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1. CALL TO ORDER:
The meeting of the Commission on Educational Technology (CET) was called to order at 9:40 a.m. by Chairperson Michael Kinnaird, at the Nevada Department of Education (NDE) State Board Room, in Carson City, Nevada.

2. ROLL CALL:
Members who were present and absent are listed above.

3. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA:
Mr. John Siegfried made a motion to approve a flexible agenda and Mr. Moises Denis seconded it. The motion passed unanimously.  

4. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES:
Mr. Denis made a motion to approve the minutes of April 1st, April 23rd, & 24th, May 4th, and May 5th, & May 6th, Ms. Joan Kerschner seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 



Michael Kinnaird introduced the new Commission member Shawn Franklin.

5. DISSCUSSION AND POSSIBLE APPROVAL OF NYE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT’S TECHNOLOGY PLAN AND THE POSSIBLE RELEASE OF SECTION 61.1 & 61.2 FUNDING: B

Mr. Denis stated Nye County’s Technology Plan complies with what the Commission was looking for and should be approved.  He also stated he felt at this time that the release of the funding 61.1 and 61.2 would be appropriate.  

Mr. Denis made a motion to approve Nye County School District’s Technology Plan and the release of the 61.1 and 61.2 funding allocation.  Mr. Siegfried seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.  

6. REPORT ON THE STATUS OF IMPLEMENTATION OF FY98 SECTIONS 61.2 AND 61.1 FUNDING ALLOCATION:
Ms. Christine Huss stated that the amount of work that occurred since the allocation of 61.1 has been tremendous.  She complimented the school districts’ technology coordinators for their hard work.  Two school districts have not submitted amended budgets and Ms. Huss will be working with them.  

Ms. Huss stated that the majority of FY98 61.2 funding is in progress or is completed.  

Mr. Kinnaird recommended that staff visit the two school districts which have not submitted an amended budged and work with them on any difficulties they are having.  Also, staff should make sure that they are following the guidelines and are able to meet the requirements.  

Mr. Siegfried commented that his daughter is a teacher and works for the Humboldt County School District.  He stated how thankful she is for the technology in her school and how hard John Croslin has worked to get it there.

Ms. Huss stated that she would make a visit to Esmeralda County School District the week of October 13th and then schedule a trip to visit with Independence High School.    

5. REVIEW AND POSSIBLE APPROVAL OF THE APPLICATIONS SUBMITTED BY NEVADA DISTRICTS FOR FY99 SECTION 61.2 FUNDING:
Mr. Kinnaird suggested that the Commission look at the applications that meet the criteria of 61.2 funding first and then deal with the applications that may be questionable.  

Leslie Doukas asked Mr. Kinnaird if the Commission was still looking at level one aspect of the application.  She assumed that the Commission would still be looking for level one expenditures and only if a school district has met then would the Commission look at additional funding.

Mr. Kinnaird stated that was the position he would take.    

Ms. Doukas stated that several applications request instructional software and that is not a level one expenditure unless the school districts insure the Commission that they have met the level one goals for all their classrooms.  

Ms. Doukas asked for clarification on the spreadsheet 61.2 Second Funding Allocation.
Ms. Huss stated that, after consultation with the Legislative Council Bureau (LCB), she went through each application and identified disallowable costs under 61.2 funding.  Ms. Huss complimented the school districts on their applications.  Also, she stated that she had worked on sitr with Churchill County School District on September 22 and they had amended their application.  

Mr. Siegfried suggested that the Commission start at the top of the 61.2 Second Funding Allocation spreadsheet and review each school district. The Commission agreed with this approach.  

Ms. Doukas requested clarification on two items with Carson City School District’s application.  The first clarification was what instructional software Carson City was planning to purchase to see if this software met level one goals.  The second item for clarification was $5000.00 for staff travel.

Janice Towns stated that the software is curriculum software.  There is a new technology school in California and staff would go for training and bring it back to the rest of the staff.

Ms. Doukas made a motion to subtracked the software figure of $64,570.00 from the Carson City School District application and then approve it.  Gary Gray seconded the motion.

Mr. Denis had a concern about approving the amount at the same time as approving the applications.  He asked for a review of the Distributive School Amount.  Ms. Huss stated that Fred Dugger calculated these which were provided to the Commission in their support documents for this meeting.  She warned the Commission that $64,570 would cut in have half the recommended allocation for Carson City.  Ms. Huss personally recommended that the Commission go through all the application as they had done with Carson City and then examine the spreadsheet at the end.  She would allow the school districts to come back if the Commission feels strongly about the application, for example the curriculum software in Carson’s application, with an amended application/budget at the November meeting for their additional amount of FY99 61.2 funding. 

Ms. Doukas stated that she agreed with the allocation issue, but she did not feel it was a matter of allowing instructional software in Carson’s case.  It is the issue of the Commission sticking to the level one standards.  What ever the decision is Ms. Doukas felt the Commission should be consistent with all school districts.  She stated she is not opposed to school districts coming back to apply for their additional allocation.  Also, she mentioned that in the letter that was in their packets it stated that the school districts had asked for $140,153.78 over the suggested allocations.  If the Commission does allow overages, how competitive is that going to be.   

