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THE COMMISSION ON EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY

MEETING OF THE 

COMMISSION ON EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY

EVALUATION SUBCOMMITTEE
Thursday, June 25, 1998

Department Of Education

1820 E. Sahara, Suite 205

Las Vegas, Nevada

Minutes

SUB-COMMITTEE  MEMBERS  PRESENT:



Leslie Doukas, Chairperson



Michael Kinnaird, Member

SUB-COMMITTEE MEMBERS ABSENT:



Gary Gray, Member

DEPARTMENT STAFF PRESENT:



Christine Huss, Technology Consultant

DEPARTMENT STAFF ABSENT:



Douglas Thunder, Deputy Superintendent, Administrative and




Fiscal Services



Frank South, Team Leader

Jane Crawford, Management Assistant



Gina Molina, Management Assistant

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL BUREAU STAFF PRESENT:



Kelan Kelly, LCB Research

AUDIENCE IN ATTENDANCE:



Kathleen Barfield, WestEd




Bill McLeod, Elko County School District



Fred Dugger

1.
CALL TO ORDER



The meeting of the sub-committee for Evaluation was called to order at 4:00 p.m. by Chairperson Leslie Doukas in Suite 205, at the Nevada Department of Education, Las Vegas, Nevada.

2.
APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Michael Kinnaird moved to approve the agenda and Leslie Doukas seconded it.  The motion passed unanimously.

3.
DISCUSSION ON HOW TO INVOLVE SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF INSTRUCTIONAL EVALUATION TOOLS



Leslie Doukas explained that the subcommittee was concerned with the input of the school districts on evaluation tools.  The Commission didn't want the school districts to wonder why certain tools were chosen or how to implement them.
· 

Christine Huss stated that there was a five-point strategy for evaluation:

· Teacher assessment-skills and attitude

· Student assessment-skills and attitude

· Infrastructure implementation-QED information

· Hardcore Data-Accountability information, TeraNova

CRT's  (Criterion Reference Test)

Ms. Huss explained that Nevada wasn't too far behind most of the other states.  A document called, Technology in American Schools, Seven Dimensions for Gauging Progress, was discussed at the Milken Family Foundation Conference and she believed it to be a good tool.  The authorities and organizations that came together to form the document are substantial people.  The document is a good guide to pulling the technology plan and evaluation standards together.  Michael Kinnaird explained that his school was willing to try the online tool and are very excited about trying it.  Ms. Huss explained that the document has strict copyrights and that it is primarily a document to look at and review, not to copy.  Ms. Huss also discussed a few other tools she had obtained and felt would be good to try in pilot schools.  



Michael Kinnaird asked Ms. Huss if she knew about the professional development assessment profile that was sent out to the school districts by the Department of Education.  Mr. Kinnaird stated that the profile gives a picture of what the teacher's capabilities are in technology and the integration of technology into the current curricula.  The survey would be a valuable tool to use.  Ms. Huss explained that the report had come out in May 1998 and was done by the Department of Education and  University staff.  The conclusion of the report was that the highest professional development need was technology.  



Bill McLeod stated that an assessment to determine what level teachers are on would be valuable to the school district.  Elko County School District told their schools that if they did not have a clear plan on staff development and student achievement, they would not receive any money other than what is necessary for electrical and technology retrofit.  The district believes that they should not put thousands of dollars in hardware and software if the schools and teachers don't know how they are going to use it or what to use it for.  Those that have a good plan, including an assessment of their staff, would be good for pilot schools for staff development.  Mr. McLeod also stated that his school district is waiting to see what funding they will get from E-Rate.  If the E-Rate monies are what they expect they will be able to get all their schools beyond the level one technology standards and it would be a good time to get an evaluation tool in place.  



Leslie Doukas stated she would be doing an Internet search on the CRT's and suggested that anyone who is interested could do a search also.  Kathleen Barfield mentioned that there are other alternatives to CRT's, for instance portfolios.  



Bill McLeod asked what the Subcommittee wanted the school districts to report on for FY99.  He explained that it might be premature to do a CRT before the Standards are in place.  Leslie Doukas explained that if a CRT could be found that schools are teaching and want to do a model program on, then it could be reported.  Bill McLeod asked what exactly the school districts would be reporting on.  Kathleen Barfield stated that the districts would be reporting on baseline data such as teacher and student assessment to have something to compare next year against.  Ms. Barfield also explained that the first year the result emphasis would be getting technology implemented, did it get implemented, where did it get implemented and what were the issues once it was implemented.  Bill McLeod stated that annually the school districts report attendance and Terra Nova.  Mr. McLeod also stated that the implementation of hardware and software won't be too difficult, but what will be difficult will be alternative assessments for both teacher and students.  Mr. McLeod also asked at what point would the school districts be asked to report the information they compile.  Leslie Doukas explained that the school districts should pick a few schools and statistical examples to report on.



Bill McLeod stated that he would be happy to pilot some of the evaluation tools but he needs to know by August what tools he will be asked to pilot in order to prepare the teachers before the start of the school districts.



Leslie Doukas recommended a work session on August 6, 1998 between herself, Christine Huss, Kathleen Barfield and any school districts that want to come.  The point of the meeting is strictly a work session; it is not a subcommittee meeting.


Leslie Doukas invited any interested school districts to forward ideas on evaluation tools to her.  Christine Huss explained that the evaluation tools that the subcommittee would be interested in are student evaluation, teacher evaluation and any CRT's that meet state objectives.

4. PUBLIC COMMENT

No public comment.

5. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 5:30 p.m.
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