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MEMBERS PRESENT

Chairman Westall
Vice Chairman Mello
Mr. Barengo

Mr. Glover

Mr. Rusk

Mr. Tanner

Mr. Weise

MEMBERS ABSENT

Mr. Harmon
Mr. Vergiels

GUESTS PRESENT

See Guest List attached.

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Westall at 5:00 p.m.
She called for testimony on behalf of A.C.R. 34.

ASSEMBLY CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 34

Assemblyman Bill Brady testified in favor of A.C.R. 34. He stated
that the average age in the State Prison system is 23 1/2 years old
with an eighth grade education. Fifty percent of the first time
inmates will not repeat. He read from several news articles regarding
juvenile crimes, with some of them being as young as eight years old.
In Las Vegas, juveniles are responsible for 90 percent of residential
burglaries. They showed how the juvenile crimes lead to adult crimes.
He feels that this study could lead to a great decrease of juvenile
crime, which would lead to comparable decrease of adult crime. Mr.
Brady showed charts showing the percentage of crimes committed by
different age groups, which illustrated the extremely high percentages
committed by juveniles. A copy of the charts is attached hereto and
marked Exhibit A. He outlined several programs through the schools,
including many positive strategies which could reduce the likelihood
of drug and alcohol abuse before they begin or progress too far, and
programs such as that presented in the film, "Scared Straight".

Mr. Rusk asked what Mr. Brady could see coming out of the study that

we do not have now.
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Mr. Brady did not think that there is a lot being done now on the
prevention aspect. He feels that the study committee could help
develop a lot of new programs. These could include programs in the
schools which would be run a great deal by students themselves, and
programs which teach juveniles self esteem and a positive self image.
Peer group pressures could be extremely important.

Frank Carmen, Director of the Clark County Juvenile Court, generally
supported a study of juvenile crime in the State of Nevada. His
problem with A.C.R. 34 is that it limits itself in that it does not
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include the status offenders that are referred to them, the runaways,
unmanageables, truants, etc. He would not single out alcoholism as

a separate study. This is one of the symptoms that associates itself
with juvenile crime, but the study should include disintegrated
families, lack of values, poor judgement, lack of discipline, use

of other drugs other than alcohol, poor success in school, etc.

He would support the study because most people are not aware of the
magnitude of the problem and he would like to have this publicized,
and get some direction from the legislature as to what the priorities
of the state might be in terms of where they would want the resources,
such as do they want more institutions, more front end programs such
as diversion or community based programs, find out cost effectiveness
of existing programs and establish some kind of state wide unification
program. There are several juvenile studies being proposed but none
that he is aware of dealing specifically with juvenile crime. This
study should be coordinated with those of the juvenile courts and
child abuse, neglect and abandonment which would apply to delingquency.

Chairman Westall asked Mr. Carmen if he would make recommendations
for amending A.C.R. 34 to cover what he had suggested. He said that
he would.

Mr. Tanner said that he feels that the greatest problem in the juveniie
drug area is rehabllltatlon.

Mr. Carmen feels that the study group should include or call on

‘delinquency and youth specialists on a routine basis. This would

give the court system more direction as to necessities within the
boundaries of funds available.

Mr. Brady felt that many prevention programs could be handled without
cost to the taxpayers by volunteers. He has had many people contact
him to this effect.

Testimony was concluded on A.C.R. 34.

ASSEMBLY CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 37

Assemblyman Dean Rhoads, Elke District 34, explalned that ranchers
locking gates to public lands is getting to be a very serious problem.
The problem is set forth at greater length in the copy of a newspaper
article provided by Mr. Rhoads, a copy of which is attached hereto

and marked Exhibit B. It will be more of a problem when a lot of the
wilderness areas go into existence and more land is locked up by the
federal government. He said that much of the public is not aware

that fields that are on forest service or public land are fenced with
gates and the ranchers are responsible for the livestock on those
fields, and if somebody leaves the gates open the ranchers could lose
their permits. Some other states are adding costs on to hunting and
fishing licenses and reimbursing ranchers and private land owners

for damage to property and loss of livestock. Some states buy the
hunting rights from ranchers. Sometimes the hunting rights are bought
by private groups. Some ranchers provide facilities for hunters.