Ms. Towns’ understanding of the level one standard was for 61.1 funding and did not pertain to 61.2 funding.

Mr. Kinnaird stated that the standards were followed for 61.1 funding and that there were no guidelines specifically for using the standards for 61.2.  What the Commission was using is the letter of the law of how the funding can be allocated.

Ms. Doukas agreed with Mr. Kinnaird.  She stated that the Commission made a general statement that the Commission wanted all schools to reach level one standards before going on.  If the school districts state that they have met level one then new curriculum software could be taken into consideration.  

Ms. Towns clarified that it was an upgrade to the curriculum software not new software.  The Carson City School District owns all the curriculum software titles that would be upgraded with the allocation.  

Joan Kerschner stated that upgrading of curriculum software should be considered, because the new systems may not be able to run the old software.  

Ms. Huss stated that 61.2 allocations are for software and hardware upgrades.  If a school already had a DOS version of Reader Rabbit and a school upgraded it to a networked 95 windows that would be allowed under 61.2 funding even is it was instructional.  

Ms. Doukas withdrew her motion and asked for a process clarification.  Is the Commission going to approve the applications one by one, if the Commission likes the application and it is within the DSA allowance, or is the Commission going to approve the applications and then come back with the allocations? 

Mr. Siegfried agreed with the suggestion of approving the applications one by one and then comeing back with the allocation procedure.  The Commission agreed on this procedure.

Carson City’s application was approved and the allocation will be determined later.

Ms. Huss at the beginning of all applications will state the suggested amount and the amount of the school district’s application.

Churchill County School District suggested allocation is $75,641.00 and their application asked for $108.714.  

Ms. Doukas stated that this application requests funding to purchase update and support for the next two years.  Also, it asks for a Novell Network for year two and three for $19,108.00.  Ms. Doukas questioned the curriculum software upgrades and pointed out that the Commission is back to the question of if they are going to allow software.  

Ms. Huss stated she did a site visit with Churchill County School District and she will speak on Dan O’Barrs behalf.  He told Ms. Huss that the software is truly upgrades.  She and Mr. O’Barr the previous day removed some of the software from the application.  After the negotiation there is now $12,000.00 in software.  

Ms. Doukas requested Ms. Huss to point out the other items that were changed.  Ms. Huss stated that EC Best is one of the inadequate schools and she and Mr. O’Barr had worked with them on the previous day to make sure that they will have all the adequate equipment so the school will be up to level one standards.  E.C. Best will also receive funding to replace equipment that they do have that is totally inadequate.  Laptops were taken from the high school and out of the elementary school and turned into workstations.  

Ms. Doukas stated that Churchill County School District is about $34,000.00 over the suggested amount instead of $43,000.00.  Ms. Huss agreed with Ms. Doukas and added that Mr. O’Barr did not request any “set aside funding.”  Mr. Denis stated that the Commission still needs to deal with the amount over the suggested allocation.  The amount over the suggested allocation for the Churchill County School District is to purchase a Novell Network for two years would be dealt with at the allocation process.

Ms. Doukas asked for a clarification on the $154,000.00 for software.  Mr. Terry Lizotte stated that the $154,000.00 is not for software, it is to be used for support to the Professional Development Grant.  The only software that Clark County is requesting is productivity tool type of software to go into each of the teacher presentation stations.  Ms. Doukas asked Mr. Lizotte to clarify why it was category 670 software.  Mr. Lizotte stated that was the only category on there for computer supplies.  Ms. Huss stated that Clark County’s suggested amount based on the CET meeting in June was $2,407,231.00.  

Mr. Kinnaird stated the $20,000.00 in Clark County’s application was a non-allowable amount. 

 Clark County School District application was approved.  

Ms. Huss stated that Douglas County School District’s suggested amount at the CET meeting in June was $103, 292.00.  Mr. David  Pyle stated the software request in the application was for all upgrades. Douglas County School District’s application was approved.

Ms. Huss stated that Elko County School District’s suggested amount at the CET meeting in June was $162,993.00.

Mr. Bill McLeod stated the software was an upgrade to what they own now.  Mr. McLeod stated he had a real concern over the distribution of 61.2 funding.  In the spring of 1997 the CET made a clear commitment to the formula based process of distribution of the 61.2 funds with the holdback for special projects.  The districts were told an exact amount of money.  Mr. McLeod has a real concern that the Commission would even consider any application that exceeds the amount of money that the school districts were notified they would receive.  Now the CET has put all other school districts at a disadvantage, because some school districts took the CET at the their word.  If the CET is going to make some adjustments he suggested not to approve the applications that are over the amount and send them back to the school districts for revision to meet the formula based amounts or look to the amount of money that has been set aside.  If the Commission feels there is enough merit then take that amount out of the “set aside” money and allocate that to the districts.   He encouraged the Commission to stick to the amounts that were based on the formula.  

Mr. Kinnaird stated that there are some variations that can take place in granting district money over the formula based allocation due to special circumstances of the district.  Also, he stated that what the Commission is doing now is approving the application based on merit and content of the application.  Elko County School District’s application was approved.

