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Exhibit C: Study of a New Method of Funding for Public Schools in Nevada - American 
Institutes for Research  

Exhibit D: ELL Funding – Michael Griffith, Education Commission of the States  
Exhibit E: At-Risk Funding – Michael Griffith, Education Commission of the States 
Exhibit F: Simplified DSA Model Example – Mike Alastuey 
Exhibit G: Simplified DSA Model Narrative – Mike Alastuey (distributed but not 

discussed) 
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discussed) 
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Exhibit M: WCSD English Language Learners (distributed but not discussed) 
Exhibit N: CCSD Meeting the Needs of Students in Poverty (distributed but not 

discussed) 
Exhibit O: CCSD Educating ELL Students (distributed but not discussed) 
  
I. ROLL CALL.  

 
Chair Woodhouse called the meeting to order at 1:22 p.m.  The secretary called roll and 
all members were present.   
 
II. OPENING REMARKS AND INTRODUCTIONS. 
 
Senator Joyce Woodhouse, Chair, welcomed the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) 
members and the public.  Chair Woodhouse recognized Senator Moises Denis, present 
in the audience.   
 
Chair Woodhouse asked TAC members to identify themselves and how they came to 
be part of the committee. 
 
Jeff Zander, Superintendent, Elko County School District, said he was appointed to the 
TAC by the Nevada Association of School Superintendents. 
 
Paul Johnson, Chief Financial Officer (CFO), White Pine County School District, said he 
served on the prior Distributive School Account (DSA) evaluation team. 
 
Wayne Thorley, Program Analyst, Legislative Counsel Bureau (LCB), Fiscal Analysis 
Division. 
 
Dr. Walt Rulffes, former CFO and Superintendent, Clark County School District. 
 
Mike Alastuey, former CFO, Clark County School District, said he was participating as a 
private citizen at the request of Senator Denis. 
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Joyce Woodhouse, Nevada State Senate District 5. 
 
Julie Waller, Senior Program Analyst, LCB Fiscal Analysis Division. 
 
Mark Krmpotic, Senate Fiscal Analyst, LCB Fiscal Analysis Division. 
 
Jim McIntosh, CFO, Clark County School District. 
 
Mike Schroeder, Budget Director, Washoe County School District (WCSD). 
 
Julia Teska, Deputy Superintendent, Nevada Department of Education (NDE). 
 
Cindy Jones, Assembly Fiscal Analyst, LCB Fiscal Analysis Division. 
 
Stephanie Day, Deputy State Budget Director. 
  
Dr. Jay Chambers, Senior Research Fellow and Managing Director, American Institutes 
for Research. 
 
Dr. Jesse Levin, Principal Research Scientist, American Institutes for Research, and 
Project Director, Study of a New Method of Funding for Public Schools in Nevada. 
 
III. PUBLIC COMMENT.  

 
Moises Denis, Senator and Chairman of the Task Force on K-12 Public Education 
Funding Committee (Task Force), thanked the TAC members for their participation.  He 
said the Task Force and TAC were faced with the difficult but important task of 
improving education for students in Nevada.  Senator Denis said the goal was to 
provide recommendations to the Legislature that would benefit Nevadans for many 
years.  
 
IV. REVIEW OF THE DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE TECHNICAL 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE OF THE TASK FORCE ON K-12 PUBLIC 
EDUCATION FUNDING, PURSUANT TO SENATE BILL 500 (CHAPTER 500, 
STATUTES OF NEVADA 2013). 

 
Ms. Waller said Senate Bill (S.B.) 500 (2013 Legislature) created the Task Force on 
K-12 Public Education Funding to recommend a plan for funding public schools based 
on a weighted formula that would take into account individual educational needs and 
demographic characteristics of pupils.  Under Section 2, Subsection 8, the chair of the 
Task Force would appoint a technical advisory committee consisting of persons who 
had knowledge, experience or expertise in K-12 public school finance as 
follows: required members included one representative of CCSD, WCSD, and a rural 
school district, and any other persons with knowledge, experience or expertise in the 
area of K-12 public school finance.  The members of the Task Force, a subcommittee of 
the Task Force, and the technical advisory committee served without compensation.  
Section 3, Subsection 2, indicated that the Task Force, a subcommittee of the Task 
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Force, or the technical advisory committee could seek input, advice and assistance of 
persons and organizations with knowledge, interest and expertise relevant to the duties 
of the Task Force.   

 
V.  REVIEW AND DISCUSSION OF THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE 

2011-12 INTERIM STUDY ON THE NEW METHOD FOR FUNDING PUBLIC 
SCHOOLS RELATED TO THE EXISTING K-12 PUBLIC SCHOOL FUNDING 
MODEL. 

