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Chapter 1
Introduction

| ——— ==

The material contained within the 2011 Nevada Education Data Book represents a compilation
of sources that are of potential use to State and local policymakers. The concept for this
document was the brainchild of the late Jeanne Botts, formerly of the Fiscal Analysis Division
of the Legislative Counsel Bureau (LCB).

The document is organized into sections reflecting topics and programs that have been a
continuing source of legislative inquiry. Major sections include those pertaining to school
finance, teacher compensation, statewide student testing, and education programs designed to
improve student academic achievement. There is also an extensive section describing past,
current, and projected demographic characteristics of the education system. The report also
contains detailed fiscal and program information with regard to special education, professional
development for educational personnel, adult and alternative education, charter schools, and
early childhood education. A separate section of key information concerning higher education
also is included.

As a rule, the sections present information concerning the State as a whole, district level
information, and, when available, comparisons with the United States and the other ten western
states surrounding Nevada. The table located on the following page presents general education
data profiles for Nevada and comparison states.

The data contained in this document were selected and compiled by the staff of the
LCB’s Research Division. By necessity, this report represents a snapshot in time, listing
the most current data that could be identified with regard to the selected topics. Often,
additional information and more up-to-date statistics will become available, and those using the
document are cautioned to seek revised information from the cited sources.

The major sources of data utilized for this report include various documents prepared by the
Department of Education, Nevada school districts, the United States Department of
Education—National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Census Bureau, and the
Fiscal Analysis Division of the LCB. Other sources include numerous internal reports and
surveys conducted by legislative staff in support of the work of the Legislative Committee
on Education.



Chapter 1

Education Data Profiles for the State of Nevada
and Surrounding States

School Year 2008-2009

NUMBER OF SCHOOLS
STATES Total School Type STTU%TEAI\IJ_TS TETA%LAELRS T%:%ER
Schools | pegular Spsgial VEOdC Alternative

gg:zg 98,706 88,801 2,289 1,409 6,207 49,053,786 3,221,917 15.2
Arizona 2,186 1,908 20 172 86 1,085,822 54,696 19.9
California 10,029 8,451 145 76 1,357 6,240,184 303,647 20.8
Colorado 1,779 1,672 10 5 92 817,605 48,692 16.8
Idaho 735 629 11 11 84 274,672 15,148 18.2
Montana 830 823 2 0 5 141,899 10,467 13.6
Nevada 617 579 7 1 30 433,371 21,993 19.7
New Mexico 853 808 6 1 38 328,420 22,825 14.5
Oregon 1,304 1,261 3 0 40 556,380 30,152 185
Utah 1,029 849 81 6 93 559,687 23,657 23.7
Washington 2,321 1,883 106 12 320 1,037,018 54,428 19.1
Wyoming 360 332 3 0 25 87,153 7,000 12.5

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data,

2008-2009.




Chapter 2
Demographic Data—Students, Educational
Personnel, and State Administrative Personnel

| ——— ==

Background

For the past three decades a primary focus of the State and many local governments has been
the impact of Nevada’s explosive growth. The effect of this growth upon government services
has been significant, and the associated increase in student enrollment upon public schools is an
important part of that overall picture. According to the United States Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), from 2000 to 2006, Nevada’s
PK-12 enrollment in public schools grew by 24.5 percent, leading the nation. The NCES has
issued projections that show Nevada second only to Arizona in the nation in enrollment
growth, with a projected percent increase of approximately 40 percent from 2006
through 2018.

Although past enrollment growth has had a profound impact upon both district staffing and
infrastructure in Nevada, especially in Clark County, review of more recent enrollment growth
percentages shows enrollment growth leveling off. Throughout the 1990s until School Year
(SY) 2001-2002, enrollment growth in Nevada averaged 5 percent per year. Beginning with
SY 2002-2003, enrollment growth began to level off, with 4 percent growth in SY 2003 and
declining to O percent growth for SY 2009-2010.

Part of Nevada’s large enrollment growth has involved an increase in ethnic minority student
populations. According to the U.S. Department of Education—National Clearinghouse for

English Language Acquisition, from
Enrollment-Percent Growth Per Year 1998 to 2008, the number of
SY 1993-1994 through SY 2009-2010 enrolled students classified as
English Language Learners in
Nevada increased over 200 percent.

10.0%

8.0%
There are several areas of concern

so% g g ’ 2 9 with regard to Nevada’s student
4.0% 3R 9 29 R population. According to the
2% | 2 S NCES, for SY 2007-2008, Nevada
' R had the lowest graduation rate in the

0.0% = — U.S. at 51.3 percent. The State’s
annual dropout rate for

20% SY 2007-2008 was 5.1 percent,
-4.0% which is one of the highest dropout

1993-1994 1995-1996 1997-1998 1999-2000 2001-2002 2003-2004 2005-2006 2007-2008 2009-2010 rates in the country
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State Administrative Personnel—Department of Education

Department of Education—Organizational Structure

State Board
af
Education Superintendeant
of
Public
Instruction

Professional

Administrative
and
Fizeal Sarvices
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Commission

Southern
Mevada
Office and
Teacher
Licensure

Instructional,

Child
Mutrition
and Department
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Heaalth
Fiscal Fiscal
Accourt- Services

ability

Research
and
Evaluative
Services
g I ™
Special Career,
Education, HE;ErEEHr;EmI'IIE, Technical,
ESEA and el and
Accountability
School S Aduli
Improvement Hrnem Education
A ey ]
Special
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I | and
School Program Innovative
Improvement Accountability Programs
I [
Curriculum
ESEA Development

Source: Department of Education (DOE).
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Nevada’s Public Education System—Nevada School Districts

Nevada’s School Districts and Superintendents
SY 2010-2011

Carson City School District
Richard Stokes, Superintendent
Telephone: (775) 283-2100
E-mail: rstokes@carson.k12.nv.us

Lincoln County School District
Nykki Holton, Superintendent
Telephone: (775) 728-4471
E-mail: nholton@nsn.k12.nv.us

Churchill County School District
Dr. Carolyn Ross, Superintendent
Telephone: (775) 423-5184

E-mail: rossc@churchill.k12.nv.us

Lyon County School District
Caroline Mclntosh, Superintendent
Telephone: (775) 463-6800, Ext. 131
E-mail: cmcintosh@Ilyon.k12.nv.us

Clark County School District
Dwight Jones, Superintendent
Telephone: (702) 799-5310
E-mail: waltr@ccsd.net

Mineral County School District
Teri White, Superintendent
Telephone: (775) 945-2403, Ext. 10
E-mail: white@mineral.k12.nv.us

Douglas County School District
Dr. Lisa Noonan, Superintendent
Telephone: (775) 782-5134

E-mail: Inoonan@dcsd.k12.nv.us

Nye County School District

Dr. William (Rob) Roberts, Superintendent
Telephone: (775) 764-1388

E-mail: robroberts@nye.k12.nv.us

Elko County School District
Jeff Zander, Superintendent
Telephone: (775) 738-5196
E-mail: jzander@elko.k12.nv.us

Pershing County School District
Daniel Fox, Superintendent
Telephone: (775) 273-7819
E-mail: dfox@pershing.k12.nv.us

Esmeralda County School District
Robert Aumaugher, Superintendent
Telephone: (775) 485-6382

E-mail: raumaugher@esmeralda.k12.nv.us

Storey County School District
Dr. Robert Slaby, Superintendent
Telephone: (775) 847-0983
E-mail: rslaby@storey.k12.nv.us

Eureka County School District
Ben Zunino, Superintendent
Telephone: (775) 237-5373
E-mail: bzunino@eureka.k12.nv.us

Washoe County School District

Dr. Heath Morrison, Superintendent
Telephone: (775) 348-0374

E-mail: hmorrison@washoe.k12.nv.us

Humboldt County School District

Mike Bumgartner, Superintendent
Telephone: (775) 623-8103

E-mail: mbumgartner@humboldt.k12.nv.us

White Pine County School District
Robert Dolezal, Superintendent
Telephone: (775) 289-4851

E-mail: bobdolez@whitepine.k12.nv.us

Lander County School District
Curtis Jordan, Superintendent
Telephone: (775) 635-2886
E-mail: cjordan@lander.k12.nv.us

Source: DOE.
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Chapter 2

Nevada’s Public Education System—Nevada Schools

Percentage of Public Schools by School District
SY 2009-2010

OClark County School District BWashoe County School District
OAIl Other School Districts

Percentage of Public Schools by Type of School
SY 2009-2010

1%

'/’fN\

61%

OHigh Schools mMiddle Schools OElementary Schools
OK-12 Schools OSpecial Schools

Total Public Schools in Nevada
SY 2001 to 2010
700

600 -
500 { | : 609 605 613 620
a0 | 485 506 517 537 5% o

300 -
200
100 -

2000- 2001- 2002- 2003- 2004- 2005- 2006- 2007- 2008- 2009-
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008* 2009 2010

*Public Special Schools decreased from 59 to 27 for SY 2007-2008.
Source: DOE, Research Bulletin, Volume 51, February 2010.

Note: Special Schools are defined as Student Detention Facilities, Special Education
Schools, and Alternative Education Schools.
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Nevada’s Public Education System—Common Abbreviations and Acronyms

Nevada’s Public Education System
Common Abbreviations and Acronyms

Note: Detailed definitions are provided below the list of acronyms for those items marked with an asterisk (*).

AFT American Federation of Teachers
ARRA Federal American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009
AYP* Adequate Yearly Progress
CBE Council for Basic Education
CCSSO Council of Chief State School Officers
CRT* Criterion-Referenced Test
CSR Class-Size Reduction
DOE* Department of Education
DSA Distributive School Account
ECE Early Childhood Education
ECS Education Commission of the States
ELA English Language Arts
ELL English Language Learners (used interchangeably with ESL and LEP)
ESEA Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
ESL English as a Second Language (used interchangeably with ELL and LEP)
ETS Educational Testing Service
FERPA Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act
FRL Free and Reduced-Price Lunch
GTE Gifted and Talented Education
HOUSSE High Objective Uniform State Standard of Evaluation (applied to teachers)
HSPE High School Proficiency Examination
IDEA Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
IEP Individual Education Program
ITBS Iowa Test of Basic Skills
LAS Language Assessment Scales
LBEAPE Legislative Bureau of Educational Accountability and Program Evaluation
LEA Local Education Agency
LEP Limited English Proficiency (used interchangeably with ELL and ESL)
LSST Local School Support Tax
NAEP National Assessment of Educational Progress
NASA Nevada Association of School Administrators
NASB Nevada Association of School Boards
NASS Nevada Association of School Superintendents
NCATE National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education
NCES National Center for Education Statistics
NCLB* No Child Left Behind Act of 2001
NEA National Education Association
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Nevada’s Public Education System—Common Abbreviations and Acronyms
(continued)

NELIP Nevada Early Literacy Intervention Program
NERA* Nevada Education Reform Act
NRT* Norm-Referenced Test
NSEA Nevada State Education Association
NSHE Nevada System of Higher Education
PTA Parent Teacher Association
RPDP Regional Professional Development Programs
RTTT Federal Race to the Top Award
SAIN System of Accountability Information for Nevada (formerly SMART)
SBE State Board of Education
SCAAN Skills and Competencies Alternate Assessment of Nevada
SEA State Education Agency
UNLV University of Nevada, Las Vegas
UNR University of Nevada, Reno
USDE U.S. Department of Education
WICHE Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)

The federal No Child Left Behind Act requires schools and districts to measure and report
students’ annual academic progress toward proficiency in English/language arts and
mathematics by 2013-2014. The AYP is the minimum level of progress that schools, districts,
and states must achieve each year. Progress is based on whether the school or district met its
Annual Measurable Objectives and demonstrated 95 percent participation on standardized tests,
achieved its target on the Academic Performance Index and, for high schools, met target
graduation rates.

Criterion-Referenced Tests (CRTSs)

In general, CRTs are tests of academic achievement linked to specific standards or criteria.
Such tests measure whether the individual (or group) demonstrate a specific level of skill—
either they meet the performance standard or they do not meet it. An example of this type of
test would be the Nevada Proficiency Examination. The criteria that are tested are done on a
pass-fail basis determining whether or not the student passed the test by meeting a proficiency
target cut score. The extent of any comparative data between schools and districts is a report
of the percentage of students who passed the test.

Department of Education (DOE)

The DOE is the administrative arm of the State Board of Education. While the Board
maintains a policy role, the Department is responsible for carrying out the provisions of State
statutes, implementing Board policies, administering the teacher licensure system, and
administering federal and State educational programs. The Department’s chief executive
officer is the Superintendent of Public Instruction.
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Nevada Education Reform Act (NERA)

The 1997 Legislature passed a sweeping reform package called the Nevada Education Reform
Act. The major components of the Act include: requirements for establishing academic
standards and assessments; strengthening school accountability standards; funding for
classroom technology; and legislative oversight of the process.

No Child Left Behind (NCLB)

The NCLB is the name for the 2001 reauthorization of the federal Elementary and Secondary
Education Act. Signed into law on January 8, 2002, the NCLB requires each state to have a
single, statewide system of accountability and challenging academic standards, taught by highly
qualified teachers that will ensure that by 2014 all public school children will reach a minimum
level of proficiency on state examinations.

Nevada’s Public Education System—Common Abbreviations and Acronyms

(continued)

Norm-Referenced Tests (NRTSs)

In general, NRTs are tests of academic achievement that measure the skill level of an
individual (or the average scores of groups) along a continuum. The well-known bell-curve is
an example of how persons score along this scale, with a few showing minimal skills, a few
demonstrating advanced understanding, and the great majority falling within a bulge on either
side of the middle.

Source: Department of Education (DOE).

Education forms the common mind. Just as the twig is bent, the
- & tree’s inclined.

Alexander Pope
“_
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Students—Enrollment

Enrollment in Public Schools
Western States Comparison
SY 2008-2009

United States:
49,053,786

Washington:
Enrollment
1,037,018

Montana: Enrollment
141,899

Oregon: Enrollment
556,380

Idaho:
Enrollment
274,672

Wyoming: Enrollment
87,153

Nevada: Enrollment
433,371 Utah:
Enrollment

559,687

Colorado: Enrollment
817,605

California:
Enrollment
6,240,184

Arizona:
Enrollment
1,085,822

New M exico:
Enrollment
328,420

Above Nevada

Below Nevada

U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data

Source:
Database, July 2010.
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Students—Enrollment Projections

Projected Percentage Change in Public School Enrollment
Western States Comparison
2006-2018

United States:
9.4%

OR: 11.0%

ID: 26.1%

WY: 10.6%

NV: 40.2%

Utah: 29.7%

CO: 19.3%

AZ: 42.2%

Above Nevada

Below Nevada

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Projections of Education
Statistics to 2018, September 2009.
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Students—Nevada Public School Enrollment

Public School Enrollment in Nevada
1990-2010
500,000
450,000
400,000
*2 350,000
© 300,000
S 250,000 -
1) 200,000 |
= 150,000 -
= 100,000 -
o] 50,000 e e -
S .
>
F S ST TS IS S S
G MICAGRE S R @6\ RG q?@ '190\ @6" @6" ‘190"‘ '19@ @o‘b “96\ q?o‘" q?@‘
Year
- CLARK = = = = WASHOE ALL OTHER —&— STATEWIDE
CLARK WASHOE ALL OTHER TOTAL
1990-1991 121,984 38,466 40,866 201,316
1991-1992 129,233 40,028 42,549 211,810
1992-1993 136,188 42,061 44,597 222,846
1993-1994 145,327 43,715 46,758 235,800
1994-1995 156,348 45,752 48,647 250,747
1995-1996 166,788 47,572 50,681 265,041
1996-1997 179,106 49,671 53,354 282,131
1997-1998 190,822 51,205 54,594 296,621
1998-1999 203,777 52,813 54,473 311,063
1999-2000 217,526 54,508 53,576 325,610
2000-2001 231,655 56,268 52,783 340,706
2001-2002 245,659 58,532 52,623 356,814
2002-2003 256,574 60,384 52,540 369,498
2003-2004 270,529 62,103 52,782 385,414
2004-2005 283,233 63,698 54,280 401,211
2005-2006 293,961 64,199 55,092 413,252
2006-2007 306,167 65,013 55,256 426,436
2007-2008 312,546 65,677 55,662 433,885
2008-2009 315,350 65,522 56,561 437,433
2009-2010 313,558 64,844 57,966 436,368

Source: DOE, Research Bulletin, Volume 51, February 2010.
Note: The data reflected in the chart and table contains total (full) enrollment figures. Enrollment used for

apportionment purposes (paid enrollment) weights each kindergartener as a 0.6 pupil and is, therefore, a slightly
lower number.
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Students—Nevada School District Enrollment

Clark County Enrollment
School Years 2001-2010

340,000
oo ® ... 315350 313558

300,000

220,000 S R
200,000

2000- 2001- 2002- 2003- 2004- 2005- 2006- 2007- 2008- 2009-
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Washoe County Enrollment
School Years 2001-2010

70,000

65,000

60,000

55,000

50,000

)5- 2006- 2007- 2008- 2009-
006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Source: DOE, Research Bulletin, Volume 51, February 2010.
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Students—Nevada School District Enrollment (continued)

8763 8834 8798 8792

&)

7,033 7,046

/ 7,180 7,190
6,989

Source: DOE, Research Bulletin, Volume 51, February 2010.
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Students—Nevada School District Enrollment (continued)

Chapter 2

School District Enrollment
Churchill, Humboldt, Lander, Lincoln, and White Pine
School Years 2001-2010
5,500 -
4808 4 204
® 4610 4553 4553 4,548
¥ 4,463 4400
, 4,352
4,500 ? ¢ > *
, > *> 4,206
.)
3,805
3,616 353
3,504 '
3,463 3,458 3,399 3394 3,406
3,500 1 3,336
2,500 -
1,449 1355 1,288
' 1,276 1,255 1,226 1,258 1,273 1493 1140
1,500 - :
» » » R4 ¥
1554 Taes A : e ) 1,442
1,435 1,380 1,446 , 1,420 1,443 1,
1,018 1,014 992 1,012 1,006 992 982 953 901 1.005
500
2000-  2001-  2002-  2003-  2004-  2005-  2006-  2007-  2008-  2009-
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
% Churchill ==#=Humboldt <==#=|ander —e—Lincoln % White Pine

Source: DOE, Research Bulletin, Volume 51, February 2010.
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Students—Nevada School District Enrollment (continued)

School District Enrollment
Esmeralda, Eureka, Mineral, Pershing, and Storey
School Years 2001-2010
1,000
800
600
80 450 467 479 454
445 450 428 435 447
400
305
i 285
. 4 239 236 235 236 242 00
. 220 224 “
= v E ” ” e o
200
107\‘\' . ﬁA e . .
89 74 69 66 86 68 77 68 69
2000- 2001- 2002- 2003- 2004- 2005- 2006- 2007- 2008- 2009-
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
—#=—Esmeralda 4 Eureka == \ineral

Source: DOE, Research Bulletin, Volume 51, February 2010.

-
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.

Education is a method whereby one acquires a higher grade
of prejudices.

Laurence J. Peter
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Students—Enrollment by Ethnicity

Nevada Public School Membership by Ethnicity
SY 2009-2010

Asian or
Pacific Islander
8%

American Indian or
Alaskan Native
2%

White
42%

Nevada Public School Membership by Ethnicity
School District Profiles for SY 2009-2010

American .
N Indian or A5|a_n_or . . .
School District Alaskan Pacific Hispanic Black White
Native Islander

Carson City 3.27% 2.82% 35.26% 1.42% 57.24%
Churchill 7.44% 4.90% 15.48% 2.78% 69.40%
Clark 0.73% 9.54% 40.67% 14.40% 34.66%
Douglas 3.64% 3.08% 16.10% 1.38% 75.80%
Elko 6.43% 1.19% 28.33% 1.02% 63.03%
Esmeralda 4.35% 2.90% 31.88% 1.45% 59.42%
Eureka 3.08% 0.77% 13.08% 0.00% 83.08%
Humboldt 4.55% 1.15% 30.97% 0.79% 62.54%
Lander 6.75% 0.53% 25.35% 1.23% 66.14%
Lincoln 2.09% 2.19% 8.76% 7.26% 79.70%
Lyon 4,49% 2.41% 21.45% 2.03% 69.62%
Mineral 17.34% 1.05% 9.63% 9.98% 62.00%
Nye 2.37% 2.77% 22.12% 3.78% 68.96%
Pershing 9.87% 2.92% 27.54% 0.97% 58.69%
Storey 1.34% 2.01% 6.71% 2.69% 87.25%
Washoe 2.48% 6.67% 33.79% 3.91% 53.15%
White Pine 6.59% 1.18% 13.04% 1.25% 77.95%
ggajga?i%f*d of 2.39% 7.07% 13.82% 10.25% 66.47%
Statewide Percentages 1.50% 8.23% 37.27% 11.31% 41.70%

*Although the State Board of Education is not considered a “District,” it is the State Sponsor of five Charter
Schools and one University School.

Source: DOE, Research Bulletin, Volume 51, February 2010.

17



Chapter 2

Students—Enrollment by Special Populations

Note: No data was reported for the State of New Mexico.

Percent Limited English Proficient Students (LEP): 2008-2009

Description: The percentage of students served in programs of language assistance,
such as: English as a second language, high-intensity language training, and
bilingual education.

Definition: A LEP student, or English language learner (ELL), is defined as an
individual who was not born in the United States or whose native language is a
language other than English; or who comes from an environment where a language
other than English is dominant; or who is an American Indian or Alaska Native and
who comes from an environment where a language other than English has had a
significant impact on his or her level of English language proficiency.

Source: Ed.gov, Ed Data Express, 2008-2009.
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Chapter 2

Students—Enrollment by Special Populations (continued)

Percent Students With Disabilities: 2008-2009

Description: The percentage of students participating in an Individual Education
Program (IEP) and designated as special education students under the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act.

Definition: An IEP includes (1) a statement of the child’s present levels of education
performance; (2) a statement of annual goals, including short-term instructional
objectives; (3) a statement of specific education services to be provided and the extent to
which the child will be able to participate in regular education programs; (4) a projected
date for initiation and anticipated duration of services; and (5) appropriate objectives,
criteria, and evaluation procedures and schedules for determining, on at least an annual
basis, whether instructional objectives are being achieved.

Source: Ed.gov, Ed Data Express, 2008-2009.
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Students—Enrollment by Special Populations (continued)

Percent Low-Income Students: 2008-2009

Description: The percentage of students who are eligible for the Free and Reduced-Price
Lunch Program under the National School Lunch Act.

Definition: The Free and Reduced-Price Lunch Program under the National School Lunch
Act provides cash subsidies for free and reduced-price lunches to students based on family
size and income. Many states, including the State of Nevada, use this statistic as an
estimate of the portion of the student population that is economically disadvantaged.

Source: Ed.gov, Ed Data Express, 2008-2009.
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Students—Enrollment by Special Populations (continued)

Percentage of Nevada Elementary and Secondary Students
Eligible for Free and Reduced-Price Meals
SY 2000-2001 through SY 2009-2010

45%

40%

41.3%
41.5%
40.0%
40.6%
41.9%

35%

38.1%

34.0%
34.4%

30% -

25%

29.7%

27.3%

20%

15% -

10% -

5%

0% T T T T T T T T T
2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003 2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010

Source: DOE, Nevada Report Card Database: State Profile, 2001 through 2010.

* . Education is an admirable thing, but it is well to remember from
time to time that nothing that is worth knowing can be taught.

Oscar Wilde
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Students—Private School Enrollment

Percentage of Private School Enrollment to Total K-12 School Enroliment
Nevada and Western States
SY 2006-2007
Mtz }— 10.7%
Oregon _ 10.5%
Ol | ————————— 10.0%
Montana _ 9.5%
B —————
IEN0 . ————— 3%
e ——
Colorado e — 1.5%
Nevada  R———————— 0.5%
e e ————
Utah I — 3.5%
Wyoming  —— 3-3%
0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12%
Private School
Enrollment as a
Private K-12 Public K-12 Total K-12 Percent of Total
Enroliment Enroliment Enroliment Enroliment
Arizona 64,910 1,087,447 1,152,357 5.6%
California 703,810 6,343,471 7,047,281 10.0%
Colorado 64,740 801,867 866,607 7.5%
Idaho 24,700 272,119 296,819 8.3%
Montana 15,030 142,823 157,853 9.5%
National 5,910,210 49,292,507 55,202,717 10.7%
Nevada 29,820 429,362 459,182 6.5%
New Mexico 27,290 329,040 356,330 7.7%
Oregon 66,260 565,586 631,846 10.5%
Utah 20,860 576,244 597,104 3.5%
Washington 104,070 1,030,247 1,134,317 9.2%
Wyoming 2,930 86,422 89,352 3.3%

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Digest of Education Statistics,
2009.

22



Chapter 2

Students—Private School Enrollment (continued)

Percentage of Private School to Total School Enrollment in Nevada
2000-2010

5.0%

4.9% -

4.8% - 4.70%

| 0 ]

0% 457% 451% 451% Ly 4.59%

4.6% - 4.47% 4.47% 4.44%

4.4% -

4.3% -

4.2% -

4.1% -

4.0%

R O S N I
& & ¢ ¢ § § ¢ § & &
S A A S R R SR A
Nevada Private School Enrollment
by Grade and School District—SY 2009-2010
Elementary | Secondary | Secondary . Percentage
K (1-6) (7-9) (10-12) Ungraded Totals of Total

Carson City 84 308 68 0 0 460 2.1%
Churchill 22 72 16 4 0 114 0.5%
Clark 2,619 8,552 2,910 2,074 0 16,155 74.9%
Douglas 22 108 58 53 0 241 1.1%
Elko 8 25 8 5 0 46 0.2%
Esmeralda 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Eureka 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Humboldt 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Lander 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Lincoln 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Lyon 0 2 107 124 0 233 1.1%
Mineral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Nye 31 121 135 121 0 408 1.9%
Pershing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Storey 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Washoe 664 1,378 652 643 588 3,925 18.2%
White Pine 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Statewide 3,450 10,566 3,954 3,024 588 21,582 100%

*Ungraded for Private Schools refers to multiple grade grouping.

Source: DOE, Research Bulletin, Volume 51, February 2010.
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Student Attendance

Source: DOE, Nevada Report Card Database: State Profile, 2010.
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Students—Retention

Nevada - Statewide Percentage of Pupils Retained
SY 2006-2007 through SY 2008-2009

3.0%

2.5%

2.0%

1.5% -

1.0% -

0.5%

0.0% +

Grade K Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade 8
M2006-2007 ®2007-2008 ®2008-2009*
Nevada - Statewide Percentage of Pupils Retained
2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 | 2008-2009*

Grade K 1.6% 1.9% 1.70% 1.6% 1.5%
Grade 1 2.8% 2.7% 2.60% 2.2% 2.2%
Grade 2 1.1% 1.4% 1.40% 1.1% 1.3%
Grade 3 0.8% 0.8% 0.90% 0.7% 0.8%
Grade 4 0.5% 0.5% 0.50% 0.4% 0.4%
Grade 5 0.3% 0.3% 0.30% 0.2% 0.2%
Grade 6 1.1% 1.1% 1.00% 0.8% 1.2%
Grade 7 1.5% 2.0% 1.50% 1.4% 1.8%
Grade 8 2.4% 3.2% 2.80% 1.2% 1.1%

*On October 9, 2009, the State Board of Education adopted amendments to Nevada Administrative Code
(NAC) 389.048 and NAC 389.659. The amendments authorize school districts to promote students to the next
grade, based upon credit sufficiency or length of attendance; previously, promotion was based solely upon
credit sufficiency.

Source: DOE, Nevada Report Card Database: State Profile, 2005 through 2010.
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Students—Credit Deficiencies

Nevada - Statewide Percentage of Pupils Who Are Credit Deficient

SY 2007 through SY 2009

25%

20% A

15% -

10%

5% A

0%

Grade 9

Grade 10

Grade 11

2006-2007

®2007-2008

M 2008-2009*

Grade 12

Nevada - Statewide Percentage of Pupils Who Are Credit Deficient

2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 | 2008-2009*
Grade 9 13.9% 17.0% 18.0% 17.3% 0.8%
Grade 10 11.3% 16.7% 16.1% 17.5% 23.6%
Grade 11 5.2% 7.8% 7.6% 7.6% 18.1%
Grade 12 6.1% 3.0% 2.4% 2.6% 17.5%

*On October 9, 2009, Nevada’s State Board of Education adopted amendments to NAC 389.048 and
NAC 389.659. The amendments authorize school districts to promote students to the next grade, based upon
credit sufficiency or length of attendance; previously promotion was based solely upon credit sufficiency.

Source: DOE, Nevada Report Card Database: State Profile, 2005 through 2010.
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Students—High School Diplomas

Nevada High School Diplomas by Type
SY 2008-2009

6.0% 5.1%

E Standard Diploma BAdvanced Diploma OAdult Diploma* OAdjusted Diploma B Certificate of Attendance

Statewide Percentage of Types of High School Diplomas
SY 2004 through SY 2009

Standard Advanced Adult Adjusted Certiof}cate

Diploma Diploma Diploma* Diploma Attendance
2008-2009 71.0% 17.6% 0.3% 6.0% 5.1%
2007-2008 63.5% 24.6% 0.5% 6.2% 5.2%
2006-2007 62.2% 24.8% 0.3% 6.6% 6.1%
2005-2006 62.9% 25% 0.5% 6.6% 5%
2004-2005 60.9% 24.4% 1% 7.7% 6%
2003-2004 63.2% 23.3% 1.1% 6.9% 5.5%

*Adult diplomas issued to twelfth grade students enrolled in a program of alternative education are included in
these figures.

Source: DOE, Nevada Report Card Database: State Profile, 2001 through 2010.
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Students—Graduation Requirements, Dropout Rates, and Graduation
Rates—50 States

The following discussion refers to the table beginning on page 29.

Graduation Rate: The graduation rate is the Averaged Freshman Graduation Rate (AFGR).
The AFGR is the number of regular diploma recipients in a given year divided by the average
of the membership in grades 8, 9, and 10, reported 5, 4, and 3 years earlier, respectively.

For SY 2007-2008, the State of Nevada had the lowest graduation rate in the U.S. at
51.3 percent. The State of Wisconsin had the highest graduation rate at 89.6 percent, followed
closely by Vermont at 89.3 percent; Minnesota and Iowa followed at an 86.4 percent
graduation rate.

Dropout Rate: The dropout rate is the Event Dropout Rate (EDR). The EDR for a given
grade is the number of dropouts from that grade divided by the number of students enrolled in
that grade at the beginning of the school year.

For SY 2007-2008, the State of Louisiana had the highest dropout rate in the country at
7.5 percent. The State of Alaska came in second with a dropout rate of 7.3 percent; the states
that follow were Arizona (6.7 percent), Colorado (6.4 percent), Michigan (6.2 percent) and
Delaware (6.0 percent). The State of Nevada had a 5.1 percent dropout rate for
SY 2007-2008. The states with the lowest dropout rate for SY 2007-2008 were Indiana and
New Jersey, both with dropout rates of 1.7 percent.

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Public School Graduates and
Dropouts From the Common Core of Data: School Year 2007-08, First Look, June 2010.

Credit Requirements for Graduation: The states with the highest number of credit
requirements for graduation are Alabama, Florida, South Carolina, Texas, and West Virginia;
these states require 24 credits for graduation. The states with the lowest number of credits
required for graduation are California, Iowa, Wisconsin, and Wyoming; these states require
13 credits to graduate. The State of Nevada requires 22.5 credits, with a minimum of 4 credits
in English Language Arts, 3 credits in mathematics, 2 credits in social studies, and 2 credits in
science. There are four states that authorize the local boards of trustees to determine the
number of credits required for graduation: Colorado, Massachusetts, Nebraska,
and Pennsylvania.

Source: Education Commission of the States, Standard High School Graduation Requirements (50-state
database), March 2007.

High School Exit Exam: Approximately one-half of the states require a high school exit
examination (26 states, including Nevada) and one-half do not (25 states).