Esmeralda did not submit application.  The Commission decided to allocate $10,000.00.

Eureka County School District was one of the minimal formula based allocation districts.  Eureka County School District’s application was approved.

Ms. Huss stated that John Croslin and she had spoken several times.  John Croslin had incorporated his “set aside” funds in the 61.2 application.  Humboldt County School District was $3,154 over the suggested amount.  Ms. Huss stated that John Croslin’s intend was to write one application instead of two and the $3154 over the amount was really his request for funding out of the set aside funds.  She stated that Mr. Croslin felt that this is what he needed to do a quality project from both pots of money.  

Ms. Doukas asked for clarification on instructional software and software kits.  Mr. Croslin stated that in their project they wanted to bring in identifiable populations of special needs students to train them in a particular software that Humboldt County would not be able to implement because of the cost.  This task would require purchasing kits for training.  Mr. Croslin stated that after implementing funding from FY98 61.2 allocation and 61.1 One Shot allocation that Humboldt County will meet the requirements for level one standards and this extra money for instructional software would be the beginning of level two standards.  Mr. Kinnaird asked for a clarification on the hubs.  Mr. Croslin stated it is network wiring, because they want the project to be portable; this will be a training facility.  Ms. Huss stated that 61.1 funding is for wiring and cabling; 61.2 has no wiring and cabling in it and she requested Mr. Croslin to inform her how much is for wiring and cabling.  Hubs can be approved, but not wiring.  Humboldt application was approved with the stipulation of the amount of wiring being deducted from the application.  

Ms. Doukas stated that there was not enough evaluation detail in the application for Lander County School District that talks about student achievement. Her suggestion was not to approve the application on that basis ask for it to be detailed more and bring it back.  

Mr. Kinnaird’s recomendation was to have Ms. Huss visit Lander County School District to have them work through the application to provide more detail and address some of the potential disallowed costs.

Lander County School District’s application was not approved.

Lincoln County School District suggested allocation from the CET meeting in June was $25,600.  Ms. Doukas requested clarification from Lincoln County School District on whether it is new curriculum software or upgrade software.  Vaughn Higbee, Superintendent from Lincoln County School District stated it is an upgrade for software that is used at Calientie School.  Lincoln County School District’s application was approved.

Ms. Huss stated Lyon County School District’s suggested allocation from the CET meeting in June was $101,467.  Ms. Doukas requested clarification on software being new or upgraded.  Shawn Franklin from Lyon County School District stated that is was upgraded software.

Lyon County School District’s application was approved.  

Ms. Huss stated that Mineral County School District’s suggested allocation from the CET meeting in June was $18,712.   

Mineral County School District’s application was approved.

Ms. Huss stated that Nye County School District’s suggested allocation from the CET meeting in June was $86,902.  

Ms. Doukas ask for clarification on instructional software for the amount of $20,012 on schedule B listed as educational use by students on computers.

Christine Hill stated that the software would be an upgrade.

Mr. Kinnaird asked for clarification on the $56,000 for cabling.  Ms. Hill stated that is was not for cabling.  $45,000 of the non-allowable cost would be used for a video conferencing unit for their southern district office to compliment the one that was approved in the earlier phase of the 61.2 funding in their northern district office.  The other $11,000 of that would be used for a tower in Purhump to allow schools to communicate with each other.  Mr. Denis requested clarification about a tower being an allowable cost.  Mr. Jerry Atkins stated the $11,000 would be for a tower and two T-1 bridges to connect the high school to the southern district office for the video conferencing.  This tower is a new link.  Nye County School District’s application was approved as is.

Ms. Huss stated that Pershing County School District’s suggested allocation from the CET meeting in June was $17,025.  Pershing County School District’s application was approved.

Ms. Huss stated that Storey County School District’s suggested allocation from the CET meeting in June was $10,000.  Storey County combined their set aside allocation request with their FY98 61.2 funding.  Ms. Doukas stated that on their abstract they are asking for $15,000 for the FY99 61.2 funding, so they are $5,000 over the basic suggested allocation.  Ms. Huss confirmed that statement.  

Storey County School District’s application was approved with $15,000 from 61.2 funding and the remaining amount to be considered for special projects.  

Mr. Dan Piel stated that twelve months ago rural counties started with nothing as far technology.  They have made leaps and bounds, but rural counties need special funds to meet level one especially Storey County.  

Ms. Huss stated that Washoe County School District’s suggested allocation from the CET meeting in June was $647,059.  Ms. Doukas asked for clarification on the software request.  Ms. Sheila Rojas stated that it was networking software.  Washoe County School District’s application was approved.  

Ms. Doukas asked for clarification from White Pine School District on the summary budget under the 700 category, other is listed as HW/SW repair and software.  Mark Shellinger, Superintendent of White Pine School District, stated they where aiming for some flexibility with the money for upgrading software and hardware.  Ms. Doukas stated it would be helpful if it was broken down, so that the Commission could see what they would be using the money for, so they can determine if it is allowable or not. Also, she stated that she would take his verbal explanation, but it would better to have some budget detail which shows what the allocation is actually going to be spent on.  Mr. Shellinger stated that he would come back at the next meeting and do a presentation on what the allocation will be used for, because White Pine County School District is at level one standard. He asked if it is possible to write the application for all software upgrade.  They would like the flexibility to use some of the money for hardware upgrades if they find that is needed.  

