
 
MINUTES 

of the public meeting of the 
Perkins V Governance Committee 

August 15, 2019 

The Perkins V Governance Committee held a public meeting on August 15, 2019, beginning at 2:00 p.m. at the 
following locations: 

Nevada Department of Education, 755 N. Roop Street, Suite 201 Conference Room, Carson City.  The site was 
connected to the Nevada Department of Education, Las Vegas office at 2080 E. Flamingo, Suite 210, via LifeSize 
conferencing equipment.  Telephone conference call-in was via 775-687-0999, Collaboration Code 77283. 

Governance Committee Members Present: 
In Carson City: 
Kristine Nelson, NDE, Director, Office of Career Readiness, Adult Learning & Education Options 
Nancy Olsen, NDE, Assistant Director, Adult Learning 
Bob Potts, Governor’s Office of Economic Development 
Caleb Cage, Nevada System of Higher Education (NSHE) 

In Las Vegas: 
Melissa Scott, NDE, Education Programs Professional, representative for New Skills for Youth 

Via Telephone Conference Call: 
Allison Combs, Governor’s Office 
Dr. Tiffany Tyler-Garner, Director, Department of Education, Training and Rehabilitation (DETR) 
John Thurman, Chief Executive Officer, NevadaWorks 
Mark Newburn, Vice President, Nevada State Board of Education 
Nate Mackinnon, Vice Chancellor for Community Colleges, Nevada System of Higher Education (NSHE) 
Stavan Corbett, Workforce Connections 

Absent: 
Aaron West, Governor’s Workforce Development Board member 
Jaime Cruz, Workforce Connections 
Jessica Diss, Governor’s Office 
Kyle Dalpe, Truckee Meadows Community College 

Department Staff Present: 
Anne Willard, NDE, Education Programs Professional 
Karen Chessell, NDE, Education Programs Professional 
Randi Hunewill, NDE, Assistant Director, Career Readiness 
Georgina Arze, NDE, Administrative Assistant II 
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Agenda Item 1: 
Chair Kristine Nelson called the meeting to order at 2:02 p.m. and made some opening remarks.  She noted, for the 
record, Melissa Scott was assuming the position of Dawn Burns, New Skills for Youth, on the committee.  She 
affirmed that we have reached a quorum.  She notified those present, and for the record, that the meeting was 
properly noticed pursuant to Nevada’s Open Meeting Law, N.R.S. 241.020. 

Agenda Item 2:  Public Comment Period #1. 
Chair Nelson called for public comment period #1; there were no public comments.  Chair Nelson indicated that 
there will be a second public comment period at the end of today’s agenda. 

Agenda Item 3:  (possible action): 
Chair Nelson made a correction to the meeting minutes of July 16, 2019 citing a correction to John Thurman’s title 
from Executive Director to Chief Executive Officer of Nevadaworks.  Hearing no discussion, Chair Nelson called 
for a motion for the approval of Perkins V Governance Committee meeting minutes, July 16, 2019, as amended. 

MOTION:  Member Corbett to approve, as amended 
SECOND:  Member Thurman 
FURTHER DISCUSSION:  none 
VOTE:  passed unanimously; no abstentions, none opposed 

Agenda Item 4:  (possible action): 
Chair Nelson called for a motion for approval of a possible flexible agenda as noticed on the agenda, if needed. 

MOTION:  Member Potts to approve 
SECOND:  Member Olsen 
FURTHER DISCUSSION:  none 
VOTE:  passed unanimously; no abstentions, none opposed 

Agenda Item 5:  Committee’s review and possible approval of Perkins V Nevada State Plan (possible action):  
Chair Nelson made comments prior to moving on to Agenda Item 5 regarding the green highlighted information in 
the provided version 3 state plan draft refers to future dates that will be populated when the final draft goes to 
publishing for its required 30- and 90-day review and public comment periods.  The information in black text is 
language and narrative that has been approved by this Governance Committee.  No action was taken on this agenda 
item. 

