


For 
Possible 
Corrective 
Action   

3. Open Session pursuant to section 4 of Assembly Bill No. 65 of the 77th Nevada 
Legislative Session (2013) to take corrective action regarding the public notices 
and agendas posted for the Commission’s July and August 2013 meetings to 
comply with NRS 241.020(2), as amended by section 7 of Assembly Bill No. 65 
of the 77th Legislative Session (2013), effective July 1, 2013, to include “the name 
and contact information of the person designated by the public body from whom 
a member of the public may request the supporting material for the meeting… and 
a list of the locations where the supporting material is available to the public.” 

For 
Possible 
Action   

4. Open Session for consideration and approval of Minutes from the June 19, 2013 
and July 17, 2013 Commission meetings.   

For 
Possible 
Action  *   

5. Open Session pursuant to NRS 281A.440(8) to ratify the amended Stipulation 
concerning Consolidated Third-Party Requests for Opinion Nos. 12-72C and 
12-74C, regarding the conduct of Theodore Fuller and Bea Epstein, Former 
Trustees, Incline Village General Improvement District Board of Trustees, 
submitted pursuant to NRS 281A.440(2).  Pursuant to NRS 281A.440(15), all or 
a portion of this agenda item may be held in closed session.* 

 
For 
Possible 
Action  * 

6. Open Session pursuant to NRS 281A.440(8) to consider a Motion for Summary 
Resolution concerning Third-Party Request for Opinion No. 13-24C, regarding 
the conduct of Carolyn Edwards, Member, Clark County School District 
Board of Trustees, District F, submitted pursuant to NRS 281A.440(2).  
Pursuant to NRS 281A.440(15), all or a portion of this agenda item may be held 
in closed session.*   

 7. Closed Session to discuss potential or pending litigation.  This portion of the 
meeting will not be available to the public. 

  For  
  Possible        
Action   

8. Open Session for consideration of agenda item requested by Commissioner 
Gale regarding the Commission bringing Requests for Opinion on its own 
motion. 

 9. Open Session for report by Executive Director and Commission Counsel on 
agency status and operations. 

 10. Open Session for Commissioner comments on matters including, without 
limitation, future agenda items, upcoming meeting dates and meeting 
procedures. 

 11. Open Session for Public Comment. Comment and/or testimony by any 
member of the public will be limited to three (3) minutes. No action will be 
taken under this agenda item. 

  

12. Adjournment. 

 
 
     *NRS 281A.440(15) states that a meeting or hearing held by the Commission to receive information or 
evidence regarding the conduct of a public officer or employee pursuant to NRS 281A.440 and the 
deliberations of the Commission are not subject to the provisions of NRS Chapter 241, known as the Open 
Meeting Law.  As a result, these agenda items, or any portion of them, may be heard in closed session. 
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NOTES: 
 

 The Commission is pleased to make reasonable accommodations for members of the public who have a 
disability and wish to attend the meeting. If special arrangements for the meeting are necessary, please notify 
the Nevada Commission on Ethics, in writing, at 704 W. Nye Lane, Carson City, Nevada 89703, email 
ncoe@ethics.nv.gov or call (775) 687-5469 as soon as possible. 

 
 To request a copy of the supporting materials for this meeting, contact Executive Director Caren Cafferata-

Jenkins, Esq. at ncoe@ethics.nv.gov or call 775-687-5469. 
 

 This Agenda and supporting materials are available before the meeting at the Commission’s office, 704 W. 
Nye Lane, Ste. 204, Carson City, Nevada, or on the Commission’s website at www.ethics.nv.gov, and a copy 
will be available at the meeting location on the meeting day. 
 

************** 
 
     This Notice of Public Meeting and Agenda was posted in compliance with to NRS 241.020 before 9:00 a.m. 
on the third working day before the meeting at the following locations: 

 
• Nevada Commission on Ethics, 704 W. Nye Lane, Suite 204, Carson City 
• Nevada Commission on Ethics' website: http://ethics.nv.gov 
• State Library & Archives Building, 100 North Stewart Street, Carson City 
• Blasdel Building, 209 E. Musser Street, Carson City 
• Washoe County Administration Building, 1001 East 9th Street, Reno 
• Grant Sawyer State Office Building, 555 E. Washington Ave., Las Vegas 
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 (b) Any board, commission or committee consisting of at least 
two persons appointed by: 
  (1) The Governor or a public officer who is under the 
direction of the Governor, if the board, commission or committee 
has at least two members who are not employees of the Executive 
Department of the State Government; 
  (2) An entity in the Executive Department of the State 
Government consisting of members appointed by the Governor, if 
the board, commission or committee otherwise meets the definition 
of a public body pursuant to this subsection; or 
  (3) A public officer who is under the direction of an agency 
or other entity in the Executive Department of the State Government 
consisting of members appointed by the Governor, if the board, 
commission or committee has at least two members who are not 
employed by the public officer or entity; and 
 (c) A limited-purpose association that is created for a rural 
agricultural residential common-interest community as defined in 
subsection 6 of NRS 116.1201. 
[  “Public body” does not include the Legislature of the State of 
Nevada. 
 4.] 5.  “Quorum” means a simple majority of the constituent 
membership of a public body or another proportion established by 
law. 
 Sec. 7.  NRS 241.020 is hereby amended to read as follows: 
 241.020  1.  Except as otherwise provided by specific statute, 
all meetings of public bodies must be open and public, and all 
persons must be permitted to attend any meeting of these public 
bodies. A meeting that is closed pursuant to a specific statute may 
only be closed to the extent specified in the statute allowing the 
meeting to be closed. All other portions of the meeting must be open 
and public, and the public body must comply with all other 
provisions of this chapter to the extent not specifically precluded by 
the specific statute. Public officers and employees responsible for 
these meetings shall make reasonable efforts to assist and 
accommodate persons with physical disabilities desiring to attend. 
 2.  Except in an emergency, written notice of all meetings must 
be given at least 3 working days before the meeting. The notice 
must include: 
 (a) The time, place and location of the meeting. 
 (b) A list of the locations where the notice has been posted. 
 (c) The name and contact information for the person 
designated by the public body from whom a member of the public 
may request the supporting material for the meeting described in 
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subsection 5 and a list of the locations where the supporting 
material is available to the public. 
 (d) An agenda consisting of: 
  (1) A clear and complete statement of the topics scheduled to 
be considered during the meeting. 
  (2) A list describing the items on which action may be taken 
and clearly denoting that action may be taken on those items by 
placing the term “for possible action” next to the appropriate item [.] 
or, if the item is placed on the agenda pursuant to section 4 of this 
act, by placing the term “for possible corrective action” next to the 
appropriate item. 
  (3) Periods devoted to comments by the general public, if 
any, and discussion of those comments. Comments by the general 
public must be taken: 
   (I) At the beginning of the meeting before any items on 
which action may be taken are heard by the public body and again 
before the adjournment of the meeting; or 
   (II) After each item on the agenda on which action may 
be taken is discussed by the public body, but before the public body 
takes action on the item. 

 The provisions of this subparagraph do not prohibit a public body 
from taking comments by the general public in addition to what is 
required pursuant to sub-subparagraph (I) or (II). Regardless of 
whether a public body takes comments from the general public 
pursuant to sub-subparagraph (I) or (II), the public body must allow 
the general public to comment on any matter that is not specifically 
included on the agenda as an action item at some time before 
adjournment of the meeting. No action may be taken upon a matter 
raised during a period devoted to comments by the general public 
until the matter itself has been specifically included on an agenda as 
an item upon which action may be taken pursuant to  
subparagraph (2). 
  (4) If any portion of the meeting will be closed to consider 
the character, alleged misconduct or professional competence of a 
person, the name of the person whose character, alleged misconduct 
or professional competence will be considered. 
  (5) If, during any portion of the meeting, the public body will 
consider whether to take administrative action against a person, the 
name of the person against whom administrative action may be 
taken. 
  (6) Notification that: 
   (I) Items on the agenda may be taken out of order; 
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   (II) The public body may combine two or more agenda 
items for consideration; and 
   (III) The public body may remove an item from the 
agenda or delay discussion relating to an item on the agenda at any 
time. 
  (7) Any restrictions on comments by the general public. Any 
such restrictions must be reasonable and may restrict the time, place 
and manner of the comments, but may not restrict comments based 
upon viewpoint. 
 3.  Minimum public notice is: 
 (a) Posting a copy of the notice at the principal office of the 
public body or, if there is no principal office, at the building in 
which the meeting is to be held, and at not less than three other 
separate, prominent places within the jurisdiction of the public body 
not later than 9 a.m. of the third working day before the meeting; 
and 
 (b) Providing a copy of the notice to any person who has 
requested notice of the meetings of the public body. A request for 
notice lapses 6 months after it is made. The public body shall inform 
the requester of this fact by enclosure with, notation upon or text 
included within the first notice sent. The notice must be: 
  (1) Delivered to the postal service used by the public body 
not later than 9 a.m. of the third working day before the meeting for 
transmittal to the requester by regular mail; or 
  (2) If feasible for the public body and the requester has 
agreed to receive the public notice by electronic mail, transmitted to 
the requester by electronic mail sent not later than 9 a.m. of the third 
working day before the meeting. 
 4.  If a public body maintains a website on the Internet or its 
successor, the public body shall post notice of each of its meetings 
on its website unless the public body is unable to do so because of 
technical problems relating to the operation or maintenance of its 
website. Notice posted pursuant to this subsection is supplemental to 
and is not a substitute for the minimum public notice required 
pursuant to subsection 3. The inability of a public body to post 
notice of a meeting pursuant to this subsection as a result of 
technical problems with its website shall not be deemed to be a 
violation of the provisions of this chapter. 
 5.  Upon any request, a public body shall provide, at no charge, 
at least one copy of: 
 (a) An agenda for a public meeting; 
 (b) A proposed ordinance or regulation which will be discussed 
at the public meeting; and 
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 (c) Subject to the provisions of subsection 6 [,] or 7, as 
applicable, any other supporting material provided to the members 
of the public body for an item on the agenda, except materials: 
  (1) Submitted to the public body pursuant to a nondisclosure 
or confidentiality agreement which relates to proprietary 
information; 
  (2) Pertaining to the closed portion of such a meeting of the 
public body; or 
  (3) Declared confidential by law, unless otherwise agreed to 
by each person whose interest is being protected under the order of 
confidentiality. 

 The public body shall make at least one copy of the documents 
described in paragraphs (a), (b) and (c) available to the public at the 
meeting to which the documents pertain. As used in this subsection, 
“proprietary information” has the meaning ascribed to it in  
NRS 332.025. 
 6.  A copy of supporting material required to be provided upon 
request pursuant to paragraph (c) of subsection 5 must be: 
 (a) If the supporting material is provided to the members of the 
public body before the meeting, made available to the requester at 
the time the material is provided to the members of the public body; 
or 
 (b) If the supporting material is provided to the members of the 
public body at the meeting, made available at the meeting to the 
requester at the same time the material is provided to the members 
of the public body. 

 If the requester has agreed to receive the information and material 
set forth in subsection 5 by electronic mail, the public body shall, if 
feasible, provide the information and material by electronic mail. 
 7.  The governing body of a county or city whose population is 
45,000 or more shall post the supporting material described in 
paragraph (c) of subsection 5 to its website not later than the time 
the material is provided to the members of the governing body or, 
if the supporting material is provided to the members of  
the governing body at a meeting, not later than 24 hours after the 
conclusion of the meeting. Such posting is supplemental to the 
right of the public to request the supporting material pursuant to 
subsection 5. The inability of the governing body, as a result of 
technical problems with its website, to post supporting material 
pursuant to this subsection shall not be deemed to be a violation of 
the provisions of this chapter. 
 8.  A public body may provide the public notice, information 
[and] or supporting material required by this section by electronic 
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mail. [If] Except as otherwise provided in this subsection, if a 
public body makes such notice, information [and] or supporting 
material available by electronic mail, the public body shall inquire 
of a person who requests the notice, information or supporting 
material if the person will accept receipt by electronic mail. If a 
public body is required to post the public notice, information or 
supporting material on its website pursuant to this section, the 
public body shall inquire of a person who requests the notice, 
information or supporting material if the person will accept by 
electronic mail a link to the posting on the website when the 
documents are made available. The inability of a public body, as a 
result of technical problems with its electronic mail system, to 
provide a public notice, information or supporting material or a link 
to a website required by this section to a person who has agreed to 
receive such notice, information [or] , supporting material or link 
by electronic mail shall not be deemed to be a violation of the 
provisions of this chapter. 
 [8.] 9.  As used in this section, “emergency” means an 
unforeseen circumstance which requires immediate action and 
includes, but is not limited to: 
 (a) Disasters caused by fire, flood, earthquake or other natural 
causes; or 
 (b) Any impairment of the health and safety of the public. 
 Sec. 8.  NRS 241.030 is hereby amended to read as follows: 
 241.030  1.  Except as otherwise provided in this section and 
NRS 241.031 and 241.033, a public body may hold a closed 
meeting to: 
 (a) Consider the character, alleged misconduct, professional 
competence, or physical or mental health of a person. 
 (b) Prepare, revise, administer or grade examinations that are 
conducted by or on behalf of the public body. 
 (c) Consider an appeal by a person of the results of an 
examination that was conducted by or on behalf of the public body, 
except that any action on the appeal must be taken in an open 
meeting and the identity of the appellant must remain confidential. 
 2.  A person whose character, alleged misconduct, professional 
competence, or physical or mental health will be considered by a 
public body during a meeting may waive the closure of the meeting 
and request that the meeting or relevant portion thereof be open to 
the public. A request described in this subsection: 
 (a) May be made at any time before or during the meeting; and 
 (b) Must be honored by the public body unless the consideration 
of the character, alleged misconduct, professional competence, or 
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Stipulated Agreement 
Requests for Opinion Nos.12-72C & 12-74C  
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STATE OF NEVADA 

 
BEFORE THE NEVADA COMMISSION ON ETHICS 

 

 

 
In the Matter of the Third-Party Requests  
for Opinion Concerning the Conduct of  
Theodore Fuller and Bea Epstein, Former  
Trustees, Incline Village General Improvement 
District, State of Nevada, 
                                                       Subjects. / 

 
Requests for Opinion Nos. 12-72C 
                                            12-74C                                              

                                              
                                                                                            
 
 

  
 

STIPULATED AGREEMENT 
 

 
 1. PURPOSE:  This stipulated agreement resolves certain allegations set 

forth in Third-Party Requests for Opinions (“RFOs”) Nos. 12-72C and 12-74C 

concerning Theodore Fuller (“Fuller”) and Bea Epstein (“Epstein”), (collectively referred 

to hereafter as “Subjects”), Former Trustees of the Incline Village General Improvement 

District (“IVGID”) Board of Trustees (“Board”), before the Nevada Commission on Ethics 

(“Commission”) and serves as the final opinion in this matter with respect to those 

allegations. 