He supports a study of the problem and feels that the agencies involved

(Committee Minntes)
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would be happy to cooperate.

Chairman Westall asked if Mr. Rhoads thought this could be handled
by staff. He did not think it could be handled by staff.

Mr. Glover stated that he had been contacted by many people who felt
that there is a real problem here and he feels that a study would
be of great benefit.

Chairman Westall asked how many meetings Mr. Rhoads thought would be
needed to conduct such a study. He felt that it would take at

least five to six to go into detail. He left a copy of proposed
amendments to A.C.R. 37, a copy of which is attached hereto and
marked Exhibit C. He also submitted a copy of a letter and recom-
mendation from the State Multiple Use Advisory Committee on Federal
Lands, a copy of which is attached hereto and marked Exhibit D.

Tod Bedrosian, Assembly District 24, testified in favor of A.C.R. 37
as an urban sportsman. Members of sportsmen's groups in his district

~have expressed support for this study.
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Testimony was concluded on A.C.R. 37.

ASSEMBLY CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 23

Janet Sobel, elected representative of District A of the Clark County
School Board, and not in capacity as Vice President of that board,
urged support of this resolution. She explained that the board has
gone on record as opposing A.C.R. 37, and she has come here at her
own expense to express the minority position of that board. The
board refused to allow her expenses to represent a dissenting opinion.
She stated that the people who she represents in Henderson and
Boulder City frequently feel alienated from the Clark County School
District and she is forced to pay her own way in order to represent
them at the Legislature. She felt that this instance showed the
need for a study of this type. Mrs. Sobel presented a prepared
statement, a copy of which is attached hereto and marked Exhibit E.

Mr. Glover asked Mrs. Sobel if she would object to amending this
resolution to consider what a minimum and a maximum size would be
for a school district.

Mrs. Sobel said that this would be good, unless location isoclated
smaller school districts and so made them necessary. The study
would give guidelines to the divisions, if they were thought to be
necessary. After guidelines were suggested, then it would be easier
to go ahead.

James H. Lyman, President of the Clark County School Board of
Trustees, presented testimony in opposition of A.C.R. 23. He also
stated that he came here at his own expense. He presented a
statement by Robert Forbuss, a member of the Clark County Board
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860



<

A Form 70

Minutes of the Nevada State Legislature

Assembly Committee on LEGISLATIVE FUNCTIONS
Date: APril 24, 1979
Page: 4

a copy of which is attached hereto and marked Exhibit F. This
was adopted by the School Board as their majority opinion. He
refuted the testimony of Mrs. Sobel. He feels that there is no
statistical evidence that the size of an urban area has anything
to do with student achievement, even though the Clark County area
is one of the largest school districts in the country. He feels
that the tax payers money should not be spent on a study such as
this.

Testimony was concluded on A.C.R. 23.

ASSEMBLY CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 35 -

Russ McDonald, representing the Nevada Association of County
Commissioners, stated that A.C.R. 35 responds to a resolution of
that body which was adopted last November. The preamble merely
states the fact that the fee structure set out for counties for a
variety of services performed is confusing, antiquated and out dated.
This resolution speaks to having a study made to evaluate those
existing statutes. ZEach year when there is some crisis in respect
to an increase in fees, such as for filings in Justice Court,
District Court, Clerk's fees, etc., they tack another shingle on

it. Historically, some of these have existed in the same form

since 1861 in the territorial days. This prompted some apprehensicn
of some fiscal restrictions that would be imposed on counties by
this Legislature. This is a study that could be well done by the
staff. It would show if the fees are adequate for services rendered
by government. He urged that the study be made.

Mrs. Westall asked if there would be a lot of fees to be studied.
Mr. McDonald answered that there would only be about 50 to 60 sections
of the code that would need to be studied. One alternative would
be that the Legislature could allow the counties to set their own fees.
Testimony was concluded on A.C.R. 35.

ASSEMBLY CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 36

Russ McDonald explained that A.C.R. 36 is also a Nevada Association
of County Commissioners resolution. They would like to have a review
of Chapter 361, which has to do with the collection of the property
tax because of the fallback of one year. He said that at least ten
years ago the Legislative Commission did go into this in depth.

