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Becker, Rick

From: Rolfes, Tom
Sent: Friday, April 25, 2008 10:08 PM
To: Yvette Holly
Cc: Arnold J Bateman; Walter_Weir/UNCA/UNEBR%UNIVERSITY_OF_NEBRASKA; Becker, 

Rick
Subject: RE:

Yvette:

Thank you for your comment. We may have time at the Education Council meeting to discuss 
this in further detail.

Tom
________________________________________
From: Yvette Holly [yholly@unmc.edu]
Sent: Friday, April 25, 2008 1:08 PM
To: Rolfes, Tom
Cc: Arnold J Bateman; Walter_Weir/UNCA/UNEBR%UNIVERSITY_OF_NEBRASKA
Subject: Re:

Tom,

In reviewing ESU's request for waiver, I suggest the NITC Technical Panel grant ESU a 
temporary waiver.

Yvette
----------------------------------------------------------
Yvette Holly, Assistant Vice Chancellor
Information Technology Services
University of Nebraska Medical Center
985030 Nebraska Medical Center
Omaha, NE 68198-5030

email: yholly@unmc.edu
phone: 402-559-7253
fax: 402-559-5579

             "Rolfes, Tom"
             <Tom.Rolfes@nebra
             ska.gov>                                                   To
                                       "Rolfes, Tom"
             04/21/2008 05:39          <Tom.Rolfes@nebraska.gov>
             PM                                                         cc

                                                                   Subject

The NITC Technical Panel is responding to a request for waiver of NITC Standard 7-403 
Scheduling Standard for Synchronous Distance Learning and Videoconferencing and is seeking
your input and comments prior to a public work session which has been scheduled for 
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Becker, Rick

From: Rolfes, Tom
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2008 8:49 AM
To: Becker, Rick
Subject: FW: Waiver request

Page 1 of 1

4/28/2008

From: Carlson, Craig [mailto:CCarlson@mccneb.edu]  
Sent: Wednesday, April 23, 2008 9:43 AM 
To: Rolfes, Tom 
Subject: RE: Waiver request 

Hi Tom,

I have reviewed the documents available for this request.

I would fully support the request by Educational Service Unit #10 to not use the Renovo 
Scheduling System.

Metropolitan Community College has used the Renovo system for several years with good 
success.  As our system moved from automated and dedicated room system to the IP Cart 
solution, the need and usefulness of the Renovo system dropped drastically. We now have 
taken the Renovo system off line and have not renewed our support contract. As a result our 
Just-In-Time use has risen and we no longer have connection conflicts to deal with.  We use 
our in-house, on line, room scheduling system to prevent conflicts and provide use logs. The 
CODECs do keep connection logs as well.

Our IP Cart solution is much like ESU #10 in that each cart has the internal four port multipoint 
software activated. This significantly lowers the cost over the "3 and 1" CODEC solution. The 
Renovo software that MCC had, DID allow for multipoint connection, so I am not sure why they 
would indicate they were working on an upgrade for the State system (perhaps integration 
issues).

I would think that it is also possible for ESU #10 to make their own connections within their 
area and still be in the Renovo Database allowing others to connect to them via the Renovo 
Scheduler. (Inclusion in the database may be a cost issue).

I would be glad to discuss this in more detail if you would like.

Craig C. Carlson, NCE
Broadcast Television Engineer
Metropolitan Community College
Omaha, NE
(402) 289-1240
Cell (402) 677-4696
ccarlson@mccneb.edu
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COMMENTS ON TRI-VALLEY DISTANCE EDUCATION 
CONSORTIUM REQUEST FOR EXEMPTION FROM STATE 

SCHEDULING SYSTEM 
4/28/2008

Introduction:
Central Community College (CCC) supports the goals outlined in LB1208 legislation to develop a 
statewide video system for education.  We would like to express concern and offer an alternative to 
the Tri-Valley Distance Education Consortium (TVDEC) request for an exemption from the LB1208 
scheduling requirements.  If the NITC wishes to approve a postponement but not an exemption, CCC 
would support moving the TVDEC changeover to Network Nebraska to July 1, 2009.  This would allow 
the current year to be used as an opportunity to find solutions for the TVDEC concerns.  

Issues as we understand them: 
CCC understands TVDEC concerns: 

1. Scheduling software requirement. 
a. Cost related to licenses for codec devices 
b. Impact related to requirement to join Network Nebraska  
c. Changes in video conferencing technology 

2. The TVDEC feels they need more time to understand how the scheduling system will affect 
their current equipment. 

3. The TVDEC DEC advisory team needs more time to identify measureable goals and data 
collection and study. 

Other questions: 
1. For courses to receive high school credit, the classrooms must have continuous presence.  The 

point-to-point nature of connections outlined by TVDEC is continuous presence; however, there 
is a question by some about whether the network TVDEC proposed will meet this requirement 
for more than one site.  

2. If a school in Network Nebraska wanted to send or receive a course to a non-Network Nebraska 
school, is the school eligible to use that course for its state reimbursement under LB1208? 

It is our understanding the Renovo Company and BNI equipment manufacturer are in communication 
and are working on solutions for the equipment control.  The TVDEC and others are waiting for that 
control to be tested and proven.   