5.a. Section II (A)(2-3):  Narrative Descriptions - Plan Development and Consultation (possible action):  Chair 
Nelson pointed out highlights of the recommended revisions on pages 13 and 14.  On page 13, a paragraph at the 
top clarifies the states appropriation of monies to fund CTE Programs.  The Department wants to ensure that state 
support for CTE it is noted in the Federal Perkins State Plan, and that the state also appropriates $13.5 million per 
fiscal year for CTE programs.  Pages 13 through 14, meeting dates for committee were updated as Perkins V 
workgroups, designations, and meeting dates occurred and will be updated in the final draft with additional meeting 
dates.  Page 14 public comments periods and timeline was updated to reflect a more accurate timetable for the state 
plans progression.  These are non-substantive changes and will also be included is a reference to an additional 
exhibit which will summarize all public comments made during the required public comment periods.  Chair 
Nelson called for a motion to approve recommendation revisions to agenda item 5.a. 

MOTION:  Member Tyler-Garner to approve 
SECOND:  Member Scott 
FURTHER DISCUSSION:  none 
VOTE:  passed unanimously; no abstentions, none opposed 

5.b. Section II (B)(1)(a-b):  Program Administration and Implementation - State Supported Workforce
Development Activities (possible action):  Chair Nelson this item reflects pages 15, 18, and 22-25 of version 3 
plan draft.  Highlights of recommended revisions include; on page 15 clarifying and aligning language in paragraph 
pursuant to OWINN’s charge regarding career pathways that stems from Senate Bill 516 (passed 2017), on page 18 
clarifies WestEd Nevada Pathways to employment project work.  Section II (B) 1(b) on pages 22-25 clarifies the 
department’s vision and mission and delineating that between the State and Nevada CTE vision and mission. 
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MOTION:  Member Corbett to approve 
SECOND:  Member Potts 
FURTHER DISCUSSION:  none 
VOTE:  passed unanimously; no abstentions, none opposed 

5.c. Section II (B)(2)(a-h):  Implementing Career and Technical Education Programs and Programs of Study 
(possible action):  Chair Nelson noted pages of interest are 36-37, 39-46, 47-48, and 50.  Page 36 has clarifying 
language regarding NV CTE strategical that was approved in previous agenda item and edited acronym for NAPE 
(National Alliance for Partnerships in Equity).  Page 37 revised the Employability Skills to align to the 2021-2022 
requirements were accurate.  Section II (B)2(c) on page 39 clarifies how the department will make CTE Programs 
of Study, Career Pathways, and Work-based Learning known to the public.  Pages 40-43 added additional narrative 
regarding New Skills for Youth/LifeWorks and the CCR Diploma (College Career Ready High School Diploma) 
public marketing campaign projects being performed by the ABBI Agency, for the department, to continue.  Also, 
added additional narrative regarding the collaborative statewide efforts of work by NSFY/LifeWorks.  Added a 
regulatory citation, NAC 389.800, regarding the approval process for CTE programs and program of study by the 
state, added narrative regarding the requirement, per NAC 389, with regards to the joint technical skill committees 
at the local level and reformatted (non-substantive changes) for document flow.  Pages 44-46 renumbered sub-
bullets to align with new formatting structure.  Section II (B)2(d) page 47, added a paragraph that clarifies the 
College and Career Readiness grant that the department administers (a state grant), for FY18 and FY19 outcomes 
to add the state’s efforts in Career and Technical Education into the State Plan.  Page 48, clarified language 
regarding Senate Bill 19 (2017) with regards to dual credit and clarified the 2019-2021 biennial state appropriations 
for the CCR Grant per Senate Bill 555 (2019).  Page 53 added a sentence regarding Perkins V requirement that 
CTE programs must meet sufficient size, scope, and quality for funding and removed the term dual enrollment and 
left as dual credit.  Chair Nelson then opened for discussion.  Member Potts commended Chair Nelson on all the 
work and readability of the plan.  Member Olsen seconded the thought.  Member Thurman asked what was said by 
Member Potts.  Member Potts reiterated that there was great improvement in the plan draft. 

MOTION:  Member Olsen to approve 
SECOND:  Member Scott 
FURTHER DISCUSSION:  none 
VOTE:  passed unanimously; no abstentions, none opposed 

5.d. Section II (B)(3):  Meeting the Needs of Special Populations (possible action):  Chair Nelson noted the 
recommended revisions span pages 54, 55 and 57.  Page 54 clarifies the Nevada CTE strategic goal, page 55 
corrected the name of Nevada’s WestEd Pathways to employment report, and page 57 clarified Nevada CTE 
strategical to delineate from the department.  Chair Nelson opened for discussion regarding agenda item 5.d. and 
hearing none, called for a motion. 

