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CALL TO ORDER: 

Chairman Bart Mangino, called the meeting of the Commission on Educational Technology to order in the Board Room at the Nevada Department of Education, in Carson City, Nevada at 10:05 A.M.   

1.
Roll Call:  

Members who were present and absent are listed above. 

2.
Pledge of Allegiance:  

The pledge of allegiance was led by Commissioner Flatt. 

3.
Approval of the Previous Meeting Minutes: (Location on CD, File 081409: 

    
position 4:50)

A motion was made by Commissioner Flatt to approve previous meeting’s minutes. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Jensen. The motion passed unanimously.

4.
Standing Report on Educational Technology Funding: (Location on CD, File   081409: position 6:57)

Mr. Doug Thunder reviewed the Report on the Commission on Educational Technology Funding, FY2006 to date. This report will be updated with the new allocations as they are approved.  
Chairman Mangino stated that he did appreciate the time, effort and passion that the school districts put into the applications.  

5.
Review and Allocation Decisions for Request for Applications for State Funding from School Districts: (Location on CD, File 081409: position 10:13)

Mr. Knudson stated that Mineral County School District hired an independent contractor to complete their Request for Application (RFA).  The application that the independent contractor completed did not reflect the needs of Mineral County.  Mr. Knudson spoke with Mr. Steve Cook, Superintendent of Mineral County School District, and told him if he submitted an application that reflects the needs of Mineral County Mr. Knudson would forward it on to the Commissioners.  Mr. Knudson did forward it to the Commission with no recommendation for considerations of the grant.  Mr. Knudson added that three school districts requested extensions on the time line and he did not grant the extensions.  

Commissioner Jensen asked if the original application from Mineral County School District was submitted on time.  Mr. Knudson stated that the original application was submitted on time and the second application from Mineral County was emailed to the Commission.  
Mr. Knudson reviewed a Power Point presentation.  The goal of the meeting is to allocate funding for the remaining categories which are High Quality Content Material, Pilot Projects and Professional Development.  Mr. Knudson recommended that the programs be tied to student achievement when ever possible and look for an evaluation piece that directly impact students.  Also, he recommended to cut indirect costs and to cut the following if they are not directly tied to program objectives:

· Travel and Conference Fees
· Membership Dues

· Equipment

· Supplies

Commissioner Johnston suggested that the Commission decide as a group to accept or not accept Mineral County School Districts revised application.  Commissioner Ebert stated that she was spilt on this issue but, the other school districts where held to the due date of the application.  Commissioner Slentz stated that this was a mitigating circumstance because Mineral County School District hired an independent contractor to do the work and thought that the application would be completed to their needs.  He added it wasn’t as if Mineral County was slacking off and he would be in favor of accepting the revised application.  Commissioner Johnston stated that Mineral County does not have the resources that the larger school districts have to prepare a RFA.  Commissioner Bass asked Mr. Knudson if other rural school districts were in need of extensions.  Mr. Knudson stated that there were other urban and rural school districts that requested extensions and some school districts that didn’t apply due to not having the resources to prepare a RFA.  
A motion was made by Commissioner Slentz to accept the revised application that was submitted by Mineral County School District.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Jensen.  
Senator Horsford stated that it is the responsibility of the school districts to get the application in on time and for the integrity of the process for the school districts that did get their applications in on time, Mineral County School Districts revised application should not be accepted.  He added that the original application could be considered.  

Melanie Webster, Director of Special Services for Mineral County School District, stated that there were many conversations between the independent contractor and Mr. Cook.  The grant that was prepared by the independent contractor was not what Mr. Cook had discussed with them or requested.  Commissioner Johnston asked if Mr. Cook had received any drafts of the application or was it done all by phone conversations.  
Ms. Webster stated that Mr. Cook had meet with the contractor in person and had spent several days working with the contractor but there were no drafts submitted just the final application.  
As a result of a roll call vote the motion did not carry.  The vote was three yes and seven no.  

The representative from Mineral County School District requested the original application be removed for consideration stating that the original application that was submitted on the due date did not reflect the needs of Mineral County School District.  

Commissioner Johnston requested direction on how the process would take place because it would affect his line of questioning.  

Commissioner Ebert stated that funding projects in whole is important but must be in line with what the CET is tasked to do by the Legislature in allocating the funds.  Commissioner Ebert suggested that the school districts that applied for High Quality Content Material funding present their applications first as well as the rest of their application to see how it all ties in.  

Commissioner Johnston stated that in some of the application the High Quality Content ties into Professional Development where the Professional Development is contingent upon the High Quality Content.  When school districts are presenting to the CET, the Commission needs to understand that pieces link directly to Professional Development.  He added that the CET needs to be sensitive to the fact that if one item is pulled the whole project can fall apart.  
The representative from Washoe County School District was Mr. Joe Elcano.  

