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E-rate Survey 
 All 17 public school districts and 18 of the 41 state charter schools responded to the E-rate 

survey. 

 E-rate Program Participation Among Nevada School Districts and Charter Schools  
 

Funding  
Year 

Public School Districts 
(17) 

Charter Schools 
(of 18 respondents) 

Category 1 

2014 17 (100%) 6 (33%) 

2015 17 (100%) 6 (33%) 
2016 17 (100%) 7 (39%) 

Category 2 
2014 3 (18%) 1 (6%) 

2015 10 (59%) 1 (6%) 
2016 10 (59%) 3 (17%) 

 

 Of the 17 public school districts, only Clark and Elko do not use paid third party E-rate 
consultants, and Clark and Washoe are the only districts that reported having staff 
dedicated to the pursuit of E-rate funding support.   Pershing County is the only county that 
did not receive E-rate funding support for FY2015. 

 While not all districts reported how much they spent in the pursuit of E-rate funding 
(consultants and staff time), those that did indicated that they spent a combined total of 
more than $336,000 in doing so last year.  

 Many rural districts have reported that they frequently receive one or zero bids in response 
to Category 1 RFPs, indicating that lack of competition is a significant factor in driving up 

costs and reducing quality of service.   

 One-half of the 14 non-metro public school districts (i.e., districts other than Clark, Carson 

City, and Washoe) said they did not receive competitive bids in 2016. 
 There is broad support for establishing a statewide K-12 network across public school 

districts.  Charter schools would prefer an E-rate purchasing consortia, albeit only slightly 
more than the creation of a state or regional networks. Policy responses such as creating a 

statewide E-rate coordination agency and consolidated data center operations received 
lower support, but only when ranked against administering a statewide network. 

 Among the county school districts, all reported contracts for Internet services were due to 
expire by Funding Year (FY) 2019. Contracts for WAN services in metro districts tend to 
have longer terms, including a contract running through 2024 between Clark County 
Schools and Cox Communications for WAN services. However, 16 of the 21 reported WAN 
contracts for non-metro public school districts expire by the end of FY2017. 

http://www.connectednation.org/sites/default/files/connected-nation/files/nv_e-rate_survey_analysis_-_2016_final.pdf
http://www.connectednation.org/sites/default/files/connected-nation/files/nv_e-rate_survey_analysis_-_2016_final.pdf
http://www.connectednation.org/sites/default/files/connected-nation/files/comparative_analysis_of_nevada_and_utah_2016_final.pdf
http://www.connectednation.org/sites/default/files/connected-nation/files/comparative_analysis_of_nevada_and_utah_2016_final.pdf
http://www.connectednation.org/sites/default/files/connected-nation/files/school_connectivity_governance_structure_review_and_recommendations_for_nv_final.pdf
http://www.connectednation.org/sites/default/files/connected-nation/files/school_connectivity_governance_structure_review_and_recommendations_for_nv_final.pdf


 

 
Comparative Analysis:  Utah & Nevada 
 In 2015, Nevada schools—including public school districts, private schools, and charter 

schools—collected $14 million in Internet, broadband, WAN, and telephone discounts from 
the E-rate Program. These discounts for Nevada schools are smaller than the discounts 

received by neighboring jurisdictions—particularly in Utah, which received $30.8 million 
from the E-rate Program in 2015.  

 Generally speaking, while Nevada has 0.8% of the nation’s K-12 students, Nevada schools 
have only received 0.4% of E-rate support since Funding Year 2013. 

 Utah K-12 schools had better Internet and WAN connectivity than their demographic 
counterparts in Nevada. All public school districts in Utah (which include charters) had a 
median Internet and WAN connectivity of 1 Gbps download, and several have median 

speeds of 2 Gbps.  In Nevada, only Clark and White Pine districts have comparable median 

speeds, and many school districts in Nevada are connected with median speeds of 1.5 Mbps 
and 5 Mbps. 

 Nevada schools pay a wide range of costs for connecting schools. Even among rural districts, 
prices per median megabit per student range by several orders of magnitude, from $0.40 
per median megabit per student in Elko to $35.37 per median megabit per student in 
Humboldt to over $200 per megabit per student in Esmeralda.  

