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		Al Bellister, Nevada State Education Association
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	December 18, 1997





		Christine Huss, BDM


		Joyce Hicks, BDM


		Charlotte Farr, UNLV/UCCSN


		Jhone Ebert, Clark County School District


		Al Bellister, Nevada State Education Association


		Lee Solonche, KLVX
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1.	CALL TO ORDER





		The meeting of the Commission for Educational Technology was called to order at 9:30 a.m. by Chairperson Michael Kinnaird at the Department of Education Conference Room in Las Vegas, Nevada.








2.	ROLL CALL





		Members present and absent are listed above.





3.	APPROVAL OF AGENDA





	Member Dario Herrera moved to approve the agenda and Member Fred Dugger seconded it.  The motion passed unanimously.





 	APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF NOVEMBER 13 & 14, 1997 MEETING





	Member Leslie Doukas moved to approve the minutes of the November 13 & 14, 1997, meeting and Member Fred Dugger seconded it.  The motion passed unanimously.  





5.	REPORT OF THE SUB-COMMITTEE ON TECHNOLOGY STANDARDS, GARY GRAY, CHAIRPERSON





  	Gary Gray gave an update on the progress of the Sub-Committee on Technology Standards to the Commissioners.  The Department of Education sent out letters to all of the School Districts in Nevada.  This letter notified them that the Commission would be looking for standards.  A Sub-Committee meeting was held on December 10, 1997, at KNPB/Channel 5 in Reno.  Nevada is a unique state.  It has small school districts, large school districts and school districts that have rural and urban needs.  All of the school districts have needs that need to be addressed by the Sub-Committee.  In the morning on December 10, 1997, a discussion of standards was held.  In the afternoon the group broke up into three groups that came up with ideas and recommendations.  The Sub-Committee will meet again and come up with a draft that will be sent to the school districts for approval.  If an approval is attained then the standards will be brought to the Commission for review and approval.  The hope is that the draft  will be ready in January.  Gary Gray asked that John Snyder to the Sub-Committee stating that John’s expertise would be a value to the committee.  Fred Dugger stated that the meeting was a productive one.  The standards that might be established are compressed video, broadcast video and computer standards.  The Sub-Committee wants to address the standards that are going to be the most important in the planning stages.  Gary Gray stated that the basic concerns are that the State Department can transmit student records easily between all school districts, E-mail will be available and that there is collaboration.  


	


Mr. Paul Gowin wants to make sure that technology will be accessible to special needs' students.    He wants special needs' students to be considered in the planning stages of the standards.  Gary Gray assured Mr. Gowin  that special needs' students will be considered and Gary Gray will work with him on this matter.  





       PRESENTATION BY ELKO COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT ON HOW A MEDIUM SIZED, RURAL, DIVERSE SCHOOL DISTRICT IS ADDRESSING EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY—BILL McLEOD





		Bill McLeod gave an update to the Commission on the efforts of Elko County School District to develop data for implementation technology.  Elko has the lowest end of phone lines and T-one lines.  The costs of these lines vary from $186.25 to $1,095.07.  Elko is seeking ways to make sure that equity is meet with these cost variations. 


  


		Mr. McLeod provided the Commission with the Nevada District Technology Survey 1997-98, Elko County School District Technology Equipment Survey January 1997 and Elko County School District School Site Technology Survey Infrastructure January 1997.  The mines have donated money to Elko County School District to help get computer labs going in the schools.  They are trying to determine the fiscal amount it will take to bring the low end schools up to the higher end schools. 


 


		Elko County School District is currently operating on a technology plan that was developed in 1993 and this plan will take them up to the year 1999.  This year Elko is revising, reviewing and updated that plan.  They provided a draft plan to the Commission.  Mr. McLeod stressed that this is a draft plan and stills needs work.  





Mr. McLeod stated that one of the biggest challenges is in the area of curriculum and how to integrate teaching to student's achievement with the technology available.  The teachers are what will make this happen.  It will be an ongoing process and the teachers need to be given the training.  An entire school district staff need training in technology programs.  Infrastructure is another challenge in some of the schools they have one electrical outlet.    Funding will have to come from multiple sources and it will not get all done with the $27.5 million dollars.  