Source: Education Commission of the States, Exit Exams (50-state database), March 2008.
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Students—Graduation Requirements,
Rates—50 States (continued)

Dropout Rates,

Chapter 2

and Graduation

GRADUATION | DROPOUT HIGH
RATE RATE STANDARD HIGH SCHOOL SCHOOL
(GRADES GRADUATION REQUIREMENTS EXIT
SY 2007-2008 9-12) EXAM
TOTAL SOCIAL
S\;ggg?- CREDITS ENGLISH | MATH STUDIES SCIENCE | YES/NO
UNITED STATES 74.9 4.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NA
ALABAMA 69.0 2.2 24 4 4 4 4 YES
ALASKA 69.1 7.3 21 4 2 3 2 YES
ARIZONA 70.7 6.7 20 4 2 2.5 2 YES
ARKANSAS 76.4 4.7 21 4 3 3 3 YES
CALIFORNIA 71.2 5.0 13 3 2 3 2 YES
COLORADO 75.4 6.4 ESTABLISHED BY LOCAL BOARDS 5 NO
CONNECTICUT 82.2 2.8 20 4 3 3 2 NO
D.C. 56.0 5.5 235 4 3 3.5 3 NO
DELAWARE 72.1 6.0 22 4 3 3 3 NO
FLORIDA 66.9 3.3 24 4 3 3 3 YES
GEORGIA 65.4 4.3 22 4 4 3 3 YES
HAWAII 76.0 5.4 22 4 3 4 3 NO
IDAHO 80.1 2.0 21 45 2 2.5 2 YES
ILLINOIS 80.4 5.2 16 3 2 2 1 NO
INDIANA 74.1 1.7 20 4 2 2 2 YES
IOWA 86.4 2.9 13 4 3 3 3 NO
KANSAS 79.1 2.5 21 4 2 3 2 NO
KENTUCKY 74.4 2.8 22 4 3 3 3 NO
LOUISIANA 63.5 7.5 23 4 3 3 3 YES
MAINE 79.1 4.4 16 4 2 2 2 NO
MARYLAND 80.4 3.6 21 4 3 3 3 YES
MASSACHUSETTS 81.5 3.4 ESTABLISHED BY LOCAL BOARDS YES
MICHIGAN 76.3 6.2 16 4 4 3 3 NO
MINNESOTA 86.4 2.8 21.5 4 3 3.5 3 YES
MISSISSIPPI 63.9 4.6 20 4 3 3 3 YES
MISSOURI 82.4 4.9 22 3 2 2 2 NO
MONTANA 82.0 52 20 4 2 2 2 NO
NEBRASKA 83.8 25 ESTABLISHED BY LOCAL BOARDS NO
NEVADA 51.3 5.1 22.5 4 3 2 2 YES
NEW HAMPSHIRE 83.4 3.0 19.75 4 2 2.5 2 NO
NEW JERSEY 84.6 1.7 22 4 3 3 3 YES
NEW MEXICO 66.8 5.2 23 4 3 3 2 YES
NEW YORK 70.8 3.9 22 4 3 4 3 YES
N. CAROLINA 72.8 52 20 4 4 3 3 YES
N. DAKOTA 83.8 2.4 21 NO STATE REQUIREMENTS NO
OHIO 79.0 4.3 20 4 3 3 3 YES
OKLAHOMA 78.0 3.1 23 4 3 3 3 YES
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Students—Graduation Requirements,
Rates—50 States (continued)

Dropout Rates,

and Graduation

GRADUATION | DROPOUT HIGH
RATE RATE STANDARD HIGH SCHOOL SCHOOL
(GRADES GRADUATION REQUIREMENTS EXIT
SY 2007-2008 9-12) EXAM
TOTAL SOCIAL
SY2§827 CREDITS ENGLISH | MATH STUDIES SCIENCE YES/NO

OREGON 76.7 3.8 22 3 | 2 3 2 NO
PENNSYLVANIA 82.7 2.6 ESTABLISHED BY LOCAL BOARDS NO
RHODE ISLAND 76.4 5.3 20 4 4 3 3 NO
S. CAROLINA NR 39 24 4 4 3 3 YES
S. DAKOTA 84.4 23 22 4 3 3 2 NO
TENNESSEE 74.9 3.9 20 4 3 3 3 YES
TEXAS 73.1 4.0 24 4 3 4 3 YES
UTAH 74.3 4.2 15 3 2 25 2 NO
VERMONT 89.3 NR 20 4 3 3 3 NO
VIRGINIA 77.0 2.7 22 4 3 3 3 YES
WASHINGTON 71.9 5.7 19 3 2 25 2 YES
WEST VIRGINIA 77.3 4.4 24 4 3 3 3 NO
WISCONSIN 89.6 2.3 13 4 2 3 2 NO
WYOMING 76.0 5.0 13 4 3 3 3 NO

Graduation in the United States

According to Diplomas Count 2010, slightly fewer than 69 percent of all public school students
in the nation graduated from high school with a regular diploma in the class of 2007. A gap of
more than 40 percentage points separates the best-performing and worst-performing states.
The national leaders, Iowa, New Jersey, North Dakota, Vermont, and Wisconsin, each
graduate at least 80 percent of their students.

60 percent in the District of Columbia, Georgia, Louisiana,

North Carolina, and South Carolina.

Nevada,

By contrast, the graduation rate falls below

New Mexico,

TEN-YEAR GRADUATION TREND (ALL STUDENTS)

CLASS OF 2007 CLASS OF 1997 CHANGE 1997-2007

(percentage point)
UNITED STATES 68.8 65.7 3.1
ALABAMA 62.5 56.9 5.7
ALASKA 65.2 66.4 12
ARIZONA 68.2 50.8 +8.4
ARKANSAS 69.3 68.6 0.6
CALIFORNIA 62.7 67.4 47
COLORADO 73.2 69.4 +3.9
CONNECTICUT 777 751 2.6
D.C. 59.5 52.9 6.6
DELAWARE 65.0 59.2 5.7
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Chapter 2

Students—Graduation Requirements, Dropout Rates, and Graduation
Rates—50 States (continued)

TEN-YEAR GRADUATION TREND (ALL STUDENTS)
CHANGE
CLASS OF 2007 CLASS OF 1997 1997-2007
(percentage point)
FLORIDA 62.1 54.2 +7.8
GEORGIA 57.8 55.1 +2.7
HAWAII 65.1 584 +6.7
IDAHO 73.5 73.2 +0.3
ILLINOIS 74.6 713 +3.3
INDIANA 72.4 69.2 +3.2
IOWA 80.2 78.9 +1.3
KANSAS 75.1 73.8 +1.3
KENTUCKY 71.8 69.6 +2.2
LOUISIANA 57.4 52.1 +5.3
MAINE 77.6 74.8 +2.8
MARYLAND 73.7 74.5 -0.8
MASSACHUSETTS 77.3 74.4 +3.0
MICHIGAN 77.8 72.0 +5.7
MINNESOTA 77.2 77.3 -0.1
MISSISSIPPI 62.5 56.1 +6.4
MISSOURI 75.3 70.6 +4.6
MONTANA 75.2 76.7 -1.5
NEBRASKA 74.3 79.7 -5.5
NEVADA 41.8 65.7 -23.9
NEW HAMPSHIRE 76.2 66.4 +9.8
NEW JERSEY 83.3 80.6 +2.6
NEW MEXICO 54.9 56.3 -1.4
NEW YORK 70.6 60.3 +10.3
N. CAROLINA 57.8 58.3 -0.5
N. DAKOTA 80.9 80.1 +0.8
OHIO 74.6 68.3 +6.3
OKLAHOMA 71.8 68.9 +2.9
OREGON 74.1 69.0 +5.1
PENNSYLVANIA 77.6 74.7 +2.9
RHODE ISLAND 71.1 67.1 +4.0
S. CAROLINA 54.9 53.5 +1.5
S. DAKOTA 75.4 79.5 4.1
TENNESSEE 65.8 52.6 +13.2
TEXAS 65.1 59.3 +5.8
UTAH 77.1 79.0 -1.9
VERMONT 82.3 76.4 +5.9
VIRGINIA 69.9 72.3 -2.3
WASHINGTON 67.9 70.6 2.7
WEST VIRGINIA 71.6 75.5 -3.9
WISCONSIN 81.0 76.9 +4.1
WYOMING 72.6 74.4 -1.8
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Students—Graduation Requirements, Dropout Rates, and Graduation
Rates—50 States (continued)

Projection of Graduates and Nongraduates

According to Diplomas Count 2010, nationally, 1.3 million members of the public high school
class of 2010 will fail to graduate with a diploma. That amounts to a loss of 7,200 students
from the U.S. graduation population each school day, or one student every 25 seconds.

PROJECTION OF GRADUATES AND NONGRADUATES
NINTH PROJECTED OUTCOMES TOTAL
GRADERS 2009-2010 Students Lost Each
2006-2007 Graduates Nongraduates School Day
UNITED STATES 4,155,418 2,857,791 1,297,628 7,209
ALABAMA 64,943 40,615 24,328 135
ALASKA 11,233 7,324 3,909 22
ARIZONA 77,621 52,947 24,674 137
ARKANSAS 38,787 26,861 11,926 66
CALIFORNIA 534,357 334,911 199,446 1,108
COLORADO 64,559 47,284 17,275 96
CONNECTICUT 44,975 34,962 10,013 56
D.C. 5,127 3,053 2,074 12
DELAWARE 11,004 7,151 3,853 21
FLORIDA 238,582 148,094 90,488 503
GEORGIA 145,806 84,289 61,517 342
HAWAII 16,419 10,688 5,731 32
IDAHO 21,843 16,054 5,789 32
ILLINOIS 179,053 133,493 45,560 253
INDIANA 85,486 61,921 23,565 131
IOWA 39,988 32,069 7,919 44
KANSAS 38,382 28,833 9,549 53
KENTUCKY 57,252 41,086 16,166 90
LOUISIANA 57,171 32,794 24,377 135
MAINE 15,988 12,407 3,581 20
MARYLAND 78,874 58,108 20,766 115
MASSACHUSETTS 62,442 48,282 14,160 79
MICHIGAN 145,748 113,339 32,409 180
MINNESOTA 66,738 51,527 15,211 85
MISSISSIPPI 41,948 26,205 15,743 87
MISSOURI 80,759 60,782 19,977 111
MONTANA 12,792 9,616 3,176 18
NEBRASKA 24,411 18,127 6,282 35
NEVADA 41,055 17,147 23,908 133
NEW HAMPSHIRE 18,227 13,881 4,346 24
NEW JERSEY 107,828 89,807 18,021 100
NEW MEXICO 29,606 16,254 13,352 74
NEW YORK 247,787 174,901 72,886 405
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Students—Graduation Requirements,

Rates—50 States (continued)

Dropout Rates,

Chapter 2

and Graduation

PROJECTION OF GRADUATES AND NONGRADUATES
NINTH PROJECTED OUTCOMES TOTAL
GRADERS 2009-2010 Students Lost Each
2006-2007 Graduates Nongraduates School Day
N. CAROLINA 127,683 73,835 53,848 299
N. DAKOTA 8,262 6,685 1,577 9
OHIO 154,556 115,354 39,202 218
OKLAHOMA 51,048 36,654 14,394 80
OREGON 45,441 33,670 11,771 65
PENNSYLVANIA 153,179 118,854 34,325 191
RHODE ISLAND 12,130 8,625 3,505 19
S. CAROLINA 66,578 36,576 30,002 167
S. DAKOTA 10,371 7,815 2,556 14
TENNESSEE 82,343 54,173 28,170 157
TEXAS 387,440 252,319 135,121 751
UTAH 37,806 29,162 8,644 48
VERMONT 7,535 6,203 1,332 7
VIRGINIA 107,577 75,215 32,362 180
WASHINGTON 90,199 61,236 28,963 161
WEST VIRGINIA 24,331 17,420 6,911 38
WISCONSIN 74,984 60,743 14,241 79
WYOMING 7,164 5,198 1,966 11

-

[eduation is] One of the few things a person is willing to pay for

and not get.

William Lowe Bryan
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Students—Graduation Rate

Averaged Freshman Graduation Rates for
Public High Schools
Western States Comparison
SY 2005-2006

National Average:
73.2%

WA: 72.9%
Rank: 33

MT: 81.9%
Rank: 9

OR: 73.0%
Rank: 32

ID: 80.5%
Rank: 13

WY: 76.1%
Rank: 27

NV: 55.8%
Rank: 48

UT: 78.6%
Rank: 19

CO: 75.5%

CA:
Rank: 28

69.2%
Rank: 39

AZ: 70.5%
Rank: 38

NM: 67.3%
Rank: 41

Higher Graduation
Rate Than Nevada

- Lower Graduation
Rate Than Nevada (none)

Source: Education State Rankings 2009-2010, CQ Press, 2010.

Note: The averaged freshman graduation rate is the number of regular diploma recipients in a given year divided
by the average of the membership in grades 8, 9, and 10, reported 5, 4, and 3 years earlier, respectively.
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Students—Graduation Rate (continued)

Nevada Graduation Rate Percentages by Ethnic Group
SY 2007 through SY 2009

100%

90% -

80% -

70% -

60% - =

50% -

40% -

30% -

20% -

10% -

0%
All Students American Asian Hispanic Black White
Indian
“2006-2007 ®2007-2008 = 2008-2009\
Graduation Rate Percentages by Ethnic Group
2003-2004 | 2004-2005 | 2005-2006 | 2006-2007 | 2007-2008 | 2008-2009

All Students 67.0% 64.9% 67.5% 67.4% 68.7% 71.4%
American 58.2% 55.5% 59.2% 59.9% 58.0% 65.1%
Indian
Asian 73.4% 73.8% 76.8% 76.8% 80.7% 82.0%
Hispanic 52.6% 50.7% 55.3% 53.7% 57.0% 60.6%
Black 50.5% 49.7% 52.7% 52.4% 54.5% 57.8%
White 74.7% 72.8% 75.0% 76.1% 76.8% 79.4%

Source: DOE, Nevada Report Card Database: State Profile, 2004 through 2010.

35



Chapter 2

Students—Dropout Rate

Dropout Rates For
Public High Schools
Western States Comparison
SY 2005-2006

National Rate:
3.9%

WA: 5.6%
Rank: 7

MT: 3.7%
Rank: 24

Oregon: 4.6%
Rank: 13

ID: 2.7%
Rank: 39

WY: 5.7%
Rank: 6

NV: 7.7%
Rank: 4

Utah: 3.3%
Rank: 29 CO: 7.8%
Rank: 3

CA: 3.7%
Rank: 24

AZ: 7.6%
Rank: 5

NM: 5.5%
Rank: 8

- Higher Dropout
Rate Than Nevada

L ower Dropout
Rate Than Nevada

Source: Education State Rankings 2009-2010, CQ Press, 2010.
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Students—Dropout Rate (continued)

Chapter 2

Dropout Rate for Nevada Students (Grades 9-12)

SY 2002-2003 through SY 2008-2009
7%

6.0% 5.8%

2

5.6%
2

6%
4.8%
2

506 - 4.6%

@-4.7%
4% A
3% -
2% -

1% -

0 % T T T T T T

@ 4.2%

2002-2003 2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009

Nevada Dropout Rate by School District (Grades 9-12)
SY 2008-2009
14%
12.1%
12%
10% -
8%
6% -
4.5%
o 4.1% 3.8%
0
2% 0.8%
-©70 0.5% .49, 0.6%
00% M 0.0% °0.4%
0% ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
"\*%\{“@%\96@%@\&?}@6\’0Q’«\Qe?\o‘z'.(\@‘be’
o“o ‘&‘é‘ o® 0"9\ @ ?}q} ‘o"@ S \5“’06 \'>°°o WV @QK S e}é’(\\ %é & »@Q\ \@\é\
O{b{o @) Q Qf}(\ Q‘\) Q @ $~<\\ 6\0

Source: DOE, Nevada Report Card Database: State Profile, 2003 through 2010.
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Students—Dropout Rate (continued)

Nevada Dropout Rates by Ethnicity (Grades 9-12)

SY 2006-2007 through SY 2008-2009

8%

7%

6% 1

5%

4% -

3%

2%

1% A

0%

All Students  American Indian Asian Hispanic Black White
“2006-2007 2007-2008 m2008-2009
Dropout Rate Percentages by Ethnic Group
2003-2004 | 2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009
Students 5.8% 5.7% 4.6% 4.8% 4.7% 4.2%
mgr'fa” 7.4% 7.3% 4.2% 4.6% 5.5% 5.7%
Asian 4.9% 3.8% 3.2% 3.4% 3.2% 2.9%
Hispanic 8.2% 7.8% 6.5% 6.8% 6.2% 5.2%
Black 7.4% 7.3% 5.8% 6.2% 6.4% 5.0%
White 4.5% 4.5% 3.5% 3.6% 3.5% 3.3%

Source: DOE, Nevada Report Card Database: State Profile, 2004 through 2010.
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Chapter 2

Nevada Dropout Rates by Grade

SY 2006-2007 through SY 2008-2009

9%

8% -

7% A

6%

5%

4% A

3%

2%

1% A

0% -

Grade 6* Grade 7 Grade 8 Grade 9 Grade 10 Grade 11 Grade 12
"2006-2007 M 2007-2008 m2008-2009
Nevada Dropout Rate Percentages by Grade

2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009
Grade 6* 1.3% 1.1%
Grade 7 1.2% 1.3% 1.3%
Grade 8 1.7% 1.6% 1.7%
Grade 9 4.3% 3.9% 4.1%
Grade 10 4.5% 4.2% 3.8%
Grade 11 4.1% 3.9% 3.4%
Grade 12 7.2% 7.8% 5.8%

*Data for Grade 6 was not reported until SY 2007-2008.

Source: DOE, Nevada Report Card Database: State Profile, 2007 through 2010.
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Chapter 2

Educational Personnel—2009 State Teacher Policy Yearbook

Background

The 2009 edition of the State Teacher Policy Yearbook is the National Council on Teacher
Quality’s third annual review of state laws, rules, and regulations that govern the teaching
profession. Each state was reviewed against its success in meeting five goals:

Goals

Goal 1: Delivering Well-Prepared Teachers
Goal 2: Expanding the Pool of Teachers
Goal 3: Ildentifying Effective Teachers
Goal 4: Retaining Effective Teachers

Goal 5: Exiting Ineffective Teachers

Results—National

The average overall state grade for the 2009 State Teacher Policy Yearbook is a “D.”

>

States fare worst in the area of “Identifying Effective Teachers,” with an average grade

Of “D_. 2

The highest average grades are in the areas of “Retaining Effective Teachers” and
“Expanding the Teaching Pool,” with a D +.

The State of Florida received the highest overall grade, with a “C.” Seven other states
received a “C-”: Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, Louisiana, South Carolina, Tennessee,
and Texas.

Three states received an overall grade of “F”: Maine, Montana, and Vermont.

Average State Grades

Delivering Well-Prepared Teachers D
Expanding the Pool of Teachers D+
Identifying Effective Teachers D-
Retaining Effective Teachers D+
Exiting Ineffective Teachers D
Average Overall Grade D
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Chapter 2

Educational Personnel—2009 State Teacher Policy Yearbook (continued)

Summary Grade Table

Western States

GOALS

States De\l/i\\llgﬂng Expanding Identif)_/ing Retain_ing Exitin_g Average

Rank Prepared the Pool of Effective Effective || Ineffective || Overall

Teachers Teachers Teachers Teachers || Teachers Grade
Arizona 9 D C- D D+ C- D+
California 10 C D+ D- C+ D- D+
Colorado 11 D- D+ D- C- B- D+
Idaho 39 D D D- D+ F D-
Montana 50 D- D- F D F F
National D D+ D- D+ D D
Nevada 44 D- D- D- D D+ D-
o 18 D+ D c- D B- D+
Oregon 47 D+ F F D+ D- D-
Utah 35 D- D D C D- D
Washington 24 D+ C- D C D+ D+
Wyoming 48 D- D D D D- D-
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Educational Personnel—FTEs

Nevada: Percentage Change in the Number of Teaching Personnel and
Student Enrollment

7%
6%

2%
1%

4% \y/b—,&\ : :

3% 2

2
—

0%
-1%
-2%
-3%
-4%

-5%

@ Total Teaching Personnel: % Change from Previous Year

e=@== Total Student Enroliment: % Change from Previous Year

Total Change in Teaching Personnel and Student Enroliment
SY 2000-2001 through SY 2009-2010

2000- 2001- 2002- 2003- 2004- 2005- 2006- 2007- 2008- 2009-
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Total Teaching
Personnel (FTE)* 18,408 | 18,999 | 19,459 | 20,015 | 20,925 | 21,687 | 22,885 | 23,421 | 22,886 | 23,034
Total Teaching
Pcer:so””e':% 32% | 24% | 29% | 45%| 36% | 55%| 23%| -23%| 0.7%
ange from
Previous Year
Total Public
Student 340,706 | 356,814 | 369,498 | 385,414 | 401,211 | 413,252 | 426,436 | 433,885 | 437,433 | 436,368
Enrollment
Total Student
Eg;]g'r:r;:;‘r‘orf’ 47% | 36% | 43% | 41% 3% | 32% | L17%| 08%| -02%
Previous Year
*Teaching Personnel includes: Elementary Teachers, Middle School Teachers, Secondary Teachers,

Special Education Teachers, and Occupational Teachers.

Source: DOE, Research Bulletin, Volume 51, February 2010.
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Educational Personnel—FTEs (continued)

Percentage of Educational Staff for Selected Categories
Western States
SY 2006-2007

Chapter 2

*ﬁ’ 35” g ; © %)
g 5 & 5 2 < & Sa 5 S E
State 5 £33 7 2 S ¢ Sz £ 5
@ » £ a < 28 < a3 o
o k= =5 = O
< < 20
Arizona 51.4% 2.3% 0.4% 22.7% 14.7% 1.4% 0.8%
Rank: 23 Rank: 38 Rank: 44 Rank: 25 Rank: 11 Rank: 44 Rank: 35
California 53.0% 25 0.5% 20.2% 11.7% 1.1% 0.2%
Rank: 15 Rank: 28 Rank: 41 Rank: 34 Rank: 28 Rank: 48 Rank: 50
Colorado 48.2% 2.7% 1.1% 19.9% 13.8% 2.0% 0.9%
Rank: 37 Rank: 19 Rank: 17 Rank: 36 Rank: 16 Rank: 15 Rank: 26
Idaho 56.1% 2.8% 0.5% 20.6% 10.8% 2.3% 0.6%
Rank: 8 Rank: 13 Rank: 41 Rank: 32 Rank: 33 Rank: 9 Rank: 45
Montana 54.7% 2.8% 0.9% 23.0% 10.6% 2.4% 2.0%
Rank: 9 Rank: 13 Rank: 25 Rank: 24 Rank: 35 Rank: 7 Rank: 1
National 51.6% 2.5% 1.0% 22.8% 11.4% 1.7% 0.9%
Nevada 67.5% 3.1% 0.6% 6.0% 12.3% 2.5% 1.0%
Rank: 1 Rank: 7 Rank: 39 Rank: 49 Rank: 26 Rank: 5 Rank: 21
. 47.3% 2.4% 1.6% 26.7% 11.3% 1.5% 0.6%
New Mexico Rank: 39 Rank: 31 Rank: 10 Rank: 6 Rank: 29 Rank: 40 Rank: 45
Oreqon 51.8% 3.2% 0.5% 17.4% 8.6% 2.0% 0.8%
9 Rank: 20 Rank: 4 Rank: 41 Rank: 42 Rank: 47 Rank: 15 Rank: 35
Utah 49.9% 2.4% 0.9% 20.7% 15.9% 1.5% 0.6%
Rank: 31 Rank: 31 Rank: 25 Rank: 31 Rank: 5 Rank: 40 Rank: 45
q 52.2% 2.7% 1.2% 24.4% 9.8% 2.0% 1.2%
WaShmgton Rank: 18 Rank: 19 Rank: 16 Rank: 17 Rank: 41 Rank: 15 Rank: 16
Wvomin 44.4% 2.3% 2.1% 24.8% 13.9% 3.0% 0.9%
y 9 Rank: 48 Rank: 38 Rank: 5 Rank: 14 Rank: 15 Rank: 4 Rank: 26

*School Administrators include primarily principals and assistant principals.
**District Administrators include primarily superintendents, assistant superintendents, and other district

administrators.

***Student and Other Support Staff include library support staff and student support services staff; does not
include administrative support staff.

Source: Education State Rankings 2009-2010, CQ Press, 2010.

Note:
Coordinators.

Percentages do not total 100.
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Educational Personnel—FTEs (continued)

Nevada Student to Administrator Ratios
SY 2009-2010
400
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State of Nevada
Student to Administrator Ratios—SY 2009-2010

School Districts Enrollments Administrators* Administrator Ratio
Carson City 7,834 30 261
Churchill 4,206 13 324
Clark 313,558 920 341
Douglas 6,517 23 283
Elko 9,474 37 256
Esmeralda 69 1 69
Eureka 260 2 130
Humboldt 3,406 15 227
Lander 1,140 4 285
Lincoln 1,005 8 126
Lyon 8,768 35 251
Mineral 571 3 190
Nye 6,167 20 308
Pershing 719 5 144
Storey 447 4 112
Washoe 64,844 219 296
White Pine 1,442 10 144

*Administrators include: Principals and Assistant Principals, Directors and Supervisory Personnel, Associates
and Assistant Superintendents, and Superintendents.

Source: DOE, Research Bulletin, Volume 51, February 2010.
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Teachers—Not NCLB Highly Qualified

Core Subject Classes Not Taught by Highly Qualified Teachers
(as defined under the federal No Child Left Behind Act)
SY 2003-2004 through SY 2009-2010
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2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010
Core Subject Classes Not Taught by Highly Qualified Teachers
(as defined under the federal No Child Left Behind Act)
SY 2003-2004 and SY 2009-2010
60% -
50%
40%

30%
20%

10%

0%

M 2003-2004 42009-2010

Source: DOE, Nevada Report Card Database: State Profile, 2010.
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Teachers—Not NCLB Highly Qualified (continued)

Percent of Core Subject Classes Not Taught by
Highly Qualified Teachers
LOW-POVERTY SCHOOL S*

45%
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= State

e Clark

Washoe

=== All Other Districts
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/
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|
/

2007-2008
2008-2009

2003-2004
2004-2005
2005-2006
2006-2007
2009-2010

*Low-Poverty School: Defined as being within the top quartile throughout the State for percentages of students
who qualify for free or reduced price lunch.

Percent of Core Subject Classes Not Taught by
Highly Qualified Teachers
HIGH-POVERTY SCHOOLS*

50%

45% S

40% —\

35% \\ = State
30% \\ /\ Clark
25% \\V/A\ ar
20% \v/ N\ Washoe

15% I
10% 7_#%7 = All Other Districts
5%

0%

2007-2008
2008-2009
2009-2010

2003-2004
2004-2005
2005-2006
2006-2007

*High-Poverty School: Defined as being within the bottom quartile throughout the State for percentages of
students who qualify for free or reduced price lunch.

Source: DOE, Nevada Report Card Database: State Profile, 2004 through 2010.
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Paraprofessionals—Not NCLB Highly Qualified

Percentage of Paraprofessionals* in Nevada
Not Qualified Under the No Child Left Behind Act
SY 2003-2004 through SY 2009-2010
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*Paraprofessionals are aides who work directly with children in classrooms, labs, and libraries. In order to
satisfy the requirements of the federal No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), paraprofessionals must have a high
school diploma or its equivalent, plus one of the following: (1) completed at least two years at an accredited
institution of higher education; (2) obtained an associate’s (or higher) degree; or (3) successfully completed a
formal state or local academic assessment. Only those paraprofessionals employed at Title I schools are
required to satisfy NCLB requirements.

Source: DOE, Nevada Report Card Database: State Profile, 2004 through 2010.

47



Chapter 2

Substitute Teachers—Long-Term

Percentage of Long-Term Substitute Teachers by School Level
SY 2009-2010

OElementary B Secondary

Percentage of Secondary Long-Term Substitute Teachers
by Subject
SY 2009-2010

OMathematics EScience B Social Studies BEnglish

Source: DOE, Nevada Report Card Database: State Profile, 2010.

Note: Long-term substitute teachers are defined as those teaching 20 consecutive days or more in the same
classroom or assignment.
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Substitute Teachers—Short-Term

Percentage of Short-Term Substitute Teachers by School Level
SY 2009-2010

OElementary B Secondary

Percentage of Secondary Short-Term Substitute Teachers by Subject
SY 2009-2010

OMathematics EScience B Social Studies BEnglish

Source: DOE, Nevada Report Card Database: State Profile, 2010.
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Teachers—National Board Certification

Number of National Board Certified Teachers: Percentage Increase
SY 2005-2006 to SY 2008-2009
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224%
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Number of National Board Certified Teachers:
Nevada and Western States

0,
2005-2006 2007-2008 20082000 | o SIS
Arizona 348 452 678 95%
California 3,659 3,882 4,581 25%
Colorado 266 332 478 80%
Idaho 326 339 362 11%
Montana 58 64 84 45%
Nevada 278 337 445 60%
New Mexico 230 310 482 110%
Oregon 207 220 234 13%
Utah 105 124 181 2%
Washington 1,306 1,792 3,964 204%
Wyoming 78 145 253 224%

Source: National Board for Professional Teaching Standards: http://www.nbpts.org.
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Chapter 3
Nevada Plan for School Finance and Education
Revenues and Expenditures

| ——— ==

Background—The Nevada Plan

The Nevada Plan is the means used to finance elementary and secondary education in the
State’s public schools. The State develops a guaranteed amount of funding for each of
the local school districts, and the revenue, which provides the guaranteed funding, is derived
both from State and local sources. On average, this guaranteed funding contributes
approximately 75 percent to 80 percent of school districts’ general fund resources.
Nevada Plan funding for the districts consists of State support received through the
Distributive School Account' (DSA) and locally collected revenues from the 2.25 percent
Local School Support Tax (LSST) (sales tax) and 25 cents of the Ad Valorem Tax
(property tax).

NOTE: The 2009 Legislature, through the passage of Senate Bill 429 (Chapter 395, Statutes of Nevada),
temporarily increased the LSST from 2.25 percents to 2.60 percent for the 2009-2011 Biennium.

To determine the level of guaranteed funding for each district, a Basic Per-Pupil Support Rate
is established. The rate is determined by a formula that considers the demographic
characteristics of the school districts. In addition, transportation costs are included using
85 percent of the actual historical costs adjusted for inflation according to the Consumer Price
Index. A Wealth Adjustment, based on a district’s ability to generate revenues in addition to
the guaranteed funding, is also included in the formula.

Each district then applies its Basic Per-Pupil Support Rate to the number of students enrolled.
The official count for apportionment purposes is taken in each district on the last day of the
first school month. The number of kindergarten children and disabled 3- and 4-year-olds is
multiplied by 0.6 percent and added to the total number of all other enrolled children, creating
the Weighted Enrollment. Each district’s Basic Per-Pupil Support Rate is multiplied by its
Weighted Enrollment to determine the guaranteed level of funding, called the Total
Basic Support.

To protect districts during times of declining enrollment, Nevada Revised Statutes contains
a “hold harmless” provision. The guaranteed level of funding is based on the higher of
the current or the previous year’s enrollment, unless the decline in enrollment is more than
5 percent, in which case the funding is based on the higher of the current or the previous
two years’ enrollment.

The Distributive School Account is financed by legislative appropriations from the State General Fund and other
revenues, including a 2.25-cent tax on out-of-state sales, an annual slot machine tax, mineral land lease income,
and interest from investments of the State Permanent School Fund.
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An additional provision assists school districts that experience significant growth in enrollment
within the School Year (SY). If a district grows by more than 3 percent but less than
6 percent after the second school month, a growth increment consisting of an additional
2 percent of basic support is added to the guaranteed level of funding. If a district grows by
more than 6 percent, the growth increment is 4 percent.

Special Education is funded on a “unit” basis, with the amount per unit established by the
Legislature. These units provide funding for licensed personnel who carry out a program of
instruction in accordance with minimum standards prescribed by the State Board of
Education. Special education unit funding is provided in addition to the Basic Per-Pupil
Support Rate.

The difference between total guaranteed support and local resources is State aid, which is
funded by the DSA. Revenue received by the school district from the 2.25 percent LSST
(2.60 percent for the 2009-2011 Biennium) and 25 cents of the property tax is deducted from
the school district’s Total Basic Support Guarantee to determine the amount of State aid the
district will receive. If local revenues from these two sources are less than anticipated,
State aid is increased to cover the total guaranteed support. If these two local revenues come
in higher than expected, State aid is reduced.

In addition to revenue guaranteed through the Nevada Plan, school districts receive other
revenue considered “outside” the Nevada Plan. Revenues outside the formula, which are not
part of the guarantee but are considered when calculating each school district’s relative
wealth, include the following: 50 cents of the Ad Valorem tax on property; the share of basic
government services tax distributed to school districts; franchise tax; interest income; tuition;
unrestricted federal revenue, such as revenue received under Public Law 81-874 in lieu of
taxes for federally impacted areas; and other local revenues.

In addition to revenues recognized by the Nevada Plan, school districts receive “categorical”
funds from the federal government, State, and private organizations that may only be
expended for designated purposes. Examples include the State-funded Class-Size Reduction
program, Early Childhood Education, remediation programs, and student counseling services.
Federally funded programs include the Title I program for disadvantaged youngsters,
No Child Left Behind Act, the National School Lunch program, and Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). Categorical funds must be accounted for separately in
special revenue funds. Funding for capital projects, which may come from the sale of general
obligation bonds, “pay-as-you-go” tax levies, or fees imposed on the construction of
new residential units are also accounted for in separate funds (Capital Projects Fund,
Debt Service Fund).

Source: Fiscal Analysis Division, Legislative Counsel Bureau (LCB), 2010.
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The Nevada Plan Example—Summary

To understand how the system works, follow the steps in the example beginning on the
following page. The count of pupils for apportionment purposes is the number of children
enrolled on the last day of the first school month in regular or special education programs,
except that each kindergarten pupil and disabled or gifted and talented child under the age of 5
is counted as six-tenths of a pupil (1). In instances of declining enrollment, the higher of the
current year’s enrollment is used; unless the decline in enrollment is more than 5 percent, in
which case the higher of the current or the previous two years’ enrollment is used. This
weighted enrollment figure is multiplied by the basic per-pupil support guarantee for the
school district for that school year (2) to determine the school district’s guaranteed basic
support (3). Next, the number of State-supported special education units allocated to the
district that year is multiplied by the amount per program unit established for that school year
(4), and the product is added to basic support to obtain the school district’s total guaranteed
basic support (5). This product is the amount of funding guaranteed to the school district
from a combination of State and local funds.

Revenue received by the school district from the 2.25 percent LSST (2.60 percent for the
2009-2011 Biennium) and 25 cents of the property tax (6) is deducted from the school
district’s total guaranteed basic support to determine the amount of State aid the district will
receive (7). If local revenues from these two sources are less than anticipated, State aid is
increased to cover the total basic support guarantee. If these two local revenues come in
higher than expected, State aid is reduced. The difference between total guaranteed support
and local resources is State aid, and it is funded by the DSA.

An amount for any specific programs funded by the Legislature through the DSA, such as the
Adult High School Education Program, is added to a school district’s total State aid to
determine the total amount of revenue the school district will receive from the DSA (9).

Sources of revenue “outside” the formula (10-14) are summed (15) and are added to total
guaranteed basic support (5) and the amount provided for Adult High School Diploma
programs and other legislatively approved programs (8), to determine the school district’s
total available resources (16).

g Education would be so much more effective if its purpose were
to ensure that by the time they leave school every boy and girl
should know how much they don’t know, and be imbued with a
- lifelong desire to know it.

