 
Chairwoman Smith indicated that she would make the assumption that the issue 
would certainly be taken up by the 2007 Legislative Session.  She asked whether 
there were other questions or comments from Committee members for the 
aforementioned three speakers.   
 
Dr. Rulffes thanked the Committee and stated that he knew it was a “sticky” 
assignment and, regardless of the outcome, the school districts truly appreciated 
the attention given them by the Committee, and he also appreciated the 
opportunity to present some of the issues to the Committee. 
 
Chairwoman Smith invited Mr. Enge, Dr. Phelps, and Mr. Wagner to come 
forward and present their testimony to the Committee. 
 
Joe Enge stated that he was the Educational Analyst for the Nevada Policy 
Research Institute (NPRI); Richard Phelps stated that he was a Public Finance 
Consultant for NPRI; and, John Wagner indicated that he was present as a 
private citizen. 
 
Mr. Enge thanked the Committee for the opportunity to present testimony.   
Mr. Enge indicated that he had recently written an article for Liberty Watch 
magazine mentioning that an agenda for education always included a picture of a 
“cute kid,” and when a tax increase was proposed, the word “tax” was not used 
per se, but rather the word “invest” was used.  Mr. Enge said he was impressed 
that the NASS had named its program iNVest rather than using language that 
pertained to an increase in taxes.  
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Mr. Enge stated that he would like to discuss three words regarding the study.  
He had indicated at past meetings that he had problems with the assumptions 
and the premises, but there was also something behind the study – coercion, 
pretext, and “blind.”  Mr. Enge noted that coercion was what brought about the 
study and the fear of being sued regarding the issue of adequacy as opposed to 
equity.  There was blatant coercion behind the study, and that was what had 
motivated such studies throughout the country in different states.   
 
Mr. Enge indicated that the study was a pretext to raise taxes, not invest, but 
rather raise taxes for education.  Also, said Mr. Enge, the study was “blind” in 
that it made blind assumptions; it does not itemize the cost that the study 
“rolled in” for full-day kindergarten, and it does not itemize the cost for the very 
assumptive in-services.  Mr. Enge wondered where it had been proven that 
5 days of in-service would improve education.   
 
Mr. Enge referenced Exhibit E, a letter from a coalition wherein he and other 
persons signing the letter urged the Committee to select option number 7, which 
would reject the study.  Mr. Enge also presented an article he had written for 
EdWatch Nevada, Exhibit F.  He noted that he was Chairman of EdWatch 
Nevada and had written extensively regarding the study, which was the reason 
he submitted the article entitled, “Biased and Inflated Education Adequacy Study 
Proves Itself Inadequate.”  Mr. Enge stated that he was also commissioned by 
the NPRI to write an article entitled, “Is Nevada public education ‘adequate’?,” 
Exhibit G.     
 
In previous testimony from school superintendents, the AYP results were 
discussed, and Mr. Enge noted that those results, themselves, were a study.   
 
Mr. Enge submitted two editorials from the Las Vegas Review-Journal, the first 
dated January 16, 2006, Exhibit H, entitled “We bet we can guess the results,” 
and the second dated June 9, 2006, entitled “Turning back time on teacher pay,” 
Exhibit I.   
 
Continuing his presentation, Mr. Enge referenced an article from The Sun, an 
Oklahoma newspaper, entitled “School funding is adequate, results aren’t,” 
Exhibit J.  He explained that the lawsuit filed by the State of Oklahoma had 
recently been dismissed by the court and the article discussed that action.  
 
Finally and most importantly, said Mr. Enge, was the study commissioned by the 
NPRI entitled “Thoroughly Inadequate: The ‘School Funding Adequacy’ Evasion,” 
by Dr. Richard Phelps of Massachusetts, Exhibit K.  Mr. Enge advised that 
Dr. Phelps was present and would like to present testimony to the Committee. 
 
Dr. Phelps advised the Committee that there was a several decades old history 
regarding efforts to increase education funding within states through the courts.  
Originally those lawsuits used equity arguments based on equal opportunity 
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clauses in state constitutions.  Dr. Phelps noted that the lawsuits were not very 
successful, in large part because there was no language in most state 
constitutions designating that the schools be funded equitably.  He pointed out 
that such a lawsuit should not work in Nevada since it is the most equitably 
funded state in the country.  However, some of the pressure groups that had 
initiated the lawsuits found that in some state constitutions the word “adequate” 
or similar words could be found, so the groups began using those as the basis for 
filing lawsuits.   
 
Dr. Phelps indicated that court decisions throughout the states have varied and 
there has been little consistency within those decisions.  In some states, 
Wyoming and Kentucky for example, the courts have simply adopted the 
recommendations of the adequacy studies, but in many other states the courts 
have simply thrown out those studies.  Dr. Phelps stated that is was not a lawyer, 
but he had read the Nevada Constitution and did not see any language that 
would justify a lawsuit based on adequacy grounds.   
 
Dr. Phelps noted that the Augenblick, Palaich and Associates (APA) method 
relied on four untenable assumptions: (1) That there was no need to control or 
compensate for the professional judgment panels obvious conflict of interest.  
(2) That the Nevada Legislature and the Nevada school systems would and 
should allocate resources as prescribed by the professional judgment panels.  
(3) That there was a one-to-one correspondence between spending and 
achievement.  According to Dr. Phelps, the most optimistic evidence shows that 
the correlation between spending and achievement was something close to 
10 percent.  If everything remained the same and the state spent 100 percent 
more on education, it would realize a 10 percent improvement in achievement.  
For example, if $1.00 was spent the result would be 10 cents in improvement in 
achievement.  By far, said Dr. Phelps, educative behavior management and 
quality count for a lot more.  (4) The untenable assumption that research 
supports the figures provided by APA    
 
Dr. Phelps explained that there are two separate bodies of research, one was the 
education finance group and second were the economists, and those groups did 
not include the same people.  Those groups tend to be completely separate and 
the research from each group tends to reach very different conclusions.  
Dr. Phelps said that there is a conflict of interest within education finance journals 
because most of the people conducting studies similar to the APA study were 
making money from the adequacy studies.  In economics journals there was not 
a great deal of support for the adequacy study methodology.  Moreover, stated 
Dr. Phelps, adequacy studies had been conducted for over a decade and had 
developed a track record.  The states that had adopted the recommendations 
from adequacy studies wholesale appeared to be no better off and, at times, 
even worse off, such as the State of Wyoming. 
 

 14



According to Dr. Phelps, the adequacy study-induced funding increases were 
often untargeted or, when targeted, were aimed at the latest unproven fad, and 
spending windfalls were often not spent wisely. Dr. Phelps noted that in 
economics literature, the adequacy studies reviewed historically tended to 
include a 25 percent variation in estimates across studies.  There was often a 
25 percent variation across estimation methods used by the same contractors 
and a 50 percent variation across estimation methods and studies, so adequacy 
study estimates have not proven to be reliable.  Imagine listening to a newscast 
and that reported poll results within a margin of error of plus or minus 25 percent.  
Dr. Phelps opined that it would be difficult to trust such results. 
 
Dr. Phelps stated that within APA’s own studies, for example, the estimate from 
professional judgment panels for a 500-student elementary school was that 
23.5 teachers would be needed for Oregon to achieve adequacy, but 33 teachers 
would be needed in Maryland and Wyoming to achieve adequacy.  He wondered 
whether students were that different in Oregon, Maryland, and Wyoming.  
Dr. Phelps noted that for a 1,000 pupil high school APA’s professional judgment 
panels estimated that 66 instructional staff would be needed in Oregon to 
achieve adequacy, but 94 instructors would be needed in South Carolina.  
He pointed out that the estimates from the professional judgment panel were 
“all over the place.”  Another example, said Dr. Phelps, was that Utah usually 
ranks near the top in educational achievement state rankings, but according to 
The Education Week newspaper, it ranks dead last in funding adequacy.  
Conversely, West Virginia, which often ranks near the bottom in student 
educational achievement, ranks at the top in funding adequacy.   
 
Dr. Phelps explained that the most egregious example of the flawed estimation 
methods used by APA was the inflation adjustment.  He noted that APA’s report 
recommended a 7.8 percent inflation adjustment, and also recommended using 
this method year-after-year until the year 2015 to identify a process which 
Nevada could use regularly to identify year-to-year inflation adjustments. 
Dr. Phelps pointed out that the Consumer Price Index (CPI) had no local Nevada 
component so APA used the American Chamber of Commerce Research 
Association (ACCRA) data.  The report from APA specified how Nevada could 
use both the CPI and ACCRA data to determine the statewide inflation 
adjustment factor. 
 
Dr. Phelps said that language from the ACCRA manual for interpreting their data 
stated that the ACCRA Index was used to help corporate managers compare job 
offers in different locations when those managers moved to different locations, 
which was the reason that the ACCRA manual was developed.  The manual 
stated that the ACCRA index was meant to reflect spending patterns for typical 
professional and managerial households in the top income quintile.   
 
Dr. Phelps indicated that because of sampling errors and non-sampling errors, 
Index numbers did not represent actual percentage differences among areas; the 
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Index simply was not that precise.  The ACCRA Cost of Living Index and the 
Consumer Price Index were conceptually distinct and no comparisons between 
the two should be made.  The ACCRA Index provided estimates of living cost 
differentials among areas at a single point in time, but presented no information 
regarding changes in price levels over time.  Dr. Phelps stated that the Index 
does not measure inflation and Index data from different quarters could not be 
compared.   
 
Essentially, said Dr. Phelps, when APA added the ACCRA cost of living rate to 
the CPI, it was double counting.  The two indexes used similar market baskets of 
goods and services, which APA counted twice.  According to Dr. Phelps, the 
ACCRA index was meant for corporate managers who were relocating and 
intended to purchase a house at their new location.  It was not relevant to those 
persons already living in an area and who already owned a home.  Moreover, 
said Dr. Phelps, if home prices appreciated, home owner’s wealth would also 
grow, because costs had not increased but assets had increased.   
 
Dr. Phelps summarized the drawbacks of adopting the recommendations 
included in the APA study.  The main drawback was that the recommendations 
bypassed the normal constitutionally prescribed appropriations process.  
Dr. Phelps pointed out that the Nevada Legislature was given the “power of the 
purse” and could weigh the relative costs and benefits of any proposed spending 
increase, could make trade-offs and could negotiate compromises.  For example, 
school systems could agree to productivity improvements in exchange for 
additional funding, such as value added measurements of teacher effects, 
varying teacher pay by subject field, varying teacher pay by difficulty of 
assignment, removing or reassigning ineffective administrators and teachers, or 
providing additional choices for parents, even if that was within the public school 
system.   
 
Dr. Phelps emphasized that the Nevada Policy Research Institute (NPRI) 
recommended that the Committee choose the last available option, and that was 
to take no action.     
 
Chairwoman Smith recognized Mr. Wagner. 
 
John Wagner, private citizen, explained that his background was in industry.  
He had been an instructor for a British company and had traveled worldwide 
holding classes for that company.  Mr. Wagner stated that he had also worked for 
Sony as a senior instructor.   
 
Mr. Wagner indicated that he currently sat as a member of the School Board for 
the Capital Christian School in Carson City.  He emphasized that education was 
very important to him, whether it was K-8, college, or beyond, and technical 
training was also very important.   
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One of the things Mr. Wagner said he learned as a technical instructor was to be 
adaptable.  For example, AT&T in Chicago offered a 6-month training program, 
but felt that it was too long and very costly.  Mr. Wagner explained that AT&T 
hired a company from Arizona to come in and streamline the classes.  AT&T was 
able to break its training into modules and allow employees to challenge the 
modules without first going through the training, which helped the company cut 
training costs. 
 
