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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Background 
 

 Clark County School District (CCSD) is the sixth 
largest school district in the nation and continues to grow at 
a rapid pace. The following chart shows the ten largest 
school districts for 2003. 

Ten Largest School Districts 
2003 

State
Total 

Students

NY 1,047,545    
CA 746,852       
IL 436,048       
FL 371,589       
FL 267,366       
NV 255,306      
TX 212,045       
PA 192,683       
HI 183,829       
FL 174,969       

PHILADELPHIA CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT
HAWAII DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

MIAMI-DADE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
BROWARD COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
HOUSTON INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

District

NEW YORK CITY PUBLIC SCHOOLS
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
CITY OF CHICAGO SCHOOL DISTRICT 299

Sources:  NCES 2003 and Nevada Department of Education, NRS 387.303 Report. 

 To improve access, accountability, and achievement, 
the District was restructured into five geographic regions as 
of July 2001.  The geographic regions are the Northwest, 
Northeast, East, Southwest, and Southeast.  Regional 
superintendents are responsible for programs and services 
to meet the needs of the regions.  Some functions are 
provided on a district-wide basis, including central 
administration, transportation, and facilities management. 

The District’s mission is to have students with 
knowledge, skills, attitudes, and ethics necessary to succeed 
academically and who will practice responsible citizenship.  
A seven-member Board of Trustees governs the District by 
establishing District policies and employing the 
superintendent to serve as the chief executive officer in 
charge of daily operations.  Board members represent 
specific geographic areas and are elected for overlapping 
four-year terms. 
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Clark County School District has experienced rapid 
growth in student enrollment during the past 5 years.  The 
District’s student enrollment increased 25% from fiscal year 
1999 to 2003.  According to information provided by the 
District, 12 regular schools and 1 alternative school opened 
during the 2003-2004 school year bringing the total schools 
operated by the District to 294, excluding charter schools.  
There are 179 elementary schools, 48 middle schools, 35 
high schools, and 32 alternative and special schools. 

CCSD had expenditures of about $1.73 billion in fiscal 
year 2003, excluding capital outlays, bond accounts, and 
internal service funds.  About 52% of these expenditures 
were for regular, vocational, special, adult, and other 
instructional programs, while about 8% went for 
administration. 

According to CCSD’s Budget and Statistical Report, 
the District had over 24,700 full-time equivalent (FTE) 
positions budgeted in fiscal year 2004 and about 2,700 
substitute teachers.  Teachers represent about 64% of the 
District’s staff and have increased about 22% from fiscal 
year 1999 to 2003. 

The District received funding from two major sources:  
the State Distributive School Account (DSA) and local 
sources.  CCSD’s basic support guarantees for fiscal years 
2004 and 2005 from the DSA are $4,127 and $4,249 per 
student, respectively.  In addition, the District receives state 
support for such areas as special education, class-size 
reduction, adult diploma education, regional professional 
development program, and remedial education.  The District 
received about $138 million in fiscal year 2003 for these 
programs. 

During fiscal year 2003, Clark County School District 
had revenues of about $1.75 billion, excluding capital 
projects, bond accounts, and internal service funds.  Local 
revenues accounted for almost 65% of the District’s revenue, 
with state sources accounting for a little over 28%. 
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Purpose 
 

 This audit was required by Chapter 5, Statutes of 
Nevada 2003, 20th Special Session, and was conducted 
pursuant to the provisions of NRS 218.737 to 218.890.  This 
audit included a review of the District’s activities from July 1, 
2002 through December 31, 2003.  The purpose of the audit 
was to evaluate the District’s operations in these six areas: 

• Financial Management – Are there sufficient controls 
to provide accountability for financial resources? 

• Facilities Management – Are construction, 
maintenance, and facility usage programs properly 
planned and controlled? 

• Personnel Management – Are recruitment and 
retention efforts adequate to ensure qualified staff? 

• Transportation – Are student transportation 
programs adequately planned to ensure the safe and 
efficient transportation of students? 

• District Organization – Does the organizational 
structure enhance the effectiveness and efficiency of 
Board governance and District management? 

• Employee Health Plans – Are the health plans 
appropriately managed? 

Results in Brief 
 

The Clark County School District’s financial and 
administrative operations compare favorably to other states’ 
best practices and peer districts.  For example, the District 
collected more federal Medicaid monies than peer districts.  
Further, a computerized bus routing system and an energy 
conservation plan implemented several years ago continue 
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to save the District significant money.  Nevertheless, 
opportunities exist for cost savings and increased revenues 
by implementing more efficient practices.  Specifically, food 
service operations could be less reliant on General Fund 
support by capturing all costs.  In addition, fleet management 
controls could save over $1.1 million in future capital 
expenditures by eliminating under-utilized vehicles.   

 
The District can also improve its professional 

development by establishing a district-wide training plan to 
help better coordinate training and ensure qualified 
employees are maintained.  Further, accountability and 
governance enhancements could occur by the Board 
periodically assessing its practices and establishing a formal 
bus replacement policy.  Improving its oversight of employee 
health benefit programs would also strengthen the District’s 
accountability. 

 
Operations should be further enhanced when the 

District completes its management process system’s 
certification process.  In 2001, the District started a 
comprehensive review to establish written quality controls 
and guidelines that direct District activities.  The District 
anticipates completing the certification process by 2006. 

 

Principal Findings 
 

• The District has an effective process to ensure it 
receives reimbursement for eligible Medicaid 
services.  In fiscal year 2003, it collected over $11 
million in Medicaid reimbursements to pay for the cost 
of medical and related services provided to eligible 
students.  The amount of reimbursement per student 
collected by CCSD from the Medicaid program 
exceeds amounts collected by its peers.  (page 18) 

• Opportunities exist in the food service program that 
would reduce the burden on the General Fund.  We 
identified several direct and indirect costs that were 
paid by the District’s general fund that could be 
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recorded in the food services account. It is the 
Board’s intent to have the Food Service Enterprise 
Fund operate so all eligible costs associated with the 
program would be paid exclusively by user fees, 
federal funding, and reimbursements to the program.  
Also, no money was to be paid or transferred from 
other District funds.  One consequence of not 
charging all costs to the program is that cash 
resources can exceed allowable limits.  Because the 
program has been profitable, the food services cash 
resources exceeded the federal limit by about $9 
million at the end of fiscal year 2003.  The Nevada 
Department of Education has issued a letter to the 
District requiring a corrective action plan be submitted 
explaining how the surplus cash will be eliminated.  
The District’s response dated September 27, 2004, 
states it will use the cash surplus to increase food 
quality and quantity, and to purchase needed capital 
improvements for the food service operation.   
(page 20) 

• Although the District has sufficient controls in place 
over most special appropriations approved during the 
2001 and 2003 Legislative Sessions, better controls 
could be implemented over some additional funding to 
help ensure the monies are used as required.  The 
District did not adequately monitor allocations 
received for unbudgeted energy costs.  In fiscal year 
2003 the District received $3.6 million for energy 
costs; however, actual unanticipated energy costs 
were $700,000.  As such, the District’s unanticipated 
utility costs were $2.9 million less than the fiscal year 
2003 allocation.  The District was able to justify the 
need for the total allocation during the 2002 to 2003 
biennium; however, an Interim Finance Committee 
resolution states that any excess at June 30, 2003, 
should have been returned to the State’s General 
Fund.  (page 21) 

• Although the District’s energy conservation plan is 
effective, it does not address all utilities.  The District 
has made significant efforts to conserve electricity; 
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however, natural gas and water conservation efforts 
have not received as much attention. The District has 
a draft copy of a water conservation plan that is dated 
January 2004 but the plan has not been finalized.  
Further, although natural gas conservation is 
mentioned in the current energy plan, efforts are not 
focused to ensure it is conserved.  (page 24)  

• The Maintenance Department could improve the 
information used to track maintenance needs.  
Currently, the District is unable to track maintenance 
employee productivity; the tracking of deferred 
maintenance is limited; and work orders received and 
processed cannot be efficiently tracked by completion 
and priority status.  The District anticipates 
purchasing a new Computerized Maintenance 
Management System in the fall of 2004.  (page 27) 

• The Maintenance Department has not developed 
complete policies and procedures.  Currently, the 
Department has issued various memorandums to 
provide guidance on specific responsibilities.  
However, these memorandums have not been 
formalized by the Department.  (page 27) 

• We found the District has excellent processes for 
recruiting, hiring, and inducting employees, however, 
there are opportunities to improve district-wide 
professional development.  Specifically, a district-wide 
training plan would help to better coordinate training 
and ensure qualified staff is maintained by clearly 
aligning professional development with Board 
regulations and clearly defining training 
responsibilities.  (page 28) 

• The Transportation Department has increased its 
efficiency in bus routing by implementing 
computerized routing software, a best practice used in 
other states and the student transportation industry.  
Computerized routing software is designed to help 
ensure districts select and implement the most 
efficient routes.  The increased efficiencies result from 
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better bus routes and the need for fewer buses.  
(page 32) 

• We reviewed the District’s vehicle maintenance 
system for fiscal year 2004.  Our review found about 
half of the passenger fleet was driven less than 600 
miles a month during the year.  District regulation 
bases its vehicle mileage guidance on a mileage rate 
of 600 per month or 7,200 per year.  Specifically, the 
regulation states that vehicles can be assigned to an 
individual or department when travel is 600 miles a 
month or more.  Accordingly, about half the vehicles 
examined do not meet this minimum benchmark.  We 
estimate the District could save over $1.1 million in 
future capital expenditures by eliminating under-
utilized vehicles.  (page 33) 

• Controls over vehicle inventory are not in place.  Our 
review found limited procedures for vehicle inventory.  
Further, inventory listings have not been reconciled 
with vehicles on-hand and inventory records are not 
always accurate.  Not establishing these controls 
could lead to misuse or abuse of District owned 
vehicles.  (page 34) 

• The District has made good efforts in replacing buses 
even though the Board of Trustees has not adopted a 
bus replacement cycle into District Policy.  The 
National Association of State Directors of Pupil 
Transportation Services believes the timely 
replacement of buses must be a planned process.  
Available funding is likely the single most important 
consideration in determining a bus replacement 
policy.  However, the policy should also be based on 
an analysis of total miles operated, age, and 
operating maintenance costs.  In addition, the policy 
should consider a route rotation plan to accrue 
mileage evenly and reduce unequal bus wear.   
(page 35) 

• A cost associated with many extracurricular activities 
is student transportation.  To help offset these costs, 
the District should consider charging an activity fee.  
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We estimate that by charging such a fee the District 
could generate over $400,000 to assist the 
Transportation Department in providing these 
services. A concern raised was that not all students 
could afford to pay.  We understand this concern; 
however, exception policies could be developed for 
those occasions where a student may not be able to 
afford the fee.  Further, a small fee to help offset 
transportation and other program costs would provide 
additional resources that could benefit other 
educational activities.  Washoe County School District 
began charging a $25 athletic transportation fee to 
help offset costs.  This generated about $88,000 in 
fiscal year 2003.  (page 37) 

• The District’s staffing and administrative cost ratios 
vary as compared to its peers.  According to the 
National Center for Education Statistics’s (NCES) 
latest information for 2003, the District averaged 19.6 
pupils per teacher, while its peers averaged 18.3 
pupils per teacher.  However, the District ranks in the 
middle of its peer districts in pupils per administrator 
at 369.7 students per administrator.  Further, 
according to the NCES’s latest finance survey data for 
2002, the District had the third lowest administrative 
cost per student at $782.  (page 38)  

• The District compares favorably with its peer districts 
in getting more of every dollar spent into the 
classroom.  According to the most recent finance 
survey data provided by NCES for 2002, the District 
had 61.7 cents of every dollar going into the 
classroom, ranking it third highest among its peer 
districts.  (page 40) 

• Although Board policies require a semi-annual 
assessment of the Board’s governance process, we 
did not find documentation of Board assessments.  
District officials indicated that Board assessment 
meetings occurred in January and July 2003, and 
February 2004.    We found the meetings discussed 
the assessment process, but found no evidence 
assessments had been completed.  Further, the 

 8 LA04-24 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
 

February 2004 Board assessment meeting was 
cancelled and not rescheduled.  (page 42) 

• From September 2001 through September 2004, the 
District paid medical insurance premiums on behalf of 
all support staff employees, even though some 
employees may not have wanted medical coverage.  
We estimate this practice cost the District between 
$300,000 and $1.7 million a year for these 
employees.  Instead of paying the insurer, this money 
could have been used in other operating areas or to 
provide additional or future benefits for support staff 
employees.  (page 44) 

• Since September 2001, CCSD has contracted with a 
health services company for support staff medical 
benefits.  However, the District has kept any excess 
District’s contributions over the premiums during this 
period.  This occurred because the District’s 
contribution rate negotiated with the ESEA exceeded 
the amount needed to pay the contracted premiums 
to the health services company.  This money was not 
reserved to provide for additional or future benefits for 
support staff employees.  Subsequent to our 
discussions, the District entered into a Memorandum 
Of Understanding in May 2004 with the Education 
Support Employee Association Health and Welfare 
Trust agreeing to set aside excess contributions 
beginning in fiscal year 2004.  Although not specific to 
the District’s health benefits contract, the 2003 
Legislature passed a law (S.B. 28) to mandate that 
excess payments cannot be used for purposes other 
than health benefits.  This demonstrates a desire on 
behalf of the Legislature that earmarked monies are 
to be used solely for their specified purpose.   
(page 45) 

• The Teachers Health Trust lacks oversight by CCSD 
and other governmental agencies.  The teachers 
union sponsors a self-funded health trust for its 
participants.  However, the District has not negotiated 
with the Trust to obtain appropriate oversight.  
Further, the Trust, unlike commercial insurance 
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carriers operating in the state of Nevada, has not 
been subject to oversight by Nevada’s Division of 
Insurance or other entities.  Although audited annually 
by an independent accountant, the District does not 
receive this audit report or any type of financial 
reports.  As such, not much oversight has occurred 
with the Trust’s health plan.  (page 45) 

 

Recommendations 
 
 This report contains 21 recommendations to improve 
the financial and administrative operations of the Clark 
County School District.  The recommendations identify 
opportunities to reduce costs, increase revenues, and 
improve accountability. Our report contains two 
recommendations on financial management to account for 
all food service costs and improve controls over special 
appropriation dollars. We also identified seven 
recommendations to improve the management of the 
District’s facilities.  One recommendation was made to 
consolidate the professional development plan.  In addition, 
we made five recommendations to help operate the 
Transportation Department more efficiently.  The report also 
has two recommendations concerning the District’s 
organization to enhance accountability to the Board and the 
public.  Finally, we made four recommendations to improve 
accountability and oversight of the District’s employee health 
plans.  (page 91) 
 

Clark County School District Response 
 

The School District, in its response to our report, 
accepted all 21 recommendations.  (page 81)  
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Introduction 
 
Background 
 Throughout the nation, school districts are facing many challenges relating to 

education delivery.  Other states, including Florida, Texas, and Arizona, have 

addressed these concerns through audits designed to promote efficiency.  During the 

2001 Legislative Session, AB 672 directed the Legislative Auditor to conduct a 

preliminary performance audit survey of the Clark and Washoe County School Districts.  

