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Minutes 
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COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT:  


November 8, 2004

Bob Bass, Member

David Flatt, Member 


Sara Jones, Member  


Jhone Ebert, Vice Chairperson 


Jeffrey Johnston, Member


Bart Mangino, Member 


Dori Jensen, Member


November 9, 2004


Bob Bass, Member

David Flatt, Member 


Sara Jones, Member  


Jhone Ebert, Vice Chairperson 


Bart Mangino, Member 


Dori Jensen, Member
COMMISSION MEMBERS ABSENT: 


November 8, 2004


Senator Mark Amodei, Chairperson
 


Assemblyman Chad Christensen, Member


Keith Rheault, Ex-Officio


Terry Savage, Ex-Officio 


November 9, 2004


Senator Mark Amodei, Chairperson
 


Assemblyman Chad Christensen, Member


Jeffrey Johnston, Member


Keith Rheault, Ex-Officio


Terry Savage, Ex-Officio 
NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION STAFF PRESENT: 


Frank South, Director, Technology & Innovative Programs 


Mark Knudson, Educational Technology Consultant 


Karen Stephens, Grants & Project Analyst


Jane Crawford, Administrative Assistant 


Sharon Hicks, Administrative Assistant

AUDIENCE IN ATTENDANCE: 


November 8, 2004


Ed Anderson, University & Community College System of Nevada
Jackie Kingston, Humboldt County School District

Duane Barton, Elko County School District

Jerry Atkins, Storey County School District


Essington Wade, Clark County School District


Jacque Ewing-Taylor, University of Nevada Reno

Pat Miller, KNPB Channel 5, Reno

Alisanne Maffei, Department of Information Technology


Joe Elcano, Washoe County School District

Carol Stonefield, Legislative Counsel Bureau

Ji Wang, Douglas County School District

Janice Towns, Carson City School District


Allison Powell, Clark County School District


Lee Solonche, KLVX Channel 10, Las Vegas

November 9, 2004


Ron Beck, Carson City School District


Ed Anderson, University & Community College System of Nevada
Jackie Kingston, Humboldt County School District


Duane Barton, Elko County School District


Jerry Atkins, Storey County School District


Essington Wade, Clark County School District


Jacque Ewing-Taylor, University of Nevada Reno


Pat Miller, KNPB Channel 5, Reno

Alisanne Maffei, Department of Information Technology


Joe Elcano, Washoe County School District


Carol Stonefield, Legislative Counsel Bureau


Ji Wang, Douglas County School District


Janice Towns, Carson City School District


Allison Powell, Clark County School District


Lee Solonche, KLVX Channel 10, Las Vegas


Kirk Turner, Washoe County School District


Jose Delfinn, Clark County School District

CALL TO ORDER 

Vice Chairperson Jhone Ebert called the meeting of the Commission on Educational Technology to order in the Board Room of the Nevada State Library and Archives, Carson City, Nevada at 10:35 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 Jensen.

3.
Approval of the Previous Meeting Minutes: (Location Tape 1: 0062) 

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

4 & 5.
Legislative Update:  Report on Nevada State Educational Technology Plan, Discussion and Possible Approval of Revised Plan and State Board of Education Budget: Prioritize funding for Educational Technology for approximately $9,950,000 in the Board’s budget:  (Location Tape 1:  0076)
Vice Chairwoman Jhone Ebert stated that item four and five on the Agenda would be discussed together.  These two items are linked because the amount of money that is available drives the planning.   

The audience and the Nevada Department of Education introduce themselves.  In this meeting the audience and the Commission on Educational Technology (CET) will break into discussion groups to gather strategies, information and needs from the audience and the CET.

Mr. Mark Knudson showed a video that Dr. Kim Vidoni completed for her dissertation at the University of Nevada Reno.  The video highlighted results of a study that examined information technology differences between rural and frontier Nevada Schools.  The video stated that resent studies indicated that rural schools tend to be better technologically equipped than urban schools.
Mr. Knudson stated that the State Technology Plan is a planning process that is continuous and that the State Technology Plan is simply that, a plan.  The goal is to have a three year plan in place like other states do.  In this two day meeting the CET will work to establish funding recommendation for the Nevada State Board of Education and the Legislative Committee on Education; final revisions to the Technology Plan; and one shot funding verses recurring funding.  