MOTION:  Member Tyler-Garner to approve 
SECOND:  Member Potts 
FURTHER DISCUSSION: none 
VOTE:  passed unanimously; no abstentions, none opposed 

5.e. Section II (C): Fiscal Responsibility (possible action):  Chair Nelson stated the revisions are found on pages 
62, and 64-67.  Page 62 clarifies how and when the Perkins V required Comprehensive Local Needs Assessment 
findings will be included in the LEAs local plans, as defined in FY20, Local Applications, as required.  Page 64 
clarified the current PY19/FY20 formula split, approved by the USDOE of 68 percent to secondary and 32 percent 
to postsecondary sub-grant recipients.  Page 65 clarified PY20/FY21 Perkins Local Formula revised distribution 
narrative and added a statement of not more than one percent allocation to youth correctional facilities that will 
occur through a competitive sub-grant application process.  Also, the department to develop a new sub-grant 
allocation funding model to align with the Perkins V requirements and better serve the needs of this population.  
Member Tyler-Garner asked what the percentage for youth correctional was before.  Chair Nelson stated it was “up 
to one percent”.  Member Tyler-Garner the inquired what the percentage was before and what that amount was, 
roughly.  Chair Nelson noted that under Perkins IV and Perkins V up to one percent of the leadership funds can be 
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allocated the youth correctional population and this is currently done through an allocation grant.  There were 
recommendations from the Perkins V programs workgroup that Member Scott will address during the motion.  
Member Scott stated that currently, Perkins IV funding is up to one percent and Perkins V allows the state to go up 
to two percent.  The funding distribution that was approved by the Governance Committee at its July 16, 2019 
public meeting was at one percent moving forward in Perkins V for PY19/FY20 and beyond; this amount is 
approximately $113,000 per year.  Chair Nelson then continued with recommendation highlights prior to further 
discussion and calling for a motion.  At the bottom of page 66, recommended added narrative clarifying the current 
state CTE appropriations and the authority for state appropriation CTE money, pursuant to NRS 388, and 
description of how state CTE funding is distributed.  Page 67 has minor non-substantive changes recommended of 
the stated one percent for individuals in the state institutions (youth correctional / juvenile justice facilities). 

Chair Nelson then called for a motion to approve recommended revisions under agenda item 5e.  Member Scott 
asked to propose a recommended revision to language.  Chair Nelson stated she would call for a motion to approve 
the current recommended revisions and then open for further discussion.  At that time additional recommendations 
and revisions can be proposed and another motion to approve the revised motion.  Chair Nelson then called for a 
motion to approve agenda item 5e.  Motion by Member Corbett and seconded by Member Olsen.  Chair Nelson 
then called for additional discussion.  Member Scott then proposed a revision to the language in this section under 
2(a) found on the bottom of page 64 regarding the one percent allocation to youth correctional facilities.  Member 
Scott indicated that feedback received from stakeholders since the workgroup’s last submission to the Governance 
Committee after this version was submitted for today’s meeting indicated that a new model of CTE delivery is 
needed for this population, but that it can be done at very little cost.  Additionally, there is a need to address the 
distribution of funds in this area.  Currently, funds are split four ways equally to the districts administering these 
programs in the youth correctional facilities; however, one district serves two of the five institutions.  The proposed 
revised language for the first bullet would read as follows: 

− In PY20/FY21, funds will be allocated equally between local education agencies with youth correctional 
facilities and Nevada Youth Training Camp with requirements that they: 1) collaboratively evaluate current 
practices and develop a new model for delivery of CTE for this population; and 2) develop a formula-based 
method of funds distribution to more equitably serve all students in such facilities. 