The purpose of the survey was to identify potential audit issues in these districts.  The 

2003 Legislature, during the 20th Special Session, directed the Legislative Auditor to 

conduct a performance audit of Clark County School District. 

   General 
 Clark County School District (CCSD) is the sixth largest school district in the 

nation and continues to grow at a rapid pace.  Exhibit 1 shows the ten largest school 

districts for 2003. 

Exhibit 1 
Ten Largest School Districts 

2003 
 

State Total Students

NY 1,047,545           
CA 746,852              
IL 436,048              
FL 371,589              
FL 267,366              
NV 255,306             
TX 212,045              
PA 192,683              
HI 183,829              
FL 174,969              

District

NEW YORK CITY PUBLIC SCHOOLS
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
CITY OF CHICAGO SCHOOL DISTRICT 299

PHILADELPHIA CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT
HAWAII DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

MIAMI-DADE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
BROWARD COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
HOUSTON INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

 
 

Sources: NCES 2003 and Nevada Department of Education, NRS 387.303 Report. 
 

 To improve access, accountability, and achievement, the District was 

restructured into five geographic regions as of July 2001.  The geographic regions are 

the Northwest, Northeast, East, Southwest, and Southeast.  Regional superintendents 
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are responsible for programs and services to meet the needs of the regions.  Each 

region offers a Region Center that brings District resources, staff, and information closer 

to parents and students.  Some functions are provided on a district-wide basis, including 

central administration, transportation, and facilities management. 
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 The District’s mission is to have students with knowledge, skills, attitudes, and 

ethics necessary to succeed academically and who will practice responsible citizenship.  

A seven-member Board of Trustees governs the District by establishing District policies 

and employing the superintendent to serve as the chief executive officer in charge of 

daily operations.  Board members represent specific geographic areas and are elected 

for overlapping four-year terms. 

 New programs being implemented for the 2004-2005 school year include 250 

full-day kindergarten classes.  Fifty-four elementary schools will offer the full-day 

kindergarten program.  According to District information, the program should provide an 

important means of increasing students’ reading achievement. 

   Student Enrollment 
 Clark County School District has experienced rapid growth in student enrollment 

during the past 5 years.  The District’s student enrollment increased 25% from fiscal 

year 1999 to 2003.  Exhibit 2 shows student enrollment for CCSD for the last 5 years. 

Exhibit 2 
Student Enrollment 

Fiscal Years 1999-2003 
 

 

1999 
 

2000 
 

2001 
 

2002 
 

2003 
 

1999-2003 

203,616 217,035 231,210 244,700 255,306 25% 
 

Source: Nevada Department of Education, NRS 387.303 Reports. 

 

To meet this rapid growth, the District operates one of the nation’s largest school 

construction and modernization programs.  According to information provided by the 

District, 12 regular schools and 1 alternative school opened during the 2003-2004 

school year bringing the total schools operated by the District to 294, excluding charter 

schools.  This includes 60 schools in the Northwest region, 57 in the Northeast region, 



 

65 in the East region, 51 in the Southwest region, and 61 in the Southeast region.  

There are 179 elementary schools, 48 middle schools, 35 high schools, and 32 

alternative and special schools. 

   Expenditures and Staffing 

 CCSD had expenditures of about $1.73 billion in fiscal year 2003, excluding 

capital outlays, bond accounts, and internal service funds.  About 52% of these 

expenditures were for regular, vocational, special, adult, and other instructional 

programs, while about 8% went for administration.  Exhibit 3 shows the District’s 

expenditures for fiscal year 2003. 

Exhibit 3 
Expenditures (Millions) 

Fiscal Year 2003 

Operation and 
Maintenance 

$148.5
(8.6%)

Student 
Transportation 

$65.6 
(3.8%)

Food Service 
Operations 

$48.4
(2.8%)

Debt Service 
$253.9
(14.7%)

General and
 School 

Administration 
$142.5
(8.2%)

Student and 
Instructional 

Support
$137.8
(8.0%)

Other Support 
and Services 

$37.8(2)

(2.2%)

Program 
Instruction 
$892.8(1)

(51.7%)
 

 Source:  Clark County School District Comprehensive Annual Financial Report, Fiscal Year 2003. 
 

 Note:      Exhibit excludes capital outlays, bond accounts, and internal service funds. 
 

 (1)Includes regular, special, vocational, adult, and other instructional programs. 
 (2)Includes business and central services support, other support, education media services, and 

facilities acquisition services. 
 
 According to CCSD’s Budget and Statistical Report, the District had over 24,700 

full-time equivalent (FTE) positions budgeted in fiscal year 2004.  Additionally, the 

District has about 2,700 substitute teachers.  Teachers represent about 64% of the 

District’s staff and have increased about 22% from fiscal year 1999 to 2003.  Exhibit 4 

shows a breakdown of employees by function for fiscal year 2004, and Exhibit 5 shows 

the instructional staff growth from fiscal year 1999 to 2003. 
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Exhibit 4 

Budgeted FTE Employees by Function 
Fiscal Year 2004 

 

Function
Instructional Staff 15,887 64%
Instructional Support Staff 1,847 7   
Administrative Staff 2,647 11   
Other Staff 4,324 18   
Total 24,705 100%

% of TotalNumber

 
Source: CCSD Budget and Statistical Report, Fiscal Year 2004. 

Exhibit 5 
Budgeted Instructional Staff 

Fiscal Years 1999 – 2003 
 

 

1999 
 

2000 
 

2001 
 

2002 
 

2003 
 

1999-2003 

12,058 12,838 13,252 13,758 14,758 22% 
 

Source: Nevada Department of Education, NRS 387.303 Reports. 

 

   Sources of Funding 
 School districts receive funding from two major sources: the State Distributive 

School Account (DSA) and local sources.  Local sources provide the largest share of 

school district revenue.  These include the Ad Valorem Property Tax, Local School 

Support Tax, Governmental Services Tax, and other sources.  In addition, school 

districts receive revenues for specific purposes, such as class-size reduction, special 

education, and adult diploma education.  The 2003 Legislature approved statewide 

appropriations to the DSA of $1.63 billion for the 2003-2005 biennium.  This is a $325 

million increase, or about 25%, over the previous biennium. 

 The Nevada Plan is the means used to finance elementary and secondary 

education in the State’s public schools.  A basic level of financial support is guaranteed 

to each school district by the State through this Plan.  The goal of the Nevada Plan is to 

ensure adequate educational opportunity for all students regardless of the wealth of the 

school district.  The state’s share of the Nevada Plan’s funding is distributed through the 

DSA.  The amount of state aid received by each district is developed by a formula that 

allows for differences in costs and local wealth.  As such, the basic support is adjusted 
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for each district based on economic and geographic characteristics and a wealth 

adjustment.  This results in districts with fewer resources getting a higher per-pupil 

allocation of state money than districts with more resources. 

 CCSD’s basic support guarantees for fiscal years 2004 and 2005 from the DSA 

are $4,127 and $4,249 per student, respectively.  In addition, the District receives state 

support for such areas as special education, class-size reduction, adult diploma 

education, regional professional development program, and remedial education.  The 

District received about $138 million in fiscal year 2003 for these programs. 

 During fiscal year 2003, Clark County School District recorded revenues of about 

$1.75 billion, excluding capital projects, bond accounts, and internal service funds.  

Local revenues accounted for almost 65% of the District’s revenue, with state sources 

accounting for a little over 28%.  Exhibit 6 shows the District’s revenue sources between 

local, state, and federal sources. 

Exhibit 6 
Revenue Sources and Amounts (Millions) 

Fiscal Year 2003 
 

Food Service 
Sales
$23.5
(1.3%)

Other Local 
Sources

$34.7
(2.0%) Federal

$122.9
(7.0%)

Governmental 
Services Tax  

$41.4
(2.4%)

Local School 
Support Tax  

$498.1
(28.5%)

State
$491.2
(28.1%)

Property Taxes 
$537.1
(30.7%)

 

Source: Clark County School District Comprehensive Annual Financial Report,  
Fiscal Year 2003. 

Note: Exhibit excludes capital projects, bond accounts, and internal service funds. 
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Scope and Objectives 
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 This audit was required by Chapter 5, Statutes of Nevada 2003, 20th Special 

Session, and was conducted pursuant to the provisions of NRS 218.737 to 218.890.  

The Legislative Auditor conducts audits as part of the Legislature’s oversight 

responsibility for public programs.  The purpose of legislative audits is to improve 

government by providing the Legislature, state and local officials, and Nevada citizens 

with independent and reliable information about the operations of government agencies, 

programs, activities, and functions. 

 This audit included a review of the District’s activities from July 1, 2002, through 

December 31, 2003.  The objectives of the audit were to evaluate the District’s 

operations in these six areas: 
 

• Financial Management – Are there sufficient controls to provide 
accountability for financial resources? 

• Facilities Management – Are construction, maintenance, and facility usage 
programs properly planned and controlled? 

• Personnel Management – Are recruitment and retention efforts adequate to 
ensure qualified staff? 

• Transportation – Are student transportation programs adequately planned to 
ensure the safe and efficient transportation of students? 

• District Organization – Does the organizational structure enhance the 
effectiveness and efficiency of Board governance and District management? 

• Employee Health Plans – Are the health plans appropriately managed? 
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Findings and Recommendations 
 
 The Clark County School District’s (CCSD) financial and administrative 

operations compare favorably to other states’ best practices and peer districts.  For 

example, the District collected more federal Medicaid monies than peer districts.  

Further, a computerized bus routing system and an energy conservation plan 

implemented several years ago continue to save the District significant money.  

Nevertheless, opportunities exist for cost savings and increased revenues by 

implementing more efficient practices.  Specifically, food service operations could be 

less reliant on General Fund support by capturing all costs.  In addition, fleet 

management controls could save over $1.1 million in future capital expenditures by 

eliminating under-utilized vehicles.   

The District can also improve its professional development by establishing a 

district-wide training plan to help better coordinate training and ensure qualified 

employees are maintained.  Further, accountability and governance enhancements 

could occur by the Board periodically assessing its practices and establishing a formal 

bus replacement policy.  Improving its oversight of employee health benefit programs 

would also strengthen the District’s accountability. 

Operations should be further enhanced when the District completes its 

management process system’s certification process.  In 2001, the District started a 

comprehensive review to establish written quality controls and guidelines that direct 

District activities.  The District anticipates completing the certification process by 2006. 
 

Financial Management 
We found that financial management practices were generally sound.  The 

District has done a good job in getting federal Medicaid reimbursements; however, there 

are other areas where improvements could be made.  For example, the food service 

operation should account for all of its costs so management has complete information 

on the cost of the program when establishing fees. 

 



 

Unreserved Fund Balance Requirements Met 

The District has established a regulation requiring an unreserved fund balance 

be maintained at a designated level.  CCSD Regulation 3110 requires the District to 

maintain an unreserved fund balance of 2% of total general fund revenues.  However, 

for fiscal years 2000 through 2003, the school board waived this requirement, and 

approved budgets with unreserved fund balances of below 2%.  According to the 

District’s Comprehensive Annual Financial Report, the unreserved fund balance was 

returned to the 2% level for fiscal year 2004.  Maintaining the unreserved fund balance 

at designated levels is important to help ensure the financial stability of the District.  

Exhibit 7 shows the unreserved fund balance for fiscal years 2000 to 2004. 

Exhibit 7 
Unreserved Fund Balance 

Fiscal Years 2000-2004 
 

 Fiscal   
Year

Total Operating 
Revenues

Unreserved 
Fund Balance

% of Unreserved Fund 
Balance to Total 

Operating Revenues
  2000       968,802,543 $10,471,889 1.1%
  2001  $1,032,819,658 $11,351,277 1.1%
  2002  $1,128,284,506 $13,839,963 1.2%
  2003  $1,218,514,708 $20,804,923 1.7%
  2004  $1,368,776,979 $28,059,022 2.0%

$

 

Sources: CCSD’s Comprehensive Annual Financial Reports. 
 

   Medicaid Collections Exceed Peer Districts 
The District has an effective process to ensure it receives reimbursement for 

eligible Medicaid services.  In fiscal year 2003, it collected over $11 million in Medicaid 

reimbursements to pay for the cost of medical and related services provided to eligible 

students.  The amount of reimbursement per student collected by CCSD from the 

Medicaid program exceeds amounts collected by its peers.   

The Medicaid program allows school districts to enroll as providers of Medicaid 

services for school-based health services provided to eligible students.  Typical services 

include speech therapy, physical therapy, and psychological counseling.  Medicaid also 

reimburses school districts for medical outreach activities provided to students and their 

families, including referral of students and their families for Medicaid eligibility 

determinations. 

 18 LA04-24 



 

Exhibit 8 shows the amounts received from Medicaid by CCSD and its peers, 

during fiscal year 2003. 

Exhibit 8 
Medicaid Revenues Per Student 

Fiscal Year 2003 
 

School District Amount
Clark County, NV 11,013,797$   255,306 43.14$    
Broward County, FL 7,000,000$     266,272 26.29$    
San Diego, CA 3,594,819$     141,002 25.49$    
Houston, TX 4,077,924$     212,045 19.23$    
Washoe County, NV 299,210$        58,903 5.08$      

Number of 
Students

Amount Per 
Student

 
 

Sources: Clark County and Washoe County data is based on district financial records and 
NRS 387.303 reports.  Peer district data is based on survey responses, district 
web sites, and the National Center for Education Statistics. 

 
CCSD has been reimbursed a significant amount of federal funds from the 

Medicaid Program because it has controls over the reimbursement process.  Good 

management controls are an integral part of how an organization establishes 

accountability over its resources and achieves results.  Based on our review of the 

Medicaid program and discussions with District officials, some examples of the District’s 

controls in this area are explained below. 

• Program staff submit service logs to their supervisors, who review the logs for 
completeness and accuracy.  Having program staff submit service logs to 
their supervisor reduces the risk that program staff will not prepare service 
logs needed to bill Medicaid. 

 

• The State Medicaid agency provides the District with an automated file of 
persons eligible for Medicaid.  The District’s billing system compares the file 
with information from service logs to identify services that can be billed to 
Medicaid.  This automated comparison helps ensure that services provided to 
eligible students are billed. 

