
Statewide Student Information System Commission

April 28, 2010

9:00 am – 12:00 pm           RIDE, Room 242

PRESENT:  Ed Giroux (RIDE), Colleen Jermain (RI School Superintendents’ Assoc. - RISSA), Bob Ross (appointee for: Ronald Tarro, RI Assoc. of School Business Officials - RIASBO), Paul Barrette (RI Society of Technology Educators - RISTE), Jay Spitulnik (Lifespan), Sam Grabelle (RIDE Consultant)

ABSENT:  Tim Duffy (RI Assoc. of School Committees - RIASC), Rep. Tim Williamson (RI General Assembly)

NEXT MEETINGS:  May 13 (Thursday), June 14 (Monday) for Presentation to Commissioner

HANDOUTS: none – the documents referenced are all working documents and as such have not been made public

The audio recording for this meeting was lost due to a technical glitch in the recording system.  These meeting notes provide an overview and highlights of the discussion that took place.  
The Commission experienced a variety of technical difficulties throughout the meeting, including a couple fire alarm tests, which at times disrupted the flow of the discussion.
The meeting began at 9:26am with three members (Paul Barrette, Jay Spitulnik, and Ed Giroux) in attendance.  The three agreed to have an informal “workgroup” discussion regarding some of the changes various members had suggested within the draft Report.  Around 9:40am, Bob Ross and Colleen Jermain arrived, and the meeting moved into an official session since a quorum had been reached.

Workgroup Discussion

· Would like to go over the changes people have made in the Google doc and finalize content of the draft Report at this meeting
· Consensus is that the important thing is that the Commission’s conclusion is in line with the Strategic Plan and in line with the Race to the Top (but that’s not as important as the Strategic Plan because that Strategic Plan will be acted on regardless of the RTTT outcome)
· In response to a query from the RTTT application drafters, Kamlyn Keith created a document that aligns the bullets of an ideal SSIS definition (from the Commission’s draft Report) to the RIDE strategic plan (and therefore to the RTTT application’s section on data)
· In the draft Report, Sam had organized the SSIS definition into the categories, but recommends that the Commission use the categories and alignment in the above-mentioned strategic plan document since that more clearly demonstrates how an SSIS and the Strategic Plan tie together
· Bob Ross had created a chart from the information for the SSIS Options and the Cost Structure Options 
Official Session Discussion
Beginning with the “definition of an ideal SSIS” section, the Commission discussed the suggested changes made over the course of the past two weeks and whether to approve or modify them, and also modified other areas of the draft Report 
· Changes made to the “definition of an ideal SSIS” section:

· Addition - Costs: increased efficiencies in professional development, training, and hosting fees

· Addition - Usability: allows for user-friendly public access on an as-needed basis in accordance with local, state, and federal regulations concerning privacy; access will be to (aggregate-level data) reports only and not to student-level data
· Removal - Sentence in “efficiencies” is confusing and the idea is said more clearly elsewhere in the document
· Changes in wording / word choice in various places
· Alignment of an ideal SSIS to RIDE’s strategic plan
· In terms of presenting the information from the “alignment of an ideal SSIS to RIDE’s strategic plan” (SSIS-SP alignment) document, the Commission considered whether to leave the SSIS version as-is (with the current list of bullets and the grouping that Sam created) or to replace it with the SSIS-SP alignment document, and whether or not to use the SSIS-SP alignment document in the executive summary
· Could also be added as a reference in the “SSIS Options” chart created by Bob Ross
· Since it’s too detailed (due to the bulleted lists) to have in the executive summary, will refer to it there but not include the entire piece

· One of the three important pieces that will support the Commission’s recommendations (the other two are the SSIS options / cost models charts and the in-progress cost analysis document)
· Arrangement of the content of the draft Report 
· Reorganize the format of the draft Report to have the sections relating to the SSIS options and the cost models so that there is the text description and then the applicable chart underneath it to show a simplified version of the options for each piece; this will prevent confusion for those thinking that the SSIS option 1 corresponds with the cost model 1 – which they don’t; include an explanation that states that each cost model can be used for any of the four SSIS options, there is not a one-to-one correspondence between (for example) cost model 1 and SSIS option 1
· Move the cost comparison options and the reviewed SSIS options sections into the ‘work of the commission’ section – change the title to “Evaluation of Options”

· Will add a column to the SSIS Options chart which shows how each option supports (or doesn’t support) the strategic plan: for each option, the column will list the name of the DS statements supported by the option, and will not include the DS statements that are not supported; in the recommendations section, can then refer back to the chart to say “we did not choose this option because (as it shows in the chart) it did not meet these requirements of the Strategic Plan” 

· Will need to go through the report and group together sections that “sync” together