As part of the TVDEC presentation to the NITC Tech Board TVDEC pointed out several important points 
about changing directions in video conference technology.  

Desktop and open source software is used to connect to conferences these connections 
designed as one-to-one or one-to-bridge systems.  There is still a need to schedule the bridge 
connection.  The student then needs to find a point from which to connect.  The connection 
may be from a classroom or from their home.  In either case, the user needs to be assured the 
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equipment is available for their use and the instructor needs to be assured the students can 
connect.
Additionally, the use of the roll-about or portable carts presents a clearly cost-effective 
alternative to the dedicated classroom.  These carts are one-third the cost of a dedicated room 
and allow the technology to come to the class rather than the class to come to the technology.  
Again, the issue is to make sure the equipment is available in the scheduled space, is 
connected to the network and open to the students/meeting. 

Under the LB1208 legislation, the expressed goal is to encourage sharing resources and improving 
educational opportunities.  To carry this out, the NITC is to bring the education community and public 
agencies of the state together into one network with common standards, scheduling and related tasks.  
From the presentation by the TVDEC, we understand schools tend to connect to each other in point-to-
point or classroom-to-classroom situations.  The need for scheduling software is less in these situations 
but still relevant and important. 

Discussion: 
Prior to the Northeast conversion, CCC was a member of the following video network consortiums: 

Crossroads (ESU 7) 
TVDEC, Tri-Valley North (ESU10)  
TVDEC, Tri-Valley South (ESU 11)  
Central Nebraska Distance Education Consortium (ESU 9) 

Under the new enlarged network, TVDEC represents half of the counties in the CCC service area.  
Three additional counties are in the Mid-Plains Community College service area and one county is in 
the Northeast Community College area.   

Video conferencing and delivering courses to the area high schools is an important part of the CCC 
mission.  It is the mission of Nebraska schools and the community colleges to offer educational events 
to enhance educational opportunities for students, particularly students who are time and place 
bound.  Network Nebraska and Renovo software are the tools to accomplish this.   

With the adoption of LB1208 we moved forward with enthusiasm to plan and develop programs to take 
advantage of a single video network.  Meanwhile, the economy and cost of fuel has made the network 
an even more important tool for CCC to serve students who are time and place bound.  We would like 
to expand our course offerings in the evenings and summers at the high schools.  Automated 
equipment in the right place at the right time is important to making this possible.   

The table below shows, besides our six campus sites each year, our connections to roughly 50 sites.  
This is in addition to outside agencies and meetings scheduled between the community colleges and 
other organizations.   
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COURSES DELIVERED BY CENTRAL COMMUNITY COLLEGE TO AREA HIGH 
SCHOOLS AND FOCUSED ON EARLY ENTRY STUDENTS 

03-04 04-05 05-06 06-07 07-08*partial 
year 

Credit generated  3861 3471 2442 2576 2362
Different courses 59 42 30 31 22
Sites 53 54 60 55 49

INTERNAL TO CENTRAL COMMUNITY COLLEGE CAMPUSES AND CENTERS
Credits generated 1623 2367 4276 4492 4022
Different courses  19 29 33 58 58

We use our 12 classroom video network 50 weeks a year, 5 days a week (sometimes 6) from 7:30 AM to 
10:00 PM.  When we are not using the system for classes, we use the systems for other purposes (such 
as meetings and staff training).  With such a large network we must have an automated system to 
reach remote sites otherwise scheduling becomes an overwhelming task.  We must know and be 
assured that equipment is in the right place at the right time and that it will perform at the requested 
time.  Hardware control, event logging, and facilities scheduling are keys to orderly operation of a 
video network.   

Conclusion: 
If the exemption were approved, CCC would have to operate in three consortiums and schedule in at 
least two different networks:  

TVDEC- Tri-Valley asking for the exemption 
ESU 7- has already joined Network Nebraska 
ESU 9- has been moved to the 09-10 change over 

In addition, we have concerns about how effective and efficient the interconnection of the three video 
networks would work. 

An exemption from the standards would: 

1. Not carry out the goals of the TVDEC or the NITC 
2. Not allow us to test and prove all the systems meet the state video and audio standard. 
3. Not require the Renovo Company to work with BNI equipment manufacturer to prove out 

controls of the codecs. 
4. Set a dangerous precedent for opting in and out of a statewide network to support not only 

K-12 but also postsecondary education to rural Nebraska.   
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Questions:
Will classes sent or received on BNI codec systems (assuming they cannot be scheduled) be 
ineligible for incentives even though they were purchased before LB 1208 was passed but are 
still used for distance learning? 

If BNI devices are now compliant with NITC standards but Renovo is unwilling to update the 
scheduling software so that BNI Systems can be scheduled and controlled, unless they 
(Renovo) are compensated, whose responsibility will it be to cover the costs to have Renovo 
update their software? 

At the time that RFP1683Z1 was issued wasn’t it known that BNI systems were in use by a 
considerable number of schools, ESUs and other entities including: Henry Doorly Zoo, 
Homestead National Monument and the Joslyn Art Museum? 