 

• More than one person has a detailed understanding of the Medicaid 
reimbursement process for school-based children’s health services, making 
the process less vulnerable if one person left. 

 
• CCSD personnel have a good understanding of the billing procedures 

performed by their independent contractor and periodically visit the 
contractor’s offices to monitor its billing operations. 
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Additional opportunities exist to increase federal reimbursement when the State 

Medicaid Plan is amended.  Transportation services provided to eligible students that 

need specially equipped vehicles are reimbursable Medicaid expenses.  However, the 

federal regulations regarding transportation expenses were revised, requiring more 

detailed documentation in order to receive reimbursement.  As such, until the State 

Medicaid agency develops the methodology for claiming special needs transportation 

services, school districts cannot get reimbursed.  The State has committed to the 

districts that the State Plan amendment will be effective January 2005.  Once the State 

Plan is amended, the District needs to incorporate the requirements into the Medicaid 

process and begin collecting for eligible transportation services.  Reimbursement for 

transportation services may be substantial.  Prior to the federal regulation being revised 

and reimbursements being stopped to the districts, CCSD collected about $800,000 

during calendar year 2001.  Therefore, it is important the District monitor the State’s 

process in amending the Medicaid Plan to ensure the District receives reimbursement 

from Medicaid for eligible transportation services. 

   Food Service Program Does Not Include All Costs 
Opportunities exist in the food service program that would reduce the burden on 

the General Fund, resulting in more money available for the classroom or other 

operations.  District accounting records indicate that food operations have shown a 

profit for the last several years.  However, some food service costs are not charged to 

this account. 

An effective school food service program provides students with nutritional, 

reasonably-priced meals.  During fiscal year 2003, the food service program collected 

over $54 million in sales and federal reimbursements, averaging about 110,000 meals a 

day.  The District operates a central kitchen and several self-contained kitchens at 

various school sites.  The central kitchen provides meals for some elementary schools, 

while others heat the food on-site and dish it onto trays.  Middle and high schools have 

fully self-contained kitchens. 

The Board established the Food Service Enterprise Fund by resolution in June 

1996.  As stated in the resolution, it is the Board’s intent to have the fund operate so all 

eligible costs associated with the program would be paid exclusively by user fees, 
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federal funding and reimbursements to the program.  The resolution also states that no 

money was to be paid or transferred from other district funds to support food services 

and that the program is to be wholly self-supporting.  However, we identified several 

direct costs, such as utilities and insurance, that were paid by the District’s general fund 

that could be recorded in the food services account.  For example, utilities at the central 

kitchen were about $300,000 for fiscal year 2003. 
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In addition, the District could charge the program indirect costs for services 

provided by central services functions.  These are costs that benefit a district program, 

but are not readily identifiable to that program.  The District currently allocates some 

central service costs to the food service program, but could include more.  Many federal 

programs allow indirect cost allocations between 2% and 3.5%.  During fiscal year 

2004, the District’s indirect cost rate was 2.87%.  As with many of the District’s federal 

programs, the Nevada Department of Education would have to approve the indirect cost 

rate proposal. 

One consequence of not charging all costs to the program is that cash resources 

can exceed allowable limits.  The federal government has issued regulations limiting 

cash resources for food service programs.  Exceeding these limits can impact the 

amount of federal funding the District receives or require other program changes.  

Because the program has been profitable, the food services cash resources exceeded 

the federal limit by about $9 million at the end of fiscal year 2003.  The Nevada 

Department of Education, the State pass-thru agency for the federal meal programs, 

has issued a letter to the District requiring a corrective action plan be submitted 

explaining how the surplus cash will be eliminated.  The District’s response dated 

September 27, 2004, states it will use the cash surplus to increase food quality and 

quantity, and to purchase needed capital improvements for the food service operation. 

   Better Control Over Some Legislative Funding Should Be Implemented 
Although the District has sufficient controls in place over most special 

appropriations approved during the 2001 and 2003 Legislative Sessions, better controls 

could be implemented over some additional funding to help ensure the monies are used 

as required.  We reviewed the controls the District has to ensure textbooks, instructional 

supplies, and instructional hardware funds are appropriately spent.  We found these 



 

controls were adequate to ensure the money spent, to date, was used for its stipulated 

purpose. 

We also reviewed the District’s request and expenditure process applicable to 

additional legislative funding for unbudgeted energy costs, at-risk programs, unexpected 

healthcare costs, and education technology and found some control weaknesses.  For 

example, back-up documentation could not always be provided to support the District’s 

request for funding.  Further, the District did not adequately monitor allocations received 

for unbudgeted energy costs.  In fiscal year 2003 the District received $3.6 million for 

energy costs; however, actual unanticipated energy costs were $700,000.  As such, the 

District’s unanticipated utility costs were $2.9 million less than the fiscal year 2003 

allocation.  Although the District was able to justify the need for the total allocation 

during the 2002 to 2003 biennium, an Interim Finance Committee resolution states that 

any excess at June 30, 2003, should have been returned to the State’s General Fund. 

Exhibit 9 provides information about special legislative funding from the 2001 and 

2003 Legislative Sessions. 

Exhibit 9 
Special Legislative Funding 

2001 and 2003 Legislative Sessions 

Session 
Year

Bill 
Number Purpose

Amount 
Available 
Statewide

Amount 
Allocated to 

District

2001 SB 8
Provides additional funding for unbudgeted 
energy costs. $ 6.5 Million $ 4.6 Million

2001 SB 9
Provides additional funding for programs 
that are at risk of termination. $  5 Million(1) $ 1.9 Million

2001 SB 587
Provides additional funding for unexpected 
employee healthcare costs. $13 Million  $8.2 Million

2003 SB 1
Provides additional funding for Educational 
Technology. $ 9.95 Million $ 5.1 Million

2003 SB 8

Provides funding to the DSA for textbooks, 
instructional supplies, and instructional 
hardware. $ 131 Million $ 88.7 Million(2)

 

Source: Auditor analysis of 2001 and 2003 Special Legislative Funding. 
(1)The Interim Finance Committee voted to revert $1.8 million to the State’s General Fund at the September 9, 2002 meeting. 
(2)Estimate based on student counts.  Amount may be adjusted when Department of Education completes student count audit. 
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 Recommendations 
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1. Record all applicable costs for the food service program to the 

Food Service Enterprise Fund. 

2. Develop controls over special appropriations to ensure all monies 

are properly accounted for and reverted as appropriate. 
 

Facilities Management 
Aspects of the Facilities Division operate effectively; for example, the 

Construction Management Department has been effective at meeting the District’s 

needs for additional schools.  However, other areas could be improved.  Although the 

District has implemented an effective electricity conservation program, plans for other 

conservation areas have not been finalized that could provide the District with additional 

savings.  In addition, the District does not have an adequate information system to track 

maintenance employee productivity, work orders, and deferred maintenance.  

Furthermore, the Maintenance Department has not adopted comprehensive policies 

and procedures that provide employees with the needed guidance for maintaining the 

District’s significant inventory of facilities. 

The Facilities Division is responsible for the operation, maintenance, and fiscal 

control of all school district facilities.  This includes, but is not limited to, construction, 

design, energy management, custodial, grounds, maintenance, and real estate 

acquisition and disposition. 

During fiscal year 2004, the Facilities Division was responsible for 294 schools, 

excluding charter schools, and approximately 25 million square feet of building space, 

including portable classrooms.  In addition, the District opened 14 schools in fiscal year 

2005.  Exhibit 10 shows the increase in schools over the past 5 years in the District.  

See Appendix C for a breakdown of schools by region for fiscal years 2002 through 

2005. 



 

Exhibit 10 
Number of Schools by Type 

Fiscal Years 2001-2005 

School Type 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Growth 

2001-2005
Elementary Schools 161 166 172 179 186 16%
Middle Schools 38 43 45 48 50 32%
High Schools 31 33 33 35 39 26%
Alternative Schools 23 24 25 26 27 17%
Special Schools 6 6 6 6 6 0%
Total 259 272 281 294 308 19%

 

Source: Clark County School District. 

In November 1998, Clark County voters approved an initiative designed to raise 

funding over a 10 year period for school construction and renovation.  This enabled the 

District to adopt a Capital Improvement Program which includes the following: 
 

• construction of 90 new schools, 

• over $900 million in renovations to existing schools, 

• construction of 10 replacement schools, and 

• construction of two regional bus yards. 
 

As of May 31, 2004, the District reported a total of $1.8 billion had been expended on 

the 1998 building program. 

   District’s Energy Conservation Needs to Include All Areas 
Although the District’s energy conservation plan is effective, it does not address 

all utilities.  The District has made significant efforts to conserve electricity; however, 

natural gas and water conservation efforts have not received as much attention.  

According to energy conservation program information, this is because natural gas and 

water are more subjective to weather conditions than electricity.  In addition, Division 

officials indicated that natural gas is not as significant of a cost to the District.  While we 

agree these areas are not as significant as electricity, we feel that additional savings 

could be realized by increasing the focus on the conservation of these utilities. 

Energy costs across the State and nation have increased to levels requiring 

close monitoring and management.  The 2001 Legislature appropriated $6.5 million to 

assist school districts in meeting the demands of rising energy costs.  Of that amount, 
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Clark County School District received $4.6 million.  In fiscal year 2003, the District spent 

over $47 million on electricity, natural gas, water, sewage, and refuse.  Exhibit 11 shows 

the amounts the District expended on utilities for fiscal years 1999 through 2003. 

Exhibit 11 
Utilities Costs (Millions) 
Fiscal Years 1999-2003 

Utility Type 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Natural Gas 1.79$    1.81$   2.48$   2.93$   2.01$   12%
Electricity 15.27$  18.46$ 22.18$ 31.34$ 33.05$ 116%
Water/Sewage/Refuse 8.92$    10.40$ 10.49$ 12.43$ 12.42$ 39%
Total Utility Costs 25.98$  30.67$ 35.15$ 46.70$ 47.48$ 83%

Change 
1999-2003

 

Source: NRS 387.303 Reports. 
 

District’s Electricity Conservation Program Effective 

Much of the District’s rise in utility costs over the past several years is attributable 

to the increases in student enrollments, facilities, and utility rates.  Several years ago, 

the District successfully implemented an energy conservation program to help reduce 

energy usage.  For example, during the past several summers, the District has realized 

significant cost savings by focusing conservation efforts on 9-month schools and year-

round schools during high afternoon electric rate periods.  During the 2003 summer, the 

District reported savings of nearly $1.7 million.  For the 2004 Summer Energy Savings 

Program, a memorandum was issued in May 2004, requesting 9-month schools to 

adjust operating hours to shut down at 12:30 p.m., avoiding the higher electricity rates 

between 1 p.m. and 7 p.m.  In addition, individual classrooms at year-round schools 

were requested to shut down all computers, lights, etc. not being used at 1 p.m. each 

day.  Overall, the District reported savings of over $3 and $4 million in fiscal years 2003 

and 2004, respectively. 

The energy conservation plan gives detailed instructions to staff, custodians, and 

kitchen workers on how to conserve energy.  The instructions outline what items should 

be turned off each night, how to conserve energy over holidays and weekends, and 

general good habits such as turning off lights when not using a room and keeping 
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outside doors closed.  Our survey of District employees found that 76% understand their 

roles in the District’s energy conservation efforts.
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The District also maintains central control over the heating and cooling of many 

of its buildings.  This allows the District to monitor the temperature of individual 

classrooms throughout the District.  By having this control at a central location, the 

District is able to set the times when air conditioning units are shut down. 

Finally, individual schools are rewarded for their efforts to conserve energy.  

Schools are given rebates of $250 to $5,000, based on their student enrollment, for 

conserving 10% to 15% on electricity usage.  For fiscal year 2003, the District gave a 

total of $172,500 in rebates to 147 schools. 

Plan Does Not Adequately Cover All Utilities 

The District has a draft copy of a water conservation plan that is dated January 

2004; however, the plan has not been finalized.  According to information contained in 

the plan, the District was the largest single user of water in Clark County.  The plan 

contains strategies for conserving water through turf removal at existing schools and 

limiting turf to athletic fields in future construction projects.  In addition, the District uses 

centrally controlled computerized watering systems at the majority of its school sites 

and hybrid grass that requires less water than other types of grasses.  For the water 

conservation plan to be implemented, it needs to be finalized by the District. 

Although natural gas conservation is mentioned in the current energy plan, 

efforts are not focused to ensure it is conserved.  In addition, Facilities Division officials 

reported the possibility of natural gas being used in the future for more than just heating.  

Therefore, the District may benefit from additional efforts focused on conservation 

strategies for natural gas use. 

Furthermore, the District has contracted with an energy consultant to assist in 

energy conservation efforts.  Specifically, the contract requires the consultant to develop 

goals for energy conservation for utilities including natural gas and water.  However, the 

energy conservation goals have not been updated for several years and current goals  

                                                 
1Appendix B summarizes our survey of District employees. 



 

focus mainly on electricity.  Division officials indicated they are currently working with 

the consultant to update energy conservation goals. 
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   Facilities Information System Could Be Improved 
The Maintenance Department could improve the information used to track 

maintenance needs.  The Department currently uses the Work Order Status and 

Tracking (WOST) system for work orders.  An internal audit conducted in 2001 

recommended the Department purchase a new work order tracking system.  During our 

preliminary survey, the Department reported that a new system would be purchased in 

June of 2002.  However, a new system was not purchased at that time because the 

District was exploring the possibility of purchasing a integrated business services 

system.  They wanted to make sure the work order system would interface with the 

integrated system. 

With the WOST system, the Department is unable to track maintenance 

employee productivity and the tracking of deferred maintenance is limited.  Furthermore, 

work orders received and processed cannot be efficiently tracked by completion and 

priority status.  Best practices recommend a technology system that includes work order 

management and prioritization guidelines. 

The District anticipates purchasing a Computerized Maintenance Management 

System (CMMS) in the fall of 2004.  Specifications for the new software include the 

ability to track employee productivity, deferred maintenance, work order completion, and 

priority status.  District staff indicated that once the software has been purchased, it will 

take 24 to 36 months to get it fully operating.  Therefore, it is important that the District 

continues its efforts to purchase the new CMMS to ensure it is implemented in a timely 

manner. 

   Maintenance Lacks Complete Policies and Procedures 
The Maintenance Department has not developed complete policies and 

procedures.  Currently, the Department has issued various memorandums to provide 

guidance on specific responsibilities.  However, these memorandums are not readily 

available to all employees and have not been formalized by the Department.  

Furthermore, with the purchase of the new CMMS it is important for the District to adopt 

policies and procedures to ensure it is used properly. 



 

Other states’ best practices acknowledge the importance of comprehensive 

policies and procedures over maintenance functions.  In addition, internal control 

standards recommend policies and procedures be documented. 