· Edited “SSIS Option 4” to more realistically reflect the advantages and constraints: removing “might be highest cost model” because we don’t know whether it will be a higher or lower cost, and changing it to “must be mandated for 100% compliance” because that is the key for making this work

· Edited “SSIS Option 1” to include “may be” to reflect that “disenfranchising” may not be the case for many districts and that it is part of the process rather than a barrier

·  Cost analysis and options
· The data for the cost analysis is being cleaned and the cost analysis document will be created by the end of the week or early next week

· From the raw data, a sum was done of the total annual costs for each piece of the SIS, and the total statewide cost (for the majority of the state) was approximately $2 million – this may change as the data is cleaned and if any last-minute submissions are received

· Need to know how much that will change from the current status to a SSIS, and determine who will pay for it

· Conversion costs should be based on how complicated the process is – need to include a reference to this in the recommendations

· Conversion itself is more complicated and time-consuming than people think since it has a term or duration to the work being done; the danger is that people may think that it’s only a short time whereas it could be more of a year-long process; an acknowledgement of the time necessary for a complete conversion (and associated costs) needs to be part of the process, though the term of that conversion will be determined at a later point (not by this Commission)
· People may be jaded because two previous efforts (OSIRIS and SchoolMax) to create a “statewide” consortium did not work out as expected, especially since funding fell through; need to get past that and acknowledge that technology has come a long way since then, and also if there is a mandate, this problem will be moot 

· Recommendation is that the state pays for everything: 
· the first question people will ask is going to be “how much” will the SSIS cost: we know that we have the initial conversion cost that goes away, what the cost is right now, an estimate of what the savings may be, what features and benefits we will have; 

· another question is how will the state allocate funding and whether there will be any effect on the districts; 

· another question is how the state will look at the cost for the new system: as individual districts, it may cost more for some, but overall the state will realize savings
· will include a page in the cost analysis document which shows where the LEAs are: what they’re paying, and what functionality is included in that cost

· Overall, we don’t know what we’re moving toward (exactly), so the cost issue may just be a circular discussion; if the SSIS is mandated and the requirements (data elements for reporting and the functionality required for stakeholders’ purposes) are mandated, then the argument about cost increases is moot (e.g., if a district is paying $2 per student and their system is not meeting the requirements for reporting and functionality, they can keep doing that / keep their system, but they won’t be in compliance)

· We would only know the ‘finite’ costs (license fees) anyway, since the infrastructure costs and personnel costs are harder to measure

· Also, we don’t know the source of the funds that are paying for the costs reported in the survey: it could be local, state, or federal sources; perhaps a district is receiving a federal grant that pays for the district’s SIS which then makes what the district pays (and reports on the survey) $3, but we don’t know

· Need to explain what the Commission means by the SSIS 4 Option and the Cost Model 1 option and why those two options are the best fit, considering all of the factors

· Need to make recommendations for “next steps” that relate to costs – what kinds of costs, where the funding could come from, timeline, planning, who will oversee this process, why does the Commission recommend the change and what will everyone gain by changing

· If we have 150,000 students, and currently the statewide cost is approximately $2 million, will show the legislators the range of costs (the lowest, the highest) per student as well as what the cost is as an average ($2 million divided by 150,000 students); for example, one district is reporting $2/student, one’s reporting $12/student; the data will not provide an exact cost for what it will be, but based on our state’s data needs and functionality and the research done by the Commission, the Commission can then say that a cost per student could be in the range of $10 to $12 for that level of functionality and reporting
· Will change the title of that section to “Cost Considerations” from “cost issues”

· Worst case scenario may be that the cost is $10-12/student for the license fees; initial conversion costs would be in addition to that, but would be spread out over time in phases of implementation; however, as you go from one SIS to another, the data gets a lot cleaner and also becomes standardized, and over time the conversion itself becomes a lot easier; 
· Can use the data we have to estimate what it might cost to convert (from past consortium work and reports), and include a disclaimer that the survey data we gathered is not necessarily showing the “true” costs; can only give a cost estimate since the Commission is not creating an RFP
· Will need to also address the “added value” factor – what will we be realizing with a move to a SSIS

· What the state (and districts) as a whole have today will not meet our needs for tomorrow – especially as it relates to the Strategic Plan; SIF is going to get the data to RIDE, but there’s a question of whether it’s really integrating and providing all of the needs outlined in the Strategic Plan; it might be the solution for the state getting its data, but it’s not the solution for the districts (an explanation of whether SIF aligns to the Strategic Plan will be included in the “understanding of SIF” section)

· Next Steps (to be included in Recommendations section):

· Create a committee to create an RFP based on this report and help write the legislation 
· Create legislation to mandate the timeline, process, and system (using this report and other states’ experiences in implementing a statewide SIS)