Sir William Haley
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The Nevada Plan Example—Summary (continued)

The following example illustrates the guaranteed funding process based on the revenue of a
hypothetical district and, in addition, shows other revenue outside of the guarantee, making up
the total resources included in an operating budget.

| Basic Support Guarantee

1 Number of Pupils (Weighted Enroliment*) 8,000
2 x Basic Support Per Pupil $4,700
3 = Guaranteed Basic Support $ 37,600,000
+ Special Education Allocation
4 (40 units @ $32,000 per unit) $ 1,280,000
5 = Total Guaranteed Support $ 38,880,000
- Local Resources

6 2.25-cent Local School Support (sales) Tax ($ 15,540,000)
25-cent Ad Valorem (property/mining) Tax ($ 4,600,000)

7 = State Responsibility $ 18,740,000
8 + Adult High School Diploma Funding $ 35,000
9 =Total Revenue from Distributive School Account $ 18,775,000

| Resources in Addition to Basic Support

10 50-cent Ad Valorem (property) Tax $ 9,200,000
11 Motor Vehicle Privilege Tax $ 1,700,000
12 Federal Revenues (Unrestricted) $ 150,000
13 Miscellaneous Revenues $ 10,000
14 Opening Fund Balance $ 2,000,000
15 Total Resources in Addition to Basic Support $ 13,060,000
16 Total Resources Available (Add lines 5, 8, and 15) $ 5,975,000

*Weighted Enrollment includes six-tenths of the count of pupils enrolled in kindergarten,
six-tenths of the count of disabled 3- and 4-year-olds, a full count of pupils enrolled in grades 1
through 12, and a full count of disabled minors age 5 and over receiving special education.

Source: Fiscal Analysis Division, LCB, 2010.
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School Finance Systems—Fiscal Neutrality

Education Week's Quality Counts 2010
Wealth Neutrality Score
SY 2006-2007

Arizona

California

Colorjado

Idaho

Montana

Neviada[]

New Mexico

Oregon

|t

Washington

wyomipg_]

-0.35 -0.25 -0.15 -0.05 0.05 0.15 0.25 0.35

_— . Neutral _— .
Poor Districts Benefit eutral Wealthy Districts Benefit

Source: Quality Counts 2010, Education Week, January 14, 2010.

Note: Wealth neutrality=0. In states with positive scores, total funding increased as district
income increased; in states with negative scores, total funding increased as district income
decreased. The fiscal neutrality score (which controls for cost and need) is the elasticity of
total funding per weighted pupil relative to income per weighted pupil.
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Distributive School Account

DISTRIBUTIVE SCHOOL ACCOUNT - SUMMARY FOR 2009-11 BIENNIUM

2008-09 2008-09 2009-10 2009-10 2010-11 2010-11
Legislature  24th Special 2008-09 Legislature 26th Special 2009-10 Legislature  26th Special

Approved Session**** Actual Approved Session Actual Approved Session
WEIGHTED ENROLLMENT 13667520 43667520 42211220 475,648, 40 47564840 42136660 | 42070660  429706.60
HOLD HARMLESS ENROLLMENT 0.00 0.00 169350 0.00 000 414060 0.00 0.00
TOTAL ENROLLMENT 13667520 43667520  423,805.80 475,648 40 42564540 42552720 | 42970660  429,706.60
STATEWIDE AVERAGE BASIC SUPPORT 5323 5213 5212 5,251 5,136 5,190 5,395 5,192
TOTAL REGULAR BASIC SUPPORT * 2324500302 2276504569 2200080855 2235198631 2.207.566,730 2,208694,470 | 2,318,399593 2230973023
CLASS-SIZE REDUCTION 152,111,146 152,111,146 152,111,146 142,682,920 142582929 142582930 | 144348993 144,348,993
CLASS-SIZE REDUCTION AT RISK KINDERGARTEN 1,589,850 1,599,850 1,599,850 1,580,391 1,580,391 1,580,390 1,586,508 1,586,508
SPECIAL EDUCATION ** 121,250,664 121,250,664 121,250,654 121,252,632 121252632 121252632 | 121252632 121,252,632
SPECIAL UNITSIGIFTED & TALENTED 163,656 163,656 163,645 162,571 162,571 162,566 167,459 167,459
ADULT HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA 23365299%  23329% 22385170 21,170,456 21170456 21170456 | 22673833 2267383
SCHOOL LUNGH PROGRAM STATE MATCH 588,732 588,732 588,732 588,732 588,732 588,732 568,732 538,732
SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS:
RPDP, NELIP & LEAD 13513162 13513162 11,854,118 7,897,804 7,397,804 7,897,804 7,697,804 7,897,804
SPECIAL FUNDING:
EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION 3,338,875 3,338,875 3,313,938 3,333,875 3,338,675 3,304,982 3,338,875 3,338,875
LIBRARY MEDIA SPECIALIST 18,798 18,798 18,798 18,796 18,798 18,798 18,798 18,798
SPECIAL ELEMENTARY COUNSELING 850,000 850,000 538,187 850,000 850,000 850,000 850,000 850,000
SPECIAL TRANSPORTATION 112,012 112,012 121,294 170,908 170,908 12854 170,908 170,908
ADJUSTMENTS:
UNRECONCILED AMOUNT 0 ] 0 0 0 3728)) 0 0
NRS ADJUSTMENT FOR NON TRADITIONAL
STUDENTS (NRS 387.1233) 0 0 0 0 0 182,317 0 0
TOTAL REQUIRED STATE SUPPORT 2641410193 2593,414,480 2520876262 | 2534907727  2,607,260,826 2,508510,800 | 2,621,294,136 2,533,857 566
LESS: GUARANTEED FUNDING
LOCAL SCHOOL SUPPORT TAX (1,108,717,188) (1,108,717,188) (817,259,813)]  (005,809,371)  (905,800,371) (872948,747)] (944,174,096)  (944,174,996)|
EUREKA COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT LSST
ADJUSTMENT 0 0 1,747 546 0 0 1,835,671 0 0
PSOPT (PREVIOUSLY §.25) (200,268,708) (200,268,708 (265858,643)]  (253.196,604)  (253,196,604) (264400516} (231,116,201)  (231,116,201)
EUREKA COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT PSOPT
ADJUSTMENT 0 0 2,819,609 0 0 4,576,246 0 0
PRIOR YEAR PSOPT ADJUSTMENTS (2009) 0 0 (2339773) 0 74,510 0
CCSD CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION FUNDS 0 0 0 (10,000,000)  (10,000,000)  (10,000,000) (10,000,000  (35,000,000)
TRANSFER FROM CLOSURE OF CC RDA 0 0 0 6,000,000) (6,000,000} :s,wu,th (6,000000)  (5,400,000)
TOTAL STATE SHARE 1242424297 1,194.408564 1439,085.138 | 1.309.901.751 1332274851 1.361639.054 | 1.430002,939 1.318.176,369
STATE SHARE ELEMENTS
GENERAL FUND 1000814060 1011747 560 1.090814,050| 1.201,169.501  1.173.542,690 1,173542,690 | 1,267,051 744 1,158.625,174
GENERAL FUND TRANSFER 2010 to 2009 0 18,917,900 0 0 (18917300 0 0
GENERAL FUND TRANSFER 2011 to 2010 0 69,080,621 1] 1]
BALANCE FORWARD UNEXPENDED EARLY
CHILDHOOD TO FY 2011 0 0 0 0 {33,893)| 0
REVERTED TO GENERAL FUND 0 1131,190,421) 0 0 {42,372) 0 0
SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION 0 373,802,183 0 0 0 0 0
ARRA FISCAL STABILIZATION FUNDS 0 139,626,106 0 0 0 0 0
DSA SHARE OF SLOT TAX 40204194 40294194  34617,391 35,888,197 35888197  33712074| 36554830 36,554,830
PERMANENT SCHOOL FUND 12315982 12315982 13118713 13,100,000 13,100,000 9173420 13100000 13,100,000
FED MINERAL LEASE REVENUE 6,354,164 6,354,164 21,609,332 10,706,000 10,706,000 8116846 | 10706000 10,706,000
OUT OF STATE LSST 123716564 123716564 93575531 98,037,864 98,037,864 86190829 | 102,190,265 102,190,265
REAL PROPERTY TAX {sec. 36 of AB 458) 0 0 1,000,000 1,000,000 0 1,000,000 1,000,000
ESTATE TAX 100 100 16 100 100 0 100 100
PRIOR YR REFUNDS 0 35,787 0 0 816,539 0
TOTAL SHARE STATE ELEMENTS 1242424297 1194428564 1439985138 | 1359901751 1332274851 1,361639,054 | 1,430602,939 1,318,176,369
BALANCE (TO/FROM GENERAL FUND)

No. of Units $ per Unit] No.ofUnits __ §$perUnit] No.ofUnits ___§ per Unit|
Special Education Units 3,128 38,763.00 2003-10 3,049 39,768

2010-11 3,049.00 39,768

Totals May Mot Balance Due fo Rounding
Special Education Unit funded separately from Basic Support
Per-pupl basic support reduced as a result of a 548 millon texdbook funding budget reduction.

Source: Fiscal Analysis Division, LCB, 2010.
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Basic Support

Increases in Enrollment vs. Basic Support
14%
12% - ® Enrollment Growth
M Total Basic Support

10% -
8% -
6% -
4% -
2%
0% - == S—— —— = -m-
-2%

& & & $ & S & S N N

> o> o> W o> ey o> oy o> &
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483% | 4.02% | 4.14% | 3.84% | 3.16% | 3.29% | 1.83% | 0.71% 0.41% | 0.98%

Enrollment
Growth

7.73% | 5.79% | 12.27% 71% | 447% | 8.11% | 11.05% | 2.43% | -0.02% | 1.01%

Total Basic
Support

*2010-2011 reflects current projections.

Source: Fiscal Analysis Division, LCB, 2010.
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Nevada Budget Reductions for K-12 Education

Revenue Shortfall and Its Impact on Public Education
2007-2009 Biennium

Budget Reductions Round 1

In order to meet the revenue shortfall in the State of Nevada, all publically funded entities,
including the school districts, were faced with budget reductions during the
2007-2009 Biennium. The first round of education budget reductions faced by school districts
required a 4.5 percent reduction in revenues. This required school districts to revert
approximately $93 million. The first round of budget reductions for public education
included eliminating or reducing funding for new and continuing education programs. The
reductions included:

e $13.6 million for the expansion of the full-day kindergarten program during
SY 2008-2009. This resulted in lost funding for 228 additional teaching positions at
approximately 57 eligible schools in 10 different school districts.

e $8.9 million that was to be used to establish empowerment schools during SY 2008-2009.
These funds would have provided support for the establishment of up to 29 empowerment
schools (16 in Clark County, 5 in Washoe County, and 8 in the remaining rural counties).

e $10 million to support competitive technology education grants to school districts over the
2007-2009 Biennium.

e $4 million to support competitive grants to school districts to enhance and expand Career
and Technical Education (CTE) programs during SY 2008-2009.

e $10 million to support a pilot program of performance pay and enhanced compensation for
teachers during the 2007-2009 Biennium.

e $7.6 million to support school districts in meeting electricity, heating, and cooling costs
that were greater than amounts budgeted for the 2007-2009 Biennium.

e $8.3 million to support competitive grants to schools for innovative and remediation

programs during SY 2008-2009. These grants are allocated by the Commission on
Educational Excellence.
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Nevada Budget Reductions for K-12 Education (continued)

Budget Reductions Round 2

The second round of budget reductions occurred during the 24th Special Session of the
Legislature on June 27, 2008. For school districts, the budget reductions totaled
$80.4 million. The second round of reductions occurred in two areas:

e The first area was a reduction of $48 million in funding available to school districts in
FY 2008-2009 for the purchase of textbooks, instructional supplies, and
instructional hardware.

e The second area was a reduction of $32.4 million in State appropriations.

Budget Reductions Round 3

The third round of budget reductions occurred during the 25th Special Session of the
Legislature on December 8, 2008. For school districts, the budget reductions totaled
$3.8 million. The third round of reductions occurred in four areas:

e Norm-Referenced Test (NRT): The statutory requirement to administer an NRT during
SY 2008-2009 was suspended; this provided a reversion to the State General Fund of
$476,235. The Department of Education has proposed elimination of the test for the
2009-2011 Biennium, as well.

e School Support Teams (SSTs): Unused funding of $300,000 from the Non-Title SST
funds were reverted before the mandatory timeline of July 2009.

e Mineral Leasing Act Funds: The Legislature temporarily changed the distribution
of Mineral Lease Act Funds for FY 2008-2009 from counties and school districts to the
State General Fund. The changes made to the Mineral Leasing Act Funds will revert
$3 million.

Budget Reductions Round 4

The fourth round of budget reductions occurred after the 25th Special Session. Based upon
the revised Public School Operating Property Tax collection estimates for FY 2008-2009, the
supplemental appropriation needed for the DSA increased. To help offset the increased
shortfall, the State Budget Office requested an 11 percent budget reduction for the Regional
Professional Development Programs’ 2008-2009 budgets. The reduction totaled $1.5 million.
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Nevada Budget Reductions for K-12 Education (continued)

Budget Reductions—Grand Total

The grand total of reductions to K-12 education during the 2007-2009 Biennium was
$178.3 million. The Department of Education notes that of this total amount, $55.2 million
was reverted from the FY 2007-2008 K-12 budgets, which equates to 5.22 percent of the total
K-12 budget. For FY 2008-2009, a total of $123.2 million will be reverted, which equates to
a 9.19 percent reduction in the total K-12 budget.

2009-2011 Biennium

Budget Reductions Round 1

In preparation for the 2009 Legislative Session, the Governor requested agencies to submit
14 percent reductions to their budgets. Statewide, for Nevada’s 17 school districts, that
amounted to almost $189 million in each fiscal year.

Based upon the work of the Legislature and Governor, funding for established elementary and
secondary education programs was continued including the State’s class-size reduction
program, full-day kindergarten in certain schools, retirement credits and incentives for
teachers, career and technical education programs, and early childhood education programs.
In addition, sufficient State General Funds were appropriated to meet projected enrollment
increases and provide for the basic support at a level slightly higher than the FY 2008-2009
per pupil amount.

Although funding was continued for the regional training programs for teachers and
administrators, the Legislature, through the passage of Assembly Bill 560 (Chapter 320,
Statutes of Nevada 2009) downsized the regional training programs from four to three,
eliminating the Western Nevada Regional Training Program.

Further, due to the economic downturn, no funding was appropriated to the Account for
Programs for Innovation and the Prevention of Remediation for allocation by the Commission
on Educational Excellence to schools for remedial and innovative programs to increase the
academic achievement of pupils.

Finally, funding for teacher salaries was reduced 4 percent to help meet the projected revenue
shortfalls; however, the actual salaries of teachers continue to be subject to local collective
bargaining agreements. Therefore, it is not known if the reduction will result in actual pay
decreases for teachers in any of the school districts.

NOTE: For all other State employees, 12-day furloughs were approved by the Legislature in each fiscal year of
the 2009-2011 Biennium; this results in a reduction in pay of approximately 4.6 percent. In addition, longevity
pay and merit pay increases for State employees have been temporarily suspended.
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Nevada Budget Reductions for K-12 Education (continued)

Budget Reductions Round 2

In response to the continuing economic crisis, the Governor called the Legislature into the
26th Special Session on February 23, 2010. Through this Session, the Legislature reduced
the basic support guarantee of all school districts for the 2009-2011 Biennium. The
guaranteed amount was lowered from an average of $5,251 to $5,186 in FY 2009-2010 and
from $5,395 to $5,192 in FY 2010-2011. This change will require school districts to make
corresponding reductions in their budgets.

In an effort to allow school districts flexibility in addressing budget shortfalls, the Legislature
approved Assembly Bill 4 (Chapter 7, Statutes of Nevada 2010, 26th Special Session), which
temporarily revises provisions governing class-size reduction. For SY 2010-2011, this
measure authorizes a school district to increase class sizes in grades 1, 2, and 3 by no more
than two pupils per teacher in each grade, to achieve pupil-teacher ratios of 18 to 1 in grades
1 and 2 and 21 to 1 in grade 3. If a school district elects to increase class sizes in this
manner, all money that would have otherwise been expended by the school district to achieve
the lower class sizes in grades 1 through 3 must be used to minimize the impact of budget
reductions on class sizes in grades 4 through 12. For reporting purposes, school districts that
elect to increase class sizes in grades 1 through 3 will be required to report the pupil-teacher
ratios achieved for each grade level from grade 1 through grade 12. The provisions of this
bill expire by limitation on June 30, 2011.

2011-2013 Biennium

Budget Reductions 2011-2013 Biennium

At this time, it is not clear what the economic outlook is for the 2011-2013 Biennium.
Nevada’s Economic Forum will meet in December 2010 to formally make its projections for
the coming biennium.

Judge a man by his questions rather than his answers.

Voltaire
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Per-Pupil Expenditures

Per-Pupil Current Expenditures for Elementary and Secondary Schools
SY 2007-2008

National Average: $10,297

WY:
$13,856

B >s10.000 $9,201
Ml $9,001-$10,000
L $8,001-59,000
L Per-Pupil Higher Per-Pupil
- $7,001 - $8,000 ower Per-Pupi NEVADA igher Per-Pupi
Arizona $8,187 California
- $6,001 - $7,000 Idaho Colorado
Utah Montana
New Mexico
Washington
Source: United States Department of Education, Wyoming

National Center for Education Statistics, Revenues

and Expenditures for Public Elementary and
Secondary Education:  School Year 2007-08,
First Look, May 2010.
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Per-Pupil Expenditures (continued)

Per-Pupil Expenditures for Elementary and Secondary Schools by Function
Western States Comparison
SY 2007-2008

Current Per Pupil Expenditures

Total 7 Instruction 7 gzl:)dp?ri 7 Operations 7 Administration
E\"’,‘gf;ga; $10,297 |  $6,262 $556 $1,003 $778
Arizona $7,727 $4,369 $829 $851 $485
California $9,706 $5,824 $483 $983 $733
Colorado $9,152 $5,299 $428 $878 $819
Idaho $6,951 $4,238 $396 $656 $549
Montana $9,786 $5,900 $543 $1,056 $814
Nevada $8,187 $4,866 $383 $870 $744
New Mexico $9,291 $5,345 $957 $944 $759
Oregon $9,565 $5,584 $662 $811 $747
Utah $5,978 $3,886 $220 $543 $419
Washington $9,058 $5,392 $594 $824 $701
Wyoming $13,856 $8,195 $806 $1,357 $1,027

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Revenues and Expenditures for
Public Elementary and Secondary Education: School Year 2007-08, First Look, May 2010.

. . The purpose of education is to replace an empty mind with an
Ll Q open one.
N 4 Malcolm S. Forbes
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Per-Pupil Expenditures (continued)

Per-Pupil Current Expenditure Rankings*
SY 2006-2007

United States: $9,666

WA:
Expenditure: $8,377
Ranking: 37 MT:
Expenditure: $9,078
Ranking: 25

OR:
Expenditure: $9,000
Ranking: 27

ID:
Expenditure:
$6,625
Ranking: 49

WY:
Expenditure: $13,217
Ranking: 4

NV:
Expenditure: $7,993
Ranking: 41 uT:

Expenditure:
$5,683 CO:
CA: Ranking: 50 Expenditure: $8,167
Expenditure: Ranking: 40
$9,152

Ranking: 22

AZ:
Expenditure:

$7,196 NM:
Ranking: 47 Expenditure: $8,635
Ranking: 32

Ranked Higher Than Nevada

Ranked Lower Than Nevada

*Expenditures include salaries, benefits, services, and supplies. Excluded expenditures include those for
adult education, community services, and other non-elementary-secondary programs.

Source: Education State Rankings 2009-2010, CQ Press, 2010.
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Public School Expenditures

State of Nevada
Current Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education
SY 1996-1997 to SY 2007-2008
$4,000,000,000
$3,500,000,000 -
$3,000,000,000 -
$2,500,000,000 -
$2,000,000,000 -
$1,500,000,000 -
$1,000,000,000 -
$500,000,000 -
$0 -
1996- 1997- 1998- 1999- 2000- 2001- 2002- 2003- 2004- 2005- 2006- 2007-
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Revenues and Expenditures for
Public Elementary and Secondary Education: School Year 2007-08, First Look, May 2010.

Percentage Change in Per-Pupil Public Elementary and Secondary School
Expenditures
2003 to 2007 (adjusted for inflation*)

427.5% | Wyoming

1 16.6% Nevada
12.6% Arizona
11.5% New Mexico
Montana
Oregon
National
California
Washington
Utah
Colorado
Idaho

-5% 0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

State Rankings

Wyoming Rank 1 California Rank 31
Nevada Rank 6 Washington Rank 37
Arizona Rank 17 Utah Rank 39
New Mexico Rank 19 Colorado Rank 48
Montana Rank 26 Idaho Rank 50
Oregon Rank 30

*Adjusted for inflation to 2007 dollars using 1982-1984 as the index base period.

Source: Education State Rankings 2009-2010, CQ Press, 2010.
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Public School Expenditures In$ite Financial Analysis System

Nevada School Districts & Charter Schools

200712008 School Year
{Prior Year)

#1 Total Expenditures Leadership
(All Funding Sources)

Support
4%

Leadership

Operations

59.7%

Instructional _
Support
10.3%

BFE
Operations
By Four Major Functions T Inesbruction
2008/2009 School Year SE.0%
Instructionsal

21.3% - § Imstruction

Weighted Enroliment.
421,457 Amount Per Pupil % To-Total

Instruction $2 139,555,607 55,077 59.7%
Instructional Support $360,727,281 5877 10.3%
Operations $764,667,033 51,814 21.3%
Leadership $308,349,797 §732 8.65%
Total Expenditures $3,582,299,718 58,500 100.0%
2008-M-01-01 (4) InFite, L 5. Patent Mo 5,391,741

Source: http://edmin.com
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Public School Expenditures In$ite Financial Analysis System (continued)

#2.1a NV Comparative: By District

Esmeralda

BE% %-To-Total By 4 Functions $29,994 Per Pupil
) 200872009 School Year
M A 7.3%
Sa7% U Instruction
0% ¥ H Instructional Support 31.9%

' il Operations

Nevada Statewide .

$8.500 Per Pupil WLeadership 5.0%

Eureka Storey Pershing

$28,550 Per Pupil

6.2%
y X
% ) 50.3%
51%

$14 639 Per Pupil

14.9%.
Fa A
M™% ) 53.9%

10.1%

%14, 194 Per Pupil

T1%

236% | \
0% ¥

Lincoln
$13,942 Per Pupil

Mineral
$13,652 Per Pupil

White Pine
411,493 Per Pupil

0% 121% 1.0%
201%
59.7% 56.8%
BI% e
HNye Humboldt Lander
$10,738 Per Pupil $10,099 Per Pupil $9,847 Per Pupil
B .25 3.2% 9.3%
# y 19.2% 4
26.1%
L)
E0T% LT )
13.3%
10.3%
4-COMP-Z1a InFitz, . 5. Patent Mo 5,901,741

Source: http://edmin.com
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Public School Expenditures In$ite Financial Analysis System (continued)

#2.1b NV Comparative: By Disfrict
%-To-Total By 4 Functions

Elko
$9,671 Per Pupil

8%
200852009 School Year
HI% ) 5%
: z% N
BT% u Instruction "-I;
10.7% - H Instructional Support BT%
_ E Operations 12% W
Mevada Statewide H Leadershi —
$8 500 Per Pupil p
Douglas Churchill Lyon
$9.494 Per Pupil $9,192 Per Pupil $9,129 Per Pupil
B.9% B.9% .0%
2% % | A 21% 4 z
5% :I S78% SE4%
126% 1.9% _,/ s
Carson Washoe Clark
£8 856 Per Pupil £8,45%1 Per Pupil £8.2592 Per Pupil
3% T1% 8.0%
21.5% 4 " p ; '
é N SN &
B61.5% 1% 80.3%
R 4 ) 129% W _// 96%

4-COMP-Z 10

Source: http://edmin.com
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Public School Expenditures In$ite Financial Analysis System (continued)

6%

%

10.3%

e
e,

#2.2a NV Comparative: By Charter School
%-To-Total By 4 Functions
2008/2009 School Year

M.

HInstruction
H Instructional Support

W Operations
Mevada Statewide .
$8,500 Per Pupil kL eadership
Davidson Academy Agassi Acad for Career Ed
$24 138 Per Pupil $14,127 Per Pupil $9,976 Per Pupil
16 1%
(1% ) 20.3%
] 224% .
\", 415%
91% -
0% .
124% 182% 196%
Sierra Nevada Mariposa Sierra Crest
$8,157 Per Pupil $7.965 Per Pupil $7.360 Per Pupil

12.9%

17.5%
33% 5575
124%
1%
Bailey Rainbow Dreams NV Virtual Academy
$7.645 Per Pupil $7,025 Per Pupil $6,949 Per Pupil
14.9% 1.2% sage, 0%
' )\ A 4. 7% 44 N
14.2% .
5.0% B85 B0 2% \
x‘x_\_ﬁ_ .-'\_
— 9%
4-COMP-2 23 Infite, . 5. Patent Mo. 5,801,741

Source: http://edmin.com
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Public School Expenditures In$ite Financial Analysis System (continued)

B6%
Haw [
0.T%
0%

#2.2b NV Comparative: By Charter School

Mevada Statewide
$8.500 Per Pupil

Y-To-Total By 4 Functions
2008/2009 School Year

b Instruction

b Instructional Support
E Operations
ElLeadership

Rainshadow

Coral-Las Vegas

NV Connections

$6,B97 Per Pupil $6,841 Per Pupil $6,784 Per Pupil
8%
209% 13.0%
_ . 16.4% 1
13.9% Y
50.0%
4% 3% 10.9%
' : (1)
M E“ N -
145% -
High Desert Coral-Reno Delta Academy
$6,540 Per Pupil $6,501 Per Pupil $6,355 Per Pupil
126% 7.5%
22 53 17.5%
A 128% J h
16.0%
55.9% 5.1% _
14.1% 62.3%
- b Egm 43% - —
DA%
Explore Knowledge Odyssey ICDA
$6,293 Per Pupil $6,175 Per Pupil $6,024 Per Pupil
B3% 124% 16.5%
17.5% 4 %\ 11.3% J Oy j h
17.0%
25% ¥ 57.3%
.H\ . 11.8% . A5
N : — 12% N
4 COMP-2 20 Infite, ). 5. Patent Mo 5,901,741

Source: http://edmin.com
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Public School Expenditures In$ite Financial Analysis System (continued)

#2.2c NV Comparative: By Charter School
5.6% %-To-Total By 4 Functions
200872009 School Year
2% i
) 50.7% ElInstruction
10.3% / H Instructional Support
B Operations
Nevada Statewide -
48 500 Per Pupil HLcadership
Silver State HS Innovations Int'l Carzon Montessori
$5.663 Per Pupil 45,654 Per Pupil $5,420 Per Pupil
Hi% 2 2
19.8% |
.3%
/ 14.0% / %
11.5% —- 11%
HV State HS
$5.227 Per Pupil
B1% 4
| a7s%
1158%  o2pm
4-COMP-2 2 InFite, L. 5. Patent Mo. 5,001,741

Source: http://edmin.com

f ?

- 4

I have never let my schooling interfere with my education.

Mark Twain
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Public School Expenditures In$ite Financial Analysis System (continued)

Nevada School Districts & Charter Schools

#8 Total Expenditures

by Education Level
By Four Major Functions
200872009 School Year

200712008 School Year

(Prior Year)
Other Schooks . Marr-School
(i F: 2 E.5%
AReTative Elermenkary
1% 47.9%
15.5%
Hon-5chool
Elementary

[ 47.8%

Middle
18.4%
Weighted
Education Level Enrollment Amount % Per Pupil | %-To-Total
Elementary 199,233 $1,712,816,982 58,557 47 B%
Middle 99,049 657 945332 56 643 18.4%
High 119,832 $893,320,735 57 455 24 9%
Altemative 3,266 352,359,151 316,041 1.5%
Other Schools' 7 $25,420,3%4 MiA 0.8%
Mon-School MiA| 5237 407 123 M4 5.6%
Total 421, 457| $3,582 299 718 $& 200 100.0%
2008-MJ-10-08 (4) Infite. U_ 5. Patent Mo 5,881,741

is not calculated for this category.

1 Other Schools enrollment is a combination of enrollment for a few schools classified as Other and of
locations for Summer School or Adult Educabion with enrollment of O per lecation. § per pupil

Source: http://edmin.com
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Public School Expenditures In$ite Financial Analysis System (continued)

|Nevada School Districts & Charter Schools |

#12 Expenditures by Six
Programs (Four Functions)
General Education and
Incremental Programs

-To-Total
200872009 School Year

LEP/EL
0.5%

Special
Educstion

148%

20072008 School Year

(Prior Year)
Career &
S

Other

Programes
0.7

Y

General

Ertuaty

Title 1 B0.%

0% Career & Tech
LEP / ELL L0%
— General Education
Tou1%
Program Incremental Total
Program Enroliment’ Amount § Per Pupil® | § Per Pupil® | %-To-Total

General Education 421 ,453.00| $2.832,604,003 56,721 $6,721 79.1%
Special Education 48,126.00 $562,639.613 F11,691 $18,412 15.7%
LEP J ELL G8,328.00 $22 437426 F328 57,049 0.6%
Title 1 G0, 466.60)  $105,147 485 $1,307 £5,028 29%
Career & Tech &1,0356.00 $34,096,540 F554 £7,280 1.0%
Other Programs” MIA $25,374.550 i, MIA 0.7%
Total 471 457 $3,582,.299.718 i, $8,500 100.0%

200ENV-15-12 (4)

Inite, U. 5. Patent No. 5,291,741

1 Students are counted as 1.0 in multiple programs. Therefore, the total of programmatic enrcments
s greater than "Total District” enmollment. Kindergarten and pre-school students are counted as 0.6 for
enrcliment because they attend schiool for only part of the day.

2 "Other Programs” does not include a per pupd expenditure because these programs benefit various
student populations with a variety of needs, and a per pupil calculation would not be comparable.

3 The per pupil programmatic expenditure amounts in the "Incremental § Per Pupil” column represant
only the incremental program expenditures. The "Total § Per Pupil” column represents the total per
pupid expenditures for the designated program (the General Education base per pupil amount in bold
plus the ncremental per pupd amount for each program ).

Source: http://edmin.com

his solitude.

Respect the child. Be not too much his parent. Trespass not on

Ralph Waldo Emerson
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Expenditures—Capital

Per Capita Public School Capital Expenditures
With Rankings
2007

Wyoming (1) - $471
Nevada (5) $286
California (8) $277
Washington (10) - $252
Arizona (13) - $226
Colorado (15) - $224
Utah (16) $217
National Average $213
New Mexico (23) $202
Idaho (43) 4 $109
Montana (45) $105
Oregon (48) $79

I

|

| ‘

$100 $200 $300 $400 $500

&%

Public School Capital Expenditures as a
Percent of Total Expenditures
2007

17.8%
16.8%

16.5%

16.0%

15.2%

14.3%

13.6%

Wyoming (2)
Nevada (3)
Arizona (5)

Utah (6)
Washington (7)
California (10)
Colorado (11)
New Mexico (17)

12.1%
National Percent 11.4%

Idaho (36)
Montana (43)

Oregon (46)

0% 5% 10% 15% 20%

Source: Education State Rankings 2009-2010, CQ Press, 2010.
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Expenditures—With and Without Capital Outlays and Debt Service

Expenditures With and Without Capital Outlays and Debt Service
FY 2006-2007
Rank Total Expenditures* Rank Exp(ca:rl:(;ri?l;]:es**
National Average $11,257 $9,683
Arizona 46 $8,904 48 $7,338
California 25 $10,761 29 $8,952
Colorado 32 $10,092 40 $8,286
ldaho 49 $8,020 50 $6,648
Montana 34 $10,026 25 $9,191
Nevada 33 $10,028 45 $7,806
New Mexico 38 $9,863 31 $8,849
Oregon 37 $9,872 28 $8,958
Utah 51 $7,097 51 $5,706
Washington 27 $10,484 37 $8,524
Wyoming 4 $16,183 7 $13,266

*Total Expenditures = Current Expenditures, Capital Outlays, and Debt Service.
**Current Expenditures = Expenditures for Day-to-Day Operations of Schools.

Source: National Center for Education Statistics, Digest of Education Statistics: 2009, April 2010.

-

ﬁ It is possible to store the mind with a million facts and still be
entirely uneducated.
v Alec Bourne

B
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Per-Pupil Revenue

Per-Pupil Revenue Rankings
SY 2006-2007

United States; $11,496

% WA:
Revenue: $10,064
Ranking: 32

MT:
Revenue: $10,150
Ranking: 30

OR:
Revenue: $10,000
Ranking: 33

ID:

Revenue: $7,649
Ranking: 49 WY:
Revenue: $17,352
Ranking: 3

NAVA
Revenue: $9,469
Ranking: 41
‘N9 uT:
Revenue: $7,245
Ranking: 50

CO:
Revenue: $9,655
Ranking: 38

CA:
Revenue: $11,245
Ranking: 20

AZ:
Revenue: $8,955
Ranking: 45

NM:
Revenue: $9,983
Ranking: 34

Ranked Higher Than Nevada

Ranked Lower Than Nevada

Source: Education State Rankings 2009-2010, CQ Press, 2010.
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Revenue Sources—Nevada and Western States

Percentage Distribution of Revenues for
Public Elementary and Secondary Education
SY 2007-2008
100% -
o M M M N H H N B N H B
80%
70%
60% -
50% A T
40% - - - — b v
30% — -
20% - - 3
10% A
0%
N 2 d O () 2 2> o NS X N 3
-o& ~¢°° & @é X .@c 4'25’ -\>° & 0.@ c.)@ &
& & &° ° N\ & & & @ & $
A ® (¢ + & S 0N
¥ N
fLocal A State ®Federal

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Revenues and Expenditures for
Public Elementary and Secondary Education: School Year 2007-08, First Look, May 2010.

LOCATION LOCAL STATE FEDERAL
National Average 43.5% 48.3% 8.2%
Arizona 37.7% 51.7% 10.6%
California 29.3% 61.3% 9.4%
Colorado 50.9% 42.2% 6.9%
Idaho 23.1% 67.1% 9.8%
Montana 38.2% 49.7% 12.1%
Nevada 62.6% 30.8% 6.6%
New Mexico 15.6% 70.8% 13.6%
Oregon 38.6% 52.3% 9.1%
Utah 35.6% 56.7% 7.7%
Washington 29.4% 62.5% 8.1%
Wyoming 40.8% 52.8% 6.4%

Note: The revenues raised in support of public elementary and secondary education in the United States are used
to support the operations of schools, as well as capital construction, equipment costs, and debt financing. These
revenues come from a combination of local, state, and federal sources, with most coming from local and state
tax revenues. The figure above demonstrates the approximate percentage of funding contributed by each of these
sources in the State of Nevada, nationwide, and in the western states.