What the County Commissioners is after is that the cash flow and

the eighteen months lag makes using the certified assessed roll over
here to build the budget into a spread that is unrealistic. Staff
could possibly review that study. The questionsof land delinquencies
are what offer certain legal complications. If this resolution passes
all the points he makes could be taken up by the Commission or a
subcommittee in four or five meetings. This is a plea from the
counties for at least some indirect financial assistance.

Testimony was concluded on A.C.R. 36.
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ASSEMBLY BILL 706

Assemblyman Robert Weise testified that he feels that A.B. 706 is

a good alternative to the Sunset bill. But this goes through a
little further. He is not sure it is necessary to sunset the
agencies. This bill provides a more efficient alternative in that
it would review each of the agencies of state government, insofar as
their policies, programs and operations are concerned as to what it
is doing, and whether it is appropriate today as opposed to the
time it came on line with the budget. He used the investigation of
the Real Estate Division and the changes made there as an example.
The total review that could take place would be one third of the
budgets, and would probably be substantially less than one third,
depending on the size of the agency. One of the keys to the bill
is in Section 3, Subparagraph 2, where they could have closed
hearings. Most people will not criticize an agency in public as
they fear for their jobs. The State Employees Association endorses
this concept strongly. It would help the Legislature to get a better
understanding of what is going on in these areas that the people
don't want to talk about. Money saving suggestions should be re-
warded with a bonus. Section 5 requires the Budget Director to
cooperate with the committee and Section 6 requires state employee=s
to at least not frustrate the efforts of the committee. There has
been no fiscal note prepared yet. There would be more legislative

_participation than staff in this investigation. It would be basically

A Form 70

a standing type committee that would meet on a fairly regular basis.
Mrs. Westall stated that she likes the concept of the bill, and it
has a lot of merit. She said there is a minor conflict with a bill
that has been passed.

Testimony was concluded on A.B. 706.

ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION 25

No testimony was presented on A.J.R. 25.

It was moved by Mr. Rusk, seconded by Mr. Weise that A.J.R. 25 be
recommended Do Pass. The motion was not carried.

Assembly Concurrent Resolution 31

Chairman Westall announced that A.C.R. 31 needed a technical amend-
ment to correct 59th Session to 60th Session. This will be taken
care of.
The meeting was adjourned at 6:15 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

kj?ééZQEEZ:»dz;Z%é¢cé4;~

Ruth Olguin
Committee Secretary
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EXHIBIT C

Sage I — Page 12

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO A.C.R. 37

SUMMARY--Directs legislative commission to study problem of
access of sportsmen to and across (public land over]
private land, incentives to landowners and related

problems. (BDR ~ )

ASSEMBLY CONCURRENT RESOLUTION-~-Directing the legislative
commission to study the problem cf access of sportsmen

to [public land over)] and across private land, incentives

to landowners and related proEIems.

WHEREAS, [Over] Nearly 87 percent of the land in this state
is [owned] controlled by the Federal Government; and

WHEREAS, Access to that land often requires travel over
privately owned land; and

WHEREAS, Much of the most productive hunting, fishing and

other recreational lands are in private ownership; and

WHEREAS, Many private landowners have refused access to
and acrogs their land to sportsmen because of the damage
some sportsmen have caused to thelr property; and

WHEREAS, The acts of pfoperty damage should be condemned
and the landowners compensated for the damage; and

WHEREAS, Landowners who permit access to and across their
lands to sportsmen should be givén incentives to continue to
allow such access; and

WHEREAS, The several federal and state agencies which have

responsibilities in these areas have expressed a desire to

cooperate and expend funds to assist in solving the land-

owner/sportsmen problems; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, THE SENATE
CONCURRING, That the legislative commission is hereby directed
to study the problems of access of sportsmen to {public¢ land

over] and across privately owned land, property damage,
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incentives to landowners (such as limited broperty damage

reimbursement, tax rebate, relief of liability, limited

reimbursement for damages done by game animals to crops, and

deer tag coupons which may be redeemed by the landowner upon

whose land the deer is taken) and any other related problem

the legislative commission determines exists between private
landowners and sportsmen; and be it further
RESOLVED, That the results of the study and any recommenda-

tions for legislation be reported to the 6lst session of the

legislature.
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STATE OF NEVADA