The Construction Management Department is in the process of finalizing its 

policies and procedures manual.  The manual provides a good model for the 

Maintenance Department to follow in its efforts to develop comprehensive policies and 

procedures. 
 Recommendations 

3. Work with the energy consultant to develop goals for water and 

natural gas conservation. 

4. Continue development of and finalize a water conservation plan. 

5. Enhance the energy plan to focus greater efforts on the 

conservation of natural gas. 

6. Complete procurement and implementation of the new CMMS 

technology that enhances the Maintenance Department’s ability to 

more effectively monitor activities. 

7. Develop policies and procedures to ensure the CMMS is properly 

implemented, including work order tracking, employee 

productivity, and deferred maintenance. 

8. Formalize the policies, procedures, and memorandums over 

Maintenance Department functions and provide access to all 

employees. 

9. Finalize the development of all remaining policies and procedures 

for the Construction Management Department. 
 

Personnel Management 
We found the District has excellent processes for recruiting, hiring, and inducting 

employees.  However, there are opportunities to improve district-wide professional 

development to ensure the District retains qualified staff.  Staff retention is a major 

challenge faced by school districts across the nation.  Experts report key elements 
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districts can address affecting staff retention include the recruiting and hiring process, 

induction, and professional development. 

Districts are continually challenged to hire and retain teachers, administrators, 

and support staff.  During fiscal year 2004, the District hired nearly 5,800 employees.  

Of this number, 38% were hired in the first quarter and more than half were teachers.  

Exhibit 12 shows the number, type, and percent of employees hired during fiscal year 

2004. 

Exhibit 12 
Schedule of New Hires 

Fiscal Year 2004 
 

Type of Employee Teachers
Support 

Staff
Student 
Workers Administrative Police Totals

Number Hired 3,169 2,041 449 79 25 5,763
Percent Hired 55.0% 35.4% 7.8% 1.4% 0.4% 100.0%  

Source: Auditor calculated from CCSD Human Resources Division information. 
 

   Personnel Program Accomplishments 
The District has implemented nationally recognized recruiting, hiring, and 

inducting processes.  The New Teacher Project, a non-profit group helping school 

districts recruit teachers, and others singled out CCSD’s processes and programs as 

effective practices.  As a keynote speaker at Georgia’s teacher recruitment conference, 

management shared insight about the District’s on-line application process and its 

successful private sector partnership.  Induction practices, like the New Teacher 

Induction Program, include a relocation guide, a welcome center, a community day, an 

orientation day, special follow-up training, monthly newsletter, and mentoring.  Further, 

the District reports its mentoring program is active in all schools and is applying 

additional mentoring resources to at-risk schools. 

We surveyed District employees regarding the personnel function.  Generally, the 

Human Resources Division received good ratings regarding their recruiting and 

inducting efforts.  Over 80% of staff responding to the survey indicated the Division was 

helpful, knowledgeable, and responsive.  We also found that most respondents felt the 

District has effective professional development. 
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Opportunities to Improve Professional Development 
Although the majority of employees surveyed felt professional development met 

their needs, opportunities for improvement exist.  CCSD has several planning 

documents that contain elements of professional development, but a district-wide 

training plan would help to better coordinate training and ensure a qualified staff is 

maintained.  Further, clearly aligning professional development with Board regulations 

and clearly defining training responsibilities would help eliminate confusion and ensure 

effective training continues. 

The Board, with District management, developed three significant planning 

documents: Governance Policies, Building for the Future, and A+ Action Accountability 

Plan.  Within these documents, the District has addressed goals, processes to achieve 

the goals, and measurements to identify progress towards the goals.  Although we 

found professional development elements within these planning documents, the District 

does not have a district-wide professional development plan.  Such a plan would 

facilitate compliance with Board regulation and help to clearly define the responsibility 

for providing and coordinating District training. 

Board Regulation 

CCSD’s professional development configuration differs from Board regulation.  

District Regulation 4240 states that the Human Resources Division is responsible for 

district-wide professional development and directs support staff to submit training 

requests to the Division.  However, several years ago professional development was 

transferred from the Division to the District’s Instruction Unit.  Therefore, the current 

professional development organization could be confusing to personnel wanting to 

pursue professional development in accordance with Board regulations. 

Support Staff Training 

The District needs to clarify where the responsibility for training support staff 

resides.  Professional development is coordinated within two sections of the Instruction 

Unit: Curriculum and Professional Development Division (CPDD) and Support Staff 

Training and Development Department.  CPDD is responsible for training teachers and 

administrators.  The Assistant Superintendent of CPDD reports to the Deputy 

Superintendent of Instruction.  Training for support staff is within the Support Staff 



 

Training and Development Department.  This department is not part of CPDD, and its 

director reports directly to the Deputy Superintendent of Instruction.  However, the 

mission statements for both CPDD and Support Staff Training and Development 

Department include the responsibility for training support staff.  Because separate 

entities claim responsibility for support staff training, the District could experience 

inefficient training efforts. 
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 Recommendation 
10. Consolidate district-wide professional development elements into 

a single plan aligned with District goals, policies, and regulations 

that clearly define the organizational structure and responsibilities 

of the professional development program. 
 

Transportation 
The District’s Transportation Department has implemented many improvements 

to enhance efficiency.  One improvement was the implementation of a computerized 

bus routing system in 1995 that reportedly saves about 10% to 15% annually from more 

efficient operations.  Even with the improvements, there are still opportunities to make 

other areas better.  For example, fleet management controls need to be implemented to 

better utilize the District’s passenger type vehicles.  About half of the District’s cars were 

driven less than 600 miles a month during fiscal year 2004.  Better management of the 

District’s vehicles could provide savings of over $1.1 million dollars in future capital 

expenditures by eliminating under-utilized vehicles.  In addition, the Department’s bus 

management could be improved by adopting a formal policy to ensure buses are 

operating efficiently and have up-to-date safety features.  Further, about $400,000 of 

additional revenues could be generated to offset transportation costs by charging a 

small fee to participants of extracurricular activities that require transportation services. 

In 2003, School Bus Fleet magazine reported the District’s transportation 

services were the 16th largest school district fleet in the country.  According to the 

Transportation Department’s fact sheet, there were over 144,000 students eligible for 

transportation services and 5,106 daily runs in fiscal year 2004.  In addition, the fact 

sheet indicated the Department had 1,499 employees, of which 1,006 were bus drivers.  



 

Furthermore, the District’s database for tracking vehicle information reported 1,153 

buses and 1,723 other vehicles as of July 2004.  Finally, the Department’s final budget 

had authorized expenditures of approximately $67.8 million in fiscal year 2004.   
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To improve efficiency, the District’s Transportation Department implemented a 

new bus inspection system that provides maintenance data faster with verified proof of 

compliance.  This saves time and money, and increases safety and reliability of the 

fleet.  The Department was also recognized in a national publication as a “Great Fleet.”  

This 1999 publication stated that keeping up with one of the fastest growing enrollments 

in the country is a challenge that is met well by the Department. 

   Bus Routing Program Increases Efficiency 
 The Transportation Department has increased its efficiency in bus routing by 

implementing computerized routing software, a best practice used in other states and 

the student transportation industry.  Computerized routing software is designed to help 

ensure districts select and implement the most efficient routes.  The increased 

efficiencies result from better bus routes and the need for fewer buses. 

 After the Department implemented the bus routing package, it reported 

operational savings of about $3 million in fiscal year 1997.  In addition, the increased 

efficiency associated with better routes reduced the number of buses the District 

needed to provide transportation for students.  This, in turn, reduced the need for future 

bus purchases.  For example, the Department reported it needed approximately 10% 

fewer buses upon implementation of a computerized bus routing system, thereby saving 

approximately $8 million. 

   Management of District Vehicles Could Be Improved 
 Controls over vehicle usage and inventory could be better.  Our review found 

limited procedures and controls for vehicle usage, assignment, and inventory.  We 

estimate the District could save over $1.1 million in future capital expenditures by 

eliminating under-utilized vehicles.  Fleet management controls would help the District 

be more accountable over its vehicle inventory and ensure more effective and efficient 

use of its vehicles. 
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Vehicle Usage 

 We reviewed the District’s vehicle maintenance system for fiscal year 2004.  Our 

review found about half of the passenger fleet was driven less than 600 miles a month 

during the year.  District officials indicated that some vehicles will always have low 

usage.  This is because they are assigned to areas that need transportation, but the 

area served is limited, such as school site custodial services and the home bound 

teaching program.  However, by evaluating vehicle usage and aligning the inventory to 

its needs, the District could eliminate the unnecessary cost of under-utilized vehicles. 

 We examined 293 passenger type vehicles in the District’s fleet.  Of the 293 

vehicles, we found about half of the vehicles had been driven less than 7,200 miles in 

fiscal year 2004.  District regulation bases its vehicle mileage guidance on a mileage 

rate of 600 per month or 7,200 per year.  Specifically, the regulation states that vehicles 

can be assigned to an individual or department when travel is 600 miles a month or 

more.  Accordingly, about half the vehicles examined do not meet this minimum 

benchmark. 

 Using total vehicle miles, we estimate the District could eliminate over 70 

vehicles.  Based on the average vehicle cost of about $16,000 each, the District could 

save over $1.1 million in future capital expenditures by eliminating under-utilized 

vehicles.  District regulation expresses the need to have economy of operations to avoid 

excessive burden to the District budget and also maintain the minimum number of 

nonbus vehicles. 

 The District has several general regulations regarding vehicles.  It also issued a 

vehicle usage memorandum in September 2004.  Although the regulations and 

memorandum are a good start, District procedures to control vehicle usage are not in 

place.  For example, we found no control processes in place at the various departments 

over assignments or usage.  Further, no central area is responsible for evaluating usage 

to ensure vehicle use is maximized.  Managers can affect significant cost savings by 

making certain the District obtains the most use out of each vehicle and maximizes its 

overall fleet usage. 
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Vehicle Inventory 

 Controls over vehicle inventory are not in place.  Our review found limited 

procedures and controls over vehicle inventory.  Further, inventory listings have not 

been reconciled with vehicles on-hand and inventory records are not always accurate.  

Not establishing these controls could lead to misuse or abuse of District owned 

vehicles. 

District Regulation 3610 states as steward of all Clark County School District 

property, the Board of School Trustees recognizes the need for proper management of 

property and equipment inventory throughout the District.  As such, it requires the 

maintenance of adequate inventory records and appropriate inventory control.  In 

addition, District Regulation 3612 states the administration is responsible for the 

development, implementation, and enforcement of procedures pertaining to the care 

and use of District property.  Control and accountability for all equipment and supplies 

will be in accordance with established procedures.  Further, sound internal controls 

require an entity to establish physical controls to secure and safeguard vulnerable 

assets, such as vehicles and equipment. 

We reviewed the District’s inventory records for 100 passenger type vehicles.  

Although vehicles could be identified, we found inconsistencies in the inventory records.  

For example, license and vehicle identification information sometimes varied between 

the assignees and inventory records.  In addition, five vehicles were not at the location 

recorded on the inventory listings.  District officials indicated that one vehicle had been 

returned to the dealer, one had an incorrect vehicle number, and the other three 

vehicles had been transferred for other operational uses.  However, the inventory 

records had not been updated.  Reconciliation of inventory listings with vehicles on-

hand would help control this area and lessen the likelihood of misuse or abuse.   

  Administrative Staff Vehicles 

  Recently, the District changed its vehicle assignment practice to no longer assign 

cars to various administrative staff.  However, in lieu of having assigned vehicles, 

District administrative staff was given the option of receiving a monthly stipend or 

claiming mileage reimbursements.  According to District information, the stipends are 



 

based on prior vehicle usage.  The stipends range from about $150 to $420 monthly.  

The mileage reimbursement is based on actual business miles driven. 

 35 LA04-24 

 The District has established guidelines over the vehicle stipends.  However, the 

District has not formalized these guidelines into District policy regarding administrative 

staff vehicle options.  It is important to formalize the guidelines to ensure they are 

consistent with District intentions and equitably carried-out.   

   Bus Replacement Policy Needed 
The District has made good efforts in replacing buses even though the Board of 

Trustees has not adopted a bus replacement cycle into District policy.  Older buses cost 

significantly more to operate and are less likely to have the latest safety features.  About 

17% of CCSD’s bus fleet is over 12 years old, and about 14% of the buses have been 

driven an average of more than 200,000 miles.  Industry standards vary for bus 

replacement cycles; however, most generally recommend replacement of buses every 

12 to 15 years.  Although industry standards can be used as a general rule, 

maintenance and operational data is also needed on each bus to make cost-effective 

decisions. 

Age of Bus Fleet 

The age of a bus fleet can result in increased maintenance costs.  Older buses 

cost more to maintain than newer model buses.  According to a report from the National 

Association of State Directors of Pupil Transportation Services, two studies done in 

California and Washington identified that after 12 years of use, the annual operating 

cost of school buses began to increase significantly and continued an annual increase 

each year thereafter.  These studies suggest a rule of thumb; however, it is clear that 

maintenance and operating costs provide information needed to determine when buses 

should be replaced.  For example, review of this data may indicate whether buses 

should be operated longer or replaced sooner.  Exhibit 13 includes a breakdown of the 

District’s bus fleet as of July 2004. 



 

Exhibit 13 
District Bus Fleet 

July 2004  
 

Model 
Year 

Age in 
Years 

Number 
of Buses 

Average 
Total Miles 

Average 
Annual Miles 

1987 18 7 237,139 13,174 
1988 17 2 272,989 16,058 
1989 16 17 226,156 14,135 
1990 15 63 217,937 14,529 
1991 14 69 207,309 14,808 
1992 13 41 186,701 14,362 
1993 12 66 183,055 15,255 
1994 11 82 157,717 14,338 
1995 10 26 159,245 15,925 
1996 9 78 143,001 15,889 
1998 7 216 113,587 16,227 
2000 5 109 81,674 16,335 
2001 4 51 61,416 15,354 
2002 3 82 58,863 19,621 
2003 2 121 37,346 18,673 
2004 1 123 21,260 21,260 

Totals  1,153 113,251 16,720 
 

Source:  Clark County School District Transportation Department. 
 

 As buses get older and mileage higher, the cost per mile typically increases at a 

significant rate.  As such, whenever operating and maintenance costs reach a certain 

level, it may make better economic sense to purchase a new bus rather than continue to 

maintain an older one.  According to District bus maintenance records, buses over 12 

years old cost 62 cents a mile to operate, while buses less than 12 years cost 51 cents.  

 Development of Replacement Policy 

 The National Association of State Directors of Pupil Transportation Services 

believes the timely replacement of buses must be a planned process.  Available funding 

is likely the single most important consideration in determining a bus replacement 

policy.  However, the policy should also be based on an analysis of total miles operated, 

age, and operating maintenance costs.  In addition, the policy should consider a route 

rotation plan to accrue mileage evenly and reduce unequal bus wear. 