Member Scott indicated that the second bullet remains unchanged.  Chair Nelson then asked Member Scott to 
propose a revised motion.  Member Scott moved to amend the motion to change the language in Section II (C)2(a), 
regarding the one percent allocated to youth correctional facilities, replacing the first bullet with the new language 
as previously read.  Member Scott then repeated the language.  Chair Nelson then called for a second and motion 
was seconded by Member Corbett.  Chair Nelson then opened for additional discussion.  Member Olsen asked if 
those receiving the funding would develop the model for future funding.  Member Scott replied that they know best 
how the formula should be modeled, and that due to the transient population, enrollment is not accurate, but seats or 
occupancy would be an option.  Chair Nelson added that it sounds less disruptive to the current funding model to 
those five facilities.  In their Request for Application, the districts overseeing the administration of this program in 
the five facilities will be asked to provide an assessment of their need for the funding from Perkins V Leadership 
funding.  This is not part of the required splits of funding, which is a bit more flexible.  Member Potts asked if the 
USDOE would be comfortable with this proposed process as opposed to an established process.  Chair Nelson 
stated that the current established process will continue for the PY19/FY20 period with the addition of the needs 
assessment to be included in their RFA for review by the department to look at an equitable funding model for that 
funding.  Member Potts asked if they would not be concerned with the fact that there is not an existing funding 
formula established.  Chair Nelson replied no.  Member Scott stated that four of the five facilities reside in school 
districts and one is a stand-alone.  The proposed concept is in PY20/FY21 to create a more equitable funding 
formula to ensure equitable funding.  Chair Nelson stated the PY20/FY21 program funding for this population 
would have changes.  Member Tyler-Garner asked for clarification regarding what we could expect the facilities to  
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arrive at.  Member Scott stated after discussions with stakeholders, she believes they are all in agreement.  Chair 
Nelson then asked if there was any additional discussion and hearing none, called for a vote on the proposed 
revisions to agenda item 5e. 

MOTION:  Member Scott to approve 
SECOND:  Member Corbett 
FURTHER DISCUSSION:  none 
VOTE:  passed unanimously; no abstentions, none opposed 

5.f. Section II(D) Accountability for Results (possible action):  Chair Nelson stated that this section contains the 
state-determined levels of performance (SDLPs) (e.g., baselines for the Perkins V performance 
measures/indicators), and that all of the recommended revisions are new to the committee.  She further noted that 
Dr. Patrick Bell led the Perkins V accountability data workgroup of approximately 50 members in both secondary 
and postsecondary education to arrive at these SDLPs.  The workgroup’s meeting dates are reflected in the Perkins 
V State Plan draft under their workgroup narrative.  The proposed SDLPs are contained on pages 77-92.  SDLPs 
are required to be posted for public comment for a period of 60 days.  Approval by the Governance Committee is 
for this Perkins V State Plan draft, and that the public will then have additional opportunities to provide public 
comment on the SDLPs, which will feed into the final State Plan draft.  Chair Nelson further indicated that the 
Perkins V State Plan draft, including the SDLPs, will be published for its required 30- and 60-day public comment 
period in October; and will be presented to the Nevada State Board of Education at its November 14th and 
December 12th, 2019 public meetings for approval. 

Chair Nelson indicated that the majority of the performance measures/indicators that existed in Perkins IV 
carryover to Perkins V, and that unlike Perkins IV, the state is required to set baseline SDLPs.  In PY20/FY21, the 
Department will continue to collect data, even though USDOE is not requiring that reporting; this will ensure that 
eligible recipients keep on track and avoid a lag in data collection. 

There are two new and/or revised performance indicators: 5S4 - Program Quality is a revised indicator that is new; 
and 2P1- Earned Recognized Postsecondary Credential is a new indicator that aligns with the College and Career 
Ready high school diploma and the state’s career pathway work.  Chair Nelson called for discussion regarding the 
SDLPs.  Member Newburn asked how the indicators are to be used.  Chair Nelson replied the state department will 
collect data from the LEAs on the indicators in Infinite Campus on the new CTE tab, and manually collect 
postsecondary data.  This has been done by Dr. Bell for the New Skills for Youth data, as required in the LifeWorks 
statewide work.  Data will be collected in similar fashion at the state level.  Member Newburn asked if the metric 
reflects demographics properly (e.g., student body as a whole) since one of the goals is to expand CTE 
participation, specifically to underserved groups.  He expressed concern that when the demographics are added, it 
will lower the overall levels and drop them below the indicator level, which may result in districts or principles to 
be more selective of offering CTE to increase the numbers.  Dr. Patrick Bell explained the CTE population 
demographics, in comparative analyses with the total high school populations, are at par in regards to race and 
ethnicity, FRL populations, IEP populations, ELL populations are well represented within the CTE population.  
When performance indicators analyses were done, the baselines for the SDLPs were set by comparing the CTE 
performance to overall state performance.  They are pretty much at par, or slightly above, overall state performance.  
Member Newburn questioned the demographic mix.  After visits to CTE programs, the group of CTE students does 
not seem to represent the rest of the demographic mix, and that CTE classes are different than a regular class.  
Member Newburn asked why we have an initiative to expand CTE to underserved students if we are already on 
par; Dr. Bell replied that some of the initiatives are to expand opportunities of CTE programs (STEM programs and 
engineering) and the CTE programs that are aligned to high-skill, high-wage, or in-demand occupations to ensure 
that those CTE programs are more accessible to all students in all communities.  The largest population in Las 
Vegas has most of these CTE programs, and the Department is trying to expand this to students in different areas, 
including rural areas, to ensure they have equal access.  The demographic data shows that looking at pure 
demographic populations, they are at par and/or balanced.  Looking at where programs are concentrated and 
working with GOED’s workforce and economic data allows us to identify where students in different counties or 
regions have equal opportunity or access, or don’t.  Member Newburn stated the group will need to show that 
programs are representative and measuring gaps in performance.  Member Newburn further stated that the State 