STATE MULTIPLE USE ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON FEDERAL LANDS

201 8, FALL STREET, ROOM .120
CAPITOL COMPLEX
CARSON CITY, NEVADA 85710

Committes Merders March 2, 1979

JULIAN C. SMITH, Jr., Chairman
Hevada Association of Coun
Cormissioners :

WAYNE T. MILLER, Vice Chafrsian
Rallroads and Utilities

YRED D. Grsson, Jr.
Advisory Mining Soard
MARVIN A. EINERWOLD
State Board of Fish and Gane
- Cormissionars Andy Grose
(Mrs.) ANNE ANDERSON ’ ivisi
State Park Advisory Cocmission Res?aICh.DlVlSlon 1B
PAOL A. RIC s Legislative Counse ureau
Sportsman
JOE McOONALD Dear Andy:
Off~Road Vehicle Enthusiasts

{rra,) M ZORN On January 12, 1979, the State Multiple Use Advisory

nn::v:;mmu Cormtraton Committee on Federal Lands received testimony frorfl various
State Grazing Boards B private interests and government entities on the issue of
Y. PETERSON crossing of private lands for public lands access. BAs a
rafe Conservation Commissien result of this discussion, the Multiple Use Advisory Com-
'f;dsi"fifgu- e cn;m mittee has adopted an official Recommendation on th::Ls issue.

BOEERT E. WRIGHT, Jr. We are hereby forwarding a copy of t.:hat Recommendation to
Boxrd of Agriculture you for your information and/or action.

Qirs.) SAMMYZ UGALDE . ’
Land Use Planning Advisory Couneil Sincerely,

PETER HO?.RDS. Secretary / / -
) i _ / ra 7 / (jé‘:ﬂ—\___.

Robert E. Erickson
Acting Secretary

REE/cr
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EXHIBIT D
Pags Page 15
. RECOMMENDATTION

PUBLIC ACCESS ROADS

WHEREAS, in Nevada, private land is frequently located
along streams and across roads used to reach public lands that
are most suitable for recreational purposes; and

WHEREASz owners of private land have traditionally
permitted the pubiic to use roads through their land as an
accommodation; and

WHEREAS, owners of private land occasionally withdraw
their permission to the public to use roads through their
lands; and

WHEREAS, this problem becomes quite involved with many
issues, from individual property rights on one side té the
right of the public to have access to public lands on the
other side; )

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Nevada State Multiple
Use Advisory Committee on Federal Lands that the Nevada
Legislature consider tabling proposed legislation concerning
this subject and authorize a two-year interim study involVing
input from private property owners, Bureau of Land Management,
U.S. Forest Service, Fish and Game Department, and all other

interested parties,

Adopted February 24, 1979
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AN AFFIRMATIVE ACTION
EQUAL OPPORTUNITY
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2832 EASTFLAMINGOROAD LAS VEGAS,NEVADA 89121 TELEPHONE(702)736-5011

April 23, 1979

State Senators and State Assemblymen

The Nevada State Legislature
Carson City, Nevada 89701

BOARD OF SCHOOL TRUSTEES

Dr. James Lyman, President

Mrs. Janet Sobel, Vice President

Mr. Donald R. Faiss, Clerk

Mrs. Helen C. Cannon, Member

Mrs. Virginia Brooks Brewster, Memter
Mr. Robert Forbuss, Member

Mr. Thomas Semmens, Member

Dr. Claude G. Perkins, Superintendent

| am an elected representative from District A of the Clark County School Board. |
have been refused the privilege of attending the Legislature by my fellow Board mem-
bers, because | intended to speak to a minority position of the Board.

| have been told that,State law requires the Board to approve travel for all Board mem-
bers; and since it was known | would be speaking to a minority rather than a majority
position of the Board, | have been refused the right to travel except at my own expense.
This decision was made by the President of the Board, Dr. James Lyman, and our Super-
intendent of Schools, and was done without formal action of the Board at a regularly

scheduled Board meeting.

| am not elected at-large. | am elected in a District which, at the present time prior
to the new census, has the second most number of constituents among the seven Board
members. If | was a member of the Carson City School Board, this would, of course,
not be a problem, and my freedom of speech and my ability to support my people would
not be diminished, for | could simply walk over to the building and express my people's
views. The people that | serve duly elected me and financially support the school

district with their fair share.