Commissioner Johnston clarified the pilot programs for Washoe County School District was the Read 1-80, Encompass Program, Key Pad Program and Interactive White Boards.  Also, he stated that the number one goal is demonstrating student achievement with true quantifiable data.  

Mr. Elcano prioritized the projects in the application for the CET:
1. Read 1-80
2. Key Pad

3. Professional Development

4. Encompass Learning

5. Elementary School Piece

Commissioner Ebert asked if the High Quality Content, Professional Development and Pilot Projects could stand alone if they were cuts that needed to be made.  Mr. Elcano stated that they do stand alone.   

Chairman Mangino stated that Read 1-80 and Encompass Learning are on the Legislative Committee on Education approved effective remedial programs.  
Commissioner Johnston asked if there was any quantifiable evidence that Interactive White Boards make a difference in student achievement.  Mr. Elcano stated that studies have been done in England and a key piece to the success of Interactive White Boards is professional development on the use of the boards.  Mr. Frank South stated that the University of Missouri has also done these studies and has stated that professional development is important to the success of student achievement and Interactive White Boards.  
Dr. Essington Wade represented Clark County School District.  

Chairman Mangino requested Dr. Wade to prioritize Clark County School Districts projects.

Dr. Wade stated that Clark County School District has four projects in High Quality Content which are Virtual High School, Web Based Efficiency, Sentra and Web CT.  

Dr. Wade prioritized the four projects:

1. Virtual High School
2. Sentra

3. Web CT

4. Web Based Efficiency

Dr. Wade stated the areas where professional development was needed.  They were Education Computer Strategists training, Teacher Line courses, Virtual High School Professional Development, Classroom Walk Through for Administrators, Health Education and Web Base Proficiency. Dr. Wade prioritized Professional Development:

1. Education Computer Strategists Training
2. Virtual High School Professional Development

3. Teacher Line Courses

4. Classroom Walk Through for Administrators

5. Health Education

6. Web Base Proficiency 
Dr. Wade prioritized Pilot Projects:

1. Class Room Walk Through

2. Multi Disciplinary Adaptive Dynamic Evaluation
Chairman Mangino stated that Class Room Walk Through has been in use for approximately two years and asked what the rationale was used to consider this a pilot project.  Dr. Wade stated that Class Room Walk Through is in existence and the pilot project component is the hand held component.  

Commissioner Anderson stated that the school districts are asking for items that have ongoing components to them and what is the plan to keep the funding going for these programs.  Dr. Wade stated the ongoing cost would require additional funding but there is some additional support from the sites.

Mr. Randy Thiessens and Mr. Ji Wang represented Douglas County School District.

Chairman Mangino inquired about the revised proposal.  Mr. Wang stated that the revised proposal was the same as the original proposal except that the Licensing Fees were added in for members of the office.  Mr. Wang stated Microsoft was not included in the original proposal.  Mr. Knudson stated that there was a mistake in the budget part of Douglas County School District’s proposal.  Mr. Knudson contacted Mr. Wang to correct that problem but nothing should have been added to the proposal.  Chairman Mangino stated that the licensing fees that were added in the revised proposal would be eliminated.  
Commissioner Ebert requested an explanation why the purchases of additional computers were needed for the professional development piece.  Mr. Wang stated that the training classes have trouble with the internet connection and computers crashing.   

Commissioner Anderson requested an explanation of what the Citrix Access Gateway computers were going to do.  Mr. Thiessens stated that it is a device that would sit on the edge of the network that would provide the software applications and files to students at home to complete homework.  He added that this would save the school districts servers for school work. 
(Location on CD, File 123350: 33 position)
Chairman Mangino stated for clarification that the CET would refer back to the original proposal with the figures of $16,200.00 for the Gold Star Manager, $73,957.00 for Gold Star Math Bundle and $23,275.00 for Developmental High School Bundle.    
Ms. Gaylea Manning, Technology and Staff Development for Carson City School District and Storey County School District, and Mr. Jerry Atkins, Technology Coordinator for Storey County School District, represented Carson City School District and Storey County School District.  
Ms. Manning stated that the High Quality Content request consists of three online subscriptions.  The three online subscriptions are United Streaming, Atomic Learning and The Brain Pot. 

The Professional Development component would be training on the use of the three online subscriptions which would consist of formulating lesson plans, increase integration of technology into their curriculum and upgrading teacher skills in technology.   
Commissioner Anderson asked if the United Streaming was a duplication of what has already been funded previously for online libraries.  Ms. Manning stated that the CET is funding text space and this United Streaming is video libraries.  Commissioner Anderson stated that he thought that the additional $300,000.00 was for the video libraries.  Commissioner Johnston stated that his understanding was that what it was available in Southern Nevada through KLVX but not yet available in Northern Nevada.  

Mr. South requested Clark County School District to clarify the video library issue.  