Why wasn’t RFP1683Z1 written with requirements that all BNI codec systems be able to be 
scheduled and controlled by the chosen scheduling and device control system, since it was 
known that there were a large number of BNI systems in use in the state and since it could 
have been anticipated that these systems would be able to be updated if they didn’t meet 
standards at the time the RFP was written? 

Will software programs such as Polycom’s PVX be required to be licensed and controlled by 
Renovo?

Isn’t it very likely that Polycom’s PVX and other software codecs will continue to be improved 
and gain popularity but will not be able to be used for distance learning because NITC policy 
will prevent the use of these devices unless someone pays Renovo to write the code to 
schedule and control them? 

Are MCU Bridges considered to be codec devices and, if so, do they have to be licensed and 
controlled by Renovo if the entities that own them are members of Network Nebraska? If this 
is the case, isn’t this placing a big financial burden on these entities? 

Will all codec devices owned by libraries, hospitals, colleges and the State have to be licensed 
and controlled by Renovo?  

Has the State licensed all of its codec devices and notified the Distance Education Council of 
these licenses? 

Does deciding not to license all codec devices also mean that the offending entity cannot be a 
member of Network Nebraska?  

Must schools and other entities that agree to have their codec devices licensed with Renovo 
also have those devices controlled by Renovo, or can they choose to use Renovo for 
clearinghouse services only and/or setup all their reservations as “No Transmit” conferences? 

Comment: 
It is considerations of these types that guided the DEC Advisory Committee to pass policies 
concerning the use of the scheduling system. The workgroup that wrote the policies were all 
distance learning coordinators that deal with distance learning issues on a daily basis. The 
policies that they wrote, and that both the Advisory Committee and the Distance Education 
Council approved, recognize the importance of scheduling and clearinghouse services but do 
not agree with a requirement that every device must be licensed and controlled by Renovo. I 
urge the NITC Tech Panel to amend its policy and work with the Distance Education Council 
Advisory Committee to arrive at a new policy that responds to the requirements of the 
legislation but does not stifle innovation and the use of new technology. 

Gordon Roethemeyer 
Distance Education Council 
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Thoughts and Comments… 

If you truly want a statewide sharing of educational opportunities for all Nebraska 
learners then the cornerstone is now in place for that reality to happen in our state. 

The Renovo Software System is currently being used by 92 K-12 entities in northeast 
Nebraska, approximately 37 K-12 entities in southwest Nebraska, and three community 
colleges. 

Having everybody in the State of Nebraska on a single scheduling and clearinghouse 
system makes perfect sense.  One system makes it much easier for everyone to know 
what is available or not available for sites and classes.  If you want to do a session with 
someone whom is not using the State of Nebraska scheduling and clearinghouse 
software for your classes or video conferencing, you will have to contact that site person 
each time; you lose reliability, confidence and over-all use due to lack of far-end site 
knowledge.  

For all Nebraska entities, a Single System for Scheduling, Reporting, Conflict Checking, 
Clearinghouse and Trouble shooting.  Everything resides under one database – all 
knowledge is in one location, providing no guessing and user success! 

For any Nebraska post secondary to have access to a Nebraska K-12 School District to 
offer curriculum, content and/or educational opportunities the notion of different 
scheduling systems between geographic locations or ESU’s is absurd.  “Who are you 
going to call?

If people are not scheduling their session(s) utilizing the current scheduling software, 
then you run the risk of not being able to make a connection because someone else has 
manually turned on that codec for another purpose.  This causes frustration on several 
levels!  First of all surprise; then whose problem is it, originate site or receive site, who 
gave administrative permission or not, how to turn on the room, no participants, there’s 
more!  Personally, this has happened to me several times over the past months. 

Sometimes a common ground or single piece is necessary for all the parts to work 
together and be successful! 

Nigel Buss 
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Becker, Rick

From: John Stritt [jstritt@esu10.org]
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2008 2:07 PM
To: Rolfes, Tom; Becker, Rick
Subject: NITC Waiver Request Followup

Page 1 of 2NITC Waiver Request Followup

4/28/2008

As you will be meeting on Friday to review the waiver request, I wanted to share a few additional thoughts 
regarding that request. 

In our presentation, we sought to address the NITC policy requiring mandatory scheduling from several 
angles.  These included technical, cost, and Network Nebraska participation.  I believe there is a fourth item 
which should be considered which is the intent behind LB1208. 

Technical - As the Technical Panel is for providing analysis and recommendations to the NITC, your review of 
this waiver should be mostly influenced from that angle.  Questions related to the policy requirement could 
include: 

Does the purchased software meet all five components as outlined in standard 7-403?   
What is the standard for or meaning of “hardware control”?   
Is the only way to do event logging, facilities coordination, and people coordination through a 
scheduling program? 
Is the “event clearinghouse” a function that must be tied directly to a scheduling program? 

What implications are their for defining “some other entity with the stated capability?” 
Is a bridge with management software “fit” the standards as outlined in 7-403? 
Are their other scheduling or management programs that “fit” the standards? 
What standard is there regarding a clearinghouse? 