Mr. Thorley reviewed the recommendations of the Committee to Study a New Method 
for Funding Public Schools (S.B. 11, 2011 Legislative Session).  There were 
eight recommendations (Page 10, Exhibit B) including a bill draft request (BDR) and 
two letters to the Governor.  The BDR was introduced as S.B. 477 during the 
2013 Legislative Session and addressed issues noted by the consultant, American 
Institutes for Research (AIR) (Exhibit C).  More specifically, documentation of the data 
elements supporting the school finance model, including definitions, procedures, and 
rationale were lacking or non-existent.  Mr. Thorley said the bill clarified the process of 
how The Nevada Plan worked and how special education funding was allocated.  
Additionally, the bill instituted a review of the funding formula and allocation of special 
education units every six years.  
 
Mr. Thorley said the committee approved the recommendation that the state consider 
moving toward a weighted funding formula that took unique student populations into 
consideration.  The committee also recommended the state consider a census-based 
approach to special education funding.  Mr. Thorley explained that a census-based 
approach meant applying special education funding proportionally to school districts 
based on their proportion of total enrollment in the state.  The committee recommended 
the census-based approach be coupled with a contingency fund accessible by school 
districts when they exceeded their allocation due to high cost students.  
 
Mr. Thorley said the committee approved issuance of two letters to the Governor.  The 
letters included five recommendations directed at the NDE which included:  1) creation 
a stand-alone procedures manual that would detail the state’s school finance model and 
how special education funding was allocated, 2) review of the teacher allotment tables, 
attendance areas, and district groupings included in the DSA Equity Allocation Model, 
3) recommendation of an update to the implicit wage differential adjustment in the DSA 
Equity Allocation Model, 4) replacement of a single day attendance count with either an 
average daily attendance approach or multiple count days throughout the year so 
funding allocations could be adjusted periodically throughout the school year, 5) review 
how the state’s existing categorical funding could be used more flexibly with greater 
accountability tied to improvement and outcomes for specific student populations.  
Mr. Thorley said it was similar to what California recently enacted where the local 
education agencies were given more flexibility with how to spend their categorical 
funding; however, accountability increased, and the focus was on student outcome, 
rather than expenditures.   
 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/K12FundingTAC/E033114B.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/K12FundingTAC/E033114C.pdf
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Mr. Thorley said the letters to the Governor were issued on January 8, 2013, and the 
Governor responded on February 15, 2013.  The Governor instructed the Nevada 
Superintendent of Instruction, Jim Guthrie, to review and evaluate the recommendations 
of the committee.  Due to personnel changes, the recommendations were still under 
consideration by the NDE and not yet fully implemented. 
 
In response to a question from Dr. Rulffes, Mr. Thorley replied that S.B. 500 and the 
AIR report focused on equitable distribution of existing funding rather than adequacy of 
resources. 
 
Chair Woodhouse asked Ms. Teska to provide an update on NDE’s progress regarding 
issues identified in the AIR report. 
 
Ms. Teska replied that between March and August 2013, NDE experienced a change in 
superintendents.  In addition to that, the Task Force committee was created during the 
2013 Legislative Session to reevaluate funding.  She said updates were completed for 
the DSA Equity Allocation Model during the last budget cycle because the amounts for 
each district had to be updated; however, the remaining items were on hold pending the 
outcome of the Task Force and TAC.   
 
Due to limited time, Chair Woodhouse recommended the TAC ask the NDE to convene 
a working group to address and resolve the base formula issues and other 
recommendations identified in AIR’s report.   

 
JULIA TESKA MOVED TO INSTRUCT THE NEVADA DEPARTMENT 
OF EDUCATION TO CONVENE A WORKING GROUP TO ADDRESS 
AND RESOLVE BASE FORMULA ISSUES AND OTHER 
RECOMMENDATIONS IDENTIFIED IN THE REPORT PREPARED 
BY THE AMERICAN INSTITUTES FOR RESEARCH.   
 
MIKE ALASTUEY SECONDED THE MOTION. 

 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  

 
VI. DISCUSSION OF POTENTIAL ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE TASK 

FORCE ON K-12 PUBLIC EDUCATION FUNDING IN RECOMMENDING 
FUNDING FOR STUDENTS IDENTIFIED AS ENGLISH LANGUAGE 
LEARNERS (ELL) AND STUDENTS AT RISK OF LOW ACADEMIC 
ACHIEVEMENT, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO: 

 
a. Identification of ELL students and students at risk of low academic achievement.  