When reviewing the information, note that due to the differing financing mechanisms utilized in each state, there
are tremendous differences between the nationwide averages and the percentages found in some states, thus
making it difficult to make meaningful comparisons. For example, among states with more than one school
district, local contributions to the funding mix vary from 15.6 percent in New Mexico to 62.6 percent in
Nevada. However, a large portion of the local funding in Nevada is derived from the State-mandated sales tax—
Local School Support Tax—and property and mining taxes.
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Revenue Sources—Federal

Per-Pupil Revenue from Federal Sources
Western States with Rankings
SY 2006-2007

National Per Pupil: $959

WA:
Ranking: 37
Per Pupil: $781

MT:
Ranking: 8
Per Pupil: $1,321

OR:
Ranking: 24
Per Pupil: $938 ID:
Ranking: 39
Per Pupil: $772
WY
Ranking: 9

Per Pupil: $1,306

NV:
Ranking: 50
Per Pupil: $657

UT:
Ranking: 46
Per Pupil: $682

CO:
Ranking: 47
Per Pupil: $670

CA:
Ranking: 12
Per Pupil:
$1,155

AZ:
Ranking: 21
Per Pupil: $984

NM:
Ranking: 7
Per Pupil: $1,356

Ranked Higher Than Nevada

Ranked Lower Than Nevada (none)

Source: Education State Rankings 2009-2010, CQ Press, 2010.
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Race to the Top—Federal Competitive Revenue

Background

On February 17, 2009, President Obama signed into law the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA). This legislation was designed to stimulate the economy,
support job creation, and invest in critical sectors, including education.

The ARRA provides $4.35 billion for the Race to the Top (RTTT) Fund, a competitive grant
program designed to encourage and reward states that are creating the conditions for
education innovation and reform; achieving significant improvement in student outcomes,
including making substantial gains in student achievement, closing achievement gaps,
improving high school graduation rates, and ensuring student preparation for success in
college and careers; and implementing ambitious plans in four core education reform areas:

e Adopting standards and assessments that prepare students to succeed in college and the
workplace and to compete in the global economy;

¢ Building data systems that measure student growth and success, and inform teachers and
principals about how they can improve instruction;

e Recruiting, developing, rewarding, and retaining effective teachers and principals,
especially where they are needed most; and

e Turning around our lowest-achieving schools.

Timetable and Awards

Phase I applications for funding were due on January 19, 2010. Forty states applied for
funding, as did the District of Columbia; the State of Nevada did not apply for funding in
Phase I. The Phase I winners were announced on March 29, 2010. The states of Delaware
and Tennessee were named as the only winners of the first round of the RTTT; Delaware will
receive $100 million and Tennessee will receive $500 million.

Phase II applications were due on June 1, 2010. Thirty-five states (including Nevada) applied
for funding, as did the District of Columbia. The Phase II winners were announced
August 24, 2010—District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Maryland, Massachusetts,
New York, North Carolina, Ohio, and Rhode Island.
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Race to the Top—Federal Competitive Revenue (continued)

Criteria for Funding

State applications for funding were scored on selection criteria worth a total of 500 points.
In order of weight, the criteria are:

Great Teachers and Leaders (138 total points)

58 Points—Improving teacher and principal effectiveness based on performance;

25 Points—Ensuring equitable distribution of effective teachers and principals;

21 Points—Providing high-quality pathways for aspiring teachers and principals;

20 Points—Providing effective support to teachers and principals; and

14 Points—Improving the effectiveness of teacher and principal preparation programs.

State Success Factors (125 total points)

65 Points—Articulating the State’s education reform agenda and local education agencies’
(LEAs) participation in it;

30 Points—Building strong statewide capacity to implement, scale up, and sustain
proposed plans; and

30 Points—Demonstrating significant progress in raising achievement and closing gaps.

Standards and Assessments (70 total points)

40 Points—Developing and adopting common standards (from the Common Core
State Standards Initiative);

20 Points—Supporting the transition to enhanced standards and high-quality
assessments; and

10 Points—Developing and implementing common, high-quality assessments.

General Selection Criteria (55 total points)

40 Points—Ensuring successful conditions for high-performing charters and other
innovative schools;

10 Points—Making education funding a priority; and

5 Points—Demonstrating other significant reform conditions.

Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving Schools (50 total points)
40 Points—Turning around the lowest-achieving schools; and
10 Points—Intervening in the lowest-achieving schools and LEAs.

Data Systems to Support Instruction (47 total points)

24 Points—Fully implementing a statewide longitudinal data system;
18 Points—Using data to improve instruction; and

5 Points—Accessing and using state data.

In addition to the 485 possible points from the criteria above, the prioritization of Science,
Technology, Engineering, and Math (STEM) education is worth another 15 points for a
possible total of 500.
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Race to the Top—Federal Competitive Revenue (continued)

Results

The following table provides the final results for those states that applied and were awarded
the RTTT funds [(if4slifiliseBilag==iy and the western states that applied for the funds but

were not awarded the funds.

Race to the Top: Grant Winners and Western States:
Scores and Rankings*

States Final Score Rank

Arizona 435.4 12
California 423.6 16
Colorado 420.2 17

| Delaware (Phase I) 454.6

| District of Columbia 450.0

| Florida 452.4

| Georgia 446.4

| Hawaii 462.4

| Maryland 450.0

| Massachusetts 471.0

Montana 238.4 35
Nevada 381.2 24
New Mexico 366.2 28

' New York 464.8

' North Carolina 441.6

| Ohio 440.8

| Rhode Island W) 5

| Tennessee (Phase 1) 444.2 p)
Utah 379.0 25
Washington 290.6 32 |
Wyoming (Phase |) 318.6 32 |

*For those states that applied in both Phase I and Phase II, the score and ranking is reported from the

Phase II review.

Source: U.S. Department of Education, Race to the Top Program: http://www2.ed.gov/programs/racetothetop/

index.html.
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Local Government Indebtedness

General Obligation Bonds of School Districts and
Other Local Government Entities in Nevada
June 30, 2008

Percentage
for Schools
Carson City $43,394,000 $43,394,000 100%
Churchill $17,235,000 $17,235,000 100%
Clark $65,125,000 | $3,717,700,000 | $138,410,000 | $3,921,235,000 95%
Douglas $5,245,000 $5,245,000 100%
Elko $0 $225,000 $225,000 0%
Esmeralda $0 $0 0%
Eureka $1,918,000 $1,918,000 100%
Humboldt $3,795,000 $3,795,000 100%
Lander $2,640,000 $0 $2,640,000 0%
Lincoln $5,738,000 $5,738,000 100%
Lyon $63,685,000 $63,685,000 100%
Mineral $3,475,000 $3,475,000 100%
Nye $67,660,000 $67,660,000 100%
Pershing $4,425,000 $4,425,000 100%
Storey $10,610,000 $10,610,000 100%
Washoe $56,790,000 $515,520,000 $7,795,000 $580,105,000 89%
White Pine $4,590,000 $4,590,000 100%
Statewide $124,555,000 | $4,464,990,000 | $146,430,000 | $4,735,975,000 94%

Source: Department of Taxation, Annual Local Government Indebtedness as of June 30, 2009.
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Chapter 4
Teacher Compensation

Background—Teacher Salaries
Average Teacher Salaries

Teacher pay is often viewed as a major factor in attracting qualified people into the profession.
The National Education Association’s (NEA) 2009 Rankings and Estimates reported
Nevada’s average teacher salary at $50,067; the national average was reported at $54,319.
State average public school teacher salaries ranged from those in New York ($69,118),
California ($68,093), and Massachusetts ($66,712) at the high end to South Dakota ($35,070),
North Dakota ($41,654), and Utah ($42,335) at the low end. According to the NEA report,
Nevada received a ranking of 22 for School Year (SY) 2008-2009. Please note that the NEA
estimates do not include the compensation package that contains the employee portion of
retirement contributions, which the local school districts pay for employees.

Collective Bargaining

Although the State budget often includes funding for raises for education personnel, salary
increases that are utilized by the Legislature to construct the budget are not necessarily what is
passed on to the school district employees. Salaries for teachers are set at the school district
level utilizing the collective bargaining process outlined in Chapter 288 of Nevada Revised
Statutes (NRS). Following the lead of other states, the Nevada Legislature adopted the
Local Government Employee-Management Relations Act in 1969 to regulate collective
bargaining between local units of government and their employees, including school districts
and teachers. The requirements for recognition of an employee organization and definitions of
bargaining units are set forth in Chapter 288 of NRS. There is only one recognized employee
organization for each bargaining unit. There are 17 organizations representing teachers; one in
each school district.

2009-2011 Budget Reductions: Teacher and State Employee Salaries

The 2009 Legislature reduced funding for teacher salaries 4 percent in each fiscal year of the
2009-2011 Biennium to help meet projected revenue shortfalls. However, as noted previously,
the actual salaries of teachers continue to be subject to local collective bargaining agreements.
Therefore, it is not known if the reduction will result in actual pay decreases for teachers in
any of the school districts.
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For all other State employees, 12-day furloughs were approved by the 2009 Legislature in each
fiscal year of the 2009-2011 Biennium; this results in a reduction in pay of approximately
4.6 percent. In addition, longevity pay and merit pay increases for State employees have been
temporarily suspended. The furlough provisions are outlined in Senate Bill 433 (Chapter 391,
Statutes of Nevada 2009).

Senate Bill 433 provides that State employees who are subject to furloughs are held harmless in
the accumulation of retirement service credit. In addition, during the 2009-2011 Biennium, the
Interim Finance Committee will project the balance in the State General Fund and
the Distributive School Account. If the projected balance of the General Fund is at least
$390 million, the bill provides for General Fund and State Highway Fund appropriations to
reduce unpaid furlough leave from 12 days to 9 days, along with funding sufficient to increase
the salaries for personnel employed by school districts by 1 percent. If the projected balance
of the General Fund is $425 million, the bill provides for General Fund and Highway Fund
appropriations to reduce unpaid furlough days from 12 days to 7 days with funding sufficient
to increase the salaries for personnel employed by the school districts by 2 percent.

Teacher Recruitment—Financial Incentives

With increasing frequency, states and school districts are using financial incentives as part of a
comprehensive recruitment strategy for teachers. According to the Education Commission of
the States, the most common incentives include giving college scholarships or deferring
payment of college loans in exchange for teaching in shortage areas. Other common
approaches include free or discounted training programs, signing bonuses, housing allowances,
moving expenses, and salary increases to teach in high-demand subjects or hard-to-staff
schools. Indeed, states’ experience confirms that states and districts do successfully draw
teachers from neighboring areas by paying higher beginning teacher salaries or offering
attractive bonuses. Historically, in Nevada, funding has been appropriated for
recruitment bonuses.

Teacher Retention—Diversified Compensation Plans

The most common teacher compensation programs are calculated on years of teaching
experience and other acceptable service plus the accumulation of additional college credit hours
leading to the acquisition of graduate degrees. In recent years, changing the way teachers are
paid to include outcomes, such as student performance, or incentives for teaching in at-risk
schools is gaining support in districts and states across the country.

There are multiple types of alternative pay programs including merit pay, career ladder,
knowledge- and skills-based pay, and performance pay. Differentiated pay plans already exist
in Nevada. Since 1999, school districts have been required to add 5 percent to the salary of a
teacher who holds National Board for Professional Teaching Standards certification. Teachers
are also reimbursed approximately $2,000 for their expenses associated with obtaining the
national certification.
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In 2005, the Nevada Legislature enacted Assembly Bill 580 (Chapter 482, Statutes of Nevada)
to create a pilot program of performance pay and enhanced compensation. The measure
included an appropriation of $5 million in each year of the biennium to support locally
designed programs. The 2007 Legislature, through the enactment of A.B. 3 (Chapter 10,
Statutes of Nevada, 23rd Special Session), continued the program with the same level of
funding for the 2007-2009 Biennium.

Note: Due to budget reductions, State funding appropriated to continue the pilot program of performance pay and
enhanced compensation during the 2007-2009 Biennium was subsequently reverted; continued funding was not
approved by the 2009 Legislature.

In addition, NRS 391.166 creates the Grant Fund for Incentives for Licensed Educational
Personnel. This fund was approved by the 2007 Legislature through the enactment of A.B. 1
(Chapter 8, Statutes of Nevada, 23rd Special Session) to assist in the attraction and retention of
licensed teachers, school psychologists, school librarians, school counselors, and
administrators who are employed in at-risk schools.

Note: The Grant Fund for Incentives for Licensed Educational Personnel replaced the previous one-fifth year
retirement credit program (previously described in NRS 391.165).

Incentives are also included for certain teachers with endorsement in mathematics, science,
special education, English as a second language, or other areas of high need, as determined by
the Superintendent of Public Instruction. Five years’ experience in the identified position
category is required.

For additional information concerning diversified compensation plans for teachers, please see
the Research Brief entitled: Teacher Pay: Diversified Compensation Plans. The Research
Brief may be found at the website of the Research Division of the Legislative Counsel Bureau
at:  http://leg.state.nv.us/Division/Research/Publications/ResearchBriefs/TeacherPay.pdf or
telephone the Research Division at (775) 684-6825.

A man who has never gone to school may steal from a freight car;
& but if he has a university education he may steal the whole
railroad.

Theodore Roosevelt
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Chapter 4

Teacher Salaries

Average Salaries of Public School Teachers
Rankings 2008-2009

National Average:

$54,319

WA:
Salary: $52,567
Ranking: 19

MT:
Salary: $44,426
Ranking: 46

OR:

Salary: $54,085
Ranking: 17 ID:
Salary: $45,178
Ranking: 41 WY:
Salary: $54,602
Ranking: 16

NAVAS
Salary: $50,067 UT-
Ranking: 22 Salary: $42,335
Ranking: 49

CO:
Salary: $48,487
Ranking: 28

CA:
Salary:
$68,093

Ranking: 2

AZ:
Salary: $46,358
Ranking: 38

NM:
Salary: $45,752
Ranking: 39

Ranked Higher Than Nevada

Ranked Lower Than Nevada

*Average Salary is the average gross salary before deductions for Social Security, retirement, health insurance,

et cetera.
**NEA estimates do not include the percent employee portion of the retirement contribution, which the local school

districts pay for employees.
Source: NEA, Rankings & Estimates, Rankings of the States 2009 and Estimates of School Satistics 2010, 2010.
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Teacher Salaries (continued)

Percentage Change in the Average Inflation-Adjusted Teacher Salaries
FY 1998-1999 to FY 2008-2009
Wyoming | 4 26.3%
California 1 12.8%
New MeXiCco |[m—— 9.1%
Idaho [l 6.7%
Washington [ 5.4%
Oregon e 4.9%
Montana |eed 3.8%
Utah [ 2.6%
National Average [t 2.6%
-0.6% Colorado H
-5.2% Nevadas=d
-20.7% | Arizona

-30% -20% -10% 0% 10% 20% 30%

State 13?)?)8138?);0 Rank

National Average 2.6%

Arizona -20.7% 51
California 12.8% 5
Colorado -0.6% 37
Idaho 6.7% 16
Montana 3.8% 24
Nevada -5.2% 46
New Mexico 9.1% 9
Oregon 4.9% 21
Utah 2.6% 30
Washington 5.4% 20
Wyoming 26.3% 1

Source: NEA, Rankings & Estimates, Rankings of the States 2009 and
Estimates of School Statistics 2010, 2010.
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Teacher Salaries (continued)

State of Nevada
Salary Adjustments for Teachers from FY 1991-1992 to FY 2010-2011

5%

4% -

3% A

2%

1%

0% A

-1% A

-2% A

-3%

-4% -

-5%

1991-1992
1992-1993
1993-1994
1994-1995
1995-1996
1996-1997
1997-1998
1998-1999
1999-2000
2000-2001
2001-2002
2002-2003
2003-2004
2004-2005
2005-2006
2006-2007
2007-2008
2008-2009
2009-2010
2010-2011

Source: Fiscal Analysis Division, Legidative Counsel Bureau. Nevada Legidative Appropriations Report,
75th Legidature, FY 2009-2010 and FY 2010-2011.

Note: The 2009 Legidature reduced funding for teacher salaries 4 percent in each fiscal year of the
2009-2011 Biennium to help meet projected revenue shortfalls. However, the actual salaries of teachers continue
to be subject to local collective bargaining agreements. Therefore, it is not known if the reduction will result in
actual pay decreases for teachersin any of the school districts.

. I am entirely certain that twenty years from now we will look
’ . back at education as it is practiced in most schools today and
- . wonder how we could tolerated anything so primitive.
.

John W. Gardner
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Teacher Salariesand Private Sector

Average Teacher Salaries Compared with Professions
Requiring Similar Education
2002 and 2007

. 2002 Annual 2007 Annual Percent
CEmPETELR QU O Mean Wage I\?gan Wazz Cﬁafnege
Atmospheric and Space Scientists $61,000 $78,960 29.4%
Financial Managers $83,080 $106,200 27.8%
Surveyors $42,630 $54,450 27.7%
Social and Community Service Managers $46,900 $59,070 26%
Sales Engineers $69,200 $86,350 24.8%
Public Relations Specialists $46,590 $57,100 22.6%
Cartographers and Photogrammetrists $45,180 $54,480 20.6%
ggfr:wv\?:rt:r Software Engineers, Systems $75.840 $90.780 19.7%
Landscape Architects $52,050 $62,250 19.6%
Writers and Authors $50,300 $60,120 19.5%
Civil Engineers $63,010 $75,230 19.4%
Medical and Public Health Social Workers $38,920 $46,320 19%
Database Administrators $59,080 $70,260 18.9%
Zoologists and Wildlife Biologists $49,250 $58,480 18.7%
Accountants and Auditors $53,230 $63,180 18.7%
Environmental Engineers $63,440 $74,820 17.9%
Architects, except Landscape and Naval $62,530 $73,650 17.8%
Child, Family and School Social Workers $35,640 $41,920 17.6%
Editors $47,010 $55,020 17%
Computer Software Engineers, Applications $73,800 $85,660 16.1%
Personal Financial Advisors $78,460 $89,220 13.7%
Athletic Trainers $36,070 $40,720 12.9%
Market Research Analysts $60,260 $66,980 11.2%
Average $61,041 $72,678 19.1%
Median $59,080 $66,980 13.4%
Teacher Average $44,367 $51,009 15.0%

Source: American Federation of Teachers, Survey and Analysis of Teacher Salary Trends 2007, 2008.

Note: Employment and salary data are drawn from the National Compensation Survey, U.S. Department of Labor.
The list of comparable occupations was determined using the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) Occupational
Projections and Training Data in 2004 and retained and re-verified in 2007 in order to keep the same set of
comparable occupations from previous salary surveys. Comparable occupations are those within the college
education cluster, which had a bachelor’'s degree as the most significant source of postsecondary education.
All teachers are excluded from the data. Occupations with the listing of “all other” are not included because
2000 data were not available. And the occupation category “airline pilots, co-pilots, and flight engineers’ was
excluded because wages in that category were more than two standard deviations from the mean.
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Teacher Signing Bonus

Since the 2001 Legidative Session, the Nevada Legislature has approved funding for signing
bonuses of $2,000 for teachers newly hired by school districts. The following table shows total
State funds and recipients for this program since inception of the program in FY 2001-2002.

New Teacher Signing Bonus Program

Fiscal 2001- | 2002- | 2003- | 2004 | 2005 | 2006- | 2007- | 2008 | 2000 | 2010-
Year 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011

e 2,402 | 2378 | 2,299 | 2,919 | 3,272 | 3,407 | 2,391 | 2,173 0 0

Recipients ' ' ! ' ! ' ! !

Total State

Funds $4.80 | $476 | $460 | $584 | $6.54 | $6.81 | $4.78 | $4.23 $0 $0

(in millions)

Source: DOE, 2010.

Note: Due to State budget reductions, funding to support the new teacher signing bonus program was not approved
by the 2009 Legislature.

Life is my college. May I graduate well, and earn some honors.

Louisa May Alcott
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I nstruction—Salaries

Current Per-Pupil Spending on Instruction—Salaries (No Benefits)
Rankings 2007-2008

National Average
Per Pupil:
$4,206

WA:

Per Pupil: $3,715
‘ Ranking: 33 MT:
Per Pupil: $3,868
Ranking: 30

OR:
Per Pupil: $3,374
Ranking: 43

Per Pupil:. $2,937
Ranking: 50 WY:
Per Pupil: $5,573

Ranking: 5

NV:
Per Pupil: $3,198
Ranking: 46 UT:
Per Pupil: $2,429
Ranking: 51

CO:
Per Pupil: $3,519
Ranking: 38

CA:

Per Pupil:
$3,934

Ranking: 27

AZ:

Per Pupil: $3,047 NM:
Ranking: 48 Per Pupil: $3,663
Ranking: 35

Ranked Higher Than Nevada

Ranked Lower Than Nevada

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Public Education Finances 2008, June 2010.
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| nstruction—Benefits

Current Per-Pupil Spending on Instruction—Benefits Only (No Base Salary)

Rankings 2007-2008

National Average
Per Pupil:
$1,420

WA:
Per Pupil:
$1,123
Ranking: 34 MT:
Per Pupil: $1,097
Ranking: 35

OR:
Per Pupil: $1,581
Ranking: 20

ID:
Per Pupil: $949
Ranking: 44

WY
Per Pupil: $1,944
Ranking: 11

N\
Per Pupil: $1,151

Ranking: 32 UT:

Per Pupil:
$1,014
Ranking: 39

CO:

CA:
Per Pupil:
$1,238

Per Pupil: $1,168
Ranking: 31

Ranking: 28

AZ:
Per Pupil: $844
Ranking: 49

NM:

Ranked Higher Than Nevada

Ranked Lower Than Nevada

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Public Education Finances 2008, June 2010.
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Background

Chapter 5

Professional Development for Educational Personnel

Regional Professional Development Programs

In response to a series of regional workshops conducted by the Legislature during the

1997-1998 Interim period,

administrators, and others proposed a regional

professional development model to help educators teach the new State academic standards.
The 1999 Legislature appropriated $3.5 million in each year of the biennium to establish and
operate four regional training programs to prepare teachers to teach the new, more rigorous
academic standards, and to evaluate the effectiveness of such programs. Each biennium since,

I:I Northwestern
- Northeastern

Southern

inclusive of the 2009-2011 Biennium, the State has
continued to support the programs through State
General Fund appropriations.

During the 2009 Legislative Session, the Governor
recommended suspending funding support for the
programs for the 2009-2011 Biennium. Instead,
the Legislature approved the consolidation of the
four existing professional development program
regions to three. In so doing, the Legislature restored
State General Funds of $7.9 million each fiscal year
of the 2009-2011 Biennium to continue the Regional
Professional Development Programs (RPDPs). The
funding includes $100,000 in each fiscal year of
the Biennium for Statewide administrator training.
The three regional training programs serve the school
districts identified in the map.

NW = Carson City, Douglas, Lyon, Storey, and Washoe Counties.

NE = Churchill, EIko, Eureka, Humboldt, Lander, Pershing, and White Pine Counties.

Southern = Clark, Esmeralda, Lincoln, Mineral, and Nye Counties.
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Each RPDP is overseen by a governing body composed of superintendents of schools,
representatives of the Nevada System of Higher Education, teachers, and employees of the
Department of Education. It is the responsibility of the governing body to assess the training
needs of teachers in the region and adopt priorities of training based upon the assessment
of needs.

In addition to the governing bodies of the RPDPs, the 2001 Legislature created the Statewide
Council for the Coordination of the Regional Training Programs. The Council consists of the
RPDP coordinator from each of the four regions, as well as one member of the governing
board from each of the four regions. Duties of the Council include adopting statewide
standards for professional development; disseminating information to school districts,
administrators, and teachers concerning the training, programs, and services provided by the
regional training program; and conducting long-range planning concerning the professional
development needs of teachers and administrators employed in Nevada.

Nevada Early Literacy Intervention Program
The RPDPs also are responsible for assisting the State in reaching the goal of all pupils reading
at grade level by the end of third grade through the Nevada Early Literacy Intervention
Program (NELIP). This program is designed to provide training for teachers who teach
kindergarten and grades 1, 2, and 3, on methods to teach fundamental reading skills. The
fundamental reading skills are:

e Phonemic Awareness;

e Phonics;

e Vocabulary;

e Fluency;

e Comprehension; and

e Motivation.

& Most people are willing to pay more to be amused than to
be educated.
e Robert C. Savage
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RPDPs—Funding

State Funding of the Regional Professional Development Programs
1999-2001 through 2009-2011

$30,000,000

$25,000,000 H
$20,000,000 H
$15,000,000 -
$10,000,000 H

$5,000,000 -

$0

1999-2001 2001-2003 2003-2005 2005-2007 2007-2009 2009-2011

Funding for Regional Professional Development Programs (RPDPs)

RPDP 1999-2001 20012003 | 2003-2005° 2005-2007 2007-2009° 2009-2011
Southern RPDP $2,638,914 | $10,139,178 $9,084,893 | $10,504,192 | $14,201,041 $8,326,404
Western RPDP* $1,327,070 | $2,306,237 $2,322,222 $3,290,748 $3,432,840 $0
Northwestern RPDP $1,754,353 | $3,914,394 $3,760,596 $4,030,195 $5,302,630 $4,477,118
Northeastern RPDP $1,179,663 | $2,576,496 $2,587,065 $2,617,650 $3,266,585 $2,792,086
Statewide NA NA $160,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000
Administrative Training ' ' ' '
Statewide Evaluation $100,000 $260,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $0
TOTAL $7,000,000 | $19,196,305 | $18,114,776 | $20,842,785 | $26,603,096 | $15,795,608

Source: Fiscal Analysis Division, Legislative Counsel Bureau.

! For the 2001-2003 Biennium, funding for the Nevada Early Literacy Intervention Program (NELIP) was

4

provided by the Legislature. Although the RPDP and NELIP programs were funded separately, the amounts
shown in this table represent the combined total of funding for the RPDPs and the NELIP.

For the 2003-2005 Biennium, funding for NELIP was consolidated with the RPDPs; this resulted in a
State General Fund savings of approximately $1.2 million when compared to the amount appropriated for the
2001-2003 Biennium. In addition, funding for statewide administrator training was provided for the first time.
This funding was previously provided to Project LEAD (Leadership in Educational Administration
Development) for statewide administrator training.

Beginning with the 2007-2009 Biennium, funding for the statewide evaluation was subsequently eliminated
through budget reductions.

During the 2009 Legislative Session, the Governor recommended suspending funding support for the programs
for the 2009-2011 Biennium. Instead, the Legislature approved the consolidation of the four existing
professional development program regions to three; the Western RPDP was eliminated as a separate program.
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RPDPs—Internal Evaluations

Due to the economic downturn and resulting budget crisis, no statewide evaluation of the
RPDPs has been conducted since the 2007-2009 Biennium. However, pursuant to
Nevada Revised Statutes 391.552, the governing body of each regional training program must
submit an annual self-evaluation report that includes, but is not limited to:

e Priorities for training adopted by the governing body;
e Type of training offered through the program; and

e Number of administrators and teachers who received training through the program in the
preceding year.

Highlights of the self-evaluations submitted by each region for School Year (SY) 2009-2010
follow. To obtain an evaluation in its entirety, please contact the appropriate RPDP:

RPDP Contact Information

Northeastern Nevada..........ccoeeueeeeiieieeeieieeeann. 775-753-3879
Northwestern Nevada .........o.oeeveeeieieiieieaeen. 775-861-1242
Southern Nevada........o.vveeeeeee e 702-799-3832

Source: RPDP Annual Reports, 2009-2010.

& It is only the ignorant who despise education.
Publilius Syrus

-
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RPDPs—Internal Evaluations (continued)
Northeastern Nevada RPDP: Internal Evaluation

The Northeastern Nevada RPDP (NERPDP) serves teachers and administrators in Churchill,
Elko, Eureka, Humboldt, Lander, Pershing, and White Pine Counties. The NERPDP services
continue to be based on needs expressed in School Improvement Plans and have been refined
over the last five years based on feedback from surveys, evaluations of workshops, site
facilitator feedback, and regional coordinator reflection logs. The budgets of both the NELIP
and the NERPDP are constructed with the needs of schools and school districts in mind. All
districts have equal access to funds and every effort is made to ensure that the budget reflects
equitable attention to the needs of all schools and districts.

Unduplicated Participant Counts

During SY 2009-2010, the NERPDP trainings reached an unduplicated count of
1,419 educators, including 1,144 teachers (80 percent), 53 administrators (4 percent), and
222 paraprofessionals, staff, and substitutes (16 percent). Duplicated counts indicate total
attendance reached 4,455 participants (including teachers, administrators, and other
school personnel).

Trainings Sessions

In total, 248 separate trainings sessions were conducted by the NERPDP. The trainings
sessions were chiefly conducted by regional coordinators, site facilitators (Elko), NELIP
facilitators, and instructional coaches. The following chart presents the focus of services
provided by the NERPDP during SY 2009-2010. The chart indicates that approximately
89 percent of the trainings sessions focused on effective instruction for the academic standards,
7 percent focused on instructional leadership, and 4 percent focused on collaborative learning.

Northeastern Nevada RPDP
Focus of Services
SY 2009-2010

u Effective Instruction
4Instructional Leadership

m Collaborative Learning
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RPDPs—I nternal Evaluations (continued)

Quality of Training

At the end of each training session, participants are requested to complete a questionnaire
concerning the quality of the session. The following table presents the average ratings
received from NERPDP participants during SY 2009-2010.

Northeastern Nevada RPDP
Teacher/Administrator Average Ratings: Quality of Trainings Sessions
SY 2009-2010

Question Rating*

The activity matched my needs. 4.56
The activity provided opportunities for interactions and reflections. 4.38
The presenter/facilitator's experience and expertise enhanced the quality of 461
the activity. '

The presenter/facilitator efficiently managed time and pacing of activities. 4.29
The presenter/facilitator modeled effective teaching strategies. 4.67
This activity added to my knowledge of standards and/or my skills in teaching 4.80
subject matter content. '

The activity will improve my teaching skills. 4.36
| will use the knowledge and skills from this activity in my classroom or 4.86
professional duties. '

This activity will help me meet the needs of diverse student populations 497
(e.g., gifted and talented, ELL, special ed., at-risk students). '

*Scale (1-5): 1=not at all; 3=to some extent; and 5=to a great extent.

Source: Northeastern Nevada RPDP Annual Report, 2009-2010, August 2010.
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RPDPs—I nternal Evaluations (continued)
Northwestern Nevada RPDP: Internal Evaluation

The Northwestern Nevada RPDP (NWRPDP) provides professional development for the
Carson City, Douglas, Lyon, Storey, and Washoe County School Districts.  During
SY 2009-2010, the NWRPDP region focused on research-based professional learning through
the following three goals designed to address the recommendations from last year’s evaluation
report: (1) improve communication for common ends and purposes; (2) engage as a
community of learners with common ends and purposes; and (3) increase and improve upon
the scalability and sustainability of teacher learning.

Unduplicated Participant Counts

During SY 2009-2010, the NWRPDP trainings reached an unduplicated count of
3,736 educators, including 2,890 teachers, 275 administrators, and 571 paraprofessionals,
staff, substitutes, parents, and community members. Duplicated counts indicate total
attendance reached 7,702 participants (including teachers, administrators, and other
school personnel).

Trainings Sessions

The following chart presents the focus of services provided by the NWRPDP during
SY 2009-2010. The chart indicates that approximately 57 percent of the trainings sessions
focused on the academic standards in support of the core subject areas of English language
arts, mathematics, and science. The Teach for Success program (T4S) encompassed another
22 percent of the trainings sessions and testing (Depth of Knowledge) was the focus in
8 percent of the trainings sessions.

Northwestern Nevada RPDP
Focus of Services

SY 2009-2010

.
8%

H Testing

= Core Subjects
MTA4S*

H Other

(§

*Teach for Success Program
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RPDPs—Internal Evaluations (continued)

Quality of Training

At the end of each training session, participants are requested to complete a questionnaire
concerning the quality of the session. The following table presents the average ratings
received from participants during SY 2009-2010.

Northwestern Nevada RPDP
Teacher/Administrator Average Ratings: Quality of Trainings Sessions
SY 2009-2010

Question Rating*

The activity matched my needs. 4.42
The activity provided opportunities for interactions and 4.65
reflections. '
The presenter/facilitator's experience and expertise 4.70
enhanced the quality of the activity. '
The presenter/facilitator efficiently managed time and 467
pacing of activities. '
The presenter/facilitator modeled effective teaching 4.64
strategies. '
This activity added to my knowledge of standards and/or

o . : 4.36
my skills in teaching subject matter content.
The activity will improve my teaching skills. 4.50
| will use the knowledge and skills from this activity in my 457
classroom or professional duties. '
This activity will help me meet the needs of diverse student
populations (e.g., gifted and talented, ELL, special ed., 4.48
at-risk students).

*Scale (1-5): 1=not at all; 3=to some extent; and 5=to a great extent.

Source: Northwestern Nevada RPDP Annual Report, 2009-2010, August 2010.
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RPDPs—Internal Evaluations (continued)
Southern Nevada RPDP: Internal Evaluation

The Southern Nevada RPDP (SNRPDP) serves teachers and administrators in Clark,
Esmeralda, Lincoln, Mineral, and Nye Counties. The Esmeralda, Lincoln, Mineral, and
Nye County School Districts rely almost exclusively on the SNRPDP to provide teacher
and administrator professional development services. Because of this reliance, the SNRPDP is
committed to providing comprehensive training and resources to these smaller districts.

The SNRPDP continues to change the way professional development is delivered through
implementation of the Backward Assessment Model (BAM) as the primary vehicle to deliver
training. Rather than a model of a series of one-shot unconnected presentations, BAM requires
professional development to be an integral and essential part of teachers’ work. It requires
professional development to be regularly scheduled, on site, ongoing, in the discipline teachers
teach, in content and pedagogy, and include classroom teachers as active participants.