Mr. Lee Solonche, Director of Distance Learning Media Services for KLVX for Kindergarten through sixth grade, stated that when negotiating with Online Video Library Service KLVX negotiated one half the normal retail price for all schools throughout the state.  A discount rate was purchase for the schools of Nevada if they wanted to take advantage of it.  This contract is a multi year contract and many schools throughout the north and rural areas participate in the service.  
Chairman Mangino stated it was his understanding when the CET allocated $400,000.00 for digital services the services of video streaming would be part of that.  

Mr. Solonche stated that he made a point to meet with Mr. Knudson at the first meeting of the CET to inform him that from the prior Legislative session that there was a separate item that identified Video Streaming as a cost item versus the $400,000.00 which was for the preparation and assimilation of Distance Learning Courses.  He added, that KLVX identified from the very earliest that Video Streaming would require a separate allocation of funding.  
Chairman Mangino stated that for his own understanding of the allocation of the $400,000.00 he would need to review the meeting minutes for the August 12, 2005 meeting.

Mr. South asked Mr. Solonche what the cost of the United Streaming statewide was in the separate budget item.  Mr. Solonche stated the cost was $120,000.00.  
Chairman Mangino requested clarification of United Streaming because with the allocation of the $400,000.00 there was some flexibility that was provided to move away from being locked into a corner with the funding.  

Mr. Solonche stated the KLVX believes that Video Streaming is important, it provides a host of educational benefits and KLVX is recommending a flat fee that will give the entire state coverage.  This is reflected in the notes of the August meeting.  
Mr. Knudson stated that Video Streaming was discussed for the $400,000.00 allocation for KLVX.  The language in the law states Distance Learning Satellite Services.  Mr. Knudson requested an interpretation of the law from LCB and digital resources is the intent of the law for KLVX to provide video resources to the State.  However, when KLVX’s budget came in it consisted of development of distance education courses for the Virtual High School and did not consist of Video Streaming or United Streaming as originally agreed.  
Commissioner Flatt asked Ms. Manning if the price in the proposal was full price or the negotiated price.  Ms. Manning stated that she was not aware of the negotiated price and the price in the proposal was full price no discount was offered by the vendor. 
Ms. Caroline McIntosh represented White Pine County School District.
Ms. McIntosh stated that it had been interesting to listen to other school district’s testimonies and her heart breaks for Mineral County School District.  She added White Pine County School District is a remote and rural school district. They have seven schools not including Mountain High School which is the maximum security prison high school.  

Ms. McIntosh stated that White Pine School District needs professional development in basic Micro Soft Office and Power School.  White Pine School District would like to provide training to their teachers and their parents. 
Commissioner Johnston asked if White Pine County School District has the bandwidth to utilize United Streaming.  Ms. McIntosh stated she believes that it is school by school.  

Commissioner Johnston asked if White Pine County School District had tried using the library databases that the State Library provides as oppose to purchasing the E-Library Science Database.  Ms. McIntosh stated that they have a new Librarian and she couldn’t answer for him.  Commissioner Flatt requested Ms. McIntosh contact the Librarian in White Pine and see if he knows about the library databases that the State Library provides so that funding is not duplicated.  
Mr. Solonche stated that KLVX will be contacting United Streaming immediately to remind them that the rate that was negotiated is for the entire state and that Carson City School District will receive the discounted rate.

Ms. Sue Chambers, Federal Program Facilitator, represented Churchill County School District.  

Ms. Chambers stated that at the middle school level the professional development would provide training for teachers on a product that would focus on there IEP population, LEP population and Math Department.  The teachers would attend Professional Learning Communities Trainings to learn how to use data for student achievement.  The pilot projects for the High School would be the Smart Boards and web based text book adoption.  The third piece of the proposal is increasing teachers utilizing Library resources for student achievement.
Commissioner Ebert stated that the Professional Development piece of Churchill County School District proposal was the best of all proposals in her opinion.  They clearly have spent time on this piece and have identified their objectives.  
Chairman Mangino requested Mr. Thunder to explain the flexibility of moving funding from one category to another category.   Mr. Thunder stated that there is flexibility in carrying over funding from one year to the next year.  It would require the Governor’s approval and Interim Finance Committee’s approval.  This biennium was the first time that the funding was part of the Governor’s recommended budget, in the past years it was a separate bill that was approved.  
Ms. Karen Holly represented Nye County School District.

Ms. Karen Holly, Grants Manager for Nye County School District, stated because of the changes in the school district professional development is a necessity.  A conference will be held in August for five days. Teachers and parents that helped with the school improvement plan will be invited.  Nye County School District would like to reward the teachers who will attend the training and then be a trainer of technology for other teachers.  The reward for these teachers would be the technology equipment that they were trained on for use in the classroom.  
Commissioner Johnston requested clarification on what the District’s Standards Masters Test was.  Ms. Holly stated that it was a new quarterly test that the district has developed and is administered to third grade through twelfth grade.  These test results will go into the PLC.  This test measures content knowledge.  