 2. JURISDICTION:  At all material times, Subjects formerly served as 

Trustees of the Board.  The Board was formed pursuant to Nevada Revised Statute 

(“NRS”) 318.080.  NRS 318.082 provides that the trustees of a general improvement 

district are elected officials.   The Ethics in Government Law set forth in NRS Chapter 

281A (“Ethics Law”) gives the Commission jurisdiction over former elected and 

appointed public officers for conduct which occurred within two years preceding the 



            

     

    

        

              

              

   

             

       

         

        

 

           

          

   

         

        

    

            

             

             

            

            

                
  

      
  



                

            

           

              

             

 

                 

   

           

            

           

           

      

            

             

         

          

            

        

            

        

 

  
       

  



                 

               

  

                 

              

   

             

            

             

         

            

          

              

            

             

          

           

           

               

              

            

              

        

  
      

  



            

              

            

            

     

              

            

   

            

            

              

           

   

              

            

              

   

              

            

               

  

  
       

  



             

             

            

     

             

          

           

            

            

         

          

            

           

          

            

            

         

            

           

         

            

           

            

  
       

  



            

             

              

          

           

           

            

      

            

            

           

            

       

            

        

          

          

             

              

           

               

 

  
      

  



          

          

        

         

             

            

   

                 

 

               

               

     

             

             

          

             

           

             

       

              

             

            

            

  
      

  



            

             

           

              

            

        

            

              

            

          

          

             

          

         

          

          

           

        

           

       

                      
                  

  
       

  



             

        

           

          

            

            

 

           

         

           

       

             

           

              

           

           

           

          

           

          

            

            

  
      

  



         

 

             

         

           

          

             

          

         

            

              

            

   

             

              

         

  

  

           

            

          

              

             
  

  
      

    



           

           

    

             

              

  

          

             

               

        

     
    

  
    
 

    
     

  

       

    
  

 

    
  

 

    
  

 

  
    
 

    
  

 

    
  

 

  
       

  





AGENDA ITEM NO. 6 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

AGENDA ITEM NO. 6 

 





1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9
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11

12
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19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Points and Authorities

Request for Opinion No. 13-24C asks the NCOE to find that the President of the CCSD

Board of Trustees, Carolyn Edwards, is guilty of wilfully violating Ethics in Government Laws,

by having her secretary forward an email to President Edwards’ constituent list on October 16,

2012.  To be clear, the secretary did not prepare the email, she merely forwarded the contents of

an email to President Edwards’ constituent list.   The constituent list is a contact list of1

President Edwards’ constituents in the community who had specifically requested to be

informed by President Edwards of her work in the district, and is maintained by President

Edwards’ secretary.   President Edwards sent the email in response to her constituent’s request2

for more information on how to help get Ballot Question 2 passed.  President Edwards had

previously voted in favor of Ballot Question 2 in an open meeting before the Board of Trustees,

when the measure had passed unanimously.

The statute of concern for this matter is NRS 281A.520.1(a), which states in relevant

part: “a public officer or employee shall not request or otherwise cause a governmental entity to

incur an expense or make an expenditure to support or oppose: (a) A ballot question.”   This3

Commission, therefore, must determine whether the $.20 (i.e twenty cents) that could

potentially be attributed to the time it took the secretary to forward the email, is a proper basis

to conclude that President Edwards wilfully violated NRS 281A.520.  

This Commission should determine that no violation occurred and dismiss the case

against President Edwards.  If the NCOE disagrees with this outcome, it must take and consider

evidence before the NCOE may determine that a wilful violation has occurred.

////

See Ex. A, Decl. of Lisa Chrapcynski ¶ 5.1

See Ex. A, Decl. of Lisa Chrapcynski ¶ 7;  See also Ex. B, Decl. of Carolyn Edwards ¶ 7.2

See NRS 281A.520.1 (emphasis added).3
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1. Introductory facts and analysis.

A. Use of the email system is not a violation of NRS 281A.520.

The NCOE has previously discarded the idea that President Edwards’ use of the CCSD

email system, to respond to her constituent’s request, caused the Clark County School District

to “incur an expense” or “make an expenditure” under NRS 281A.520.  This is partly because

the uncontroverted testimony is that President Edwards’ use of the email system actually does

not cause any governmental entity to “incur” expense or “make” an expenditure.   Attached as4

Exhibit C is the Affidavit of Dan Wray, Director of Technology and Information Systems

Division, Clark County School District, which was previously considered by the Panel prior to

issuing its Panel Determination.  The testimony stands uncontroverted that use of the email

system by President Edwards is allowed under the relevant regulations, and also does not cause

any costs to be incurred or expenditures to be made:

3. The trustees, including Trustee Edwards, are authorized
users of the InterAct email system that was used by Trustee
Edwards to send the email in question.  Trustee Edwards’ email
complied with the operational guidelines of official use and
unofficial use of the email system as set forth in the District’s
“Acceptable Use Policy.”  The Acceptable Use Policy governs the
day-to-day use of the InterAct email system.  Official use is
authorized for official business and trustee communications with
constituents is considered official use.  If the email constitutes
official use, then there was no extra costs incurred or expenditure
made

.
4. Employees and trustees are also allowed unofficial or
personal use of the InterAct email system.  “Incidental Personal Use
of Technology Resources” under Section J of the Acceptable Use
Policy.  Section J states that:

Technology resources may be used by District personnel for
personal purposes provided that the use does not interfere with the
Clark County School District’s ability to carry out District business,
does not interfere with the employee’s duties, does not subject the
Clark County School District to increased costs or risks, and does
not violate the terms of the Acceptable Use Policy.

See Ex. C, Affidavit of Dan Wray, Director of Technology and Information Systems4

Division, CCSD at ¶ 3 (considered by Ethics Panel as part of President Edwards’ initial “Response
to Allegations” filed April 5, 2013).
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5. . . . .[The Clark County School District] incurs no extra cost
or requires an additional expenditure above and beyond normal
operating expenses.5

The expert on the email system concludes: (1) the email was for official use because it

was for communication to constituents and therefore did not cost anything; and alternatively (2)

that even if the email was classified as personal use, the personal use was acceptable under

CCSD’s “Acceptable Use Policy,” and did not cause the district to incur or make an expense. 

In short, use of the email system did not cause the CCSD to incur or make an expense in

connection with the email.  Therefore, as a matter of law, the use of the email system in this

case does not violate NRS 281A.520.1(a).

Further, the Panel Determination specifically omits any determination that use of the

email system was improper and gave notice only that  use of the secretary was possibly

improper:

RFO 13-24C alleges, and uncontroverted evidence supports,
that Edwards requested or caused a CCSD employee, while CCSD
paid for the employee’s services, to undertake an action supporting
Question 2.  Edwards had been assigned a CCSD e-mail address in
her capacity as a Trustee, and was provided access to a CCSD
employee to assist in receiving and sending e-mails related to her
position on the School Board.  The RFO alleges that regardless of
the nominal time the employee spent, by Edwards asking the
employee to send her email to the District’s master email list, she
requested or caused a governmental entity to incur an expense or
make an expenditure to support a ballot question, and by doing so
violated NRS 281A.520(1)(a).6

B. Focusing on the use of the secretary to send the email.

At the Panel hearing, the NCOE’s Executive Director, Caren Jenkins, specifically

focused on the use of the secretary as the main point of concern: “directing a staff person to

send an e-mail to support or to gather volunteer support to support a ballot question . . .

provides sufficient credible evidence to support a reasonable belief that a violation may have

See Ex. C attached, Aff. of Dan Wray ¶¶ 3–5 (emphasis added).5

See Ex. D, Panel Determination at 1.6
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occurred.”   Commissioner Groover, as a member of the Panel, made the further point that: “it7

doesn’t matter how much, it is whether it is a violation or not, even if it is $2.”   Caren Jenkins8

further instructed, that even at such a nominal amount, the Panel could find a violation and

impose a fine solely to cover the nominal cost to the community.9

At the outset, this Commission should note that the amount is not even $2; but is 20

cents issue (i.e., $ .20).  The secretary who was used to forward this email was Lisa

Chrapcynski, who at the time the email was sent, was making $24.28 an hour.   Ms.10

Chrapcynski attests that the entire process of forwarding the email took approximately 30

seconds because she had to link it to President Edwards’ constituent list, not to a master email

list as mistakenly charged in the Panel Determination.   This means the time it took Ms.11

Chrapcynski to send the email in question is valued at 20 cents —  literally less than “two

bits.”12

////

////

////

////

See Ex. E, Tr. Panel Proceedings, May 20, 2013, at 9:2–4.7

See Ex. E, Tr. Panel Proceedings, May 20, 2013 at 12:8–11.8

See Ex. E, Tr. Panel Proceedings, May 20, 2013 at 12:16–13:6 (referring to RFO 04-829

wherein the panel imposed a $15 fine to cover costs of copies made).

See Ex. A, Decl. of Lisa Chrapcynski at ¶ 9.10

See Ex. A, Decl. of Lisa Chrapcynski at ¶¶ 6–7; see also Ex. B, Decl. of Carolyn Edwards11

¶ 6; see also Ex. D, Panel Determination at 1 (stating erroneously that the email was sent to a
“master email list”).

As such, if a fine is ultimately imposed, the fine should be limited to 20 cents based on12

this Commission’s prior precedent. See RFO 04-82 (wherein the panel imposed a $15 fine to cover
cost of copies made).
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2. Analysis.

A. There is no violation of NRS 281A.520.

(1) The email was not sent for “political reasons” and therefore is not a violation.

At the Panel hearing, members of the Panel and the Executive Director relied on the

NCOE’s previous decision in RFO 09-01C, the David Humke, et al. case.   In In re Humke, et13

al., RFO 09-01C, this Commission recognized that the Nevada Supreme Court’s decision

interpreting the previous version of NRS 281A.520 (i.e NRS 293.725) still applied in the

current statutory language.   However, the NCOE’s opinion in In re Humke, RFO 09-01C,14

misquotes the Glover decision by the Nevada Supreme Court.   15

The NCOE must now recognize that In re Humke et al., RFO 09-01C, contained a

misquotation of the Nevada Supreme Court.  Although the misquotation may or may not have

affected the In re Humke decision, the accurate quotation from the Nevada Supreme Court

should certainly be considered in this case matter because of the significance to the facts and

circumstances of this matter.  The accurate quotation in Glover is:

Here, we conclude that the language prohibiting the
government from incurring an expense “to support or oppose” a
ballot question is ambiguous.  It could, read narrowly, refer only to
the government’s expenditure to politically support or oppose a
ballot question already placed on a ballot and set for an election. 
Construed broadly, the language could refer to any government
expenditure relating to a ballot question, including expense incurred
in challenging a ballot question’s validity in a legal action prior to
the question’s inclusion on the ballot.

Since the language of NRS 293.725 is ambiguous, we look
to the legislature’s intent, which supports a narrow construction of

Tr. Panel Hr’g at 7:4-14.13

See RFO 09-01C (“The Nevada Supreme Court has interpreted and opined on this14

provision [referring to 281A.520]” followed by analysis, quoting and citing Glover v. Concerned
Citizens for Fuji Park, 119 Nev. 488 (2002) (expressly interpreting NRS 293.725 on ballot
questions [i.e., the predecessor of NRS 281A.520]) overruled on other grounds).  

See In re David Humke, et al. at 3 (purporting to quote Glover but actually quoting Nevada15

Supreme Court in Las Vegas Convention and Visitors Authority v. Miller).
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the statutory language to prevent the government from incurring
expense to support or oppose, for political reasons, a ballot question
already placed on a ballot.16

This Commission cannot ignore that in interpreting the language now incorporated into NRS

281A.520, the Nevada Supreme Court explicitly held that the statutory language should be

narrowly construed and the statutory language must be read so as to prevent government from

incurring or making expenditures “for political reasons.”

In fact, the Nevada Supreme Court has now expressly held that its interpretation of NRS

293.725 in Glover (2002) was incorporated into the modern version of NRS 281A.520 by virtue

of the legislature adopting the same language in the current statute that was previously

interpreted in Glover.  Specifically in 2008 the Nevada Supreme Court stated:

The language interpreted by this court in Glover was not
modified.  After some further amendments not pertinent to this case,
NRS 293.725 was repealed, and its language was recodified in NRS
Chapter 281 without any modification of the language construed by
this court in Glover.