Ms. Doukas stated that she didn’t see anything in the application that stated how student achievement would be evaluated.  Mr. Shellinger stated that was included with their technology plan.  The Chronology Curriculum Project that was implemented last year and finished this year has a huge reliance on technology.  White Pine County School District’s application was approved.

Mr. Kinnaird requested information from Ms. Huss regarding the amount over the 80% of FY99 61.2 funding.  

Ms. Huss replied that the spreadsheet shows $98,984 over.  

The Commissioners discussed how to address the allocations that were over the suggested amount for each school district.

Ms. Huss outlined what she did with the Commission’s direction as follows: 

· Churchill County’s additional request was taken out of 61.2 and put it in the “set aside funds.”

· Clark County School District requested $71,673 difference that was not reflected, so it was taken out of the 61.2 and put in the “set aside funds” that brought their application down to $2,419,201

· Humboldt County School District’s additional request of $3,154 was taken out of 61.2 and put in “set aside funds.” 

· Mineral County School District’sadditional request of $1,088 was taken out of 61.2 and put in “set aside funds.”

Joan Kerschner asked if there are any of the remaining school districts over the amount.  

Mr. Kinnaird stated that the Commission needs to take the discretion to allow overages based on the merit of the applications.

Joan Kerschner stated that she had an interest in the school districts that where still over the amount. 

Ms. Huss replied that Clark is over by $8,000, Douglas is over by $200, Lincoln is over by $250 and Storey was over by $5,000.

There was a correction to Clark County School District’s allocation of FY99 61.2 funding it should be 2,399,201.00.

Mr. Siegfried stated that the application procedure was straightforward compared to last time.  Personally, as a Commissioner, his message is to allocate money based on wealth, need deliverance, and the ability to perform the programs.  

A motion was made by Mr. Siegfried to approve the applications and allocations as specified on the spreadsheet.  Mr. Denis seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously (attachment A).  

6. DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ENDORSEMENT OF RECONNENDATIONS OF SMART BUDGET REQUESTS FOR THE 1999-2001 BIENNIUM AND OTHER EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PROJECTS:
Denise Quon stated that the program SMART had requested funding for the next biennium and she wanted to make sure some issues that were related to both projects were included in the Nevada State Technology Plan.  Ms. Quon has been working with WestEd, commissioners and NDE staff to make sure the coordination is there for the two projects.  Mr. Fred Dugger, who is a member of the SMART sub-committee, suggested that the SMART program come to the CET for an endorsement on the ongoing cost issues.  She suggested that after consulting with Ms. Barfield that one piece missing from the state technology plan is the technology person at the district level.  The proposed budget for SMART is asking for a .5 person and the other .5 could come from the CET proposed budget.  The SMART program is interested in a five-year cycle for operations, software and upgrades.  There are three recommendations that the SMART program would like the Commission to consider adding the Nevada State Technology Plan:

· Endorse the importance of maintenance costs for future technology;

·  Consider a .5 FTE system administrative person at the district level; and, 

· In order to avoid duplication SMART’s requests for WAN are included with the Commission’s request.

Harvey Barnett, Interim Director of the Technology Group at WestEd, stated that without the data the teachers cannot make informed decisions about part of the program that are opportunities for improvement.  Two things are needed for this to happen: a system that is easy to use and a system that is always functioning. 

Dan Piel, Superintendent of Storey County School District, stated that only one highway needs to be built in order to accomplish the instructional program as well as the administrative program.  Many of the rural school districts have no technology support people so it is critical that school districts have FTE’s in order to maintain repair and keep the technology up and running.  FTE’s will help school districts meet the goals of their technology plans and meet the goals of the SMART plan.  Mr. Piel encouraged the Commission to work with the other committees or commission to make sure that the school districts due receive funding for technology personnel.

Vaughn Higbee, Superintendent of Lincoln County School District, concurred with Mr. Piel and encouraged the Commission to work with whomever they need so that these positions can be funded. 

Mr. McLeod, representing Marcia Bandera Superintendent of Elko County School District, said Elko County was a pilot district for the SMART program.  Student records using the SMART program can be at the new school district the next morning.  Elko County School District has four technology employees and they on an average receive seventy requests a day.  It is very important to have this kind of personnel to keep the program functioning.  He also encourages the Commission to endorse the SMART program’s request. 

Mr. Gray made a motion to endorse the three points mentioned for the SMART plan.  Mr. Siegfried seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.  

7. REVIEW AND POSSIBLE APPROVAL OF THE REQUESTS SUBMITTED BY NEVADA SCHOOL DISTRICTS FOR SPECIAL PROJECTS FOR THE 20% SET ASIDE MONIES FROM FY98 AND FY99 SECTION 61.2:
Ms. Mary Peterson reviewed the SB482 Sec. 61.2 funding requirements.  In the first round of allocation of SB482 Sec. 61.2 funding the Commission set a precedent to allow purchase of equipment for professional development.  