 
Ms. Waller said that as a weighted funding model was developed it was important 
to identify ELL students and students at risk of low academic achievement 
(At-Risk) to know which students would need additional funding.   
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Ms. Waller said presentations on ELL Funding (Exhibit D) and At-Risk Funding 
(Exhibit E) were provided by Michael Griffith from the Education Commission of 
the States.  Identification of ELL students could be accomplished through 
screening and an English language proficiency test.  She was unsure if there were 
other identification methodologies utilized, but ELL identification appeared to have 
limited options.   
 
Ms. Waller said it was more difficult to identify At-Risk students.  Mr. Griffith’s 
presentation indicated that many states used the free and reduced price lunch 
program (F/RL) measure as an identifier of At-Risk students.  She indicated there 
were pros and cons for using F/RL as an identification tool.  One advantage was 
states were already collecting F/RL numbers for the federal government.  
However, a disadvantage was the F/RL number had a tendency to decrease as 
students moved into high school, which prevented an accurate eligibility measure.  
Ms. Waller stated that more states were adopting student achievement measures 
as an identifier for At-Risk students.  She said the state could also consider 
adopting a hybrid methodology in an effort to identify At-Risk students. 
 
Mr. Alastuey asked Ms. Teska how current the base data was that NDE used.  He 
noticed the Research Bulletin, a publication on the NDE website, had not been 
published since 2011.  Mr. Alastuey wondered if the TAC was prepared to get the 
statistical base necessary to perform alternative calculations. 
 
Ms. Teska replied that the 2013 version of the Research Bulletin was currently in 
review.  She explained the delay involved teacher, not student, data.  Ms. Teska 
said information concerning ELL population was produced yearly for the 
Federal Title III funding, and information concerning F/RL was still collected by 
NDE even though the Nevada Department of Agriculture was responsible for the 
programs.  Ms. Teska said the ELL and F/RL counts were readily available from 
the NDE.   
 
In regard to using F/RL as a measure for At-Risk students, Ms. Teska said the 
movement toward the community eligibility provision (CEP) could make it difficult 
to obtain an accurate count of F/RL in certain schools or districts if the poverty 
level in the area was sufficiently high.  She thought the measurements for the 
CEP had to do with poverty measures related to the Temporary Assistance for 
Needy Families funding.  Ms. Teska said if a poverty measure would be used to 
determine At-Risk students it would be worth considering an alternative to F/RL or 
multiple measures. 
 
Dr. Rulffes asked what a hybrid model might include.  He said schools were 
already required to provide a F/RL count, so it would be easy to obtain and audit.  
He said almost every type of count the TAC could consider was audited, so using 
an existing model should get first consideration.   
 
Ms. Waller referred to Mr. Griffith’s presentation in which he discussed student 
achievement measures as a possible identifier of At-Risk students.  Additional 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/K12FundingTAC/E033114D.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/K12FundingTAC/E033114E.pdf
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identifiers could include students from low-income families, homeless, pregnant 
minors, students in military families, single-parent households, etc.  She said 
some states currently used those identifiers; however, most states primarily used 
F/RL.  Ms. Waller said due to changes in the measure of F/RL however, some 
states were moving toward student achievement data.   
 
Mr. Johnson said there was an anomaly in White Pine County concerning F/RL.  
At the elementary school level 50 percent of students received F/RL; however, at 
the high school level F/RL was 30 percent.  He said, although the population had 
not changed, the amount of applicants decreased 20 percent.  Mr. Johnson said 
two of the seven schools in White Pine County were not served a nutrition 
program so there was no survey distributed to the students.  Based on that 
information, it would be necessary to have another measure in addition to F/RL 
counts. 
 
Dr. Chambers suggested using poverty instead of F/RL as a measure of At-Risk 
students.  He thought census bureau data, as opposed to self-reported data, 
would be a more accurate measure of low-income families.  Dr. Chambers said 
the number was half or a little more of the percentage for F/RL.   
 
Dr. Chambers cautioned against the use of low academic achievement to identify 
At-Risk students, because it could have unintended consequences.  Test scores 
could change from year-to-year; therefore, a child may be identified as a low 
academic achiever one year but not the next.  In an effort to preserve funding, a 
school or district could consider retaining the count until the student changed 
schools.  He thought a measure would be more objective if a school district had 
limited control of the outcome.  Dr. Rulffes said he agreed that limiting control of a 
school district would impart confidence that the count was without prejudice. 
 