Commissioner Ebert stated that in the proposal she did not see an evaluation or dissemination plan.  Ms. Holly stated that the evaluation plan was based on the students test scores from the Standard Test Master and it was based on the use of technology in the classroom.  
Ms. Jackie Kingston represented Humboldt County School District.

Chairman Mangino requested Ms. Kingston to review Humboldt County School District’s request for a pilot project.

Ms. Kingston, Head of the Technology Department for Humboldt County School District, stated that the pilot project that they would like to have is Pearson Assessment Systems.  Two principals from Humboldt County School District requested Ms. Kingston to search for a program that would assess students that principles would have control over the questions that are administered.  With this program there are pre-made questions available and the pre-made questions can be revised to better fit the needs of the students.  Also, this program offers a fast turn around so that the teachers can implement what is needed sooner.  
Commission Johnston asked if the system aligns with the State Standards and if there any other school districts using this system in the State.  Ms. Kingston stated that it does align with the State Standards and she is not aware of any other school district in the state using this system.  
(Location on CD, File 152717: position 8)
Elko County School District joined the meeting by phone and Mr. Joe de Braga represented Elko County School District. 

Chairman Mangino requested clarification on the evaluation component in 2006 there was a projection of a 2% gain in grades third through tenth and in 2007 a  5% gain in third grade and eighth grade, why was tenth grade not included in 2007.  Mr. de Braga stated that there was an error on page nine of the proposal it should be third through tenth grade not third through eighth grade.  
Commissioner Anderson stated on page eight of the proposal that Elko County School District has been working on utilizing other financial sources such as the Russ Grant.  He asked how much they received from the Russ Grant and what would it purchase.  Mr. de Braga stated that $485,000.00 was received from the Russ Grant and the grant money would be used to put video and television into low income schools to broadcast interactive courses.  Some of the funding would be used to upgrade equipment and provide new equipment such as Smart Boards, Laptops and projectors to increase the technology at the schools with higher rate of low income students.   

Chairman Mangino requested an explanation of the evaluation cost for the professional education services, there is a $10,000.00 cost in 2005 & 2006 and $22,000.00 in 2006 & 2007.  Mr. de Braga stated that these amounts are a quote from the Sacks Company and the first year of evaluation is short and the second year will be the entire year.  
Chairman Mangino requested Mr. de Braga to prioritize Elko County School Districts request.  Mr. de Braga stated that it is difficult to prioritize because it is an entire program and if a portion is cut then it affects the entire program.  
Commissioner Slentz asked if Ms. McIntosh was able to contact the Librarian from White Pine County School District in regards to the Nevada State Library Database Service.  Ms. McIntosh stated that she was able to contact the Principle of White Pine High School and asked him if his Librarian was aware of the service that the Nevada State Library provides and it appears that he did not know about the service. Ms. McIntosh proposed to eliminate that funding from the request but requested to keep the request for the computers for the library in. 
Commissioner Ebert suggested items that should be eliminated from the spreadsheets.  The Commissioners suggested that the Carson City and Storey County Consortium Info Storage Project be deleted, Nye County School District with no evaluation plan included in the proposal at the minimum the conference in San Diego is deleted and the one shot funding be deleted, and Douglas County School District computers for the professional development complex be deleted.  
Mr. Knudson gave an overview of some of the cuts from the proposal.  He stated that United Streaming was scaled back for the Northwest Consortium, changed the price of the Smart Boards and projectors with Nye County’s agreement from $15,000.00 to $5,000.00,White Pine County School District’s proposal $7,000.00 was eliminated in two fiscal years and eliminating Microsoft Office from Douglas County School Districts proposal.  
Chairman Mangino asked Clark County School District and Churchill County School District if the would volunteer to eliminate the indirect cost request from their proposals.  

Ms. Chambers stated that Churchill County School District will take out the indirect cost request and if the Mega Conference request was over the top that too could be eliminated because it would not affect the end product.  

Dr. Wade stated that Clark County School District could not eliminate the indirect cost request.  
Meeting was recessed until 8:00 a.m., December 7, 2005.  

Location on CD, File 074848:  position: 2:46
The meeting of the Commission on Educational Technology was called back to order by Chairman Mangino at 8:12 a.m. on December 7, 2005.

Mr. Knudson reviewed the spreadsheet named Sandbox Midnight.xls.  Mr. Knudson stated that one of the thing he will be asking throughout the day are the items that are being requested tied to learning objectives and are the learning objectives tied to student achievement and that is the ultimate goal.  Mr. Knudson did recommend Churchill County School District rework their evaluation piece of their proposal.  
Chairman Mangino stated that the CET’s responsibility is to allocate funding for projects that are based on data that will support the request and the impact on student achievement.  
Mr. Knudson stated that when the cuts are made he is trying to keep programs together as much as possible and the cuts that were made were based on the priorities that the school districts stated.  
Chairman Mangino directed staff to research state guideline on awarding sub-grants with conditions.  