 A district-to-district comparison of connectivity and costs between Nevada and Utah 
schools is not possible due to the E-rate consortium applications filed by UETN, which 
obtains a statewide blended average E-rate discount of 71% for all districts. However, Utah 

schools pay considerably less for connectivity on a per student basis than Nevada schools, 
by a factor of more than four to one.  

 Utah schools are also better positioned to weather the transition of E-rate funding support 
from a fund that supported all telecommunications services purchased by K-12 schools 

(including voice service) to a fund that supports only broadband service. Less than half 

(48%) of Nevada’s use of E-rate funds in 2015 supported Internet and WAN connectivity for 
schools. The remaining funds are vulnerable to the FCC’s phase-out of subsidies for voice 

telephone service, which will decline in coming years. In contrast, 77% of the support 
collected by Utah from E-rate went to support school Internet and WAN connectivity. 



 
 

Nevada Utah 

State Demographics 
Population 2,890,845 2,995,919 

% Minority 24.8% 10.8% 
% Rural 5.8% 9.4% 

Area 110,622 sq. miles 84,899 sq. miles 

Median Household Income $56,361 $55,869 
K-12 Education Demographics 

K-12 Students in Public Schools 451,832 625,093 
% Students in Poverty 19.2% 13.2% 

% Minority Students 64% 23.7% 
% Students in Charter Schools 5.4% 8.8% 

Total Annual spending/pupil $8,414 $6,500 

Rural and Urban Characteristics of School Districts 
Number of School Districts 17 41 

Number of “Rural” Districts (as defined by current E-
rate rules) 

6 14 

Number of K-12 students in “Rural” Districts 29,126 42,615 

Number of K-12 Schools in “Rural” Locations  
(as defined by current E-rate rules) 

112 186 

K-12 Public School Spending on Internet and WAN Connections (2015) 

Total Spending (Local, State and E-rate)  $8,831,275 $33,857,713 
Total Spending (Local, State and E-rate) per pupil $19.55 $54.13 

E-rate Distributions (2015) 
E-rate Distributions for All Eligible Services $14,061,834 $30,804,668 

E-rate Distributions for Category 1 Internet and WAN $6,753,530 $23,722,589 
E-rate Distributions for Category 1 Internet and WAN 
per pupil 

$14.94 $37.95 

% of E-rate Distributions used for Category 1 Internet 
and WAN connections 

48% 77% 

  

 When all funding sources (local, state, and E-rate) are combined, Utah spends $54.13 per 
year per pupil on Internet and WAN connectivity, compared to $19.55 in Nevada. These 
investments are the total cost before application of any E-rate discount. In total, Utah public 
schools invest 0.8% of their combined total per-pupil spending on Internet and WAN 
connectivity, while Nevada schools spend only 0.2%. 



 Number of Public School Districts by E-rate Discount Category. 

 Utah’s combined discount for its statewide E-rate consortium was 71% for FY2015, which is 

calculated as a simple average of the discount rates of all eligible entities.  If all Nevada 
districts were to combine into a single statewide consortium, Nevada would also have a 

combined discount rate of approximately 71% (including Clark County) or 70% (excluding 
Clark). This would benefit districts like Washoe County significantly, since it currently only 

qualifies for a 60% discount.   
 Student Population in Nevada and Utah Schools, Sorted by E-rate Discount Category. 

 All public school districts in Utah have significantly higher rates of school connectivity 
than Nevada districts. All but two districts in Utah have median connectivity of a gigabit, 
and the two districts with less than a gigabit (Dagget County and San Juan County) have 
median connectivity of 100 Mbps. 

 Utah as a whole is paying considerably less on a per median megabit per student basis than 
Nevada. The relative cost of connecting the median school in Utah school districts 
throughout the state is on par with the cost of connecting median urban schools in Nevada. 
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 Internet Costs per Median Megabit per Student in Utah. 

 

 This chart shows that the total cost per median megabit per student paid (pre-discount) for 
all districts (excluding Clark County) are significantly higher than $0.054 across all E -rate 

discount categories. 