Mr. Wagner stated that he would like to see courses in schools broken down into 
quarters so that students who were good at one subject could advance to the 
next quarter and possibly graduate from high school in 3 years or less, 
depending on the qualifications met by each student.  If a student could 
challenge the class, Mr. Wagner believed they should be given a chance to do 
that in advance. 
 
Mr. Wager also wondered whether schools used the Internet adequately.  
He stated that when he was employed by Sony, he wrote several programs to 
assist persons who were not ready for training to prepare for the classes.   
 
Regarding lawsuits, Mr. Wagner stated that he spoke to a judge a few days ago 
and discussed Kansas City, where the higher court had ruled that the lower 
courts could not dictate to the legislature or the school districts, simply because 
of the separation of powers.   
 
Mr. Wagner stated that he would be more than happy to work with the local 
school districts regarding innovative ways to improve, but he did not believe that 
simply “throwing money at the problem” would solve anything. 
 
Chairwoman Smith stated that she would like to make a few clarifications for the 
record.  The inflation factor was something that the contractor was required to 
recommend per the language in statute, and was not part of the outcome of the 
study.  She simply wanted to clarify the issue and noted that there had been 
much discussion at previous meetings regarding that factor.  Chairwoman Smith 
reiterated that the contractor was required to provide the inflation factor and 
APA had offered the recommendation, which would be discussed by the 
2007 Legislature when the issue was considered. 
 
Chairwoman Smith also clarified that it was a Legislative issue and certainly the 
budget was controlled by the Legislature and all decisions would be made by that 
body rather than the Committee.  She wanted everyone to understand the 
meaning of forwarding the study to the Legislature.   
 
The Chairwoman recognized Senator Schneider. 
 
Senator Schneider commented that the arguments put forward at the current 
work session were issues that the Committee had heard over and over.  
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One speaker referenced other states, such as Utah, that scored high in the 
ranking and spent fewer dollars, and that speaker had also referenced other 
states, such as Oregon.  Senator Schneider noted that students were not the 
same in every community and he was somewhat tired of hearing about Utah 
where there was barely a separation of church and state.  If Utah was going to be 
compared, said Senator Schneider, parochial schools across the nation should 
also be included, which he believed would indicate a different performance 
picture. 
 
Senator Schneider said small town Oregon and large town Chicago or Las Vegas 
contained different students and he thought the Committee should move forward.  
He reiterated that he was very tired of listening to some of the comments.  
People were coming before the Committee and stating that additional money 
should not be spent on education, but if the state does not need to spend more to 
reach education goals, then how much were those people willing to cut from 
education.  Senator Schneider asked whether the Legislature should cut money 
from education in its attempt to reach some type of outcome. 
 
Senator Schneider reiterated that he was simply tired of hearing the same 
comments.  
 
Chairwoman Smith asked whether there were other questions.  She was not sure 
that the CPI had been discussed adequately.  Chairwoman Smith clarified that 
the CPI numbers were not used in the final draft of the study and 2.3 percent was 
the inflation figure in the study.   
 
Chairwoman Smith recognized Mr. Enge and indicated that he could make a 
comment, but it was not the time for exchange with Committee members. 
 
Mr. Enge said that comparisons with other states are completely valid unless the 
Committee wanted to assert that Nevada’s students were “stupider” than 
students from other states. 
 
Chairwoman Smith commented that the recommendations made in the study 
were made by the professional judgment panels rather than the contractor.  
She noted that if a professional judgment panel in Oregon had ideas about the 
resources needed in that state and a professional judgment panel in Nevada had 
different ideas about resources needed, that was what created the differences 
within the states.  Chairwoman Smith reiterated that the list of resources does not 
come from the contractor. 
 
Chairwoman Smith recognized Mr. Wagner. 
 
Mr. Wagner said that because he was a member of the School Board at Capital 
Christian School, he constantly asked the superintendent how the students at 
that school were doing compared to the public schools in Carson City.  He stated 
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that he had been reassured that the students at Capital Christian School were at 
least one grade point above the students at public schools.  Mr. Wagner pointed 
out that Capital Christian School started its teachers at approximately $19,000 to 
$20,000 per year, which was less that teachers were paid in public schools.  
Unfortunately, said Mr. Wagner, the teachers at Capital Christian School did not 
receive the same benefits as teachers at public schools, except the days off. 
He reiterated that there was no retirement plan and the students 
at Capital Christian School were doing very well with less money being spent.   
 
Chairwoman Smith recognized Dr. Phelps. 
 
Dr. Phelps stated that he would like to distinguish between what he considered to 
be two completely separate issues.  One issue was whether schools needed 
additional money and the second was whether Nevada accepted the APA report 
as valid and reliable.  Dr. Phelps said a person could be in favor of spending 
additional money for schools and still realize that the APA report was neither 
valid nor reliable and did not justify any arguments for increased spending.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked whether there were other questions or comments from 
Committee members and recognized Assemblyman Perkins. 
 
Mr. Perkins pointed out that the study was purely informational and contained 
information that some would say was valid and some would say was not valid, 
but it was certainly information that the Committee had no right to keep from the 
remaining members of the Legislature.  Mr. Perkins said that legislators should 
make their own decisions regarding whether or not the study was valid.  Some 
legislators would support the study and some would not.   
 
Chairwoman Smith advised the Committee that three members of the 
Nevada Association of School Boards (NASB) had signed in to speak and she 
invited those persons to come forward and present testimony. 
 
Randall Robison, Executive Director, NASB, indicated that he would like to 
comment when the Committee discussed the issue of school construction.  
However, he had asked Sheila Moulton, president-elect of the NASB and 
member of the Clark County School Board, and Sharla Hales, vice president of 
the NASB and member of the Douglas County School Board, to present 
testimony. 
 
Chairwoman Smith advised Mr. Robison that this was the time to make 
comments pertaining to all issues that would come before the Committee during 
discussion of work session items.  Unless the Committee brought Mr. Robison to 
the table for clarification when discussing other issues, there would be no further 
public comment.   
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Mr. Robison stated he would like Ms. Moulton and Ms. Hales to commence with 
their presentations and he would then comment regarding the construction 
issues. 
 
Ms. Moulton informed the Committee that she was a member of the Clark County 
School Board and also president-elect of the NASB.  She thanked the Committee 
for the time and effort members had put into the study.  Ms. Moulton commented 
that she was present to support increases in funding for education and to explain 
the importance of those increases.   
 
Ms. Moulton stated that educators relied on data to make decisions and 
measured successes and weaknesses by numbers.  Critics liked to use national 
average scores as benchmarks for student achievement, but conveniently found 
averages inappropriate when the subject was money.   
 
Ms. Moulton said when she first became a member of the school board 
approximately 8 years ago, it was asking for $1,000 more per student, an amount 
that would have put Nevada still below, but near, the national average.  
She stated that Nevada was now spending more than $2,000 below the national 
average and she wondered how Nevada students could compete when their 
resources were only 75 percent of what most other students received.   
 
The question, said Ms. Moulton, was what extra money could buy.  A perfect 
example in Nevada involved charter schools.  When the charter laws were first 
passed approximately ten years ago, one notion was that successful charters 
could serve as models for other public education programs.  Ms. Moulton 
informed the Committee that the Agassi College Preparatory Academy in 
Las Vegas had a longer day, a longer year, a smaller student population, and 
smaller class sizes.  The Agassi Academy constantly achieved AYP and was 
exemplary last year.  According to Ms. Moulton, the school’s per-pupil 
expenditure was approximately $4,000 more per child than the rest of the state.   
 
Ms. Moulton stated that she was confident that every child could learn and she 
was also confident that Nevada was wealthy enough to fund education so its 
students could enjoy the kind of benefits enjoyed by the students at the Agassi 
charter school.  Money does make a difference, and Ms. Moulton stated that she 
hoped the Legislature would provide her and her fellow board members with the 
resources needed to do the job.   
 
Ms. Moulton said she was certainly proud of the fact that iNVest was now going 
to enter its third Legislative session in 2007.  That was a plan that had gone forth 
between the superintendents and the school board members throughout the 
entire state.  Ms. Moulton also liked to think of Nevada as “our” state, our “special 
state,” and whenever she talked with groups she did not compare Nevada to any 
other state because Nevada, its schools, and its students were unique.   
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Responding anecdotally regarding the comparison of Nevada to Utah, 
Ms. Moulton explained that since 2001 she had carried a copy of her sister’s 
packet to sign up her child at Timpview High School in Provo Utah.  Ms. Moulton 
noted that several years ago her sister stated that she had to start saving money 
for her child to start school, not for school clothes, but rather for the fees.  
In 2000-01, Ms. Moulton said the fee total for her sister’s ninth grade child was 
$214, which was paid out-of-pocket for her child to attend Timpview High School.  
For the current school year, Ms. Moulton’s sister advised that the fee had 
increased to $450 out-of-pocket expense for her child to attend the same school. 
 
Ms. Moulton said that everyone should compare Nevada to Nevada and look at 
the study for what it was, but also look at the needs of the students.  She said 
that she had spent an hour or two this morning with the CCSD East Region 
Superintendent, Mr. Robert Alfaro, who had great plans to help children in his 
region’s schools succeed.  Ms. Moulton said the East Region contained some of 
the schools that faced the most challenges, and many of those challenges were 
about time and tasks that needed to take place, which took money.    
 
Ms. Moulton thanked the Committee for the time that members had spent on 
funding for education, and for the opportunity to address the committee at today’s 
work session.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked Sharla Hales to commence with her presentation. 
 
Ms. Hales thanked the Committee and commended it for the time spent in review 
of the study.  She believed that it took courage to invite outside examination and 
she appreciated the time and resources Committee members had expended in 
completion of the study.   
 
Ms. Hales indicated that some persons believed that the study was so flawed 
and its recommendations so extreme that it needed to be shelved.  Ms. Hales 
urged the Committee to accept the study and use it as evidence, among other 
evidence, as legislators went about fulfilling their responsibility to ensure that 
education was adequately funded in the State of Nevada.   
 
Ms. Hales noted that the study was funded with taxpayer money and she 
believed that the study should be used by the Legislature otherwise that money 
would simply be wasted.  She also believed the study could be admitted and 
used without accepting its bottom line as infallible or its process as perfect.  
Consistent with remarks made by Assemblyman Perkins, Ms. Hales offered the 
analogy that in courts of law the finders of fact allowed evidence all the time that 
was not perfect, such as eyewitness presentations that might be flawed or some 
other flaw in the evidence offered.  That evidence was still valuable and it was 
important to have all available evidence.  
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Ms. Hales indicated that the study might not be without flaws, but it was valuable 
and important evidence that she urged the Committee to allow to be used as 
legislators completed their jobs. Legislators could take flaws that were 
discovered into account as they determine what weight to give to the study.  
 
According to Ms. Hales, it was very flawed logic to reason that since the 
adequacy study was not conducted with complete accuracy, that education, 
therefore, must be already adequately funded.  The overwhelming evidence 
brought to light by the study, and many other pieces of evidence, was that 
education in Nevada was not being adequately funded at the present time.   
 