Dario Herrera stated that everybody on the Commission agrees that making funding available to train teachers is an important task.  Dario asked Mr. McLeod what they were doing to help teachers achieve training.  Mr. McLeod stated that they have formed user groups and have a contact person in each building.  They have hired people to train the trainer and then take it back to the schools.  Elko is working on a systematic well plan approach that all teachers will have access to. To get the teacher to attend training in technology Elko uses the incentive approach.  Gary Gray requested Elko County School District to share the plan in assessment with others when it is completed.





7.	REQUEST OF LINCOLN COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT FOR PLANNING FUNDING FOR C. O. BASTIAN HIGH SCHOOL IN CALIENTE





Vaughn Higbee (Superintendent of Lincoln County), Mr. Bleak (Principal of C.O. Bastian) and Mr. Porter (State Administrator for C.O. Bastian) came up to address the Commission on funding for C.O. Bastian High School.    When Mr. Higbee requested funding the first time, he requested $25,000.00 which included C.O. Bastian High School because they are included in Lincoln County School District’s comprehensive plan.  They were awarded $10,000.00 for planning but, in order to do planning for both C.O. Bastian High School and Lincoln County School District they will need a minimum of $20,000.00.  Lincoln County is requesting $10.000.00 additional dollars so that they can create an integrated program between the two schools.   Mr. Porter stated that the money is needed to do a really good site survey.  Senator O’Donnell requested Lincoln County School District to explain what technology exists at C.O. Bastian High School at the present time.  They have a majority of 286 and 386 computers in the classroom, one computer lab that has ten stations and a few Pentium in the administrative offices.  Senator O’Donnell wanted to know how C.O. Bastian High School compares to the other schools in Lincoln County.  C.O. Bastian High School is at the bottom.  This High School has been focusing on work skills but, they know now that technology will help these students when they are released to go back to society.  The population is approximately 165 students and whatever ever Lincoln County receives per student so does C.O. Bastian High School.  





Pepper Sturm stated the Jeanne Botts and he have discussed this issue.  Their reading of the bill is the two schools in question do have access to the section one funds but, would have to go with a district as part of a technology plan to access planning funds.  Senator McGinness and Senator Rawson wanted Mr. Sturm to express their support for these two institutions going through their respective school districts to access the technology dollars.  Moises Denis commented that Lincoln County had a relationship with C.O. Bastian but, that Elko County School District did not have a relationship with the Elko facility (Nevada Youth Training Center; or Independence High School).  Michael Kinnaird suggested that perhaps the Commission could request the Superintendent of Elko County to entertain the idea with Nevada Youth Training Center to pull them in so that they may receive some funding.  Michael Kinnaird wants to make sure that there is equity in distributing the funding.  Pepper Sturm reminded the Commission that the planning money has to be contractual services under the section two of the bill.  Marlene Lockard suggested that  it could be the placed in the contract to be the contractor’s responsibility to look at the Elko facility to make sure it is compatible.





During a short break Elko County School District was contacted and agreed to be Independence High School’s financial agent.  They also will facilitater their technology planning. 





Dario Herrera made a motion to allocate the $10, 000.00 planning money to C.O. Bastian to be filtered through the Lincoln County School District without affecting the cap or the allocation for the School District itself.  Moises Denis second the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.





8.	UPDATE OF THE TIMELINES-GANTT CHART REVIEW





Doug Thunder reviewed the Gantt Chart with the Commission.  The first sheet consisted of a summary of the major tasks before the Commission with the start times and the finish times.  The next pages of the Gantt Chart are broken down into sub-tasks with meeting dates and deadlines.  The Gantt Chart is a fluid document and will continue to be updated.  Fred Dugger suggested that an update report be given to Legislative Committee on Education by the Chairperson.  Michael Kinnaird thanked Doug Thunder on a job well done with the Gantt Chart.  





     PUBLIC COMMENT





Paul Gowin asked the Commission and School Districts to look at the issues of accessibility for special needs students when they are doing the technology planning.





    REVIEW OF THE PROPOSALS SUBMITTED PURSUANT TO THE REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS FOR THE PREPARATION OF THE NEVADA COMPREHENSIVE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN





Chairperson Michael Kinnaird opened the discussion among the Commissioners on review of the proposals.  They were given a proposed rating sheet.  A weight score with a goal of a total point allocation for each proposal was used.  





Michael Kinnaird asked if there were any vendors in the audience to please introduce themselves.  There were three� vendors in the audience.  Mary Peterson stated that the Commission did not request vendors to be present but, if there are questions on these particular proposals only clarification questions should be asked.  