How is a scheduled device unit determined? 
Are the video and audio standards clearly defined to identify all devices that should be scheduled 
as CODECS? 
Are there CODECS that could be exempt because they are not used for class purposes? 
Are all Network Nebraska members responsible for having ALL devices scheduled? 
If not, which members are exempt and why? 

Are there CODECS that “must” be controlled to allow for operability? 
How does the 3 in 1 polycom system differ from the internal MCU when connecting to multiple 
sites?
Will the scheduling system override and thus solve a problem if an unscheduled “ad hoc” session 
is going? 
Should all sessions be required to be scheduled events? 

Costs - As was shared, both post-secondary and secondary schools may be involved in some up front license 
costs as well as ongoing maintenance fees.  

Who is responsible to pay additional costs for “extra” expenses not covered as part of the original 
contract?
As other CODECS including bridges and other new codecs are developed/released, who will be 
responsible for extra costs to meet code and license these devices?  

Network Nebraska Participation – What impact will the current policy have on participation? 

What is the definition of a Network Nebraska participant? 

Technical Panel - May 2, 2008
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When can an entity participate/join Network Nebraska but not be responsible for meeting the 
scheduling requirement? 
If entities such as post-secondary or private schools are not eligible for incentives, what are the reasons
for licensing “all” of their codec devices? 
Will all eligible agencies who elect to participate and receive incentives maintain the ongoing 
requirements beyond the “four year” commitment? 

LB 1208 Intent – The “eyes of the beholder” go a long way in trying to see what the intent of LB 1208 might 
have been.  What was the intent? 

Was the intent to have a backbone that would allow and encourage participation of “all” non-profit 
agencies? 
How does control of a network work both for and against the ongoing changes in technology? 
What was meant by “connect” all schools allowing them to share classes?   
Does connect mean technically schedule or does it mean provide information so that schools are aware 
of and will make arrangements/agreements for exchange of a course? 

In 2006, the adoption of the policy may have looked like the correct way to start out with the network.  The 
policy does serve as a filter.  Filters are not new, but need to be revisited and changed when the costs are 
greater then the benefits.  The scheduling program does provide a needed if not required technical service for 
the 3 in 1 systems as it would be a technical nightmare to have each site trying to connect together on a 
multiple entry.  For other devices, it is simply a software program to override a service that is currently part of
that system.   

Let the schools decide the benefit of using the scheduling software based on the technology they own or wish 
to purchase.  If schools know of educational opportunities and feel that they will benefit their students, they 
will review what the necessary technical arrangements might be to participate in that opportunity.   

What our schools should be looking for are the long term benefits based on educational opportunities rather 
then buying licenses to acquire a short term financial outcome.   

------------------------------ 

John Stritt 
Tri-Valley Distance Education Director 
76 Plaza Blvd. 
Kearney NE  68847 
308-440-1767 (cell) 
308-865-5664 ext 281 (phone) 
308-233-9066 (fax) 
jstritt@esu10.org 
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Becker, Rick

From: Craig Peterson [peterson@esu11.org]
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2008 3:01 PM
To: Rolfes, Tom
Subject: RE: Seeking input: NITC Scheduling Standard for Synchronous Distance Learning and 

Videoconferencing

Page 1 of 1

4/28/2008

Tom

It is my concern that we will handicap the use of video conferencing in schools if we restrict it to require all
video conferencing units be scheduled and controlled. If this is the case then how are we to handle the
unsupported equipment in schools that Renovo can’t address. Items such as the i2eye video phones that deaf
students us when receiving video interpreting services through CSD, which frankly I hadn’t even thought about
until last week. One of my schools has used such a device and I am sure they aren’t wanting to pay for a license
for that student to receive services they are already receiving.

I have felt that when the RFP was written for the scheduling software that it only looked at those units in the
Northeast and Southwest Distance Learning consortium because they were either upgrading at the time or the
first to be upgraded. I think as a state we failed to look at the needs of all schools coming on including those in
years 2 and 3 and the BNI solutions which comprise a large portion of the State.

I also run the Polycom PVX software on my laptop and have no inclination of having Renovo control any aspect
of my work machine nor do I want to address the firewall issues dealing with such control.

I would just like the NITC to reconsider the standards being proposed and to take the least restrictive stance not
the most restrictive as there will be a number of possibilities our groups are thinking of how this may affect the
learning of that student(s).

*~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~*
Craig Peterson
Media/Technology Coordinator
Network Administrator
COOP Coordinator
Educational Service Unit No. 11
P.O. Box 858
412 W. 14th Ave.
Holdrege, NE 68949
mailto:peterson@esu11.org
petersonesu11.5901@ivisit.net
Office (308)995-6585
Cellular (308)991-6334
Fax (308)995-6587
*~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~*
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Becker, Rick

From: Rolfes, Tom
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2008 3:12 PM
To: Becker, Rick
Subject: FW: Seeking input: NITC Scheduling Standard for Synchronous Distance      Learning and 

Videoconferencing

-----Original Message-----
From: Steven Stortz [mailto:sstortz@clnorfolk.org]
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2008 3:10 PM
To: Rolfes, Tom
Subject: Seeking input: NITC Scheduling Standard for Synchronous Distance Learning and 
Videoconferencing