Mr. Alastuey agreed with Dr. Chambers.  He thought a self-reported count, or a 
count driven by a decision within a school district, would probably not be a 
suitable poverty measure; it should be gathered and reported externally.  
Mr. Alastuey said there were other issues, such as duration of ELL funding, that 
were of a similar nature.  In other words, he asked, what steps were undertaken 
by a district to move students out of a particular program? 
 
Ms. Teska agreed that census data could be a good poverty measure, because 
the numbers would be more accurate across the state.  She said it might be 
beneficial to consider other factors for At-Risk students such as children in foster 
care, homeless children or pregnant minors, in addition to a poverty weight. 
 
Dr. Levin said many times ELL and At-Risk populations overlapped and could 
result in duplicate counts.  He said that would be important to keep in mind when 
incorporating separate weights for ELL and At-Risk students. 
 
Dr. Chambers agreed with Dr. Levin, adding that it was critical each student was 
identified for a combination of needs.  For example, an ELL student was often a 
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student in poverty; although, not all students in poverty were ELL.  He thought it 
was important to have data on individual students so they could be classified 
appropriately into multiple categories.  Dr. Chambers said that would make it 
easier to achieve unduplicated counts if necessary.   
 
Mr. Thorley said Mr. Griffith’s presentation noted that several states used poverty 
measures other than F/RL within their funding formulas.  Nebraska, 
North Carolina and Vermont used students from low-income families as a 
measure, while Montana and New Mexico used Title I qualification.  Dr. Rulffes 
noted that Title I was basically determined by F/RL.   
 
Dr. Rulffes said if a reliable, well documented census was available then it should 
be considered.   
 
Returning to the discussion of F/RL, Dr. Rulffes said F/RL was student-based, 
well documented, and required signatures of an administrator and parent verifying 
eligibility; therefore, it could be a beneficial measure.  Additionally, most other 
measures (children in foster care, homeless, etc.) qualified for F/RL.  He said the 
exception would be schools without the F/RL program.  Dr. Rulffes asked for input 
from school district representatives about the reliability of the F/RL count versus 
census data.   
 
Dr. Chambers said although it would be relatively easy to achieve an accurate 
count of F/RL at the elementary level, throughout the nation the count was 
notoriously lower at the high school level.  He said if a measurement was to be 
used as part of a funding formula it would be crucial to have an accurate count.  
The United States Census Bureau data could be classified, at least at the district 
level, to identify the percentage of students living in households subject to 
poverty. 
 
Mr. Johnson said decreased F/RL counts at the high school level could be 
because students wanted to avoid negative stigma.  He said for programs such as 
E-Rate, there was an alternate method for gathering information.  Mr. Johnson 
said it was a direct survey, but the information could also be collected through 
personal interviews.  He said the method was an accurate way of identifying 
families in need other than the F/RL survey.  Mr. Johnson thought it would be 
beneficial to find another mechanism for obtaining information, or the impetus 
should be placed on the school district to do a more thorough job of collecting 
information. 
 
Mr. McIntosh said he was concerned about using F/RL as the sole measure for 
At-Risk students, because it had the potential to be underreported.  Also, there 
were instances when F/RL was over-identified.  He said additional data would be 
necessary before a final decision was made. 
 
Mr. Schroeder thought the objective was to identify all students who qualified for 
At-Risk or low poverty.  If weighting was higher in one area and less in another, it 
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was critical to have solid definitions to avoid placing students in a certain category 
because of higher funding.  Chair Woodhouse replied that she would ask for a 
volunteer to research the definitions. 
 
Chair Woodhouse asked if F/RL counts at the middle school level were a hybrid of 
the elementary and high school levels.  Several members agreed.  
 
Ms. Waller asked if all school districts used the same English Language 
Proficiency Assessment (ELPA) test to identify ELL students.  If so, the TAC could 
recommend the test as an identifier of ELL students.  Mr. Zander and Ms. Teska 
believed all school districts were using the ELPA. 
 

b. Determination of weights to be used to allocate funding for ELL students and 
students at risk of low academic achievement. 
 
Ms. Waller said Mr. Griffith, utilizing information from AIR’s report, indicated that 
42 states provided additional forms of funding.  Based on a study from 2012, 
additional funding varied among states, such as 10 percent in Texas to 99 percent 
in Maryland.  The national average for additional funding equated to 
approximately 38.7 percent.  Ms. Waller said Andrew Fromdall, Task Force 
member, mentioned under the state’s performance framework 20 percent 
additional funding was provided for one or two star schools, which could also be 
considered for ELL students.   
 