Ms. Hales urged the Committee, instead of nitpicking the information provided in 
the study, to turn the focus where it needed to be.  The question was whether 
Nevada was providing students with what they needed to succeed now, and 
when they graduated, to compete in the global, worldwide market.   
 
Ms. Hales thanked the Committee for allowing her to present testimony and she 
urged that the study be accepted and used. 
 
Chairwoman Smith asked whether there were questions from the Committee for 
Ms. Moulton or Ms. Hales, and there being none, thanked them for their 
testimony.   
 
The Chairwoman recognized Mr. Robison. 
 
Mr. Robison stated that he noticed that once again the Committee was in 
possession of the letter dated August 24, 2006, from the NASB, Exhibit L, 
regarding the three recommendations for legislation that NASB offered to 
address school construction and facility needs of the districts.  Mr. Robison 
stated that Marty Johnson, who worked with most, if not all, school districts 
regarding capital project financing, was present and would answer any questions 
regarding construction. 
 
Mr. Robison referenced the “Work Session Document,” Exhibit M, and the 
paragraph directly under the chart on page 3, which stated, “The Nevada 
Association of School Boards has suggested that each of these sources be 
available in all counties.  Further, they have suggested that the $1,600 maximum 
on the Residential Construction Tax be eliminated to allow individual counties 
and school districts to establish their own maximum.”  Mr. Robison indicated that 
he did not recall that position forwarded by the NASB; the issue was to lift the 
population cap on those taxes so that discussion could be held at the county 
level between local entities.    
 
He added the endorsement of the NASB for the three suggestions contained in 
Exhibit L, which had been “floating around” for a number of years through various 
committees and now came before this Committee fully endorsed by the NASB.  
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Mr. Robison encouraged the Committee to consider moving forward with 
legislation in support of the suggestions.    
 
Chairwoman Smith asked whether there were questions from the Committee, 
and thanked Mr. Robison for his presentation.  She asked Bob Atkinson to clarify 
the statement referenced by Mr. Robison in Exhibit M. 
 
Mr. Atkinson suggested that perhaps the work session document paraphrased 
the suggestions from NASB.  He indicated that the letter dated August 24, 2006, 
from the NASB (Exhibit L), stated that the suggestions would provide an 
additional tool for school districts to address their facility needs.  The first 
suggestion stated, “Allow any existing financing mechanism for school 
construction currently available in one county to be available in all counties…,” 
and, “Removing the cap on existing RCT would allow for the decisions to be 
made by individual counties and school boards as to its implementation.” 
 
Mr. Robison said that as Mr. Atkinson read the first suggestion in the letter 
(Exhibit L), he realized that there was an important omission in the second 
sentence.  The language should have said removing the “population cap” versus 
the hard dollar cap and the mistake was on his part.  He apologized to 
Mr. Atkinson and the Committee for the mistake. 
 
Chairwoman Smith thanked Mr. Robison and stated that she was glad the issue 
had been sorted out. 
 
Chairwoman Smith indicated that Donna Hoffman-Anspach and Mary Jo Parise-
Malloy, Nevadans for Quality Education, had signed in as speakers, and she 
invited them to come forward and address the Committee.   
 
Ms. Hoffman-Anspach stated that she and Ms. Parise-Malloy were present as 
representatives of Nevadans for Quality Education, and she referenced Exhibit N 
entitled, “Education Adequacy in Nevada, Challenges, Realities & Solutions,” 
which was a brief overview of Nevada’s education system.   
 
Ms. Hoffman-Anspach stated that she and Ms. Parise-Malloy, along with others, 
would like to echo the inaccuracies in reporting the issue by the media.  
Nevadans for Quality Education acknowledged that the figure sited in the 
Augenblick study was considerable, but the organization does not want to see 
the report set aside, as other studies have been in the past.  Ms. Hoffman-
Anspach stated that she agreed with Assemblyman Perkins that the report was 
informational and needed to be used.  She wondered whether anyone really 
needed a report to demonstrate that the state’s education system was 
inadequate. 
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Ms. Hoffman-Anspach said that parents were already aware that their children’s 
educational experience was lacking.  The fact remained that quality education 
does require considerable funding.  According to Ms. Hoffman-Anspach, 
reasonable minds might differ regarding the degree of inadequacy, but few, if 
any, could debate that Nevada’s schools fail to provide what was necessary to 
prepare children for their future.  Overall, said Ms. Hoffman-Anspach, people 
should credit the school districts for doing the job they had done with the funding 
and resources that were provided.   
 
That being said, Ms. Hoffman-Anspach stated that she would like to remind 
everyone regarding Nevada’s statewide scores for 2005, as depicted in 
Exhibit N: 
 
Reading Scores: 

• 4th grade = 45th in the nation 
• 8th grade = 47th in the nation 

 
Math Scores: 

• 4th grade = 44th in the nation 
• 8th grade = 44th in the nation 

 
Science Scores: 

• 4th grade = 42nd in the nation (out of 45 reporting) 
• 8th grade = 39th in the nation  (out of 45 reporting) 

 
Graduation Rate:  64.9 percent 
 
Student-Teacher Ratio: 21:1 
 
Ms. Hoffman-Anspach advised that CCSD contained 70 percent of Nevada’s 
students and many of its classrooms contained 35 to 40 students, a fact to which 
her children could attest.   
 
According to Ms. Hoffman-Anspach, Nevada’s education funding mechanism 
seemed to unfairly disadvantage its schools.  She pointed out that education was 
receiving a smaller share of state General Fund allocations while education 
funding account reversions were increasing. 
 
Ms. Hoffman-Anspach indicated that concluded her comments and she would 
turn the presentation over to her colleague, Mary Jo Parise-Malloy. 
 
Ms. Parise-Malloy introduced herself to the Committee.  She said the question 
was why money was moved out of education accounts and used to fund other 
state programs.  At the last Committee meeting, Ms. Parise-Malloy asked 
whether the Distributive School Account (DSA) was a fair way to fund education, 
and she believed that the Legislature should review that funding account.  
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Nevada would have a General Fund revenue surplus of between $500 million 
and $800 million dollars, and Ms. Parise-Malloy noted that a portion of that 
so-called surplus money should be permanently imbedded in the education 
budget. It appeared that increases were primarily attributed to stronger than 
expected gaming taxes and retail sale and use taxes, or the local school support 
tax.   
 
Ms. Parise-Malloy said that while no one anticipated that the present rate of 
growth in schools would continue, even conservative estimates anticipated a 
modest growth rate.  Fiscal Year (FY) 2003-04 surplus had recurred and much of 
the FY2005-07 surplus was also likely to recur.  
 
According to Ms. Parise-Malloy, what was needed was commitment.  Nevada 
needed to trust the expertise of the educational leaders by providing the 
resources it knew were necessary.  Dr. Rulffes mentioned iNVest during his 
presentation, which would identify those needs and costs.  Ms. Parise-Malloy 
indicated that state government had to stop making excuses and acknowledge 
the fact that funding in Nevada was grossly lacking, which put Nevada’s children 
at a great disadvantage.  Furthermore, the Legislature must step up and devise a 
plan to provide the money needed to deliver a high quality education to Nevada’s 
students.  In return, said Ms. Parise-Malloy, Nevada would get a bright future. 
 
Ms. Parise-Malloy thanked the Committee for the opportunity to present 
testimony. 
 
Chairwoman Smith asked whether there were questions from Committee 
members and thanked Ms. Hoffman-Anspach and Ms. Parise-Malloy for their 
presentation.   
 
The Chairwoman recognized Ms. Andrew. 
 
Carol Andrew, Principal, High Desert Montessori Charter School, stated that she 
would ask the Committee and the State of Nevada to consider how education 
dollars effected funding at charter schools.  Ms. Andrew said that charter schools 
were asked to duplicate all functions of a school district within a very small 
school.  Collectively, said Ms. Andrew, there were approximately 10,000 children 
in charter schools.  Ms. Andrew opined that it would be beneficial if charter 
schools knew the comparison between the numbers for charter schools and the 
numbers that have been equated for the public school system, of which charter 
schools are a part.  
 
Ms. Andrew explained that charter school dollars were different and the schools 
were very challenged by facility costs.  She stated that charter schools could use 
help from the Legislature regarding facility costs, but charter schools also needed 
to know how their small numbers compared to the numbers that were studied 
for public schools. Ms. Andrew asked whether there was a way to conduct 
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a comparison as an addendum to the study, so that the numbers for charter 
schools could be placed into the formulas.  She stated that would be very useful 
information for her school and all charter schools. 
 
Chairwoman Smith asked whether there were any questions from Committee 
members.  She clarified that charter schools were a part of the study.  
Ms. Andrew pointed out that charter schools were included as part of the districts 
and the report did not provide a breakdown for those schools.  
Chairwoman Smith explained that charter schools were included as individual 
schools in the same manner as the public schools of varying sizes.  She further 
explained that there was a representative from charter schools on one 
professional judgment panel.  Ms. Andrew stated that she would review the 
report.   
 
Chairwoman Smith said as the report was studied the Committee and the 
Legislature, there would be further information available over the upcoming 
months, which she believed would also be helpful to charter schools.  
Ms. Andrew said her facility costs were consuming 25 percent to 30 percent of 
the school’s instructional dollars, which was different from public schools. 
 
Chairwoman Smith commended Ms. Andrew and the Montessori school for the 
job being done there.  She noted that the school was part of her district and she 
appreciated the work being done by Ms. Andrew.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked whether there were other persons who wished to 
address the Committee, and recognized Mr. Bacon. 
 
Ray Bacon, Nevada Manufacturers Association, stated that he had spent 
considerable time attending the meetings of the Committee, as well as reviewing 
the report.  He noted that during his prior life as a manufacturer, he lived on data 
because data was what made products consistent.  Mr. Bacon said on multiple 
occasions during his tenure he had hired consultants to produce reports that 
were analytical, which was what he believed the report from APA intended to be.   
 
Mr. Bacon said he found the APA report incomplete, not necessarily that it was 
flawed, but certainly that it was incomplete.  He expected to see in the 
appendices at least three things that should absolutely be part of any report that 
he would request or pay for in the private sector.  The first was a list of all 
assumptions that were used because that information was fundamental.  
Mr. Bacon referenced the television program “Numbers,” and noted when the 
mathematician on that program made an error, as often as not, he had to go 
back and review one of his initial assumptions because that would be where the 
error was made.  
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Mr. Bacon indicated that the second issue was somewhat complex, but he still 
believed it was necessary, and that was that the Committee needed to review the 
formulas that were used to make the calculations.  If there was a question 
regarding an assumption, the Committee could then refer to the formula to 
measure the impact of the error or question.  Mr. Bacon said it might be an 
assumption that was appropriate for the urban districts, but not appropriate for 
the rural districts.  When lumping the concerns of Esmeralda County with those 
of Clark County in the Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) regarding the method 
used to fund schools, those pieces did not always fit together.  Mr. Bacon opined 
that by having the data regarding the formulas used, the Committee could tell 
whether the assumptions were appropriate. 
 
The third issue, stated Mr. Bacon, was perhaps more important in his area than it 
would be in the area of education, but at times when he dealt with data in making 
process changes, the question always arose regarding whether the data was 
repeatable.  Mr. Bacon said that typically in a manufacturing operation, if the data 
was not repeatable, the process would be changed.  In the context of the 
APA report, repeatability changed somewhat when looking at the list of 
successful schools.  Mr. Bacon indicated that the list of successful schools 
included several magnet schools and a few schools where test scores had fallen 
after the report.  That was the reason he asked whether the contractor had 
confirmed that the successful schools were still successful with current data.   
 