Mr. Knudson reviewed the suggested cuts that were made to the school district’s proposals.  

1.  Northwest Technology Consortium.

a. Adjusted the United Streaming

b. Cut supplies

c. Cut Info Source

                 2.  Churchill County School District.

a. Cut supplies

     3.  Clark County School District.

a. Cut Class Room Walk Through
b. Cut Health Education Summer Institute  

c. Cut Teacher Line

d. Cut supplies 

e. Cut Path Lore

f. Made adjustments to benefits

g. Professional Services were cut that were not tied to learning objective or not clearly defined  
h. Memberships were cut

     4.  Douglas County School District.

a. Cut supplies

b. Cut materials, CDs and books

c. Cut PDC computers and projectors

     5.  Elko County School District.

a. Cut pilot project White Boards

b. Cut Laptops and software for mentors

c. Cut evaluation money out and then multiplied new total by ten percent for an adjusted evaluation amount

                 6.  Humboldt County School District.

a. Cut warranty on scanning equipment

 
      7.  Mineral County School District.



Suggested to resubmit proposal.


       8.  Nye County School District.

a. Cut all equipment

b. Cut all conference

                   9.  Washoe County School District.

a. Cut Compass Learning

b. Adjustment to Benefits

c. Cut computer lab project
      10.  White Pine County School District.

a. Cut library software
b. Adjusted evaluation portion

c. Cut Microsoft Office 

d. Cut First Class Training

Location on CD, File 091004:  position:  :10

Commission Johnston requested the school districts to be candid with the CET because the Commission needs to know how the cuts will affect the programs that were requested by the school districts and how it will tie into student achievement.  
Ms. Manning stated that with the cuts that the Northwest Nevada Technology Consortium could still do a fair amount of the programs.  She added that with Info Source it does give an opportunity for the Northwest Nevada Technology Consortium to assess teacher to ascertain what their skills are to help form the decision as to what professional development to provide.  This would be the only online professional development program offered to teachers in Carson City and Storey County and it will allow students at the middle school level that don’t have the opportunity to take computer literacy classes.  
Commissioner Bass asked if Northwest Nevada Technology Consortium applied for SB404 and Remediation Funding.   Mr. Atkins stated no that they were not the same types of application and Ms. Manning stated that Carson City did apply for federal funds but received no funding.  

Mr. South stated that for SB404 schools applied for the funding.

Commissioner Ebert stated to follow up on the SB404 that schools and school districts could apply for funding.  She added as far as the questions about various funding sources is the supplanting issue because school districts within their funding and grants are narrowly tied to specific outcomes of the funding that they can apply for so, in some instances school districts may not qualify to apply for a grant.  Commissioner Ebert does not want the Commission to get bogged down in question about what funding did school districts apply for but are the school districts supplanting and that should be on the record.     

Chairman Mangino requested an explanation of what the substitute pay would be used for.

Ms. Manning stated that would allow a professional development person to do cognitive coaching with teachers to help them improve their technology integration skills and pull small groups of teachers out of the classrooms to provide training.  
Chairman Mangino requested an explanation of the ninety hours of extra duty salary for the instructor and forty five days of substitute time and how many teachers for overall training. 

Ms. Manning stated for the ninety hours of extra duty salary is for thirty after school workshops each semester and each workshop has ten to fifteen participants.  She added for one substitute she can get through six to ten teachers in a day in small increments and this would be rotating the substitute through the school.  