Tom,
As you and I talked at NETA, my thoughts are that the districts are receiving 
reimbursement for equipment, and should therefore conform to the requirements set forth by
the committee.  The choice to provide equipment beyond the initial room, is just that – a 
choice.  They are responsible for the decision to purchase the equipment with the 
realization that in order to use it, they must conform to the set guidelines.
For this all to work we need everyone on the same page.
Steve

--
Steven Stortz
Media Specialist
Christ Lutheran School

Technical Panel - May 2, 2008
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Becker, Rick

From: Rolfes, Tom
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2008 3:21 PM
To: Becker, Rick
Subject: FW: Waiver form standard 7-403
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From: Wayne Bell [mailto:wbell@esu10.org]  
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2008 3:15 PM 
To: rickbecker@nebraska.gov; Rolfes, Tom 
Cc: Ron Cone; John Stritt; buhing@esu1.org 
Subject: Waiver form standard 7-403 

Dear Sirs:

Thank you for allowing comment on the ESU 10 request for waiver of NITC Standard 7-403.  I’m sure that Ron Cone 
and John Stritt will deal with the technical side of this issue.  I just have some brief thoughts about statewide 
connectivity and the role of the NITC toward that end.  It has been interesting to sit back and listen to people debate.  
There seems to be some blurred lines as to responsibility and control between the NITC and the DEC.  More discussion 
will need to be held between these two entities to gain clarity as to roles and purposes.    

If the legislative session would have been 90 days rather than 60 this whole concept of connectiveness would have 
been addressed and better defined.  I have a feeling it will be addressed next year unless some sort of consensus is 
reached in the interim.  When Senator Stuhr debated LB 1208 on the floor it is my opinion that she wanted a statewide 
connection.  I can’t remember it being mentioned that scheduling was an essential requirement to achieve this end.  I’ll 
need to do some historical research.  That rigid train of thought though seems to be the overriding impetus in the 
interpretation of this standard.    

Connectiveness can be viewed as the network that provides the opportunity to share courses.  A data exchange of 
courses or clearinghouse also provides connectiveness as this supports the exchange of offerings to schools 
statewide.  Device control, codecs, seems to add a technical piece that can or can not add convenience and 
functionality to a network, but it is not essential.  It appears that Renovo considered upgrading their system to better 
meet needs but have not yet, to my knowledge, accomplished that task.  To rely on this device as the controlling factor 
for a statewide system seems illogical.

Those who deal with standards in the world of distance education have a tough job.  Change is constant and what was 
good 6 months ago can be archaic now.  My request is that some solution be found for this issue that is not buried in 
rigidity and bureaucracy.  This whole area of technology is fluid and all set and implied standards need to assure 
interoperability but must be flexible enough to embrace the newest of advances that continually improve opportunities 
for school districts and ESUs.  What was perfect for the northeast one year ago is far less than perfect for central 
Nebraska this year.  We need to stay ahead of the curve at our level and not get bogged down in the morass of 
exhaustive rule and regulation.  To best meet the needs of the school districts of this state we need to find a process to 
think forward at all times pointed towards the future and not be constrained by the past and present.  To do this will 
require excellent leadership and great flexibility, but the minds in this state are up to the challenge.  

This waiver is a step in the right direction to keep people connected and moving forward.  We need to embrace new 
ideas – not repel them!

Thanks for allowing me to respond.

Wayne A. Bell, Administrator
Educational Service Unit 10  
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Becker, Rick

From: Rolfes, Tom
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2008 3:22 PM
To: Becker, Rick
Subject: FW: NITC Scheduling standard for distance learning
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4/28/2008

From: Peters, B. J. [mailto:BPeters@ESU13.ORG]  
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2008 2:07 PM 
To: Rolfes, Tom 
Subject: NITC Scheduling standard for distance learning 

Tom,
Some thoughts on the ESU #10 request for exemption from the state scheduling system. 

My biggest fear is that if allowed we start heading back towards the days of where we were before and that is a 
regional approach to distance learning instead of a statewide network of interoperability. 
I understand that no one is being forced to use the state scheduling system but I don’t want to see entities opting 
out of using the Renovo system and paying licensing fees but still standing in line to collect the incentive money 
from LB1208. We can’t have it both ways. There at least needs to be some pricing distinction for placing courses 
in the clearinghouse but not being scheduled. 
I realize that the video conferencing industry is introducing codec-less IP systems all the time but I don’t see those 
as being used in a day-to-day class setup. The state may need to come up with some kind of distinction between 
simple desk top, point-to-point systems and the systems being used by our schools in delivery of day to day 
classes.