Magnet schools, said Mr. Bacon, were by definition self-selecting schools and 
should not be on the list in the first place.  If the question was whether magnet 
schools were successful, the answer would be absolutely, but by definition 
magnet schools were in a different category.  
 
Mr. Bacon indicated that the comments made by Dr. Phelps that professional 
judgment differed from state to state was a question of repeatability and it 
brought into question some of the factors in the study.  However, said Mr. Bacon, 
repeatability was common in statistical reports and was critical from a peer 
review standpoint.  Mr. Bacon reiterated that he believed the Committee should 
know those numbers. 
 
According to Mr. Bacon, many of the studies conducted by APA in various states 
were requested by advocacy groups.  In many cases, those studies led to court 
actions and decisions, and whether that was right, wrong, or indifferent, that was 
where the studies appeared to end up.   
 
Mr. Bacon opined that from the standpoint of the Legislature, it was important 
that the Legislature retain control over the process of education funding and that 
it not wind up in the courts. Being able to access that fundamental background 
information – the assumptions, the formulas, and the repeatability data – would 
be absolutely essential as legislators reviewed the data during the 2007 Session.  
It was important to have the data for review when questions arose.   
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Mr. Bacon noted that one assumption could throw the entire study off, but if the 
Legislature had the formula, LCB staff could recalculate the figures to see what 
removal of that assumption would mean to the formula.   
 
Mr. Bacon indicated that in order to retain the process within the Legislature, 
it was essential that the Legislature received the complete report, including the 
aforementioned three elements.  He noted that there might be additional 
elements, but the three elements he mentioned were clearly missing from the 
APA report and were critical in any type of statistical study. 
 
Chairwoman Smith asked whether there were questions from Committee 
members.  She stated that staff pointed out that the contractor had used the most 
recent AYP data for the successful schools.     
 
Chairwoman Smith recognized Senator Beers. 
 
Senator Beers said he would like the record to reflect the Committee’s desire to 
keep the issue of education funding under the control of the Legislature rather 
than in front of the courts. 
 
Chairwoman Smith recognized Carole Vilardo. 
      
Ms. Vilardo stated that she would not repeat items that she had previously 
presented to the Committee because some of those issues had been solved, nor 
would she repeat what had been said by Dr. Phelps and Mr. Bacon because she 
agreed with their comments. 
 
Ms. Vilardo said she would like to address the needs and funding of 
capital construction in Nevada’s schools, which was found on page 2 of 
Exhibit M, “Work Session Document.”  The reference regarding property tax in 
the letter from the Nevada Association of School Boards (NASB), Exhibit L, 
spoke to rollover and the ability to use funds for pay-as-you-go, which was her 
understanding based on her conversation with Mr. Robison during the last 
Committee meeting.  She noted that the tax referenced in Exhibit M was not the 
pay-as-you-go property tax.   
 
Ms. Vilardo explained that the rollover language currently contained in statute 
allowed a school district to go to the voters for approval to hold their capital 
property tax rate to be used for bonds as they incrementally retired.  Ms. Vilardo 
said that the NASB letter asked that where the current rollover provisions were 
used strictly for bonds, that a provision be added to allow it to also be used for 
pay-as-you-go.   
 
Ms. Vilardo pointed out that some districts might not need to bond for new 
construction, but might want to access the $0.02 or $0.03 of a $0.55 debt that 
was retired for extraordinary maintenance.  At the present time, the only way 
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districts could do that was to bond for such maintenance, subject to voter 
approval.  Ms. Vilardo said that it did not make good fiscal planning sense 
to take that action and she believed that the issue was not with the $0.75 or 
$0.30 pay-as-you-go construction financing, but rather was with adding a pay-as-
you-go component to the current rollover provision that the state currently 
allowed for bonds. 
 
Ms. Vilardo opined that not only for school construction, but also for statewide 
construction, the base infrastructure on capital projects had become very 
expensive.  At some point, the Legislature would have to review the costs and 
perhaps attempt a pilot program.  Ms. Vilardo stated that relative to construction, 
studies had been completed in various counties and in rural counties 
construction costs increased anywhere from 20 percent to 25 percent or more 
because of prevailing wage.   
 
According to Ms. Vilardo, the State of Michigan utilized prevailing wage on 
everything except school construction.  Approximately 6 years ago, that state 
added school construction to prevailing wage and Michigan was a highly 
unionized state.  Ms. Vilardo reported that the State of Michigan discovered that 
by adding school construction into the prevailing wage statutes, it increased the 
cost of construction by 10 percent.   
 
Ms. Vilardo commented that if Nevada considered a pilot program regarding 
prevailing wage in the rural school districts, which had the greatest problem in 
the area of construction, and particularly in those counties that were currently at 
the property tax cap and could not approach the voters for approval, construction 
costs would definitely be reduced.  Ms. Vilardo stated that such a program would 
be somewhat superfluous in Clark and Washoe counties because the way 
prevailing wage was calculated the schools could not hire contractors at lower 
than prevailing wage.  She explained that those areas of the state were much 
more unionized and there was also the law of “supply and demand.”   
 
Ms. Vilardo opined that the Legislature had to maximize the dollars in any way 
possible for education funding.   
 
The second issue, said Ms. Vilardo, was transportation and the discussion 
regarding the replacement of busses, uniform replacement schedules, and 
policies, page 4 of Exhibit M.  Ms. Vilardo suggested that the Committee consider 
allowing the districts to enter into partnerships.   
 
Ms. Vilardo said she had been in Chicago for a meeting where a presentation 
was made regarding schools and the changes made in that city to maximize use 
of dollars.  The city of Chicago contracted with 17 private bus companies, using 
very stringent contracts, to provide school bussing.  Those companies provided 
transportation services with requirements regarding bus replacement, and 
Ms. Vilardo believed that was something that eventually would come into play 
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in Nevada.  She thought that the Legislature would want to review that possibility, 
along with providing the authority for the school districts to work with the 
Regional Transportation Commissions of both Clark and Washoe counties.              
 
Ms. Vilardo noted that she attended high school in New York where high school 
students were issued bus passes and rode public transportation at a reduced 
rate.  It seemed to Ms. Vilardo that public transportation would be much more 
efficient in certain areas, and since the Legislature had gone far beyond 
adequacy to look at transportation and bus replacement factors, she would like to 
ask the Committee’s consideration regarding those elements. 
 
Chairwoman Smith asked whether Mr. Johnson was present, along with a 
representative from the school districts who could address the bussing issue.   
 
The Chairwoman recognized Senator Hardy. 
 
Senator Hardy stated that he would like to align himself with Ms. Vilardo 
regarding prevailing wages.  He certainly would not go as far as to say that the 
state should not pay prevailing wage, but he would advocate that the state 
conduct a very, very careful analysis of the methodology used to determine 
prevailing wage.  Senator Hardy submitted that if the state paid a prevailing wage 
that actually prevailed, it could save 10 percent.  Originally, the prevailing wage 
laws were designed to make sure that people who worked on public sector jobs 
were not paid less than those who worked on private sector jobs.   
 
Senator Hardy opined that the current situation was “completely turned around” 
and in some cases, the prevailing wage was double for public jobs compared to 
the salary being paid in the private sector.  The situation had completely reversed 
itself and that was a direct result of the methodology used to determine prevailing 
wage.  Senator Hardy believed that it was way past time for the Legislature to 
take a strong look at the prevailing wage structure.  He submitted that the state 
could build five schools in southern Nevada for every four that were currently 
being built, if the prevailing wage was actually a rate that prevailed in the private 
sector and not, in some cases, 50 to 75 percent higher.  
 
Senator Hardy reiterated that he wanted to align himself with Ms. Vilardo 
regarding the concept and the idea and he hoped at some point the Legislature 
would give serious consideration to the methodology under which the prevailing 
wage was determined. 
 
Chairwoman Smith asked whether there were further questions from Committee 
members, and there being none, recognized Mr. Johnson. 
 
Marty Johnson advised that he worked as a financial advisor to many of the 
school districts in the State of Nevada. In reference to Ms. Vilardo’s comments 
he referred to the table on page 3 of Exhibit M that depicted property tax.  
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Mr. Johnson stated there were two ways school districts could use property 
taxes: (1) to repay bonds, whether those were traditional voter-approved general 
obligation bonds or whether they were rollover bonds; and (2) the capital project 
tax, which was what districts used on a pay-as-you-go basis. 
 
Mr. Johnson explained that the limits depicted in the table on page 3 of the 
exhibit pertained to the capital project tax that could be used on a pay-as-you-go 
basis.  There was no limit other than how the tax would fit within the $3.64 cap 
for the tax rate levy to repay bonds.  Mr. Johnson stated that voters could 
approve bonds that required a $0.60 tax rate within the context of the $3.64 limit.  
He reiterated that the limits did apply to the capital projects tax. 
 
Chairwoman Smith recognized Ms. Vilardo. 
 
Ms. Vilardo said she wanted to confirm that there were two different things in 
place with property taxes.  Obviously it would be another issue to change the cap 
for the pay-as-you-go provision because it was subject to the $3.64 cap.  
She noted that most entities could not use that provision at the current rate.  
Ms. Vilardo stated that the more important of the two issues was the fact that 
entities could use the rollover rate currently in use for bonds for pay-as-you-go as 
well.  Ms. Vilardo asked Mr. Johnson whether that was correct. 
 
Mr. Johnson said that was correct.  He noted that there were many districts, 
particularly in rural Nevada, that would benefit if they could turn the existing tax 
rate into a rollover rate. That would allow the districts the flexibility to use bonds 
or pay-as-you-go, depending on the type of project.  Mr. Johnson believed that 
would be a very welcome improvement to the program for rural school districts.      
 
Chairwoman Smith asked whether Mr. Robison had further comments regarding 
the issue of transportation.  Mr. Robison said he could not provide any answers 
regarding transportation and he did not think there were persons present who 
could address that issue.  Chairwoman Smith said the issues did not have to be 
solved immediately, but it would certainly be considered by the Legislature during 
the 2007 Session.   
 
Chairwoman Smith thanked Ms. Vilardo, Mr. Johnson, and Mr. Robison for their 
testimony.  
 
The Chairwoman recognized Ms. Dugan. 
 
Christina Dugan, Vice President, Public Affairs, Las Vegas Chamber 
of Commerce, advised the Committee that there were approximately 
6,800 members of the Chamber and those members employed approximately 
200,000 individuals in Nevada.  As such, Ms. Dugan stated that she had 
authored a letter dated August 31, 2006, to the Committee, Exhibit O, which she 
hoped members had reviewed. 
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Ms. Dugan stated that she would like to share some of the thought processes of 
the Chamber relative to the Augenblick Study, which the Chamber had spend a 
great deal of time surveying and following for the past several months.  
Ms. Dugan stated that most of the Chamber’s concerns involved policy issues.  
The Chamber felt very strongly that the study did not give the Chamber, 
legislators, and other policymakers a chance to understand the policy choices 
facing the community with respect to education. 
 