Dr. Christy Falba, K12 Math, Science and Instructional Technology for Clark County School District, stated that she had three main points to make.  The first one is to encourage the CET to award conditional awards due to time constraints and the emphasis on the CET requesting data.  To reapply for funding is lost time; the second point is in reference to a two day workshop and discussion of online learning which was mentioned as a priority for the state.  The Virtual High School program that was proposed by Clark County School District is an expansion and to make it available across the state. It takes twelve to eighteen months to create a new course and the funding is needed to expand for the rural areas for Clark County and across the State; and the third point is she believed that there is enough funding in FY06 for High Quality Content and Professional Development category which goes back to the suggestion of awarding conditional awards.  
Dr. Wade stated regarding the cuts that were made in professional development are heavily tied to the Virtual High School.  The professional development is directly tied to the AP courses that will be offered through the Virtual High School.  The funding is needed to hire consultants to develop the courses the meet the objective in the proposal.  This will not only affect Clark County School District it will affect the State across the board and the courses that will be developed will be tied to the Nevada Standards.  Dr. Wade stated that they are not by any means supplanted and what has happened in the past is that funds have been used to pay for Prep Buy Outs.  There is a need for additional Prep Buy Outs and this is an expansion.  Clark County School District needs the courses to show gains and that is one of the issues with the CET is to show gains.  
Mr. Knudson stated that he had some concerns with the Education Computer Specialist (ECS) and the Virtual High School that the CET may be supplanting in both cases.  He added that he did cut support staff extra duty pay, technical service due to the supplanting issue, Teacher Line due to the Pork Barrel issue and employees benefits not tied to learning objectives.  
Dr. Falba stated that the ECS are funded through the General Fund not through bond money.  Professional Services for the Virtual High School initially started out from 
Title V funding.  
Ms. Jhone Ebert, Director of Magnet Schools Clark County School District, stated that the request for funding is to develop Honor Courses for tenth grade and currently those courses do not exist.  Independent vendors can charge $30,000.00 to $100,000.00 for a course and the request is for tenth grade for a total of five courses.  
Chairman Mangino asked if it would take two years to develop the five courses for the tenth grade.  

Ms. Ebert stated no and if the grant is approved the courses would be developed and ready for the Fall 2006.  The classes will continue to be built.  The funding will come from student tuition and grants.  Currently Clark County School District has contracts with five other school districts.  There are several school districts in the State that do not offer the AP classes because they do not have the teachers to teach these classes.  Ms. Ebert summarized for the Commission that this is for tenth grade honors classes, they are not supplanting, tenth grade curriculum, 300 student seats available and students would be able to enroll in the Fall of 2006.
Chairman Mangino stated that Clark County School District will select a design team in January of 2006 and beginning in February of 2006 through April 2006 will develop five courses.  With the cuts that have been suggested the funding would be approximately $65,000.00 to put the design team to work to develop the five courses.  A second design team would August 2006 to March 2007 with the funding of approximately $32,000.00.  Chairman Mangino asked why it would cost $32,000.00 for eight months and $65,000.00 for two and half month.
Ms. Ebert stated that there is a typographical error on page 15 which should have all been June 30, 2006.  She added that Clark County School District as far as course development goes has a publishing house.  With the support of the past Superintendent and the current Superintendent who make it a priority to provide content at a distance for students.  To develop text books on line which takes time and they hope to shorten the time by using professional services.  They need to be in alignment with course syllabi and Nevada State Standards.  To use the out source you need to rely on expertise from teachers on how to choose curriculum and the then the expertise is used from the out source people to be able to put the content in faster.  This is where the Professional Services is utilized to get the publishing house to move faster.  Then when you receive the content it is in draft form and needs to be reviewed to make sure that the requirements are met.  
Assemblyman Denis asked if there was any off the shelf product that can be purchased that is already developed and could the product that is developed in Clark County School District be offered across the Country to offset the cost.  

Ms. Ebert stated that Clark County has purchased off the shelf products and the vendors stated that they do met the requirements but when you use the product it becomes apparent that the product was developed for California, Texas and Florida.  In order to meet the requirement of Nevada, Clark County School District needs to develop their own content and they will save on the cost.  To sell the product would take it to another level and invest more money upfront to sell the product than offer the product to the students of Nevada.  Selling seats to take the classes instead of selling the content across the country would be a better way to recuperate costs. 
Assemblyman Denis asked what the five courses are that are going to be developed.  

Ms. Ebert stated that they were English II Honors, Chemistry Honors, and World History Honors.  At this point Ms. Loomis from Virtual High School clarified the five courses for Ms. Ebert.  The five classes are English II Honors, Chemistry Honors, World History Honors, Foreign Language and Math Honors.     

Chairman Mangino stated that during the discussion the point was made that if the school district reapply for funding it would impact students if funding is not provided for now.  He added if data is going to be collected then the evaluation component needs to be solid so that the impact can be seen on student achievement.  
Dr. Wade stated if the funding is awarded with conditions there still can be a quality product in the end.
Commissioner Johnston asked Douglas County School District how many teachers have gone through Professional Development Center (PDC) technology training.  Mr. Wang stated approximately 200 teachers.  

Commissioner Johnston stated cutting the equipment from Douglas County School District is cutting a tool that is needed to provide professional development and cannot happen without the technology equipment in front of the teachers.  Commissioner Johnston requested clarification if the equipment was an allowable cost for the professional development piece.

Mr. Knudson stated that he made this cut due to the comments that he heard from the Commissioners at the previous day’s meeting but it is an allowable cost.  Professional Development computers used in a lab are an allowable cost.  
Mr. Wang stated that technology is a priority in the school improvement plan and Douglas County School District is trying to accelerate the integration of technology in the curriculum.
Mr. Johnston asked Douglas County School District if they had to cut something out of their proposal what could they live without.  Mr. Thiessens stated that the pilot program could be scaled back to smaller group to prove the concept of it. 
There was no representative available from Elko County School District.