B.J. Peters
Coordinator
Western Nebraska Distance Learning Consortium
Educational Service Unit #13
4215 Avenue I
Scottsbluff, NE 69361
Phone: 308-635-3696
Fax: 308-635-2729
Cell: 308-631-3932
Web Page: http://dl.esu13.org/
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Becker, Rick

From: Shirley Schall [sschall@esu15.org]
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2008 3:34 PM
To: Becker, Rick; Rolfes, Tom; Advisory Committee; Bob Uhing
Cc: Chris Petroff; John Stritt; B.J. Peters; Nigel Buss; Beth Kabes; Diane Wolfe; Charles Doyle
Subject: Re: Questions & Comments on Standard 7-403

I have just a couple counter-points:

It is my understanding that BNI has recently contacted Renovo about bringing the BNI 
equipment up-to-date with the scheduling standard.  It would only be good business 
practice on Renovo's part not to work on the BNI upgrade unless they had a firm commitment
that the software would be purchased and used on the BNI machines.  With the exemption 
request by Tri-Valley--which could, if successful--then bring a request by Southeast, the 
company cannot know if one or one hundred and fifty codecs are in question.

If we are going to have a true, statewide network, then all members should participate.
If you vote to allow the BNI sites not to participate in the statewide scheduler, then do 
we just forget the standards?  BNI knew the day of the codec evaluations at UNK that they 
were out of the running if their equipment could not be scheduled through software yet to 
be determined at that time.  Tom Rolfes made sure they understood that this was a criteria
for selection, and their representatives acknowledged the fact.  And as for the Zoo, 
Homestead, and other locations using BNI, that is because, as a Zoo employee stated last 
week at the NDLA convention, they are "a part of the Southeast Network."  It is not 
because they evaluated the products from a lot of equipment vendors and chose the BNI 
system.  Were they not given the equipment as part of a grant?

If we parcel out non-participating networks here and there, and allow everybody--compliant
or not--to get incentive money, we had better come up with a name other than "Network 
Nebraska."

Shirley Schall, Director
Southwest Nebraska Distance Education Network

> Here are my questions and a comment.
>
>
> Questions:
> Will classes sent or received on BNI codec systems (assuming they 
> cannot be
> scheduled) be ineligible for incentives even though they were 
> purchased before LB 1208 was passed but are still used for distance learning?
>
> If BNI devices are now compliant with NITC standards but Renovo is 
> unwilling to update the scheduling software so that BNI Systems can be 
> scheduled and controlled, unless they (Renovo) are compensated, whose 
> responsibility will it be to cover the costs to have Renovo update 
> their software?
>
> At the time that RFP1683Z1 was issued wasn¹t it known that BNI systems 
> were in use by a considerable number of schools, ESUs and other 
> entities
> including: Henry Doorly Zoo, Homestead National Monument and the 
> Joslyn Art Museum?
>
> Why wasn¹t RFP1683Z1 written with requirements that all BNI codec 
> systems be able to be scheduled and controlled by the chosen 
> scheduling and device control system, since it was known that there 
> were a large number of BNI systems in use in the state and since it 
> could have been anticipated that these systems would be able to be 
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> updated if they didn¹t meet standards at the time the RFP was written?
>
> Will software programs such as Polycom¹s PVX be required to be 
> licensed and controlled by Renovo?
>
> Isn¹t it very likely that Polycom¹s PVX and other software codecs will 
> continue to be improved and gain popularity but will not be able to be 
> used for distance learning because NITC policy will prevent the use of 
> these devices unless someone pays Renovo to write the code to schedule 
> and control them?
>
> Are MCU Bridges considered to be codec devices and, if so, do they 
> have to be licensed and controlled by Renovo if the entities that own 
> them are members of Network Nebraska? If this is the case, isn¹t this 
> placing a big financial burden on these entities?
>
> Will all codec devices owned by libraries, hospitals, colleges and the 
> State have to be licensed and controlled by Renovo?
>
> Has the State licensed all of its codec devices and notified the 
> Distance Education Council of these licenses?
>
> Does deciding not to license all codec devices also mean that the 
> offending entity cannot be a member of Network Nebraska?
>
> Must schools and other entities that agree to have their codec devices 
> licensed with Renovo also have those devices controlled by Renovo, or 
> can they choose to use Renovo for clearinghouse services only and/or 
> setup all their reservations as ³No Transmit² conferences?
>
> Comment:
> It is considerations of these types that guided the DEC Advisory 
> Committee to pass policies concerning the use of the scheduling 
> system. The workgroup that wrote the policies were all distance 
> learning coordinators that deal with distance learning issues on a 
> daily basis. The policies that they wrote, and that both the Advisory 
> Committee and the Distance Education Council approved, recognize the 
> importance of scheduling and clearinghouse services but do not agree 
> with a requirement that every device must be licensed and controlled 
> by Renovo. I urge the NITC Tech Panel to amend its policy and work 
> with the Distance Education Council Advisory Committee to arrive at a 
> new policy that responds to the requirements of the legislation but 
> does not stifle innovation and the use of new technology.
>
> Gordon Roethemeyer
> Distance Education Council
> --
> Gordon Roethemeyer
> Executive Director
> Distance Education Council
> Educational Service Unit #10
> PO BOX 850
> Kearney, NE 68845
>
> Email: groethem@nebdec.org
> Phone: 308-237-5927 ext. 294
> Cell: 308-440-0706
> Website: http://www.nebdec.org
>
>
>
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To:  NITC Technical Panel 
From: Chris Petroff, CNDEC Director 
Date: April 28, 2008 
RE:  ESU10 Exemption Request 

It seems to me we have four separate issues:  
1. Renovo's business model 
2. NITC Standard 7-403 
3. Technology and user preferences 
4. Validation 

Renovo's current business model is based on a licensing and maintenance fee for CODECs. While the 
scheduling standard lists these requirements, Hardware Control, Event Logging, Facilities Coordination, 
and People Coordination, I consider these to be an integral part of what I call scheduling/hardware 
control. Renovo currently offers two main services, scheduling/hardware control and a clearinghouse. 
Users may opt to use both of these services in an integrated fashion, or one without the other. Renovo 
licensing has one fee to include both services.