Mr. Knudson reviewed the two-day meeting agenda with the CET and audience.  Explaining that on both days he will hand out surveys to get everyone’s opinion before the discussion starts, during the discussion and at the end of the discussion.  Also, the entire group will break out into the discussion groups.  These breakout groups will consist of the CET, Nevada School Districts and the audience.  

Mr. Knudson stated historically on the USDOE website if a person was searching for programs that showed scientifically base research on the effect of integrating technology in the classroom on student achievement they would find eMints.  eMints was stated by Missouri in 2000 and is implemented currently by Utah.  Mr. Knudson recommended running a similar program like eMints.  Clark County has been doing this for some time and the program is referred to as the Model Classroom.  A video was shown on eMints.  The key to eMints is that they plan an evaluation prior to developing a program. There is eMints National Center which is eMints.org.  A fact sheet about eMints was provided to the CET and the audience (attachment A).  
Mr. Knudson stated that the revision process of the Technology Plan has had two Technology Plan review committee meeting which included CET members, Nevada School Districts, University Public Access Television both from Northern Nevada and Southern Nevada, WestEd and the Nevada Department of Education (NDE).  The Nevada Technology Plan was developed in 1998 and a Standards and Wiring document was done that same year.  The original Senate Bill (SB) that provided the money for technology in the schools was SB482 and the amount of money allocated was 36 million dollars.  In 2001 a revision of the Technology plan was done.  In the main body of the plan thing were included that would stay fairly static such as the Mission Statement and Goals.  Then a set of appendices were develop for the Technology Plan for items that would change.  The CET instructed the NDE to develop a budget that would consist of what the schools of Nevada needed for technology.  The budget was developed by Mr. Knudson and Ms. Jhone Ebert.  The budget amount that was submitted to the Governor’s Office was 108 million dollars.  That year the CET was allocated 10 million to be distributed to the school districts over the biennium.  Unfortunately the 10 million that was allocated that year was frozen but the following year the CET was allocated the 10 million to be 
distributed.  The duration of the meeting discussion needs to take place to find a way to combined resources to do an evaluation plan, work on implementation strategies and get some meaningful results at the end of the funding period.  Phase II is the piece that has mainly been applied.  This consists of Infrastructure that includes hardware and connectivity.  A small amount of State Funding has been spent on Content which is part of Phase II.  The Research Database that the Nevada State Library and Achieves has provided to the students of Nevada is an example of funding that has been spent on the Content part of Phase II.  No State funding has been used for Professional Development.  A large amount of funding has been spent on Technical Support such as contracts, services, groups to go to school districts to provide technical support, and purchase hardware to provide technical support.  Because of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), the revision of the Technology Plan is needed to develop new funding strategies.  A primary goal of the Technology Plan is to improve student academic achievement through the use of technology in elementary schools and secondary schools.  A sub-goal of the plan is that students of Nevada be technologically literate by the end of the eighth grade.  Also, the NCLB requires that a description of how the State educational agency will ensure ongoing integration of technology into school curricula and instructional strategies in all schools in the State, so that technology will be fully integrated into the curricula and instruction of the schools by December 31, 2006.  
Mr. Knudson stated when the discussion in the breakout groups begin, keep in mind that when prioritizing the funding, it needs to be designed for all students which includes diverse learners.  The student to classroom instructional computers ratio is 11:1 but the percentage of 4th graders who use a school computer at least once or twice a week is 34%.  Energy needs to be pushed towards classroom use.  A document was provided that showed Technology Counts Data in Nevada (attachment B).  
Mr. Knudson distributed a survey on prioritizing educational technology funding and instructed the CET and audience complete the survey, allocating the funding over fiscal years 2006 and 2007.  When prioritizing the funding over the two fiscal years the dollar amount could not exceed 10 million dollars (attachment C).
Mr. Knudson compiled the results of the survey and reviewed the results with the CET.  The survey showed that Technology Infrastructure was 32% or 2 million dollars; high quality content materials was 20% or 1.21 million; Professional Development was 17% or 1.04 million dollars; Just-in-time Technical Support was 11% or .66 million dollars; Pilot Projects was 12% or .73 million dollars; and Evaluation was 8% or .47 million dollars.  