Doug Thunder explained the process of the opening of the proposal on December 12, 1997.  There were nine proposals all were accepted for the Commissioners’ to review.  





Michael Kinnaird suggested on item four that references should also be included.  He felt references are important in proposals. Mary Peterson suggested the references that were available be put on the table with the complete proposals for the Commissioners’ review. 





Leslie Doukas wanted to know what was intended on the item of  pricing, did it mean the budget or the over all pricing of the proposal.  Fred Dugger commented on his presentation to the Legislative Committee on Education.  The Legislative Committee did approve the amount of $155,000.00 but, would have preferred the results of the RFP issuance.  Marlene Lockard commented that perhaps the Commission might want to consider the proposals on their merit and then address the cost issue.  Michael Kinnaird agreed with Ms. Lockard and also stated that if they found a vendor they liked perhaps they could negotiate on the cost.  Senator O’Donnell stated the Commission needs to look at the proposals in their entirety.  Fred Dugger stated that the process needs to move on and the Commissioner’s agreed.  





Doug Thunder started the process of the review of the proposals.  Mr. Thunder gave instruction on the rating sheet.  Dario Herrera commented that if there was a time limited set today for reviewing the proposals that the proposals may be short changed.  He also stated that the selection of the Contractor was not agendized until tomorrow.  His suggestion was to review the proposals after the meeting was recessed so that the audience would not have to sit and watch them read.  Moises Denis agreed with Dario Herrera.  A decision was made to review the proposals of the three vendors that were in the audience.  The three vendors were BDM (Clifford Kramer), Reno/KNPB (Pat Miller) and Computer Curriculum Corporation (Jim Dougherty).  Some questions were asked only for clarification purposes.





 	RECESS





Michael Kinnaird requested a motion to recess the meeting for December 17, 1997, and reconvene December 18, 1997, at 8:30 a.m. 


 


A motion was made to recess and a second followed.  Motion was passed unanimously.                  	  	      





   


DECEMBER 18, 1997





 	CALL TO ORDER





The meeting of the Commission for Educational Technology was called to order at 8:30 a.m. by Chairperson Michael Kinnaird at the Department of Education Conference Room in Las Vegas, Nevada. 





     DISCUSSION OF UNIVERSAL SERVICE, AND POSSIBLE WRITING OF STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION BY SCHOOL DISTRICTS, LIBRARIES, AND YOUTH CENTERS





Joan Kerschner reviewed the progress on universal service.  There is a developing major political backlash going on with the MCI and some other phone companies.  These phone companies decided that they were going to make a line item on people’s phone bills for universal service.  The result of these would be people would not be able to afford it and not want libraries and schools to be apart of the universal services.  The libraries and school districts oppose this item because universal services cover a lot of items on a phone bill.  If they were to pull it out as a line item it would appear that libraries and schools were the entire reason for the increase for universal services.  The FCC decided to only release six months of the money perhaps to stall the phone companies’ action.  Only releasing six months of the money will help keep the increase low and the phone companies may decide to pull the line item out.  On the part of the FCC there is a commitment to make it happen.  The long term commitment is and will be continually challenged.  





A motion was made by Dario Herrera to send a statement out of support to Nevada School Districts to encourage them to apply for Universal Services.  Moises Denis second the motion.  Motion was passed unanimously.





     REVIEW AND POSSIBLE APPROVAL OF THE APPLICATION FOR SCHOOL DISTRICTS FOR TECHNOLOGY FUNDING PROVIDED IN THE NEVADA EDUCATION REFORM ACT OF 1997 (SENATE BILL 482)





Michael Kinnaird led the discussion of the application for funding.  Fred Dugger commented that these funds are implementation fund in both sub-                section one and/or sub-section two and these funds are one-shot in both cases.  Fred Dugger’s suggestion is to change operations and maintenance to implantation funds.  The Commission agreed and the change will be made.  Joan Kerschner was concerned that under the budget /expenditure summary  database licensing  was not listed.  Doug Thunder stated that a line item can be added for this expense.   Fred Dugger pointed out line item Purchased Professional Services are not an allowable cost for this money.  Mary Peterson referred to a letter that Michael Kinnaird received from Senator Raggio.  In the letter Senator Raggio clearly reiterates that this money can not be used for ongoing personnel salaries of benefits.  If personnel is needed it can only be done on a contractual bases.  It was agreed to take this line item out.   Fred Dugger stated that someplace in this application it should state that the technology plan needs to be attached.  Mary Peterson stated that it will state this in the transmittal letter and to clarify it more it will be added to section one of the application.  