It is well settled that when the Legislature amends a statute
without disturbing language previously interpreted by this court, it
is presumed that the Legislature approved the interpretation.  Thus,
here, the Legislature implicitly approved this court’s holding in
Glover. . .17

The text of Glover is clear.  The Nevada Supreme Court explicitly ruled in Glover that

whether the ballot question is supported “for political reasons” is an element or factor for

consideration in the analysis of whether an act should be prohibited under Ethics in

Government Law.  In 2008, the Nevada Supreme Court reasoned that its interpretation of the

statutory language in Glover, was now “approved” by the Nevada legislature by adopting the

same statutory language without modification into the current statute – NRS 281A.520.1(a).  18

Glover, 118 Nev. at 492 (emphasis added).16

Las Vegas Convention Center and Visitors Authority v. Miller, 124 Nev. 669, 679 (2008)17

(emphasis added).

See Miller, 124 Nev. at 679.18
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Under the Nevada Supreme Court’s holding, this Commission cannot conclude that President

Edwards violated NRS 281A.520.

(a) This Commission would be acting contrary to its prior opinions if it failed to consider
the “political reasons” prong as part of its analysis pursuant to Glover.

This Commission has expressly recognized the Nevada Supreme Court’s addition of

elements related to NRS 281A.520.1(a) beyond the plain language of the statute.   Specifically,19

NRS 281A.520.1(a), as written, has an extremely wide prohibition on a governmental entity

incurring an “expense” or making an “expenditure to support or oppose: (a) A ballot question.” 

As written, there is no requirement or qualification in the statute that the matter already be on a

ballot.   This limitation only surfaces from the Nevada Supreme Court’s decision in Glover20

wherein the Court added the requirement to the statute: “Since the language of NRS 293.725 is

ambiguous, we look to the legislature’s intent, which supports a narrow construction of the

statutory language to prevent the government from incurring expense to support or oppose, for

political reasons [not in the statute], a ballot question already placed on a ballot [also not in

the statute].”21

As noted, in 2008, the Nevada Supreme Court specifically held that its interpretation in

Glover had been approved by the Legislature when re-adopting the statute as NRS 281A.520

without modification.   Based on this additional limitation, surfacing from the Nevada22

See In re Humke, et al., RFO 09-01C (adopting Nevada Supreme Court’s narrowing of19

the statute by requiring that a matter “already” be on a ballot before the statutory prohibitions on
expenditures apply, and finding that expenditures in In re Humke, et al., occurred before the Ballot
Question was actually on a ballot).  

See NRS 281A.520.20

118 Nev. at 492 (emphasis added).21

 Miller, 124 Nev. at 679 (recognizing the holding in Glover to preclude expenditures for22

something that had “already been placed on the ballot.”).  The primary holding in Miller was to
simply allow a governmental entity to defend against or support an injunction without invoking the
“support or oppose” language of the statute, as was accomplished in Glover.  Thus, for obvious
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Supreme Court’s Glover decision, this Commission determined in In re Humke, et al., 09-01C,

that NRS 281A.520.1(a) “prohibits the expenditure of public funds to support a ballot question

once it is placed on the ballot.”   Because the NCOE included the element of requiring that a23

measure already be “placed on the ballot,” based on Glover, it would now be wholly

inconsistent for this Commission to ignore the additional limitation and consideration

articulated by the Nevada Supreme Court in Glover in narrowing the interpretation of NRS

281A.520.1(a), — i.e., that the expenditure must be for political reasons. 

(b) The email was not sent for political reasons.

The term “political reasons” had actually been used in several Nevada Supreme Court

cases prior to the Glover case and is instructive here: Labastida v. State, 112 Nev. 1502, 1518

(1996) (“When a District Attorney selectively prosecutes someone because of racial and/or

political reasons, the public has every just cause to question the integrity of the justice

system.”) (quoting a brief to Court); Whitehead v. Nevada Commission on Judicial Discipline,

110 Nev. 874, 879 n.4 (1994) (Whitehead II); Young v. Ninth Judicial Dist. Court, In and For

County of Douglas, 107 Nev. 642, 644 (1991) (a $250 fine imposed on a public defender for

asserting, but failing to show, that prosecutor sought death penalty in trial for “political

reasons”).

In the Labastida case the Nevada Supreme Court addressed the “political ambition” of a

District Attorney which led to her self-selection for prosecuting a high-profile case to enhance

her chances for re-election.   The “political ambition” point was dismissed by the majority for24

not having been raised in the trial court, but was a focus of the dissent, which determined

explicitly that there was no other explanation for the prosecution than the district attorney’s

reasons the “timing” question of the when something was “already on the ballot” and the “political
reasons” prong was never analyzed in Miller.

(emphasis added) (immediately followed by analysis of Glover and Miller).23

Labastida, 112 Nev. at 1506 n.3.24
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desire for “making political capital” in an election year when she was performing poorly.25

In Whitehead II, the Nevada Supreme Court began its analysis by citing a prior decision

amongst the same parties (Whitehead I, 110 Nev. 128 (1994)) that addressed the fear that if the

Attorney General advised the Commission on Judicial Discipline, then the Attorney General

could also initiate investigations of Judges for “political reasons,” by obtaining confidential

information from the Commission on Judicial Discipline.   The Nevada Supreme Court then26

specifically prohibited the Attorney General from participating in meetings and deliberations of

the Commission on Judicial Discipline because: “The policy rationale behind requiring the

Commission to use independent counsel to perform both advisory and prosecutorial functions

for the Commission in judicial discipline proceedings is obvious: it ensures that disciplinary

proceedings are not pursued for personal, partisan, or political gain, and it ensures that one

branch of government does not usurp the vital functions of another or place itself in the position

of holding the others hostage.”   The Nevada Supreme Court continued to discuss the27

impropriety of the Attorney General having access to the Commission’s records because of the

fear that the Attorney General may put the confidential information to “political use” against

judges that were a “political threat” or favor the Attorney General’s “political allies” or the

Attorney General’s “political agenda.”28

The conclusion reached from reading and considering these cases is that the “political

reasons” and concerns that existed in Whitehead II and Labastida do not exist in this matter

involving President Edwards.  She was first elected in 2006, and re-elected in 2010.   President29

Edwards was not up for re-election on the November 2012 ballot.  As such, there was no

Labastida, 112 Nev. at 1519 (J. Shearing, dissent).25

110 Nev. 874, 879 n.4.26

Id. at 883 (emphasis added).27

Id.28

See Ex. B, Decl. of Carolyn Edwards ¶ 2.29
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immediate, pressing, political gain to be had for pushing any type of political agenda with

Ballot Question 2.

Further, there is no evidence, and there could be no evidence, that there was an

inappropriate political gain or leverage over any other member of the public, or Member of the

Board of Trustees, by sending this email relating to the Ballot Question 2.  Remember that

Ballot Question 2 was approved unanimously by the Clark County School District Board of

Trustees.   As such it is difficult, if not impossible, to claim any subsequent support of the30

measure was for improper political reasons addressed in Whitehead II, or Labastida.

The NCOE should also review the email itself  which exhibits no evidence of any

“political reason” of concern noted by the Nevada Supreme Court.31

As part of the NCOE’s analysis, it must consider whether President Edwards sent the

email “for political reasons.”   The entirety of the evidence is that the email was not sent for32

political reasons.  Therefore, no violation of NRS 281A.520.1(a) occurred.  To the contrary, the

evidence shows, and the most accurate answer to this question is, that President Edwards was

attempting in good faith to fulfill her statutory responsibilities as a CCSD Board Trustee by

sending the email.   Specifically, NRS 393.100 mandates: “The board of trustees of a school33

district shall keep the public school buildings, teacherages, dormitories, dining halls,

gymnasiums, stadiums and all other buildings in its charge in such repair as is necessary for the

comfort and health of pupils and teachers.”   34

There can be no reasonable dispute that the very purpose of Ballot Question 2 was the

See Ex. F, Minutes of CCSD meeting at 4 (“Motion on Trustee Wright’s motion was30

unanimous.”).

See Ex. G, October 16, 2012, email from Carolyn Edwards.31

Glover, 118 Nev. at 492.32

See Ex. B, Decl. of Carolyn Edwards ¶¶ 5 & 10.33

(emphasis added).34
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statutory mandate imposed on the Board of Trustees’ members by NRS 393.100.  President

Edwards’ good-faith attempts to discharge her duties under this separate statute, by informing

the public how they could support Ballot Question 2, in response to constituents’ requests to

know what they could do to support the measure,  cannot reasonably be considered a “political35

reason.”  Moreover, President Edwards’ good-faith efforts cannot fairly be described as a

“wilful violation” of the Ethics in Government Laws.  As shown in the Nevada Supreme

Court’s opinion in Young, though admittedly a different context, there should not be a

presumption by this Commission, or by a Court, that a public officer’s actions are motivated by

“political reasons” when the officer is simply discharging his or her duties as a public officer.  36

The presumption, if any, should be in favor of the public officer fulfilling statutory duties.

(2) It would be unreasonable, arbitrary, and capricious, to sanction President Edwards
for sending the email at  a cost savings in violation of the Nevada and United States
Constitutions as applied.

Imposing a sanction for wilful violation of the Ethics in Government Laws on President

Edwards would be patently unreasonable, arbitrary, and capricious.  Lisa Chrapcynski is not

just any employee of the Clark County School District, she is President Edwards’ secretary.  As

stated in the Panel Determination: “[President] Edwards had been assigned a CCSD e-mail

address in her capacity as a Trustee, and was provided access to a CCSD employee to assist in

receiving and sending emails related to her position on the School Board.”   It is therefore37

surprising that the use of this secretary to forward an email to President Edwards’ constituent

list, in response to requests for information from President Edwards’ constituents, is

controversial in any respect.  

The unreasonableness of the controversy is heightened by Ms. Chrapcynski’s support of

See Ex. B, Decl. of Carolyn Edwards ¶¶ 5 & 6.35

See generally 107 Nev. 642 (1991).36

See Ex. D, Panel Determination at 1 ¶ 3 (emphasis added); see also Ex. A, Decl. of Lisa37

Chrapcynski ¶ 3.
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Ballot Question 2.    Ms. Chrapcynski, did not take her two 15-minute breaks on the day she38

sent the email.   This means that Ms. Chrapcynski essentially volunteered 30 minutes of her39

own free time to the CCSD on October 16, 2012, and spent 30 seconds  forwarding the email40

for President Edwards.  Therefore, the Panel’s Determination that “regardless of the nominal

time the employee spent, by Edwards asking the employee to send her email to the District’s

master email list [sic], she requested or caused a governmental entity to incur an expense or

make an expenditure to support a ballot question” is inaccurate.   Rather, based on the facts,41

the CCSD actually did not pay Ms. Chrapcynski for the time she spent sending the email in

question.

In summary, the email was in response to constituents’ desires to know more about how

to support a ballot measure, which Ms. Chrapcynski already supported, and was not paid to

send because Chrapcynski voluntarily gave up her two 15-minute breaks– i.e., her own personal

time– that day.  

The email also wasn’t sent to a broad “master list” as inaccurately described in the Panel

Determination.   Rather, the email was sent only to President Edwards’ own constituent list42

maintained by Ms. Chrapcynski.   The uncontradicted testimony from the expert on the CCSD43

email system, Dan Wray, is (1) the email constituted “official use;” and (2) even if the email

See Ex. A, Decl. of Lisa Chrapcynski ¶ 11.38

See Ex. A, Decl. of Lisa Chrapcynski ¶ 10.39

See Ex. A, Decl. of Lisa Chrapcynski ¶ 6.40

See Ex. D, Panel Determination at 1 ¶ 3.41

See Ex. D, Panel Determination at 1 ¶ 3; see also Ex. A, Decl. of Lisa Chrapcynski ¶¶ 6-7;42

see also Ex. B, Decl. of Carolyn Edwards ¶ 6–7.

See Ex. A, Decl. of Lisa Chrapcynski ¶¶ 6-7; see also Ex. B, Decl. of Carolyn Edwards43

¶ 6–7.
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was not official use, but personal use, the email did not cost CCSD anything to send.   The44

significance of this is that if President Edwards had sent the email herself there would be no

consideration of a potential violation of the Ethics in Government Laws.  President Edwards

had every right to send the email to her own constituent list, built by people specifically

requesting to be on the list.  The only controversy therefore is whether Ms. Chrapcynski

forwarding the email caused the CCSD to “incur” or “make” an expense by using the secretary.