Based on the current Renovo business model, I would recommend that each K12 district be required to 
license their district based on the 3x1 CODEC pricing. This would provide a district license for the full 
mesh 3x1, or MCU CODECS, or up to three individual point to point CODECS, to utilize the 
clearinghouse and/or scheduling/hardware control. I would further recommend that those licensed 
districts can without any additional licensing, a) utilize Network Nebraska for other video conferencing 
CODECs that are not Renovo scheduling/hardware controlled, and, b) utilize the clearinghouse for all 
DL courses. But for any licensed district that desires hardware control of additional CODECs thru 
Renovo scheduling, an additional license would be required for each CODEC. 

The management of such a licensing requirement would be fairly straight forward. All video 
conferencing districts requesting state funds and/or riding Network Nebraska would be licensed based 
on the 3x1 pricing. As a district requests hardware control of additional CODECs, a license fee would be 
applied based on the CODEC.

In review of NITC Standard 7-403, I concur with the goal of statewide inoperability. To that end, 
ensuring all equipment purchased with the NDE reimbursement monies meets that standard seems 
reasonable. I am not so sure that the requirement that all video conferencing CODECs on Network 
Nebraska be licensed, as I have stated above, and as such see the necessity to revise the standard. To 
date not all CODECs can be controlled, and technology innovations will far out reach the programmers' 
ability to meet the needs as they arise. In many cases the individual districts may prefer to not use the 
Renovo scheduler/hardware control, and should not be forced to do so. Now, if these are DL classes that 
are seeking NDE incentive monies or still validating equipment reimbursements, and no other provision 
is provided for such validation, the Renovo scheduler and licensing may be the only option. 

In regards to the request by ESU#10 to be exempt from NITC Standard 7-403 and licensing for one or 
more years, if Renovo does not have a proven MCU hardware control solution, AND ESU #10 schools 
do not plan to use the Renovo Clearinghouse as well, then a temporary exemption should be granted. 
But if ESU #10 schools plan to use the Renovo Clearinghouse, then I do not think an exemption applies. 

Related questions I have are: Can equipment not consistent with NITC Standard 7-403, that is, 
equipment that can not be controlled, be denied for purchase if NDE reimbursement is to be applied? Or 
will such equipment be allowed to be purchased, and NDE reimbursement will not apply if that is the 
case?
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Becker, Rick

From: Ron Cone [rcone@esu10.org]
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2008 4:01 PM
To: Rolfes, Tom; Becker, Rick
Cc: John Stritt
Subject: Standard 7-403 Exemption Request

Page 1 of 2Standard 7-403 Exemption Request

4/29/2008

Others from ESU 10 have already commented on parts of the reasons for the exemption request, so I’ll contribute
some different thoughts and keep them short.

Standard 7-403 itself has many shortcomings itself as it applies to Renovo meeting the technical standard. I have 
not had the privilege of using an account on the system, but have talked with others about the features (or lack 
thereof).

For example:

Section 1.1 Hardware Control Components

1.1.1.6 Have a defined Quality of service

--- has this been published by Renovo or the State and what does it mean (uptime, MTBF, or QoS
tagging)?

1.1.1.11  Searching capabilities

– do we have these capabilities as defined in the standard?

1.1.1.12.3  Endpoint Encryption

– can Renovo turn on/off encryption?

1.1.1.15 Be capable of controlling all specific equipment used in the network (CODECs, routers, switcher, MCUs, 
firewalls systems, etc.)  

If it can, why haven’t we heard or seen anything about it doing these features.  I’m sure the NNNC
would be using them and talking about them.

1.1.1.16       Facilitate various types of events (broadcasts) 

Again, I haven’t heard anything about this, so I’m guessing that it’s not available in Renovo (but I 
would like to be shown otherwise).

I could go on with other parts of the standard, but since this is the focus of the debate and request, I’ll end here 
and ask for clarification and specific examples of how Renovo can do all these things now.

Sincerely,

Ron Cone
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Mid-Plains Community College Response to Educational Service Unit 
10/11’s Request for Waiver of NITC Standard 7-403 

Mid-Plains Community College (MPCC) supports LB 1208 Legislation to develop a 
statewide education video delivery system using Internet Protocol (IP) based 
technology.  We recognize and appreciate the position of ESU 10/11’s request and 
agree that there are yet “future questions that need to be answered related to the 
policy and current service.”  We hope and expect that these and other questions will 
be resolved in a timely manner and that Nebraska will enjoy a comprehensive 
statewide delivery system equitable and beneficial to all. 