Ms. Huss reviewed the spreadsheet outlining by district for disallowable costs.  

Carson City School District was a new student program, which made it non-allowable request.  

Churchill County School District did not submit a special project application, but based on the site visit Ms. Huss had on the previous day it was determined that it was a special project. This amount was taken out of the application and put into the special project minus $9,500, for Novell which goes beyond June of 1999.  

Clark County School District's first request for $153,698 is for their secondary syllabi development, which is a professional development activity for technology.  The second request is for $769,526 a program that is a statewide program for staff development.  The third request for $71,673 was negotiated out of their 61.2 funding application and became special funds.  The fourth request is for $170,870 for technical services statewide.

Douglas County School District requested $64,428 for upgrades for hardware.

Eureka County School District requested $117,702 for Success Maker.  The non-allowable was in the amount of $12,430 for new file servers.  

Humboldt County School District’s amount of $3,154 was an amount over the suggested allocation.  The non-allowable amount was $504 for phone lines.  

Lander County School District requested the amount of $62,875.  This amount was for upgrades of workstations. 

Lincoln County School District requested the amount of $255,000.  This request was non-allowable cost, because it was for wiring.  

Mineral County School District amount of $1,088 was the amount over the suggested allocation.  

Nye County School District requested the amount of $37,500.  This request is for technical services for electrical wiring consultation.

Storey County School District requested the amount of $83,950.  This request is for workstations.

   White Pine School District requested the amounts of $88,800 and $148,200.  

Mr. Mark Shellinger, Superintendent of White Pine County School District, stated that the first two rounds of funding help get the Nova program up and running.  The Nova Center is a computerized high school and it is targeting students that have dropped out of high school.  It is for students 14 through 22 years of age.  The student come to the facility, gets on line, takes a pre-test, does several lessons and takes a post-test before credit is given.  If the student need extra help in the particular subject, the computer reconfigures what the student needs.  White Pine County School District is asking for assistance to expand this system.  They needed 15 students to register for this program and they now have 82 registered students.  

Mr. Kinnaird requested clarification for the amount of $1800 per computer in the White Pine School District’s application.  Mr. Dan Noss stated that $1000 is for the computer and $800 is for the software.  

Mr. Shellinger stated that for teachers to be able to use technology effectively the Internet is one of the best avenues.  The teacher can be teaching a subject for whichstudents would like more information and the teacher can go on to the Internet and find more information.  White Pine School District has already put in the system for the school to be connected to the eleven libraries.  Also, they have been able to connect two of the libraries to the Internet.  With the request of $148,200 they would like to take what they have already done with the two libraries and expand it to all of the libraries in the district.  The last project would be to allow the community at large to do local dial up 24 hours a day.  This is an upgrade of an existing system and it uses technology for instruction.  This is how technology should be used for instruction.  Mr. Shellinger stated he feels that this is exactly what the Legislature asked for when they established the Commission.  Mr. Shellinger stated “He would bet his salary their test scores for Terra Nova will be substantially higher this year than last year, because their teachers and parents are so enthusiastic about having a curriculum that is specific and technology that moves students forward.”  

Ms. Kerschner stated that she is familiar with the software that Mr. Shellinger is referring to and it is software that can be upgraded.  Also, she stated that White Pine School District has articulated the vision that all of the public and school libraries would allow parents any where any time to get into the system for the information.   

Mr. Shellinger stated that they have looked at partnering with other groups, it is going to be critical, because White Pine School District receives less money per student than any other school district in Nevada.  They have been forced to look at other avenues, but it has paid off for them to have a broader vision.  

Ms. Peterson stated that this program is a very innovative way to meet the needs of White Pine County, but how would it be justified under 61.2 funding.  The Commission did provide funds for this program in the first allocation of 61.2 funds, but the program got up and running this fall.  Ms. Peterson requested a clarification on how it was an upgrade.

Mr. Shellinger stated we could take the 486 computers and ask for the money to upgrade those to make Nova Center work.  The software is a different upgrade, because of the licensing already owned.  

Ms. Towns representing the Carson City School District asked the Commissioners to look at appendix B.  In appendix B the program that they had requested the money for does exist in Carson High School and is being taught through one of the advance computer classes with borrowed equipment.  Ms. Towns questioned why it was being considered a new program.  

Ms. Peterson requested clarification on this program being new. When she read through the application it was her understanding that the technology center would become the shared facility with Western Nevada Community College.  

Ms. Towns stated that this program would be moved out of the high school and into the technology center, because of room restraints.  The technology center will be completed in March of 1998 and it will be open for students in 1999/2000.

Mr. Vaughn Higbee, Superintendent for Lincoln County School District, stated when they are talking about electrical upgrade it is not new.  Mr. Higbee had misunderstood and thought that this application was for 61.1 funding.  It is already in place, but it is so old they cannot add anymore computers in the schools.  He asked the Commission to look at it very closely, because they have a great need.  They had to wait five months for a contractor to come and look at the electrical.  Lincoln County has a problem with getting contractors to come out.  