Commissioner Jeffery Johnston stated until now the line share of this Commission has gone to infrastructure.  He asked if the infrastructure drops to 32%, how reliant is the school districts on the funding that is allocated to them through this CET.  Mr. Joe Elcano, Washoe County School District, stated that the infrastructure includes the hardware piece and the computers in the classrooms that are seven years old which is a critical point for Washoe County School District.  Mr. Duane Barton, Elko County School District, stated that Elko County relies on that funding for replacement of obsolete 
computer and equipment.  Ms. Jackie Kingston, Humboldt County School District, stated that she concurs with Mr. Barton and that they do rely on State funding to replace and upgrade computers and equipment.  Ms. Janice Towns, Carson City School District, stated that they also rely on State funding for infrastructure but they have no funding to purchase software or bandwidth.  Jerry Atkins, Storey County School District, stated that he concurs with the other school districts and that there computers have been upgraded but, they are old and need to be replaced.  
Mr. Knudson stated that in FY98-99 36 million dollars was allocated to the school districts; 4.2 million dollars was allocated in FY00 -01; 10 million dollars was allocated in FY02-0 3. This funding was frozen due to the tax base that was lost from September 11, 2001; and 10 million dollars was allocated in FY04-05.  Federal funding was available through Technology Literacy Challenge Fund (TLCF) and now it is available through NCLB Act.  The Federal funding that is allocated is 6 million over the biennium.  
Mr. Knudson stated that E-rate is not a grant program.  The E-rate program pays for telecommunication services in the school districts.  A fee is collected from individuals that utilize the phone system and it appears on individual phone bills.  This money is used to reimburse companies that have given discounted services to school districts.  The school districts apply for the E-rate money.  

Mr. Knudson reviewed the $108,000,000 budget that was submitted on behalf of the CET to the Governor in January, 2001.  This budget was not approved and was reduced to $10,000,000.  For FY05 and FY06 there is a place holder in the Nevada State Board of Education’s budget.  The amount that is in that budget is 9.95 million dollars.  This is the first time that the CET’s budget has had a placeholder in the State Board’s budget.  One Shot funding has been utilized for funding for the past eight years.  
Mr. Knudson reviewed the available funding for technology.  The State funding is 9.95 million dollars. No Child Left Behind funding is 3 million and 25% of the 3 million is federally mandated for Professional Development.  Only half of the School Districts in Nevada are eligible for the competitive funding and the competitive funding is based on census numbers.  The formula funding is based on free and reduced lunch and Title One.  Nevada has formed enough consortiums so that every school district in Nevada is receiving some benefit from the competitive funding.  As long as one member of the consortium is eligible then all of the school districts in that consortium are eligible. In June the competitive part of the NCLB funding can be redesigned.  The E-rate funding will be between four and five million dollars for Nevada.  

The funding categories will be Statewide Technology Infrastructure; High-quality Content Material; Professional Development Program; Timely Technical Support; Pilot Projects; and Evaluation.  
Mr. Knudson requested when the CET went into the breakout groups that they consider these items in the funding categories:

Technology Infrastructure:

· Instructional computers
· Level 1= One computer in every class

· Level 2= 5:1 Student to computer ratio

· Level 3= 3:1 Student to computer ratio

· Networks

· Maintenance contracts

· Repair, replacement or upgrade

eMints Required Technology:

· Teacher laptop & workstation

· SMART Board & projector
· Scanner, printer & digital camera

· One Internet-connected computer for every two students

· Software limited to Microsoft Office and concept mapping tools

· Minimum connectivity to the school: T-1 line

High-Quality Content Material:

· Library/research software

· Instructional software

· Distance learning

· Web resources

· Parent resources

Professional Development:

· Leadership training

· Technology integration

· Computer skills

· Tech support

Timely Technical Support

· Technicians

· Contracting services

· Hardware and software

Pilot Projects:

· Demonstrate best practices

· eMints (Missouri & Utah)

· Scientifically based research

Evaluation:

· Student achievement

· Teacher proficiency

Also, Mr. Knudson requested the CET to decide on how to prioritize the funding but the funding needs to be tied to an evaluation plan first and must happen before moving on to implementation.  
Mr. Knudson’s recommendations to the CET are:

· Formalize the recommendation to the Nevada State Board and Legislative Committee on Education