As long as | do not misrepresent the majority position of the Board, | think it is entirely
repressive and disenfranchising for a majority of the Board to prevent a minority opinion

from speaking.

"It is interesting that the very issue | will be addressing the Legislature on=~at my own
expense~-centers around the ability of the normal structure to provide an effective
means to serve all of the many citizens. | think it is obvious that the very structure of
the school district and the laws under which it operates leave a lot to be desired.

Ve e »'/’ el
~ (Mrs.) Janet Sobel, Vice President

Board of School Trustees

JS:bmr
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Page 2

RE: STUDY‘ TO CREATE SMALLER SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

Statement made by Janet Sobel to Assembly Committee on Leéisloﬁve Functions
on Tuesday, April 24, 1979.

| am Janet Sobel and | am speaking to you as the elected répresentotive from District A
of the Clark County School Board and not in my capacity as Vice President of the Board.
Thank you for this opportunity to address you and urge your support of this resolution.

The Clark County School Board, by a vote of four to two, has already decided to
oppose this resolution and my comments here are to serve as an expression of a minority

opinion of that Board.

I am here to voice the concemn of many that the Clark County School District has grown
too large to effectively serve parents and children, too far removed from the people
who pay the bills to respond meaningfully to their concerns, and so preoccupied with
efficiencies designed to deal with the mythical average that we have lost sight of the
mission. :

| am not here to offer a specific plan whereby the school district can be effectively
divided. | am here to ask you, who control the size and structure of our school
district, to study the alternatives in depth.

Traditionally, schools are something which can and should remain close to the people;
for education is a "people" business. The Clark County School District has grown to be
the 26th largest in the entire nation. It is by far the largest in Nevada, and yet is
below the State average in achievement scores.

Isn't it time to reassess the reasons for consolidating the Clark County School District
in the first place over 20 years ago? Why wait untill we grow to 180,000 or 300,000
students?

If a parent in Henderson is unhappy with the education of his third grader, he must
appeal his problem to a central administrator who oversees 72 elementary schools. His
Henderson identify and concerns are immediately lost to an average population. If he
“then calls the superintendent, he is possibly referred back to the previous central office
administrator. [f he calls his Board member, then he only has one representative out of
seven to voice his concerns.

Parents at Tomiyasu Elementary School were recently told by the Board that their wishes
could not be met, because parents in other parts of the County might be resentful.

The Clark County School Board is opposing this study and the major reason given was
fiscal efficiency.
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Assembly Commiitee on Legislative Functions
April 24, 1979
Page 2

Well, 1 for one would need to have demonstrated, through a study, the amount of fiscal
efficiency and then have that savings weighed against the other obvious advantages of
smaller districts. |t is likely that parents would rather forgo the fiscal efficiencies and
settle for the greater input and higher achievement rates of Nevada's smaller districts.

If "big is better," then why not combine Carson City, Douglas County, and Washoe

County into one large district, which would really be very little different than the
Clark County School District.

If "big is better," then why not have one State school district which would be even
smaller than just doubling the size of the Clark County School District=-which Clark
County will probably do on its own anyway in the not too distant future.

| think that the people believe that "big is not better." And now, more than ever
before, as we face tax cuts and reduced budgets, we must reevaluate "bigness" and its
ability to serve our citizens.

A taxpayer who voted for Question 6 recently told me that she did so because she felt
we had arrived at a point of taxation without representation. '

Government services grow so large that citizens cannot find effective channels through
which to communicate to their elected officials. Our Federal bureaucracy is, of course,

- the extreme example. Federal spending has clearly gotten out of control. -

But our local efforts are equally frustrating. This Legislature is obviously attempting to
curb government spending. But that is only a partial solution which may create severe
problems if we are not careful. The reduced budgets that each entity will now face
will have to be spent so much more wisely than ever before. Each agency will have to
set priorities with great care, responding in a relevant way to the needs of the people.
This will require much closer contact with the people whose money we are spending.
There will continue to be no way for 300,000 people to communicate their wishes to
seven school board members. When a school district has adequate funds to meet all the
needs, everything is fine. But when we must start cutting programs, "good communica=
tions" becomes the key to avoiding disaster. The way in which Boulder City may choose
to spend its limited funds might be very different from Henderson's choices.