Ms. Chrapcynski has declared how much more “burdensome” it would have been on her

time to give President Edwards the email list to forward the email herself.   President Edwards45

has also given understanding of this burdensome process based on prior experience.   This46

evidence stands uncontradicted.  Ms. Chrapcynski attests that she maintains President Edwards’

constituent email list as part of her duties with the CCSD.   No doubt, President Edwards47

rightfully may send an email directly to her own constituent list.  President Edwards’

constituent list has grown throughout her term in office (2006–Present), and is made up of

people who specifically requested to be informed, by President Edwards, of what is going on in

CCSD.   However, in this instance, it was understood that for President Edwards to send the48

email personally to the constituent list would have required Chrapcynski to copy each of the

hundreds of email addresses individually into an email for President Edwards to copy into her

own “To:” box for emails.  As such, if President Edwards had requested Ms. Chrapcynski to49

copy all the emails from President Edwards’ constituent list individually, so that President

See Ex. C, Aff. of Dan Wray ¶¶ 3–5.44

See Ex. A, Decl. of Lisa Chrapcynski ¶ 8.45

See Ex. B, Decl. of Carolyn Edwards ¶ 9.46

See Ex. A, Decl. of Lisa Chrapcynski ¶ 7.47

See Ex. A, Decl. of Lisa Chrapcynski ¶ 7; see also Ex. B, Decl. of Carolyn Edwards ¶ 7.48

See Ex. A, Decl. of Lisa Chrapcynski ¶ 8; see also Ex. B, Decl. of Carolyn Edwards ¶ 9.49
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Edwards could then send the email personally to the list (clearly a legitimate request), it would

have taken Ms. Chrapcynski much more time, perhaps even more than 30 minutes of break time

Ms. Chrapcynski voluntarily gave up that day.   Rather than do this, Ms. Chrapcynski, whose50

duties as President Edwards’ secretary included maintaining the constituent list, forwarded the

email in 30 seconds to the entire constituent list.  This method avoided what Ms. Chrapcynski

and President Edwards declare would have been a more burdensome and time-consuming

process.51

Therefore, it would be unreasonable, arbitrary, and capricious, for this Commission to

determine that President Edwards wilfully violated Ethics in Government Laws by causing the

CCSD to “incur” or “make” an expense.  For President Edwards to send the email to the

constituent list herself— as she rightfully may do—  would have cost the CCSD much more

money than the 20 cents perhaps incurred for Ms. Chrapcynski to simply forward the email.  Of

course, even the 20 cents was likely not incurred by CCSD that day because Ms. Chrapcynski

never took her breaks that day – 30 minutes worth.

Finding that a wilful violation of the Ethics in Government Laws occurred in these

circumstances would be arbitrary, capricious, and unreasonable and would violate the Nevada

and United States Constitutions as applied.

B. Question 2 was not “on the ballot” because early voting had not begun.

As discussed previously, this Commission has already expressly recognized the Nevada

Supreme Court’s additional elements in analyzing NRS 281A.520.1(a), which extend beyond

the plain language of the statute.   In In re Humke, et al., the NCOE determined that “the52

See Ex. B, Decl. of Carolyn Edwards ¶ 9.50

See Ex. A, Decl. of Lisa Chrapcynski ¶ 8; see also Ex. B, Decl. of Carolyn Edwards ¶ 9.51

See generally In re Humke, et al., 09-01C (adopting Nevada Supreme Court’s narrowing52

of the statute by requiring that a matter “already” be on a ballot before the statutory prohibitions
on expenditures apply, and finding that expenditures in In re Humke, et al., occurred before the
Ballot Question was actually on a ballot); see also discussion supra re “political reasons.”  
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Ethics Law at issue prohibits the expenditure of public funds to support a ballot question once it

is placed on the ballot.”  RFO09-01C at 3.  The NCOE received testimony and analyzed what

date should be considered for determining whether a measure was actually on a ballot.   The53

NCOE received testimony from the Secretary of State’s office to determine when a measure

was “on the ballot” for purposes of the 2008 general election.   Ultimately, the NCOE54

determined that because the Nevada Supreme Court used the term “on the ballot” in Glover and

Miller, the NCOE would use the ballot printing deadline–  testified to by the Secretary of

State’s office (i.e., September 3, 2008)–  as the deadline date for expenditures and expenses

under NRS 281A.520.1(a).

There is no evidence in the record of the printing deadline for ballots for the 2012

election.  Accordingly, even under this Commission’s precedent, there can be no determination

there was an expenditure made “to support or oppose” a ballot measure after that deadline

passed.  Before the NCOE can determine that a wilful violation occurred it must first receive

evidence from the Secretary of State’s office on this point.  If the NCOE proceeds down this

path, President Edwards requests permission to conduct a deposition of the Clark County

Recorder and the appropriate member of the Secretary of State’s office to mount her defense.

In the alternative, the NCOE can consider its opinion in In re Humke, et al. and take

notice of the fact that Early Voting did not begin in Clark County Nevada until October 20,

2012.   Attached as Exhibit I is a printout from the Secretary of State’s website showing dates55

that early voting was available.   Attached as Exhibit J is a schedule from the Clark County’s56

website of dates, times, and locations of early voting polling stations for the 2012 general

See In re Humke, et al., 09-01C at 1–4.53

Id.54

Ex. H, Decl. of Jacob A. Reynolds ¶¶ 4–6. 55

Ex. I is available at http://nvsos.gov/index.aspx?page=1092.56
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election.   Both the Nevada Secretary of State’s office and Clark County’s publicly available57

schedules confirm that early voting did not commence in the 2012 general election until

October 20, 2012.   Obviously, the significance of this point is that the email in question was58

sent on October 16, 2012, i.e., four days before anyone in Clark County voted for or against

Ballot Question 2.

This Commission should interpret the “already on a ballot” language from the Nevada

Supreme Court to mean “the first day of early voting” for several reasons:  First, it is the first

day that public polling is open for a person to actually vote for a measure.  Selecting a date such

as the “printing deadline” that was chosen in In re Humke, et al., has no relevance to the typical

voter.  Rather, the relevant date for a voter is the date that a person is actually able to enter a

polling location and cast a vote.  

Second, until voting has actually started, a court may issue an injunction to prevent

voters from casting votes on ballot questions.  With an ever increasing reliance on technology

in the election booth, and with sample ballots online , it is conceivable that a court may issue59

an injunction one or two days before an election, which would require the Secretary of State to

omit a certain question from the ballot before early voting begins. Given advances in

technology, and more to come, it is conceivable that a ballot question could be entirely omitted

from the sample ballots and actual ballots before the first voter enters the first booth on the first

day of early voting even with only a day or two of notice to change the ballot.  It is even more

likely that the ballot could be changed with this technology in time for an election if notice was

received months before an election — e.g., just after the “print deadline” date used by the

Secretary of State in the 2008 election.

Ex. J is available at http://www.clarkcountynv.gov/Depts/election/Documents/2012/57

EVSched_12G.pdf.

See Ex. H, Decl. of Jacob A. Reynolds ¶¶ 4–6; see also Exs. I & J.58

See Ex. H, Decl. of Jacob A. Reynolds ¶ 7; see also Ex. K, printout from Clark County59

website (available at http://www.clarkcountynv.gov/depts/election/pages/sambal.aspx).
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Third, choosing the first day of early voting as the deadline is also a bright-line rule for

people to follow and identifies a date certain that is more readily available, and meaningful, to

both voters and the public officers who are affected by the proscriptions in NRS 281A.520.1(a).

In summary, Ms. Chrapcynski sent the email on October 16, 2012.  Early voting did not

begin in Clark County in 2012 until October 20, 2012– four days later.  The NCOE is well

within its authority to consider the determination of In re Humke, et al., and now determine that

the applicable date to determine whether a matter is “already on the ballot” is the first day of

early voting.  In which case, President Edwards engaged in no violation of the Ethics in

Government Laws.

Alternatively, if the NCOE determines that the date by which Ballot Question 2 was “on

the ballot” is prior to October 20, 2012, then the NCOE must delay a decision in this matter so

witnesses may present testimony on that point as in In re Humke, et al.60

C. If NRS 281A.520 was violated, it was unwilful based on safe harbor provisions.

NRS 281A.480.5 specifically prevents the NCOE from finding that a willful violation

occurred when the public officer produces “sufficient evidence” that: 

(a)  The public officer or employee relied in good faith upon the
advice of the legal counsel retained by the public body which the
public officer represents or by the employer of the public
employee or upon the manual published by the Commission
pursuant to NRS 281A.290;

 (b) The public officer or employee was unable, through no fault
of the public officer or employee, to obtain an opinion from the
Commission before the action was taken; and

(c) The public officer or employee took action that was not
contrary to a prior published opinion issued by the Commission.

NRS 281A.480.5(a)–(c).  

First, before President Edwards sent her email to her constituents in response to their

See RFO 09-01C at 1–4 discussing evidence received from Secretary of State regarding60

testimony of when the dispositive date should be.

- 18 -



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

desire to know how they could support Ballot Question 2, she confirmed that the Board of

Trustees’ legal counsel (i.e., CCSD General Counsel, Carlos McDade) had approved the

content of the email, and approved forwarding the email to constituents under the Ethics in

Government Laws.61

Second, because the email was sent on October 16, 2012, there was no time before early

voting began on October 20, 2012, to request an opinion from the NCOE.   Accordingly,62

President Edwards reasonably relied on the advice of counsel employed by the Board of

Trustees.63

Third, NCOE opinions are generally qualified with some variant of a disclaimer, which

significantly limits the opinion to the specific facts before the NCOE for any given case, and

which expressly does not allow the opinion and interpretations of statutes to be used for

precedent in other cases.  For example: 

NOTE: THE FOREGOING OPINION APPLIES ONLY TO
THE SPECIFIC FACTS AND CIRCUMSTANCES DEFINED
HEREIN.  FACTS AND CIRCUMSTANCES THAT DIFFER
FROM THOSE IN THIS OPINION MAY RESULT IN AN
OPINION CONTRARY TO THIS OPINION.  NO
INFERENCES REGARDING THE PROVISIONS OF
NEVADA REVISED STATUTES QUOTED AND DISCUSSED
IN THIS OPINION MAY BE DRAWN TO APPLY
GENERALLY TO ANY OTHER FACTS AND
CIRCUMSTANCES.64

The general practice of making this disclaimer would lead to the conclusion that only

the person who had previously received an advisory opinion from the NCOE on a given topic

See Ex. L, Decl. of Carlos L. McDade ¶¶ 3 & 5; see also Ex. B, Decl. of Carolyn Edwards61

at ¶ 8.

See Ex. L, Decl. of Carlos L. McDade ¶ 4; see also Ex. B, Decl. of Carolyn Edwards at62

¶ 11.

See Ex. B, Decl. of Carolyn Edwards at ¶ 11.63

In re Ron Pierini, AO No. 06-19 at 7 (emphasis in original).64
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could be at risk for taking action contrary to the opinion of the NCOE.  Because President

Edwards cannot prove a negative, it would be incumbent upon the NCOE to show that her

actions do actually violate a prior NCOE opinion.

Surprisingly, In re Humke, et al., RFO 09-01C, is one opinion that does not contain a

variant of the boilerplate disclaimer stated above.  However, as argued previously, In re Humke,

et al., contains a significant misquotation of the Nevada Supreme Court on perhaps the main

theory in President Edwards’ matter (see supra discussion of “political reasons”).  As such, In

re Humke, et al., is not directly comparable to President Edwards’ principal theory in this case. 

Further, although In re Humke may be relevant to President Edwards’ alternative defense,

which discusses the date Ballot Question 2 was actually on the ballot, even that question

currently has no contrary evidence in the record pertinent to the 2012 election.  As such, before

this Commission can determine that President Edwards actually violated a prior opinion of the

NCOE, the NCOE must establish when Ballot Question 2 was “on the ballot” for the 2012

election.  As stated above, based on modern technological voting methods, a question may not

be considered “on the ballot” until after early voting starts – which in this case was on October

20, 2012.

President Edwards satisfies the safe harbor provisions of NRS 281A.480.5(a)–(c), and

the NCOE is precluded from finding that a wilful violation occurred.

////

////

////

////

////

////

////

////

////
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STATE OF NEVADA 

BEFORE THE NEVADA COMMISSION ON ETHICS 
 
 

 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S CONSOLIDATED REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 

 
The Executive Director bases the following report and recommendation on the 

Commission on Ethics’ staff investigation and consideration of two Third-Party 
Requests for Opinion ("RFOs") filed regarding the conduct of Carolyn Edwards, an 
elected member of the Clark County School District Board of Trustees ("School Board") 
and of Joyce Haldeman, Clark County School District Associate Superintendent for 
Government Relations.  In addition, this Report and Recommendation is based upon 
the Subjects' written responses.  Those documents, their related exhibits and other 
relevant materials gathered in the course of the investigation, are attached as exhibits 
to this Report and Recommendation.  The Executive Director provides her Report and 
Recommendation and its exhibits to the two-commissioner investigatory panel 
("Panel"), pursuant to the requirements of NRS 281A.240. 
 
Facts: 

 
The main parties are Carolyn Edwards (p. 000010), the current President of the 

Clark County School Board, a public officer, and Joyce Haldeman (p. 000042), 
Associate Superintendent of Government Relations for the School District, a public 
employee.  

 
 In November 2012, Clark County voters addressed Question 2 - whether to 
permit the Clark County School District to levy an additional property tax rate of up to 
21.2 cents (per $100 of assessed valuation) to finance capital projects for schools, 
including constructing and equipping school improvements and replacements, and 
acquiring school sites (pp. 000076-000082). RFO 13-24C alleges Edwards directed a 
Clark County School District ("CCSD") employee to send an e-mail to the School 
District's master e-mail list asking for volunteers to distribute door hangers and yard 
signs and encourage registered voters to support Question 2 (pp. 000013 and 000027).   
 

In the Matter of the Requests for Opinion  
Concerning the Conduct of CAROLYN EDWARDS, 
Member, Clark County School District Board of 
Trustees, District F, and JOYCE HALDEMAN, 
Associate Superintendent for Community and 
Government Relations, Clark County School District, 
State of Nevada, 

                                                            Subjects. / 
 

 Requests for Opinion Nos.: 13-24C 
                                               13-25C 

  
 
 

 Executive Director’s Consolidated Report and Recommendation  
Requests for Opinion Nos. 13-24C and 13-25C 

Page 1 of 3 
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Edwards had been assigned a CCSD e-mail address in her capacity as a Trustee, and 
was provided access to a CCSD employee to assist in receiving and sending e-mails 
related to her position on the School Board. 
 