 This type of policy provides several benefits such as older, higher maintenance 

buses are replaced first.  In addition, the policy allows for better budgeting since a 

consistent number of buses are purchased each year.  Finally, it impacts the timeliness 
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of introducing the latest safety, efficiency, and emissions improvements into the fleet, 

demonstrating a commitment to maintaining an up-to-date fleet. 
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 Best practices recommend school boards adopt a bus replacement cycle.  

Industry standards vary for bus replacement cycles; however, most generally 

recommend replacement of buses every 12 to 15 years.  In addition, a 2003 study 

completed by the University of Nevada, Las Vegas recommended that CCSD adopt a 

replacement cycle based on vehicle maintenance and operating records.  Replacement 

plans allow managers to determine the point when it is more costly to repair a bus than 

replace it.  By knowing the replacement schedule beforehand, transportation managers 

are able to budget accordingly. 

   Extracurricular Activity Fee Could Help Recover Transportation Costs 
 The District has discussed the need to cut several programs and operating 

areas.  Two areas that raised considerable concern were school sports and 

transportation.  These areas are related since school buses play a role in transporting 

student athletes.  During the adoption of the final budget in May 2002, many individuals 

voiced concern over cutting these areas.  One Board member expressed the need to 

find alternative ways to fund school sports and transportation.  An alternative used by 

some districts to help offset these costs is to charge an activity or athletic transportation 

fee.  We estimate that by charging such a fee the District could generate over $400,000 

to assist the Transportation Department in providing these services or help fund other 

areas. 

 The District has discussed the use of a fee to help offset program costs, such as 

“Pay to Play.”  However, a concern raised was that not all students could afford to pay.  

We understand this concern; however, exception policies could be developed for those 

occasions where a student may not be able to afford the fee.  Further, a small fee to 

help offset transportation and other program costs would provide additional resources 

that could benefit other educational activities.  Washoe County School District began 

charging a $25 athletic transportation fee to help offset costs.  This generated about 

$88,000 in fiscal year 2003.   



 

 Recommendations 
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11. Develop fleet management controls over vehicles; including 

assignment and control logs, a fleet inventory process, and 

administrative staff vehicle options. 

12. Evaluate vehicle usage to ensure the District’s fleet is at optimum 

levels. 

13. Develop procedures to perform periodic inventories of the 

District’s vehicle fleet. 

14. Adopt a bus replacement policy to help ensure buses are 

replaced in a timely and economic manner. 

15. Consider charging students a fee to help offset transportation 

costs associated with certain extracurricular activities. 
 

District Organization 
The Clark County School District is governed by a Board of Trustees.  The Board 

employs a superintendent to serve as chief executive officer in charge of day-to-day 

administration of schools.  The District’s staffing and administrative cost ratios vary as 

compared to its peers.  Although the District’s administrative staffing and cost ratios 

appear reasonable when compared to other districts’ averages, the District has the 

second highest pupil to teacher ratio.  Further, performing semi-annual assessments of 

the Board’s governance process, as required, would strengthen its ability to provide 

leadership and help the Board achieve its purpose.  These changes would go a long 

way in providing better accountability of the District’s operations to the Board and the 

public. 
   Staffing and Cost Ratios Vary as Compared to Peers 

According to the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Education 

Statistics’s (NCES) latest information for 2003, the District averaged 19.6 pupils per 

teacher, while its peers averaged 18.3 pupils per teacher.  This places the District in the 

lower half of its peer group.  Although used as an indicator, pupils per teacher is not the 

same as average class size.  This is because pupils per teacher is a raw calculation of 

total students to total teachers.  However, total teachers include specialty teachers who 



 

tend to teach smaller class sizes, such as music and special education.  Because of 

this, pupils to teacher ratios tend to be smaller than average class sizes.  Exhibit 14 

shows the pupils per teacher for 2003. 

Exhibit 14 
Pupils Per Teacher 

2003 
 

District
Pupils Per 
Teacher

Montgomery County, Maryland 15.4
Houston, Texas 17.1
San Diego, California 18.8
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19.5
Clark County, Nevada 19.6
Broward County, Florida 20.2

 

Source: NCES 2003. 

 

In addition, the District ranks in the middle of its peer districts in pupils per 

administrator.  According to the NCES’s latest information for 2003, the District 

averages 369.7 students per administrator.  Exhibit 15 shows the pupils per 

administrator for 2003. 

Exhibit 15 
Pupils Per Administrator 

2003 
 

District
Pupils Per 

Administrator

Houston, Texas 170.0
Montgomery County, Maryland 324.0
Clark County, Nevada 369.7
San Diego, California 369.7
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 377.1
Broward County, Florida 439.9  
Source: NCES 2003 and auditor calculated. 

 

Administrative costs are those associated with managing the District at both the 

school and district level.  At the school level, administrative costs are primarily 

associated with such things as the principal’s office and staff.  At the District level, 

administrative costs are associated with the personnel, business, and superintendent 
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functions.  According to the NCES’s latest finance survey data for 2002, of its peer 

districts, the District had the third lowest administrative cost per student at $782.  

However, administrative costs are significant to the District.  For example, administrative 

costs for fiscal year 2002 were $192 million.  As such, the District needs to continue to 

review administrative expenditures to ensure it is utilizing its resources in the most 

effective way.  Exhibit 16 shows total administrative cost per pupil for 2002.   

Exhibit 16 
Administrative Cost Per Pupil 

2002 
 

District

Broward County, Florida $653
Houston, Texas $764
Clark County, Nevada $782
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania $872
Montgomery County, Maryland $930
San Diego, California $1,016

Administrative Cost 
Per Pupil

 

Source: NCES 2002. 
 

   Dollars to the Classroom Favorable 
Although the District is lowest in per pupil current expenditures among its peer 

districts, it compares favorably with its peer districts in getting more of every dollar spent 

into the classroom.  According to the most recent finance survey data provided by 

NCES for 2002, the District ranks third among its peer districts for the percent of every 

dollar going into the classroom.  Exhibit 17 shows total expenditures per pupil, 

instructional expenditures per pupil, and the percentage of every dollar spent that goes 

into the classroom for fiscal year 2002. 
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Exhibit 17 
Dollars to the Classroom 

2002 
 

District

Montgomery County, Maryland $10,005 $6,395 63.9 %
San Diego, California 7,901 4,901 62.0
Clark County, Nevada 5,797 3,577 61.7
Houston, Texas 7,033 4,105 58.4
Broward County, Florida 5,877 3,320 56.5
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 7,143 4,030 56.4

Classroom 
Dollars %

Current Instruction 
Expenditure Per 

Pupil

Current 
Expenditure 

Per Pupil

 
Source: NCES 2002 and auditor calculated. 

 
Classroom dollars used in our analysis are based on the definition developed by 

the NCES and accounted for by the District.  Classroom dollars include expenditures 

such as instructional staff, benefits, and supplies.  Current expenditures are those costs 

used to operate the District.  Current expenditures exclude costs for debt repayment, 

capital outlays, and other programs outside the K-12 area. 

   Views on the Reorganization Have Improved 
In 2001, the District reorganized into a “Service Provider Network” of five regional 

subdivisions designed to provide for local control of schools while maintaining central 

oversight.  Regional boundaries were established to decentralize the District into 

subdistricts, each containing about the same number of students and schools.  In 2002, 

the Clark County Association of School Administrators surveyed its membership 

regarding the effectiveness and efficiency of the District’s reorganization.  This survey 

found that only 24% of respondents thought the reorganization made the District more 

effective and efficient, while 49% felt it did not achieve this goal and 27% were 

undecided.  At the time, District officials indicated the reorganization was new and it 

would take some time to determine how well it is working.   

We conducted a similar survey in March of 2004 and found over 50% of district 

management and school administrators thought the reorganization made the District 

more effective and efficient.  About 35% of respondents still felt it did not achieve this 

goal and about 12% of respondents were still undecided.  These results show that 
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District management and school administrators now generally view the reorganization 

as working and resulting in more effective and efficient operations. 
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District officials said the purpose of the reorganization was to facilitate the 

following: 

• Achievement – Administrators will be given authority to plan, implement, and 
evaluate instructional programs specific to the needs of the students in each 
region, and to improve the articulation of curriculum between the elementary, 
middle, and high schools. 

 

• Access – Promises a quality education to all students regardless of where 
they live and enhances community access to district staff. 

 

• Accountability – Each region is to develop measurable action plans for 
improving student achievement.  Central office departments will be 
accountable to provide timely and efficient services to each region. 

 
   Board Assessments Need to Be Done 

Although Board policies require a semi-annual assessment of the Board’s 

governance process, we did not find documentation of Board assessments.  District 

officials indicated that Board assessment meetings had occurred in January and July 

2003, and February 2004.  We found the meetings discussed the assessment process, 

but found no evidence assessments had been completed.  Further, the February 2004 

Board assessment meeting was cancelled and not rescheduled.  Board policy GP-2 

states semi-annually the Board will review its adherence to the governance process.  

Following this guidance should help improve and maintain the quality of the Board’s 

leadership. 

The purpose of the Board is to ensure the Clark County School District achieves 

results for students at an appropriate cost and avoids unacceptable actions and 

situations.  The Board governs with an emphasis on: 
 

• outward vision rather than internal preoccupation, 
 

• encouragement of diversity in viewpoints, 
 

• strategic leadership more than administrative detail, 
 

• clear distinction of Board and chief executive roles, 
 

• collective rather than individual decisions, 
 



 

• the future rather than the past or present, and 
 

• acting proactively rather than reactively. 
 
The National School Boards Association’s publication “A Guide to Effective 

School Board Service – Becoming a Better Board Member” states an effective board 

has procedures for self-assessment and invests in its own development.  It further 

states a Board should be evaluated regularly to ensure it continues to exercise effective 

leadership. 

Recommendations 
16. Review administrative costs to ensure the District’s resources are 

utilized efficiently. 

17. Ensure assessments of the Board’s governance process are 

performed and documented. 
 

Employee Health Plans 
The District could improve its accountability and oversight of health plans by 

changing its practice of enrolling 100% of support staff in the District’s plan.  Further, the 

District needs to continue to properly account for support staff excess contributions and 

monitor the financial stability of the Teachers Health Trust.  Health coverage represents 

a considerable cost to the District.  As such, accountability and oversight by the District 

is necessary to ensure its fiduciary responsibility to its employees and taxpayers.   

CCSD has available to its support staff, teachers, and administrators various 

health benefit options.  The Teachers Health Trust sponsored by the Clark County 

Education Association (CCEA) is a self-funded plan available to the District’s teaching 

staff.  Administrator’s health benefits are provided through the Clark County Association 

of School Administrators (CCASA), who contracts with a private insurance provider for 

the benefit of its members.  Since September 2001, the District has contracted with a 

private insurance provider for the benefit of its support staff.  During fiscal year 2003, 

the District made monthly contributions of between $259 and $430 per eligible 

employee, based on the employee’s collective bargaining agreement.  The District paid 

over $87.1 million in fiscal year 2003 for employee health benefits. 
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Health Benefit Enrollment Practices Cost the District 
From September 2001 through September 2004, the District paid medical 

insurance premiums on behalf of all support staff employees, even though some 

employees may not have wanted medical coverage.  We estimate this practice cost the 

District between $300,000 and $1.7 million a year for these employees.  Instead of 

paying the insurer, this money could have been used in other operating areas or to 

provide additional or future benefits for support staff employees. 

Prior to September 2001, the Education Support Employees Association Health 

and Welfare Benefit Trust (ESEA) provided health benefits to the support staff.  One 

option available under this plan was to allow employees to decline medical coverage.  

However, an audit completed by the District’s Internal Auditor in 2001 found the District 

was paying the ESEA for 706, or about 9%, of support staff that had selected this 

option. 

During 2000 and 2001, the ESEA encountered financial difficulties.  As a result, 

in September 2001, the control of the support staff employee health benefit program 

was placed with the school district.  The District, subsequently, contracted with a health 

services company to provide health benefits to all District support staff.  Although the 

contract contains an enrollment clause stating that a minimum of 75% of eligible support 

staff employees must be enrolled, District management stated they agreed to continue 

the practice of funding the health program based on a per employee contribution.  They 

further indicated this practice assures that every employee has access to health 

insurance and enables the District to obtain an optimum premium rate from the service 

provider.  Thus, the District continued its practice of paying for all support staff 

employees, including the support staff that had declined medical coverage under the 

prior plan. 

As of September 2004, the District entered into a new health benefits plan that 

provided employees the opportunity to decline medical coverage.  According to District 

staff, a recently completed open enrollment found about 2% of the support staff chose 

not to enroll for medical coverage.  Consequently, we estimate the District’s practice of 

paying for individuals who may not have wanted medical coverage for the 3 years 

ended September 2004 cost the District between $300,000 and $1.7 million per year. 
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Continue Accounting for Excess Contributions 

Since September 2001, CCSD has contracted with a health services company 

for support staff medical benefits.  However, the District has kept any excess District 

contributions over the premiums during this period.  This occurred because the District’s 

contribution rate negotiated with the ESEA exceeded the amount needed to pay the 

contracted premiums to the health services company.  This money was not reserved to 

provide for additional or future benefits for support staff employees.   

We discussed this issue with District officials on several occasions beginning in 

February 2004.  Subsequent to our discussions, the District entered into a 

Memorandum Of Understanding (MOU) in May 2004 with ESEA agreeing to set aside 

excess contributions.  The agreement states the surplus will be used to help offset 

future increases that may occur in the support staff insurance premiums.  The MOU 

resulted in the District setting aside $1.8 million as a reserve for support staff health 

benefits in fiscal year 2004. 

Although not specific to the District’s health benefits contract, the 2003 

Legislature passed a law (S.B. 28) to mandate that excess contributions cannot be used 

for purposes other than health benefits.  This demonstrates a desire on behalf of the 

Legislature that earmarked monies are to be used solely for their specified purpose. 

   Health Benefit Plan Oversight Could Be Improved 
The Teachers Health Trust (Trust) lacks oversight by CCSD and other 

governmental agencies.  The District negotiates with its union groups for the health 

benefits of its employees.  The teachers union sponsors a self-funded health trust for its 

participants.  However, the District has not negotiated with the Trust to obtain 

appropriate oversight.  Further, the Trust, unlike commercial insurance carriers 

operating in the state of Nevada, has not been subject to oversight by Nevada’s Division 

of Insurance or other entities.  Although audited annually by an independent accountant, 

the District does not receive this audit report or any type of financial reports.  As such, 

not much oversight has occurred with the Trust’s health plan. 