Impact on Mid-Plains Community College
Under current circumstances should ESU 10/11 and the schools they represent 
continue with the equipment installations they are recommending and do not 
participate in the Renovo scheduling system MPCC course offerings will be 
negatively impacted in the following manner: 

1.  While ESU 10/11’s equipment is capable of connecting to any other IP 
system throughout the state, should one of MPCC classrooms connect with 
one of the ESU 10/11 classrooms only the MPCC room and the ESU 10/11 
classroom can fully interact.  None of the other students in the other 
locations who are simultaneously connected to MPCC will be able to 
interact with the ESU 10/11 classroom.  This prohibits direct student to 
student interactivity, and student questions must then be rephrased by 
the faculty member so that everyone can hear them.

While this will not impact a large number of High Schools in MPCC’s 
State designated area, it will affect a few.

In addition, even now we have a request from a HS in the Tri-Valley area 
for a course because (in this subject matter area) Central Community College 
offerings are completely full.  Connecting to this High School can 
technically be accomplished, but the limitations to student interactivity 
may be a deterrent to effectively offering this course. 

Impact on other High Schools
Possibly more significant then the impact on MPCC is the potential impact that 
ESU 10/11’s non-compliance would have on other High School to High School 
interactivity.

If the waiver is denied, ESU 10/11 would be termed non-compliant with the NITC 
standards and their involvement with any future course sharing with other 
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Network Nebraska schools would (could) prohibit those schools from receiving 
course credits eligible for the LB 1208 incentives.  Hence this position threatens the 
use of the statewide network.

Conclusion
Mid-Plains would agree with NITC’s Technical Panel Option # 4 which states: 

 4.  Grant a temporary (2008-2009) partial waiver of only the hardware 
 control component to ESU 10 and ESU 11 area schools.

Implications:  All ESU 10 and ESU 11 area schools would be required 
 to utilize the four components of the Renovo Software…Event Logging;  
 Facilities Coordination; People Coordination; Event Clearinghouse for the 
 2008-2009 year, with the exception of the Hardware Control.  Other entities 
 would be able to see the classes offered by the ESU’s…schools in the 
 Clearinghouse; the ESU 10/11 schools just wouldn’t have their codecs 
 controlled by the Renovo software.  In July 2009, the ESU 10 and 11 area 
 schools would be required to comply with the hardware control component….. 

This position gives ESU 10/11 an additional year to test the compatibility of their 
Lifesize equipment with the Renovo software, allow time for clarification of the 
questions about licensing devices, while not penalizing other High Schools who may 
have the opportunity to send or receive a course from ESU 10/11. 
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Becker, Rick

From: Rolfes, Tom
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2008 5:27 PM
To: Becker, Rick
Subject: FW: Seeking input: NITC Scheduling Standard for Synchronous Distance Learning and 

Videoconferencing

Attachments: ATT00001.txt; ATT00002.htm

ATT00001.txt (2 
KB)

ATT00002.htm (6 
KB)

-----Original Message-----
From: bkabes@esu7.org [mailto:bkabes@esu7.org]
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2008 5:08 PM
To: Rolfes, Tom
Cc: nbuss@esu8.org; sschall@esu15.org; dmwolfe@esu2.org
Subject: Re: Seeking input: NITC Scheduling Standard for Synchronous Distance Learning and
Videoconferencing

Comments about waiver request below:

In a statewide system such as Network Nebraska, all stakeholders must participate in an 
equal and same fashion. My understanding of the waiver request is to forgo using such a 
system and wait to determine the best situation for said applicant. I can agree with a 
request in that situation.

However, I do not agree that if the waiver should be given, the applicant will be able to 
share in the receipt of incentives for schools currently dedicated to the statewide system
and support this system.

Another concern is for those schools currently agreeing to the parameters of the 
legislative bill. If the schools currently using the system, by paying for the maintenance
and paying for the fees for Network Nebraska, participate with a school that is not 
complying with the parameters of the law, will complying school lose possible incentive 
receipts? Or perhaps jeopardize their good standing with Network Nebraska and the office 
of the CIO?

For this system to operate as a statewide system and to be fair for all of those that are 
participating within the guidelines of the law, the cost of all of the system should be 
shared equally by all users. Each school building participating in the project should be 
paying the same share are the rest of the buildings. That cost includes the maintenance of
the scheduling upkeep and the participation fee for Network Nebraska.

Beth Kabes
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Becker, Rick

From: Rolfes, Tom
Sent: Wednesday, April 30, 2008 9:30 AM
To: Becker, Rick
Subject: FW: [neheit] Seeking input: NITC Scheduling Standard for Synchronous Distance Learning and 

Videoconferencing

Page 1 of 1

4/30/2008

From: John Fiene [mailto:jfiene@mail.unomaha.edu]  
Sent: Tuesday, April 29, 2008 11:19 AM 
To: Rolfes, Tom 
Subject: Re: [neheit] Seeking input: NITC Scheduling Standard for Synchronous Distance Learning and 
Videoconferencing

Tom, I have no problem with a temporary waiver, but the issues raised in the request would seem to warrant 
further discussion of the tech panel and council.
Cheers!
John
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