 

 E-rate Discount Rates and Costs per Median Megabit per County District in Nevada 
 

 
 
  

School District

Total Eligible

Requests for 

Internet or

WAN Service

E-rate

Discount 

Rate

Amount Paid

by State or

Local Sources

Amount

Paid by

E-rate

Student

Population

Median Mbps 

(Downstream) 

Purchased

# of 

Lines 

Provided

Total Eligible 

Requests

per Median 

Mbps per 

Student

Eligible Requests 

Paid by State/ 

Local Sources 

per Median Mbps

per Student

Eligible Requests 

Paid by E-rate

per Median 

Mbps

per Student

Douglas County $152,531 60 $61,012 $91,519 6130 135 15 $0.18 $0.07 $0.11

Eureka County $61,680 60 $24,672 $37,008 246 10.75 2 $23.32 $9.33 $13.99

Lander County $2,064 60 $826 $1,238 1121 1.5 1 $1.23 $0.49 $0.74

Storey County $68,193 60 $27,277 $40,916 398 90 14 $1.90 $0.76 $1.14

Washoe County $674,240 60 $269,696 $404,544 65550 250 108 $0.04 $0.02 $0.02

Churchill County $40,241 70 $12,072 $28,168 3675 100 11 $0.11 $0.03 $0.08

Elko County $399,300 70 $119,790 $279,510 9945 100 30 $0.40 $0.12 $0.28

Humboldt County $186,598 70 $55,979 $130,618 3517 1.5 22 $35.37 $10.61 $24.76

Lincoln County $166,301 70 $49,890 $116,411 973 175 4 $0.98 $0.29 $0.68

Pershing County $0 70 $0 $0 710

White Pine County $90,640 70 $27,192 $63,448 1349 2000 14 $0.03 $0.01 $0.02

Carson City $127,901 80 $25,580 $102,320 7760 50 26 $0.33 $0.07 $0.26

Clark County $3,733,594 80 $746,719 $2,986,875 320532 1000 360 $0.01 $0.00 $0.01

Esmeralda County $107,340 80 $21,468 $85,872 78 5.75 14 $239.33 $47.87 $191.46

Lyon County $210,000 80 $42,000 $168,000 8104 200 18 $0.13 $0.03 $0.10

Mineral County $32,400 80 $6,480 $25,920 463 75 2 $0.93 $0.19 $0.75

Nye County $700,509 80 $140,102 $560,407 5214 20 50 $6.72 $1.34 $5.37

Total 
Contracted-

For Cost 

Median 

Connectivity 

Student 
Body 

Population 

Cost per 
Median 
Megabit 

per 
Student 

Cost per 
Median 
Megabit 

per 
Student 
borne by  

E-rate 

Cost per 
Median 

Megabit per 
Student 
borne by 
State and 

Local Sources 

$33,857,713  1,000 Mbps 625,093 $0.054 $0.038 $0.016 

$0.13
$0.44

$2.74

60% 70% 80%

Cost per median megabit per pupil, sorted by E-rate Discount



Governance Structure Reviews and Recommendations 
 Factors that should be considered in evaluating the efficacy of the various state governance 

structures include their ability to 1) connect all school sites regardless of location; 2) 

aggregate demand, increase buying power, and drive down costs; and 3) make 
demonstrated progress toward achieving the federal speed benchmark of dedicated 1 Gbps 

per 1,000 students and staff (i.e., the equivalent of 1 Mbps for each student and staff 
member) per school by 2020.  

 In all, nine states that are commonly known or emerging leaders in school connectivity 
(Alabama, Kentucky, New Mexico, New Jersey, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Utah, 

and Virginia) were examined by Connected Nation in its review.  Six of the nine are 
summarized in this document as possible models for Nevada to emulate because their 

accomplishments, characteristics, or a combination of the two are most applicable to 
Nevada’s specific circumstances.  Two of those—Utah and New Jersey—were selected as 
the best exemplars of two different approaches that could be replicated in Nevada. 