The Trust was created in 1983 under the collective bargaining agreement 

between the CCSD and the CCEA.  The Trust administers medical, dental, vision, and 

death benefits for District teachers.  The Trust is self-administered (no third-party claims 



 

administrator) and self-funded through CCSD contributions and member premiums.  

The contributions are bargained for through collective bargaining between CCSD and 

CCEA.  According to District records, its contributions for fiscal year 2003 to the Trust 

were $58.6 million.  Total revenue for the Trust was $83.5 million in fiscal year 2003 

with expenses of $76.1 million. 
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The collective bargaining agreement between the District and the Teachers 

Health Trust does not provide any oversight mechanism by the District.  District officials 

stated that even if they monitored the Trust’s plan, they have no authority to make 

changes.  We agree; however, if the District were monitoring the Trust’s financial 

stability, it would have better information to make recommendations to the CCEA’s and 

the Trust’s Board of Trustees.  In addition, the District could request the Nevada 

Insurance Commissioner to review the Trust’s plan and make recommendations.  Under 

NRS 679A.160, the District can request the Commissioner of the Nevada Division of 

Insurance to review the plan to ensure the benefits are reasonable in relation to the 

premiums and the fund is financially sound. 

We requested a legal opinion2 from the Legislative Counsel regarding the 

applicability of certain sections of NRS 288 and 679A.  In that opinion, the Legislative 

Counsel states: 
In conclusion, it is the opinion of this office that the CCSD is authorized to 
negotiate with the Clark County Classroom Teachers Association for the 
submission of audits of the Trust to the CCSD, that the CCSD has the authority 
to request that the Commissioner of Insurance undertake a review of the Trust 
to determine whether the Trust is financially sound and that the CCSD could 
receive a review of the Trust if the Commissioner makes one of the relevant 
determinations provided in paragraph (a) of subsection 3 of NRS 679B.190 and 
releases the review. 

 

It is in the District’s best interests to monitor the financial stability of the Teachers 

Health Trust.  In the event the Trust becomes insolvent, the District may be put into the 

position of paying delinquent health claims.  For example, CCSD support staff 

employees received health benefits by the ESEA Trust prior to September 2001.  As 

with the Teachers Health Trust, the District had no financial oversight of the ESEA 

Trust.  The ESEA Trust became insolvent and unable to pay support staff medical 

 
2See Appendix D for legal opinion. 



 

claims.  The District only became aware of the ESEA Trust’s financial difficulties when it 

received complaints from healthcare providers and employees that medical claims were 

not being paid.  Consequently, the CCSD went to arbitration to gain control of providing 

health benefits to its support staff employees.  The arbitrator ruled for the District and 

the District took over providing health benefits to the support staff on September 15, 

2001.  The District ended up paying about $3.2 million for delinquent health claims on 

behalf of District employees.  Given sufficient notice through regular financial oversight, 

the District would have more time to secure a replacement health benefit package and 

limit its exposure to delinquent health claims. 
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Further, the Teachers Health Trust’s audited financial statements for fiscal years 

2001 and 2002 indicated there was an uncertainty regarding the Trust’s ability to 

continue as a going concern.  For example, benefit obligations exceeded net assets by 

$4.6 million and expenses exceeded revenue by $10.7 million in fiscal year 2001.  The 

Trust received a total of $4.9 million in State special appropriations during fiscal years 

2002 and 2003 to help with the Trust’s deficit.  The financial position of Trust operations 

have since improved.  However, in the event the Trust could not pay medical claims, the 

impact to the District and the State could be much greater than what was encountered 

with the ESEA Trust.  This is because the Teachers Health Trust has a larger number of 

employees participating in the plan. 

 Recommendations 
18. Develop procedures to ensure the District pays premiums to the 

insurance provider only for support staff personnel electing 

coverage. 

19. Continue to separately account for funds earmarked for employee 

health benefits. 

20. Negotiate with the Teachers Health Trust to obtain audited 

financial statements or other financial reporting information and 

monitor the solvency of the Teachers Health Trust. 

21. Periodically request the Nevada Commissioner of Insurance to 

review the financial stability of the Teachers Health Trust. 



 

Appendices 
 

Appendix A 
Audit Methodology 

 To gain an understanding of current issues school districts are facing, we 

reviewed audit reports and educational studies from other states, the U.S. General 

Accounting Office, and national education organizations.  Additionally, we reviewed the 

Clark and Washoe County School Districts Performance Audit Preliminary Survey 

Report prepared by our office in 2002.  We also visited the school performance review 

offices of Florida’s Office of Program Policy Analysis and Government Accountability 

(OPPAGA) and Texas School Performance Review (TSPR).  In addition, we reviewed 

applicable NRS and NAC, minutes of Legislative committees and subcommittees, and 

appropriation and authorization acts and reports.  We then reviewed budgets, statistical 

data, and the audit reports of internal and external auditors.  We interviewed 

management and program personnel, Nevada Department of Education staff, and staff 

of the Fiscal Analysis Division of the Legislative Counsel Bureau.  Finally, we performed 

a risk analysis considering sensitivity, significance, report users, district programs, 

operations, processes, management controls, and compliance with laws and 

regulations. 

 To obtain views on school district operations, we surveyed administrators, 

principals, teachers, and support staff.  We developed the survey questionnaire based 

on information obtained from OPPAGA, TSPR, our observations, and information from 

the administrators’ union.  The surveys were web-based, although respondents were 

able to obtain and complete a paper questionnaire upon request.  Survey participants 

were selected from District employee listings resulting in a sample of 2,167 District 

employees.  See Appendix B for survey results.  We also requested the District identify 

five peer districts.  The District selected San Diego City Schools, California; Broward 

County Public Schools, Florida; Montgomery County Public Schools, Maryland; The 

School District of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; and Houston Independent School District, 
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Texas as its peer districts.  We then surveyed these districts to obtain data that can be 

compared to District information. 
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   Financial Management 
 To determine if controls are sufficient to provide accountability for financial 

resources, we examined the propriety of the District’s use of the special appropriations 

available from the State for textbooks, utilities, at-risk programs, and education 

technology.  We then met with the Nevada Department of Education and District 

managers regarding the District’s federal grant program.  As such, we determined the 

various grants available to the District, analyzed the federal grant dollars awarded, 

spent, and reverted, and documented controls over grant expenditures.   

 Further, we examined the District’s Internal Audit function, including development 

of audit plans, scope of reviews, reporting structure, distribution of reports, and audit 

follow-up.  Next, we analyzed how the District determined the costs for the food service 

program.  We also reviewed food service reports for fiscal year 2003 and analyzed the 

District’s process for maximizing participation in the federal school breakfast and lunch 

programs.  Then, we assessed the District’s efforts to obtain Medicaid reimbursement 

for school-based medical services provided to special needs students.  Finally, we 

reviewed investment and debt management policies. 

   Facilities Management 
 To determine if construction, maintenance, and facility usage programs are 

properly planned and controlled, we documented and evaluated the processes for cost 

estimation, use of prototype designs, project management, prioritizing maintenance, 

and evaluating facility condition.  In addition, we documented the District’s policy for the 

public’s use of facilities and reviewed job descriptions.   

 Furthermore, we evaluated the planning and control process over the 

construction program, documented the accountability mechanisms for the construction 

program, and reviewed the District’s site selection process for new schools.  Then, we 

analyzed the District’s facility master plan, bonding authority, and use of bond funds. 

 In addition, we evaluated benchmarks, goals, objectives, and performance 

standards for the maintenance and custodial functions.  Next, we reviewed the District’s 

use of computer resources to prioritize and track maintenance projects and staff 



 

productivity.  We also examined the preventive maintenance program.  Finally, we 

analyzed the District’s energy conservation plan. 
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   Personnel Management 
 To determine if recruitment and retention efforts are adequate to ensure a 

qualified staff, we met with management for each major staff function: teachers, 

administrators, and support.  We reviewed recent audits and associated management 

letters,  District planning documents, and administrative procedures manuals.  Since the 

District started to implement their Management Process System using ISO 9001 

Standards of Quality Management, we examined related certification and surveillance 

reports.  We met with budget and accounting management, examined budget 

documents, and reviewed staff and student population growth reports to analyze the 

staff allocation process. 

 Next, to identify formal and informal recruiting activities we interviewed key 

personnel, identified effective strategies and tools used by the District, and assessed 

related tracking efforts.  To evaluate teacher retention efforts we met with management 

and reviewed key retention programs.  We assessed the District’s professional 

development program by reviewing processes to plan and coordinate with other training 

providers including the state-sponsored Regional Professional Development Program.  

Finally, we determined how the District is preparing teachers and paraprofessionals to 

meet the “highly qualified” requirements of the No Child Left Behind Act. 

   Transportation 

 To determine if student transportation programs are adequately planned to 

ensure the safe and efficient transportation of students, we documented the goals, 

objectives, and accountability mechanisms used to measure performance.  In addition, 

we documented the Department’s organizational structure and reviewed the 

Department’s policies and procedures for providing services to the District.  We then 

documented District procedures for receiving federal funding for the transportation of 

special education students, analyzed historical data on the receipt of federal and state 

funding, and determined if the District maximized federal reimbursements. 

 Furthermore, we reviewed the process used to determine maintenance and 

operating cost per vehicle mile and the methodology used for determining when to 



 

complete major repairs.  Then, we reviewed the use of staggered school start times, the 

District’s bus routing system, and alternatives for funding transportation.  We also 

reviewed the District’s bus replacement cycle and how the District purchases new 

buses.  In addition, we reviewed the District’s control and usage of its white fleet 

vehicles.  Finally, we reviewed the assignment and use of vehicles and reimbursement 

practices. 
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   District Organization 

 To determine if the organizational structure enhances the effectiveness and 

efficiency of Board governance and District management, we reviewed District policies 

and procedures for Board governance and District organization.  We also identified the 

Board’s and Superintendent’s roles and responsibilities, reviewed the Board and 

Superintendent evaluation processes, and analyzed the responsiveness of the 

Superintendent and District staff to the Board.  Then, we identified board committees 

and functions and compared them to District policies and best practices.  Further, we 

reviewed the strategic plan of the District and associated District goals, objectives, 

strategies, and performance measures. 

 Next, we developed an analysis of instructional, administrative, and support staff 

and compared this analysis to national and peer sources.  We then developed cost per 

pupil and staffing per pupil for administrators, teachers, and support staff and compared 

this information to national and peer sources.  Additionally, we developed the 

percentage of each dollar spent that goes to the classroom and compared this data to 

national and peer sources.  Finally, we evaluated the process for and impact of the 

recent reorganization. 

   Employee Health Plans 

 To determine if the health plans are appropriately managed, we reviewed health 

plan documentation for plan years 1999 through 2003 and evaluated them for 

contribution rates and benefit changes.  We then discussed with third party health plan 

managers the efforts to mitigate health care costs and assessed the District’s oversight 

and monitoring responsibilities.  Next, we reviewed the processes for establishing new 

hires in the plan, changing employee plan elections, and reconciling human resource 

records with payroll deduction and plan payments.  We also met with personnel from 



 

the Nevada Insurance Division and contacted federal regulatory agencies to obtain an 

understanding of their oversight responsibilities.  We then requested a legal opinion 

from the Legislative Counsel regarding the applicability of certain sections of NRS 288 

and 679A.  Finally, we reviewed the distribution of dollars appropriated for unexpected 

health care costs (SB 587) and assessed the appropriateness of the monies spent. 
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 Our work was conducted from October 2003 to September 2004 in accordance 

with generally accepted government auditing standards.  

 In accordance with NRS 218.821, we furnished a copy of our preliminary report 

to officials of the Clark County School District.  On November 10, 2004, we met with 

District officials to discuss the results of the audit and requested a written response to 

the preliminary report.  That response is contained in Appendix E, which begins on  

page 81.  

Contributors to this report include: 

Shawn Heusser     Stephany Gibbs, CPA 
Deputy Legislative Auditor    Deputy Legislative Auditor 
 

James R. Gray, CPA    Ian Allan 
Deputy Legislative Auditor    Deputy Legislative Auditor 
 

Gary Kulikowski, CPA    David Steele, CPA 
Deputy Legislative Auditor    Deputy Legislative Auditor 
 

Eric Wormhoudt     Stephen M. Wood, CPA 
Deputy Legislative Auditor    Chief Deputy Legislative Auditor 
 

Timothy Brown, CPA     
Audit Supervisor 
 



 

Appendix B 
Clark County School District Personnel Survey 

 

 To collect information about the operations of the Clark County School District, 

we sent questionnaires to school district personnel.  We asked questions about financial 

management, facilities management, transportation, personnel, organization, and the 

employee health plan.  Survey questions were discussed with CCSD management prior 

to the survey being sent out. 

 Questionnaires were sent to personnel from the following five categories: 

• District Management – includes Superintendents, Assistant Superintendents, 
Financial Managers, and all other management level school district employees 
 

• District Support – includes all other District employees 
 

• School Teachers 
 

• School Administrators – includes only school Principals, Assistant Principals, or 
Deans 
 

• School Support – includes all other school employees including counselors, 
custodial staff, etc. 

 
 Questionnaires were sent to all District Management personnel.  A sample of 

personnel from the other four categories was randomly selected.  A total of 2,167 

questionnaires were sent.  The following five tables summarize general information 

about the respondents, including the type of facility worked at, and years of 

employment. 

Table 1 
What type of 
facility do you
work at? 

 
Elementary 

School 

 
Middle 
School 

 
High 

School 

 
District 
Office 

 
Regional 
Offices 

 
 

Facilities

 
 

Transportation

 
 

Other 
 36% 16% 16% 14% 5% 3% 1% 9% 

 

Table 2 
How long have you been 
employed by CCSD? 

 
0-5 years 

 
6-10 years 

 
11-15 years 

 
16-20 years 

 
> 20 years 

 28% 22% 20% 11% 19% 
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Table 3 
How long have you been in 
your current position? 

 
0-5 years 

 
6-10 years 

 
11-15 years 

 
16-20 years 

 
> 20 years 

 72% 17% 7% 2% 2% 
 

Table 4 
Which Region do you work 
in? Southwest Northwest Southeast Northeast East 

Central 
Offices 

 15% 15% 16% 14% 17% 23% 
 

Table 5 
What category of employee 
do you fall into? 