Mr. Randy Robison referred to the minutes of April 1st, 1998; which invite the school districts to apply for funding from the “set aside” funds.  When they have talked about infrastructure it has always been about wiring.  In the Memorandum dated July 27, 1998, from the NDE it is further defined as special circumstances in schools within the district.  Based on that information and several conversations with the Commission the district submitted this bid after it had professional input that really stated what was needed.  Mr. Robison stated that without some major funding for an upgrade to the electrical system their project for 61.1 could not be completed. 

Mr. Denis stated that Nye County School District also had electrical upgrades in their application.  He suggested that Nye County School District would need to be looked at for electrical upgrades.  He stated that the Commission must be equal across the board, if it is taken out for one school district than it needs to be taken out of all school districts.  

Ms. Peterson suggested that the Commission prioritize the needs on a statewide basis and then make some decisions on the allocation of the special projects.  She also suggested that a sub-committee could prioritize for this funding.  

Ms. Doukas requested clarification for Eureka County School District’s request for curriculum software.  Mr. Porter stated that the software is an upgrade to an existing system that is outdated.  Ms. Doukas stated for clarification that Eureka County School District had an old 3.1 DOS integrated learning system by another manufacture and now would like another manufacture integrated learning system to run on the new system.  Mr. Porter requested the Commission not to take out the money for the new server, because he would purchase hard drives that would then be an upgrade and they would run the system.  

Ms. Doukas requested information from Clark County School District, Channel 10 KLVX and Channel 5 KNPB on the proposal for $769,526.  She commented that this request is over have the amount of the “set side” money and in her opinion it would have to be a statewide program for her to approve it.  She requested clarification that the program required four Teachers on Special Assignment (ToSA).  All four of these teachers will be from Clark County School District.  Jhone Ebert, Technology Coordinator for Secondary Education in Clark County, stated that these are full time positions for the year.  Ms. Doukas asked what was the budget salary for each of the teachers.  Terry Lizotte with Clark County stated an average ToSA with benefits would receive $61, 771 per year.  

Ms. Doukas stated for the record that she firmly believes that the ToSAs should be distributed across the state and she would have a hard time supporting this project unless they were.  She added that true statewide participation means teachers from different districts and ask them to put this project together.  

Tom Axtell, Channel 10, stated that when this project was first proposed last May the Commission was concerned about making this a statewide project.  The original vision of this project was to produce twenty-seven videos mostly from Clark County with the decisions made by people in Clark County to make the project available statewide.  Based on the criticism from the Commission in the last meeting Channel 10 restructured the project and now teachers from every school district in the state will be invited to make the decisions.  The Commission was also concerned that the production dollars would go to Channel 10.  Now an arrangement has been made with Channel 5 where there will be a true regional distribution of the production dollars.  

Ms. Doukas requested clarification regarding the people who are going to be involved from the other school districts: how many people from other school districts, how much would these people be paid, and what is the level of their involvement?  Mr. Axtell stated about $26,000 stipends, the travel and the meeting times, etc.  All school districts will be invited and have and equal roll in establishing the priorities.  There will be several meetings in the south and in the north.  

Ms. Doukas stated that the best way to get the best and most knowledgeable person is to divide those four people up in a way that you will have full time commitments from the north, in the rural area in addition to the Clark County.

Pat Miller, from Channel 5, stated that this project will be approached the same as other projects that Channel 5 does with Channel 10.  The two Channels have established communications that work very well.   In the pre-election series Channel 5 and Channel 10 have been working together, some will originate from Channel 5 and some will originate from Channel 10.  A viewer at home would not know the difference.  Ms. Miller stated Channel 5 is conformable working with Channel 10 on this project.  

Ms. Peterson requested clarification on salaries and benefits.  She asked Clark County School District if the ToSAs would continue on the salary schedule or are they going to be contracted professionals.  Mr. Lizotte replied that they would continue on the salary schedule.  Ms. Peterson stated that this funding could be used for substitute pay or extra duty pay, but not salaries and benefits. Mr. Sturm stated that this funding was intended for substitute pay or extra duty pay.  The other option is to contract for technical support.  

Mr. Axtell stated that he is sure that they can contract this work out, but he strongly believes there is a benefit to have people with a strong ground in education and curriculum framework for Nevada.  Ms. Peterson stated that this project is within the parameters of the 61.2 funding and does have a statewide impact.  She asked Clark County School District if they could give the Commission assurance that they would address the contractual issue and make sure the people who are engaged are not employees that are on salary.  Mr. Lizotte stated that they would certainly try to resolve this issue.  

Mr. Kinnaird stated that it is clear that 61.2 funding can not be used for salaries.  He would like a clear answer from Clark County School District before this project can be possibly be approved.  

Mr. Siegfried asked if the application from White Pine for the Library is an allowable request.  Mr. Kinnaird stated that it was an allowable under 61.2 funding.  

Mr. Denis requested clarification on Nye County wiring.  Ms. Huss stated that she had spoke with Christine Hill and the amount of $37,500 is strictly for technical services.  

8. PRESENTATIONS , UPDATE AND DISCUSSION OF THE NEVADA PRELIMINARY TECHNOLOGY PLAN:
Kathleen Barfield stated that there have been a number of changes to the preliminary technology plan.  There is one major recommendation based on a report that was done from outside consultants that work with WestEd.  