Last January the Clark County School Board adopted a position to oppose any legislation
which would diminish local control of our schools; and yet they oppose this study. It is
strangely inconsistent.

There are obvious ways to create smaller school districts and still have financial equality.
There are also obvious solutions short of separate districts. They are worthy of study.
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Many educators have told me that they feel that this study would be the most significant

piece of legislation of any recent session.
And only you, not my local Board, have the power to change our structure.

Mr. Robert Forbuss, my fellow Board member who led the opposition to this study,
submitted many arguments which amounted to his conducting the study by himself. |
respect and admire Mr. Forbuss, but | must comment that much of his information was
inaccurate and many of his conclusions faulty. | would caution anyone who would
accept three typed pages of unsubstantiated statistics in lieu of a careful, thorough
study of all the alternatives to an obvious problem.

As the Trustee who represents Henderson and Boulder City as a part of my area, and
who, therefore, stands to lose my own position on the Board should this study prove
fruitful, | consider myself most unbiased in my plea to you.

| would welcome the restructuring of our school district if it would free our children--
and my children--from the mediocrity and facelessness of a large bureaucracy. Let
Los Angeles, New York, and Chicago have their large school districts—~Nevada can
do better.

JS:bmr
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" CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL CiSTRICT

2832 EAST FI.AMH‘IGOROAD LAS VEGAS,NEVADA 89121 TELEPHONE(702)736-5011

April 5, 1979

Dear Fellow Board Members, Administrative Staff, Teachers,
and Citizens:

1 have asked that this Assembly Resolution 23 be placed on today's agenda
for discussion. I would first Tike to say that Assembly Resolution 23 is
based on several presumptions that I feel are fallacious and inaccurate.

The resolution suggests that the Clark- County School District does not meet
the needs of people and, therefore, it can only be assumed that they are
talking about students and parents. Each year the Division of Elementary

 Education conducts parental surveys for the purposes of gaining information
about parental and student attitudes about their educational system.

I call youf attention to Attachment No. 1, Parent Questionairre:

As you can see, over the past years the'majority of parents in the Clark
County School District have indicated a very high degree of satisfaction with
the performance of the Clark County School District.

Since the local school level is the basic communication arm of the Board of
School Trustees, it would appear that the policies of the board are well-
communicated. .

It is suggested by the resolution that parents need more involvement in
curriculum and planning, I would suggest that the recent parental involvement
in minimum competency testing repudiates this assumption. v

Additionally, parental involvement has been advocated at all levels of
curriculum develdpment and the recent action of this board to increase the
requirements for graduation as suggested by Richard Bryan's Sub-Committee
is another example of parent involvement in the curriculum.

Moreover, a further false assumption is that the administrative organization

is too large for good communication when, in fant, the Clark County School
District:has 60 per cent fewer central administrators per child than the national
norm has indicated by the Educational Research Services.
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The third assumption in this resolution is that the district is frequently

less efficient in the delivery of services. Normally, efficiency is tied to the
cost of operation and, therefore, the Clark County School District should

be cited as probably the only district in the state where a $10,000,000

food service program is totally self-supporting except for facilities.
Additionally, our lunch program prices have not increased significantly

in four years even with the awesome inflation that we're faced with on a

day to day basis. It should also be made clear to the proponents of this
resolution that the size of this district has reduced the cost of government

significantly.
Consider the following:

1. Central purchasing has allowed this district to save between 8 and 10
per cent annually for items needed to run the district.

2. Architectural plans are replicated by the district which saves on
architectural fees each time a new school is built.

3. Unemployment funds where the district uses retrospective compensation
instead of the usual premium payments to the employment security
commission, saves the district approximately $1,000,000 per year. This
same approach is used with the Nevada Industrial Commission where the
district saves up to $400,000 per year.