With regard to At-Risk students, Ms. Waller said AIR’s report (page 34, Exhibit C) 
indicated additional funding among 36 states ranged from 5 percent in Mississippi 
to 97 percent in Maryland.  The average weight for At-Risk students was 
approximately 29 percent; however, most states provide 20-25 percent additional 
funding.   
 
Dr. Chambers believed it was critical to interrelate determination of weights with 
student counts.  He said the cost to serve an ELL student was similar to that of an 
At-Risk student.  In other words, it cost more to educate a student from a 
low-income family than a student who was not in poverty.  Dr. Chambers said any 
additional cost of serving an ELL student was usually because the student was 
also in poverty.  Also, the additional cost was often relatively small.  He indicated 
ELL students did not necessarily require more resources than At-Risk students, 
just different resources.  For example, ELL students required teachers that were 
bilingual, understood the culture, etc.  Dr. Chambers said another issue to 
consider were schools with multiple languages, which could make it difficult to 
provide services efficiently.  He said the important thing was to count students in 
an unduplicated manner, find out how many were cross-classified as ELL and 
At-Risk, and consider weights in relation to the way students were counted. 
 
Mr. Alastuey agreed with Dr. Chambers, saying the unduplicated count was a 
cleaner approach.  In regard to determining weights, Mr. Alastuey thought one 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/K12FundingTAC/E033114C.pdf
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alternative would be to allow the highest applicable weight category to apply to a 
given student to avoid over-identification.    
 
Ms. Teska agreed with the idea of an unduplicated count.  However, she thought 
that special education should not be included with ELL and At-Risk counts.   
 
Dr. Chambers agreed with Ms. Teska regarding special education, adding that it 
was a complex issue and should be handled separately.  With regard to a single 
weight method, he said California instituted a single weight under its new local 
control funding formula.  Dr. Chambers noted that he was still a proponent of the 
census-based approach.   
 

c. Differentiation of those weights by elementary, middle or high school level. 
 
Ms. Waller reiterated that California implemented a new funding model that 
included a differentiation of supplemental grants, as well as base funding by 
school level.  She said ELL students who entered a district in later grades had 
less time to master the language and become proficient compared to students 
who received intervention in earlier grades.  Ms. Waller said the earlier a student 
was provided ELL services the quicker they would exit the program.   
 
Ms. Teska said, often there were not enough resources for students identified as 
ELL at the middle or high school levels.  She said those students required a 
higher level of service to become fully prepared to pass the proficiency exam 
required to graduate from high school.  Ms. Teska thought duration of funding and 
differentiation of funding based on elementary, middle or high school went 
hand-in-hand.  Otherwise, a student could be classified as ELL in kindergarten 
and remain in the program through high school.  This would result in the state 
paying a higher amount of funding at the high school level for a student who 
should have already exited the program.   
 
Mr. Alastuey asked, if there was separate weighting by school level, how would 
there be assurance that the funding drawn for a particular school level was spent 
specifically at that level?  Additionally, he asked if the state was prepared for the 
additional burden of monitoring and auditing at the school or student level.  
Mr. Alastuey said, there could also be significant discretion exercised by a district 
that could decide to use a portion of the weighted funding from the aggregate 
student body toward ELL students, without the additional challenge of counting by 
school or at the student level.  Dr. Rulffes agreed with Mr. Alastuey’s point 
concerning counting, auditing, etc. 
 
With regard to duration of funding, Dr. Rulffes recalled in the report by AIR, that 
many districts had a three-year duration for the ELL program.  He asked 
Mr. Alastuey if that would address the issue with funding.  Mr. Alastuey replied 
that in terms of ELL it would; however, he assumed the discussion concerned 
weights in general and not just ELL. 
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In response to a question from Dr. Chambers, Chair Woodhouse clarified the 
discussion should be focused on ELL and At-Risk specifically. 
 
Dr. Chambers said, related to the general issue of ensuring funding was applied 
appropriately, California encouraged proportionality with regard to a local control 
funding formula.  When a district received monies for ELL or At-Risk, it would be 
required to prove the funds were distributed proportional to services, and to the 
students at the schools at which those students were served.  Dr. Chambers 
discouraged the idea of strict auditing, because it eliminated the importance of 
flexibility which was critical to innovation in public education. 
 

d. Allocation of funding based on density of ELL students and students at risk of low 
academic achievement. 
 
Ms. Waller referred to Mr. Griffith’s presentation which indicated that research 
showed the cost of educating each At-Risk student increased as a district’s 
At-Risk population increased.  Six states currently had funding systems that took 
the density of At-Risk student populations into account.  Ms. Waller said 
California’s new model provided for “concentration grants.”  Districts in which high 
needs students made up 55 percent or more of enrollment qualified for the 
additional concentration grants. 
 