There are two premises of BAM; the first is “assessment drives instruction.” The second is
“teachers make a difference; teachers working together make a greater difference.” As an
example of this program and the emphasis placed on the academic standards, the majority of
schools in the five southern Nevada school districts have adopted versions of the “Professional
Development Day Agenda” put forth by the SNRPDP. Essentially, the agenda focuses
professional development time on what teachers teach (State standards), how they teach it, the
performance of their students, and the implementation of instructional practices that will result
in increased student achievement.

Content Classes Conferences In-services

lIIII

T

|' |'m

. |
= |\ Ngmt) ) /)

Trainings Frograms of Study Workshops
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RPDPs—I nternal Evaluations (continued)

Unduplicated Participant Counts

During SY 2009-2010, the SNRPDP trainings reached an unduplicated count of approximately
4,800 teachers and administrators. Duplicated counts indicate total attendance reached
9,609 participants (including teachers, administrators, and other school personnel). It is
estimated that as many as 25,098 teachers and administrators were impacted by the
SNRPDP trainers.

Trainings Sessions

The following chart presents the focus of services provided by the SNRPDP during
SY 2009-2010. The chart indicates that approximately 65 percent of the trainings sessions
focused on the academic standards in support of the core subject areas of English language
arts, mathematics, and science. The areas of technology, including distance and online
education, encompassed approximately 18 percent of the trainings sessions.  Finally,
17 percent of the trainings sessions focused on administrative topics.

Southern Nevada RPDP
Focus of Services
SY 2009-2010

4 Core Subjects
MTechnology
M Administrative
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RPDPs—I nternal Evaluations (continued)

Quality of Training

Chapter 5

At the end of each training session, participants are requested to complete a questionnaire
concerning the quality of the session. The following table presents the average ratings

received from participants during SY 2009-2010.

Southern Nevada RPDP

Teacher/Administrator Average Ratings: Quality of Trainings Sessions

SY 2009-2010

students).

Question Rating*
The activity matched my needs. 4.50
The activity provided opportunities for interactions and reflections. 4.60
The presenter/facilitator's experience and expertise enhanced the 4.80
quality of the activity. '
The presenter/facilitator efficiently managed time and pacing of 4.80
activities. '
The presenter/facilitator modeled effective teaching strategies. 4.70
This activity added to my knowledge of standards and/or my skills
, . , 4.50
in teaching subject matter content.
The activity will improve my teaching skills. 4.40
| will use the knowledge and skills from this activity in my 4.50
classroom or professional duties. '
This activity will help me meet the needs of diverse student
populations (e.g., gifted and talented, ELL, special ed., at-risk 4.40

*Scale (1-5): 1=not at all; 3=to some extent; and 5=to a great extent.

Source: Southern Nevada RPDP Annual Report, 2009-2010, August 2010.
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jm Chapter 6
0 Class-Size Reduction Program

e

Background

A key reform initiative for nearly two decades is Nevada’s program to reduce pupil-to-teacher
ratios, commonly known as the Class-Size Reduction Program (CSR). Following a review of
the topic by a 1988 Interim legislative study, the 1989 Legislature enacted the Class-Size
Reduction Act (Assembly Bill 964, Chapter 864, Statutes of Nevada). The measure was
designed to reduce the pupil-to-teacher ratio in public schools, particularly in the earliest
grades where the core curriculum is taught. By the end of Fiscal Year (FY) 2010-2011,
Nevada will have expended approximately $1.83 billion for the direct costs of funding the
CSR Program, excluding any local capital expenditures or other local costs.

Implementation of the CSR Program in the State of Nevada

The program was scheduled for implementation in several phases. The first step reduced the
ratios in selected kindergartens and first grade for School Year (SY) 1990-1991. The next
phase was designed to improve second grade ratios, followed by third grade reductions and
broadening kindergarten assistance. The 1991 Legislature made funds available for
SY 1991-1992 to reduce the ratios in first and second grades and selected kindergartens to the
16-to-1 ratio. Due to budget shortfalls late in 1991 and the continuing State fiscal needs,
the third grade phase was delayed until FY 1996-1997 when partial funding was provided at a
19-to-1 ratio. Those funding formulas continued throughout the subsequent biennia.

After achieving the target ratio of 15 pupils to 1 teacher in the primary grades, the original
program proposed that the pupil-to-teacher ratio be reduced to 22 pupils per class in grades 4,
5, and 6, followed by a reduction to no more than 25 pupils per class in grades 7 to 12. Until
the 2005 Legislative Session, only the primary grades (K through 3) had been addressed.

Flexibility in the Pupil-to-Teacher Ratios

Based upon a pilot program in Elko County, the 2005 Legislature enacted
Senate Bill 460 (Chapter 457, Statutes of Nevada) [NRS 388.720], which provides flexibility in
implementing pupil-to-teacher ratios in grades 1 through 6 for school districts other than
Clark and Washoe. Pupil-to-teacher ratios are limited to not more than 22 to 1 in grades 1
through 3, and not more than 25 to 1 in grades 4 through 6. During SY 2005-2006, the
Churchill, Douglas, Elko, and White Pine County School Districts were approved to carry out
an alternative CSR program. Since then, the Churchill, Douglas, Elko, and Nye County
School Districts have continued the alternative program.
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In addition to the flexibility provided to certain school districts to implement alternative
pupil-to-teacher ratios in grades 1 through 6, the Legislature has authorized all school districts,
subject to the approval of the State’s Superintendent of Public Instruction, to operate
alternative programs for reducing the ratio of pupils per teacher or to implement programs of
remedial education that have been found to be effective in improving pupil achievement in
grades 1, 2, and 3.

Temporary Revisions to the CSR Program (26th Special Session of the Nevada Legislature

(2010)

During the 26th Special Session of the Nevada Legislature, which convened on
February 23, 2010, to address the State’s ongoing fiscal crisis, the Legislature passed A.B. 4
(Chapter 7, Statutes of Nevada 2010) which temporarily revises provisions governing class-size
reduction to allow school districts flexibility in addressing budget shortfalls as follows:

e For SY 2010-2011, this measure authorizes a school district to increase class sizes in
grades 1, 2, and 3 by no more than two pupils per teacher in each grade, to achieve
pupil-to-teacher ratios of up to 18 to 1 in grades 1 and 2 and up to 21 to 1 in grade 3.

e If a school district elects to increase class sizes in this manner, all money that would have
otherwise been expended by the school district to achieve the lower class sizes in grades 1
through 3 must be used to minimize the impact of budget reductions on class sizes in
grades 4 through 12.

e For reporting purposes, school districts that elect to increase class sizes in grades 1 through
3 will be required to report the pupil-teacher ratios achieved for each grade level from

grade 1 through grade 12.

This legislation is effective on March 10, 2010, and expires by limitation on June 30, 2011.

The average Ph.D. Thesis is nothing but a transference of bones
from one graveyard to another.
James Frank Dobie

106



Chapter 6

CSR: Pupil-to-Teacher Ratio

Pupil-Teacher Ratio in Public Elementary and Secondary Schools
SY 2006-2007

Utah '= 221
T ———————————— 13
CalifOrNia e —— 20,9
Arizona 20.2
Washington 19.1
Nevada | 4 185
Idaho 18.1
Colorado 16.9
New Mexico | 14.9
Montana | 13.9
Wyoming 12.6
0 5 10 15 20 25

Pupil-Teacher Ratio in Public Elementary and Secondary Schools
SY 2006-2007

Ratio Rank
National Average 15.5
12.6 6
13.9 19
14.9 28
16.9 41
18.1 44
Nevada 18.5 45
191 46
20.2 47
20.9 48
21.3 49
221 50

Source: State Rankings 2009-2010, CQ Press, 2010.
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CSR—Pupil-to-Teacher Ratios Grades K through 3

Kindergarten Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3
1989-1990 21.5 254 25.9 27.1
1990-1991 22.9 16.1 25.6 27
1991-1992 22.9 15.6 16.3 28.1
1992-1993 22.4 15.8 15.6 27
1993-1994 23.3 16 16.1 26.3
1994-1995 235 15.9 15.9 26.6
1995-1996 24.6 16.2 16.2 27.2
1996-1997 234 16.1 16 22.6
1997-1998 23.2 16.1 15.7 21.8
1998-1999 22.7 15.8 15.8 19
1999-2000 23.7 15.9 15.9 19.1
2000-2001 23.6 16 16.2 19
2001-2002 22.7 16.1 16.3 19.2
2002-2003 22.5 16.2 16.5 20.1
2003-2004 23.2 16.1 16.3 19.5
2004-2005 22.8 16.3 16.5 19.5
2005-2006 28.1 16.2 16.4 19.2
2006-2007 234 16.4 16.6 18.6
2007-2008 25.0 16.2 16.5 19.2
2008-2009 24.8 16.4 16.7 19.4
2009-2010 26.0 17.0 17.1 20.0

Pupil-to-Teacher Ratios
SY 1989-1990 through SY 2009-2010

30

10
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‘ @-=Kindergarten e ijrst Second  e=@==Third

Source: Department of Education (DOE), Class-Size Reduction Report, 2009-2010.

Note: Figures do not include those school districts that have adopted an alternate CSR program.
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Non-CSR—Pupil-to-Teacher Ratios Grades 4 through 12

Pupil-to-Teacher Ratios
Non-Class-Size Reduction Grades
Grades 4 and 5
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Grades 6 through 8
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Source: DOE, Nevada Report Card Database: State Profile, 2010.
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Alternative CSR—Pupil-to-Teacher Ratios Grades 1 through 6

Alternative CSR State
Program* Comparison**
Grade 1 18.0 16.2
Grade 2 19.1 16.4
Grade 3 20.1 19.2
SY 2005-2006 Grade 4 22.1 27.0
Grade 5 22.7 27.0
Grade 6 22.3 24.0
Grade 1 17.9 16.4
Grade 2 18.8 16.6
Grade 3 19.8 18.6
SY 2006-2007 Grade 4 22.3 26.0
Grade 5 23.4 26.0
Grade 6 22.7 25.0
Grade 1 18.9 16.2
Grade 2 18.6 16.5
Grade 3 18.4 19.2
SY 2007-2008 Grade 4 23.1 26.0
Grade 5 23.8 26.0
Grade 6 23.0 24.0
Grade 1 19.9 16.4
Grade 2 20.3 16.7
Grade 3 19.0 19.4
SY 2008-2009 Grade 4 22.7 26.0
Grade 5 22.8 26.0
Grade 6 22.9 24.0
Grade 1 18.3 17.0
Grade 2 18.5 17.1
Grade 3 19.4 20.0
SY 2009-2010 Grade 4 22.7 23.0
Grade 5 21.7 23.0
Grade 6 24.5 20.0

*Alternative CSR Program: Average pupil-to-teacher ratios for the Churchill, Douglas, and
Elko County School Districts. Pupil-to-teacher ratios may be up to 22:1 in grades 1 to 3 and
25:1 in grades 4 to 6.

**Statewide pupil-to-teacher ratios for CSR grades 1 through 3 and non-CSR grades 4
through 6.

Sources: DOE, Class-Size Reduction Report, 2009-2010, and Nevada Report Card Database:
State Profile, 2010.
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Alternative CSR—Pupil-to-Teacher Ratios Grades 1 through 6 (continued)

Pupil to Teacher Ratios: Alternative CSR Program
Compared to State Ratios
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Sources: DOE, Class-Size Reduction Report, 2009-2010, and Nevada Report Card Database:
State Profile, 2010.

Some men are graduated from college cum laude, some

e ! are graduated summa cum laude, and some are graduated
- mirabile dictu.

William Howard Taft
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CSR—Self-Contained Classrooms

Percentage of Self-Contained Classrooms
School Years 2007-2008 to 2008-2009
Regular vs. Alternative CSR

mKindergarten HMFirst “Second ®Third

100 —
-
- - -

95 4
90 -

85 -

80 - e — —= — — —

Regular CSR | Alternative CSR | Regular CSR | Alternative CSR | Regular CSR | Alternative CSR
SY 2007-2008 SY 2008-2009 SY 2009-2010

SY 2005-2006 to SY 2007-2008

Percentage of Self-Contained Classrooms: Regular vs. Alternative CSR

SY 2007-2008 SY 2008-2009 SY 2009-2010
Regular Alternative Regular Alternative Regular Alternative
CSR CSR CSR CSR CSR CSR
Kindergarten 98.3 100 98.4 100 97.5 100
Grade 1 92.1 93.8 93.7 100 93.2 93.8
Grade 2 93.2 98.2 94.3 100 93.6 100
Grade 3 97.2 100 97.4 98.6 97.3 98.9

Source: DOE, Class-Size Reduction Report, 2009-2010.

Note: Self-Contained Classrooms are those where one teacher instructs students in a classroom.
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CSR—Funding

By the end of FY 2010-2011, Nevada will have expended approximately $1.83 billion for
the direct costs of funding the CSR Program, excluding any local capital expenditures or other
local costs.

Legislatively Approved Funding for the CSR Program
(Funding in Millions)
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Source: Fiscal Analysis Division, Legislative Counsel Bureau. Nevada Legislative Appropriations Report,

75th Legislature, FY 2009-2010 and FY 2010-2011.
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Spoon feeding in the long run teaches us nothing but the shape of
the spoon.
Edward M. Forster
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Chapter 7
| mproving Student Academic Achievement

Background

A component of the Nevada Education Reform Act of 1997 (NERA) provided for the first time
specific State funding to assist students in low-performing schools. Although the statewide
proficiency program has, for several decades, required districts to provide low-performing
students with remedial assistance, the expectation was that needed funding was provided
through the State guarantee for per-pupil funding and was not specifically allocated as a
separate appropriation. The provisions of the NERA provided a method to identify schools
needing improvement, a source of State funding to assist them, the identification of effective
remedial programs, technical assistance for effective implementation of remedial programs,
and continued remedial program funding for those schools with continuing problems.

With the passage of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), the standards movement
begun by the NERA developed even further. The NCLB sets deadlines for states to expand the
scope and frequency of testing, revamp accountability systems, and guarantee that every
classroom is staffed by a teacher qualified to teach in his or her subject area. In addition, it
requires states to make demonstrable progress from year to year in raising the percentage of
students who are proficient in reading and math, and in narrowing the test-score gap between
advantaged and disadvantaged students.

During the 2003 Legislative Session, the NCLB was codified in State statutes through
Senate Bill 1 (Chapter 1, Statutes of Nevada, 19th Special Session). Senate Bill 1 adopted the
federal mandate that each school demonstrate Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP), test students
yearly in math and English, hire highly qualified teachers, and develop accountability reports
that show the progress of identified subpopulations of students. In addition, each school in
Nevada was charged with developing an improvement plan to identify student needs and
instructional  improvements, based on school-specific data from the State’s
Criterion-Referenced Test (CRT). Schools that do not make AYP receive technical assistance
and qualify for remediation funding. Schools that continue to fail to make AYP may be subject
to greater district and State oversight, as well as sanctions. Elsewhere in this section, the
reader will find charts that explain the progression of NCLB consequences.

Today, the federal government is reviewing the components of the NCLB and making
recommendations for the reauthorization of the federal Elementary and Secondary Education
Act (ESEA). A Blueprint for Reform has been issued by the federal government to build upon
reforms made in the NCLB. The reauthorization is anticipated to be approved in the
2011-2013 Biennium. The Blueprint for Reform is built around four areas:
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Blueprint for Reform
(The Reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act)

1. Improving teacher and principal effectiveness to ensure that every
classroom has a great teacher and every school has a great leader;

2. Providing information to families to help them evaluate and improve their
children’s schools, and to educators to help them improve their students’
learning;

3. Implementing college- and career-ready standards and developing
improved assessments aligned with those standards; and

4. Improving student learning and achievement in America’s lowest-
performing schools by providing intensive support and effective
interventions.

With the blending of the accountability frameworks of the NERA, the NCLB, and the
upcoming reauthorization of the ESEA, remediation and school improvement funding has
become more important, as schools and districts try to assist each student in meeting the
standards. The following describes federal and State funding made available specifically to
schools and school districts for remediation purposes.

Federal Title I Funds: Formula Based

Title I programs provide federal assistance to improve instructional programs for educationally
disadvantaged students. The programs are directed toward schools with a high concentration
of low-income families or schools with educationally disadvantaged students such as English
Language Learners. Each school district in Nevada receives a Title I allocation based upon the
number of students at poverty level in the district. Upon receipt of the allocation, the district
is required to pay all Title I services that are provided throughout the district, including Title I
teachers’ salaries. Once all district-wide Title I services have been paid, school allocations are
made based upon the number of students at poverty level in each school. The data utilized in
ranking the schools is contained in the Annual Poverty Count Report (APCR). The Title I
appropriation is a per-pupil amount, which is the same for all schools. Once all Title I funds
have been exhausted, the remaining schools continue to be Title I eligible, but receive no
funding for that year. Each year, all Title I schools are re-ranked according to the APCR and
appropriations are made as noted above.

Federal Title I Funds: Competitive Funding (Race to the Top Program)
The Race to the Top (RTTT) Program is part of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
of 2009 (ARRA). The RTTT Program was proposed by the federal government as a

competitive grant program to award approximately $4.35 billion to states to encourage and
reward those states that are creating the conditions for education innovation and reform,
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implementing ambitious plans in education reform areas, and achieving significant
improvement in student outcomes. The United States Department of Education developed
nonbinding budget ranges which placed each state into one of five categories with an estimated
range of money that such a state may be eligible to receive if it is awarded a competitive grant.
The State of Nevada was placed in Category 4, which had a budget range of $60 million to
$175 million.

Phase I applications for RTTT funding were due on January 19, 2010. Forty states applied for
funding, as did the District of Columbia; the State of Nevada did not apply for funding in
Phase I. The Phase I winners were announced on March 29, 2010. The states of Delaware
and Tennessee were named as the only winners of the first round of the RTTT; Delaware will
receive $100 million and Tennessee will receive $500 million.

Phase II applications were due on June 1, 2010. Thirty-five states (including the State of
Nevada) applied for funding, as did the District of Columbia. The Phase II winners were
announced August 24, 2010—District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Maryland,
Massachusetts, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, and Rhode Island. Although the State of
Nevada was not awarded RTTT federal funds, it will continue to strive toward meeting the
components outlined in its application for funds.

Note: Additional information concerning the federal RTTT program is contained in Chapter 3 - “Nevada Plan
for School Finance and Education Revenues and Expenditures.”

State Remediation Funds for Low-Performing Schools

The NERA of 1997 first provided remediation funds for low-performing schools in 1998. This
program has been continued in some form each biennium since. Until the
2005-2007 Biennium these funds were used to purchase programs of remedial study that have
proven to be successful in improving the academic achievement of pupils in the subject areas of
reading, writing, mathematics, and science. Schools selected such programs from Nevada’s
List of Effective Remedial Programs, published annually.

As the standards movement in Nevada has evolved, so has the method of qualifying for
remedial funding.  During Fiscal Year 1997-1998, schools that were designated as
demonstrating “need for improvement” were eligible for funding (designations were made
when more than 40 percent of the pupils enrolled in a school score in the bottom quarter in all
four subject areas tested on the State-required norm-referenced test [NRT]).

During the 1999 Legislative Session, funding was expanded to include certain schools that
were designated as having adequate achievement but were still determined to be in need of
assistance, as follows: (1) a school that did not receive a designation because the school had
too few pupils enrolled in a grade level that is tested, but the test scores of the pupils indicate
that the school would have received a designation as demonstrating need for improvement;
(2) a school that has more than 40 percent of the pupils enrolled in the school with an average
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score in the bottom quarter in three of four subjects tested; and (3) a school that was designated
as demonstrating “need for improvement” in the immediately preceding school year (SY).

During the 2001 Legislative Session, funding was expanded again to include a school that had
more than 40 percent of the pupils enrolled in the school with an average score in the bottom
quarter in one or more of four subjects tested.

With the passage of S.B. 1 of the 19th Special Session in 2003, the qualifications for
remediation funding were again changed. Since the NCLB introduced the concept of AYP, all
schools that failed to make AYP were considered eligible, along with the schools in which
40 percent of the pupils enrolled in a school scored in the bottom quarter in all four subject
areas tested on the State-required NRT.

In an effort to close the achievement gap across the State, the 2005 Legislature approved
funding of $100 million over the 2005-2007 Biennium to establish the School Remediation
Trust Fund. Unexpended funding in the account does not revert at the end of the year and is
carried forward to the following year. Components of the School Remediation Trust Fund
include the Account for Programs for Innovation and the Prevention of Remediation, funding
for full-day kindergarten, and funding for the Program of Empowerment Schools.

Note: Although the 2007 Legislature approved $165.79 million to continue the programs included in the
School Remediation Trust Fund, most of the funding was returned to the State due to budget reductions. For
the 2009-20011 Biennium, the Governor recommended and the 2009 Legislature approved the suspension of
funding for all of the programs included in the School Remediation Trust Fund, except to continue the full-day
kindergarten program in certain schools.

We learn simply by the exposure of living. Much that passes for
¢ education is not education at all but ritual. The fact is that we

~ are being educated when we know it least.
e David P. Gardner
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Federal No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) and State Compliance

Nevada’s Compliance With the Federal NCLB

Chapter 7

All Schools

All Schools
In Need of
Improvement
(INOI)

Title |
Schools
INOI Only

Non-Title |
Schools
INOI Only

AYP Designation

A

Consequences for Low
Performance:

School Choice

Supplemental Services

Technical Assistance

School Support Team*

dldlg

Corrective Action Required

Corrective Action Option

Restructuring Required

Restructuring Optional

Educational Improvement Process:

State Improvement Plan

District Improvement Plan

School Improvement Plan

Educational Personnel:

Highly Qualified Teachers

Qualified Paraprofessionals

Licensed Middle School Teachers

dldl Ml dldle

SAIN (System of Accountability
Information for Nevada):

School Accountability Reports

District Accountability Reports

State Accountability Report

A
A
A

*Senate Bill 389 (Chapter 422, Statutes of Nevada 2009) eliminates the requirement to establish a school support
team for schools that have been designated as demonstrating need for improvement for three consecutive years.
The measure authorizes the Department of Education (DOE) to establish a school support team only for those

schools where it is deemed necessary.

In order to determine the need for a school support team, the measure

requires the school district or governing body of a charter school to conduct a comprehensive audit for an eligible

school, including an audit of the curriculum implemented at the school.

The audit of the curriculum, at a

minimum, must include a review of the methods of instruction and the assessments administered by the school.

Source: Chapter 385 of Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS).
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Federal No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) and State Compliance (continued)

"Local Educational Agency (LEA). In Nevada, LEAs are primarily school districts.

Consequences of Failure to Make Adequate Yearly Progress
Year of AYP Failure: Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
. (1st Year Needs  (2nd Year Needs (3rd Year Needs MEGRCEI@NEEDS
(Watch List)
Improvement) Improvement) Improvement) Improvement)
NCLB State State State State State remediation
(applies to Title | remediation  remediation remediation remediation
funds
schools) funds funds funds funds
School choice School choice School choice School choice
Supplemental Supplemental Supplemental
services services services
W WY | EA corrective
action? action
Alternative
governance?
Senate Bill 1 State State State State -
(applies to all schools)  yemegdiation  remediation remediation remediation S e
funds
funds funds funds funds
State State State State
supplemental supplemental supplemental supplemental
services services services services
?gg?fﬂl S School Support
Team
Support team Support team
may recommend  [EVACol ()
corrective action eI =RETE 0]y
to SEA® to SEA
SEA may take
corrective action

Corrective action LEAs may take under NCLB includes the following: replacing school staff, instituting a new
curriculum, decreasing management authority, appointing an outside expert advisor, extending the school day
or year, and restructuring the school.

3Alternative governance would involve any of the corrective actions identified in footnote 2, plus replacing all
staff or contracting with a private education management company to run the school.

*School Support Team: Senate Bill 389 (Chapter 422, Statutes of Nevada 2009) eliminates the requirement to
establish a school support team for schools that have been designated as demonstrating need for improvement for
three consecutive years. The measure authorizes the DOE to establish a school support team only for those
schools where it is deemed necessary.

SSEA = State Educational Agency, which is the DOE in Nevada.

Source: Chapter 385 of NRS.
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Elementary School Middle School High School
School Year
ELA Math ELA Math ELA Math
Baseline

2002-2003 27.5% 34.5% 37% 32% 73.5% 42.8%
2003-2004
2004-2005
2005-2006 39.6% 43.3% 39.6% 43.3% 77.9% 52.3%
2006-2007
P2 51.7% 54.6% 51.7% 54.6% | 82.3% | 61.8%
20092010 63.8% 65.9% 63.8% 65.9% | 86.7% | 71.3%
2011-2012 75.9% 77.2% 75.9% 77.2% 91.1% 80.8%
2012-2013 88.0% 88.5% 88.0% 88.5% 95.5% 90.3%
2013-2014 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Source: DOE, 2009 Nevada State Improvement Plan.

Note: Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs) are a measurement used to determine compliance with the federal
NCLB. States must develop annual AMOs that will determine if a school, district, or the state as a whole is
making adequate yearly progress (AYP) toward the goal of having all students proficient in English language arts
and mathematics by SY 2013-2014.

-

R

-

The secret in education lies in respecting the student.

Ralph Waldo Emerson
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NCLB—Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)

Nevada AYP Performance

SY 2004-2005 to SY 2009-2010

100%
90% -
80% -
70% -
60% -
50% -
40% -
30% -
20% -
10% -

0% -

2004- 2005 2005- 2006 2006- 2007 2007-2008 | 2008-2009 | 2009-2010

uMade AYP

Statewide
“Did Not Make AYP

AYP Results: A Breakout in Numbers of Schools and Programs

SY 2006-2007

SY 2007-2008

SY 2008-2009

SY 2009-2010

AYP
RESULTS ES |MS | HS | NV |ES [MS | HS | NV | ES | MS | HS | NV | ES | MS | HS | NV
g‘g&%‘z of | 5896 | 219 | 219 | 100% | 579% | 229% | 20% | 100% | 57% | 219% | 21% | 100% | 57% | 219% | 22% | 100%

AYP School Classification

Made AYP 79% [ 58% | 57% 70% | 57% | 60% | 79% 62% | 64% | 49% | 61% 59% [ 45% | 37% | 72% | 49%
Did Not 9 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 9 9 0 9 9 0 0 9
Make AYP 21% [ 42% | 43% 30% | 43% | 40% | 21% 38% [ 37% | 51% | 40% | 41% [ 55% | 63% | 28% 51%

AYP School Designation

Exemplary 5% 1% 2% 4% 1% 0% 2% 1% 0% 0% 6% 1% 0% 0% 5% 1%
ngh . 18% | 13% | 10% | 15% | 6% | 7% | 19% 9% | 6% | 7% | 9% 7% | 7% | 1% | 12% 7%
Achieving
Adequate 43% | 33% | 40% 40% | 48% | 39% | 38% 44% | 51% | 36% | 45% 47% | 32% | 31% | 47% 35%
Watch List 8% | 13% | 13% | 10% | 22% | 17% | 10% | 18% | 12% | 14% | 17% | 14% | 25% | 20% | 8% | 20%
In Need of

25% | 40% | 36% | 30% | 23% | 37% | 31% | 28% | 31% | 43% | 24% | 32% | 35% | 48% | 28% | 36%
Improvement

Source: DOE, 2010.
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AYP Results SY 2004-2005

E Exemplary O High Achieving B Adequate B Watch List B In Need of Improvement

® Exemplary O High Achieving B Adequate B Watch List® In Need of Improvement

Source: DOE, 2010.

AYP Results SY 2005-2006

3%
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NCLB—Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) (continued)

AYP Results SY 2006-2007

4%

BExemplary OHigh Achieving BAdequate B®Watch List BIn Need of Improvement

AYP Results SY 2007-2008

1%  gop

B ExemplaryJ High Achieving B Adequate B Watch List® In Need of Improvement

Source: DOE, 2010.
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NCLB—Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) (continued)
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AYP Results SY 2008-2009

1% 7%

BExemplary OHigh Achieving BAdequate ®Watch List ®In Need of Improvement

AYP Results SY 2009-2010

1% 7%

BExemplary OHigh Achieving BAdequate ®Watch List ®In Need of Improvement

Source: DOE, 2010.
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Quality Counts State Report Card

For 14 years, the Editorial Projects in Education (EPE) Research Center has conducted surveys
of all states; findings are included in Education Week’s Quality Counts. In Quality Counts,
states are awarded overall letter grades based on their ratings across six areas of performance
and policy: (1) chance for success (state data concerning family income, parent education,
parental employment, linguistic integration, preschool enrollment, and kindergarten
enrollment); (2) K through 12 achievement (state data concerning performance on the National
Assessment of Educational Progress); (3) standards, assessment and accountability (state data
concerning state academic standards); (4) transitions and alignment (state data concerning early
childhood education and college readiness.); (5) teaching profession (state data concerning
initial licensure requirements and out-of-field teaching); and (6) school finance (state data
concerning equity and spending).

Quality Counts
Overall Score Comparison for Western States

National Average: 2008 = 75.9, 2009 = 76.2, 2010 = 75.9

78

42008 m®m2009 m=2010

Quality Counts: Nevada
OVERALL
STATE COMPONENTS OF THE OVERALL STATE GRADE
GRADE
YEAR Chance Standards, Transitions
Total K-12 Assessment, Teaching | School
Grade . for ; and . ;
Score Achievement and . Profession | Finance
Success - Alignment
Accountability
2010 D+ 68.7 D+ D- C+ D+ C- D
2009 D+ 68.8 D+ D- C+ D+ C- D
2008 D+ 69.4 D+ D- C+ D+ C- D+

*The total score is the average of scores across the six individual categories. Each category received equal weight
in the overall grade.

Source: Education Week’s Quality Counts 2008, 2009, 2010.
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Commission on Educational Excellence: Programs for Innovation and the
Prevention of Remediation

The 2005 Legislature, through the passage of S.B. 404 (Chapter 437, Statutes of Nevada),
created the Commission on Educational Excellence (Commission) and the Account for
Programs for Innovation and the Prevention of Remediation (Account) in the State
General Fund.

The Commission consists of nine members serving two-year terms, eight of which are
appointed by the Governor with the remaining member being the Superintendent of
Public Instruction. The Commission is responsible for activities related to increasing student
achievement including:

o Establishing grant requirements;
e Reviewing and approving grant fund requests; and
e Allocating money from the Account to the various schools and consortiums of schools.

This Account supports remedial programs aimed at closing the achievement gap and
encourages innovative programs to prevent the need for remediation.

Note: The 2007 Legislature appropriated $79.3 million to the Account. Of this amount, $73.6 million was
awarded to schools and consortiums of schools. Due to the economic downturn, in Fiscal Years 2007-2008 and
2008-2009, schools and consortiums of schools spent $38.4 million of these funds; the remaining funds were
returned to the State due to budget reductions. For the 2009-2011 Biennium, due to the continued economic
downturn, no funds were approved to continue the program.

Source: Legislative Auditor, Audit Report, Programs for Innovation and the Prevention of Remediation,
September 14, 2010 (Report No. LA10-20).

-
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You can always tell a Harvard man, but you can’t tell him much.

Anonymous
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Full-Day Kindergarten

According to the Education Commission of the States (ECS), 43 states require school districts to
offer at least a half day of kindergarten. Only 14 states mandate that a pupil attend kindergarten.
Although nine states require school districts to offer full-day kindergarten, only two—Louisiana
and West Virginia—require full-day attendance. In Nevada, State-funded full-day kindergarten
was approved, for the first time, by the 2005 Legislature. In Nevada, a school district is not
required to offer full-day kindergarten and a family may request that its child attend for less than
a full day.

Funding

Through the passage of Assembly Bill 4 (Chapter 3, Statutes of Nevada 2005, 22nd Special
Session), the Legislature appropriated $22 million from the State General Fund to provide
full-day kindergarten in certain schools in SY 2006-2007. The funds were utilized to
implement full-day kindergarten in 114 at-risk schools across the State. These schools were
determined to be at risk based upon a free and reduced-price lunch count of pupils of at least
55.1 percent of the student enrollment. The 2007 Legislature, through the passage of
A.B. 627 (Chapter 343, Statutes of Nevada) appropriated $25.6 million in FY 2007-2008 to
provide for the ongoing costs of the teachers in the 114 schools. For FY 2008-2009,
$40.8 million was appropriated to expand the program to approximately 166 schools or to a
free and reduced-price lunch count of pupils of at least 40.75 percent. However, due to the
economic downturn, funding to expand the program was ultimately returned to the State
General Fund. For the 2009-2011 Biennium, the Legislature approved approximately
$51 million to support the ongoing cost of full-day kindergarten in the 114 schools.

Research

Clark County School District

In a first-year longitudinal study by the Clark County School District (CCSD), the effects of
participating in full-day kindergarten and half-day kindergarten on students’ literacy
development was assessed. The report, titled Status Report on Year 1: Full-Extended-Day
Kindergarten Study (Feds), found that lower socioeconomic students enrolled in full-day
kindergarten demonstrated greater rates of literacy growth over the course of the year than the
closely matched half-day students.

In a follow-up report concerning findings from the longitudinal study, titled Full/Extended Day
Kindergarten Longitudinal Study - Effects of Full-Day Kindergarten in Subsequent Years:
Third Grade (Feds-L3), the CCSD found that the positive effects of attending
full-day kindergarten remain through third grade. It was found that students who attend full-day
kindergarten continue to outperform students who attended half-day kindergarten in both reading
and mathematics. The following summarizes the findings relating to student performance on the
State’s CRTs.
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Full-Day Kindergarten (continued)

State CRT Results — Percent Proficient and Average Scale Scores (Mathematics and Reading)

+¢* In both reading and mathematics, students who attended a full-day kindergarten program
were more likely to be proficient on the State’s third grade CRT than students who attended
a half-day kindergarten program.