6 

 

Board will need demographic breakdown for CTE student representation.  Chair Nelson stated demographic data 
that drills down into demographic breakouts is included in the Department’s annual performance report (i.e., STIP), 
as well as being included in several legislative reports done recently by the Department.  Member Newburn 
requested the he be sent the information.  The concern is that the current baseline does not line up with the rest of 
the district, and trying to expand out would change student base while trying to measure achievement.  If baselines 
change faster than improved achievement, the numbers will go down.  Member Newburn indicated that we need to 
be sure these are fair and achievable SDLPs, and if we reach them, then we don’t think we’ve failed because of 
lower indicators.  Chair Nelson thanked Member Newburn for the in-depth input and stated that the USDOE Office 
of Career, Adult and Technical Education program leads provided two days of customized technical assistance to 
the Department in June 2019.  One day was dedicated to Perkins V SDLPs, and Dr. Bell met with them in 
conjunction with his workgroup meetings.  USDOE provided feedback and recommendations regarding setting 
conservative baseline indicators for performance indicators.  Member Newburn inquired about the signs that the 
system is being more selective and which indicator would reflect this.  Dr. Bell stated with regards to the Perkins V 
indicators, the next phase is to establish business rules for collection and, prior to required reporting date, be able to 
re-validate the baseline SDLPs (e.g., graduation, academic achievement, science achievement, and other CTE 
related indicators).  This will ensure the comparative analysis of overall state performance by disaggregated 
population (race, ethnicity, homeless, fosters, military, other special populations, etc.), is keeping at par with the 
state ESSA indicators and have the CTE indicators using the same types of measurements (graduation, academic 
achievement, etc.) to help validate the measure.  This year, Dr. Bell worked on the process of PY18/FY19 data pull 
to compare and use to revalidate with PY19/FY20 data (either correctly set now or requiring readjustment).  
Original analysis was done on PY17/FY18 data, and will continue with the PY18/FY19 data, prior to the required 
reporting.  Member Newman asked which indicator would show we are becoming less diverse.  Dr. Bell replied the 
first four indicators are in line with ESSA (same for all students in Nevada) and the remaining are more CTE 
specific.  The nontraditional CTE program enrollment is one of the more CTE selective indicators in reference to 
CTE programs that looks at the fulfillment levels for males or females enrolled in programs in fields that are not 
traditionally pursued by their gender.  The attainment of postsecondary/dual credit is part of CCR diploma 
requirements and would provide a look at how many graduating students that are CTE concentrators are achieving 
dual credit as part of the CCR diploma.  The technical skills assessment is CTE specific and ensures students are 
completing the program, meeting the standards, and earning the CTE Skills Certificate, which qualifies students for 
an endorsement on the CCR diploma.  Looking at the CTE program as one of the career pathways, as well as Math, 
ELA, and Science, the Department is able to do comparative analyses as to how they are comparing to their 
statewide peers.  Member Newburn asked how he would know the CTE program is no longer minority/majority.  
Chair Nelson said that data will not be in these overarching indicators, but will be in the consolidated report at the 
“granular” level.  The indicators in the Perkins V State Plan are more general.  Chair Nelson will share the Perkins 
Consolidated Annual Report (CAR), which is collected at the state level, reported to USDOE, and shared with the 
State Board of Education.  Dr. Bell added that this data is disaggregated by the district and then supplied to the 
district for possible recommended changes and improvements, as part of the grant process.  Member Newburn 
commented that if they have become more selective, resulting in their main indicators being improved, but they are 
now less diverse, so how will this be addressed?  Chair Nelson reiterated that there is a CTE Program Improvement 
Plan that requires them to meet specific benchmarks if they fail to meet baselines, outlined in their local 
applications, has all of the SDLPs and reporting.  If they are not meeting the specific benchmarks, the state will ask 
them, in their grant request, to submit a Program Improvement Plan to increase opportunity and access in the 
identified areas.  Member Scott added that when the local districts conduct their comprehensive local needs 
assessment (CLNA), they will use this data to identify their individual needs regarding the gaps in opportunity and 
access in their plans.  These indicators are, in a sense, dictated by USDOE regarding measures taken in the granule 
level.  Member Newburn stated he wanted to confirm this was covered.  Chair Nelson said she would provide the 
current report from four to five months ago that was given to the legislation.  Chair Nelson then asked if there was 
any further discussion and hearing none, called for a motion to accept recommendations in agenda item 5f.  Motion 
was made by Member Newburn and seconded by Member Scott.  Chair Nelson asked for any further discussion.  
Member Potts asked if this is a recommendation for the draft of the Perkins V State Plan.  Chair Nelson replied that 
this State Plan version is in draft and once approved by the Governance Committee will still be posted for the 
required 30- and 60- day required comment periods (60 days requirement for SDLPs).  The State Plan draft will be 
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published on the Department’s website for public comments, and any comments received will be incorporated to 
the State Plan draft that gets presented to the Nevada State Board of Education at its November 14th and December 
12th, 2019 meetings.  This will be a two-prong approach, which was recommended by Member Newburn.  The 
State Board of Education will receive it as an informational item in November for review.  In December, it will be 
added as an agenda item for possible action.  The State Plan will also be submitted to the Governor for his required 
30-day review, and presented to the Governor’s Workforce Development Board as an informational item at their 
January 2020 public meeting.  This will provide ample opportunity for public comment, input, and 
recommendations, especially from the State Board of Education and the Governor, before the State Plan is 
submitted to USDOE in April 2020.  Chair Nelson asked for further discussion; hearing none, called for a vote. 