There was no representative available from Humboldt County School District.

Ms. Holly from Nye County School District stated that she would like to ask the CET to reconsider Nye County School District’s application with conditions of funding and/or budget modifications.  She added that in the application under Professional Development it did not state that supplies or equipment could not be purchased.  Their program is a special development program that will be evaluated to report the effect on student achievement.  Student achievement will be reported on a quarterly basis so that best practices could be reviewed more often.  Teacher training will focus on how to use technology to enhance student achievement.
Chairman Mangino requested clarification on the cost of Connected University from Washoe County School District.
Mr. Elcano stated that Washoe County School District worked out a special arrangement this year to cut the prices and there is no guarantee of the lower prices next year.  He added that Read 1-80 is in all of the middle schools, a few high schools and some elementary schools.  This program is an expansion to make maximum impact on student performance.  
Mr. Knudson stated that Read 1-80 was not cut from the funding.  

Chairman Mangino stated that main concern with White Pine County School District is cutting the four computers that would be used for the library.

Ms. McIntosh stated with the federal cutbacks on the Yucca Mountain Project White Pine County School District is affected because that is where they would receive the majority of their equipment.  The computers are needed for the library if the library is going to utilize the Nevada State Library database services.  

Commissioner Slentz asked Ms. McIntosh why they did not ask for these computers in the first round of funding or does it have anything to do with professional development.  

Ms. McIntosh stated that that would be correct.  She added that White Pine County School District is all about student achievement.  If the teachers are expected to implement and integrate technology into instruction affectively and teachers are saying they don’t have a handle on Microsoft Office, she felt compelled to reconsider the proposal.  The need assessment will not change and Ms. McIntosh would clean up the proposal if that would help. Also, Ms. McIntosh would like to celebrate their successes with teacher’s aides, parents and administrators who all affect student achievement not just the certificated folks.  The more training that is offered the better the students will be because they will be more active in the programs offered.
Commissioner Anderson asked Ms. McIntosh if White Pine County School District had a refresh program in place that the library could be included in.

Ms. McIntosh stated that she wished she could say yes but, they are struggling with fuel costs and White Pine County School District is at the basic level of everything.  

Commissioner Slentz stated that he agrees with what Ms. McIntosh stated and before they get bells and whistles use what is there.    
Mr. Knudson stated that he cut Microsoft Office because it was not tied to any evaluation piece and the CET has a history of not funding administrative training.  
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Chairman Mangino thanked all the school districts for their clarifications, recommendations and the effort that they put forth on the RFA.  

Commissioner Anderson stated that he would like the computers put back in for the library in White Pine County School District. He added in the future State Wide initiative should stand alone and then it would not be confused with Clark County School Districts overall request. 
Commissioner Jensen agreed with Commissioner Anderson and would like the computers put back in for the library in White Pine.  
In order to balance the funding for FY06 and FY07 Commissioner Anderson suggested having Washoe County School District move a portion of their request for funding from one fiscal year to the other.  Washoe County School District agreed to move some of the funding to balance the fiscal years.   
Senator Horsford stated that our over arching goal is to fund the things that need to be funded and should not drive our decisions making just to balance within each of the categories.  He added if there is justification to move funding from one category to another category and that is the decision of the CET that would require approval by the IFC then it should be pursued with the understanding that this is not always a good position to be in but if that it what it would take to get the school districts what they need to fund the programs then it should be considered.  

Assemblyman Denis stated that he agrees with Senator Horsford and it depends on the reasoning to move the funding from one category to another.  He added that it would have to go through the Governor’s Office.  

Chairman Mangino suggested that there be a Plan B because there is no guarantee and he did not want the school districts to misunderstand.   
Commissioner Jensen stated that in each category there is enough funding and if Washoe County School District would move some of their funding request from one fiscal year to the other that would take care of the balancing.  She added that approximately $31,000 in pilot project could be shifted from one fiscal year to the other and then the CET would not have to go to the Governor’s Office.   
Commissioner Bass suggested that the different school districts move from one year to other within specific categories to balance FY06 than go to the IFC to request moving funding from one category to another to balance out the deficit of $137,000.00 in FY07.  He added if IFC does not approve moving funding from one category to another than the CET would meet and make the necessary cuts to balance FY07.     
Commissioner Ebert stated that she concurred 1000% with Commissioner Bass and do go forward with a request of $137,000.00 to the IFC.  
Mr. Elcano stated that Washoe County School District can make the monitory adjustments that are needed.  

Dr. Falba stated that she concurred with Mr. Elcano and Clark County School District also will make the monitory adjustments.  