The consultants were specially asked to address the networking needs that are indicated in the draft plan, which are considerable in order to provide equitable access to every part of the state.  This is dedicated Internet access to every school site and class in the state.  There is no private network in Nevada to serve the needs of education.  The issue is whether the State should come forward and provide some major support to implement a statewide network to support these needs.  The report outlined three options:

· Continue to use the University, Community College System of Nevada (UCCSN) facility and resources;

· Develop a specific dedicated K-12 network; and

· Develop a new entity that would have responsibility for both     K-12 and higher educational needs

Developing a new entity is what the consultants recommended from their study.  This would mean that the statewide backbone that supports education would be stronger and focus on serving all of the educational needs for K-12 in an equitable manner across the state.  

Mr. Bill Schmidt is currently the Executive Director for the Florida Distance Learning Network and the Florida Information Resource Network was contacted by phone to participate in the Commission Meeting.  

Mr. Schmidt stated that Nevada is on target on the natural progress on how a state starts offering services.  He compared Nevada to Florida.  The Florida system is an out growth of the University System.  Other states are an out growth of their university systems utilizing their good efforts to provide services to K-12.  His biggest concern is that over the years, due to different reason the original mission is forgotten. Then the infrastructure tends to become focused as a University network and not a statewide infrastructure.  Bringing this under one group, separate from all others, then they are equal partners.  Ms. Barfield stated that it is important to continue to support the infrastructure that is there until something new is operational and in place.  Mr. Schmidt stated that separate organization would manage the state backbone.  The Nevada Net would still support higher education connecting to the backbone and still provide the same level of services that they are providing now.  The new group could begin to provide services for K-12.  This recommendation needs considerable time for thought and discussion.     



Ms. Peterson asked the Commission whom they would like to get input from on this recommendation.  The Commission requested Department of Informational Services and Kathleen Barfield stated UCCSN.  Christine Huss refeferred to a meeting that was going to be held on October 22, 1998 to discuss K-12 Internet access and she would make arrangements for these groups to participate.  Mr. Frank South suggested that the school districts be included in this meeting, because this would greatly impact their Internet services.   



Ms. Huss stated that a public input form for the Nevada State Technology Plan has been on the NDE’s web page for the past 60 days for the public to fill out.  Also, she will provide to each district a flyer and a public input form notifying the public that there is a state technology plan and that public comment is welcome.


Ms. Barfield stated there are some changes in the Nevada Technology Plan and recommended the Commission to look at them.  One of the changes is for students with disabilities and the second one concerns the youth training centers in Nevada.  The budget was modified to reflect the changes.

9. POSSIBLE ALLOCATION OF THE 20% SET ASIDE FUNDING FROM FY98 & FY99:
The Commission went through each schools district’s request for funding.

Mr. Gray made the motion to deny Carson City School District’s application for FY99 special funding for 61.2.  Mr. Denis seconded the motion.  

Ms. Kerschner stated that she would vote in favor of this motion and if there is money left over at the end of the 61.2 funding allocation process, the NDE and Legislative Council Bureau work with Carson City School District to see if this project is fundable under 61.2.  If it were a fundable project Ms. Kerschner  would encourage them to come back with the application. 

The motion to deny the application was passed unanimously. 

A motion was made by Mr. Denis to approve Churchill County School District’s request for $14,073 from 61.2 FY99 special funding.  

Mr. Siegfried seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.

A motion was made by Joan Kerschner to approve Clark County School District’s request for $153,698 from 61.2 FY99 special funding for secondary syllabi.  Ms. Doukas seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.

Clark County School District requested for $769,526 dollars for interactive training project amendment. 

Mr. Lizotte made an amendment to this proposal to change the teacher special assignment salaries and special assignment to a consultant for the purchase of professional services.  However, that would not change the amount of the request.  Mr. Denis requested a clarification if this was an allowable use.  Pepper Sturm was requested to clarify this question.  He stated that he would have to check with Jeanne Botts concerning this, but she did say that under the law school districts could use 61.2 funds for contractors to help school districts with wiring problems for example.  Mr. Sturm added that Ms Botts did not feel that this covered contract employees.  Mr. Lizotte stated that a lot of the work would be technical work with Channel 10 programs.

A motion was made by Mr. Gray to approve Clark County School District’s request of $769,526 from 61.2 FY99 special funding for the interactive training with the stipulation that the line item would be changed to contract consultants.  Mr. Siegfried seconded the motion.  

Ms. Doukas stated for the record that spending half of the 20 % special project money with additional requests from the same county on a project that doesn’t involve leadership from the north and the rural areas is not an acceptable proposal.

The motion passed 6 to 1; Member Leslie Doukas opposed

Clark County School District’s application was over the suggested amount of 61.2 FY99 funding by $71,673.  Joan Kerschner asked for clarification on what this money would be used for.  

Mr. Lizotte stated that amount of money is a portion of the professional development grant and they would be short in one school if this amount was not approved.  

A motion was made by Ms. Kerschner to approve Clark County School District’s request of $71,673 from 61.2 FY99 special funding. Mr. Gray seconded the motion.  

The motion passed 6 to 1; Member Leslie Doukas opposed.