Ms. Dugan stated that the questions posed by the Chamber involved issues such 
as what was the best way to compensate a teacher, and whether it was better to 
give across-the-board raises or should the some type of performance pay system 
be initiated.  Ms. Dugan noted that the Chamber was also concerned about the 
overall compensation structure and whether the school districts offered the right 
compensation structure in terms of retirement benefits, upfront salary, and other 
benefits that would help recruit and retain the best teachers possible in southern 
Nevada and throughout the state.     
 
According to Ms. Dugan, the Chamber was also concerned that potential barriers 
were being created for persons in other fields who wanted to become teachers.  
The Chamber wondered what the policies were regarding alternative certification 
and other such choices, and how those choices would factor into creating an 
adequate education for students.  
 
Also, the Chamber was concerned about the size of districts, stated Ms. Dugan, 
and it really had not seen much in examination of the APA study regarding how 
the size of a school district played into the education received by the students.  
Ms. Dugan stated that the Chamber was certainly not advocating breaking up the 
Clark County School District, but she believed that when reviewing the issue of 
adequacy the size of the district was certainly something that should be 
discussed.   
 
Ms. Dugan stated that the Chamber also had concerns similar to those voiced by 
Mr. Bacon in his earlier testimony regarding the underlying assumptions of the 
study and upon what those assumptions had been based.  Certainly, APA faced 
a major challenge in dealing with Nevada because it was a very unique state in 
terms of the composition of its school districts.  Ms. Dugan noted that some 
districts contained very few students while others contained populations almost 
the size of a small town or a medium city.   
 
Based on that fact, said Ms. Dugan, the Chamber’s concern was that the 
hypothetical numbers might not reflect the true composition of Nevada’s school 
districts, primarily the Washoe and Clark County School Districts, which had a 
population of over 50,000 students each.  Ms. Dugan said there was also 
concern regarding the ratio of English as a Second Language (ESL) students, as 
well as at-risk students, used by the Augenblick study as base numbers, 
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which the Chamber did not feel accurately reflected what was occurring in 
Clark County. 
 
Finally, said Ms. Dugan, the Chamber had a serious concern from a taxpayer 
perspective regarding the idea of a cost benefit analysis.  That was similar to the 
questions relative to appropriate policy choices and the Chamber had a sincere 
concern that the state was not really looking at marginal improvement versus 
costs.  Ms. Dugan stated that perhaps the school districts could realize 
80 percent improvement for 20 percent of the costs, and perhaps the school 
districts were experiencing a diminishing return on investment, which should be 
considered as the state moved forward to review ideal scenarios in terms of 
education funding and programs versus what taxpayers and the community could 
afford.   
 
Ms. Dugan said the Chamber would obviously ask that the Committee to be very 
mindful of the fact that education is not the only issue at the forefront of concern, 
and there were also requirements necessary to deal with transportation and 
infrastructure issues.  Ms. Dugan indicated there were also funding allocations 
that needed to be attributed to health care spending. While certainly the 
Chamber was interested in moving the education dialogue forward, the 
members, as business individuals, need to be mindful on two fronts: (1) as 
taxpayers, the business community provided a large portion of the tax revenue; 
and (2) as end users and consumers, business people employed persons who 
were graduates of the school districts, but business people also had their own 
children and their employee’s children attending school in the school districts.  
Ms. Dugan stated that businesses wanted to ensure that they were able to recruit 
new employees and that new businesses would move into the area without 
constant questions regarding why the education numbers in Nevada were so 
poor.     
 
Ms. Dugan urged the Committee to read her letter, Exhibit O and stated that she 
would be happy to answer any questions. 
 
Chairwoman Smith stated that Ms. Dugan indicated in her letter that the study 
called for a more than 7 percent annual increase in teacher’s salaries, which the 
study did not call for and, in fact, the contractor did not address an increase in 
teacher’s salaries.  Regarding policy issues, Chairwoman Smith indicated that 
the contractor was not asked to make policy decisions or recommendations, 
which was the job of the Legislature and the various school boards.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked if there were questions from the Committee, and 
recognized Senator Schneider.  
 
Senator Schneider advised that he had read Ms. Dugan’s letter (Exhibit O) and 
he asked how many people from the Chamber volunteered to help with the 
Clark County reading program. 
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Ms. Dugan explained that the Chamber employed approximately 60 individuals, 
and representatives from the Clark County READS program actually conducted a 
training program with Chamber employees.  She believed that approximately 
one-third of the Chamber’s employees participated in the program.  Ms. Dugan 
noted that the Chamber also reached out to its members and encouraged them 
to offer their employees paid leave to participate in the READS program and help 
tutor students. 
 
In response to Chairwoman Smith’s comment regarding the 7 percent increase in 
teacher’s salary, Ms. Dugan apologized for that statement in her letter.  
She noted in discussion during the meeting that the 7 percent increase was not 
included in the final calculation in terms of an inflation rate.  Ms. Dugan said she 
had read the APA study at least three times, and it was very confusing from the 
Chamber’s perspective regarding what was, or was not, included in the final 
formula.  Ms. Dugan apologized for any inaccuracies contained in her letter of 
August 31, 2006, to the Committee (Exhibit O), and stated that she certainly had 
no intention of misleading the Committee. 
 
Senator Schneider stated that 20 of the Chamber’s employees participated in the 
Clark County READS program, and he asked whether Ms. Dugan had the 
number of participants from Chamber members.  Ms. Dugan stated that she did 
not have that number.  Senator Schneider said he was merely curious because 
there were over 300,000 students in the Clark County School District and 
20 employees helping out part-time would not really help the schools “over the 
hump” regarding the skill level of students.   
 
Senator Schneider noted that there had been much talk about volunteerism and 
retirees and other persons helping students, but he stated that he simply could 
not see that volunteerism was offering that much help.  He stated that he did not 
see volunteers coming forward in significant numbers to make a difference.  
Senator Schneider conceded that it was very difficult to get persons to volunteer 
and, actually, Nevada was the lowest state in the nation in the area of 
volunteerism.   
 
Senator Schneider indicated that Dr. Rulffes stated that he was willing to attach 
any new education funding to performance.  Dr. Rulffes would be asking for 
significant money because of the teacher shortage, and Ms. Dugan, as a vice 
president of the Clark County Chamber of Commerce should know that 
if employers were not able hire new employees with an existing offer, the 
employers had to “sweeten the pot” in order to hire additional employees.  
Dr. Rulffes was asking for additional money for teachers, additional 
money for non-English speaking students, and for allowing choice of schools.  
Senator Schneider noted that Dr. Rulffes had stated that he was willing to base 
the request on performance, and he asked Ms. Dugan how the Chamber felt 
about that proposal. 

 34



Ms. Dugan said that, traditionally, the Chamber was a group that advocated for 
performance pay related to teacher salary increases and, actually, the Chamber 
had held a number of positive dialogues with the Clark County School District, 
sharing its perspective regarding what the Chamber would like to see happen 
with future education dollars and needs moving forward.  Ms. Dugan stated that 
the Chamber was very positive about many of the issues that would hopefully 
come forward during the 2007 Legislature related to teacher performance pay 
increases.   
 
Ms. Dugan noted that the Democratic Assembly had held a press conference 
approximately 6 months ago regarding the issue of education funding, which 
included some serious delineated policy programs that should be explored, one 
of those being a performance pay experimental program.  Ms. Dugan believed 
that the Chamber would want to be strong partners in creation of such a 
program, as long as it could ensure that there would be a discernable return on 
the investment of the dollars it put into the system. 
 
Chairwoman Smith asked whether there was further public comment to come 
before the Committee.  Those persons wishing to make public comment should 
come forward and identify themselves for the record. 
 
Allison Turner stated that she represented the Nevada Parent Teachers 
Association (PTA) and its more than 25,000 members.  Ms. Turner said that she 
served on far too many advisory boards and committees and was now in her 
ninth year as a parent in the Clark County and Nevada public school system.  
Having followed the work of the Committee over the past month, Ms. Turner said 
she would like to offer comments for the Committee’s consideration during the 
current work session. 
 
Ms. Turner indicated that the 2005 Legislature established the Committee in 
order to hire a firm for an in-depth analysis of the adequacy of funding for 
education in Nevada and Nevada could be proud of the fact that funding equity 
was already so clearly established throughout the state.  Ms. Turner noted that 
APA performed the task with input and review by the Committee and had now 
presented its report.  Ms. Turner believed that everyone should pay attention to 
the results, even if the news was not good.  As pointed out by other speakers, 
the taxpayers of Nevada had paid good money for the results of the study. 
 
The weight of cost method for school funding, in particular, offered timely 
information for determining how money was spent for accountability.  Ms. Turner 
pointed out that the school districts offered many services for special education, 
at-risk students, English language learners (ELL), and career and technical 
education students, and the costs involved could now be seen.  Ms. Turner 
believed that the study helped to address other speaker’s comments regarding 
how ELL were identified as a subgroup.   
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Ms. Turner stated that she did not agree, however, that the APA report was a 
“teacher’s wish list,” as it had sometimes been described.  If the districts and the 
state was going to hold teachers accountable for student achievement, which 
was more and more frequently on the table for discussion, everyone should 
understand, at the least, what teachers believed was needed to get the job done. 
 
Ms. Turner asked the Committee to also bear in mind that the report assumed 
that Nevada could attract and retain highly qualified personnel for any position 
that needed to be filled.  There were clearly problems with that assumption.  
Ms. Turner pointed out that Clark County alone experienced a shortage of almost 
350 teachers on the second day of school.   
 
Criteria and achievement under the federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act had 
been referenced by the consultants as well as the Committee.  Ms. Turner stated 
that she had worked on the issue for several years, and asked the Committee to 
remember that adequate yearly progress (AYP) under (NCLB) was not 
necessarily an accurate measure of successfully delivering curriculum to 
students.  One student’s performance out of as many as a few thousand students 
in some schools in Nevada could literally mean that the school “failed.”  
Ms. Turner said that one example was a middle school in Clark County that had 
yet to make AYP under NCLB and its current status was "in need of 
improvement."  She stated that student achievement at that middle school started 
out at a reasonably high level and had grown tremendously since that time for 
students at all levels of achievement.  Ms. Turner’s remark was, “This school is 
failing?” 
 
Turning to current school funding, Ms. Turner stated that another example was a 
middle school in Washoe County.  Two years ago parents raised funds to replace 
the gymnasium floor and last year parents raised funds to have the school wired 
for Networked computers, generally regarded as quite necessary today.  
Ms. Turner’s remark was, “This school is adequately funded?” 
 
Looking at school funding more generally, Ms. Turner noted that S.B. 404 of the 
73rd Legislative Session established and funded the Governor’s Commission on 
Educational Excellence.  The Commission in turn established parameters for 
grant applications and received an overwhelming 500+ applications from 
Nevada’s schools.  Ms. Turner stated that the grants sought were not for 
frivolous items.  Those schools saw the need for proven, research-based 
programs, as well as staff and materials to deliver them, in order to increase 
student achievement.  Ms. Turner said the grant requests far exceed available 
funds under S.B. 404 of the 73rd Legislative Session and Ms. Turner’s remark 
was, “These schools are adequately funded?” 
 
In closing, Ms. Turner stated she would like to commend the Committee for all of 
its hard work, past and ongoing, as it was not an easy task.  She also thanked 
the Committee for its efforts to videoconference the meetings to allow 
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participation in all of Nevada.  Ms. Turner said she hoped that trend continued as 
the 2007 Legislature met. 
 
Chairwoman Smith indicated that this was the last call for public comment from 
audience in either Carson City or Las Vegas, and there being none, she declared 
the public comment agenda item closed. 
 