State CRT Results for Third Grade

Percent Proficient by Program

Half-Day Full-Day Difference
CRT Average Kindergarten Kindergarten Between
Score Percent N Percent N Full-Day and
Proficient Proficient Half-Day
0,
Reading 47.88% N=79 59.20% N=103 +11.32%
(Full-Day)
0
Math 54.82% N=91 64.94% N=113 +10.12%
(Full-Day)

+¢* In both reading and mathematics, students who attended a full-day kindergarten program,
on average, outperformed students on the State’s third grade CRT than students who
attended a half-day kindergarten program.

State CRT Results for Third Grade

Average Scale Scores by Program

Half-Day Full-Day Difference
CRT Average Kindergarten Kindergarten Between
Score Average N Average N Full-Day and
Scale Score Scale Score Half-Day
. _ _ +7.89
Reading 297.59 N=165 305.48 N=174 (Full-Day)
Math 294.55 N=166 307.90 N=174 +13.34
(Full-Day)

Source: Clark County School District, Full/Extended Day Kindergarten Longitudinal Study - Effects of Full-Day
Kindergarten in Subsequent Years: Third Grade (Feds-L3), February 24, 2009.
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Full-Day Kindergarten (continued)

Washoe County School District

In the Washoe County School District, findings from a 2007 pilot research project, titled
A Statistical Analysis of Assessment Scores in Full-Day and Half-Day Kindergarten Students,
found that full-day kindergarten students achieved higher mean scores in all English Language
Arts (ELA) assessment categories for both an October 2006 administration and a January 2007
administration. In addition, increases in the January scores over the October scores were
significantly higher in the full-day group.

Other Research Concerning Full-Day Kindergarten

For additional information concerning full-day kindergarten, please see the Research Brief on
full-day kindergarten published by the Research Division of the Legislative Counsel Bureau.
The document may be accessed at: http://leg.state.nv.us/Division/Research/Publications/
ResearchBriefs/FullDayKindergarten.pdf/.

. When a subject becomes totally obsolete we make it a
ae & required course.

Peter F. Drucker
- 4
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Empowerment Program in Nevada

Although funding for the State Empowerment Program was eliminated due to budget
reductions, the Clark County School District (CCSD) has continued its empowerment schools
through grants and school district general funds. The following provides a summary of the
Empowerment Program in the CCSD.

For additional information, please see the Research Brief on the Empowerment Schools
Program in Nevada published by the Research Division of the Legislative Counsel Bureau.
The document may be accessed at: http://leg.state.nv.us/Division/Research/Publications/
ResearchBriefs/HistoryEmpowerment.pdf.

Concept of Empowerment

According to CCSD’s 2010 Empowerment Overview, the concept of empowerment is anchored
in the belief that, if schools are to be held accountable for student achievement, they should be
given the freedom to determine what will best accomplish their goals and to deploy the
resources that they have been allocated to implement their choices.

According to the report, empowerment in the CCSD involves four elements: engagement,
autonomy, resources, and accountability.

1. Engagement

Empowerment schools operate on the belief that it takes a united effort to meet
achievement standards and prepare students to participate in democracy.

2. Autonomy

e Governance: To create the most effective programs for students, each empowerment
school creates a School Empowerment Team (SET) comprised of administrators,
teachers, support staff, students, parents, and community members.

e Instruction: Empowerment schools select the instructional programs and materials, the
assessment practices, and the schedules best suited to their students’ needs, within
the parameters provided by the State of Nevada and CCSD.

e Staffing: Empowerment schools have the flexibility to set staffing patterns (types and
number of positions and job descriptions) within the parameters set by contractual
agreements and State law to create the best learning environment for students.

e Budget: Empowerment schools ensure that maximum dollars reach students in the
classroom.
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Empowerment Program in Nevada (continued)

3. Resources

An additional per-pupil funding is provided to empowerment schools ($400 to $600 per
pupil). Community partners have teamed with empowerment schools to provide additional
support, including monetary support ($50,000 per year). The Lincy Foundation has also
provided a grant of $13.5 million to assist with per-pupil funding over a three-year period
(FY 2008-2009 through FY 2010-2011).

4. Accountability

Outcomes are expected from the autonomy granted and money invested. Empowerment
schools are required to:

e Make annual progress toward goals for student achievement and school environment.

e Expend resources within approved budget levels and in accordance with their
Empowerment Plan and School Improvement Plan (SIP).

e Comply with all CCSD policies and regulations, all State and federal requirements, and
all contractual and legal mandates, unless specific waivers have been granted.

e Reduce the achievement gap that exists among races and social classes.

Empowerment Schools in the Clark County School District

The CCSD currently has 30 Empowerment Schools, 23 elementary, 3 middle, and

4 high schools.

2006-2007 | Clark County School District (CCSD) operates first 4 empowerment schools.
2007 Legislature approves laws governing empowerment schools.
CCSD operates 8 empowerment schools.

2008-2009 | CCSD operates 14 empowerment schools.

2009-2010 | CCSD operates 17 empowerment schools.

2010-2011 | CCSD operates 30 empowerment schools.
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Empowerment Program in Nevada (continued)
Empowerment Results—Clark County School District: SY 2007-2008
+¢* Student Performance: Empowerment schools have increased the percentage of proficient

students in mathematics by 9.7 percent and in English Language Arts by 5.5 percent when
compared to their pre-empowerment proficiency percentages.

Student Performance on the State CRTs
Pre-Empowerment and Post-Empowerment Results

“@Pre-Empowerment ®mPost-Empowerment

+¢* Parent Satisfaction: All empowerment schools received higher parent satisfaction scores on
a district-wide parent satisfaction survey.

2007-2008 CCSD District-Wide Survey Results,
Parent Satisfaction

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Percentage of Positive Responses

“CCsbh ®Empowerment

Source: Clark County School District, Overview: Empowerment Schools 2008.
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NCLB Supplemental Educational Services

Under the NCLB, low-income families can enroll their child in supplemental educational
services if their child attends a Title I school that has been designated as demonstrating need
for improvement for more than one year. The term “supplemental educational services” refers
to free extra academic help, such as tutoring or remedial instruction, that is provided to
students in subjects such as reading, language arts, and math. This extra help can be provided
before or after school, on weekends, or in the summer. Title I schools are required to set
aside up to 20 percent of their total Title I formula distribution for the provision of
supplemental educational services.

Providers of supplemental educational services may include nonprofit entities, for-profit
entities, local educational agencies, public schools, public charter schools, private schools,
public or private institutions of higher education, and faith-based organizations.

The following table presents the number of students served with supplemental educational
services since SY 2004-2005. In many instances, several more students are eligible
for services than are served. Some of the reasons why include: (1) after-school programs are
already in place; (2) other federal programs provide similar services, such as 21st Century
Community Learning Centers; and (3) providers refuse to serve rural/remote school districts.

Number/Percentage of Students Served With

Supplemental Educational Services
SY 2004-2005 to SY 2009-2010

Sy Number Nu_m_ber Percentage
Served Eligible Served
2004-2005 1,976 10,877 18.2
2005-2006 3,748 33,608 11.2
2006-2007 4,863 31,265 15.6
2007-2008 5,002 29,702 16.8
2008-2009 6,376 35,486 18.0
2009-2010 8,284 35,236 23.5
TOTAL 30,249 176,174 17.2

Source: DOE, 2010.
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Advanced Placement (AP) Examinations

Percent of Graduating Class Participating in AP
During High School, Class of 2009
Western States
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Source: The College Board, The 6th Annual AP Report to the Nation, February 10, 2010.
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Advanced Placement (AP) Examinations (continued)

Nevada Eleventh and Twelfth Grade Students
Taking AP Examinations 2001-2010
25,000
20,000
15,000
10,000
5,000
0
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
® Students| 3,369 | 3,786 | 4,551 | 5,411 | 6,363 | 7,299 | 8,379 | 9,205 | 10,591 | 11,302
M Exams 6,056 | 7,023 | 8,244 | 9,847 | 11,568 | 13,005 | 14,664 | 16,137 | 18,631 | 19,799
Percent of AP Examinations with
Scores of 3 or Above, Nevada, 2001-2010
2010 | 481
2009 46.8
2008 48.9
2007 499
2006 49.7
2005 51.6
2004 57.3
2003 57.3
2002 pe——————— 58.9
2001 ﬁb
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Source: The College Board, “School Report of AP Examinations 2009-2010 (By State).”
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Educational Technology—State Appropriations

Educational Technology*—State Appropriations
$40,000,000

$36,265,650
$35,000,000

$30,000,000
$25,000,000 -
$20,000,000

$15,000,000 -
$9,950,000 $9,950,000 $9,950,000 $10.780,000

$10,000,000 { $8:000.000
$0 - ‘ ‘

1995-1997 1997-1999 1999-2001 2001-2003 2003-2005 2005-2007 2007-2009 2009-2011
Biennium  Biennium  Biennium Biennium Biennium Biennium Biennium  Biennium

*Educational Technology may include funding for such items as infrastructure, support, high-quality content
material, professional development, and pilot best practices programs.

Source: Fiscal Analysis Division, Legislative Counsel Bureau, Nevada Legislative Appropriations Report,
Seventy-Fifth Legislature, Fiscal Years 2009-10 and 2010-11, October 2009.

Note: Due to State budget considerations during the 2001-2003 Biennium, all but $500,000 of the $9.95 million
appropriation was reverted to the State General Fund. Additionally, due to mandatory budget reductions during
the 2007-2009 Biennium, all but $770,000 of the $10.78 million appropriation was reverted to the
State General Fund.

~

- ‘ ’ " The aim of education should be to convert the mind into living
\ fountain, and not a reservoir.
e John Mason
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Educational Technology—Technology Counts State Report Card

For 12 years, the EPE Research Center has conducted surveys of all states; findings are
included in Education Week’s Technology Counts 2009. In Technology Counts, states are
awarded overall letter grades based on their technology performance ratings across three areas
of performance and policy:

e Access to Technology (2007-2008)—Percentage of fourth and eighth grade students with
access to computers.

e Use of Technology (2008-2009)—State standards for students include technology;
state tests students on technology; state has established a virtual school; and state offers
computer-based assessments.

e Capacity to Use Technology (2008-2009)—State standards for teachers and administrators
include technology; requirements for initial licensure include technology coursework or a
test; and state requires technology training or testing for recertification, or requires
participation in technology-related professional development.

The following table displays how Nevada and the western states performed in
Technology Counts 2009:

PERFORMANCE RATINGS

Access Use Capacity Capacity

Percent Percent Grade Percent
United NR NR B 82.7 c+ 76.6
States
Arizona D- 62.0 A 100 C 72.7
California F 59.0 D+ 69.3 B- 79.5
Colorado D 65.0 D+ 69.3 C 72.7
Idaho C+ 78.5 A- 89.8 F 59.0
Montana B 83.5 D+ 69.3 F 59.0
Nevada D 64.5 D+ 69.3 F 59.0
New Mexico B 85.0 B- 79.5 B 86.3
Oregon F 59.0 A- 89.8 C 72.7
Utah D 63.0 A 100 F 59.0
Washington D+ 67.0 D+ 69.3 B- 79.5
Wyoming A 93.8 B- 79.5 D 65.8

Source: Education Week’s Technology Counts 2009.
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Testing in Nevada Public Schools

Background

Following several sessions of discussion, in 1977 the Legislature adopted a mandated student
testing program—the Nevada Proficiency Examination—to provide a statewide measure of
student accountability that was not previously available. Since 1977, the Legislature has
required statewide testing.

Nevada Education Reform Act

The 1997 Nevada Education Reform Act (NERA) increased testing requirements as a part of
the revised accountability program for public schools. A grade 10 standardized test was
added, as was a writing test for grade 4. Science was added as a subject to be tested at
grades 4, 8, 10, and 11. The NERA also established a policy linkage between the proficiency
testing program and school accountability by creating a procedure for ranking schools on the
basis of their average test scores. Schools designated “in need of improvement” were required
to prepare plans for improvement and to adopt proven remedial education programs based
upon needs identified using the average test scores. In the 1999 Session, the Legislature added
a requirement for criterion-referenced tests (CRTs) linked to the academic standards for
selected grades and required that the High School Proficiency Examination (HSPE) be revised
to measure the performance of students on the newly adopted academic standards starting with
the class graduating in 2003.

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001

To comply with the federal No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), the 2003 Legislature enacted
Senate Bill 1 (Chapter 1, Statutes of Nevada, 19th Special Session). The measure modified the
NERA to add tests aligned to the State academic standards in reading and mathematics for
grades 3 through 8. Further, the 2003 Legislature made substantive revisions to the linkage
between these tests and the State accountability system to meet federal requirements for making
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) and imposing sanctions on schools and school districts that
are consistently unsuccessful in meeting their target increases in student progress.

The standards-based CRTs required by NCLB are linked to the school accountability program
and are considered “high stakes” for schools and districts. The standards-based CRTs have
been expanded to include a science examination at grades 5 and 8.
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Since 1979, the HSPE has been a “high stakes” test for individual students since a passing
score is required as a condition for high school graduation and for eligibility in the State’s
Governor Guinn Millennium Scholarship Program. Historically, the HSPE included math,
reading, and writing examinations; however, beginning with the Class of 2010, a science test
was included in the examination.

The 2007 Legislature, through the passage of S.B. 312 (Chapter 289, Statutes of Nevada),
which was codified in Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) 389.015, now allows a pupil who has
failed to pass the HSPE at least three times to pursue an alternative route to receive a standard
high school diploma. To be eligible, a pupil must pass the mathematics and reading subject
areas of the HSPE, earn an overall grade point average (GPA) of at least 2.75 on a 4.0 grading
scale, and satisfy alternative criteria that demonstrate proficiency in the subject areas on the
examination that the pupil failed to pass.

The following table presents the current statewide assessment system in Nevada:

Current System of Statewide Examinations for All Students (19 Tests)
2010-2011 Testing Schedule

34|56 |7 |8]9]10(11]12

Norm-Referenced Test (NRT)'—currently lowa Tests of
Basic Skills and lowa Tests of Educational A A A
Development

National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP)?

(sample only) A A A
Writing Exam® A A A A
High School Proficiency Examination (HSPE)4 (reading, Alala

math, and science)

Nevada Criterion-Referenced Tests (CRTs)® (reading,
math, and science) A A | A |A A A

Current System of Statewide Examinations for Special Student Populations

Nevada Alternate Assessment® A | A | A | A A A A

English Language Proficiency Assessment (ELPA)’ A | A | A A A A A A A A

'Due to budget reductions, the NRT has been temporarily suspended since School Year 2008-2009.

’The NAEP is administered to 9-, 13-, and 17-year-old pupils.

’The Writing Examinations in grades 11 and 12 are part of the HSPE. Only those 12th graders who have failed
the Writing Examination in grade 11 are required to take the examination.

*The Class of 2010 was the first class required to pass the science portion of the HSPE.

°In order to prepare students to take the science portion of the HSPE, pupils in grades 5 and 8 are now required to take
a science CRT.

SEligible students are only required to participate in the assessment once during high school; participation must
occur during the 11th grade school year.

"All Limited English Proficient (LEP) students (K through 12) must take the ELPA to determine English proficiency.
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Norm-Referenced Tests (NRTs)—Grades 4, 7, and 10

Due to budget reductions, the administration of the State’s norm-referenced testing program
has been temporarily suspended. Pursuant to Senate Bill 416 (Chapter 423, Statutes of Nevada
2009), the temporary suspension expires on June 30, 2011. The following describes the norm-
referenced tests (NRTs) in place for grades 4, 7, and 10 prior to the suspension:

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) — Grades 4 and 7

The Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) are the State’s NRTs for grades 4 and 7. Student
performance is reported by a National Percentile Rank (NPR), which indicates a student’s
standing within a nationally representative group of students in the same grade who were tested
at the same time of year.

Iowa Tests of Educational Development

The Iowa Tests of Educational Development (ITED) is the State’s NRTs for grade 10. Student
performance is reported by a NPR, which indicates a student’s standing within a nationally
representative group of students in the same grade who were tested at the same time of year.

Source: Department of Education (DOE), 2010.

My problems all started with my early education. I went to a
b school for mentally disturbed teachers.
Woody Allen
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Criterion-Referenced Tests (CRTS)

Criterion-referenced tests are intended to measure how well a student has learned the
State’s academic standards. Student achievement is broken down into four standards:

Emergent/Developing

e Student occasionally/does not apply skills/strategies and requires
extensive remediation.

Approaches Standard

e Student inconsistently/incompletely applies skills/strategies and
requires targeted remediation.

Meets Standard

e Student consistently applies skills/strategies without need for
remediation.

Exceeds Standard

e Student comprehensively/consistently applies and generalizes
skills/strategies in a variety of situations.
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Criterion-Referenced Tests (CRTs)—Grades 3 and 4

Chapter 8

Nevada CRT Results for Third Grade
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Source: DOE, Nevada Report Card Database: State Profile, various years.
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Criterion-Referenced Tests (CRTs)—Grades 5 and 6
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Criterion-Referenced Tests (CRTs)—Grades 7 and 8

Chapter 8

Nevada CRT Results for Seventh Grade
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High School Proficiency Examination (HSPE)

High School Proficiency Examination (HSPE)
High Stakes Test

In order to receive a standard high school diploma in Nevada, a student must pass all
portions of the HSPE and meet all other State and district requirements.

OR

As an alternative: If a student has failed to pass the HSPE at least three times, the student
must pass the mathematics and reading subject areas of the HSPE, earn an overall grade
point average (GPA) of at least 2.75 on a 4.0 grading scale, and satisfy alternative criteria
that demonstrate proficiency in the subject areas on the examination that the pupil failed
to pass.

The Nevada High School Proficiency Examination (HSPE) is aligned to Nevada’s Content
Academic Standards. The HSPE has four sections: reading, writing, mathematics, and
science.

Reading—Students demonstrate reading proficiency by responding to a variety of text types
and lengths based on:

e Word analysis;

e Literacy text; and

e Expository text.

Writing—The writing portion of the HSPE requires students to demonstrate writing
proficiency by responding to two topics:

e Narrative or descriptive; and

e Persuasive or expository.
Mathematics—Students demonstrate math proficiency by responding to questions concerning:

e Numbers and computation;

e Patterns, functions, and algebra;

e Measurement;

e Spatial relationships, geometry, and logic; and

e Data analysis.
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High School Proficiency Examination (HSPE) (continued)

Science—Students demonstrate science proficiency by responding to questions based on
knowledge and skills pertaining to:

e Physical science;
e Life science;
e [Earth/space science; and

e The nature of science.

Note: The first administration of the science portion of the HSPE occurred in SY 2008-2009.

For purposes of utilizing the results of the HSPE under the NCLB, student achievement is
broken down into the same four standards as the State CRTs:

1. Emergent/Developing—Student occasionally/does not apply skills/strategies and requires
extensive remediation.

2. Approaches Standard—Student inconsistently/incompletely applies skills/strategies and
requires targeted remediation.

3. Meets Standard—Student consistently applies skills/strategies without need for remediation.

4. Exceeds Standard—Student comprehensively/consistently applies and generalizes
skills/strategies in a variety of situations.

Source: DOE, 2008-2009 Nevada High School Proficiency Examination Program brochure.

-

If we all did the things we are capable of, we would astound
- " ourselves.

Thomas Edison
- 4
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States With Mandatory
Exit Examinations

2009
24 States

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona,
California, Florida,
Georgia, Idaho, Indiana,
Louisiana, Maryland,
Massachusetts,
Minnesota, Mississippi,
NEVADA, New Jersey,
New Mexico, New York,
North Carolina, Ohio,
South Carolina,
Tennessee, Texas,
Virginia, and Washington

States Phasing in Exit
Examinations by 2012 but
Not Yet Withholding
Diplomas

2 States

Arkansas (2010) and
Oklahoma (2012)

High School Proficiency Examination (HSPE) (continued)

States With No
Mandatory Exit
Examinations

24 States and District of
Columbia

Colorado, Connecticut,
Delaware, District of
Columbia, Hawaii, lllinois,
lowa, Kansas, Kentucky,
Maine, Michigan,
Missouri, Montana,
Nebraska,

New Hampshire,

North Dakota, Oregon,
Pennsylvania,

Rhode Island,

South Dakota, Utah,
Vermont, West Virginia,
Wisconsin, and Wyoming

Source: Center on Education Policy, State High School Exit Exams: Trends in Test Programs,
Alternate Pathways, and Pass Rates, November 2009.
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High School Proficiency Examination (HSPE)—Reading

Chapter 8

Nevada HSPE Results by Year: Reading
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Source: DOE, Nevada Report Card Database: State Profile, various years.

Note: The proficiency rates for the HSPE in reading represent cumulative data from a student’s
first opportunity to pass the assessments in grade 10 through the student’s second opportunity in

grade 11.
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High School Proficiency Examination (HSPE)—Writing

Nevada HSPE Results by Year: Writing
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Source: DOE, Nevada Report Card Database: State Profile, various years.
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High School Proficiency Examination (HSPE)—Mathematics

Nevada HSPE Results by Year: Mathematics
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Source: DOE, Nevada Report Card Database: State Profile, various years.

Note: The proficiency rates for the HSPE in mathematics represent cumulative data from a student’s
first opportunity to pass the assessments in grade 10 through the student’s second opportunity in grade 11.
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High School Proficiency Examination (HSPE)—Science

Nevada HSPE Results by Year: Science
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Nevada Analytical Writing Examination (NAWE)

The Nevada Analytical Writing Examination (NAWE) is administered at grades 5 and 8.

Grade 5 Writing Assessment—The purpose of the NAWE at grade 5 is to provide
information for students, teachers, parents, and administrators to use to focus on specific areas
for individual assistance in writing instruction that will lead to practice with and attainment of
the statewide writing standards. This test is also used in determining AYP for schools because
it measures three of the English Language Arts Content Standards.

Grade 8 Writing Assessment—The purpose of the NAWE at grade 8 is to provide
administrators, teachers, parents, and students with information about student proficiency in
writing. Specifically, Nevada law mandates that a student who fails to demonstrate adequate
achievement in writing may be promoted to the next grade, but the results of this
examination must be evaluated to determine what remedial study is appropriate
(NRS 389.015). The analytic trait format of the test is designed to give information that will
assist with specific guidance for further writing instruction. The results of this test are used in
determining AYP for schools.

Method of Scoring—Each student’s writing is read by two trained teachers and scored on each
of four writing traits:

1

2
Ideas and
content Organization
(development)
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Nevada Analytical Writing Examination (NAWE) (continued)

Each student receives a score of 1 to 5 (5 being the highest score possible) for each trait. The

scores received on each trait are added together to determine the composite score.

The following score ranges are used to determine achievement levels:

" N

Emergent or

Developing
Student does not
apply
skills/strategies and
requires extensive
remediation.

Composite
Scores:
0to7.5

. y

Meets
Standard

Student consistently
applies skills without
need for
remediation

Composite
Scores:
12 to 15.5

Exceeds

Standard

Student
comprehensively and
consistently applies
and generalizes
skills/strategies in a
variety of situations.

Composite

Scores:
16 to 20

}

Source: DOE, 2010.
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Nevada Analytical Writing Examination (NAWE)—By Year

Nevada NAWE Results by Year
Fifth Grade
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Source: DOE, Nevada Report Card Database: State Profile, various years.
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Nevada Analytical Writing Examination (NAWE)—Ethnicity

Nevada Analytical Writing Examination Results
Fifth Grade by Ethnicity
SY 2009-2010
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Source: DOE, Nevada Report Card Database: State Profile, 2009-2010.
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Nevada Analytical Writing Examination (NAWE)—Special Populations

Nevada Analytical Writing Examination Results
Fifth Grade by Special Populations
SY 2009-2010
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Source: DOE, Nevada Report Card Database: State Profile, 2009-2010.
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National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) (also known as The Nation’s Report
Card) is the only nationally representative and continuing assessment of what America’s
students know and can do in various subject areas. Assessments are conducted periodically in
mathematics, reading, science, writing, the arts, civics, economics, geography, and
United States history. Assessments in world history and in foreign language are anticipated in
2012. The assessment results presented in this publication are for reading and mathematics.

Results for the NAEP are based upon four achievement levels: Below Basic, Basic, Proficient,
and Advanced. The term “Proficient” represents solid academic mastery for grade 5 students
and grade 8 students. Students reaching this level have demonstrated competency over
challenging subject matter, including subject matter knowledge, application of such knowledge
to real-world situations, and analytical skills appropriate to the subject matter.

Source: National Center for Education Statistics, http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/.

Note: The NAEP does not provide scores for individual students or schools.

N We are dealing with the best-educated generation in history. But
they’ve got a brain dressed up with nowhere to go.

Timothy Leary
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National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)—Reading

Percentage of Public School Fourth Graders Proficient or Better in
Reading
(NAEP 2007)
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Source: Education State Rankings 2009-2010, CQ Press, 2010.
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National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)—Mathematics

Percentage of Public School Fourth Graders Proficient or Better in
Mathematics
Ga (NAEP 2007)
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National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)—Science

Percentage of Public School Fourth Graders Proficient or Better in
Science
100% (NAEP 2005)
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National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)—Writing
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American College Test (ACT)

Chapter 8

Percentage of Nevada Graduates Taking the ACT

SY 2009 4 30%
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SY 2006 | 1 27%
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Source: http://ACT.Org, ACT National and State Scores for 2009.
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Scholastic Assessment Test (SAT)

Percent of Nevada Graduates Taking the SAT

SY 2009
SY 2008
SY 2007
SY 2006
SY 2005
SY 2004
SY 2003
SY 2002
SY 2001

SY 2000

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, The Digest of
Education Statistics, 2009.

SAT Scores for Reading, Mathematics, and Writing
Western States
2007 and 2008

State Reading Mathematics Writing

2007 | 2008 2007 | 2008 2007 2008
Arizona 519 516 525 522 502 500
California 499 499 516 515 498 498
Colorado 560 564 565 570 549 553
ldaho 541 540 539 540 519 517
Montana 538 541 543 548 522 523
Nevada 500 498 506 506 480 478
New Mexico 555 557 546 548 540 540
Oregon 522 523 526 527 502 502
Utah 558 561 556 557 544 543
Washington 526 526 531 533 510 509
Wyoming 565 562 571 574 544 541
National 502 502 515 515 494 494

Source: Education State Rankings 2009-2010, CQ Press, 2010.
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Testing Irregularities

The DOE establishes test security and administration protocol for the purpose of upholding the
integrity of State-mandated assessments. During SY 2009-2010, approximately
300,000 students participated in multiple assessments that were administered in
grades 3 through 8, 10 through 12, and in adult programs.  Although more than
600,000 separate tests were administered in more than 600 locations, a total of 152 reported
testing irregularities occurred.

Unauthorized disclosure
of test content.

Failure to administer tests
or subtests.

Miscellaneous, such as
fire alarms.

'Missing test materials.

Multiple-answer
documents.

Late return of test
materials.

Multiple irregularities.

Testing Irregularities

Source: DOE, Report of Test Security Activity for Nevada Public Schools, School Year 2009-2010.
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Testing Irregularities (continued)

Number of Testing Irregularities by School Year
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Source: DOE, Report of Test Security Activity for Nevada Public Schools, School Year 2009-2010.
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Testing Irregularities (continued)

Number of occurrences and types of testing irregularities:

’ 71 Student Cheating or Misconduct
’ 41 Improper Test Administration

’ 9 Testing Ineligible Students
’ < 8 Multiple Irregularities

’ < 8 Improper Storage or Distribution of Materials

’ < 4 Unauthorized Disclosure of Test Content ‘
|
’ < 4 Students Unsupervised with Test Materials ‘
|
’ 2 Miscellaneous (e.g., fire alarm)
|
’ 2 Missing Test Materials
’ 2 Multiple Answer Documents
’ 1 Late Return of Materials
’ \ 0 Failure to Administer Tests or Subtests

Source: DOE, Report of Test Security Activity for Nevada Public Schools, School Year 2009-2010.
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Background

The 2010 Statistical Abstract, compiled by the United States Census Bureau, U.S. Department
of Commerce, reports that in 2007 Nevada’s educational attainment through high school
(83.7 percent) approached the national average (84.5 percent). However, achievement of
postsecondary education has not kept pace with the national rate of 27.5 percent. Only
21.8 percent of Nevada’s population over the age of 25 had attained a bachelor’s degree,
making it the lowest among the western states.

Enrollment and Completion

The enrollment at the institutions of the Nevada System of Higher Education (NSHE) has
increased since 1990 from a headcount of just over 60,000 to nearly 114,000 in Fall 2009.
Although the number of high school graduates has increased by approximately 50 percent since
the beginning of the decade, the percentage of recent high school graduates enrolling in an
NSHE institution directly following high school has fluctuated between 45 percent and
50 percent each year throughout the same period. Further, based on statistics from the
Common Core of Data, National Center for Education Statistics, only 10 percent of a Nevada
class of 100 ninth graders is projected to complete an associate or baccalaureate degree within
the expected number of years of enrollment.

Governor Guinn Millennium Scholarship Participation

In 2004 and 2010, over 9,000 students qualified to receive the Governor Guinn Millennium
Scholarship, the highest number of eligible students by graduating class. The number of years
that a student may obtain scholarship funds varies by year of high school graduation. Students
may extend the years of scholarship activation, however, if they have been serving in the
U.S. Armed Forces or other public service or religious assignment, pursuant to the provisions
of Senate Bill 209 (Chapter 192, Statutes of Nevada 2009). The number of total scholars in
NSHE institutions peaked at just over 18,000 in Fall 2005.

Remedial Coursework
In Fall 2009, approximately 33 percent of recent Nevada high school graduates were enrolled

in one or more remedial courses at NSHE institutions. This number has declined from a high
in Fall 2004 and Fall 2005 of just over 40 percent.
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Tuition and Fees

Nevada public institutions of higher education rely more on tuition and fees and
State appropriations as means of financing operations than the other western states. The NSHE
institutions receive comparatively less funding from federal grants and contracts,
federal appropriations, gifts, endowments, and other operations than the western state average.
From Fiscal Year (FY) 1998 to FY 2003, fees for credit hours increased, on
average, 4 percent each year. Beginning in FY 2004 and ending in FY 2007, the fees grew
approximately 7 percent each year. For FYs 2008 and 2009, fees were raised nearly
11 percent each year.

Although fees for FY 2010 and FY 2011 were increased approximately 5 percent, a surcharge
was applied to registration fees. In FY 2010, the surcharge ranged from $3.00 per credit hour
at the community colleges to $6.50 per credit hour for university undergraduates. In FY 2011,
the surcharges were $6.25 per credit hour at the community colleges, $10.00 per credit hour at
the state college, and $14.00 per credit hour at the university undergraduate level.

General Fund Appropriations and Budget Reductions

In its 75th Session, the Nevada Legislature approved a General Fund operating budget for the
2009-2011 Biennium in excess of $6.5 billion. Appropriations to public education totaled
$3.6 billion or 55.2 percent of the budget; the share marked for NSHE was $1 billion or
15.3 percent of all General Fund appropriations. This amount does not include approximately
$184 million in funds from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009
(Public Law 111-5).

Nevada General Fund Appropriations
Legislature Approved 2009-2011 Biennium

Special Purposes

Commerce and Agencies, 0.2%

Industry, 1.3%

Public Safety, 8.5%
Finance and

Hum
an Administration, 1.5%

Services, 29.4%

Elected Officials, 3.0%
Infrastructure, 0.9%
Other Education, 0.3%

Education: K-12,
39.6%

Education: NSHE,
15.3%

Due to continued decline in General Fund revenues, during the 26th Special Session, the
Legislature reduced the FY 2010 appropriation to the NSHE by approximately $11.5 million
and the FY 2011 appropriation by approximately $34.5 million.
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Reduction to the Millennium Scholarship Trust Fund

The Governor Guinn Millennium Scholarship Program is appropriated 40 percent of Nevada’s
revenues received as a signatory to the tobacco Master Settlement Agreement (MSA), entered
into on November 23, 1998. In 2005, the Legislature supplemented the revenues from the
MSA with revenues from the Abandoned Property Trust Fund. Senate Bill 4 (Chapter 10,
Statutes of Nevada 2005, 22nd Special Session) requires that the first $7.6 million must be
transferred to the Millennium Scholarship Trust Fund created by Nevada Revised
Statutes 396.926. In addition, S.B. 4 provided an infusion of $35 million from the State
General Fund.

During the 25th Special Session, effective December 8, 2008, $5 million was transferred from
the Millennium Scholarship Trust Fund to the State General Fund. In addition, during the
26th Special Session in February 2010, Assembly Bill 3 (Chapter 3, Statutes of Nevada 2010,
26th Special Session) suspended the transfer of money from the Abandoned Property Trust
Account for FY 2009-2010 and FY 2010-2011 and another $5 million is to be transferred in
FY 2011 from the Millennium Scholarship Trust Fund to the State General Fund.

Nevada Universities and Colleges

College of Southern Nevada (CSN)

\ C)C Great Basin College (GBC)

Sierra Nevada College (SNC)

:

University of Nevada, Las Vegas (UNLV)

=

)

s
a—
o ‘! NE\mDﬁ d
. =2

University of Southern Nevada (USN)
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Measuring Up 2008 State Report Card: Preparation

Preparing Students for Education and Training Beyond High School
Nevada and Western States

Number of Scores Percentage of Percentage of
Percentage of in the Top 18- to 294_ 7th to 12th
8th Graders Scoring At or Above 20 Percentile Graders
“ P . . Year-Olds

Proficient” on National Nationally on With Taught by

Assessment of Educational SAT/ACT per 1,000 . Teachers

. High School . C

Progress High School Credential* With Major in
Graduates the Subject
Math Reading Writing

Arizona 26 24 23 94 83 63
California 24 21 25 151 86 72
Colorado 37 35 38 305 87 79
Idaho 34 32 29 190 89 69
Montana 38 39 33 228 87 76
Nevada 23 22 21 136 84 69
New Mexico 17 17 17 156 84 58
Oregon 35 34 33 175 87 78
Utah 32 30 31 201 91 77
Washington 36 34 35 172 88 70
Wyoming 36 33 34 227 91 70
Top States 41 39 46 265 95 83

*Credential numbers include high school diploma or alternative such as General Education Development (GED).
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172




Chapter 9

Measuring Up 2008 State Report Card: Participation

Opportunities to Enroll in Education and Training Beyond High School
Nevada and Western States

Young Adults Working-Age Adults
Percent f Percent f
girorcentage of | 16 1o 24ear |  25-to 49-Year-Old Residents
by Age 19* Olds Enroll$d in Enrolled Part-Time in
College Postsecondary Education

Arizona 30 38 15.1
California 36 35 7.2
Colorado 44 35 7.3
Idaho 36 31 5
Montana 46 32 4.5
Nevada 26 27 5
New Mexico 44 30 8.6
Oregon 34 33 5.7
Utah 36 34 8.9
Washington 33 29 6
Wyoming 43 35 6.1
Top States 57 44 8.9

*Measures the probability that a ninth grade student will finish high school within four years and go on to
college immediately after high school.