A motion was made by Commissioner Bass to accept the changes of moving High Quality Content for Washoe County School District from 2007 of $144,862 to 2006, Pilot Project from 2006 of $39,971 to 2007 for Washoe County School District, adding four computers of $3,500.00 to professional development to White Pine County School District, then ask the IFC if the Commission can move $137,017.00 from Pilot Projects in 2007 to High Quality Content in 2007.  If IFC denies request the Commission will cut $137,017 from 2007 High Quality Content. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Ebert. 
Chairman Mangino stated that he had a concern with the direction that the Commission is taking and that is it is a leap of faith on the Commission’s part that is the funding is being provided and provide the evaluation later.  

The motion passed with nine yes and one no. 
Mr. Thunder stated the first step to move funding from one category to another is upon the approval of the Governor to go forward.  
Senator Horsford stated until IFC approves the allocation change the balance of 2007 in his opinion should not be encumbered.  

Assemblyman Denis stated another option would be to go forward with the approval of the funding for 2007 with the exception of the Virtual High School pending the IFC approval.  
Senator Horsford stated that cuts will have to be made and a what point is the approval given to districts to plan and implement their projects.
Mr. Thunder stated that the school districts could do initial planning and be ready to go as of July 1st.  He suggested to a least have a tentative approval for 2007 so that advance planning can be started.

A motion was made by Assemblyman Denis to rescind the previous motion.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Bass.  The motion passed unanimously.

Commissioner Johnson asked Douglas County School District if the would move the $141,118.00 that they requested to the pilot project category.  Douglas County School District agreed to move the request to the pilot project category.  

Washoe County School District agreed to move the entire Read 1-80 program into FY06.  

Clark County School District agreed to move $65,625.00 from 2007 to 2006 under High Quality Content Material and they agreed to move $131,430.00 from 2006 to 2007 in the category of pilot project.  
Chairman Mangino thanked the school districts for their flexibility.  
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Mr. Thunder stated that any funding that is remaining in FY06 can be balanced forward to FY07 and can be part of the allocation in FY07.  He added for clarification that funds that are allocated to school districts in FY06, they will have until through June 30, 2007, to expend them.  

A motion was made by Assemblyman Denis to allocate the $4,101.00 that was remaining in High Quality Content in FY06 to Clark County School District.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Flatt.  The motion passed unanimously.

Chairman Mangino directed staff to develop an application for the next round of funding and have a mandatory workshop for the school districts prior to the next CET allocation meeting so that the evaluation components are tighten up in the applications that the school districts submit.  

When the CET meets again Chairman Mangino requested a status report from the school districts with regards to the implementation of the grants that were awarded to them with data pertaining to their evaluation plan. 
The initial deadline for the application to be submitted by the school districts to Mr. Knudson is February 16, 2006.  Then Mr. Knudson will review the applications and return any applications that need correction. These applications with corrections will be due on March 2, 2006.  

The mandatory technical assistance workshop will be held on January 19, 2006.  It will be transmitted through Interactive Video.  
The next meeting of the CET will be held on March 23, 2006.  

A motion was made by Commissioner Jensen to approve the final budget shown in Sandbox 120706 1530.xls (Attachment A).  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Bass.  The motion passed unanimously.

6. 
Comments from Commissioners: Location on CD, File 150955:  

position: 31:11

Commissioner Jensen is pleased that the CET is focusing more on evaluation and student achievement.  

Commissioner Slentz approves of the accountability piece being placed back in. 

Assemblyman Denis wanted to thank Mr. Knusdon and what the CET has done has benefited the students of Nevada.  He would like to see the accountability piece be put back in place.  

Commissioner Flatt supported what the other Commissioners stated and it he appreciates the school districts working together.  

Senator Horsford stated that this was his first meeting and it was a rewarding experience.  

Commissioner Ebert stated that the school districts were phenomenal and with the next go round of funding the school districts will get the same questions asked.  The question will be how does this affect student achievement and encourage student achievement.   
Commissioner Bass stated not to allow the workshop to slip through for the rural school districts.

Commissioner Anderson agreed with Assemblyman Denis, as painful as it is to make the cuts to the school district proposal it does benefit the students of Nevada.  

Chairman Mangino thanked the Staff, the audience and the Commission for their patience.  
Mr. South commended the CET for their work as Commissioners and the quality that they have brought to the Commission.  
7.
Public Comments: Location on CD, File 150955:  
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Mr. Thiessens stated thanked the Commission for their hard work.

8.
Adjournment:

The meeting of the Commission on Educational Technology adjourned at 4:00 p.m. on December 7, 2005.

Respectfully Submitted: 
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� Commissioner Ebert participated in the CET meeting by phone conference on December 6th and 7th.


� Assemblyman Denis participated in the CET meeting by phone conference on December 6th and signed off from the meeting at 12:30 p.m. on December 6th.  


� Senator Horsford participated in the CET meeting by phone conference on December 6th and 7th.