 RFO 13-25C alleges that Haldeman requested the CCSD Purchasing Division to 
use a School District vehicle and its employees to retrieve printed materials supporting 
Question 2 from R & R Partners Public Relations Firm, deliver a portion of the materials 
to a location on Sahara Ave. in Las Vegas, Nevada, unload and store remaining 
materials in a CCSD Warehouse on seven separate days between October 4 and 
October 18, 2012 (p. 000063) on behalf of a political action committee ("PAC") 
registered with the Nevada Secretary of State as the "School Improvement Committee" 
(p. 000108).  The School Improvement Committee was formed to promote Question 2, 
and on October 30, 2012, CCSD billed the School Improvement Committee $648.00 for 
the services invoiced as "Work done in connection with promotional materials for CCSD 
"Question 2" campaign."  A copy of a check payable to Clark County School District 
dated October 31, 2012 in that amount was obtained as evidence (p. 000065), along 
with a copy of the PAC's contributions and expenses report filed with the Secretary of 
State on November 2, 2012, showing the expenditure as "other miscellaneous 
expenses" paid to CCSD from the PAC's checking account (p. 000118). 
 
Allegations:  

 
RFO 13-24C alleges, and uncontroverted evidence supports, that Edwards 

requested or caused a CCSD employee, during the time for which CCSD paid for the 
employee's services, to undertake an action supporting Question 2.  The RFO alleges 
that, through that action, and regardless of the amount of time the employee spent, 
Edwards requested or caused a governmental entity to incur an expense or make an 
expenditure to support a ballot question in violation of NRS 281A.520(1)(a). 

 
In addition, RFO 13-25C alleges that Haldeman violated NRS 281A.520(1)(a) by 

requesting or causing CCSD to incur an expense or make an expenditure, even if it was 
subsequently reimbursed, by asking CCSD's Purchasing Division to arrange for staff to 
handle and inventory the materials, drive CCSD vehicles to transport the materials, and 
utilize CCSD warehouse space to store the materials, all supporting Question 2.   

 
Relevant Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS): 

 
NRS 281A.520  Public officer or employee prohibited from requesting or otherwise 
causing governmental entity to incur expense or make expenditure to support or 
oppose ballot question or candidate in certain circumstances. 
      1.  Except as otherwise provided in subsections 4 and 5, a public officer or employee 
shall not request or otherwise cause a governmental entity to incur an expense or make an 
expenditure to support or oppose: 
      (a) A ballot question. 
      (b) A candidate. 
 
      6.  As used in this section: 
      (a) “Governmental entity” means: 
             (1) The government of this State; 
             (2) An agency of the government of this State; 
           
 

 Executive Director’s Consolidated Report and Recommendation  
Requests for Opinion Nos. 13-24C and 13-25C 
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  (3) A political subdivision of this State; and 
              (4) An agency of a political subdivision of this State. 

 
NAC 281A.435  Basis for finding by panel; unanimous finding required for 
determination that no just and sufficient cause exists. (NRS 281A.290) 

1. A finding by a panel as to whether just and sufficient cause exists for the 
Commission to render an opinion on an ethics RFO must be based on credible evidence. 

2. A finding by a panel that no just and sufficient cause exists for the Commission to 
render an opinion on an ethics RFO must be unanimous. 

3. As used in this section, “credible evidence” means the minimal level of any 
reliable and competent form of proof provided by witnesses, records, documents, 
exhibits, concrete objects, and other such similar means, that supports a reasonable 
belief by a panel that the Commission should hear the matter and render an opinion. 
The term does not include a newspaper article or other media report if the article or report 
is offered by itself. 

 
Analysis, Conclusion and Recommendation: 
 
 The relevant and material facts in this RFO are not in dispute, though the legal 
conclusions are controverted.  Edwards does not dispute that she directed the CCSD 
assigned staff person to assist her in sending the email, or that the staff person did so 
on her behalf (p. 000021).  Haldeman does not dispute that she asked the Purchasing 
Division to arrange for the materials to be handled, which caused CCSD personnel, 
vehicles and storage space to be used, or that she arranged for CCSD to bill the PAC 
for the related expenses and costs (p. 000058). The sole issue is whether these acts 
violated the Ethics in Government Law. 
 
 Ms. Haldeman's response includes her affidavit (and that of the CCSD’s counsel) 
suggesting that, at some point after CCSD transported some of the materials, a legal 
opinion was rendered by the CCSD’s counsel, that if the PAC reimbursed the costs 
incurred, the CCSD's involvement with the Question 2 materials would not violate NRS 
281A.520(1)(a) (p. 000072). The Commission may rely on this information should it be 
required to consider the willfulness of any violation, but this alleged advice should have 
no bearing on the determination made by this panel. 
 
 As a result, I recommend the Panel find that sufficient credible evidence exists to 
support a reasonable belief that the full Commission should hear this matter to interpret 
the statute, apply it to the facts and evidence, and determine whether the conduct of 
these Subjects violated NRS 281A.520. 
 
I respectfully provide my recommendation to this honorable panel. 
 

 
____________________________________________ Date: May 16, 2013           
Caren Cafferata-Jenkins, Esq. 
Executive Director 
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Ballot Question Background 

The process leading to Clark County Question 2 

Capital improvements regularly go before the Clark County School District Board of Trustees for approval. In 
addition to ongoing projects, expenditures and updates to the previous program, discussions in public meetings 
take place to plan for future needs.  

In 2008, the Board of Trustees held a public hearing to determine options to extend or replace the 10-year 1998 
bond program. Economic conditions at the time led to the decision not to pursue a formal new plan, but instead 
to maximize the use of the remaining 1998 bond proceeds and to monitor the needs and economy for future 
planning. Since then, each time the possibility of a new plan was discussed during board meetings, it was 
delayed due to economic conditions.  

In February 2012, the projected needs were reviewed, along with the fund balances and the economic forecasts. 
The Board of Trustees asked staff to develop options to address the growing number of schools' capital 
improvement needs.  

In a public meeting on April 26, 2012, the Trustees considered two options for capital improvements: bond 
financing and a "pay-as-you-go" plan that would address needs only as funds become available over time. After 
lengthy discussion and continuing the meeting on May 2, the Board of Trustees selected the pay-as-you-go plan, 
which will serve as a "bridge" to meet the most critical needs until other long-term needs can be considered and 
will allow funds to go directly to school projects without the issuance and related debt of bonds.  

The following chart provides many of the steps in leading to the ballot question: 

Date Event Actions Needed 

May 2 Reconvened Board 
Meeting Decision to move forward with ballot question 

Ongoing in May/June 

Meet with Jurisdictions 
Clark County 
City of North Las Vegas 
City of Mesquite 
City of Las Vegas 
Las Vegas-Clark Co. 
Library District  

CCSD notified affected entities 
City Councils/County Commissioners approved 
resolutions in accordance with NRS 350.0135  

June 7 Debt Management 
Commission Commission approved going to the voters 

June 8 Special Board Meeting Board approved election resolution 
June 15 Registrar of Voters Ballot language submitted 
July 16 County Clerk County Committees, For/Against Arguments 

June - Nov Community & School 
Engagement Ongoing informational meetings with stake holders 

November 6 Election Day  
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Clark County School District
Capital Improvement Plan 2012 –Question 2

The capital improvement plan (CIP) ballot initiative

Why the capital improvement plan is vital

What the plan would provide for the community
,

How the capital levy would work

Why now

The last time CCSD went before voters: the 1998 Bond Program

•

•

•

•

•
•

•

•
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Question 2 on November 6, 2012, will ask voters to support a 21-cent increase (per $100 of assessed 
valuation) to the property tax for 6 years. Funding would be limited to $120 million each year toward the most 
critical CCSD capital improvements, including replacement of essential building equipment and systems, two 
replacement schools and two new schools.

The plan provides much-needed relief for failing roofs, heating, air conditioning, plumbing, electrical and 
security systems at some of the older schools in the county. 
Without adequate funding for capital improvements, as aging systems fail at our schools, money for repairs 
would have to come from the general operating budget, which would require the Board of School Trustees to 
make some tough choices, such as cuts to existing programs, increased class sizes, a return to year-round 
calendars, reductions in bus service or even school closures. 

so that students who attend some of the older schools have the same educational 
opportunities as those in the newer schools.

to the schools to provide adequate power, plumbing, HVAC and alarms.
, a part of the core education standards in 45 states and essential in preparing

students for a technology-driven workforce.
with direct impact on . Major projects at more than 40

schools throughout the district will directly serve more than 43,000 students.
efficiencies when the 30 to 50 year old systems are replaced. 

, with two schools in areas of the valley that continue to grow (five 
elementary schools currently teach more than 1,000 students on campuses intended for 750 children).

, putting people to work and putting money back into our community.

This is a “pay-as-you-go” approach, which means no debt and no long-term obligations. Funds will go directly 
to school projects, which would be prioritized and implemented as funds become available.
For $6.19 per month, the average homeowner with $100,000 of assessed valuation would provide for vital, 
basic needs of reliable water, air conditioning and power for the learning environment.
The funds cannot be used for teacher salaries or operating expenses. The levy would cease in six years; any 
extension or new plan would require future voter approval.

The 1998 ten-year bond program, with good management, successfully provided for capital improvements for 
the past 14 years. However, the capacity for new bonds is not estimated until 2018. 
The Board of School Trustees decided not to pursue a new plan in 2008 due to economic conditions. The 
Board reviewed the situation regularly and selected the “pay-as-you-go” option.
While years of record growth made providing seats a priority, the focus now shifts to repairs and other major 
needs. With economic recovery emerging, the lead time for a capital improvement plan is now, since funds 
would not begin supporting the projects until the fall of 2013.

The voter-approved 1998 bond generated $4.9 billion for projects and provided 101 new schools, 19 
replacement schools or initial phases, 2 transportation satellite facilities and renovations/upgrades at 229 
schools. Oversight included the Board of School Trustees, Bond Oversight Committee and Clark County 
Regional Debt Management Commission, along with established regulations, policies and procedures. 

Equity for our schools

Critical renovations and repairs
Support for technology

Learning environments academic achievement

Improved energy and operational
A targeted solution for overcrowding

Local jobs

For more information, contact Clark County School District, Community and Government Relations, 
5100 West Sahara Avenue,  Las Vegas, NV 89146  *  (702) 799-1080 * Fax (702) 799-1082
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CLARK COUNTY QUESTION NO. 2

Clark County School District Capital
Projects Funding Question

Shall the Clark County School District be authorized to levy an additional property tax rate of up to 
21.2 cents per $100 assessed valuation for capital construction for schools for a period of up to 6 years, 
commencing on July 1, 2013?  The cost for the owner of a new $100,000 home is estimated to be 
$74.20 per year.  If this question is approved by the voters, any property tax levied as authorized by this 
question will be outside of the caps on a taxpayer’s liability for property (ad valorem) taxes established 
by the legislature in the 2005 session.

	 Yes .......... o
	 No .......... o

EXPLANATION

A “YES” vote would permit the Clark County School District to levy a capital projects tax for up to six 
(6) years in an amount of up to 21.2 cents per $100 of assessed valuation commencing July 1, 2013.  
The capital projects tax rate will be set in each year at a rate (not more than 21.2 cents per $100 assessed 
valuation) that raises no more than $120,000,000 for capital projects in any year.  The proceeds of 
the capital projects tax will only be used for capital projects for schools, including but not limited to, 
constructing and equipping school improvements and replacements, and acquiring school sites.

A “NO” vote would prevent the District from levying this capital projects tax at this time and accomplishing 
the capital projects that would be financed with the capital projects tax.

ARGUMENT ADVOCATING PASSAGE

A “YES” vote for Question No. 2 will fund critical renovations and repairs at local schools, providing 
a healthy, safe learning environment for children. School facilities directly impact the learning process, 
and many Clark County schools are in dire need of improvements. Over 90% of the funding will be used 
for renovations at older schools, with the remainder used to alleviate severe overcrowding.

Older schools struggle with inadequate plumbing, heating, air conditioning, and electrical systems. 
Some require roof replacements. Others need new fire sprinklers and fire alarms. Classrooms need 
repairs to floors, walls, and ceilings. The Capital Projects Funding plan equalizes older and newer 
schools by funding these basic necessities.

The plan also equips classrooms with updated technology infrastructure. It is critical to prepare students 
for the high-tech world they will face upon entering the workforce, yet some older classrooms have 
only one or two electrical outlets and cannot accommodate computers or other electronic teaching tools. 
These updates support systems that optimize the teaching and learning process.

NCOE 000035



Lack of funding prevents these urgently-needed renovations and repairs. Unless funding is provided, 
monies would be taken from the classroom operating budget, resulting in cuts to existing programs, 
increased class sizes, or even closing schools.

The plan is a “pay-as-you-go”, fiscally responsible financing of crucial renovations and repairs.  
Prioritized projects will be undertaken only as funds become available over a period of up to six years. 
The funds will go directly to capital improvements without the issuance of bonds or debt. The funds 
cannot be used for operating expenses nor for teacher or administrator salaries.

New systems will provide greater efficiency than systems up to 50 years old, generating operational 
savings. The improvements will extend the life and increase the utilization of existing Clark County 
School District assets, thereby saving taxpayers money over time. The projects will also create  
much-needed jobs in Southern Nevada.

The cost to the average homeowner with a $100,000 assessed valuation will be $6.18 per month, about 
the same as one fast-food “combo” meal. The maximum funding that can be collected in any one year is 
$120 million. The levy will remain in effect for no more than six years, and cannot be extended without 
voter approval.