Fred Dugger and Leslie Doukas discussed teacher integration and how it could be a part of the technology plan.  Marlene Lockard stated that  when the Commission looks at the application, survey and technology plan from each school district that special attention is paid to teacher integration and teacher training.  Leslie Doukas suggested that the Commission could see some projects that were enhanced by the use of technology in the classroom.  Michael Kinnaird stated that training, support and follow up is the key.  It is necessary that the Commission know the student growth in the classroom.  





Sheila Rojas stated that she would hope that the Commission would entertain some flexibility in training so that the districts could meet the need at their particular level.  Elmer Porter concurred with Ms. Rojas and he would also like some leeway in order to make sure curriculum integrates with technology.  Carol Tipton from Clark County School District stated the first thing is to get the computers in the schools up and running.  There has to be something for the teachers to come back into the classroom and apply what they have learned with practice time.  Bill McLeod commented that it is going to take some time before all of this can be accomplished and there needs to be a balance.  John Croslin stated that what the Commission is asking should be spelled out in a school district’s plan and he would hope the Commission would look at the technology plans for these items.  





Dario Herrera would like to include in the application that mandates the school districts to state how they are going to allocate the money for training and do they have a plan in that allocation of dollars.





Dario Herrera made a motion to approve the application subject to the changes that were suggested by the Members of the Commission.    Gary Gray second the motion.  





An amendment was made to the motion by Dario Herrera that the survey could be supplemented with additional questions.  Gary Gray second the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.  





15.       SELECTION OF THE CONTRACTOR TO BE ENGAGED FOR THE PREPARATION OF THE NEVADA COMPREHENSIVE EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN





Doug Thunder entered the score sheets in a computer.  The computer tallied the scores.  WestEd and MGT were the top two vendors.    Mr. Thunder explained to the Commission how the scores were derived.  Moises Denis stated that the Commission should discuss the top two vendors.  





Each Commissioner shared the strengths and weaknesses of WestEd and MGT so that a choice could be made on a contractor.  Bill McLeod  had worked with WestEd and he gave his perspective.  Doug Thunder and Mary Peterson made an attempt  to get more information about MGT but, was unable to get any direct information.  





A motion was made by Moises Denis to select WestEd as the Contractor to be engaged for the preparation of the Nevada Comprehensive Educational Technology Plan.  A second was made by Fred Dugger.  The motion was passed unanimously.  





Suggestions were made by the Commission on items that needed to be specific in the contract with WestEd.  





     DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE DECISION CONCERNING METHODS OF ALLOCATION OF TECHNOLGY FUNDING





Doug Thunder prepared two spreadsheets for the Commission.  The first spreadsheet dealt with allocation of “one-shot” educational technology funding.  Doug Thunder explained to the Commission the figures on the spreadsheet.  Marlene Lockard asked if there was a percentage allocation and how is the Commission weighting where everybody is with technology.  Mary Peterson stated that this formula addresses the requirement you have in law to distribute according to relative wealth but, there is another criteria of need.  





Mary Peterson suggested that there are two issues that need to be addressed.  The first issue is deciding if the Commission wants money to be set aside for special projects and the second issue is deciding the amount to be set aside.  Michael Kinnaird asked for discussion of the amount to be set aside.  Dario Herrera commented that the Commission was putting the cart before the horse.  He suggested that the Commission needs to look at the school district’s technology plan first.  Marlene Lockard wanted a formula developed to use as a guide for the Commissioners’ when looking at the technology plans.  Dario Herrera stated that some of the school districts would be penalized because they have already started placing technology in the schools and the Commission needs to balance this.  Pepper Sturm commented if the Commission doesn’t adopt formulas then priorities need to be set as how the money will be distributed.  





Carol Tipton and Bill McLeod gave suggestions to the Commission to keep in mind when looking at money allocation.  





Fred Dugger asked if the money would be allocated in one lump some or if it would be distributed in two fiscal years.  Doug Thunder stated that when he did the Gantt Chart the money would be allocated in two fiscal years, 1998 and 1999.  Mr. Thunder commented it was an assumption when he put the Gantt Chart together.   The Commission needs to decided how they want the money to be allocated.  