· Hire professional evaluator

· Fund eMints-style Pilot Project

· Prioritize state funding by category

· Allocations to districts based on needs assessment

· Allocations must be tied to School and District Improvement Plans

Commissioner Johnston stated is his perception of what the CET is about accurate, in the sense that when the initial infusion of funding was provided to all the districts, was it because the State recognized that to implement an aggressive technology policy and provide computers for all the classrooms would cost school districts more money than they could afford.  Once the equipment was in place the funding was scaled back. How long will the CET provide funding for the hardware piece or should the CET start weaning the school districts away from expecting the money for hardware from the CET.  When will the Legislature say that they have the equipment, now the CET should be focused on how the students will use the equipment provided.  The Legislature may not continue to provide funding for the school districts to purchase hardware. The Legislature may make that a district responsibility to have a replacement plan for equipment.  His other concern is if the districts don’t have the funding available for the hardware and to keep it up to date then the rest of the plan doesn’t mean anything.   
Commissioner Mangino stated that this question was also one of his concerns and that perhaps the CET should take a look at demonstrating achievement that already exists in the State.  Demonstrating achievement will underscore the value of technology.

Mr. Barton stated that the districts did not have the money to start with and so the funding must come from the State in one form or another.  If the State wants technology in the classrooms then it has to be funded by the State.
Vice Chairwoman Ebert stated that the Legislature did recognize in 1997 that there was not any funding for technology and first one shot funding was to seed the technology program.  Maintaining is another question and she hopes that a Budget Draft Request (BDR) will provide for more one shot funding to provide for the infrastructure.  The CET needs to make sure that the funding does show in the projects student achievement aligned with NCLB.  
The CET and the members of the audience will split into four subgroups, each group will chose a scribe and a spokesperson, each group will report back to the CET, tomorrow the groups will jigsaw and the final recommendations will be made to the CET.

The four subgroups and participants are:

High-Quality Content & Evaluation:

	Janice Towns
	Sara Jones

	Allison Powell
	Lee Solonche

	Essington Washington
	Dori Jensen

	Jhone Ebert
	


Timely Technical Support:

	David Flatt
	Jerry Atkins

	Duane Barton
	Bob Base


Technology Infrastructure:
	Jackie Kingston
	Ji Wang

	Allison Maffie
	Joe Elcano

	Ed Anderson
	


Professional Development:

	Bart Mangino
	Ron Beck

	Jeffery Johnston
	Jacque Ewing-Taylor


Mr. Knudson instructed the groups to decide where the funding should be spent and how much of the funding should be spent on that particular break out group.  Also, he requested the groups to make a note of anything that needs to be changed in the Technology Plan.  
Vice Chairwoman Ebert stated that she would report on the discussion that the High-Quality Content & Evaluation group had.  The most important issue for this group was student achievement.  What is needed is to provide resources for the teachers and students to be able to achieve.  Items that were discussed were tools, delivering high quality content materials, specific curriculum for high quality content material, technical support, professional development marketing curriculum experts and an evaluation piece.  The tools that were agreed upon in this group were WebCT, Centra (synchronous tool), Library Databases, United Streaming and tools to help with math proficiency which could be Virtual High School.  The support for the tools was technical support, Professional Development and marketing curriculum using the community, the Legislature and curriculum experts.  The prioritizing for the funding was: WebCT $40,000; Centra $500,000 plus 18% for maintenance every year after that; Library Database $500,000; United Streaming $120,000; Math Proficiency $350,000; and Virtual High School, 6000 semester courses at $2,400,000. Support for the tools was $1,200,000 which includes technical support, professional development and marketing.  All of these figures were on an annual basis.  For the evaluation piece it would be $200,000 annually.  
Commissioner Johnston reported on the discussion that the Professional Development group had.  He stated that the whole goal of this group was the integration of technology 
into the curriculum and achievement through a strong professional development program.  To have an impact on student achievement it needs to start as young as kindergarten through third grade.  All technology training needs to stress these items; technology needs to be easy if teachers are expected to embrace it; instructional strategies need to be addressed in technology; ongoing support for evaluation and accountability for any technology training that is done; School and district leadership must have an active and supportive role in the technology training and a vision of what the training should be; Technology training should happen at the administrative level; Teachers need to see that there is an inherent value that will affect their classroom in a positive way; and technology needs to be a part of every school’s improvement plan.  The political leadership needs to be trained to understand how technology ties into student achievement.  Also, the realization that technology goes beyond just using computers in the classroom and an idea need to be developed for a system for best practices and best results to be demonstrated to teachers.  A creative approach needs to be taken with professional development because teachers are at different levels in technology literacy.  Onsite support needs to be in the schools and one size does not fit all in professional development.  The prioritizing for the funding equaled out to be 16% of the total budget. 
Mr. Elcano reported on the discussion that the Technology Infrastructure group had.  An item that this group discussed was the possibility of moving maintenance from the state level to the district level but it can’t happen all at once.  A significant amount of money needs to be in this category because school districts have relied on State funding to keep hardware up to date.  The idea is for some kind of matching proposals from the counties to show that they are investing in technology infrastructure.  A sliding scale could be used so that over the next two or three biennium’s the funding would disappear and be used for quality content and professional development.  The prioritizing of the funding was 75% for hardware and infrastructure with the idea that in two years it would decrease to 50%.  This would allow for more funding for quality content and professional development.  Mr. Anderson added to match money on a needs basis.
Commissioner Bass reported on the discussion that Timely Technical Support group had.  He stated that the focus of this group was the problem that many of the computers are very old and that anything older that four years old tends to cause a lot of problems.  It causes the IT persons to be overwhelmed on what needs to be taken care of.  The group discussed four year leasing program and reviewing lease verses buy.  To prevent having to have more IT support the idea was to switch out the hardware on a four year basis.  This would allow students and teachers to use newer technology and newer programs.  They looked at a two year lease program verses a four year program.  A two year lease would be $71,600,000 per year for five students to one computer and $35,800,000 per year for ten students to one computer.  A four year lease would be $35,800,000 per year for five students to one computer and $17,900,000 per year for ten students to one computer.  In a lease contract if something happens to a computer it is exchanged for another computer which would reduce tech support time.  If a lease program was done on a statewide contract then everyone could take advantage of the program.  The end results would be a better product for the students and teachers. 
Mr. Frank South stated that the problem the State has with leasing is the state runs on a biennial system and the state will not assign funding beyond the biennium.  

Commissioner Jones stated that if the PC was moved to operating expense instead of capitol expense it would be easier to get over the finding hurdle.  Also, she stated that this would be a good pilot project to have a small district do a lease program to see if it satisfies the IT issue and the hardware issue.  
Mr. South suggested that the CET bring the issue of leasing hardware to the Legislative Committee on Education and request the Legislative Committee on Education to bring it to the Legislature.  

The Commission on Educational Technology recessed until 8:00 a.m., Tuesday, November 9, 2004.

The Commission on Educational Technology resumed at 8:10 a.m., Tuesday, November 9, 2004.  
Roll Call:  (Location tape 2: 0016)

Members who were present and absent are listed above. 

Mr. Knudson reviewed the agenda and what took place the previous day of the CET meeting.  

Mr. Knudson distributed the same survey on prioritizing educational technology funding from the previous day and instructed the CET and audience to complete the survey. This would be allocating the funding over fiscal years 2006 and 2007.  The funding over the two fiscal years could not exceed 10 million dollars (attachment C).