· Use a change management process (Note: this process will be spread out over several years because at any given time LEAs will be at different readiness levels – due to current contracts, or preferences, or capacity)

· Recommendations section – additional comments:

· Don’t need to address the SIF cost because the SIF option does not meet the state’s functionality needs according to the Strategic Plan
· In order for a project of this size to work, it needs to be set for a long time so that people get used to it – and once that happens, that’s when everyone will realize the most efficiencies; there may be many right at the start, but once everything has gotten comfortable, that’s when the state can really move forward and be the most effective

· Clarification of ‘requirements’ vs. ‘functionality’ for this report: the SSIS will have to meet certain requirements for data reporting since the data needed by the feds changes quickly (and therefore if a new data element is needed, the SSIS needs to be able to quickly and easily support the addition of that new data element)
· Apt quotes: 

· Einstein: “The definition of insanity is doing the same thing and expecting different results”

· “If you keep on doing what you’ve always done, you’ll keep on getting what you’ve always got.”

· Sam will include Jay’s model of what a change process means within the ‘next steps’ section
· Recommendations section – is this effort to have an SSIS worth it?

· Yes, yes, yes!  It is in line with the future focus of the state and the federal expectations

· The end product is worth it – what we are looking to get out of it and how far it will move us forward in how we use the data and in easing the day-to-day operations of all LEAs statewide and also at the state level; especially for providing access to data for stakeholders

· It is a win-win situation for the state, the districts, teachers, students, parents, all stakeholders, once it is in place

· The angst that a change of this size might create is worth it; recommending a major change in the way “we” do business, and know that this will be a hard change, but it’s worth it

· Part of the change will be hard, and there will be extra costs (some resources may need to be updated) – this is part of what needs to happen to reinvent the way we do business in order to move ahead

· Would put RI in a place to initiate future projects (at a state or national level)

· Recommendations section – other states’ initiatives

· Looking at what other states that went (or are going toward) a single SSIS, need to return to the research to see what they got or are looking to get out of this process; the efficiencies realized, the benefits

· Didn’t ask this question of the other states the Commission interviewed, but would be interesting to know if whether they tried to put a new system in place and didn’t change the old structure of the way things were done (culture, way of doing things, business model, operations, set up, capabilities) and whether or not that affected their progress and their processes and whether they would change the way they went about moving to a single SSIS

· One thing that was consistent in the “if you could do it over” was that there is a need to mandate an SSIS in order to make things happen in an orderly and efficient manner to save time (personnel hours, delay in capacity for full data reporting, etc.) and also funding by not stretching it out when it doesn’t need to be (but also avoiding the other extreme by making sure that the mandate allows a manageable phased-in process so that it’s not overwhelming)

· Additions to “not having a SSIS” section:
· Limits the ease and consistency of data sharing across all the stakeholders: not limited to district-to-district, school-to-school, to the state, etc., but for everyone
· Limits opportunities from economies of scale

· Limits policymakers’ ability to aggregate and disaggregate data used for decision-making

· We will continue to have inequity across districts between the haves and the have-nots

· Decisions will continue to be made based on old or partial data
· Additions to “advantages of having an SSIS” section:
· Enhances the possibilities for regional efficiencies

· Provides RIDE with a statewide data dashboard that includes and is consistent for all LEAs

· Having complete and up-to-date data for researchers

· Concluding remarks:
· Everything we’re doing, if we were on the same SIS, it would make decision-making much easier for other things (lunch, transportation, etc.)

· For legislators: we want to have a short and complete one-page summary with all of the information; also, make it so that everyone’s learning styles are addressed throughout the document (charts and summary statements of each section as well as detailed prose)
Logistics and Looking Ahead:

· No meeting on Thursday, May 6, because several members have prior commitments; the meeting could not be moved to Wednesday, May 5 because that day also had conflicts

· The next meeting will be Thursday, May 13, from 9:00am to 12:00pm; the location is TBD (Room 242 is not available; Room 501 is tentatively booked, but need to reserve another room as back-up)
· The Commissioner is available to meet with the Commission on either June 8 (Tuesday) from 9:30-10:30am or on June 14 (Monday) from 8:30-9:30am; 
· according to the members present, June 14 is the date that works best

· Sam will revise the draft of the report according to the discussion at today’s meeting, streamlining the order and contents and changing bullets into prose, and will post that on the Google docs site by Sunday evening

· Commission members will then have a week to review the new draft and suggest changes; the members present seemed in agreement on the content of the Report and the recommendation, so now the major task will be “word-smith-ing” and organizing the document to be as readable and as clear as possible
· Holly and Kamlyn will finish the cost analysis of current systems document(s) and send it to Sam by the end of this week or early next week for Commission review