Ms. Teska asked for clarification as to whether there would be a differential weight 
based on the density of various populations.  She asked if the intention was to 
have a different weight depending on whether a district was over or under a 
certain percentage.   
 
Dr. Chambers said, in California, schools received an additional supplement when 
their low-income count reached approximately 55-60 percent.  He said it was not 
categorical, it was additional weighting on top of the base weighting for At-Risk or 
ELL students.   
 
Ms. Teska said essentially it would be a differential weight depending on the 
density within the population of the district.  Dr. Chambers confirmed that was 
correct. 
 
Mr. Zander asked if it would be on a school by school basis or attendance area.  
Ms. Waller replied that would be determined by the TAC.  
 
Mr. Zander thought funding based on density could be a challenge.  He clarified 
that Elko had pockets of poverty which included some Title I elementary schools, 
but higher poverty levels in the outlying areas.  He said other areas such as 
Clark County would be similar in that the attendance area as a whole would not 
have the same poverty levels, or density issue, as the outlying rural attendance 
areas.   
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Mr. Alastuey said funding based on density would require either a sliding scale or 
thresholds of density that could provide an incentive for retention of poverty levels, 
or structuring of enrollment base or school zones to attain a certain poverty level 
at a given school.  Mr. Alastuey thought it would be difficult to arrive at a solution 
unless, as a matter of policy, the Legislature created categorical assistance along 
those lines.   
 
Ms. Teska expressed concern with density at the school level, because it would 
be inconsistent with the current funding model.  She said the goal of the Task 
Force and TAC was to create a model that was easier for people to understand; 
therefore, shifting from 17 districts to 600 schools would conflict with that 
objective.   
 
Dr. Chambers agreed that density should be proportionate to the number of ELL 
or At-Risk students at the district level.  However, he suggested districts develop a 
method of ensuring that dollars and services reached the appropriate students.  
Dr. Chambers thought California focused on density at the district level, affording 
school districts in extreme poverty an additional supplement to provide more 
resources for ELL and At-Risk students when the threshold was met. 
 
Dr. Rulffes also thought funding should be at the district level and based on an 
eligibility trigger.  The allocation would be at the discretion of the school district 
and distributed to schools based on need.  He agreed with Dr. Chamber’s 
suggestion that districts should provide an accountability report.  
 

e. Funding for ELL students and students at risk of low academic achievement 
inside or outside the funding formula. 
 
Ms. Waller said the next item of discussion focused on funding inside or outside of 
the formula.  She said some of the options included weighting students and 
placing funding in a categorical, weighting students and applying as an add-on to 
the formula, or weighting students inside the formula.  Ms. Waller said something 
to consider when weighting students inside the formula was whether to weight the 
enrollment, or extract it and add it on after calculating basic support per pupil. 
 
Mr. Johnson thought the question of funding inside or outside the formula was a 
pivotal issue, and discussing the history of other programs would provide 
guidance on the issue.  He recalled hearing testimony regarding special education 
funding and the variance between the actual cost and how it increased, therefore, 
funding had not kept pace.  Mr. Johnson said there was a similar anomaly with 
class size reduction where the unit cost did not keep pace with funding.  That 
resulted in school districts spending more of its general funds to support 
mandated programs.  He said, in that respect, it was directly measurable and 
revealed the difference.  The problem came with grouping things together.  
Mr. Johnson used an example of the PEBP retiree subsidy which school districts 
were mandated to fund.  When a school district received a bill for the subsidy it 
could be submitted to the state who would then provide a check to the school 



13 

district to cover the cost.  In order to remove the liability from financial statements 
when the Other Post-Employment Benefits (OPEB) was released, the subsidy 
was placed inside the funding formula.  As a result, it lost its identity and it was 
difficult to ascertain how much of the funding formula was attributable to the 
OPEB liability.  In an effort to determine if funding was sufficient, adequate and 
affecting the appropriate populations, Mr. Johnson thought initially the funding 
should remain separate.  The components could be consolidated at a later date if 
it was decided that the funding was working appropriately. 
 
Ms. Waller reminded the TAC that because it was the first biennium the state 
provided ELL funding, the initial funding was provided as categorical.  There were 
specific requirements for use, but it was currently outside the funding formula.  
With regard to At-Risk, the state currently did not provide additional funding so it 
would be a newly implemented program. 
 