Education plays a vital role in our community’s future. The Capital Projects Funding plan helps provide 
a healthy and safe environment for students to learn and succeed.

The above argument was submitted by the Ballot Question
Committee as provided for in NRS 295.121

ARGUMENT OPPOSING PASSAGE

CCSD wants a 28% PROPERTY TAX INCREASE over what it gets for Maintenance & Operations. 
That is absurd!
   
That’s $720 MILLION over the next 6 years and can cost the average new homeowner over $880. When 
home values rise — taxes will rise.

When has a “temporary tax increase” ever gone away? We’ll probably see an extension in 2018. By 
then, new spending programs will be permanently in place, leaving voters no choice but to approve.

The $720 million dollars is not limited to bricks and mortar buildings, but can also be spent by bureaucrats 
on other things.

Worst of all, CCSD is out of touch with the community: We are hurting! The last thing we need is 
a tax increase. This hurts the elderly, vulnerable homeowners, renters, and particularly harms small 
businesses that are already struggling.
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We do not need new schools. Enrollment is projected to decrease. Year-round school scheduling will 
add 20% seating capacity in schools. 

CCSD has already spent $1.25 BILLION for “renovations to existing schools, including phased 
replacements, additions, modernizations, lifecycle replacements, and life and safety upgrades” in the 
last 14 years. How is it possible that 44 schools need more major repairs? 

Every school on the proposed work list received renovations. Bonanza High has had $28,836,355 in 
capital improvements since it opened in 1974.

Something is seriously wrong — we don’t believe CCSD knows how to design, build, or maintain 
schools properly.

The 2011-2012 capital projects budget was $465 million, with another $225 million for Operation and 
Maintenance of Plant. Why aren’t preventative maintenance and critical repairs being done with that 
money? We don’t need more taxes — CCSD needs better management. Tell them so by voting “NO”.

CCSD’s budget for the 2011-2012 school year was $3.3 billion — that’s $10,704 per student for just 
one year! 

What are they doing with all that money? Voting “NO” on this new tax will force CCSD to spend your 
tax dollars more carefully.

Higher taxes hurt us as much as poor education does. Families are losing their homes. Unemployment 
is at record levels. Now is not the time for CCSD to tax residents of Clark County.

THE MASSIVE BUREAUCRACY RUNNING CCSD NEEDS TO LEARN HOW TO LIVE WITHIN 
ITS MEANS — just as we do — and enact efficient management with significant financial and educational 
reforms.
 
Vote “NO”.

The above argument was submitted by the Ballot Question
Committee as provided for in NRS 295.121

REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENT OPPOSING PASSAGE

Because of the difficult economy, CCSD has painstakingly prioritized necessary capital projects, seeking 
this levy only for the most urgent needs at severely outdated schools.  

The cost to the owner of a $100,000 home will be $74.20 per year for up to six years, totaling a maximum 
of $445.20.
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CCSD last sought taxpayer assistance in 1998, when voters approved a 10-year bond for new schools 
and capital improvements.  In 2008 and again in 2010, the district deliberately did not pursue new 
funding because of economic conditions.   

Funds from the 1998 program were so efficiently managed that CCSD was able to stretch them for 
four more years than originally anticipated.  The 1998 program primarily funded new schools needed 
to keep up with unprecedented growth.  Expenditures resulted in new, updated facilities in which our 
community can take great pride.

With 357 schools serving over 307,000 students, ongoing maintenance is an unavoidable, expensive 
reality.  Enrollment remained stable during the downturn, thus daily wear and tear on school buildings 
and systems has not changed.   In contrast, state funding has steadily dwindled, leaving CCSD with a 
skeletal budget, unable to fund vital needs at older campuses.

A “YES” vote helps our most outdated schools. 

The above argument was submitted by the Ballot Question
Committee as provided for in NRS 295.121

REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENT ADVOCATING PASSAGE

What has CCSD done with the billions it’s had?

Since 1998, CCSD built 101 new and 19 replacement schools to seat a projected District enrollment of 
374,636 students. Enrollment is 307,574 (estimated). We already paid for all the classrooms we need.

In August 2012, CCSD “found” $44.6 MILLION... and immediately decided to spend $6.6 MILLION 
to build a gym instead of fixing schools.

Did CCSD really need to spend $14.5 million on its new plush headquarters instead of buying a more 
modest building to house its top executives? 

What do taxpayers pay for such great management?  THE TOP 5 CCSD BUREAUCRATS MAKE 
OVER $1.16 MILLION COMBINED A YEAR IN SALARY AND BENEFITS. 

Why should CCSD make significant reforms to fix the school system, when it’s easier for them to ask 
for more money and change little?

Teachers work hard and get paid little. Bureaucrats just keep getting paid a lot.

CCSD’s top money makers need to earn their money! Do whatever it takes to fix your problems, but 
stop begging for more money.
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CCSD get your house in order:

Close bad schools. Go year-round to increase capacity. Manage the billions you have better.

Vote “NO.”
The above argument was submitted by the Ballot Question

Committee as provided for in NRS 295.121

FISCAL NOTE

Description of Anticipated Financial Effect:  The District anticipates that the tax rate of 21.2 cents 
per $100 of assessed valuation will provide revenue of approximately $110,000,000 to $120,000,000  
per year during the six years it will be in effect for capital projects for schools.  If the question is 
approved, the District will ensure the tax rate will not exceed $120,000,000 in revenue for capital 
projects in any year. Should anticipated revenue exceed $120,000,000, the tax rate will be lowered.  
At no time will the capital projects tax rate exceed 21.2 cents per $100 assessed valuation.  The  
additional cost to the owner of a new home with a taxable value of $100,000 is estimated to be $74.20 
per year (about $6.19 per month).  
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CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
NEWS RELEASE	

Office of the Superintendent – Communications Office – 5100 West Sahara Avenue, Las Vegas NV 89146 

 
Contact Cynthia Sell, (702) 799-5304          May 2, 2012 
 
 

 CCSD Board of Trustees requests question on November ballot for a 
capital improvement program 

 
LAS VEGAS – At a special meeting on Tuesday, May 2, 2012, the Clark County School 

District (CCSD) Board of Trustees requested that staff take steps to place a question before 
voters in November for a capital improvement program to renovate older schools.  

 
The proposal being sought will be for a six-year program, projected to raise $669 million 

for school rehabs/modernization, HVAC, electrical, technology and other equipment needs and 
will serve as a “bridge” until other long-term needs can be addressed. The funding would come 
from a $.212 (twenty-one point two cents) increase in property tax per $100 of valuation that 
would provide for school needs on a “pay-as-you-go-basis” as funds become available over 
time, if no further declines occur in local assessed property values. 

 
The meeting discussion also covered identified needs at the schools and another capital 

improvement option with the same $.212 increase for two years to cover only the projected 
gap in funds from the decline in property values.  

 
The board action comes at a time when the district is experiencing the end to school 

improvement funds provided by the 1998 bond program. The district postponed a ballot 
initiative in 2008, during the worst part of the economic downturn. The Trustees clarified that 
the proposal being sought is not a bond campaign and does not address a previous estimate 
for long-term school improvements, technology and capital equipment needs.  

 
The decision to pursue a capital improvement program follows a presentation and 

discussion on April 26 on survey findings from a community-based committee indicating 
support for a capital improvement program. The School Improvement Committee was formed 
by Sandy Miller, Bonnie Bryan, Dema Guinn and Dawn Gibbons. 

 
“We greatly appreciate our four former first ladies coming forward and forming the 

political action committee,” said Board President Linda E. Young. “Without this type of support 
from the community, the district would have a difficult time helping the public under the dire 
circumstances in our schools.”  

 
# # # 
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CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
NEWS RELEASE 

Office of the Superintendent – Communications Office – 5100 West Sahara Avenue, Las Vegas NV 89146 

 
Contact Cynthia Sell, (702) 799-5304          June 7, 2012 

 
 

 Clark County Regional Debt Management Commission approves CCSD 
request to seek capital improvement program on November ballot  

Board of School Trustees meets Friday to determine next step 
 
LAS VEGAS –The Clark County Regional Debt Management Commission voted to 

allow Clark County School District (CCSD) to move forward with a request to go before voters 
in the general election for a capital improvement program (CIP) to renovate older schools.  

 
The Debt Management Commission reviews the indebtedness of all entities managed 

under the commission. Prior to its June monthly meeting, CCSD had submitted the CIP item to 
the county and to the required municipalities within Clark County.  

 
The CCSD Board of Trustees will meet Friday, June 8, for discussion and possible 

action on the 2012 election resolution. If adopted, the capital projects tax question will be 
placed on the ballot for November 6. 

 
 The list of schools targeted for the CIP, should it be approved, may be viewed at 
ccsd.net/resources/facilities/pdf/proposed-capital-improvement-plan-2012.pdf. If any new or 
replacement schools become feasible in the CIP, regulations and conditions at that time will 
determine the locations. Such decisions also utilize the public meeting process. 

 
# # # 
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CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
NEWS RELEASE	

Office of the Superintendent – Communications Office – 5100 West Sahara Avenue, Las Vegas NV 89146 

 
Contact Cynthia Sell, (702) 799-5304          June 8, 2012 
 
 

 CCSD Board of Trustees approves resolution for a capital improvement 
program request on the November ballot  

 
LAS VEGAS – At a special meeting on Friday, June 8, 2012, the Clark County School 

District (CCSD) Board of Trustees approved a resolution for a question to go before voters in 
the general election on November 6 for a capital improvement program (CIP) primarily to 
renovate older schools.  

 
The proposal being sought will be for a program of up to six years, projected to raise 

$669 million for school rehab/modernization, HVAC, electrical, technology and other 
equipment needs. The funding would come from a $.212 (twenty-one point two cents) increase 
in property tax per $100 of assessed  valuation that would provide for school needs on a “pay-
as-you-go-basis” as funds become available over time, if no further declines occur in local 
assessed property values. The proposed CIP would take effect July 1, 2013, and CCSD would 
begin to see revenues from the program in October 2013. 

  
The trustees selected the “pay-as-you go” option, which will allow all the funds to go 

directly to school needs without the issuance of bonds or related debt. The board action comes 
at a time when school improvement funds are ending from the 1998 bond program, which 
provided 101 new schools, 19 replacement schools and more than $1.6 billion worth of school 
improvements.  

 
A School Improvement Committee, formed by Sandy Miller, Bonnie Bryan, Dema Guinn 

and Dawn Gibbons, will lead the efforts to support the capital improvement program. 
 

 The list of schools targeted for the CIP, should it be approved, may be viewed at 
http://ccsd.net/resources/facilities/pdf/proposed-capital-improvement-plan-2012.pdf. If any new 
or replacement schools become feasible in the CIP, regulations and conditions at that time will 
determine the locations.  

 
# # # 
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2012 Contributions & Expenses Report #4 - Secretary of State of Nevada

http://www nvsos.gov/SOSCandidateServices/AnonymousAccess/ViewCCEReport.aspx?syn=hc8FoUZludczmAaR7E1JsQ%253d%253d[4/30/2013 10:06:56 AM]

Las Vegas, NV 89144 design, copywriting,
and consulting

Partnership Initiatives Account
4601 W. Bonanza Road
LAS VEGAS, NV 89107

11/01/2012 Refreshments for
volunteers $134.49      

Outdoor Solutions
7935 W. Sahara Avenue
Suite 201
LAS VEGAS, NV 89117

11/01/2012 Electronic Billboards $4,500.00      

 

 EXPENSE CATEGORIES Report Period   # 4

School Improvement Committee
Name Office (if applicable) District (if applicable)

Expense Categories (NRS 294A.365)

 CATEGORIES  CODE

 Office expenses A

 Expenses related to volunteers B

 Expenses related to travel C

 Expenses related to advertising D

 Expenses related to paid staff E

 Expenses related to consultants F

 Expenses related to polling G

 Expenses related to special events H

 Expenses related to legal defense fund I
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Parents, 
 
As a CCSD Trustee, I am able to advocate on behalf of important issues affecting 
our students.  I feel very strongly on an issue I am writing to you about today. 
 
As you know, there is an important initiative on the November ballot that would 
raise funds to improve some of our oldest schools.  Question 2 also would replace 
two schools that are more than 50 years old and build two new schools in some of 
our highest growth areas. 
 
This Saturday, volunteers around Clark County will gather to distribute door 
hangers and yard signs to registered voters encouraging them to support 
Question 2.  If you or anyone you know would like to participate, please call 
Community and Government Relations at 799-1080 or go to 
http://www.ccsd.net/district/capital-improvementt-palan/volunteer.php. 
 
I hope you will take the time to learn more about Question 2 at 
www.ccsd.net/Q2.  Question 2 would add a temporary 21-cent property tax 
increase per $100 of assessed value and would cost the average homeowner with 
a $100,000 assessed value home about $6 per month. It is a fiscally responsible 
way to repair some of our schools that have unreliable air conditioning or 
electrical systems, or that need vital repairs such as new roofs, and it has been 
endorsed by the Las Vegas Chamber of Commerce, Henderson Chamber of 
Commerce and Latin Chamber of Commerce. 
 
If you cannot participate in the walk on Saturday but would still like a yard sign, or 
if you would like to distribute door hangers to your neighborhood on a different 
day, please feel free to contact  Community and Government Relations at 799-
1080.  All volunteers will receive a free Question 2 T-shirt. I am always available to 
answer any questions you have on this initiative. 
 