District 
Management 

District 
Support 

School 
Teacher 

School 
Administration 

School 
Support 

 19% 9% 29% 25% 18% 
 

 A summary is included in this appendix starting on the next page, and is based 

on 915 responses.  Not all persons responded to each question, therefore, the number 

of responses to each question is shown as “n.”  Percentage totals will not always agree 

to 100% due to rounding. 
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District Organization and Management 
 
1. School Board members understand their role as policymakers.  (n = 401) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 11% 69% 5% 11% 3% 0% 
School Administrators 16% 71% 4%   6% 3% 0% 

Overall 14% 70% 4%   8% 3% 0% 
 
 
2. School Board members work well with the superintendent.  (n = 174) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 9% 71% 12% 8% 1% 0% 
       

 
 
3. School Board members are knowledgeable of the operations in the School District.  (n = 401) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management   5% 56% 12% 21% 5% 1% 
School Administrators 12% 67%   5% 11% 5% 0% 

Overall   9% 62%   8% 15% 5% 0% 
 
 
4. The School Board leaves the day-to-day management of the District to the superintendent and 

staff.  (n = 401) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 10% 68% 8% 11% 2% 0% 
School Administrators 15% 64% 5% 14% 1% 0% 

Overall 13% 66% 6% 13% 1% 0% 
 
 
5. Administrative practices in the Clark County School District are effective and efficient. 

(n = 915) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 7% 57%   6% 24%   7% 0% 
District Support 0% 46%   9% 36%   8% 1% 
School Teachers 4% 45% 10% 29% 11% 0% 
School Administrators 4% 65%   4% 19%   7% 0% 
School Support  5% 51% 11% 23% 10% 0% 

Overall 4% 53%   8% 25%   9% 0% 
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6. The District’s administrators are easily accessible and open to input.  (n = 741) 
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 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Support   0% 49% 12% 29% 8% 3% 
School Teachers 10% 47%   9% 24% 9% 1% 
School Administrators 15% 64%   4% 15% 2% 0% 
School Support    6% 55% 11% 21% 6% 2% 

Overall 10% 54%   8% 21% 6% 1% 
 
 
7. The Board operates effectively and efficiently under its governing structure.  (n = 401) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management   5% 63% 11% 17% 3% 0% 
School Administrators 11% 65% 10% 12% 2% 0% 

Overall   8% 64% 10% 14% 2% 0% 
 
 
8. Administrators and others have adequate opportunity for input to the Board.  (n = 401) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 7% 59%   6% 21% 6% 0% 
School Administrators 8% 52% 10% 25% 4% 0% 

Overall 8% 55%   8% 23% 5% 0% 
 
 
9. The District’s reorganization into regions has resulted in better support to my area.  (n = 837) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 13% 30%   8% 18% 13% 17% 
School Teachers   5% 35% 24% 21% 13%   2% 
School Administrators 19% 48% 10% 14% 10%   1% 
School Support    5% 39% 19% 21% 11%   4% 

Overall 11% 38% 16% 19% 11%   5% 
 
 
10. The District’s reorganization into regions has resulted in better access by parents and the 

community.  (n = 669) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 18% 43% 12% 10% 6% 10% 
School Teachers   4% 31% 32% 19% 9%   6% 
School Administrators 17% 58% 10% 10% 4%   1% 

Overall 12% 43% 19% 13% 7%   5% 
 



 

11. District operations are more efficient and effective under the regional structure.  (n = 915) 

 57 LA04-24 

 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 12% 35% 13% 26% 11% 3% 
District Support   9% 33% 23% 15% 17% 3% 
School Teachers   3% 28% 26% 27% 12% 4% 
School Administrators 11% 44% 12% 23% 10% 0% 
School Support    2% 38% 22% 27%   8% 2% 

Overall   7% 35% 19% 25% 11% 3% 
 
 
12. Employee feedback regarding work and policy issues is encouraged.  (n = 915) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 14% 50%   4% 21% 10% 0% 
District Support   6% 47%   8% 24% 13% 1% 
School Teachers   6% 39%   8% 32% 14% 1% 
School Administrators   8% 53%   4% 27%   7% 0% 
School Support    5% 45% 10% 34%   6% 0% 

Overall   8% 47%   7% 29% 10% 0% 
 
 
13. I feel valued as a member of the District.  (n = 915) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 20% 51% 4% 17%   8% 0% 
District Support   8% 47% 9% 26% 10% 0% 
School Teachers   5% 40% 6% 33% 16% 0% 
School Administrators 14% 60% 2% 17%   7% 0% 
School Support    8% 45% 9% 26% 12% 0% 

Overall 11% 49% 5% 24% 11% 0% 
 
 
14. I understand the mission of the District.  (n = 915) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 37% 56% 2%   4% 1% 0% 
District Support 21% 53% 9% 15% 3% 0% 
School Teachers 11% 60% 9% 16% 3% 0% 
School Administrators 28% 66% 2%   3% 1% 0% 
School Support    7% 65% 8% 18% 2% 1% 

Overall 20% 61% 5% 11% 2% 0% 
 



 

15. District administrators are helpful, knowledgeable, and responsive.  (n = 915) 
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 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 18% 61%   6% 11% 3% 0% 
District Support   5% 46% 13% 26% 8% 3% 
School Teachers   9% 47% 17% 19% 9% 0% 
School Administrators 18% 65%   4% 11% 3% 0% 
School Support    7% 53% 13% 20% 7% 1% 

Overall 12% 55% 10% 16% 6% 0% 
 
 
16. The number of administrators in the District is:  (n = 915) 
 
 Too High Just Right Undecided Too Low 
District Management   6% 33% 13% 48% 
District Support 40% 19% 18% 23% 
School Teachers 54% 17% 20%   9% 
School Administrators 12% 30% 15% 44% 
School Support  50% 21% 24%   5% 
                    Overall 32% 24% 18% 26% 
 



 

Personnel 
 
17. The District successfully predicts future staffing needs.  (n = 401) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 6% 51% 5% 30% 7% 0% 
School Administrators 7% 59% 4% 25% 4% 0% 

Overall 7% 56% 4% 27% 6% 0% 
 
 
18. The District has an effective employee recruitment program.  (n = 914) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 18% 50%   8% 15%   6% 2% 
District Support   4% 38% 12% 27% 17% 3% 
School Teachers 12% 52% 10% 17%   6% 3% 
School Administrators 19% 63%   3% 12%   2% 0% 
School Support    4% 40% 14% 24% 13% 5% 

Overall 13% 51%   9% 18%   7% 3% 
 
 
19. Teachers are knowledgeable in the subject areas they teach.  (n = 668) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management   6% 67% 8% 7% 1% 11% 
School Teachers 25% 66% 3% 6% 0%   0% 
School Administrators 10% 80% 1% 7% 0%   0% 

Overall 15% 71% 4% 7% 0%   3% 
 
 
20. The District provides professional development opportunities that are relevant to my job. 

(n = 668) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 15% 47% 2% 22% 4% 11% 
School Teachers 23% 51% 3% 18% 6% 0% 
School Administrators 29% 60% 2%   7% 1% 0% 

Overall 23% 53% 2% 15% 4% 3% 
 
 
21. The Regional Professional Development Program offers classes that improve my skills. 

(n = 668) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management   6% 24% 8% 15% 7% 40% 
School Teachers 28% 43% 9% 15% 4%   1% 
School Administrators 22% 59% 4% 11% 1%   2% 

Overall 20% 43% 7% 14% 4% 12% 

 59 LA04-24 



 

22. The District’s professional development program and the Regional Professional Development 
Program work together to improve my job skills.  (n = 668) 
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 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management   7% 24% 13% 20% 7% 29% 
School Teachers 20% 40% 16% 18% 4%   1% 
School Administrators 22% 52%   6% 16% 1%   2% 

Overall 17% 40% 12% 18% 4%   9% 
 
 
23. The employee orientation program informed me of District opportunities and expectations. 

(n = 267) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

School Teachers 8% 49% 4% 19% 4% 16% 
       

 
 
24. The orientation program was helpful in getting me started in the District.  (n = 267) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

School Teachers 11% 46% 6% 18% 4% 15% 
       

 
 
25. Hiring practices minimize the time to fill positions.  (n = 914) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 3% 35%   6% 36% 18% 2% 
District Support 1% 38% 13% 32% 13% 3% 
School Teachers 4% 35% 28% 20%   6% 7% 
School Administrators 5% 56%   9% 25%   5% 0% 
School Support  1% 32% 20% 30% 12% 5% 

Overall 3% 40% 16% 27% 10% 4% 
 
 
26. The signing bonus is a helpful tool in recruiting teachers.  (n = 668) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 23% 56% 7%   2% 1% 10% 
School Teachers 24% 42% 8% 11% 7%   7% 
School Administrators 23% 55% 8% 10% 1%   3% 

Overall 24% 50% 8%   8% 3%   7% 
 
 



 

27. The District’s health insurance package meets my needs.  (n = 914) 
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 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 11% 57% 3% 22%   5% 1% 
District Support   1% 32% 4% 31% 28% 4% 
School Teachers 12% 48% 3% 24% 14% 0% 
School Administrators 10% 61% 4% 20%   5% 0% 
School Support    3% 43% 4% 29% 20% 1% 

Overall   9% 51% 4% 24% 13% 1% 
 
 
28. Health insurance claims are paid timely.  (n = 914) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 9% 60%   6% 16%   6% 3% 
District Support 1% 53%   8% 22% 10% 6% 
School Teachers 9% 48%   7% 21% 11% 3% 
School Administrators 6% 60%   4% 22%   7% 2% 
School Support  3% 48% 12% 21% 10% 7% 

Overall 6% 54%   7% 20%   9% 4% 
 
 
29. Current class-sizes provide an appropriate teaching environment.  (n = 669) 
  
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 2% 13% 7% 44% 21% 12% 
School Teachers 6% 22% 2% 38% 32%   0% 
School Administrators 2% 27% 3% 45% 22%   1% 

Overall 3% 22% 4% 42% 26%   4% 
 
 
30. Retirement incentives are effective in filling positions at schools designated as needing 

improvement.  (n = 669) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 4% 27% 22% 28%   7% 12% 
School Teachers 6% 26% 25% 25% 13%   5% 
School Administrators 2% 33% 30% 24%   7%   3% 

Overall 4% 29% 26% 25% 10%   6% 
 



 

31. Retirement incentives will be effective in recruiting teachers for difficult-to-fill positions (i.e., 
special education, math, etc).  (n = 669) 

 62 LA04-24 

 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 10% 34% 17% 22% 6% 10% 
School Teachers 10% 32% 21% 23% 9%   4% 
School Administrators   5% 43% 22% 21% 5%   4% 

Overall   9% 36% 20% 22% 7%   6% 
 
 
32. Personnel staff are helpful, knowledgeable, and responsive.  (n = 915) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 18% 56% 6% 13% 6% 2% 
District Support    6% 71% 6% 13% 4% 0% 
School Teachers 15% 67% 4%   9% 3% 2% 
School Administrators 22% 68% 3%   4% 3% 0% 
School Support  11% 66% 8%   7% 5% 2% 

Overall 16% 65% 5%   9% 4% 1% 
 



 

Facilities Management 
 
33. The facility construction program is effective in meeting the District’s needs.  (n = 747) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 21% 53%   4% 17% 3% 2% 
District Support    1% 44% 15% 28% 5% 6% 
School Teachers   4% 49% 16% 21% 7% 2% 
School Administrators   5% 57%   7% 24% 6% 1% 

Overall   8% 52% 11% 22% 6% 2% 
 
 
34. Buildings are clean.  (n = 915) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management   8% 71% 3% 15% 2% 1% 
District Support   3% 68% 3% 17% 5% 5% 
School Teachers   9% 67% 1% 18% 5% 0% 
School Administrators   9% 67% 2% 19% 3% 0% 
School Support 11% 68% 2% 13% 6% 0% 

Overall   9% 68% 2% 17% 4% 1% 
 
 
35. Buildings are properly maintained.  (n = 915) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management   5% 59% 6% 24%   7% 1% 
District Support   1% 49% 9% 33%   4% 4% 
School Teachers   7% 58% 1% 27%   6% 1% 
School Administrators   5% 48% 3% 40%   5% 0% 
School Support 10% 54% 5% 23% 10% 0% 

Overall   6% 54% 4% 29%   6% 1% 
 
 
36. Buildings are maintained in a timely manner.  (n = 915) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 3% 48% 6% 34%   7% 2% 
District Support 1% 44% 8% 32%   9% 6% 
School Teachers 6% 50% 2% 34%   7% 1% 
School Administrators 3% 33% 4% 50% 10% 0% 
School Support  8% 48% 7% 28%   9% 1% 

Overall 5% 45% 4% 37%   8% 1% 
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37. Emergency maintenance is handled promptly.  (n = 915) 
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 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 11% 59%   8% 13% 1% 9% 
District Support   0% 60% 12% 14% 6% 8% 
School Teachers   7% 56%   7% 22% 5% 3% 
School Administrators   6% 60%   4% 25% 4% 0% 
School Support   8% 63%   7% 14% 4% 5% 

Overall   7% 59%   7% 19% 4% 4% 
 
 
38. The quality of new construction is excellent.  (n = 915) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 22% 59%   6%   6% 2%   5% 
District Support   3% 54% 15% 14% 3% 12% 
School Teachers   7% 50% 18% 13% 3%   8% 
School Administrators 10% 53% 13% 15% 4%   5% 
School Support  10% 48% 12% 14% 4% 11% 

Overall 11% 52% 13% 13% 3%   8% 
 
 
39. The District’s portable buildings are in good condition.  (n = 495) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

School Teachers 2% 33% 16% 25% 9% 16% 
School Administrators 3% 43%   8% 37% 7%   3% 

Overall 2% 38% 12% 31% 8% 10% 
 
 
40. The District informs employees of its energy conservation plan and their role in cost savings.  

(n = 915) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 14% 68% 5% 10% 1% 1% 
District Support   5% 63% 9% 17% 3% 4% 
School Teachers 10% 60% 4% 19% 6% 1% 
School Administrators 13% 74% 3%   8% 2% 0% 
School Support   8% 59% 8% 23% 1% 2% 

Overall 11% 65% 5% 15% 3% 1% 
 



 

41. The District has an effective energy conservation program.  (n = 915) 
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 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 9% 59% 15% 15% 1% 1% 
District Support 1% 53% 13% 26% 3% 5% 
School Teachers 6% 46% 18% 21% 6% 3% 
School Administrators 7% 63% 11% 15% 3% 0% 
School Support 6% 49% 18% 20% 4% 4% 

Overall 7% 54% 16% 19% 3% 2% 
 
 
42. District equipment is properly maintained.  (n = 915) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 2% 64%   9% 18% 3% 3% 
District Support 0% 54%   9% 23% 8% 6% 
School Teachers 3% 49% 12% 25% 6% 4% 
School Administrators 2% 59%   9% 24% 5% 1% 
School Support  7% 53%   8% 21% 5% 5% 

Overall 3% 56% 10% 23% 5% 4% 
 
 
43. The District’s alarm/surveillance systems are properly maintained.  (n = 915) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 3% 43% 16% 21%   7% 10% 
District Support 3% 37% 23% 18%   9% 10% 
School Teachers 6% 57% 12% 11%   5%   9% 
School Administrators 2% 40%   6% 31% 19%   1% 
School Support 5% 48% 14% 21%   4%   7% 