MOTION:  Member Newburn to approve 
SECOND:  Member Scott 
FURTHER DISCUSSION:  none 
VOTE:  passed unanimously; no abstentions, none opposed 

Agenda Item 6.  Perkins V Nevada State Plan – other sections and forms (possible discussion):  Chair Nelson 
stated that the prescribed forms in the Perkins V State Plan draft are required federal forms and reflect the narrative 
passed budget pieces and today’s SDLPs, which will be entered into this form.  Chair Nelson asked for additional 
discussion; there was none. 

Agenda Item 7:  Future Agenda Items (possible discussion):  Chair Nelson opened discussion on future agenda 
items.  Member Combs stated that she had a technical question regarding the references to Governor Sisolak 
throughout the plan.  Member Combs asked if referencing the Governor’s office generally would be better in the 
State Plan language.  Chair Nelson stated this would be a non-substantive change and it doesn’t affect the State 
Plan, so it would not be an issue to revise.  Member Combs stated the introduction may need to be the first location 
for the change.  Chair Nelson agreed it would be good to implement and added into the State Plan draft as technical 
adjustments.  

Chair Nelson asked the Governance Committee if they needed to meet again; consensus of the committee was that 
they did not unless something significant comes up during the public comment period stages.  Chair Nelson 
indicated that she will inform the committee if that arises.  Member Potts inquired what the process would be if 
there are adjustments after the public comment period.  Chair Nelson stated the all comments would be collected 
and the committee could reconvene in December, if anything significant came up during the public comment 
period stages.  Member Potts stated he would make himself available, if needed.  Chair Nelson asked for any 
further discussion on future agenda items, there was none. 

Agenda Item 8:  Public Comment Period #2. 
Chair Nelson called for public comment period #2; there were no public comments. 

The meeting was adjourned at 3:15 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

\s Georgina Arze 
Georgina Arze, Administrative Assistant II 
Office of Career Readiness, Adult Learning & Education Options 
Nevada Department of Education 
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