I hope you will join me in supporting this initiative. All of our students and staff 
deserve schools that have reliable electrical and AC systems, and we need relief in 
some of our most overcrowded areas. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Trustee, District D 
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2012 ELECTION RESOLUTION 
 
 

In November 1998, the voters of Clark County approved funding for a ten-year capital improvement 
program that enabled the Clark County School District to build new schools, renovate existing schools, 
acquire land for future school sites, and provide new student transportation support facilities.  The 1998 
Capital Improvement Program is now nearing completion. 
 
In November 2012, the voters of Clark County will be asked to approve a capital improvement program of 
up to six years, so that the Clark County School District will be able to continue to construct new schools; 
remodel and improve existing schools, as well as purchase new equipment to provide equity at existing 
schools; and construct full replacements and phased replacements of schools. 
 
The District intends to submit a proposal for voter approval to levy a special elective tax in the amount of 
21.2 cents per $100.00 assessed valuation (“the special elective tax”) for the purpose of financing capital 
projects. A “yes” vote on the November 2012 ballot question will increase the existing property tax rate by 
up to 21.2 cents. The special elective tax would allow the Clark County School District to fund school 
construction needs on a pay-as-you-go basis beginning fiscal year 2014. The special elective tax, as 
proposed, is intended to raise no more than $110,000,000.00 - $120,000,000.00 per year. The District will 
set the rate of the special elective tax in each year at a rate (not more than 21.2 cents per $100.00 
assessed valuation) that is not anticipated by the Board of School Trustees to raise more than 
$120,000,000 in that year based on the then applicable assessed valuation of property in the District to 
which that rate will be applied. 
 
It is necessary for the Board to adopt the 2012 Election Resolution in order to ask the voters of Clark 
County to approve this plan in November 2012. 
 
Discussion and possible action on adoption of the 2012 Election Resolution, placing a capital projects tax 
question on the ballot at the general election to be held on Tuesday, November 6, 2012; prescribing the 
Notice of Election and other details in connection with the election; ratifying action previously taken relating 
thereto; and providing the effective date, is recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Jeff Weiler 
June 8, 2012 
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RESOLUTION 
 

A RESOLUTION DESIGNATED AS THE “2012 ELECTION 
RESOLUTION”; PLACING A CAPITAL PROJECTS TAX 
QUESTION ON THE BALLOT AT THE GENERAL 
ELECTION HELD ON TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 6, 2012; 
PRESCRIBING THE NOTICE OF ELECTION AND OTHER 
DETAILS IN CONNECTION WITH THE ELECTION; 
RATIFYING ACTION PREVIOUSLY TAKEN RELATING 
THERETO; AND PROVIDING THE EFFECTIVE DATE 
HEREOF. 

 
  WHEREAS, Clark County School District (the “District”), in Clark County (the 

“County”), State of Nevada (the “State”), was duly organized and is operating as a county school 

district under Nevada Revised Statutes (“NRS”) Chapter 386 and the general laws of the State; 

and 

 WHEREAS, the Board of Trustees of the District (the “Board”) has determined 

that it is necessary and advisable that the District levy an ad valorem property tax for capital 

projects pursuant to NRS 387.3285 (the “Project Act”), for up to six years commencing July 1, 

2013, at a rate of not to exceed 21.2 cents per $100.00 of assessed valuation, to be deposited into 

the capital projects fund (the “Capital Projects Tax”); and   

 WHEREAS, in the judgment of the Board, it is necessary and advisable that a 

question to levy the Capital Projects Tax be submitted to the registered voters of the District at 

the general election in the District on Tuesday, November 6, 2012, in the form provided in 

Section 9 hereof (the “Proposal” or the “Question”); and 

  WHEREAS, the District determined that there are “affected governmental 

entities” (“Affected Entities”) as defined in Subsection 9 of NRS 350.0135 and has provided 

written notification to each Affected Entity of the District's Proposal, the estimated amount the 

proposal would increase property taxes and the potential effect of the increase on each Affected 

Entity; and 

 WHEREAS, the resolutions considered by each Affected Entity with respect to 

the Proposal have been filed with the Debt Management Commission of Clark County (the 

“DMC”); and 
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 WHEREAS, pursuant to NRS 350.0135, the District provided to the DMC 

notification in writing of each objection to the District’s Proposal by an Affected Entity and each 

such Affected Entity’s reasons for objecting; and           

WHEREAS, certain such affected entities approved the Proposal based on 

acceptance by the District of certain provisions; and 

  WHEREAS, the DMC of the County approved the District's Proposal and the 

increase in property taxes resulting from the Proposal, pursuant to NRS 350.011 through 

350.0165, subject to the Board affirming in the resolution calling for an election on the Proposal 

or otherwise that (i) the 21.2 cent Special Elective Tax in the Proposal is intended to raise 

$110,000,000 to $120,000,000 per year and (ii) if the Proposal is approved by the voters, the 

District will set the rate of the Special Elective Tax in each year at a rate (not more than 21.2 

cents per $100 assessed valuation) that is not anticipated by the Board to raise more than 

$120,000,000 in that year based on the then applicable assessed valuation of property in the 

District to which that rate will be applied. 

  NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF 

TRUSTEES OF THE CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT, CLARK COUNTY, IN 

THE STATE OF NEVADA: 

  Section 1. This resolution shall be known and may be cited as the “2012 

Election Resolution.” 

  Section 2. The Board hereby finds and declares the necessity of levying the 

Capital Projects Tax. 

 Section 3. The Board hereby affirms that (i) the 21.2 cent Special Elective 

Tax in the Proposal is intended to raise $110,000,000 to $120,000,000 per year and (ii) if the 

Proposal is approved by the voters, the District will set the rate of the Special Elective Tax in 

each year at a rate (not more than 21.2 cents per $100 assessed valuation) that is not anticipated 

by the Board to raise more than $120,000,000 in that year based on the then applicable assessed 

valuation of property in the District to which that rate will be applied. 

 Section 4. The Question shall be submitted to the registered voters of the 

District at the general election on Tuesday, November 6, 2012 (the “Election”).  The Election 

Page 3 of 18Reference 2.01 NCOE 000073



3. 
443045.1 001289.055 

shall be conducted in accordance with and in the manner provided by Chapter 293 of the NRS, 

and all laws amendatory thereof (the “General Election Act”). 

  Section 5. Every citizen of the United States, 18 years of age or over, who has 

continuously resided in this State and in the District 30 days next preceding the date of Election, 

shall be entitled to vote at the Election if such person has complied with the registration laws of 

the State. 

  Section 6. Absent voting shall be permitted in the manner provided by NRS 

293.310 through 293.340, as amended, and laws thereunto enabling. 

  Section 7. On or before Friday, June 15, 2012, the Superintendent or his 

designee shall provide to the Registrar of Voters of the County of Clark (the “Registrar”) a copy 

of the Question and the anticipated financial effect, pursuant to NRS 293.481(1)(a), as amended, 

by providing the Registrar a copy of the Sample Ballot information in Section 10 hereof. 

  Section 8. Voter registration for the Election shall be conducted in 

accordance with the General Election Act.  Any qualified elector whose name does not appear on 

the official registry list of qualified electors for the precinct in which he or she resides in the 

District, as shown by the records of the registry agent, may apply to the Registrar or a Field 

Registrar, or otherwise in the manner provided by law, up to and including the last day for 

registration of voters, as provided in NRS.  Registration offices shall be open as provided by law.  

The Registrar is hereby directed to give notice of the close of registration by publishing in a 

newspaper having general circulation in the District a notice indicating the day that registration 

will close as provided in NRS 293.560.  Such notice shall be published once in each calendar 

week for four successive calendar weeks next preceding the close of registration, and shall 

contain the information required by NRS 293.560. 

  Section 9.   An electronic voting system or mechanical voting system, including, 

without limitation, mechanical vote recording device, and to the extent necessary or desirable, 

paper ballots or mail ballots shall be used at the election for voting, for registering, and for 

counting votes cast, including, without limitation, those cast on the Question, as provided in the 

General Election Act and in all laws thereunto enabling.  There shall be provided an electronic 

voting system or mechanical voting system or paper ballots, a ballot box or mechanical recording 

device, and other election material at each polling place.  There shall be inserted in each of the 
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ballot page assemblies used in conjunction with the electronic voting system or mechanical 

voting system at the Election the submission clause in substantially the following form with such 

changes as are not inconsistent herewith and are deemed necessary or desirable, by the 

Superintendent or Chief Financial Officer of the District:  
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CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT CAPITAL 
PROJECTS FUNDING QUESTION: 

 
Shall Clark County School District be authorized to levy an additional 
property tax rate of up to 21.2 cents per $100 assessed valuation for capital 
construction for schools for a period of up to 6 years, commencing on July 1, 
2013?  The cost for the owner of a new $100,000 home is estimated to be 
$74.20 per year.  If this question is approved by the voters, any property tax 
levied as authorized by this question will be outside of the caps on a 
taxpayer’s liability for property (ad valorem) taxes established by the 
legislature in the 2005 session. 

 
 

YES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  /___/ 

 

   NO  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  /___/ 

EXPLANATION 

  A “yes” vote would permit Clark County School District to levy a capital projects 

tax for up to six (6) years in an amount of not to exceed 21.2 cents per $100 of assessed 

valuation commencing July 1, 2013.   The proceeds of the capital projects tax are to be used only 

for capital projects for schools, including but not limited to, acquiring sites for schools and 

acquiring, constructing and equipping school improvements and replacements. 

  A “no” vote would prevent the District from levying this capital projects tax at 

this time and accomplishing the capital projects that would be financed with the capital projects 

tax. 

Argument For the Capital Projects Tax:  [To be provided by the committee advocating 

approval of the Question.] 

Argument Against the Capital Projects Tax:  [To be provided by the committee opposing 

approval of the Question.] 

Rebuttal to the Argument Against the Capital Projects Tax Question: [To be provided by the 

committee advocating approval of the Question.] 

Rebuttal to the Argument For the Capital Projects Tax Question:  [To be provided by the 

committee opposing approval of the Question.] 
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Description of Anticipated Financial Effect:  The District anticipates that the tax rate of 21.2 

cents per $100 of assessed valuation will provide revenue of approximately $110,000,000 to 

$120,000,000 per year during the six years it will be in effect for capital projects for schools.  If 

the question is approved, the District will set the capital projects tax rate for any year at a rate (no 

more than 21.2 cents per $100 assessed valuation) that is not anticipated to raise more than 

$120,000,000 in that year.  The cost to the owner of a new home with a taxable value of 

$100,000 is estimated to be $74.20 per year (about $6.20 per month).   
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Section 10.   A sample ballot shall be mailed to each registered voter in the 

District as provided by the Election Act and shall include, without limitation, the registered 

voter's precinct number and polling place and the following information in substantially the 

following form, with such changes as are not inconsistent herewith or are deemed necessary or 

desirable by the Chief Financial Officer or the Superintendent of the District: 
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CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT CAPITAL 
PROJECTS FUNDING QUESTION: 

 
Shall Clark County School District be authorized to levy an additional 
property tax rate of up to 21.2 cents per $100 assessed valuation for capital 
construction for schools for a period of up to 6 years, commencing on July 1, 
2013?  The cost for the owner of a new $100,000 home is estimated to be 
$74.20 per year.  If this question is approved by the voters, any property tax 
levied as authorized by this question will be outside of the caps on a 
taxpayer’s liability for property (ad valorem) taxes established by the 
legislature in the 2005 session. 

 
 

YES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  /___/ 

 

   NO  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  /___/ 

EXPLANATION 

  A “yes” vote would permit Clark County School District to levy a capital projects 

tax for up to six (6) years in an amount of not to exceed 21.2 cents per $100 of assessed 

valuation commencing July 1, 2013.   The proceeds of the capital projects tax are to be used only 

for capital projects for schools, including but not limited to, acquiring sites for schools and 

acquiring, constructing and equipping school improvements and replacements. 

  A “no” vote would prevent the District from levying this capital projects tax at 

this time and accomplishing the capital projects that would be financed with the capital projects 

tax. 

Argument For the Capital Projects Tax:  [To be provided by the committee advocating 

approval of the Question.] 

Argument Against the Capital Projects Tax:  [To be provided by the committee opposing 

approval of the Question.] 

Rebuttal to the Argument Against the Capital Projects Tax Question: [To be provided by the 

committee advocating approval of the Question.] 

Rebuttal to the Argument For the Capital Projects Tax Question:  [To be provided by the 

committee opposing approval of the Question.] 
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Description of Anticipated Financial Effect:  The District anticipates that the tax rate of 21.2 

cents per $100 of assessed valuation will provide revenue of approximately $110,000,000 to 

$120,000,000 per year during the six years it will be in effect for capital projects for schools.  If 

the question is approved, the District will set the capital projects tax rate for any year at a rate (no 

more than 21.2 cents per $100 assessed valuation) that is not anticipated to raise more than 

$120,000,000 in that year.  The cost to the owner of a new home with a taxable value of 

$100,000 is estimated to be $74.20 per year (about $6.20 per month).      
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  Section 11.   If it is impractical to supply the polling place with ballot cards and 

ballot page assemblies, there shall be supplied as many such ballot cards and ballot page 

assemblies as it is practical to procure.  The paper ballots to be used at the Election in those 

election precincts, if any, not using ballot cards and ballot page assemblies, if any, shall be in 

part in substantially the following form: 
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(Form of Paper Ballot) 

 

OFFICIAL BALLOT 

 

CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT, NEVADA, 

CAPITAL PROJECTS TAX ELECTION 

TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 6, 2012 

 

*  *  *  *  * 

 

CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT CAPITAL 
PROJECTS FUNDING QUESTION: 

 
  (Insert in each paper ballot the submission clause set forth 

in Section 9 hereof) 

                                                                                  

  :  YES   : : 

  :     : :  

  :  NO   : : 

  :     : :  

 

The voter will prepare his or her ballot indicating his or her approval or disapproval of the 

foregoing proposal as the voter may desire by marking a cross (X) in the square after the group 

or groups of words which expresses his or her choice thereon. 