Overall 4% 47% 13% 20%   9%   7% 
 
 
44. The Facility Service Representative (FSR) program has improved the timeliness and quality of 

the maintenance in your facility.  (n = 479) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 9% 32% 17% 17%   5% 20% 
District Support 1% 27% 27% 21%   9% 15% 
School Administrators 7% 45% 13% 20% 11%   3% 

Overall 7% 37% 17% 19%   9% 11% 
 



 

45. The mobile maintenance program has improved the effectiveness and efficiency of the 
maintenance operations.  (n = 915) 
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 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 8% 36% 20%   9% 1% 27% 
District Support  0% 23% 35% 13% 6% 23% 
School Teachers 4% 31% 37%   9% 2% 18% 
School Administrators 3% 40% 26% 15% 9%   6% 
School Support  3% 35% 32% 13% 3% 15% 

Overall 4% 34% 30% 11% 4% 17% 
 
 
46. Facilities staff are helpful, knowledgeable, and responsive.  (n = 915) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 11% 63%   9% 10% 2%   5% 
District Support   0% 50% 17% 18% 4% 12% 
School Teachers 10% 56% 16% 10% 2%   6% 
School Administrators   3% 64%   5% 20% 6%   2% 
School Support Staff 11% 54% 11% 15% 2%   8% 

Overall   8% 58% 11% 14% 3%   5% 
 



 

Financial Management 
 
47. Principals are well trained in fiscal management techniques.  (n = 837) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management   2% 34% 13% 23% 7% 21% 
School Teachers 13% 48% 21% 10% 3%   5% 
School Administrators   6% 53%   7% 25% 5%   4% 
School Support    8% 45% 17%   9% 3% 18% 

Overall   8% 46% 15% 17% 4% 11% 
 
 
48. Purchasing processes are easy to use.  (n = 915) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 4% 43%   9% 30% 7%   7% 
District Support 1% 47%   4% 22% 4% 22% 
School Teachers 8% 49% 12% 18% 6%   7% 
School Administrators 5% 68%   8% 14% 3%   2% 
School Support  5% 42% 13% 13% 2% 24% 

Overall 6% 51% 10% 19% 5% 10% 
 
 
49. District funding is allocated to the regions in an equitable manner.  (n = 401) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 3% 36% 20%   7% 6% 29% 
School Administrators 4% 52% 18% 15% 7%   4% 

Overall 3% 45% 19% 11% 7% 15% 
 
 
50. The financial system of the District is efficient and easily used.  (n = 915) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 2% 39% 14% 29% 10%   6% 
District Support 1% 37% 14% 21%   8% 19% 
School Teachers 4% 32% 22% 22% 10% 10% 
School Administrators 4% 55% 17% 16%   4%   3% 
School Support 4% 25% 22% 20%   5% 24% 

Overall 3% 38% 19% 21%   7% 11% 
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51. The additional funding provided for textbooks has benefited the District.  (n = 669) 
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 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 21% 43% 11%   2%   1% 21% 
School Teachers   9% 42%   9% 20% 11% 10% 
School Administrators 36% 49%   4%   6%   2%   3% 

Overall 22% 45%   8% 10%   5% 10% 
 
 
52. Financial and accounting staff are helpful, knowledgeable, and responsive.  (n = 915) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 16% 58%   5% 14% 2%   5% 
District Support   4% 56% 12%   4% 4% 21% 
School Teachers   7% 47% 23%   8% 1% 15% 
School Administrators 14% 73%   8%   2% 1%   3% 
School Support  11% 36% 18% 10% 1% 24% 

Overall 11% 54% 14%   8% 2% 12% 
 



 

Transportation 
 
53. The District has a simple method to request buses for special events.  (n = 495) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

School Teachers 3% 43% 21% 16% 3% 14% 
School Administrators 4% 67%   9% 11% 4%   4% 

Overall 4% 54% 15% 14% 3%   9% 
 
 
54. Buses arrive and leave on time.  (n = 495) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

School Teachers 7% 56% 10% 13% 2% 12% 
School Administrators 6% 63%   4% 22% 3%   3% 

Overall 6% 59%   7% 17% 2%   8% 
 
 
55. Adding or modifying a route for a student is easy to accomplish.  (n = 669) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 1% 17% 17% 20%   4% 41% 
School Teachers 1% 15% 31% 15%   3% 35% 
School Administrators 1% 27% 16% 37% 10%   8% 

Overall 1% 19% 22% 24%   6% 28% 
 
 
56. Allowing high school students to use CAT as an alternative to the District’s buses would 

benefit the District.  (n = 669) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 10% 39% 17% 17% 5% 11% 
School Teachers 12% 34% 21% 14% 6% 13% 
School Administrators 20% 40% 15%   9% 3% 13% 

Overall 14% 37% 18% 13% 5% 13% 
 
 
57. Although strong opposition exists for using the CAT system to transport District students, 

these concerns could be overcome by re-evaluating the program.  (n = 669) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 10% 37% 17% 18% 6% 11% 
School Teachers 12% 34% 25% 12% 5% 12% 
School Administrators 16% 48% 15%   8% 3% 10% 

Overall 13% 40% 19% 13% 5% 11% 
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58. Contracting with a private company, other than CAT, to provide student transportation would 
benefit the District.  (n = 669) 
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 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 8% 25% 25% 20% 11% 10% 
School Teachers 4% 24% 32% 22%   6% 12% 
School Administrators 8% 26% 33% 18%   7%   7% 

Overall 6% 25% 31% 20%   8% 10% 
 
 
59. Transportation staff are helpful, knowledgeable, and responsive.  (n = 915) 
 
 Strongly 

Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable

District Management 7% 44% 10% 17%   5% 17% 
District Support 4% 47% 14% 12%   4% 19% 
School Teachers 5% 38% 24%   9%   3% 21% 
School Administrators 2% 58%   6% 21% 11%   1% 
School Support  7% 40% 10% 17%   7% 20% 

Overall 5% 45% 13% 15%   6% 15% 
 



 

Student Walk Zones 
 
60. Elementary School walk distances should:  (n = 669) 
 
 Be Increased Stay the Same Undecided Be Decreased 
District Management 1% 55% 12% 32% 
School Teachers 3% 54% 13% 29% 
School Administrators 4% 64%   4% 28% 

Overall 3% 58% 10% 29% 
 
 
61. Middle School walk distances should:  (n = 669) 
 
 Be Increased Stay the Same Undecided Be Decreased 
District Management 11% 67% 12% 10% 
School Teachers   8% 58% 17% 17% 
School Administrators 18% 61% 10% 11% 

Overall 12% 61% 13% 13% 
 
 
62. High School walk distances should:  (n = 669) 
 
 Be Increased Stay the Same Undecided Be Decreased 
District Management 28% 51% 14%   8% 
School Teachers 12% 56% 18% 14% 
School Administrators 26% 52% 12% 10% 

Overall 21% 53% 15% 11% 
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General 
 
63. District information systems operation:  (n = 915) 
 
 

Outstanding Adequate 
No 

Opinion 
Needs Minor 
Improvement 

Needs 
Improvement 

District Management 10% 34%   3% 22% 30% 
District Support   8% 37% 10% 17% 28% 
School Teachers   4% 35% 18% 22% 21% 
School Administrators   9% 46%   5% 25% 14% 
School Support   8% 32% 24% 20% 15% 

Overall   8% 37% 12% 22% 20% 
 
 
64. District purchasing operations support:  (n = 915) 
 
 

Outstanding Adequate
No 

Opinion 
Needs Minor 
Improvement 

Needs 
Improvement 

District Management 7% 39%   9% 32% 13% 
District Support 1% 46% 19% 19% 14% 
School Teachers 2% 40% 25% 20% 13% 
School Administrators 5% 55% 10% 22%   8% 
School Support 6% 32% 39% 15%   9% 

Overall 5% 42% 20% 22% 11% 
 
 
65. District building maintenance support:  (n = 915) 
 
 

Outstanding Adequate
No 

Opinion 
Needs Minor 
Improvement 

Needs 
Improvement 

District Management 5% 38%   6% 25% 25% 
District Support 3% 42% 13% 15% 27% 
School Teachers 7% 39%   8% 21% 25% 
School Administrators 2% 29%   4% 31% 33% 
School Support 9% 39% 19% 15% 18% 

Overall 5% 37%   9% 23% 26% 
 
 
66. District student transportation operations:  (n = 915) 
 
 

Outstanding Adequate
No 

Opinion 
Needs Minor 
Improvement 

Needs 
Improvement 

District Management 5% 38% 20% 25% 12% 
District Support 3% 31% 32% 15% 19% 
School Teachers 2% 47% 16% 22% 13% 
School Administrators 1% 40%   5% 28% 26% 
School Support 7% 38% 20% 18% 17% 

Overall 3% 40% 16% 23% 17% 
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67. District facilities planning operations:  (n = 915) 

 73 LA04-24 

 
 

Outstanding Adequate
No 

Opinion 
Needs Minor 
Improvement 

Needs 
Improvement 

District Management 18% 42% 10% 17% 13% 
District Support   3% 32% 26% 15% 24% 
School Teachers   2% 44% 20% 19% 15% 
School Administrators   3% 39%   8% 26% 24% 
School Support   7% 35% 31% 16% 11% 

Overall   6% 40% 18% 19% 17% 
 
 
68. District custodial service support:  (n = 915) 
 
 

Outstanding Adequate
No 

Opinion 
Needs Minor 
Improvement 

Needs 
Improvement 

District Management   8% 37%   7% 29% 18% 
District Support   5% 41% 15% 18% 21% 
School Teachers 14% 36%   5% 25% 21% 
School Administrators   4% 35%   3% 32% 26% 
School Support 16% 42%   9% 17% 16% 

Overall 10% 37%   7% 25% 21% 
 



 

Appendix C 
Total Schools by Region 
Fiscal Years 2002-2005 

 
East Region 2001-2002
   Elementary Schools 32 34 36 36
   Middle Schools 8 9 9 9
   High Schools 6 6 6 6
   Alternative Schools 10 11 11 11
   Special Schools 3 3 3 3
         Total 59 63 65 65

Northeast Region 2001-2002 2002-2003 2003-2004 2004-2005
   Elementary Schools 33 34 36 37
   Middle Schools 8 8 9 10
   High Schools 6 6 6 7
   Alternative Schools 6 5 6 6
   Special Schools 0 0 0 0
         Total 53 53 57 60

Northwest Region 2001-2002 2002-2003 2003-2004 2004-2005
   Elementary Schools 37 37 38 41
   Middle Schools 9 9 10 11
   High Schools 6 6 7 8
   Alternative Schools 4 5 5 5
   Special Schools 0 0 0 0
         Total 56 57 60 65

Southeast Region 2001-2002 2002-2003 2003-2004 2004-2005
   Elementary Schools 35 37 38 39
   Middle Schools 10 10 10 10
   High Schools 8 8 9 10
   Alternative Schools 3 3 3 3
   Special Schools 1 1 1 1
         Total 57 59 61 63

Southwest Region 2001-2002 2002-2003 2003-2004 2004-2005
   Elementary Schools 29 30 31 33
   Middle Schools 8 9 10 10
   High Schools 7 7 7 8
   Alternative Schools 1 1 1 2
   Special Schools 2 2 2 2
         Total 47 49 51 55

Total District 272 281 294 308

2002-2003 2003-2004 2004-2005

 

Source: Information provided by Clark County School District. 
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Appendix D 
Legislative Counsel Legal Opinion 

 

 75 LA04-24 



 

 76 LA04-24 



 

 77 LA04-24 



 

 78 LA04-24 



 

 79 LA04-24 



 

 80 LA04-24 



 

Appendix E 

Response From Clark County School District 
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Clark County School District 
Response to Audit Recommendations 

 
Recommendation 
       Number         Accepted Rejected 
 
 Financial Management 
 
 1 Record all applicable costs for the food service program 

to the Food Service Enterprise Fund ...........................   X     
 
 2 Develop controls over special appropriations to ensure 

all monies are properly accounted for and reverted.....   X     
 
 Facilities Management 
 
 3 Work with the energy consultant to develop goals for 

water and natural gas conservation .............................   X     
 
 4 Continue development of and finalize a water 

conservation plan .........................................................   X     
 
 5 Enhance the energy plan to focus greater efforts on the 

conservation of natural gas ..........................................   X     
 
 6 Complete procurement and implementation of the new 

CMMS technology that enhances the Maintenance 
Department’s ability to more effectively monitor 
activities........................................................................   X     

 
 7 Develop policies and procedures to ensure the CMMS is 

properly implemented, including work order tracking, 
employee productivity, and deferred maintenance ......   X     

 
 8 Formalize the policies, procedures, and memorandums 

over Maintenance Department functions and provide 
access to all employees ...............................................   X     

 
 9 Finalize the development of all remaining policies and 

procedures for the Construction Management 
Department...................................................................   X     

 
  Personnel Management 
 
 10 Consolidate district-wide professional development 

elements into a single plan aligned with District goals, 
policies, and regulations that clearly define the 
organizational structure and responsibilities of the 
professional development program..............................   X     
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Clark County School District 
Response to Audit Recommendations 

(continued) 
 
Recommendation 
       Number         Accepted Rejected 
 
  Transportation 
 
 11 Develop fleet management controls over vehicles; 

including assignment and control logs, a fleet 
inventory process, and administrative staff vehicle 
options..........................................................................   X     

 
 12 Evaluate vehicle usage to ensure the District’s fleet is at 

optimum levels .............................................................   X     
 
 13 Develop procedures to perform periodic inventories of 

the District’s vehicle fleet..............................................   X     
 
 14 Adopt a bus replacement policy to help ensure buses 

are replaced in a timely and economic manner ...........   X     
 
 15 Consider charging students a fee to help offset 

transportation costs associated with certain 
extracurricular activities................................................   X     

 
  District Organization 
 
 16 Review administrative costs to ensure the District’s 

resources are utilized efficiently ...................................   X     
 
 17 Ensure assessments of the Board’s governance process 

are performed and documented...................................   X     
 

 Employee Health Plans  
 
 18 Develop procedures to ensure the District pays 

premiums to the insurance provider only for support 
staff personnel electing coverage ................................   X     

 
 19 Continue to separately account for funds earmarked for 

employee health benefits .............................................   X     
 
 20 Negotiate with the Teachers Health Trust to obtain 

audited financial statements or other financial 
reporting information and monitor the solvency of the 
Teachers Health Trust..................................................   X     

 
 21 Periodically request the Nevada Commissioner of 

Insurance to review the financial stability of the 
Teachers Health Trust..................................................   X     

 
  TOTALS 21 0 
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