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The following “Work Session Document” has been prepared by the chairman and staff 
of the Legislative Commission’s Committee to Study School Financing Adequacy 
(Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 10 – 2005).  It is designed to assist the 
committee members in making decisions concerning the report from the consultant and 
recommendations to be forwarded to the Legislative Commission and ultimately to the 
2007 Session of the Nevada Legislature. 
 
The members of the committee may vote to send as many committee statements or 
letters as they choose; however, Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) 218.2429 limits 
interim committees conducting a study or investigation to no more than five legislative 
measures (bill draft requests [BDRs] and requests for the drafting of resolutions).  
Pursuant to an extension of the deadline granted by the Legislative Commission on 
June 1, 2006, the BDRs from this committee are due September 1, 2006. 
 
Finally, A.C.R. 10 specifies that any recommended legislation proposed by the 
committee must be approved by both a majority of the members of the Assembly and a 
majority of the members of the Senate appointed to the committee.  The Legislative 
Commission shall then submit a final report of the results of the study and any 
recommendations for legislation to the 74th Session of the Nevada Legislature. 
 
For purposes of this Work Session Document, the topics have been organized by 
subject and are not preferentially ordered.  The committee may choose to recommend 
any of the following actions: 1) request legislation; 2) request a resolution; 3) draft a 
letter; 4) include a statement of support in the final report of the committee; 5) take other 
action; or 6) take no action. 



TOPICS FOR CONSIDERATION FOR 
LEGISLATIVE MEASURES, RESOLUTIONS OR OTHER ACTION 

 
 
1. Final Report on Estimating the Cost of an Adequate Education in Nevada.  
 

The 2005 Legislature, through the passage of A.C.R. 10, called for an interim study 
on the adequacy of the system of school finance in Nevada.  The legislation required 
that the study be conducted by a qualified, independent, nationally recognized 
consultant who would:    

 
 Perform an analysis of the Nevada Plan for School Finance to determine whether 

that Plan provides an opportunity for a meaningful public education with 
adequate educational opportunities.  

 
 Perform a comprehensive analysis of the costs of providing adequate 

educational opportunities in the future to all pupils enrolled in public schools in 
Nevada.  

 
 Determine whether Nevada’s system of financing public schools is calibrated to 

the needs and educational goals of pupils in Nevada.  
 

 Perform an analysis of methods of school finance that ensure an effective public 
school system.  

 
 Provide recommendations for legislation that will ensure the state of Nevada 

provides the children who reside in the state with an opportunity for a meaningful 
public education with adequate educational opportunities.   

 
The draft report was presented to the committee at its August 24, 2006 meeting.  
The final report has been received from the consultant, Augenblick, Palaich and 
Associates, Inc., and will be available at the Work Session. 
 
Does the committee wish to accept the final report from the consultant and 
transmit it to the Legislative Commission? 
 

 
2. Needs and Funding of Capital Construction in Nevada’s School Districts.  
 

At the March 28, 2006, meeting of the committee, school district representatives 
testified on the capital construction, renovation, and maintenance needs of the 
school districts and the need for a dependable, stable funding source for the 
financing of those projects.  There are five sources of funding available to school 
districts for capital construction projects; however, not all of those sources are 
available in every school district.  The sources, rates and limitations are outlined 
below: 



 
Type of Revenue Rate Available to Currently in Use 

Property Tax Up to $0.75 - Subject 
to voter approval, 
within the overall 
property tax limitation

$0.75 in districts 
with less than 
25,000 pupils; 
$0.50 in districts 
with more than 
25,000 pupils 

All districts except 
Esmeralda and 
Lander 

Real Estate 
Transfer Tax 

$0.60 per $500 Counties with 
population greater 
than 400,000 

Clark 

Residential 
Construction Tax 

Up to $1,600 per unit Counties with 
population less 
than 50,000 

$500 – Storey 
$900 – Churchill 
$1,600 – Douglas, 
Lyon and Nye 

County 
Infrastructure Sales 
Tax 

Up to 0.25%, shared 
with the county 

Counties with 
population less 
than 100,000 

White Pine 

Room Tax 1.625% Counties with 
population greater 
than 400,000 

Clark 

 
 
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. 
 
Does the committee wish to recommend changes to these revenue sources for 
capital construction? 
 
   
The school district representatives have suggested the need for a revolving loan 
fund at the state level for facility needs.  They have suggested that this could be 
used for maintenance, upgrade and renovation needs, rather than new construction.  
Interest earnings and loan repayments would be available to make new loans as 
money was available. 
 
If legislation is recommended in this regard, a source of initial funding for the 
revolving loan fund would need to be determined.  Such sources could include a 
new revenue source, an allocation from ongoing funds, a one-shot appropriation 
from surplus, etc. 
 
Does the committee wish to recommend legislation for the establishment of 
such a revolving loan fund or draft a letter of support to the school districts 
should such legislation be introduced? 



 
The school district representatives have recommended the addition of a “pay-as-
you-go” provision to the existing rollover bond mechanism with the same 10-year 
limitation that exists in the rollover bond provision.  With voter approval of the 
continuation of a tax rate, the suggestion is that any funding in excess of the current 
year’s debt service and reserve needs could be transferred to a capital project fund 
and used to address current construction, maintenance and renovation needs.  
 
Does the committee wish to draft a letter of support to the school districts or 
recommend legislation amending the bond rollover provisions to include this 
“pay-as-you-go” provision? 
 

 
3. Student Transportation Issues in Nevada’s School Districts.  
 

At the June 2, 2006, meeting of the committee, school district representatives 
testified on issues concerning the transportation of students in Nevada.  Two issues 
evolved from these presentations regarding student transportation:  bus replacement 
and student walk zones. 

 
Examples of the necessity of bus replacements were discussed as follows:   
 

 Nye County:  22 buses 1989 or older, with over 250,000 miles on average; 51 
buses are 1990-1999, with over 150,000 miles on average; 25 buses are 
2000-2006, with some having over 75,000 miles.  

 
 White Pine:  Bus ages from 1971 – 2005, approximately 19 buses exceed 20 

years.  The average mileage per bus is 188,739.  
 

 LCB audit findings for both Clark and Washoe County School districts 
recommended that the school districts develop board policies for the 
replacement of buses.  The auditor recommended a 15-year replacement 
schedule, taking into consideration the condition of the bus.  Clark County has 
a policy that all buses over 13 years be replaced.  Other testimony noted that 
250,000 miles is the optimum mileage to replace a bus.   

 
Does the committee wish to take any action regarding uniform bus 
replacement schedules or policies? 
 
The committee heard public concerns with student walk zones (the distance a 
student resides from a school for which bus service to the school is not provided).  
Examples of differences in walk zones between districts were provided as follows:  

 
 Nye County School District:  The walk zones are 1 mile for elementary 

schools and 2 miles for middle and high schools. 
 



 Washoe County School District:  The walk zones are 1 mile for elementary 
schools, 2 miles for middle schools, and 3 miles for high schools.   

 
 Clark County School District:  They would like to reduce the elementary walk 

zone to 1.5 miles.   
 
Does the committee wish to recommend legislation establishing uniform walk 
zones for all districts? 