 

(End of Form of Paper Ballot) 
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Section 12.   Nothing in this Resolution prevents the inclusion in the ballots of 

provisions for the expression by the registered voters of the District of their choice for any 

question or proposals other than the Question submitted at the Election. 

  Section 13.   Notwithstanding the foregoing sections, the Registrar may conduct 

the Election through the use of mail ballots as authorized by the General Election Act and all 

laws supplemental thereto.  Should the Registrar use mail ballots in conducting the Election, the 

ballots and sample ballots shall contain information in substantially the forms set out in Sections 

9, 10, and 11 hereof, appropriately modified to reflect the use of mail ballots.  

  Section 14.    The polls shall be opened at the hour of 7:00 a.m. on the day of the 

Election and shall remain open until and be closed at 7:00 p.m. of the same day, as provided in 

NRS 293.273 and all laws supplemental thereto.  Should the Registrar conduct the Election 

through the use of early voting and mail ballots, the polls shall be open as provided in the 

General Election Act for the conduct of early voting and mail ballot elections. 

  Section 15.    Except as specifically provided in this resolution, the Election shall 

be held and conducted in accordance with the General Election Act and with all laws 

supplemental thereto. 

  Section 16. Immediately after the closing of the polls, the election officers 

shall proceed to canvass the votes cast on the Question, and certify the results so disclosed to the 

Board and the Board of County Commissioners of Clark County. 

  Section 17. Within six (6) working days of the Election, the Board shall meet 

at its usual meeting place and publicly canvass the returns.  Pursuant to NRS 293.387, the Board 

of County Commissioners of Clark County will also canvass the returns within six (6) working 

days of the Election. 

  Section 18.   If a majority of the votes cast is in favor of the Question, the 

Question shall have been carried, and the Board may cause an entry of that fact to be made upon 

its minutes and may levy the Capital Projects Tax.  If the majority of the votes is against the 

Question, the Question shall have failed.   

  Section 19. All action heretofore taken (not inconsistent with the provisions of 

this resolution) by the Board and by the officers of the District relating to the Election, the 

Question and the Capital Projects Tax is ratified, approved and confirmed. 
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  Section 20.    The officers of the District are authorized and directed to take all 

action necessary or appropriate to effectuate the provisions of this resolution. 

  Section 21. All orders, bylaws and resolutions, or parts thereof, in conflict with 

this resolution, are hereby repealed.  This repealer shall not be construed to revive any bylaw, 

order or resolution, or part thereof, heretofore repealed. 

  Section 22. If any section, paragraph, clause or provision of this resolution 

shall for any reason be held to be invalid or unenforceable, the invalidity or unenforceability of 

such section, paragraph, clause or provision shall not affect any of the remaining provisions of 

this resolution. 

Section 23.   This resolution shall be in effect from and after its adoption. 

  PASSED AND ADOPTED this  June 8, 2012. 

 
 
      _______________________________________ 
      President 
      Board of Trustees 
(SEAL)     Clark County School District 
 
Attest: 
 
 
 
__________________________________ 
Clerk 
Board of Trustees 
Clark County School District 
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STATE OF NEVADA  ) 
     )  
COUNTY OF CLARK  ) ss. 
     ) 
CLARK COUNTY    ) 
SCHOOL DISTRICT  ) 
 
 
  I am the Clerk of Clark County School District, Nevada (the “District”) and do 

hereby certify:   

1. The foregoing pages are true, perfect and a complete copy of a resolution 

of the Board of Trustees (the “Board”), adopted at a lawful meeting of the Board held on June 8, 

2012, as recorded in the official record book of the proceedings of the District kept in my office. 

2. Said proceedings were duly had and taken as therein shown and the 

persons therein named were present at said meeting and voted on the resolution as follows: 

Those Voting Aye:   ____________________________________
      ____________________________________ 

     ____________________________________ 
     ____________________________________ 
     ____________________________________ 
     ____________________________________ 

 
Those Voting Nay:   ____________________________________ 

____________________________________ 
 

Those Absent:    ____________________________________ 
____________________________________ 

 
3. All members of the Board were duly notified of said meeting. 

4. Pursuant to and in full compliance with NRS  241.020, written notice of 

the meeting was given at least three (3) working days before the meeting, including in the notice 

the time, place, location and agenda of the meeting: 

(a) By delivering a copy of the notice to each member of the Board, 

(b) By posting a copy of the notice at the principal office of the Board, 

or if there is no principal office, at the building in which the meeting is to be held, 

the District’s website and at least three (3) other separate, prominent places within 

the jurisdiction of the Board, to wit: 
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 (i) Clark County School District 
 Administrative Center 
 5100 W. Sahara Avenue 
 Las Vegas, Nevada 
 
(ii) Clark County School District 

Greer Education Center  
2832 E. Flamingo Road 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

 
(iii) West Charleston Library 

6301 West Charleston 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

 
(iv) Green Valley Library 

2797 North Green Valley Parkway 
Henderson, Nevada 

 
(v) North Las Vegas Library 

2300 Civic Center North 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

 
(vi) West Las Vegas Library 

951 West Lake Mead Drive 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

 
(vii) Whitney Library 

5175 E. Tropicana 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

and 
 

(c) By giving a copy of the notice to each person, if any, who has 

requested notice of the meetings of the Board in accordance with the provisions of 

Chapter 241 of NRS. 

A copy of such notice as posted and mailed is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of 

the District this June 8, 2012. 

 

  
(SEAL)      Clerk 
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EXHIBIT A 
 

(Attach Copy of Notice of Meeting) 
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06-08-12 Special Meeting 
Page 1 of 4 

MINUTES
CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 

SPECIAL MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SCHOOL TRUSTEES 
EDWARD A. GREER EDUCATION CENTER, BOARD ROOM 

2832 E. FLAMINGO ROAD, LAS VEGAS, NV 89121 

Friday, June 8, 2012 8:00 a.m. 

Roll Call: Members Present 
 Dr. Linda E. Young, President          
 Deanna L. Wright, Vice President         
 John Cole, Clerk 
 Lorraine Alderman, Member 
 Erin E. Cranor, Member 
 Carolyn Edwards, Member 
 Chris Garvey, Member 

Dwight D. Jones, Superintendent of Schools 

Also present were:  Mary Ann Peterson, Board Counsel, District Attorney’s Office; Carlos McDade, 
General Counsel, Office of the General Counsel; John Swenside, CCSD Bond Counsel, State of 
Nevada; Pedro Martinez, Deputy Superintendent, Instruction Unit; Jeffrey Weiler, Chief Financial 
Officer, Operations Support Unit; Joyce Haldeman, Associate Superintendent, Community and 
Government Relations; Cindy Krohn, Executive Assistant to the Board, Board Office;  
Elizabeth Carrero, Executive Assistant to the Superintendent, Office of the Superintendent;
Lisa Chrapcynski, Administrative Secretary II, Board Office; and Pat Zamora, Public Finance, 
Nevada State Bank. 

TELECONFERENCE CALL CONNECTED 
Teleconference call with Trustee Edwards was connected at 8:00 a.m. 

FLAG SALUTE 
Trustee Cole led the Pledge of Allegiance. 

ADOPT AGENDA 
Adopt agenda. 
Motion:  Garvey       Second: Alderman       Vote:  Unanimous 
Trustee Wright was not present for the vote. 

ADOPT 2012 ELECTION RESOLUTION 
Adoption of the 2012 Election Resolution, placing a capital projects tax question on the ballot at the 
general election to be held on Tuesday, November 6, 2012; prescribing the Notice of Election and 
other details in connection with the election; ratifying action previously taken relating thereto; and 
providing the effective date, as recommended in Reference 2.01. 
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ADOPT 2012 ELECTION RESOLUTION (continued)
Trustee Young announced that at yesterday’s Debt Management Commission (DMC) meeting, the 
commissioners voted to allow CCSD to move forward with the request to allow the District to 
propose a bridge capital program to be presented to voters for the November 6, 2012, general 
election. 

Mr. Martinez stated that he believed the District is proposing the best option for gaining capital 
funding through this resolution.  He asked that Mr. Weiler and Mrs. Haldeman speak to the 
Resolution and what it would mean for CCSD and the community. 

Mr. Weiler explained the statutory requirements that staff had to meet in order to bring this forward 
and what took place up to this point. 

BOARD MEMBER ARRIVES 
Trustee Wright arrived at the Board meeting at 8:08 a.m. 

ADOPT 2012 ELECTION RESOLUTION (continued)
Trustee Young acknowledge everyone who was instrumental in bringing this resolution forward for 
their work and leadership. 

Trustee Cole questioned the omission of any language in the material provided that spoke to 
capping the tax at $120 million. 

Mr. Weiler guided Trustee Cole to page 3 of 18, Section 3 of the 2012 Election Resolution. 

Trustee Cole stated that he did not feel that the language in Section 3 stated strongly enough that 
there would be a cap of $120 million. 

Mr. Swenside explained that the language here is language that was in the resolution adopted by 
the DMC and is the condition placed on the District by the DMC. 

Trustee Cole suggested the language, “…may not exceed $120 million in any given fiscal year, and 
if it does, the rate will be lowered to appropriately conclude at $120 million.” 

Mr. Swenside said there is sample language that will be placed on the ballot titled “Description of 
Anticipated Financial Effect” shown on page 7 of 18.  He said that if the Board wanted to 
strengthen this language, Mr. Weiler is authorized to make minor changes to the language after the 
Board has adopted the resolution and before it goes to the Registrar of Voters. 

Trustee Cole referred to the sentence on page 7 of 18 and suggested inserting the word “total” 
before “cost.”  He questioned the amount given on page 7 of $74.20 after hearing Mr. Weiler refer 
to an amount of $76.54 earlier, and he asked Mr. Weiler to clarify. 
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ADOPT 2012 ELECTION RESOLUTION (continued)
Mr. Weiler explained that $76.54 would be the new total tax rate. 

Trustee Cole asked if that should not be the amount listed then instead of $74.20. 

Mr. Zamora explained how the amount was calculated. 

Mr. Weiler further clarified that this is additional cost, not total cost. 

Trustee Cole said that should be clarified in this language. 

Mr. Weiler agreed to insert “additional” before “cost” in the last sentence on page 7 of 18. 

Trustee Alderman recommended revising the language on page 6 of 18, the second sentence 
under “EXPLANATION” because as it is currently written, it appears that the priority of this program 
is to purchase more land. 

Trustee Edwards referred to page 13 of 18, Section 17, and asked if the Board should schedule a 
special meeting for this, and she asked what canvassing the returns would involve. 

Mr. Swenside said the Board would need to schedule a meeting for within six working days of the 
election.  He explained that canvassing the returns would involve the Board receiving the report 
from the Registrar of Voters of the results of the Election and then adopting a resolution that 
officially declares those results. 

Trustee Cole recommended simplifying the language for purposes of clarification for the voters. 

Mr. Swenside suggested changing the language to, “…will not raise more than $120 million” from 
“…is not anticipated to raise more than $120 million.”  He suggested perhaps Mrs. Haldeman could 
work on that language. 

Trustee Edwards said caution should be taken in revising the language to ensure that it is clear 
that the language is specific to this program and does not imply that the District will not raise more 
than $120 million total across all programs. 

Public Hearing 
Victor Joecks asked if the District or the Board would be able to do a rollover, and if so, would they 
be able to do a rollover on the combined rate.  He said charter schools do not get capital funding, 
and homeowners cannot levy a tax to pay for their home repairs.  He said the average age of 
schools in Clark County is 22 years old, and he encouraged the District to work within its means in 
terms of operating expenses, instead of asking for more money.  He said that this tax increase is 
likely not temporary, and he said the voters should be aware of that. 
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ADOPT 2012 ELECTION RESOLUTION (continued)
Motion to adopt the 2012 Election Resolution with the language modifications as indicated by 
Board members. 
Motion:  Wright       Second:  Garvey 

Trustee Alderman suggested that the Board designate a representative to review the final 
language.

Trustee Young recommended that she and Trustee Alderman review the language. 

Motion on Trustee Wright’s motion was unanimous. 

AGENDA PLANNING:  ITEMS FOR FUTURE AGENDAS 
Trustee Young requested an agenda item to discuss filling the vacancy for District E on the June 21, 
2012, Board meeting agenda. 

Trustee Cranor noted that she would be absent from the June 21, 2012, meeting. 

DISCUSSION AND REQUEST FOR SPECIAL MEETINGS 
Trustee Young stated that the Board may need to schedule a special meeting for the third or fourth 
week in July in preparation for interviews for the vacancy.  She asked the Trustees to review their 
calendars and give their available dates to Mrs. Krohn. 

Trustee Garvey suggested scheduling a special meeting in November following the election. 

Trustee Cranor asked if the Trustees should be considering a morning or an evening meeting for 
Board interviews. 

Board members agreed that a morning meeting would be best. 

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
The Board members expressed appreciation for Trustee Cole’s work on the Board. 

ADJOURN: 9:10 a.m.
Motion:  Wright       Second:  Cole       Vote:  Unanimous

Meeting minutes transcribed by Stephanie Gatlin. 
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