"Reports the percentage of age group who are currently enrolled in education and training programs beyond
high school, including both full-time and part-time enrollment.
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Measuring Up 2008 State Report Card: Affordability

Ability to Pay for Education and Training Beyond High School

Nevada and Western States

Percentage of Average Income
Needed to Pay for College Minus Strategies for Affordability*
Financial Aid Undergraduate
Student Average
State Grant Aid Annual Loan
. Public Targeted as Share of Income Amount
Cocmn]unlty Four-Year Percent of Poorest Need to !
ollege Institution Federal Pay for Tuition
Investment
Arizona 21 24 3 12 $5,074
California 25 28 56 5 $4,437
Colorado 23 30 41 17 $4,821
Idaho 20 24 5 18 $4,357
Montana 23 32 9 29 $4,611
Nevada 27 27 48 13 $4,573
New Mexico 19 21 20 14 $5,201
Oregon 30 36 24 27 $4,681
Utah 20 21 8 17 $5,070
Washington 25 31 108 23 $4,572
Wyoming 18 15 1 16 $4,181
Top States* 13 10 89 7 $2,619

*The Affordability category continues to benchmark state performance against the best performance in 1992.
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Measuring Up 2008 State Report Card: Completion

Student Progress Toward Completion of Education and
Training Beyond High School
Nevada and Western States

Percentage of
Persistenc_:e: First-Year Students EETEER e
Returning for Second Year Completion: Certificates, Degrees,
Baccalaureate Degree by Diplomas Awarded at All
First-Time Full-Time Institutions per
Community Four-Year Students Within Six Years | 100 Undergraduate Students
College Colleges and of College Entrance
9 Universities
Arizona 53 71 43 18
California 54 82 62 15
Colorado 47 66 53 18
Idaho 55 66 43 18
Montana 40 68 43 17
Nevada 61 66 38 11
New Mexico 50 69 42 14
Oregon 46 77 57 17
Utah 49 71 49 19
Washington 54 80 63 20
Wyoming 67 74 57 20
Top States 66 82 65 21

Measuring Up 2008

Completion
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Source: Measuring Up 2008: The National Report Card on Higher Education. State Report Cards. The
National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education.
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Measuring Up 2008 State Report Card: Benefits

Benefits to the State as a Result of a Workforce With
Education and Training Beyond High School
Nevada and Western States

Percentage of
Percentage of Increase in Total New Economy Index
Po lm?ir(lj(:lo,&CZd 26 Psgssz?t?:llnﬁgme Percentage of Measuring Extent of
P to 64 witgt]1 Percentg e of Residents Voting in Participation in
B Lao<s National Elections Knowledge-Based
accalaureate Population with Industries*
Degree or Higher Baccalaureate
Degree
Arizona 26 8 47 63
California 30 10 44 83
Colorado 36 9 56 78
Idaho 25 6 54 63
Montana 29 6 64 50
Nevada 21 5 44 59
New Mexico 26 8 56 54
Oregon 29 7 64 67
Utah 29 7 48 73
Washington 32 8 56 85
Wyoming 23 3 59 48
Top States 37 11 65 na
*Index created by the Kauffman Foundation; nationwide average score is 62.
Measuring Up 2008
Benefits
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Source: Measuring Up 2008: The National Report Card on Higher Education. State Report Cards.

The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education.
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Occupations Requiring Some Postsecondary Education

Projected Growth in Occupations Requiring
at Least Some Postsecondary Education
Western States

2004-2014
| 1
Oregon 16.4% i
: Western Interstate
New Mexico - A 18.4% ] Commission for Higher
! : Education (WICHE)
. 1 Average 24.9%
Washington 18.5% |
1
1
United States 20.1%,
i
Montana 21.4%
1
California 1—21-85’/0
1
1
Idaho wed 27.1%

Wyoming — 27.2%
1
Arizona # 32.1%
1
Colorado == 34.7%
1

Utah == 38.4%
1
Nevada == 49.3%

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Source: WICHE, Beyond Social Justice: The Threat of Inequality to Workforce Development in the Western
United States, July 2008.

Education is the fire-proofer of emotions.

Frank Crane
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Transition and Completion Rates

Transition and Completion Rates from Ninth Grade to College
Nevada and Western States

2006
Number Who Num_ber Who are Number W_ho_
For Every 100 Graduate from Number Who Syll Enrolled Graduate Within
Ninth Graders High School Enter College Their Sophomore 150 Pe;rcent
Year of Time
Arizona 100 67.8 30.4 19.5 13.8
California 100 65.8 36.7 25.5 20.1
Colorado 100 70.4 44.3 26.2 22
Idaho 100 78.7 36 22.7 14.4
Montana 100 79.3 46.1 28.8 18.4
Nevada 100 50.5 26.4 17.6 9.8
New Mexico 100 61.8 43.5 25.6 12.7
Oregon 100 71.2 33.7 22.7 15.6
Utah 100 78.9 37.2 22.6 17.7
Washington 100 68.6 33 23.8 17.3
Wyoming 100 74.6 43.2 30.8 25
Nation 100 68.8 42.3 28.4 19.6
Source: NCHEMS Information System, compiled from the Common Core of Data, National Center for

Education Statistics.
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I will not sleep through my education.

Bart Simpson
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Educational Attainment

Educational Attainment of All Population Over Age 25
Nevada and the U.S.
1970 to 2007

84.2% 84.5%

BE% 83.7%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census 1970 to 2000, 2007 estimate based on American
Community Survey.
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College Continuation Rates

Postsecondary Enrollment of Recent Nevada
High School Graduates in
Nevada and Western States
Fall 2008

Total = 9,916 enrolled in
postsecondary degree-granting
institutionsanywherein the U.S.

MT: 24 Students

OR: 121 Students
: 129 Students

WY: 15 Students

NV:
7,459 Students

CA:
475 Students

UT:

434 Students
CO: 126 Students

AZ: 327 Students
NM: 23 Students

Source: Postsecondary Education OPPORTUNITY, Residence and Migration for College Freshmen by State,
April 2010 (from U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System, Fall Enrollment Survey, Fall 2008).
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College Continuation Rates (continued)

Percent of Recent Nevada High School Graduates
Enrolled in NSHE Institutions: Degree-Seeking
100%
80% -
0, i
60% 33.00¢ 43.1% 38.2% 26,000
40% - 32.9% 070 3 .0%
’ 2 2 . ¥
20% -
0%
2000 2002 2004 2006 2008
School Year

Nevada Public High School Graduates Enrolled in NSHE Institutions
(Includes Degree-Seeking and Non-Degree-Seeking Students)

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Total Enrolled Total Enrolled Total Enrolled Total Enrolled Total Enrolled

Graduates | in NSHE | Graduates | in NSHE | Graduates | in NSHE | Graduates | in NSHE | Graduates | in NSHE

Total* 15,005 45.3% 15,551 50.2% 16,979 46.8% 17,762 44.8% 18,715 45.7%
gﬁ;son 426 | 57.7% 457 58% 431 | 60.6% 398 | 64.3% 446 | 56.7%
Churchill 236 47% 252 40.1% 259 38.6% 300 37.7% 302 35.8%
Clark 9,722 41.3% 10,226 47.5% 10,915 44.1% 11,317 41.7% 12,658 44.0%
Douglas 446 52.9% 406 55.7% 414 56.8% 411 54% 432 57.4%
Elko 496 46.4% 522 47.5% 491 41.8% 496 45.6% 550 38.2%
Eureka 16 50% 18 77.8% 16 81.3% 15 73.3% 12 66.7%
Humboldt 239 28.9% 175 43.4% 180 28.9% 175 36% 177 32.8%
Lander 66 40.9% 45 40% 71 39.4% 77 36.4% 82 31.7%
Lincoln 56 37.5% 49 36.7% 60 25% 52 17.3% 63 22.2%
Lyon 357 48.7% 363 48.5% 372 42.2% 400 45.3% 440 40.9%
Mineral 32 28.1% 34 35.3% 23 34.8% 29 51.7% 23 65.2%
Nye 209 29.7% 194 37.6% 244 29.9% 235 28.5% 246 27.6%
Pershing 57 33.3% 43 53.5% 46 32.6% 39 35.9% 50 42.0%
Storey 17 64.7% 21 71.4% 29 58.6% 33 24.2% 33 57.6%
Washoe 2,560 60% 2,628 62.5% 2,702 60.2% 2,793 59.5% 2,983 56.4%
\Fl’\::]lge 70 31.4% 96 31.3% 90 21.1% 93 25.8% 99 33.3%

Source: “NSHE Capture Rate of Recent Nevada High School Graduates,” Nevada System of Higher Education,
Office of Academic and Student Affairs.

Note: Nevada high school graduates enrolled at a NSHE institution are students who graduated from high school

within 12 months preceding their enrollment at the NSHE for the year indicated. Data are based on the enrollment of
graduates without regard to their status as degree-seeking or non-degree-seeking students.
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NSHE Enrollment

NSHE Historical Fall Headcount and Average Annual FTE Enrollment

NSHE Fall Enroliment and Average Annual FTE
1991-2010
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Source: Nevada System of Higher Education, Office of Academic and Student Affairs, Annual Average
Full-time Equivalent Enrollment, 1986-1987 through 2009-2010 (http://system.nevada.edu/Chancellor/Academic-
A1l/Under-Deve/index.htm).

; He who opens a school door, closes a prison.

Victor Hugo
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NSHE Remediation Rates

Recent Nevada High School Graduates Enrolled in Remedial Classes as a

Chapter 9

Percentage of All Recent Nevada High School Graduates Enrolled in the NSHE

2000-2009

UNLV UNR NSC CSN GBC TMCC WNC I\glt-lallz

Enrolled 2,517 1,708 103 2,954 299 1,013 552 9,029

o009 | In Remediation 416 541 75 731 194 697 299 2,943
Percentage 16.5% 3L.7% 72.8% 24.7% 64.9% 68.8% 54.2% | 32.6%
Enrolled 2,422 1,806 135 2,835 282 965 444 8,707

2008 |_In Remediation 174 613 71 1,002 179 643 255 2,917
Percentage 7.2% 33.9% 52.6% 35.3% 63.5% 66.6% 574% | 33.5%
Enrolled 1,999 1,802 141 2,319 257 960 489 7,781

2007 | In Remediation 118 652 77 888 153 637 275 2,779
Percentage 5.9% 36.2% 54.6% 38.3% 59.5% 66.4% 56.2% 36%
Enrolled 1,863 1,763 241 2,526 190 947 412 7,702

2006 | In Remediation 157 578 122 980 109 635 208 2,773
Percentage 8.4% 32.8% 50.6% 38.8% 57.4% 67.1% 50.5% 36%
Enrolled 2,180 1,891 90 2,361 232 928 429 8,111

2005 | In Remediation 822 572 36 882 135 616 206 3,269
Percentage 37.7% 30.2% 40% 37.4% 58.2% 66.4% 48% 40%
Enrolled 2,255 1,693 75 1,636 174 901 354 7,088

2004 | In Remediation 1,018 467 27 568 108 524 159 2,871
Percentage 45.1% 27.6% 36% 34.7% 62.1% 58.2% 44.9% 41%
Enrolled 2,072 1,742 54 1,922 162 855 340 7,147

2003 | In Remediation 857 474 18 676 91 498 137 2,751
Percentage 41% 27% 33% 35% 56% 58% 40% 39%
Enrolled 1,582 1,752 51 2,161 118 772 289 6,725

2002 | In Remediation 684 487 29 699 81 460 142 2,582
Percentage 43% 28% 57% 32% 69% 60% 49% 38%
Enrolled 1,634 1,688 1,733 147 690 284 6,176

2001 | In Remediation 644 501 524 95 375 91 2,230
Percentage 39% 30% 30% 65% 54% 32% 36%
Enrolled 1,804 1,565 1,759 165 532 346 6,171

2000 | In Remediation 605 380 464 63 288 93 1,893
Percentage 34% 24% 26% 38% 54% 27% 31%

Source: Nevada System of Higher Education (NSHE), Summer and Fall 2008, Remedial/Developmental Report,
various years.
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NSHE Remediation Rates (continued)

Recent Nevada High School Graduates Enrolled in Remedial Courses

at the NSHE
1999-2009
45%
0,
40.3% 40.5%
40% 38.4% ? 2
36.1% » ? 36.0% .
R 38.5% N 35.7%
35% - 2 33.5%
2
30.6% - 6—’;/
30% - # 27

5 26.1%
25% -

20%

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Recent Nevada High School Graduates Enrolled in Remedial Courses as a
Percentage of the Total Number of Students Enrolled in Remediation

2009
UNLV UNR NSC CSN GBC TMCC WNC NEllE
Total

All students in
remedial 1,639 956 334 6,418 873 3,537 1,296 15,053
Recent Nevada
high school
graduates in 416 541 75 731 194 697 299 2,943
remedial
Recent Nevada
high school
graduates as 25.4% 56.6% 22.5% 11.4% 22.2% 19.7% 23.1% 19.6%
percentage of
total in remedial

Source: NSHE, Nevada System of Higher Education (NSHE), Summer and Fall 2008, Remedial/Developmental
Report, January 2010.
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Governor Guinn Millennium Scholarship Program

Millennium Scholarship Trust Fund
Tobacco Master Settlement Agreement Revenues

Interest and FY Ending Fund Balances
FY Tobacco Revenue Interest Revenue FY Ending Fund Balance ‘
2000 $17,166,864 $ 378,143 $17,426,528
2001 15,295,247 1,066,940 26,612,643
2002 17,755,833 875,464 31,082,831
2003 17,800,485 589,112 28,722,905
2004 15,231,231 312,194 17,461,914
2005 15,459,270 100,649 38,044,642
2006 14,106,876 894,676 31,634,416
2007 14,778,081 888,473 29,141,940
2008 18,196,213 854,187 29,770,881
2009 19,799,800 417,891 18,753,461
2010 16,586,869 71,062 12,193,881**

Source: Office of the State Treasurer, October 2010.

Projected Obligations of the Millennium Scholarship Trust Fund

Ending Fund Balance $485,139

FY 2010-2011  -Scholarship Payments=$24,313,742
* Administration Costs*=$11,500

Ending Fund Balance $12,193,881**

FY 2009-2010  .scholarship Payments=$25,506,259
» Administration Costs*=$11,251

Ending Fund Balance $18,753,461

FY 2008-2009 +Scholarship Payments=$25,847,622
* Administration Costs*=$390,208

*Beginning in FY 2012, all administrative costs will be paid by the Nevada College Savings Program’s
Endowment Account.

**The FY 2010 Ending Fund Balance includes $2.3 million which was transferred from the Nevada College
Savings Program’s Endowment Account. In July 2010, the Endowment Account was approved by the
Interim Finance Committee to transfer $4,206,183 to the Millennium Scholarship Trust Fund. In FY 2010,
$2.3 million was transferred and in FY 2011 the balance of $1,906,183 will be transferred from the
Endowment Account to the Millennium Scholarship Trust Fund. The FY 2011 Ending Fund Balance also
includes a projection of $100,000 collected for the Kenny Guinn Memorial Millennium Scholarship Fund.

Source: Office of the State Treasurer, October 2010.
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Governor Guinn Millennium Scholarship Program (continued)

Nevada Millennium Scholarship Program: Eligibility and Utilization
Term Year 2000 to 2010 Cumulative

Term Number .of. Students Number_(_)f.Students Percentage Utilizing
Year* Eligible Utilizing*
2000 7,361 5,657 76.80
2001 7,909 6,025 76.10
2002 8,204 6,221 75.80
2003 8,702 6,553 75.30
2004 9,086 6,622 72.90
2005 8,630 6,133 71.10
2006 8,753 6,123 69.90
2007 8,171 5,581 68.30
2008 8,785 5,765 65.60
2009 8,455 5,198 61.50
2010** 9,079 180 1.98

*Eligible students may obtain scholarship funds for a number of years after graduation that is fixed by
statute. The number of students utilizing the program in a given year may have graduated earlier than the
previous spring.

**The complete 2010 Fall Semester numbers of students will not be available until December 2010, when
the semester ends; 5,734 students or 63 percent of those eligible have acknowledged their award from the

2010 graduating class as of October 2010.

Source: Office of the State Treasurer, October 2010.

The only thing more expensive than education is ignorance.

Benjamin Franklin
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Governor Guinn Millennium Scholarship Program (continued)

Students Eligible for the Millennium Scholarship by County:

Regular High School Programs
gﬁ;son 288 247 242 206 174 174 197 189
Churchill 145 131 110 137 112 111 80 79
Clark 5,324 5,777 5,573 5,690 5,450 6,002 5,739 6,281
Douglas 229 236 216 218 173 189 163 182
Elko 267 259 276 250 196 191 211 195
Eureka 11 10 8 8 7 5 6 13
Humboldt 99 97 69 78 42 76 54 57
Lander 44 48 27 48 23 31 32 42
Lincoln 37 40 36 48 37 40 25 31
Lyon 177 203 173 172 147 162 143 155
Mineral 21 9 14 6 11 9 7 4
Nye 116 111 102 127 100 81 89 98
Pershing 15 29 22 23 14 28 20 17
Storey 10 12 10 15 6 15 10 20
Washoe 1,774 1,766 1,640 1,633 1,613 1,578 1,607 1,688
\F',\:L‘ge 80 46 54 43 32 35 28 21
Total 8,637 9,021 8,572 8,702 8,137 8,727 8,411 9,072

Students Eligible for the Millennium Scholarship:
Nonstandard High School Programs

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Homeschool

Non-Nevada High School

Source: Office of the State Treasurer, October 2010.
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Governor Guinn Millennium Scholarship Program (continued)

Nevada Millennium Scholarship Program
Fall 2002 to Fall 2009

Total Scholars by Institution

CSN GBC | TMCC WNC NSC | UNLV UNR SNC | USN | Total
2002 Number 2,558 197 894 328 31 3,848 3,861 17 nja | 11,734
Av.GPA 2.93 2.89 2.92 3.05 2.54 2.85 3.00 3.13 n/a
2003 Number 3,154 259 1,241 434 56 5300 | 4,987 22 n/a | 15,453
Av.GPA 2.94 2.79 2.95 3.13 2.78 2.92 3.01 3.31 n/a
2004 Number 3,379 293 1,467 493 128 6,201 5,493 22 nla | 17,476
Av.GPA 2.96 2.96 2.96 3.03 3.02 2.97 3.04 2.71 nia
2005 Number 3,297 322 1,550 495 190 6,486 5,775 32 nfa | 18,147
Av.GPA 3.02 2.92 3.05 3.08 2.88 2.99 3.05 3.18 nia
2006 Number 3,022 298 1,369 466 270 6,095 [ 5,596 16 nfa | 17,132
Av.GPA 3.00 2.92 3.05 3.14 2.99 3.02 3.10 3.51 nia
2007 Number 2,981 269 1,317 459 242 6,043 5,475 25 nfa | 16,811
Av.GPA 3.09 3.12 3.13 3.22 3.21 3.05 3.12 3.34 nia
2008 Number 2,913 286 1,235 446 248 6,226 5,373 22 nfa | 16,749
Av.GPA 3.11 3.11 3.13 3.18 3.24 3.06 3.18 3.57 nla
2009 Number 2,958 286 1,137 430 278 6,120 [ 5,159 19 2 | 16,389
Av. GPA 3.13 3.05 3.21 3.27 3.23 3.11 3.22 3.53 | 4.00

Scholars Maintaining Eligibility by Institution

2002 Number | 2,125 168 729 275 23 3,062 | 3,361 15 n/a 9,758
Percent 83% | 85% 82% 84% | 74% 80% 87% 88% n/a 83%
2003 Number | 2428 207 947 364 39 4,021 | 4,068 19 n/a 12,093
Percent 7% | 80% 76% 84% | 70% 76% 82% 86% n/a 79%
2004 Number | 2,572 243 1,103 385 97 4555 | 4,421 18 n/a 13,394
Percent 76% | 83% 75% 8% | 76% 73% 80% 82% n/a 78%
2005 Number | 2,478 247 1,180 301 129 4951 | 4,628 29 n/a 14,033
Percent 75% 7% 76% 79% | 68% 76% 80% 91% n/a 78%
2006 Number | 2,091 206 963 342 192 4317 | 4,274 16 n/a 12,401
Percent 69% | 69% 70% 3% | 71% 71% 76% | 100% n/a 75%
. Number | 2,065 193 944 374 182 4,408 | 4,175 22 n/a 12,363
Percent 69% | 72% 2% 81% | 75% 73% 76% 88% n/a 76%
2008 Number | 2,044 207 931 346 193 4524 | 4,282 21 n/a 12,548
Percent 0% | 72% 75% 8% | 78% 73% 80% 95% n/a 78%
2009 Number | 2,127 207 828 330 210 4585 | 4,123 19 2 12,431
Percent 2% | 72% 73% 7% | 76% 75% 80% | 100% | 100% 81%

Source: Office of the State Treasurer, October 2010.
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Tuition and Fees

Tuition as a Percentage of Public Higher Education Total Revenue
Western States
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Source: State Higher Education Executive Officers, State Higher Education Finance, FY 2009.

‘ To arrive at the simplest truth requires years of contemplation.

Isaac Newton
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Tuition and Fees (continued)

Resident Undergraduate Tuition and Fees at Selected Public Four-Year Institutions
Nevada and Western States
2009-2010 and 1999-2000

2009-2010 1999-2000 Pecrﬁg[‘]gage
Arizona
State Universities $6,798 $2,259 200.9%
California
California State University $4.893 $1.830 167.3%
System
Colorado
State Universities $7,125 $3,086 130.9%
Idaho
State Universities $4,921 $2,343 110.0%
Montana
State Universities $5,667 $2,966 91.1%
Nevada
University of Nevada $4,939 $2,145 130.3%
New Mexico
State Universities $4,998 $2,466 102.7%
Oregon
State Universities $6,973 $3,616 92.8%
Utah
State Universities $5,287 $2,552 107.2%
Washington
State Universities $8,091 $3,584 125.8%
Wyoming
University of Wyoming $3,726 $2,416 54.2%
Simple Average
All Institutions — Vg'tgt"é'i $5,828 $2,811 111.1%

Source: Tuition & Fees In Public Higher Education in the West: 2009-2010 Detailed Tuition & Fees Tables,
Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education, November 2009.
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Tuition and Fees (continued)

Historical Fee Charges per Semester for
Undergraduate Resident Students

Chapter 9

Annual Annual . Annual
FY | Universities | Percentage Stlf‘te Percentage ComITnunlty Percentage
Increase SellEyE Increase SOl Increase
2011 $142.75 5.0 $103.25 51 $63.00 5.0
2010 136.00 5.0 98.25 51 60.00 4.8
2009 129.50 10.9 93.50 9.0 57.25 4.6
2008 116.75 10.9 85.75 8.5 54.75 4.3
2007 105.25 7.4 79.00 6.0 52.50 35
2006 98.00 7.7 74.50 6.4 50.75 3.6
2005 91.00 7.1 70.00 6.1 49.00 3.7
2004 85.00 7.6 66.00 6.5 47.25 3.8
2003 79.00 3.3 62.00 3.3 45.50 3.4
2002 76.50 3.4 60.00 44.00 3.5
2001 74.00 3.5 42.50 3.7
2000 71.50 3.6 41.00 3.8
1999 69.00 3.8 39.50 2.6
1998 66.50 3.9 38.50 4.1
Source: Fiscal Analysis Division, Legislative Counsel Bureau, Nevada Legislative Appropriations Report,

various years.

" I had just received my degree in Calcium Anthropology. . .
y & -
b the study of milkmen.
Steven Wright
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Tuition and Fees (continued)

Nonresident Undergraduate Tuition and Fees at Selected Public Four-Year Institutions
Nevada and Western States
2009-2010 and 1999-2000

2009-2010 1999-2000 Peéﬁ;ﬂ;age
Arizona
State Universities $19,796 $9,204 115.1%
California
California State University $16,053 $9.210 24.3%
System
Colorado
State Universities $25,213 $13,319 89.3%
Idaho
State Universities $14,550 $8,383 73.6%
Montana
State Universities $17,664 $8,396 110.4%
Nevada
University of Nevada $17,279 $8,492 103.5%
New Mexico
State Universities $16,202 $8,669 86.9%
Oregon
State Universities $21,522 $12,424 73.2%
Utah
State Universities $15,969 $7,749 106.1%
Washington
State Universities $21,966 $11,297 94.4%
Wyoming
University of Wyoming $11,646 $7,684 51.6%
Simple Average
All Institutions - Vg'tgfe"é $16,046 $8,931 79.0%

Source: Tuition & Fees In Public Higher Education in the West: 2009-2010 Detailed Tuition & Fees Tables,
Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education, November 2009.
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Tuition and Fees (continued)

Out-of-State Tuition as a Percent of In-State Tuition:
Flagship Public Universities
Nevada and Western States
FY 2009-2010

WA: 317%

MT: 333%
Rank: 9

OR: 319%
Rank: 13

I1D: 304%
Rank: 18

WY: 315%
Rank: 16

NV: 352%
Rank: 6

UT: 316%
Rank: 15

CO: 355%
Rank: 5

CA: 365%
Rank: 4

AZ: 325%
Rank: 11

NM: 338%
Rank 7

Source: State Policy Reports, Volume 27, Issue 22, 2009.
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Tuition and Fees (continued)

Undergraduate Resident Fees
Nevada and WICHE States
Two-Year Institutions

Higher Education Resident Tuition/Fees
Public Two-Year Institutions
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Source for Nevada and WICHE: WICHE Tuition and Fees in Public Higher Education in the
West, 2009-2010.

Source for U.S. Average: The College Board, Trends in College Pricing, 2009.
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Student Financial Aid

Total Student Financial Aid Awarded by State
Nevada and Western States

Chapter 9

2008-2009
Né?g;}?isigd Nonél\rlzr??'—o\?gsed Non-Grant Aid Total
Arizona $20,625,000 $208,000 $2,700,000 $23,533,000
California $875,794,000 - $18,557,000 $894,351,000
Colorado $78,142,000 $10,218,000 $18,061,000 $106,421,000
Idaho $2,741,000 $5,477,000 $194,000 $8,411,000
Montana $5,138,000 $729,000 $743,000 $6,610,000
Nevada $17,775,000 $25,662,000 $19,598,000 $63,034,000
New Mexico $23,733,000 $53,594,000 $11,317,000 $88,644,000
Oregon $68,836,000 $45,000 $47,522,000 $116,403,000
Utah $7,416,000 $3,235,000 $52,459,000 $63,109,000
Washington $219,014,000 $3,725,000 $34,106,000 $256,844,000
Wyoming $163,000 - - $163,000

Source: National Association of State Student Grant and Aid Programs, 40th Annual Survey Report on State
Sponsored Student Financial Aid, 2008-2009 Academic Year.

-~

A4 =
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You can't learn in school what the world is going to do next year.

Henry Ford
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Funding

Budget Shortfalls

According to an article in The Chronicle of Higher Education, “State Cuts Are Pushing Public

Colleges Into Peril,” “. .

. In no state do prospects look bleaker for public higher education

than in Nevada, where fiscal, demographic, and academic challenges all rank among the

toughest in the nation.”

According to the article, Nevada’s projected budget gap for next year is the country’s largest,
measured by proportion of general fund budget, a shortfall expected to equal nearly 60 percent

of Nevada’s total budget.

Tough Combination:
Rapid Growth, Weak Budgets

The states projected to have the fastest growth
in traditional college-age residents are also
among those facing the most challenging fiscal
environments.

States with greatest projected growth in high school

Imminent Tur moil
for Some States

Forty-three states are projecting budget shortfalls for
the next fiscal year, which beginsin July for most
states. And those that have relied heavily on federal
stimulus dollars to bolster their higher education
budgets will face added stress when that pot of
money dries up after 2011.

States That Have Cut
Higher Education the M ost

Biggest reductionsin state spending on higher
education, by percentage, from 2008 to 2010

graduates, 2010-20 Alabama 20.1%
States pr ojecting the largest shortfalls for 2011, by e
percentage of general fund budget

Nevada 26% M assachusetts -19.9%
) Nevada 59.8%

Arizona 24% ’ South Dakota -16.8%
Ilinois 34.3%

Utah 19% New M exico -15.6%
New Jer sey 34.0%

States with the largest shortfalls for 2010, by Maine 31.4% South Carolina -15.2%

proportion of general fund budget '

Ver mont 30.2% Florida -10.9%
California 56.5%
States that have relied most heavily on federal stimulus Arizona -9.7%
Arizona 52.2% dollarsfor higher education, by percentage of spending
on higher education paid for with stimulus funds during Virginia -9.7%
2009 and 2010 combined
Nevada 50.3%
Utah -8.2%
Colorado 18.1%
States with the biggest per centage dropsin general West Virdini 7 9%
) ] irginia -7.9%
fund spending, 2008-10 M assachusetts 11.9% g
Utah -24.3% Arizona 10.6%
Florida -23.5% Montana 8.9%
Alaska -20.6% California 7.8%
Source:  The Chronicle of Higher Education, “State Cuts Are Pushing Public Colleges Into Peril,” Sara Hebel,

March 14, 2010.
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Funding (continued)

Educational Appropriations Per Full-Time Equivalent Student
Public Higher Education
Nevada and Western States

FY 2004 and FY 2009
Five-Year
State FY 2004 FY 2009 Percentage Change

Arizona $6,240 $7,301 17.0
California $6,859 $6,899 0.6
Colorado $3,087 $3,929 27.3
Idaho $8,567 $9,255 8.0
Montana $3,798 $4,465 17.6
Nevada $9,012 $8,781 -2.6
New Mexico $9,210 $8,359 -9.2
Oregon $5,107 $5,020 -1.7
Utah $5,448 $6,103 12.0
Washington $6,053 $6,483 7.1
Wyoming $11,668 $15,391 31.9
U.S. $6,661 $6,928 4.0

Higher Education Appropriation per FTE
Index to National Average
FY 2008-2009

Arizona
California
Colorado
Idaho
Montana
Nevada
New Mexico
Oregon
Utah

Washington

Wyoming

Index Score: U.S. average equals 1.0

Source: State Higher Education Executive Officers, State Higher Education Finance, FY 2009.

197



Chapter 9

Funding (continued)

State Tax Fund Appropriations* for Higher Education per $1,000 of Personal Income
Nevada and U.S. Average

State and Local Government Support for Higher Education Operating
Expenses Per $1,000 of Personal Income
$10
. $8.40
. '\$:-53 $7.50 $7.72 $7.40
+
$7 - I
. \ /
$5 - $6.09 — > @ $6.16
$4 - $4.97 $5.15 $5.32
$3 -
$2 -
$1 -
$0
1991 1994 1999 2003 2008
=—o==Nevada == National

*Data include appropriations, not expenditures; appropriations are for operating expenses.

Source: “State and Local Support for Higher Education Operating Expenses Per $1,000 of Personal Income,”
NCHEMS Information Center for Higher Education Policymaking and Analysis, various years
(http://www.higheredinfo.org/dbrowser/index.php?measure =49).

’ . It is a miracle that curiosity survives formal education.

Albert Einstein
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Expenditures

Expenditures for Higher Education as a Percent of
All Government Expenditures

16%
15%
14%
13%
12%
11%
10%
9%
8%
7%
6%

0%
15.4%¢

12.1%¢«
11 Eok
11.3%¢%
10.3%%
8.9%¢
9.0%%

8.0%4

2004-2005 =2006-2007

Source: State Rankings 2010: A Statistical View of America, CQ Press’s State Fact Find Series.

One can always tell it’s summer when one sees school teachers
hanging about the streets idly, looking like cannibals during a
shortage of missionaries.

Robertson Davies
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Chapter 10
Other Education Programs

[ S

Background

This chapter contains data concerning several miscellaneous education programs in Nevada,
as follows:

School Safety

Special Education

Early Childhood
Education (ECE)

Adult and
Alternative
Education

For each program, a background section is provided, which explains how the programs are
implemented in the State of Nevada.

The mediocre teacher tells. The good teacher explains.
The superior teacher demonstrates. The great teacher inspires.

William Arthur Ward
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School Safety—Background

School Safety in Nevada—Background

The Nevada Legislature approved bills addressing safe schools in 2001, 2005, and 2009.

The 2001 Legislature enacted Assembly Bill 459 (Chapter 400, Statutes of Nevada)
prohibiting harassment and intimidation in public schools and requiring each school district
to include information about this prohibition in the school rules, which are to be provided
to all pupils.

The 2005 Legislature enacted A.B. 202 (Chapter 217, Statutes of Nevada), which requires
the Department of Education (DOE) to adopt a policy for safe and respectful learning
environments, including relevant training for school personnel. The measure further
requires each school district board of trustees to adopt a policy in conformance with the
Department policy, which was effective beginning with School Year (SY) 2006-2007.
The districts must report policy violations resulting in personnel actions or pupil
suspensions or expulsions to the Superintendent of Public Instruction, who must submit a
compilation of these reports to Nevada’s Attorney General on or before October 1 of
each year.

The 2009 Legislature enacted Senate Bill 163 (Chapter 188, Statutes of Nevada), which
revises the provisions governing safe and respectful learning environments for all school
districts and public schools to include a prohibition on bullying and cyber-bullying.
Bullying is defined as a willful act that exposes a pupil repeatedly to negative actions that
are highly offensive and intended to cause harm or emotional distress. Cyber-bullying is
defined as bullying through the use of electronic communication. In addition, this measure
requires the Council to Establish Academic Standards for Public Schools to include a
policy in the academic standards for courses in computer education and technology for the
ethical, safe, and secure use of computers and other electronic devices.