Mr. Alastuey thought it was important to determine upfront the current base line, 
including federal or other funds available.  For example, CCSD transferred 
$200 million per year from general funds into the special education fund; however, 
after the two funds were merged the $200 million essentially disappeared.  
Mr. Alastuey said, when looking at combined costs and adding federal money 
deployed by CCSD on behalf of disabled students, the result was a differential 
exceeding 2.0, which was not unlike national findings.  He said, the financial 
reporting done by CCSD would allow for a specific weight to be traced.  
Mr. Alastuey said components such as sales tax, government services, property 
tax and similar items should be included to make the base line as comprehensive 
as possible.  
 
Mr. Alastuey commended the NDE for the improvement on the NRS 387 reports.  
He said the reports included all governmental funds and would be helpful in 
establishing a base line for funding.   
 
Dr. Rulffes thought the funding should be categorical, so specific results could be 
easily reported to the Legislature.  He agreed with Mr. Johnson, however, that 
eventually it could be incorporated into the funding formula.   
 
Dr. Chambers thought, based on California’s experience, once funding became 
categorical it would not change.  He said he was not advocating one for the other, 
but he thought the impetus should be on performance of the students.  If students 
generated additional dollars then school districts should be held accountable and 
the results forthcoming.  Dr. Chambers thought that would reveal if funds were 
used appropriately, instead of attaching funds to students by way of an audit or 
something similar. 
 
Ms. Waller asked, if enrollment was weighted for the count of special populations, 
thereby increasing enrollment numbers, would some of the increased funding be 
stripped away after it went through the DSA Equity Allocation Model?   
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Mr. Johnson replied that funds were currently distributed based on demand within 
a school district.  If resources were not available, students went without.  When a 
pool of money was provided to a school district without specific allocation 
instructions, such as categorical or weighted formula, then it was at the discretion 
of the school district to spend the money based on the needs of the students.  The 
school would do the best it could to identify the appropriate resources to serve 
special education, ELL and/or At-Risk students.   
 
Ms. Waller asked if some of the benefit of the weight would be lost by weighting 
enrollment on the front-end.  She asked if weighting enrollment at a different point 
would allow the school district to realize the benefit. 
 
Mr. Zander replied that some of the benefit would be lost, and if the weight was 
included in the funding formula it could lose its identity.  He was a proponent of 
categorical funding, especially at the onset, because it separated the component 
and made it a “collective bargaining discussion.”  If the weight was part of the 
formula there could be situations where, for example, teacher allocation tables 
were adjusted to increase staff allocations to the schools based on ELL or At-Risk 
needs.  He said it would not be beneficial to deprive one allocation to provide for 
another.  Mr. Zander agreed it would be helpful to first determine base educational 
funding and then use additional allocations as categorical funding to identify and 
put programming in place. 
 
Mr. Alastuey said if it was all put through the existing model, with CCSD at a 
.96 basic support ratio and other districts over 2.0, it would mean the one with the 
basic support ratio and cost history justifying over two times CCSD’s funding 
would get two times the weighted benefit for each ELL and At-Risk student.   
 
Dr. Chambers said he had some concerns with the categorical approach.  He 
thought it discouraged a comprehensive planning approach.  It segmented 
students and placed focus on certain funds going to certain students, when in fact, 
it was really more important to integrate program planning for students.  He said 
special education, ELL and At-Risk students were children first and foremost.  The 
question should be how to serve ELL and At-Risk students given the mix of 
population in a particular district or school.  He thought categorical programs 
attempted to segment the planning process; however, he did not agree that the 
planning process could be segmented.  
 
Mr. Johnson thought combined funding could hinder the ability to track and make 
changes to new funding.  He said, even if it was part of a larger formula, it needed 
to be identifiable so it could be modified if necessary.   
 
Ms. Teska suggested an extended implementation process to avoid negative 
impacts on school districts.  She suggested establishing base amounts, and then 
placing the money into a categorical to allow it to grow.  At the end of the 
implementation process there would be an influx of money to mitigate impact on 
the districts.  Ms. Teska said it was also important to know if the results were as 
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expected; therefore, categorical would be preferable initially, with an expressed 
intent and timeline to integrate it into the formula later. 
 
Chair Woodhouse said the program brought forth in S.B. 504 dealt with pre-K, 
full-day kindergarten, class size reduction, summer school and resource centers, 
and it would take time to realize the program’s value.  She was confident the 
value would be evident, but it would be important to have numbers and 
achievement levels to back it up. 
 

f. Students who qualify for multiple weight categories. 
 
Ms. Waller suggested the TAC consider allowing the highest allowable weight 
category to apply to a student.  She believed there was something similar in 
California’s new funding model where a student would be counted only once in 
the formula based on an unduplicated count of high needs students.  California’s 
weight for concentration grants was for ELL, low-income and students in foster 
care.  The students would receive an additional 20 percent weight, but would only 
be counted once. 
 