Mr. Lizotte, representing Clark County School District, withdrew the proposal for $170,870.

A motion was made by Ms. Kerschner to approve Douglas County School District’s request of $64,428 from 61.2 FY99 special funding.  Mr. Denis seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

A motion was made by Mr. Denis to approve Eureka County School District’s request of $105,272 from 61.2 FY99 special funding.  Ms. Kerschner seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.  

Humboldt County School District request over the suggested amount of 61.2 FY99 funding by $2,650.  

A motion was made by Mr. Gray to approve Humboldt County School District’s request of $2650 from 61.2 FY99 special funding.  Mr. Siegfried seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.

A motion was made by Ms. Kerschner to approve Lander County School District’s request of $62,875 from 61.2 FY99 special funding.  Mr. Denis seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Mineral County School District was over the suggested amount of 61.2 FY99 funding by $1,088.

A motion was made by Mr. Denis to approve Mineral County School District’s request of $1088 from 61.2 FY99 special funding.  Mr. Siegfried seconded the motion.  The motion was approved unanimously.

A motion was made by Mr. Siegfried to approve Nye County School District’s request of $37,500 from 61.2 FY99 special funding.   Mr. Denis seconded the motion.  The motion was approved unanimously.

A motion was made by Ms. Kerschner to approve Storey County School District’s request of $83,950 from 61.2 FY99 special funding.  Mr. Denis seconded the motion.  The motion was approved unanimously. 

A motion was made by Ms. Kerschner to approve White Pine School District’s request of $148,200 from 61.2 FY99 special funding.  Mr. Denis seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.



After the approval of the above requests, $205,067 for 61.2 FY99 special funding remained unallocated.  

Ms. Kerschner commented that Carson City School District should resubmit their application, if their request of money was allowable.  

Mr. Shellinger from White Pine School District requested the Commission that their Nova Center be considered in the same category as Carson City School District for allowance, because they are both alternative education programs and the same question was raised on both. 

A motion was made by Mr. Siegfried to deny Lincoln County School District’s request for $255,000 from the 61.2 FY99 special funding.  Mr. Denis seconded the motion. 

Ms. Doukas encourage Lincoln County School District to go back and review at their 61.1 funds to see if some of the items could fall under the 61.2 funding.  Then come back with an application to apply for the remaining money of 61.2 FY99 special funds along with the other two possible applications (Carson City & White Pine).  Mr. Kinnaird agreed with Ms. Doukas.  

The motion passed unanimously.

10. DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE APPROVAL OF THE DISTRIBUTION PROCESS OF THE BALANCE OF 61.1 FUNDS ($35,392):

Mr. Kinnaird recommended that the balance of the 61.1 funding which is $35,392 to be allocated to Lincoln County School District to help with wiring.  

A motion was made by Ms. Kerschner to allocate the $35,392 to Lincoln County School District.  Mr. Siegfried seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 

11. DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE APPROVAL OF THE HARDWARE, SOFTWARE AND WIRING STANDARDS DOCUMENT:

There was some concern about the Library standards and they were worked out at the last meeting.  Mr. Gray stated that this is a living document and will be changed when needed.  

Mr. Siegfried stated that he had some concerns about the Hardware, Software and Wiring Standards document that includes verbiage a narrative about what the Commission will do and should do, and he was not sure complies with SB482.  His suggestion is the Commission consider eliminating the first two sections of the Hardware, Software and Wiring Standards document and start at the third section where it starts to talk about standards.   

Ms. Kerschner thanked the Committee for addressing the library issues and rewriting that section.  There is one thing that needs to be changed on page 19, where it says, “The State Standards which were acquired and developed by the Nevada State Library and Arts contained in the Nevada Revised Statutes…” instead of refering to NRS, it should say “Nevada Administrative Code Chapter 239.” Then on the following page where it stated Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) A, B, C, D, E, F, & G, it should state Nevada Administrative Code (NAC).   

The Commissioners discussed these issues on the standard document.  The Commission decided to send it back to the Sub-committee to re-work the narrative/background information and place it at the back of the document, but would accept it with the changes.

A motion was made by John Siegfried to accept the Hardware Software and Wiring Standards document with the amendment which

Ms. Kerschner proposed and the document beginning with section three on page 10.  Ms. Doukas seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.  

12. REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF THE FY99 COMMISSION MEETING SCHEDULE:
The next meeting will be on November 12, 1998 in conjunction with the Milken Family Foundation conference being held at the Silver Legacy in Reno.  

A motion was made by Mr. Denis to approve the schedule for the FY99 Commission meetings.  Mr. Gray seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.    

Mr. Doug Thunder stated the pre-liminary budget was incorporated in the NDEs’ budget account 2706 and it is decision unit E 226.  The Nevada State Board of Education in their meeting on the September 12, 1998, asked that the portion of the budget that pertains to school network be separated and in E233 in budget account 2706.

13. PUBLIC COMMENT:

Jhone Ebert and Christy Falba thanked the Commission for the technology funding and how the students and the teachers will benefit from the new technology.  

14. 
ADJOURNMENT:

The meeting was adjourned at 4:15 p.m.
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