Chairwoman Smith declared the Committee in recess.   
 
III. WORK SESSION 
 
Chairwoman Smith reconvened the meeting at 12:26 p.m. and commented that, 
in her mind, the study and the Committee’s work was the beginning point of the 
process and it was her belief that the legislators who passed the legislation and 
provided the funding for the study, along with the taxpayers, had a right to 
participate in the decision-making process.  Chairwoman Smith stated that she 
viewed the report as the “jumping off point,” and noted that there was a great 
deal of information that still had to be considered, dissected, and analyzed by 
staff and other interested parties.  She believed that would be accomplished by 
taking the study forward to the 2007 Legislature. 
 
Chairwoman Smith stated that she, for one, was not thinking about tax increases 
or about the possibility of lawsuits in her decision-making, but rather was thinking 
about the need for the Legislature to take action that was right for students in 
Nevada.    
 
Chairwoman Smith commented that the “cute kid” pictures mentioned by 
Mr. Enge in his previous testimony were important to her because her “cute kids” 
always reminded her about doing the right thing and her “cute kids” were the 
ones who got her involved in the process 20 years ago.  Now, she stated it was 
her “cute granddaughters” who kept her centered and thinking about the 
importance of educational issues.  Chairwoman Smith indicated it was not about 
political correctness and maneuvering, but rather, it was about trying to make the 
best decisions for the state and the many students attending schools in Nevada.      
 
Chairwoman Smith state that she hoped the Committee would take everything 
into consideration.  The Committee had worked very hard and had digested a 
great deal of information.  She commended members for their interest and 
support and stated that she knew every member wanted to do what was right.   
 
Chairwoman Smith said she believed that taking the study to the next step and 
entering into that bigger conversation that, hopefully, would lead the Legislature 
to a long-term plan was something in which all legislators should participate, 
which she believed was a very important step.  With that, Chairwoman Smith, 
said she was ready to entertain a motion so that the Committee could converse 
regarding the issue. 
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Chairwoman Smith recognized Assemblyman Perkins. 
 
Mr. Perkins commented that the study was approved by the entire Legislature 
and was meant to be provided to each and every member for his/her personal 
evaluation.  As a Committee of six, Mr. Perkins did not believe that Committee 
members had the right to keep the study from their colleagues, which would, in 
his mind, be an abrogation of the Committee’s responsibility and an insult to 
those with whom the members worked.   
 
Mr. Perkins reiterated that the Legislature approved the study and was entitled to 
the results.  With that in mind, he offered the following motion.  
 

ASSEMBLYMAN PERKINS MOVED TO FORWARD THE STUDY BY 
AUGENBLICK, PALAICH, AND ASSOCIATES ENTITLED 
“ESTIMATING THE COST OF AN ADEQUATE EDUCATION IN 
NEVADA,” EXHIBIT B, TO THE 2007 LEGISLATURE. 
 
SENATOR SCHNEIDER SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 

Chairwoman Smith indicated that it had been moved by Assemblyman Perkins 
and seconded by Senator Schneider to move the APA study forward to the 
2007 Legislature.  As the maker of the motion, Chairwoman Smith asked 
Mr. Perkins if he would like to make further comments. 
 
Mr. Perkins stated that the data and formulas that were not part and parcel to the 
document, Exhibit B, was somewhat troubling, but he suspected that the 
deadlines imposed by the Committee, along with the mountain of work that had 
to be completed, contributed to some of that lack of specificity.  Mr. Perkins 
opined that LCB staff should reach out to APA to ensure that all information could 
be produced for consideration by the 2007 Legislature.    
 
Mr. Perkins stated that he agreed with Mr. Bacon and Senator Beers that 
education funding should be a legislative issue rather than a court issue, and he 
believed it would only become a court issue should the 2007 Legislature not fulfill 
its duty. 
 
It was not about the numbers, said Mr. Perkins, and there were some very 
staggering numbers in the report, but it was about the policy decisions that the 
Legislature would be required to make in order to ensure that Nevada’s children 
had the opportunity for success.  Mr. Perkins believed that LCB staff would do a 
better job of providing numbers to the Legislature, based upon the policy 
decisions that were presented by the study, and the Legislature would have to 
make those decisions in 2007.    
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Mr. Perkins said he was, frankly, tired of the debate and with that in mind, 
it appeared that all members agreed on two things: (1) that students in Nevada 
are not doing as well as they should by virtually every measure; and, (2) that 
Nevada had unique characteristics that made funding education a challenge. 
 
Mr. Perkins noted that the Legislature needed to demand return on investment 
and measurable outcomes, and it was very encouraging to hear Superintendent 
Rulffes testify to that fact this morning.  Contrary to one of the previous speaker’s 
notions, the Legislature does have an obligation to provide an adequate 
education and “adequate education” is defined by the Nevada Constitution, which 
requires that the state provide public education.  Also, that fact was more 
recently identified by the laws passed by the Nevada Legislature and the laws 
passed by the federal government that set very high standards for students.  
Mr. Perkins said there appeared to be no quarrels with the standards, which 
needed to be set high, but when the state set the standards that became the 
adequacy measure of its education, it should provide the necessary funding to 
attain those goals. 
 
Mr. Perkins said from his perspective, the Legislature had failed Nevada’s 
students.  The Committee could not and should not agree with everything 
contained in the study, but the experts – those on the professional judgment 
panels – had listed what they perceived as necessary to create success for 
Nevada’s students, and the question was how the Legislature could say 
otherwise.   
 
Mr. Perkins stated that he would not ask educators to tell him how to run a police 
department and legislators should not be second-guessing every time educators 
brought forward suggestions regarding how to increase student achievement.  
It was as if the legislators had never had the conversation before, yet that 
conversation was repeated every two years.  Mr. Perkins indicated that the 
blatant hypocrisy of a public policy body such as the Legislature was shameful 
when it created standards and then failed to provide the resources necessary to 
reach those standards.   
 
Mr. Perkins asked that the Committee review the resources that were suggested 
in the APA study, which would cost money.  The recommended resources 
included: 
 

• Smaller class sizes, certainly a topic of public policy debate for the 
Legislature, and had been for some time. 

• Full-day kindergarten. 
• Before and after school programs. 
• Summer and Saturday school programs. 
• Funding for equipment and consumable materials for career and technical 

education programs. 
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• Support staff, such as instructional aids to address the needs of ELL and 
at-risk students, and to supplement regular classroom education. 

• Professional development for teachers. 
• Specialists, counselors, librarians, technology personnel, tutors, school-

parent liaisons, and clerical staff. 
 
Mr. Perkins said the list appeared to contain common sense requests and he 
believed there were many things on the list that the Legislature could agree to 
provide.  When the Legislature did agree with the recommendations, a price tag 
would be associated with the requests, and that appeared to be the point at 
which discussion broke down.  According to Mr. Perkins, the aforementioned 
resources provided the basis for the policy debates that would begin in 
approximately 5 months.       
 
Mr. Perkins stated that, even though he was not running for reelection, he did 
have a personal investment in school funding after spending 14 years as a 
member of the Legislature, raising his family and being born and raised in 
Nevada himself, and he wanted to see Nevada continue to be what he believed 
was the greatest state in the greatest country in the world.  His said his optimism 
was waning after some of the debates encountered by the Committee, but he 
believed that education was the foundation of the state. 
 
Chairwoman Smith recognized Senator Hardy. 
 
Senator Hardy voiced appreciation for Mr. Perkins’s comments and also 
appreciated the professionalism with which the Chairwoman had run the 
Committee.  The Chairwoman had provided every member an opportunity to 
have their “day in court.”  Senator Hardy believed that the study was useful. 
 
Senator Hardy stated that in several discussions it was noted that the Committee 
was created because of the threat of a lawsuit, which he supposed was at least 
part of the reason the Committee was created, but he did not believe that was a 
logical reason to go forward one way or another.  If the Committee looked at 
what had occurred in other states, Senator Hardy said the way to get sued even 
more quickly than accepting a recommendation that suggested $1.3 billion in 
new funding and then not providing it, would be to reject the recommendation 
outright.  He believed that action would also lead to a lawsuit.  Senator Hardy 
commented that at some level, the state would be sued, and it was not a matter 
of “if,” it was a matter of “when and where.”   
 
There was also much discussion regarding the methodology and Senator Hardy 
said that the successful schools model certainly provided a rather good 
“snapshot” of what was occurring today.  That model gave the Committee some 
reason for optimism and that was a portion of the study that he believed was very 
interesting and, in some ways, indicated that at today’s standards, Nevada was 
doing well and could do even better with very little additional money. 
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However, said Senator Hardy, the Committee was not really looking at today’s 
standards, but rather was looking at action needed by the state to achieve future 
standards, and that was the information which the professional judgment 
methodology attempted to provide. That methodology attempted to tell the 
Committee what action the state would have to take for its students to meet 
federal standards by school year 2013-14.  Senator Hardy said that by year 
2013-14, the NCLB Act might have been “left behind” and the state might be 
looking at a completely different set of standards.  In that regard, he stated that 
he was not sure that the study provided viable information.  Senator Hardy 
indicated that he looked at the study as one point of view about how the state 
could attain quality education for its student, but there were many other points of 
view regarding how that could occur, and the study represented only one of the 
views. 
 
Senator Hardy said that based on everything he had heard, he would concur with 
Mr. Bacon that the study was not complete and was not really in a format that the 
Legislature was used to absorbing.  He had made that same comment during the 
last Committee meeting and charged LCB staff to put the study in an appropriate 
format; however, after reading the study further, he realized that the information 
was not really included in the study for staff to complete that task.  Senator Hardy 
said he had asked staff to take on a job that was not possible; however, staff had 
done the best job possible.    
 
Senator Hardy opined that the major problem with the conclusion of the study 
was that the Legislature was being asked to blindly accept a set of assumptions 
developed by persons outside the Legislature.  He agreed wholeheartedly with 
Mr. Perkins that the Legislature should listen very carefully to the voice of the 
state’s educational professionals.  But, at the end of the day, said Senator Hardy, 
the stewardship belonged to the Legislature and that body would be held 
accountable for how well those education dollars were spent and whether the 
proper programs were funded.   
 
Senator Hardy stated that there had been discussion regarding a constitutional 
debate, about whether or not funding education was a constitutional mandate.  
He concluded in his mind that the constitution was not silent on that matter and 
did require the Legislature to fund education in Nevada.  He opined that there 
could be a debate regarding whether the constitution asked the Legislature to 
fund education at an adequate or appropriate level, but he assumed that the 
framers of the Nevada Constitution intended that the Legislature fund a proper 
educational system. 
 
Senator Hardy said he had recently been asked what the difference was between 
a conservative and a liberal and he replied that the difference, as he perceived it 
after several years in public office, was that a conservative was a person who 
thought that there were certain limited legitimate functions of government.  
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Those legitimate functions of government included education, mental health, and 
public safety.  A liberal was a person who believed that the legitimate function of 
government was whatever the taxpayers asked for.  Senator Hardy believed that 
was a very philosophically legitimate way to view the world, because taxpayers 
paid the money and should have input into determining what those dollars paid 
for, but he simply did not view the world that way.  However, said Senator Hardy, 
he believed that education, whether through a constitutional mandate or similar 
action, was a legitimate function of government and he believed that education 
should be appropriately funded.   
 