 The Utah Education and Telehealth Network (UETN) is a state agency housed on the campus 
of the University of Utah.  Created in 1976 as the State Educational Telecom Operations 
Center (SETOC), it became the Utah Education Network (UEN) in 1989 and incorporated 

telehealth services to become UETN in 2013.   

 Originally created to support university research, public broadcasting, and analog 
videoconferencing for educational purposes, UETN has evolved into a statewide delivery 
system for P-20 education. 

 UETN’s statewide network services public education, higher education, applied technology, 
public libraries, local government agencies, hospitals, clinics, and other public entities with 

three main categories of services:  
o networking services (i.e., Internet and WAN connectivity),  

o application services (i.e., the delivery of network-based applications to meet P-
20 education needs), and  

o support services (i.e., E-rate application coordination and submission and 
technical support).  

 UETN has approximately 110 people on staff (W-2 employees and 1099 contractors)—most 
of whom work in technical operations in building, maintaining, operating, and supporting the 

network and its users.  UETN is governed by a 12-member board of directors. 
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 The New Jersey Broadband Component of the Digital Readiness for Learning and 
Assessment Project (DRLAP) established regional purchasing consortia for 

telecommunications services to help schools collaborate in order to bring down the cost 
and increase the quality of high speed broadband services.   

 Launched July 1, 2015, two existing government agencies were ultimately selected to 
service and work hand-in-hand with the four established regional service centers for schools 
(northwest, northeast, central, and south).  One of the regional leads, the Middlesex 
Regional Education Services Commission (MRESC), has now assumed overall program 
leadership and guides all procurement activities due to its large membership and 
experience in bulk purchasing. 

 There are approximately 690 school districts (or administrative equivalents) in New Jersey 
and participation in the consortia is not mandatory due to state procurement law.  To date, 
145 school organizations have signed up for service via the consortium. Participating 
districts have realized $89 million in total cost savings since the consortia launched, and 

average Internet bandwidth has increased from 284 Mbps to 718 Mbps, a 152% increase.  
 
Option 1 Recommendation 

 Connected Nation recommends that the State of Nevada consider building—over time—a 
robust state network to support connectivity to all of the state’s public schools and 
libraries.  

 This “Nevada Education Network” should be one that aggregates demand among school 
districts and libraries across the state, facilitates a network design that establishes carrier-

neutral aggregation points to lower costs, oversees engineering and project management, 
provides network monitoring and technical support, and directly administers the E-rate 
bidding and application processes centrally for all districts and charter schools in the state.  

The network would undertake regular procurement activities with broadband providers and 
equipment companies. 

 This approach is preferred because it gives the state control and flexibility to build a 
comprehensive solution that takes advantage of centralized coordination, planning, and 

aggregation of resources to deliver a high standard of service, regardless of a school’s 
geographic location. 

 
Option 2 Recommendation 

 Alternatively, Connected Nation recommends that the State of Nevada build a statewide E-
rate purchasing consortia and coordination office.  

 A “Division of School Connectivity Strategy” could be created within the Governor’s Office 
of Science, Innovation, and Technology that would handle three key functions:   

o E-rate coordination and application submission for the districts;  

o Solutions architecture/network engineering, and  

o Bidding, evaluation, and procurement of services. 

 Four individuals could manage these functions at a significantly reduced cost compared to 
the statewide network model described above.  Third party consultants could be engaged 

as necessary to provide additional E-rate and engineering/strategy support.  These costs 

would remain relatively stable in future years, whereas the costs of a statewide network 
would increase over time as the network grows. 

 The four initial positions would be: 
o A State E-rate Coordinator, who will serve as administrator of the agency 



o A Deputy E-rate Coordinator 
o A Fiber Network Engineer/Solutions Architect 
o A Bidding and Procurement Specialist, who will also provide administrative support 

to the other staff members in the office 

 Proposed Organizational Chart for the Office: 

 

 
 
 These functions could be contracted out to allow for the recruitment of national leaders on 

school connectivity into these positions.  Connect Nevada has submitted a proposal to the 
Governor’s OSIT office to that effect, including personnel costs, travel, engineering software 

licenses and equipment, training/professional development, and communications/admin 
support.  
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