Doug Thunder prepared spreadsheets on allocation of operation and maintenance funding for 1998 and 1999.  Doug Thunder explained the figures on the spreadsheet and commented that this is a possible way of distributing the money.  Fred Dugger reminded the Commission that the school districts do have to go through the entire process of the technology plan before the money can be allocated.  





A discussion was held on a deadline for the technology plans to be turned in with the application.  The school districts that were there gave their opinions on when the applications should be in so that money could be allocated.  





Fred Dugger suggested to make available eighty percent of the $3.7 million to the school districts that were ready with their technology plan for the E-rate matching funds.  He suggested holding back twenty percent for special needs projects and that would eliminate the minimum.  This money would help the school districts plan for the E-rate funds.  Marlene Lockard stated that the Commission still needs to set a minimum of what the school districts should have in technology.  Some schools might have nothing and need some additional dollars to bring them up to the minimum that would be set.  Fred Dugger commented that the twenty percent being held back would help those school districts that are in need of it.  Sheila Rojas pointed out that some of the $27.5 could also be used for E-rate.  Michael Kinnaird stated he would like to go with the formula and hold back a percentage for special needs.  Marlene Lockard commented that equity needs to be addressed and that takes a minimum standard or goal.  Sheila Rojas stated those school districts that have taken the initiative to develop technology should not be penalized.  Pepper Sturm stated that in section one of sixty-one it states based on need and wealth not wealth and need.  He also noted both aspects of this are part of the legislative intent or there would have been a simple formula. 





Dario Herrera took a survey of the school districts that were present at the meeting of when they could get the application in with a technology plan.  The consensus of the school districts was by the end of the month (January).  





A motion was made by Fred Dugger to go with the allocation formula for the $3.7 million implementation funds and hold out twenty percent for special need.  Doug Thunder put the figures on the spreadsheet so that the Commission could see the actual numbers.  A second was made.  An oral vote was taken and the motion passed six in favor, two against.  





Mary Peterson commented that the Commission still needed to address the $27.5 million one-shot moneys.  She also stated as a suggestion that the Commission could defer it until the next meeting.  Joan Kerschner suggested that the Commission set a deadline when the application and plans from the school districts would be due.  Then the Commission could look at the one-shot money.  Senator O’Donnell agreed with Joan Kerschner.  Michael Kinnaird clarified that the school districts still had to submit the application and technology plan before receiving any of the implementation funds.  Marlene Lockard felt that the Commission is still not addressing the minimum standards that need to be in place before the money is allocated.   She commented on how will the Commission evaluate the plans and what the need is without standards being set.  





Senator O’Donnell suggested that at the next Commission meeting bring in qualified individuals from the industry to tell the Commission the capabilities of the technology industry.  Gary Gray agreed with this idea and have people come in and show the Commission some of their best practices.  Leslie Doukas reiterated that standards need to be set so that the applications can be evaluated correctly.  Michael Kinnaird suggested that the Commission look at the Nevada State Technology Plan as a guideline to help in evaluating the plans.  Leslie Doukas stated it would be a good place to start for guidelines.  





Gary Gray suggested to set a date for the application and technology plans to be in the end of January and hold another meeting in February to look over the applications.  Michael Kinnaird agreed with this suggestion.  The consensus of the Commission was the applications would be due by January 30, 1998.  A meeting would be held in mid-February to look at the applications and technology plans.  











     ESTABLISHMENT OF THE CRITERIA FOR THE FUNDING PROVIDED IN THE NEVADA EDUCATION REFORM ACT OF 1997





Doug Thunder’s intent on this item was to draw out the specification of the bill on what the money could and could not be used for.  





     ADJOURNMENT





The meeting was adjourned at 1:30 p.m.





						Respectfully submitted:








						_____________________


						Douglas C. Thunder


						Deputy Superintendent, 


						Administrative and Fiscal Services





						Approved by:





						____________________________


						Michael Kinnaird, Chairperson for the 


						Commission on Educational Technology








Recorded by:





___________________________


Jane M. Crawford, Management Assistant


								





 





  


� Member was absent in the a.m. on December 17, 1997.


� Member was absent in the a.m. on December 18, 1997.


� Member was absent on December 18, 1997.


� Member was represented by Charlotte Farr.


� One vendor came in at a later time.
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