The bills are codified in Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) 388.121 through 388.139.

3 My education was interrupted only by my schooling.

- Winston Churchill
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School Safety

Percentage of High School Students
Who Felt Too Unsafe to Go to School
National Percentage: 5.5% (2007)
5.0% (2009)
10%
9%
8%
7%
6%
S
5% 3
4%
3%
2%
1%
0%
Arizona Colorado Idaho Montana Nevada New Mexico Utah Wyoming
42006-2007 ®=2008-2009
Percentage of High School Students Who Engaged in a

Physical Fight on School Property

National Percentage: 12.4% (2007)

11.1% (2009)
18%
16%
14%
12%
10%
8%
6%
4%
2%
0%

Arizona Colorado Idaho Montana Nevada New Mexico Utah Wyoming
2006-2007 =2008-2009

Source: United States Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention,
Youth Online: High School Youth Risk Behavior Survey, 2009.

Note: California, Oregon, and Washington did not report. The State of Colorado reported only for
SY 2008-2009.
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School Safety (continued)

Percentage of High School Students Who Carried a Weapon on
School Property
National Percentage: 5.9% (2007)
5.6% (2009)
14%
12% -
10% 3
—
-
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©r
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6% | [S] B E
N~
4% s
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0%
Arizona Colorado Idaho Montana Nevada New Mexico Utah Wyoming
“2006-2007 ®=2008-2009
Percentage of High School Students Who Were Threatened or Injured With a
Weapon on School Property
National Percentage: 7.8% (2007)
7.7% (2009)
14%
12%
10%
8%
6%
4%
2%
0%
Arizona Colorado Idaho Montana Nevada New Mexico Utah Wyoming
2006-2007 ®2008-2009

Source: United States Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention, Youth Online: High School Youth Risk Behavior Survey, 2009.

Note: California, Oregon, and Washington did not report. The States of Colorado and New Mexico
reported certain data only for one school year.
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School Safety (continued)

Percentage of High School Students
Who Have Attempted Suicide

National Percentage: 6.9% (2007)

6.3% (2009)
16%
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Percentage of High School Students
Who Were Obese or Overweight
National Percentage: 28.8% (2007)
27.8% (2009)
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Source: United States Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention, Youth Online: High School Youth Risk Behavior Survey, 2009.

Note: California, Oregon, and Washington did not report. The State of Colorado reported only for
SY 2008-2009.

205



Chapter 10

Special Education—Background

Special education services are provided directly to students by local school districts and are
funded from federal grants, State appropriations, and local dollars. All special education
services are delivered in accordance with an Individual Education Plan (IEP) developed for
each special needs student as required by federal law. Among other things, the IEP contains
goals and objectives for student achievement, placement information, and a description of the
supportive services necessary for a student to benefit from special education.

The DOE oversees special education programs provided by school districts. State authority,
responsibilities, services, and direction to local districts are outlined in Chapter 395 of NRS,
“Education of Persons With Disabilities,” and in Chapter 395 of the Nevada Administrative
Code “Education of Persons With Disabilities.” Both DOE and local school districts are
bound by federal legislation and regulations governing the provision of services to students
with special educational needs.

Until Fiscal Year (FY) 2004-2005, the special education student population in Nevada grew at
an annual rate of 5 percent or more. From FY 1997-1998 to FY 2003-2004 the special
education student population increased at a faster rate than the growth in the general student
population. Beginning in FY 2004-2005, the special education student population growth rate
started to decrease. Since FY 2006-2007, the annual growth rate has been less than 1 percent.
In FY 2007-2008, special needs students comprised about 9.5 percent of the total school
population (ages 6 through 17); this figure is lower than the nationwide average of
11.3 percent for special needs students.

According to In$ite, Nevada’s education financial accountability system, in SY 2008-2009,
the average expenditure statewide for educating a special education student in Nevada was
$18,411 per year, which includes the expenses for general education classes ($6,721) and
special education programs ($11,690). For SY 2008-2009, the total cost to educate students
with disabilities (including general education costs) in Nevada was $885.90 million paid from a
combination of federal, State, and local dollars.

In Nevada, the Legislature funds a certain number of “units” for special education allocated to
school districts each year. A unit is defined as the salary and benefits for one special education
teacher. The unit funding can only be used to support special education teacher salaries and
benefits. For each fiscal year of the 2009-2011 Biennium, the Legislature funded 3,049 units
at $39,768 per unit for a total of $121.3 million in each year.

The amount allocated for each unit falls short of the actual costs of salaries and benefits for
special education teachers, who normally have more education and experience than other
teachers. This shortfall requires school districts to use money from the local general fund to
pay the difference between the amount funded by the State and the actual cost of providing
special education services. Some money is available from federal sources and grants, but it
has historically been very small.
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Public School Expenditures for Special Education:
InSite Financial Analysis System
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|Nevada School Districts & Charter Schools

Incremental Programs
Yo-To-Total
Accountability Reporting
200872009 School Year

0.5%
Special
Edhscztion
14.6%

200772008 School Year

#12 Expenditures by Six {Prior Year)
Programs (Four Functions) Corcer &
General Education and WL e Tech

'\ 11%

Prograims

0.2%

Genersl
Educstion
BOLE%
Program Incremental Tatal
Program Enrollment’ Amount S Per Pupil® | § Per Pupif | %-To-Total

General Education 421,356.000 $2,832,019,853) 56,721 56,721 79.5%
Spedial Education 48,118.00]  $562,500,799 511,690 $18,411 15.8%
LEFP { ELL BB,328.00)  $22,43T426 $328 $7,050 0.6%
Title 1 BD 466,60 $105,020,243 $1,305 S5,026 2.9%
Career & Tech §1,005.00] 534,096,540 $559 $7,280 1.0%
Other Programs® MNiA $7,286,639 NI, MiA 0.2%
Total 421,360 $3.563,351,491 NI, S5 457 100.0%
2008-NV-15-12 (A) InSite, L. 5. Patent Mo. 5881, 741

1 Students are counted as 1.0 in multiple programs. Therefore, the total of programmatic enrcliments
s greater than "Total District” enmollment. Kindergarten and pre-school students are counted as 0.6 for
enrcliment because they attend school for only part of the day.

2 "Other Programs"® dees not include a per pupd expenditure because these programs benefit various
student populations with a wariety of needs, and a per pupil calculation would not be comparable.

2 The per pupil programmatic expenditure amounts in the "Incremental § Per Pupil” column represent
only the incremental program expenditures. The "Total § Per Pupil” column represents the total per
pupd expenditures for the designated pregram (the General Education base per pupil amount in bold
plus the mcremental per pupd amount for each program ).

Source: http://edmin.com
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Special Education—Percentage Served

Children (Ages 6 through 17) Served Under the Individuals With Disabilities Education
Act (IDEA) as a Percentage of Public School Enrollment
Comparison of Western States
SY 2007-2008

National: 11.3%

OR: 11.3%

CO: 8.8%
CA: 9.2%
AZ: 10.3% .

Higher Percentage Than Nevada

Lower Percentage Than Nevada

Source: Education State Rankings 2009-2010, CQ Press, 2010.
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Special Education—Enrollment

Nevada Public Schools: Total K-12 Enrollment vs.
Special Education Enrollment, 1996-2010
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Nevada Public Schools: Percentage Increase in Total Enrollment vs.
Special Education Enrollment, 1996-2010
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Total Enrollment Percentage Increase @~ Special Education Percentage Increase

Source: DOE, Research Bulletins, various years.
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Special Education—Enrollment (continued)

Total Enrollment

Special Education

Special Education

SENoel R Vet el ment Percent Increase Enroliment Percent Increase
1990-1991 201,316 7.75% 18,065 9.8%
1991-1992 211,810 5.21% 19,957 10.47%
1992-1993 222,846 5.21% 22,402 12.25%
1993-1994 235,800 5.81% 24,624 9.92%
1994-1995 250,747 6.34% 26,345 6.99%
1995-1996 265,041 5.7% 28,174 6.94%
1996-1997 282,131 6.45% 29,946 6.29%
1997-1998 296,621 5.14% 31,726 5.94%
1998-1999 311,063 4.87% 33,294 4.94%
1999-2000 325,610 4.68% 35,847 7.67%
2000-2001 340,706 4.64% 38,165 6.47%
2001-2002 356,814 4.73% 40,196 5.32%
2002-2003 369,498 3.55% 42,532 5.81%
2003-2004 385,414 4.31% 45,201 6.28%
2004-2005 401,211 4.1% 47,015 4.01%
2005-2006 413,252 3% 47,794 1.66%
2006-2007 426,436 3.19% 48,230 0.91%
2007-2008 433,885 1.75% 48,332 0.21%
2008-2009 437,433 0.82% 48,328 -0.01%
2009-2010 436,368 -0.24% 48,115 -0.44%
Source: DOE, Research Bulletins, various years.
% Education is not received. It is achieved.
Anonymous
.
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Special Education—Out-of-District Placements
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Special Education: Out-of-District Placements

Chapter 395 of Nevada Revised Statutes

40 $2,500,000
35 + ¢
30 1 + $2,000,000
?25 | ? T $1,500,000 5
820 | ;
%15 1 J | | s1.0000002
%10 | | I H I | + $500,000 8
fii
0 e e T e e 1$—$—f‘§»1?——$0
1994-  1996-  1998-  2000-  2002-  2004-  2006-  2008-
1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009
= Students Served # Costs
Fiscal Year Students Served Costs
1994-1995 31 $2,345,885
1995-1996 36 $1,618,531
1996-1997 28 $814,228
1997-1998 21 $737,137
1998-1999 13 $494,989
1999-2000 15 $418,257
2000-2001 11 $325,560
2001-2002 12 $379,582
2002-2003 9 $310,000
2003-2004 7 $239,000
2004-2005 7 $372,246
2005-2006 6 $339,489
2006-2007 2 $148,046
2007-2008 1 $30,000
2008-2009 0 $0
2009-2010 0 $0

Source: DOE, October 2010.
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Special Education—Students Exiting the Program

Exiting Special Education Students
Percentage of Regular Diplomas Awarded vs. Adjusted Diplomas
2000-2001 to 2008-2009
100%
80%
60%
40% 2 3 : 2
o | ——————— | g
0% : :
2000-2001  2001-2002  2002-2003  2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006  2006-2007  2007-2008  2008-2009
== Regular Education Diploma @ Adjusted Diploma or Certificate
Percentage of Students Exiting Special Education Programs
by Category
SY 2006-2007 to SY 2008-2009
70%
60%
50%
40%
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20%
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Regular Education Adjusted Diploma or  Returned to Regular Dropped Out Moved
Diploma Certificate Education
#2006-2007 E2007-2008 =2008-2009
Total R n Dropped
Students egul_ar Adjusted Returned to out
sv | Jgro | Esueaton | Dplomacr | Feusr | (codera
SEPX"EgI 'p I ucatl Definition)
Education # % # % # % # % # %
2000-2001 2,222 447 20% 619 28% 74 3% 418 19% 664 30%
2001-2002 2,349 536 23% 707 30% 79 3% 385 16% 642 27%
2002-2003 2,005 426 21% 1,011 50% 19 1% 216 11% 333 17%
2003-2004 2,290 503 22% 1,138 50% 21 1% 299 13% 329 14%
2004-2005 2,389 494 21% 1,293 54% 26 1% 327 14% 249 10%
2005-2006 2,636 592 22% 1,203 46% 38 1% 539 20% 264 10%
2006-2007 3,737 458 12% 1,121 30% 200 5% 1,113 30% 845 23%
2007-2008 4,936 437 9% 1,287 26% | 186 4% 1,219 25% 1,807 37%
2008-2009 4,002 703 18% 841 21% | 415 | 10% 870 22% 1,173 29%

Source: DOE, Office of Special Education, October 2010.
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Special Education—State Unit Funding

Chapter 10

Legislatively Approved Special Education Units and
Funding Per Unit
1995 to 2011

3,500 $45,000
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@ Legislatively Approved Units =@=|egislatively Approved Funding

Fiscal Year Legislatively Approved Units Legislatively Approved Funding
1994-1995 1,645 $26,208
1995-1996 1,746 $26,740
1996-1997 1,857 $27,151
1997-1998 1,976 $27,694
1998-1999 2,088 $28,248
1999-2000 2,186 $28,813
2000-2001 2,291 $29,389
2001-2002 2,402 $29,977
2002-2003 2,514 $30,576
2003-2004 2,615 $31,811
2004-2005 2,708 $32,447
2005-2006 2,835 $34,433
2006-2007 2,953 $35,122
2007-2008 3,046 $36,541
2008-2009 3,128 $38,763
2009-2010 3,049 $39,768
2010-2011 3,049 $39,768

Source: Fiscal Analysis Division, Legislative Counsel Bureau, Nevada Legislative Appropriations

Reports, various years.

Note:
organized unit of special education and related services

Nevada Revised Statutes 387.1211(3) defines “special education program unit” as an

which includes full-time services of

persons licensed by the Superintendent of Public Instruction or other appropriate licensing body,
providing a program of instruction in accordance with minimum standards prescribed by the

State Board.
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Special Education—State vs. Local Resources

Nevada Special Education Funding
State vs. Local Resources
FY 2000-2001 to FY 2009-2010
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Fiscal Year State Resources Local Resources
1997-1998 $54,723,344 $116,198,395
1998-1999 $58,981,824 $132,014,493
1999-2000 $62,985,218 $143,861,090
2000-2001 $67,330,199 $151,949,548
2001-2002 $72,004,754 $163,313,519
2002-2003 $76,868,064 $175,025,638
2003-2004 $83,185,765 $193,915,875
2004-2005 $87,866,476 $214,087,930
2005-2006 $97,617,555 $234,142,483
2006-2007 $103,715,266 $266,124,337
2007-2008 $111,303,886 $296,926,735
2008-2009 $121,250,664 $324,372,632
2009-2010 $121,252,632 $339,197,530*

*Budgeted local resources.

Sources:

Bureau, Nevada Legislative Appropriations Reports, various years.
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Career and Technical Education—Background

In Nevada, CTE courses are organized under six major program areas, as follows:
e Agricultural and Natural Resources;

e Business and Marketing Education;

e Family and Consumer Sciences;

e Health Sciences and Public Safety;

¢ Information and Media Technologies; and

e Trade and Industrial Education.

Within each major program area, a series of courses are offered. For SY 2009-2010, there
were a total of 683 CTE courses offered across the State.

The size and scope of CTE in Nevada is also defined by participation in career and technical
student organizations (CTSOs). Each organization provides cocurricular leadership and
technical skills development for students enrolled in CTE programs. The six CTSOs in
Nevada are as follows:

DECA (Distributive Education Clubs of America): An international association serving
students studying marketing, management, and entrepreneurship in business.

FBLA (Future Business Leaders of America): Focuses on bringing business and education
together in a positive working relationship through innovative leadership and career
development programs for high school and college students enrolled in business education
programs.

FCCLA (Family, Career and Community Leaders of America): Serves students enrolled in
family and consumer sciences programs and focuses on the multiple roles of family members,
wage earners, and community leaders. Promotes members developing skills for living and
earning a living.

FFA (Future Farmers of America): Develops leadership, personal growth, and the career

success of students enrolled in agricultural education programs through supervised agricultural
programs, leadership development, and classroom instruction.
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Career and Technical Education—Background (continued)

HOSA (Health Occupations Students of America): Enhances the delivery of compassionate,
quality health care by providing opportunities for knowledge, skills, and leadership
development for students enrolled in health sciences programs.

SkillsUSA: Promotes partnerships of students, teachers, and industry representatives working
together to prepare students for careers in trade, technical, and skilled service occupations.

All Nevada school districts with high schools offer CTE courses within the traditional
high school setting. Until SY 2009-2010, enrollment in CTE courses remained constant with
approximately 47 percent of Nevada high school students enrolling in one or more
CTE courses. For SY 2009-2010, the percent of Nevada high school students enrolling in
one or more CTE courses decreased to 41 percent. According to the DOE, this decrease is
most likely due to factors such as increased graduation requirements and changes affecting
course-taking opportunities. For example, in the Clark County School District, most
high schools changed from an eight-period day in SY 2008-2009 to a six-period day in
SY 2009-2010; this change resulted in a drop in elective course offerings, including
CTE courses.

Finally, Tech Prep is a dual enrollment program that allows eleventh and twelfth graders to
earn college credit for career and technical education courses completed in high school.
Students begin their study with a sequence of high school CTE courses and can continue the
same program in college. To be eligible, students must earn a grade of A or B in an
articulated class with a community college. The typical fee is $10 per credit hour and the
maximum number of credits that may be earned is 15 college credits.

For additional information concerning CTE programs in Nevada, please see the
Research Brief on Career and Technical Education, published by the Research Division of
the Legislative Counsel Bureau; the document may be obtained online at:
http://leg.state.nv.us/Division/Research/Publications/ResearchBriefs/CareerTechnicalEducation

-pdf.

B The difference between school and life? In school, you’re taught a

A lesson and then given a test. In life, you’re given a test that
W teaches you a lesson.

Tom Bodett
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Chapter 10

Career and Technical Education—Enrollment

CTE Enrollment by Program Area
SY 2009-2010
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Source: DOE, 2010.

Education is what remains after one has forgotten everything he
learned in school.
Albert Einstein
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Career and Technical Education—Enrollment (continued)

SY 2009-2010 CTE Student Enrollment in
Career and Technical Student Organizations
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Nevada Tech Prep Enrollment as a Percentage of
CTE Enrollment
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Source: DOE, 2010.

Note: For SY 2006-2007, Tech Prep enrollment counts dropped by over 6,100 students due to the
deletion of Tech Prep courses in the Clark County School District (CCSD) after the College of Southern
Nevada (CSN) reevaluated the articulations. The Tech Prep enrollments increased in SY 2007-2008 due
to the most recent Tech Prep courses articulated through the CSN in the CCSD. The Tech Prep
enrollments decreased again in SY 2009-2010 due to the deletion of 87 Tech Prep courses articulated
through the CSN in the CCSD.
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Career and Technical Education—Performance on the High School
Proficiency Examination

The following chart examines the academic proficiency in each area of Nevada’s High School
Proficiency Examination (HSPE) by comparing performance of high school juniors enrolled in
CTE programs with juniors who were not enrolled in CTE programs.

HSPE Performance: CTE Juniors vs. All Juniors
Spring 2010

100%

80%

60%

40% A

Percentage Proficient

20% A

0% -

Math Reading Writing

MAIl 11th Grade Students

®CTE 11th Grade Students

Source: DOE, 2010.

} The difficulty is to try and teach the multitude that something can
~ be true and untrue at the same time.

Arthur Schopenhauer
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Early Childhood Education (ECE) Program—Background

Early Childhood Education Programs

Since 2001, the Nevada Legislature has appropriated funds for Early Childhood Education
(ECE) programs through school funding legislation. The 2009 Legislature, through the
passage of A.B. 563 (Chapter 389, Statutes of Nevada), appropriated $3.3 million in each
fiscal year of the 2009-2011 Biennium to the DOE to continue the competitive grants
ECE program for school districts and community-based organizations. The funding could be
used either to initiate or expand prekindergarten education programs. The following table
shows the ten sponsors that received funds during FY 2008-2009, as well as information
concerning the number of sites and whether the programs were initiated or
expanded programs.

Nevada Early Childhood Education Projects
SY 2008-2009

Sponsor Agency/ Number of Monetary

Program Location Sites Award
Carson City School District 2 $256,713
Churchill County School District 1 $125,697
Clark County School District 10 $1,469,441
Elko County School District 1 $117,710
Great Basin College 1 $123,354
Humboldt County School District 1 $134,209
Nye County School District 1 $138,616
Pershing County School District 1 $135,599
Washoe County School District 14 $714,694
White Pine County School District 1 $122,842
Total 33 $3,338,875

Source: Nevada Early Childhood Education Program, 2008-2009, Evaluation Report,
Pacific Research Associates, April 2010.
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Early Childhood Education (ECE) Program

Participation—FY 2008-2009

The characteristics of Nevada ECE participants are based upon data from ten projects that
provided services to 1,089 families, including 1,123 children and 1,130 adults who participated
in services from July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009. The following chart and table presents
the percent of participants by county, as well as the number of families, adults, and children
served by Nevada ECE projects during SY 2008-2009:

Percent of Participants in the State-Funded ECE Program
by County
SY 2008-2009

Clark County
31%

Washoe
County
37%

Project Families Children Adults To.tal
Participants
Carson City 85 85 86 256
Churchill County 41 41 41 123
Clark County 337 355 341 1,033
Elko County 39 39 39 117
Great Basin College 31 33 32 96
Humboldt County 38 39 71 148
Nye County 50 53 52 155
Pershing County 41 42 41 124
Washoe County 407 414 407 1,228
White Pine County 20 22 20 62
Total 1,089 1,123 1,130 3,342

Source: Nevada Early Childhood Education Program, 2008-2009, Evaluation Report, Pacific Research
Associates, April 2010.
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Early Childhood Education (ECE) Program (continued)

Characteristics of Families—FY 2006-2007

The families participating in Nevada ECE described themselves as:

100% -
90% -
80% -
70% -
60% - ® Couples
50% - M Single Parents
40% - ® Extended Families
30% - m Other
20% -
10% -
0% -
2006-2007 2008-2009
Family Characteristics
Family Structure Number of Families Percent Families
Couples 792 73%
Single Parent 174 16%
Extended Families 113 10%
Other 10 1%

Source: Nevada Early Childhood Education Program, 2008-2009, Evaluation Report, Pacific Research
Associates, April 2010.

The task of the modern educator is not to cut down jungles, but
to irrigate deserts.

C.S. Lewis

222



Chapter 10

Early Childhood Education (ECE) Program (continued)

Ethnicity of Nevada ECE Adults
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Source: Nevada Early Childhood Education Program, 2008-2009, Evaluation Report,
Pacific Research Associates, April 2010.
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Early Childhood Education (ECE) Program (continued)

Language of Nevada ECE Adults
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Source: Nevada Early Childhood Education Program, 2008-2009, Evaluation Report,
Pacific Research Associates, April 2010.
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Early Childhood Education Program—Evaluation
The evaluation of Nevada’s ECE Program includes a review of short-term effects and
long-term effects. The following summarizes the findings from the 2008-2009 annual

evaluation. The complete report may be obtained from the DOE.

Short-Term Effects

The primary purpose of the short-term evaluation is to investigate the performance of children
and adults on five outcome indicators: two indicators on the developmental progress of
children and three indicators on parental involvement. The results show that Nevada ECE
parents and children met or exceeded the expected performance levels for all five indicators.

Early Childhood Education Program Evaluation: SY 2008-2009

Outcome Indicator Actual Status

Developmental Progress of Children

Indicator 1: Reading Readiness: Individual

Student Gain

Eighty percent of ECE children from 3 years old until

they enter kindergarten with a minimum of four months . L Met/Exceeded
L . Expressive Comprehension=90.5%

of participation in the ECE program will show

improvement in auditory comprehension and

expressive communication.

Auditory Comprehension=87.6%

Indicator 2: Reading Readiness: Average Gain

ECE children from birth until they enter kindergarten Auditory Comprehension=11.1 points
with a minimum of four months of participation in the

. . . L . Met/Exceeded
program will make an average gain of seven standard Expressive Comprehension=14.3 points

score points in auditory comprehension and ten
standard score points in expressive communication.

Parental Involvement

Indicator 1: Individual Parenting Goals
Ninety-two percent of participating adults enrolled in
the ECE program for at least four months will meet at
least one goal related to parenting skills (e.g., 99.2% Met/Exceeded
developmental appropriateness, positive discipline,
teaching and learning, care-giving environment) within
the reporting year.

Indicator 2: Time with Children
Seventy percent of first-year ECE parents will increase

0,
the amount of time they spend with their children 94.8% Met/Exceeded
weekly within a reporting year.
Indicator 3: Reading with Children
Seventy percent of first-year ECE parents will increase 94.4% Met/Exceeded

the amount of time they spend reading with their
children within a reporting year.

Source: Nevada Early Childhood Education Program,
April 2010.

2008-2009, Evaluation Report, Pacific Research Associates,
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Early Childhood Education Program—Evaluation (continued)

The longitudinal evaluation of the ECE program followed two cohorts of Nevada’s
ECE children:

e Cohort 1: Four-year-old children who participated in Nevada’s ECE Program
during 2003-2004 and entered grade 4 in 2008-2009.

e Cohort 3: Four-year-old children who participated in Nevada’s ECE Program during
2005-2006 and entered grade 2 in 2008-2009.

Similar to the short-term evaluation of the ECE program, the longitudinal evaluation centers its
findings on the developmental progress of children and parental involvement. The findings

from the 2008-2009 longitudinal evaluation are as follows:

Developmental Progress of Children

After preschool, it appears Nevada ECE children improved on some of the significant learning
gains they achieved in preschool through grade 2, and maintained the gains achieved in
preschool through grade 4.

Parental Involvement

After preschool, the parents of Nevada ECE children continued to be involved in their
children’s learning. The parents of Nevada ECE children were found to be more involved than
their schoolmates’ parents during kindergarten. After kindergarten, the parents of ECE
children continued to be involved in their children’s learning in grade 2 and grade 4 at a level
commensurate with schoolmates’ parents.

Source: Nevada Early Childhood Education Program, 2008-2009, Evaluation Report, Pacific Research
Associates, April 2010.

Education is hanging around until you’ve caught on.

Robert Lee Frost
e  a——
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Charter Schools—Background

Charter schools are independent public schools, responsible for their own governance and
operation. In exchange for this independence, there is increased accountability for their
performance. The first charter school legislation in Nevada was enacted in 1997, and
Nevada’s charter school law was substantially amended in subsequent sessions. While private
schools can “convert” to a charter school, homeschools may not.

There were 28 charter schools operating in Nevada for SY 2009-2010. Local school boards
sponsored 18 of the charter schools and the State Board of Education sponsored 10 of the
charter schools. Fourteen schools are located in the Clark County School District, ten in
the Washoe County School District, two in the Carson City School District, one in the
Douglas County School District, and one in the Elko County School District.

Sponsors

The local school boards, the State Board of Education, and institutions of the Nevada System
of Higher Education (NSHE) are authorized to be sponsors of charter schools. The NSHE was
added as a potential sponsor in the 2007 Session.

Governance

Each charter school is overseen by a governing body, which must include teachers and
may include parents, or representatives of nonprofit organizations, businesses, oOr
higher education institutions.

Revenue and Expenditures

Charter schools receive the full per-pupil funding for their students. School districts are
obligated to share any State or federal funds, such as for special education students, on a
proportional basis.

Sponsors of charter schools are authorized to request reimbursement from the charter schools for
the administrative costs associated with sponsorship for that school year, if the sponsor provided
administrative services during that school year. The amount of administrative fees that may be
requested is determined by the type of sponsor. If the sponsor is a local school board, up to
2 percent of the total amount apportioned to the charter school may be requested in the first year
and up to 1 percent each year thereafter. If the sponsor is the State Board of Education or a
college or university, up to 2 percent of the total amount apportioned may be requested in the
first year and up to 1.5 percent each year thereafter.
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Charter Schools—Western States

Arizona
Colorado
New Mexico
California
Oregon
Utah

Idaho
Nevada
Wyoming
Washington

Montana

Percentage of Public Elementary and Secondary Schools
That Are Charter Schools
School Year 2006-2007

National Percentage = 4.2%

22.7%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20%

25%

Number and Percentage of Public Elementary and Secondary
Schools That Are Charter Schools

2006-2007
Western States Number Percentage
Montana 0 0%
Washington 0 0%
Wyoming 3 0.8%
Nevada 22 3.7%
Idaho 30 4.1%
Utah 54 5.4%
Oregon 70 5.5%
California 693 6.9%
New Mexico 60 7.2%
Colorado 135 7.8%
Arizona 468 22.7%
National Total/Percentage 4,132 4.2%

Source: Education State Rankings 2009-2010, CQ Press, 2010.
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Charter Schools—Western States Enrollment

Percentage of Students Attending Public Charter Schools
School Year 2006-2007
National Percentage = 2.5%
Arizona | 8.8%
Colorado 6.6%
California 3.7%
O —— 3670
U 0%
New Mexico 3.0%
Oregon
Nevada
Wyoming
Washington
Montana
0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10%
Number and Percentage of Students
Attending Public Charter Schools
SY 2006-2007
Western States Number Percentage
Montana - 0%
Washington - 0%
Wyoming 242 0.3%
Nevada 5,879 1.4%
Oregon 9,390 1.7%
New Mexico 9,744 3.0%
Utah 19,098 3.6%
Idaho 9,543 3.6%
California 231,004 3.7%
Colorado 52,332 6.6%
Arizona 93,881 8.8%
National Total/Percentage 1,157,359 2.5%

Source: Education State Rankings 2009-2010, CQ Press, 2010.
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Charter Schools—Nevada Enrollment

Charter School Enrollment in Nevada
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Source: DOE, 2010.

Note: Beginning in FY 2007-2008, the totals do not include enrollment for the University School for Profoundly
Gifted Pupils.

-

? . Nine tenths of education is encouragement.
o Anatole France

.
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Charter Schools—Expenditures Per Pupil

#2.2a NV Comparative: By Charter School
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Charter Schools—Expenditures Per Pupil (continued)

#2.2b NV Comparative: By Charter School
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Charter Schools—Expenditures Per Pupil (continued)

#2.2c NV Comparative: By Charter School
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Charter Schools—Laws

The Center for Education Reform publishes an annual review of state charter school laws.
Through the review, a numerical value is placed on the four major components of a charter
law that have been determined to have the most impact on the development and creation of
charter schools. States may earn a maximum of 55 points based on their laws and practice in
the following areas:

e Multiple Authorizers (15 points): Does the state permit entities other than traditional
school boards to create and manage charter school independently, and does the existence
of such a provision actually lead to the active practice of independent authorizing?

e Number of Charter Schools Allowed (10 points): How many charter schools are allowed
to open, whether annually, in total throughout the state, or on a local level?

e Operations (15 points): How much independence from existing state and district
operational rules and procedures is codified in law and results in that practice as intended?

e Equity (15 points): Fiscal equity requires that not only is the amount of money allotted
for each charter student the same, but that charter schools receive monies from the
identical streams and routes as other public schools.

The following illustrates western state performance for SY 2009-2010.

The Center for Education Reform: Review of Charter School Laws Across the States

Review Components: Total Points
. Number of
V\é?:l:ggn %Vr(;:jae” Rank Axrl:(l)t;ipzfrs Charter Operat.ions Equi.ty Implementation
(15 points) Scho_ols (15 points) | (15 points) Points*
(10 points)
Arizona B 5 8 10 13 6.5 0
California A 3 10 9 13 11 0
Colorado B 7 4 10 12 8 +1
Idaho C 24 5 4 11 5 0
Montana No Charter Schools
Nevada © 21 4 6 9 8 -1
New Mexico C 22 4 5 10 6 0
Oregon C 20 3 10 8 5 0
Utah B 4 11 9 9 10 0
Washington No Charter Schools
Wyoming D | 37 | 1 | 10 | 2 | 2 -5

*Implementation points: States were able to earn or lose points for accountability and implementation.

Source: The Center for Education Reform, Charter School Laws Across the States, Rankings and Scorecard,
11th Edition, 2009.
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Adult Education Programs—Background and Enrollment

Adult Education Background

The mission of the adult education program in Nevada is to provide
educational services to assist adults in obtaining the knowledge and skills
necessary to become self-sufficient, productive citizens of Nevada.

Adult Education Programs: Mission Statement

Implementation History

Adult education programs began in Nevada in the 1950s when the Clark and

1950s: | Washoe County School Districts implemented adult education classes
and apprenticeship courses in the evening.
1952: The General Educational Development (GED) test was first introduced to military
| personnel in 1942 and was subsequently expanded to the general public in 1952.
1972: The Nevada Legislature approved State funding to support adult education programs,

for the first time, in 1972.

Eligibility Requirements

Eligible students for adult education programs include:

e Individuals who are 18 years of age and older who are not currently enrolled in school and
do not have a high school diploma.

e Individuals who are 17 years of age and are enrolled in alternative education programs
may be served by adult education programs.

e Individuals who are 16 years of age may participate in the GED test preparation, if the
individual has obtained approval through the school district.

Note: Adult education programs are also available to persons in corrections.
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Adult Education Programs—Background and Enrollment (continued)

Adult Education Programs

Adult education programs cover several distinct programs, including:

e Adult High School Diploma (AHSD): This program provides services to individuals
with an educational level of ninth grade or higher who are working toward their adult
high school diploma.

e GED: This program provides services to individuals who are pursuing a
General Education Diploma, rather than an adult high school diploma.

e English as a Second Language (ESL): This program provides services to those individuals
whose primary language is not English, but who are interested in working toward
English proficiency.

e Proficiency Only: This program provides services for those individuals who have
completed the necessary credits to graduate from high school, but have not yet passed the

High School Proficiency Examination.

The following presents enrollment figures for adult education programs during SY 2009-2010.

Adult Education Programs
Regular Enrollment
SY 2009-2010

1%

BAHSD BGED OProficiency BESL

Source: DOE, 2010.
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Adult Education Programs—Background and Enrollment (continued)

Adult Education Programs
Corrections Enrollment

SY 2009-2010

BAHSD BGED BProficiency OESL

Source: DOE, 2010.

{ 4 . I wonder if illiterate people get the full effect of alphabet soup?
R

\ Jerry Seinfeld
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Adult Education Programs—Completers

Percentage of Eligible Adult Education Program Students Receiving
an Adult High School Diploma or GED:
Regular and Corrections Programs
SY 2009-2010
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Source: DOE, 2010.

- Sex education may be a good idea in the schools, but I don’t
" : believe the kids should be given homework.
) Bill Cosby
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Questions regarding this Data Book can be answered by contacting the
Research Division of the Legislative Counsel Bureau at:
Telephone: (775) 684-6825
Toll-free from Las Vegas: 486-2626
Toll-free from other Nevada areas: (800) 992-0973
or
E-mail: research@Ilcb.state.nv.us

This report was compiled by staff of the Nevada Legislative Counsel Bureau.
It is available online at: http://leg.state.nv.us/Division/Research/Publications/EdDataBook/2011/.
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