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MINUTES

Name of Organization:	Broadband Task Force Workgroup on Education Date and Time of Meeting:	March 11, 2016, 11:00 AM
Place of Meeting:	Governor’s Office of Science Innovation and
Technology (OSIT)
100 N. Stewart Street, Suite 220 Carson City, NV 89701
 The following numbers were used to connect the teleconference: 
Northern:  775-687-0999 or
Southern:	702-486-5260

Access Code:   70987 – then push #

I. Call to Order/Roll Call
Kim Vidoni, Subcommittee Chair
            Ms. Vidoni called the meeting to order at 11:05 am.

Members Present: Dr. Vidoni, Scott Gutierrez, Ed Anderson, Lindsey Harmon, Britta Kuhn, Jeff Fontaine 

Guests Present: Dave Peissner, Ed Grassia, John Endter, Kevin Hayes, Mike Petre, Sunny Kim, Todd Radke, Mobashir Ohmd, John Soraklin, Andy Jorgensen 

            Staff Present: Dale Ann Luzzi 

	        A quorum was declared. 




II. Public Comment (No action may be taken upon a matter raised under public comment period unless the matter itself has been specifically included on an agenda as an action item.)

There was not public comment. 

III. Introduction of Members and Discussion on the Work Group’s Responsibilities
Kim Vidoni, Subcommittee Chair

Dr. Vidoni asked each member to introduce themselves and what they do or who they represented.


IV. Discussion on Next Steps for the Work Group
Kim Vidoni, Subcommittee Chair

The work group will be providing policy recommendations to the Task Force, that are specific to improving connectivity in K-12 education, and carrying out and implementing the Nevada Ready 21 plan.   

Discussion was held on whether the Department of Education (DOE) should consider bringing in someone who can provide technical assistance to some of the smaller or rural schools to provide assistance in drafting the E-Rate applications.  Washoe County and Clark County both use consultants.  In the case of Washoe, several other small districts jumped on to the E-Rate Request for Proposal.   Storey County, Churchill County and the Las Vegas School District all have E-Rate consultants.    Districts are currently doing their own needs analysis and then convey them to the consultant.  One issue is the lack of competition/providers in an area, and providers who show interest but then never submit a bid, or make their bid subject to an engineer’s survey, and then they back out.  Another issue is the fact that a school may have to contract with two or three different providers to cobble together a solution, making the creation of an E-Rate quote more difficult.

Discussion was held whether the state should file the 470 forms, and whether State Purchasing should coordinate these efforts and/or filing the 470 forms.  

Discussion held on how to better share information, better communicate/ coordinating/planning efforts for purposes of pulling together resources, among school districts.

Discussion held regarding pros/cons of forming several purchasing consortiums to be able to leverage economies of scale to the buying and the benefit of having the state drive these coordination/planning/purchasing efforts; having one person drive this from the highest possible level enables a more macro-view of the needs, providers, available services and costs.  By having the E-Rate process coordinated at the highest level, the coordinator can see the entire picture, and consider solutions that benefit multiple parties – rather than making it education-centric.  Therefore, should another entity or position(s) be created to manage the technical aspects and coordination of the E-Rate process in a regional consortium or for the benefit of the rural school districts.








Issues to be addressed:  More information is needed to identify which districts have successfully applied for E-Rate, which schools have never applied and which schools have consistently applied, but have not received funding, or as much funding.  No one had information on Nevada’s E-rate applications, who has successfully leveraged these funds and who has never applied.

Discussion on whether there should be a needs assessment conducted on the 
[bookmark: _GoBack]E-rate process, technical limitations at rural schools, and what is/is not possible to achieve.  

V. Set Date for Next Meeting and Discuss Possible Agenda Items
(For Possible Action)
Kim Vidoni, Subcommittee Chair

· Meeting with rural school districts, the Nevada Association of School Superintendents, and/or E-rate coordinators in the districts to get a better understanding of how E-rate is/is not being utilized.

· Identify which schools cannot even qualify for E-rate and reach out to them.

· Put out a memo to the (rural) district superintendents to open discussion on E-rate.

· Create a survey to collect information on the use and success of E-rate in Nevada. 
   
     The next meeting is scheduled for March 23 at 9:00 am.

VI. Public Comment (No action may be taken upon a matter raised under public comment period unless the matter itself has been specifically included on an agenda as an action item.)

There was not public comment. 

VII. Adjournment
Kim Vidoni, Subcommittee Chair

      Dr. Vidoni adjourned the meeting at 12:15 pm.
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