There was no further discussion on this item. 
 

g. Duration of funding for ELL students. 
 

Ms. Waller, referring to Mr. Griffith’s presentation, said he indicated that some 
states considered limiting the number of years a school district could receive 
ELL funding for a student.  He discussed the possibility of having full funding for a 
certain number of years, and then support funding after the student exited the 
program.  For example, an ELL student might be fully funded for four years and 
then, after exiting the program, they would be funded at 50 percent for the 
remainder of their time in school.  Ms. Waller said there were many different ways it 
could be constructed; however, the question would be whether to fund ELL students 
indefinitely, or incentivize districts to help students become proficient and then 
phase them out of the program.  Mr. Griffith also indicated some states considered 
providing incentives for moving children off ELL; however, very few states chose to 
adopt that method.  Ms. Waller said the discussion regarding duration of funding 
applied only to ELL students, because At-Risk students generally remained in the 
At-Risk category. 
 
Chair Woodhouse thought there was typically a three-year duration for an 
ELL student who entered the school district not speaking English.  She thought that 
was especially true at the elementary level, because the student progressed faster.  
Chair Woodhouse was not sure about ELL duration for students in the middle and 
high school levels, however, because they also contended with social problems and 
curriculum content that was much deeper than at the elementary level. 
 
Mr. Johnson did not think there would be an incentive for a school district to keep a 
student in the ELL program unless there was a reason such as increased funding.  
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He said each student learned at their own pace, therefore, school districts should 
exit students from the ELL program when appropriate.  Mr. Johnson asked if there 
were best practices modeled that would help the committee’s deliberation.  
 
Dr. Chambers said Diane August, AIR, specialized in the area of best practices and 
could provide assistance.  Chair Woodhouse said the committee would be 
interested in obtaining that information.  She thought there were some best 
practices already identified, particularly in Clark and Washoe Counties.   
 
Ms. Teska thought a duration should be established, especially because it would be 
tied to increased funding.  She agreed that support funding should be available after 
exiting the program to ensure the student stayed on track.  Ms. Teska also agreed 
with the idea of utilizing best practices.   
 
Chair Woodhouse said there would not be a subcommittee, therefore, TAC 
members were asked to volunteer to do further research in the areas discussed.  
Ms. Waller, Mr. Krmpotic and Mr. Thorley would be available for assistance, as well 
as NDE and the school districts. 
 
Mr. Alastuey referred to Dr. Chambers’ earlier discussion regarding a general plan 
to assure the granting authority that funds were distributed appropriately.  He asked 
if there were examples of successful accounts or additional speaking points 
regarding the proportionality issue. 
 
Dr. Chambers said he could provide a summarized description of the concept from 
the California Legislative Analyst’s office.  He clarified that there was an entire 
description of how the formula worked.  Dr. Chambers thought it would also be 
helpful for other items discussed in today’s meeting. 
 
Volunteers were assigned as follows: 
Item a: Mr. Johnson 
Item b: Mr. McIntosh 
Item c: Mr. Zander 
Item d: Mr. Alastuey 
Item e: Mr. Schroeder 
Item f: Dr. Rulffes 
Item g: Ms. Teska 
 
In answer to a question from Dr. Rulffes, Chair Woodhouse replied that only a 
report on the additional research was necessary; however, members were 
permitted to make a recommendation to the committee. 
 

VII. DISCUSSION OF FUTURE MEETING DATES. 
 
Chair Woodhouse indicated the TAC would meet twice before the next Task Force 
meeting.  No meeting date was set. 
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VIII. PUBLIC COMMENT. 

Mr. Alastuey said he was able to determine the key elements from the DSA Model 
thereby reducing it to three pages (Exhibit F).  He thought it would save time 
determining a base line, and whether weighting should be inside or outside the formula.  
Mr. Alastuey noted his revised model hit every district’s basic support amount within 
one dollar of the full existing model with the exception of Eureka County School District. 
 
IX. ADJOURNMENT. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 3:24 p.m. 
 
 

        Respectfully submitted, 
 
 

_____________________________ 
Carla Ulrych, Transcribing Secretary 

APPROVED: 
 
_________________________________ 
Senator Joyce Woodhouse, Chair 
 
 
Date:_____________________________ 
 

 
 
Copies of exhibits mentioned in these minutes are on file in the Fiscal Analysis 
Division at the Legislative Counsel Bureau, Carson City, Nevada.  The division 
may be contacted at (775) 684-6821. 
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