Mr. Knudson instructed the subgroups to attach a dollar amount or a percentage of the educational technology funding to the items that would be discussed in the groups.  Also, he reminded them about a model classroom that would lease computers and use the model classroom as a pilot program and should this be tied to school improvement plans.  
The original four subgroups merged into two subgroups.  The groups that merged were Timely Technical Support and Technology Infrastructure; and High-Quality Content & Evaluation and Professional Development.  
Commissioner Jones reported on the discussion of the High-Quality Content and Evaluation and Professional Development subgroup.  The prioritizing for the funding was as follows: $225,000 for each fiscal year (2006 and 2007) for Evaluation; $475,000 for each fiscal year (2006 and 2007) for the Library Database; $350,000 for each fiscal year (2006 and 2007) for Math Proficiency; $480,000 for each fiscal year (2006 and 2007) for Virtual High School pilot project; $223.000 for each fiscal year (2006 and 2007) for 
Distance Learning and Production; $120,000 for each fiscal year (2006 and 2007) for Video Streaming; and $627,000 for each fiscal year (2006 and 2007) for Professional Development.  Also, the group discussed a Budget Draft Request (BDR) for One Shot monies for 5.5 million dollars for the State Virtual High School project.  
Commissioner Flatt reported on the discussion of the Timely Technical Support and Technology Infrastructure subgroup.  The prioritizing for the funding was as follow:  75% for Infrastructure/hardware; and 25% for Timely Technical Support.  Also, the group discussed a BDR for a pilot project to study leasing computers verses purchasing computers.  Commissioner Bass stated that there was a debate to have an entire school district that is small with a large enough population to do a solid study that will show which is better to lease computers or purchase computers.  More research needs to be done on the issue of leasing computers verses purchasing computers before an amount of money can be place with a BDR.  
Commissioner Jones stated for the record that she as an individual commissioner feels that the CET needs to move forward from the old model which was the majority of the funding went to Infrastructure and the remaining lesser amount for Professional Development and High-Quality Content.  If this model continues than the CET doesn’t have much purpose because a full time employees count and student count can be done and the funding distributed according to the count. Then the CET could dissolve.  But if the purpose is what will affect the students in the classroom than the CET needs to move away from the old model and shift more towards Professional Development and Content.  Also, she stated that there are some alternatives for purchasing PCs but, she does understand it is hard for the School Districts.  Commissioner Jones would like to see a fifty, fifty percentage for Infrastructure and Professional Development/Content.  
Commissioner Flatt stated if this is the direction that the CET needs to go than the percentages in the Technical Support and Infrastructure could change to fifty, fifty.  
Commissioner Bass stated that in the subgroups the School District representatives voiced that they have new programs to run but can’t because of their existing infrastructure.  So, that is how the percentages came to because of the need.

Vice Chairwoman Ebert clarified that the five and five was just a guide.  

Commissioner Mangino stated that what needs to come out of this is how technology is addressing student achievement needs.  CET doesn’t want to lose the concept of NCLB and the State Standards.  What is being done here must have an impact on student achievement.  When does the CET stop giving the impression that the CET is supplementing districts decisions to wait for funding for infrastructure instead of building it as part of their day to day expenditures?  He added he meant no disrespect to any school district or entities.  It is not just the hardware or software that will make a difference, what will make the difference is the interaction between the teachers and the students concerning technology.  What needs to be investigated is where the CET is 
going to get the most impact on student achievement.  Will student achievement be impacted the most with Infrastructure or with Professional Development?  
Commissioner Jensen stated that she agrees with Commissioner Mangino that the CET needs to invest in student achievement. 

Commissioner Jones made a motion that the CET prioritize funding for Educational Technology for approximately $9,950,000 in the State Board’s budget at the rate of 48% for Technical Support/Infrastructure and 52% for Professional Development and High Content Material.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Mangino. The motion was passed unanimously.
Vice Chairwoman Ebert directed staff to get more input from school districts as well as more input from the CET and bring the Technology Plan back for review at the next CET meeting.
6.
Set next meeting date: (Location Tape 2: 2530) 

Vice Chairwoman Ebert stated that the next meeting of the CET will be held on January 12, 2005.  One of the agenda items will be a report on funding allocated to the school districts and how much of the funding has been spent.  
Mr. Knudson stated that he had the current figures on the funding and the report was distributed to the commission members.  Mr. Knudson will have a report for the next CET meeting that will show the funding expenditures of the school districts and the carry over of funding.  
7.
Comments from Commissioners:  (Location Tape 2:  2899)
Vice Chairwoman Ebert thanked the Commissioners and the school district representative for donating their time, attending the meeting and their comments regarding the matters at hand.  
8.
Public Comments:  (Location Tape 2:  2942)
Ms. Miller, KNPB Channel Five, stated that the Nevada Education Technology Leadership Conference and the Symposium for Leadership will be held on January 27 & 28, 2005 and the Statewide Conference for Technology will be held on March 5 & 6, 2005.  
9.
Adjournment:  (Location Tape 2:  3042)
Commissioner Jensen moved to adjourn the meeting at 12:08 P.M., seconded by Commissioner Bass.  The motion passed unanimously. 








Respectfully Submitted: 








___________________________








Douglas C. Thunder








Deputy Superintendent








Administrative and Fiscal Services








____________________________
 








Jhone Ebert, Vice Chairwoman








The Commission on Educational 








Technology

Recorded by: 

_______________________

Jane M. Crawford 