4. Because of the districts size, our health insurance premiums are )
substantially reduced because of split-funding, which could save the
" school district over a $1,000,000 per year.

5. Energy conservation by this school district through the use of the
computer has saved the taxpayers $450,000 just last year.

6. Finally, the district has been able to earn $2,000,000 for school use
because of efficient financial management through investment.

The administrative cost of the Clark County School District is less than ‘

3 per cent, which is the lowest in the State of Nevada. It should be obvious
to the proponents of Assembly Resolution 23 that if other districts are
created, the administrative cost will soon soar because of certain requirements
for any district to function, i.e. supervisors, supervisory personnel.

Furthermore, splitting Clark County into smaller school districts could

produce the same effect as before 1956 when the school district consolidated.

For example, the assessed evaluation per student in the county is unequal

in different sections of the community (Henderson - $14,654, Las Vegas - $18,798,
Overton - $6,075, N. Las Vegas - $12,691, Winchester - $58,289, Paradise - $44,156.)
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Additionally, school districts need money to build facilities. That money
is provided by bonding efforts. If the bonding capability for one area is
substantially less than another - it could create an unequal educational
opportunity in this county.

Another tremendous consideration that is not addressed in Assembly Resolution 23
is the question of integration. Integration in the Clark County School District
came about through a series of very complex court proceedings and appeals,

which even went as far as the Supreme Court of the United States. The

Clark County School District was finally ordered to desegregate the district
involving the predominantly black schools in West Las Vegas. The court found
the district guilty of building schools in West Las Vegas that perpetuated
racial segregation. The court finally approved the sixth grade center plans

as developed by the district. This year the Clark County School District was
cited as having a positive workable integration plan by the United States

Civil Rights Commission. Integration is a very delicate matter in this
community and one that subjects us to federal control. We should be very careful
when considering splitting up this district.

In the case of Wilmington, Delaware, in 1977, the United States Supreme Court
ruled that Wilmington, Delaware, must create a unified consolidated school
district which would facilitate a desegregation plan. That case held that
where the state has contributed to the segregation of races by the re-drawing

. of school tines, necessarily the districts on both sides of the lines are in

violation and can result in inter-district segrecation between suburban and
city schools.

Therefore, the probability of recreating another integration problem becomes
very real when one considers splitting up the Clark County School District.

In summary, I would like to say:

1. Most parents are satisfied with the education program being offered by
the Clark County School District.

2. The cost per pupil in the district is Tow when compared with other districts

in the state and in the nation.

"~ 3. The relative wealth of geographic areas in the county would foster unequal

educational opportunity if this district were split up.

4. Administrative costs would increase significantly as well as the cost of
procuring goods and services to run each separate school district.

5. The integration program could be traumatically aggravated and could lead
to more federal intervention and control.
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EXHIBIT F

Page
PARENT OPINIONNAIRE

Elementary Schools = K = 6
Clark County School District

Item

My child seems to enjoy school this year.

The principdl seems available and willing to
help.

| am kept well informed regarding school
objectives, programs and procedures.

The parent~teacher conferences | have
attended have been valuable.

The office personnel at the school are under=-
standing and helpful.

The school provides appropriate ways for me
to be involved and helpful in my child's
school experiences.

The schoo! program encourages my child to
learn as much as he can,

Teachers deal with my child in a positive way.
There is good student discipline at the school.

The school has an effective organized parent
group. ‘

Teachers keep me well informed about how my
child is doing in school.

The teachers use effective methods and materials
to help my child learn.

The school buildings and grounds appear clea
ond well maintained. :

Convenient means are provided for parents to
express their opinion and suggestions regarding

the school. -

Note: Maximum number of parents responding =

-1-

1977-78
Mean

4.496
4,216
4,396
4.580

4,383

4.21

4.414

4.522

4,210
+ 3.884

4.451

4,450

44436

4.192

11,028

Page 23
(5PT. SCALE)

1978-79
Mean

4.493
4.219
4.406
4.587

4.388

4.282

4,434
4.534

4.222

3.889
4.462
4.457
4.462

4.204
12,333
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