With regard to funding education, Senator Hardy opined that there would be 
additional costs.  There could be a debate regarding whether the standards the 
state was being held to at the national level were appropriate, but it could be 
safely concluded that if the state was going to be held to those national 
standards, it would cost more money.   
 
Senator Hardy said he was willing to support additional funding for education, 
as long as it came with certain education reforms and accountability.  He wanted 
to make that very clear, as he believed that was an important point.  
Senator Hardy reiterated that he would vote to spend what it took to make sure 
that Nevada’s educational system was providing the kind of quality education 
needed by the state’s children.  However, said Senator Hardy, before he took 
that action he had to be absolutely certain that the programs that were funded 
would accomplish those aims.  His comment was, “I have to have that assurance 
in my mind.”  Senator Hardy stated that the study brought him no closer to that 
conclusion in his mind and that was the reason he suffered some discomfort with 
forwarding the study to the 2007 Legislature in any format that appeared that the 
Committee had accepted the conclusions of that study.     
 
Senator Hardy opined that once the study had been placed in a format with 
which the Legislature was familiar, that it should be forwarded to the 
2007 Legislature as an exhibit in the policy debate that would be undertaken 
during that Session.  He stated that he was not prepared today to accept the 
conclusions of the study.   
 
Therefore, said Senator Hardy, he would ask for clarification on the motion.  
Senator Hardy commented that if the motion was to forward the APA report to 
the 2007 Legislature as a group having accepted the conclusions of the study, 
he would not support that motion.  However, if the motion was to forward the 
report to the 2007 Legislature as an exhibit in the debate that was about to occur, 
without recommendation, Senator Hardy said he would support that motion.  
If that was not the motion, Senator Hardy said he stood ready to make that 
motion, should the motion that was currently before the Committee fail.   
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Senator Hardy thanked Chairwoman Smith for the excellent job she had done in 
chairing the Committee.  He also believed that the consultants had performed the 
job as instructed.  Senator Hardy noted that some members had expressed 
concern regarding the consultant and the methodology.  Senator Hardy stated 
that the concern with the methodology still stood in his mind, which was the 
reason he was not willing at the present time to accept the recommendation of 
the study, but he reiterated that he would support moving the study forward as 
incomplete, for further consideration by the 2007 Legislature. 
 
Chairwoman Smith asked whether Assemblyman Perkins would like to clarify his 
previous motion. 
 
Mr. Perkins said his motion was simply to forward the APA study and the 
information contained therein to the 2007 Legislation, and he indicated that he 
did not perceive that to be an endorsement regarding part or parcel of the 
contents of study by the Committee.  Mr. Perkins opined that there were some 
things in the study that the Legislature would agree with and some things that it 
would not.  Mr. Perkins noted that even within the Committee there could not be 
unanimity regarding the contents of the study.  Mr. Perkins said he hoped that 
cleared up his intent regarding the motion. 
 
Chairwoman Smith asked Senator Hardy whether that was helpful to him.   
 
Senator Hardy said that it was helpful and he thanked Mr. Perkins for the 
clarification.  Unfortunately, he stated that while he understood the spirit of the 
motion, he thought that in order for him to have a level of comfort in forwarding 
the motion, it needed to contain the verbiage “without recommendation.” 
 
Chairwoman Smith asked whether Mr. Perkins would consider that verbiage as a 
“friendly” amendment. 
 
Mr. Perkins said in the spirit of the discussion currently underway, he would 
consider his motion to include the verbiage “without recommendation.’ 
 
Chairwoman Smith thanked Mr. Perkins and asked whether Senator Beers had 
further comments, and he advised that he had no further comments.  
The Chairwoman recognized Senator Schneider. 
 
Senator Schneider stated that 14 years ago he had entered the Assembly with 
Mr. Perkins and while he continued on to the Senate, Mr. Perkins remained in the 
Assembly to do the people’s work, and he had done a very good job.  
Senator Schneider opined that the Legislature had not overcome the problem 
with education and, in fact, it had grown worse.  He stated he agreed with 
Mr. Perkins regarding that fact.    
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Senator Schneider indicated that he too would like to move the study forward, but 
he noted that the Clark County Superintendent had appeared before the 
Committee today and proposed choice and a 2 percent incentive pay in some 
selected schools and he wondered whether the study really went far enough.  
Senator Schneider believed that the Legislature would have to look at the 
situation during the 2007 Session.  He stated that a new teacher starting at 
$30,000 who performed above expectations could earn an additional $600.  
It was apparent that many teachers spent at least $200 on classroom supplies, 
which would leave a gross of $400 over a 12-month pay period, which equated to 
$33.00 per month.  After taxes, the new teacher would realize an increase of 
approximately $22 a month as an increase for performing above and beyond 
expectations.   
 
Senator Schneider stated that as a business person he could not see where that 
scenario would make a big difference.  It appeared that the “hole” was 
pretty deep because Nevada was competing nationally for teachers and 
Senator Schneider believed that the Legislature would have to be very 
aggressive during the 2007 Session. 
 
Senator Schneider said that charter and private schools could not be compared 
to public schools, because the public school districts were aware that 1 in 166 
births were children born with autism and that number continued to increase.  
In 5 years, that number could be 1 in 150 births.  Senator Schneider noted that 
the cost for special education students was five or six times the cost for a normal 
student.  That, alone, would bury the Clark County School District in the future 
without additional dollars being allocated.   
 
Senator Schneider noted that public schools had far greater problems to address 
than charter or private schools.  He said he could speak to that fact as a person 
who had attended parochial school K-12, where students performed above the 
national average and rated higher on IQ tests.  Those students had no problems, 
and if there were disciplinary problems, those children were no longer in school. 
 
Senator Schneider indicated that the public school districts were asked to 
graduate every student and every student had to perform according to a set 
standard, which the districts had not done in the past.  That would take additional 
money and the Legislature could not simply say “well, let’s do it” and it would 
happen.  Senator Schneider pointed out that for the first time in 20 years, the 
federal government had cut the amount of education dollars that were sent to 
the states, and then added mandates for states to follow. Somehow, said 
Senator Schneider, the state had to perform and it would require additional 
money.   
 
Senator Schneider stated that during the 2007 Session he would continue his bill, 
S.B. 2 of the 73rd Legislative Session that funded education at the national 
average, which was a higher dollar amount than that called for in the APA study.  
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The cost to attain the national average would be close to $1.6 billion, and 
Senator Schneider reiterated that the state was really in a “hole” regarding 
education funding.   
 
Senator Schneider indicated that he was glad that the superintendent of the 
largest school district in the state was willing to have restrictions placed on 
additional dollars, which would address Senator Hardy’s concerns.  
The Superintendent of Clark County School District had advised that the 
Legislature should have measurable outcomes under a return on investment 
approach for the dollars allocated to education.  Senator Schneider opined that 
the Legislature would undoubtedly hold Dr. Rulffes’s “feet to the fire” regarding 
that statement during the 2007 Session.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked whether Senator Schneider, as the second of the 
motion currently before the Committee, was willing to accept the “friendly” 
amendment that was accepted by Mr. Perkins.  Senator Schneider stated that he 
would accept that amendment. 
 
The Chairwoman recognized Assemblyman Holcomb.   
 
Mr. Holcomb thanked Senator Hardy and Mr. Perkins for agreeing to the 
“friendly” amendment, as it made his job much easier.  Mr. Holcomb stated that it 
appeared that the Committee agreed that adequate funding was necessary for 
student achievement, but that was only one factor.  Other factors included:  
 

• Parental involvement.   
• Student application.  
• A learning environment within the classroom.  
• Knowledgeable and skilled teachers.       
• Involved administrators. 
• Accountability standards. 
• Consistent monitoring of student achievement. 

 
Mr. Holcomb emphasized that all factors were important in achieving what every 
legislator sought, and that was higher student performance and meeting both the 
state standards and the requirements of NCLB.  The Committee was charged by 
the Legislative Commission to conduct an interim study regarding the adequacy 
of the system of school finance in Nevada under A.C.R. 10 of the 73rd Legislative 
Session. That legislation also required that the Committee base 
recommendations for legislation upon that study.  Mr. Holcomb pointed out that 
the Committee had selected Augenblick, Palaich and Associates (APA) as the 
consultant who would perform that study with a vote of 4:2.   
 
Mr. Holcomb noted that he participated in the majority vote in selecting APA, and 
APA had provided the Committee with the completed study (Exhibit B). 
In estimating the cost of adequate education in Nevada, APA relied primarily on 
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two principle methodologies: (1) successful schools; and, (2) professional 
judgment.   Mr. Holcomb said that he had commented on the successful school 
method during early meetings of the Committee and he would now like to offer 
comments regarding the professional judgment method.  
 
Mr. Holcomb stated that, in his opinion, the APA study was subjective, possibly 
flawed, and the results were inflated at $1.3 billion.  Basically, said Mr. Holcomb, 
the study was subjective because it stated that, “Prior to the commencement of 
any PJ panel discussions, all panelists first met jointly with APA staff to review a 
specific set of background materials and instructions.”  The background materials 
were prepared by APA, said Mr. Holcomb, and particular panelists were 
instructed that their task was to identify what constituted an adequate level of 
resources for hypothetical schools and districts.   
 
Mr. Holcomb indicated that on that basis, hypothetical schools and districts were 
subjective compared to another study that was conducted in 2003, which was 
iNVest.  Mr. Holcomb noted that the original iNVest study was revised as was 
iNVest 2005, and that study was basically performed by the school boards and 
superintendents of the 17 Nevada school districts.  The study was based on the 
needs of the school districts with the same criteria as the APA study, which was 
that students would achieve the standards set by the state and also meet the 
requirements of NCLB.  Mr. Holcomb pointed out that one study was based on 
hypothetical schools and school districts and the other was based on Nevada’s 
school districts.           
 
Mr. Holcomb noted that Mr. Enge was present at the meeting of the panelists and 
Mr. Enge reported that the panelists were not allowed to bring school or district 
budgets or any other reference documents to meetings.  The APA reports states, 
“The panelists were provided with background materials…,” which were prepared 
by APA.  Mr. Holcomb said that was the reason he believed the report was 
suspect because the background materials were prepared by national experts.  
He also pointed out that the materials were not made available to the Committee 
because, apparently, the material was copyrighted.   
 
Mr. Holcomb stated that he also believed the APA study was inflated, and he 
made that statement based on a comparison between the APA study and the 
iNVest study.  He stated he was pleased to hear that an updated version of 
iNVest would be available for the 2007 Legislature, which basically would 
estimate that $900 million was needed, whereas the APA study indicated that 
$1.3 billion was needed.   
 
Mr. Holcomb advised the Committee that he would vote in favor of submitting the 
APA report to the 2007 Legislature because he believed that the Legislature 
should consider the study.  The direction of the Committee was to conduct the 
study and submit the results to the Legislature.  Mr. Holcomb indicated that he 
would vote in favor of the motion because no recommendations were attached, 
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but he hoped that when the APA study was considered by the full body of the 
Legislative that legislators would also considered iNVest, an objective study.   
 
Mr. Holcomb thanked the panelists who participated in the APA study and who 
gave up free time in preparing the study.  He stated he was also pleased that the 
Legislature had another objective study, which was prepared by school boards 
and superintendents of the Nevada school districts.  The Legislature would have 
two sources and hopefully both studies would be considered. 
 
Chairwoman Smith asked whether there were further comments from Committee 
members. 
 
Chairwoman Smith said that over the past few meetings the Committee tended to 
lose sight of the depth of the APA report and focused on the bottom line and a 
dollar figure.  There were many issues and recommendations included in the 
APA study that would require policy discussions by the Legislature, such as 
full-day kindergarten; after school programs; pre-school; and, professional 
development.  Chairwoman Smith reiterated that those were all important issues 
that would require discussion during the 2007 Legislature. 
 
Chairwoman Smith advised that the Committee had to keep in mind that the 
expectations would greatly change over the next several years, and she 
concurred with Senator Hardy’s observation regarding today’s standards being 
one issue, while the standards for 2013-14 would be a very, very different issue.  
Chairwoman Smith did not think the Committee could deny that it would take 
considerable resources to attain the goals for 2013-14. 
 
Regarding the APA report, Chairwoman Smith stated that the report “is what it 
is”, the contractor was hired to do a job, the contractor submitted the study to the 
Committee, and she very much appreciated the work that had gone into the 
study and the participation of the professional judgment panelists.  She noted 
that the panelists were educators and professional financial representatives from 
school districts who were very knowledgeable about the districts and the 
workings of the schools in Nevada.   
 
Chairwoman Smith believed the Committee should not lose sight of the 
qualifications of the panelists and how much they contributed to the final APA 
study, and she wanted to make sure that the Committee honored the work 
completed by the panelists.  According to Chairwoman Smith, if the Committee 
hired 10 consultants to analyze the work of another consultant, there would be 
10 different opinions.   
 
Chairwoman Smith opined that it was sufficient to continue to say “no” and the 
Legislature had to look at what action was necessary to move the state forward 
in improving its education system.  Legislators were aware of the weaknesses in 
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the system, and Chairwoman Smith believed that legislators had to work together 
to determine how to address those weaknesses. 
 
Chairwoman Smith called for a vote on the motion before the Committee.   
 
Senator Hardy asked that the motion be restated in its entirety, including the 
“friendly” amendment.   
 
Chairwoman Smith indicated that the motion by Assemblyman Perkins was to 
forward the study by Augenblick, Palaich, and Associates, (Exhibit B) to the 2007 
Legislature, including the amended language, “without recommendation.” 
 

THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 

******** 
 
Chairwoman Smith noted that there were additional items to be considered by 
the Committee, and she asked Mr. Atkinson to commence his presentation. 
 
Mr. Atkinson said at the March 28, 2006, meeting of the Committee school 
district representatives testified regarding capital construction renovation and 
maintenance needs of the districts and, in particular the need for a dependable, 
stable funding source for financing those projects.  Mr. Atkinson referenced the 
“Work Session Document,” Exhibit M, page 3, which listed the five funding 
sources available to school districts.  He explained that most of those statutes 
included population limits that limited them to specific panels, above or below 
populations of 100,000, 400,000, or 50,000.   
 
Mr. Atkinson noted that earlier in today’s meeting the NASB suggested that it 
would be beneficial if each funding source was available to all school districts.  
Mr. Atkinson pointed out that Exhibit M included the statement on page 3, 
“Further, they have suggested that the $1,600 maximum on the Residential 
Construction Tax be eliminated…,” which was not correct.  Mr. Atkinson indicated 
that the NASB suggested that the population restriction of “counties with 
population less than 50,000” be removed from the Residential Construction Tax.   
 
Secondly, said Mr. Atkinson, school district representatives suggested the need 
for a revolving loan fund at the state level for facility needs.  The representatives 
suggested that the loan fund could be used for maintenance and upgrading 
renovation needs rather than new construction.  Interest earnings on loan 
repayments would then be recycled into new loans as money became available.   
Mr. Atkinson stated that if legislation was recommended in that regard, the 
source of initial funding for the revolving loan fund would need to be determined.  
The source for initial funding could be from a new revenue source, such as an 
allocation from ongoing funds, or a one-shot appropriation from surplus, or 
another avenue as recommended by the Committee.   
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Mr. Atkinson indicated that the third issue in regard to capital construction 
funding was the issue regarding the recommendation of an additional pay-as-
you-go provision that would be similar to the bond rollover provision.  
The Committee heard discussion during public comment today regarding that 
provision, and the suggestion for voter approval of the continuation of a tax rate 
was another option available for the districts. 
 
Chairwoman Smith commented that construction funding was one of the charges 
given to the Committee through the stipulations of A.C.R. 10 of the 73rd 
Legislative Session and she wanted to bring the item before the Committee to 
determine if members had a desire to make a recommendation to the 
Legislature.   
 
Chairwoman Smith recognized Assemblyman Perkins. 
 
Mr. Perkins stated that, unfortunately, he did not think the Committee had 
received sufficient information to make determinations or considerations for 
BDR’s pertaining to capital funding.  He believed it would be more prudent for the 
Committee to forward a letter to the money and education committees of the 
Legislature during the 2007 Session, asking those committees specifically to deal 
with the issues.  Mr. Perkins indicated that given the limited data received by the 
Committee, it would be best for the Legislature to consider the funding issues.  
He noted that even though it was a real issue that needed to be dealt with, he 
would not feel comfortable make a recommendation from the Committee, given 
the limited information the Committee had received. 
 

ASSEMBLYMAN PERKINS MOVED THAT THE COMMITTEE 
FORWARD A LETTER TO THE MONEY COMMITTEES OF THE 
2007 LEGISLATURE ASKING THEIR CONSIDERATION OF THE 
SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION FUNDING ISSUE.  
 
SENATOR HARDY SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 

Chairwoman Smith asked whether there was further discussion regarding the 
motion and hearing none, called for a vote. 
 

THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 

******** 
     
Chairwoman Smith asked Mr. Atkinson to address the transportation issue. 
 
Mr. Atkinson indicated that at the June 2, 2006, meeting of the Committee, a 
school district representative testified regarding issues concerning transportation 
of students in Nevada.  The two primary issues that evolved from the testimony 
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regarding student transportation were: (1) bus replacement; and, (2) student walk 
zones.  Mr. Atkinson stated that LCB had received information regarding the 
condition of busses in some of the rural counties and in White Pine County.  
Information had also been received that included a notation that an LCB audit 
finding for both Clark and Washoe County School Districts was that the school 
districts should develop formal board policies for the replacement of busses.   
 
Mr. Atkinson noted that at the same time the Committee heard testimony 
regarding the busses, the Committee also heard public concerns regarding 
student walk zones.  The walk zone was the distance that a student had to live 
from the school before the district provided transportation to those students.  
Mr. Atkinson stated that there were different examples of walk zones across the 
state, which included:   
 

• Walk zones in Nye County School District were 1 mile for elementary 
students, and 2 miles for middle and high school students.   

• Washoe County walk zones were 1 mile for elementary school students, 
2 miles for middle school students, and 3 miles for high school students.    

• Clark County School District indicated that it would like to reduce walk 
zones to 1.5 miles for elementary students, indicating that the zone was 
greater than 1.5 miles at the present time.   

 
Mr. Atkinson noted that Mr. Thunder from the Department of Education had also 
given a presentation to the Committee regarding how transportation funding was 
handled via distributions from the Distributive School Account (DSA).  
Mr. Atkinson stated that if the Committee would like a short refresher regarding 
DSA distribution he would be happy to comply. 
 
Chairwoman Smith asked whether there were questions from the Committee.  
She explained that she had asked that the items be placed on the agenda 
because during the previous transportation presentation she was very 
uncomfortable regarding the differences throughout the districts concerning 
transportation.  Chairwoman Smith said the fact was that transportation 
expenses were actually reimbursed and yet there was a wide variety of policies 
throughout the school districts.  She stated that she did not have any answers, 
but wanted the Committee to discuss the issue.   
 
Regarding bus replacement schedules, Chairwoman Smith stated that the 
Committee received information that LCB auditors had recommended that all 
districts create bus replacement schedules.  Her thought was not that those 
schedules had to be uniform, but rather that each district should at least have a 
bus replacement schedule.   
 
Chairwoman Smith noted that she had expressed her concerns during a previous 
meeting that there were actually rural districts buying old busses from the larger 
districts, which really bothered her.  She stated that it made her uncomfortable to 
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know that students in the rural districts were traveling distances of 70 miles or 
more in terrible weather conditions and in very isolated areas of the state, in 
another district’s “hand-me-down” busses.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked whether Committee members had any ideas or a 
desire to make a recommendation to the 2007 Legislature regarding school 
transportation issues. 
 
Senator Hardy indicated that he would echo Mr. Perkins’s motion regarding the 
previous funding issue.  He stated that he did remember the discussion regarding 
the transportation issue and thinking at that time that it seemed to be 
micromanagement for the Legislature to review the issue.  However, since 
expenses were reimbursed from the DSA, he could understand why the 
Legislature should consider the issue.  Senator Hardy reiterated that he did not 
have sufficient information at the present time to make a decision and he would 
offer the same motion as was made for the last issue.  He offered the following 
motion:  
 

SENATOR HARDY MOVED THAT THE COMMITTEE FORWARD A 
LETTER TO THE 2007 LEGISLATURE REQUESTING THAT THE 
APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES CONSIDER THE ISSUE OF SCHOOL 
TRANSPORTATION. 
 
ASSEMBLYMAN PERKINS SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 

Chairwoman Smith asked whether there was discussion regarding the motion, 
and there being none, called for a vote. 
 

THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 

******** 
 
Chairwoman Smith asked whether there were further comments from the 
Committee and recognized Senator Hardy. 
 
Senator Hardy thanked Chairwoman Smith for her leadership of the Committee 
in a completely fair manner.  He did not believe that anyone could claim that they 
did not have an opportunity to have their position heard and, on behalf of the 
Committee, he wanted to thank Chairwoman Smith for her work, as well as the 
work of LCB staff. 
 
Chairwoman Smith thanked Senator Hardy and stated that she also appreciated 
the work of the Committee because it was a big assignment that included a great 
deal of material and information, along with community engagement that took 
place.  She thanked the members for their time on the Committee. 
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Assemblyman Perkins said he would be remiss if he did not echo 
Senator Hardy’s comments in terms of thanking Chairwoman Smith for her 
stewardship of the Committee.  He explained that A.C.R. 10 of the 73rd 
Legislative Session was his bill and something about which he felt very strongly.  
Mr. Perkins stated he did not have the time to dedicate to the Committee that 
was dedicated by Chairwoman Smith, who had spent much of her own time 
conducting the business of the Committee, meeting with contractors, participants, 
and Committee members and staff.  Mr. Perkins stated he was hopeful that there 
would ultimately be a product that was beneficial to the state that came about 
based on the work of the Committee, and when that occurred, it would be largely 
due to Chairwoman Smith’s hard work.  Mr. Perkins said that he wanted to 
personally thank Chairwoman Smith for that work. 
 
Chairwoman Smith thanked Mr. Perkins for those comments and indicated that it 
had been a great learning experience for her and she thanked the Legislature for 
giving her the opportunity.   
 
Senator Beers said that, while he could not match the eloquence of the remarks 
made by Senator Hardy and Mr. Perkins, he also wanted to offer his thanks to 
Chairwoman Smith. 
 
Assemblyman Holcomb said he would also echo the preceding comments. 
 
Chairwoman Smith thanked the Committee for their comments.    
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IV. ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business to come before the Committee, 
Chairwoman Smith adjourned the meeting at 1:15 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. 

 53


