
Statewide Student Information System Commission

March 11, 2010

9:00 am – 12:00 pm     
RIDE, Room 501
PRESENT:  Ed Giroux (RIDE), Tim Duffy (RI Assoc. of School Committees RIASC), Bob Ross (appointee for: Ronald Tarro, RI Assoc. of School Business Officials RIASBO), Colleen Jermain (RI School Superintendents’ Assoc. RISSA), Paul Barrette (RI Society of Technology Educators RISTE), Jay Spitulnik (Lifespan), Sam Grabelle (RIDE Consultant) 

HANDOUTS: 1) Agenda for March 11 Meeting; 2) Revised Agenda; 3) SSIS Information on All States; 4) SSIS Study Commission Final Report – Draft (Headlines Only); 5) Powerpoint: SSIS Advantages/Challenges (including SIF) 

Ed introduces Jay Spitulnik of Lifespan as the new member of the SSIS Study Commission representing the Business Community.
Change of schedule: (Ed)
· The Commissioner has requested that the SSIS Commission finalize the report as soon as it can, if possible, due to her Strategic Plan’s timeline 

· The Commissioner is scheduled for our April 1 meeting.  We’re charged with coming up with a report for the Commissioner on a SSIS and whatever else we have to put into our report; do we have enough time to carve out an extra meeting to get this work done, and if we do that, give us some suggestions on the times
· March 18: Building #6 at RI College, at 10:00am – create a draft report; Sam will write it up for March 25th meeting

· Present the revised draft to the Commissioner on April 1 at 11:00am; some members of the Commission will come early to prep for the presentation

· Will meet again on April 8th and April 15th (9am-12pm, or as able to arrive)
Progress Information: 

· Ed: For past two weeks, RIDE staff (including Sam) associated with the work of the Commission have been interviewing states on the phone with the same questions the Commission asked during February 25’s meeting to present to you today their findings across the country.  This does not mean we cannot talk to them on the phone - they have no problem with us doing a follow-up conversation.  We thought we would do the legwork behind the scenes for the basics, then be able to do a quick follow-up if the Commission feels that that is necessary. 
· Sam: State testimonies (OK, TN, ME, MS) have been printed and handed out.  A PDF is on the web site.  ME and MS are not recorded, but the other two are on the web site. 
Powerpoint: SSIS Advantages/Challenges (including SIF) (presented by Sam)
· See powerpoint online.  
· Presents graphics of a SIF (or data transfer model) SSIS and of a fully integrated SSIS, the advantages to a fully integrated SSIS and its challenges (list not all-inclusive), and the pros/cons of a SIF (or data transfer model) system (list not all-inclusive).

HANDOUT:  SSIS Information on All States (presented by Sam)
· Colleen: It’s your assumption that the states who received LDS funding for 2009 will be using that funding for going toward a SSIS in their state?
· Sam: Yes, but don’t know for sure; we could research it and find out. 
HANDOUT: SSIS Study Commission Final Report – Draft (Headlines Only) (presented by Sam)
· Colleen - Should we post the Consortium document on the web site? 
· Ed: This was the final report of how the consortium of 22 districts proceeded to select the “best in show” and the matrix/functionality checklist of criteria.  After reviewing all of the vendors and the presentations, they actually graded every element that they were looking for to find the best SIS and Aspen floated to the top.  We will post the document that showed all that information to the web site.
Providence SIS Conversation:
· Sam:  We (Ed, Sam, Holly Walsh, Kamlyn Keith) talked with Pete Santos of Providence about their RFP, and will put together that information to share with the Commission; we can bring him in to another meeting if needed.  
· Ed:  Their system (they call it REG) is very mature, and has a lot of added value over the years.  It’s all in-house, but I was a little bit surprised to find out that they don’t own the source code – it’s owned by the in-house contractor that works for them.  There is a lot of concern as since it’s something they’ve had for a while and it’s very customizable and they have certain needs and things they’re accustomed to right now that in the future they don’t want to lose that functionality.  They’re still missing some very contemporary pieces for their SIS: don’t have the capability of iParent and other things they want to build on in the near future.  As long as it serves all of their needs and its cost is right, they’ll go with the state.  They’ve reported theirs as approximately $25/head, which is a bit skewed because it includes their data department costs.
· Bob: To paraphrase, Providence has some things that are unique to Providence.  Is that a statement worth saying in this report, that each district has its own uniqueness, and that one product that fits everyone might not work?  When we started out this process, it seemed that one product would be fine, and might make the most sense to be efficient.  But is it better to not have one system since when we get into the granularity there is some difference?
· Tim:  Am I correct in saying that Providence initially had SIF?  
· Ed:  A company came in (CPSI) and basically did it for free because they wanted a proof of concept.  Providence has SIF in their system right now, it’s “on” but they’re not using it (it’s not reporting to anything).  The reason why they stopped using it was that RIDE was connected to them, but the data came through wrong and we got bad data.  Then RIDE was over budget with SIF, and it made sense to try something else.  RIDE currently has two systems: automatic scheduled data transfer (ADT) and manual data transfer.  ADT is not a SIF because it’s still not real-time.  SIF works so that if you change something in district system, it’ll change it in real-time.  There’s things SIF does that ADT doesn’t do, and things that a single system does that SIF doesn’t do.  When they say “we’re unique”, no one has really identified what they mean by that.  One “uniqueness” of Providence is that they have a kiosk that they use for tardiness which is integrated into their system, that’s added value, and there’s third parties that could use API to add that to their system if we went that route.
DISCUSSION: “headers” for conversation topics set out in italics to facilitate reading
· Colleen: What assumptions are we making?  Are we making assumptions that we’re keeping things the way we are, or are we going in a new direction and using data in new ways?  The other assumption is on RIDE side: will RIDE keep operating the way it is or do something new?
· Jay:  When people start talking about uniqueness, the thing to do is to focus on the similarities and build on the similarities.  Do we need to build on the similarities and the common goals and objectives?  
· Paul: Colleen had a question - will the arrows go between districts for SIF? [Referring to the SIF graphic in the powerpoint] 
· Sam: No.
· Colleen: Do we like this? [Referring to the fully-integrated/single-system SSIS graphic in the powerpoint]
· Paul: How is customization a pro for a single SIS?  I think that customization can be a con in that scenario, since with a single model, you would lose the customization at the system and the user level.
· Bob:  Customization is like a car model: you start with a ‘base model’, and then customization is infinite as long as you’re willing to pay extra.
· Paul:  This is all depending on the system: if the system does not have API’s (programming interfaces) to allow you to hook into the system, no matter the funding you have, it won’t work.
· Sam:  The graphic refers to an ideal system which would allow for customization.
SIF conversation:
· Ed:  A SIF pro is the standardization of data being collected since SIF translates it and creates a crosswalk.  Another pro for SIF is competition between vendors.  A SIF con is that all vendors will need to be on the same SIF version, and vendors have different timelines on upgrading agents or vendor compliancy, which could cause issues if there’s different versions of SIF being used.
· Paul:  Districts/schools may be paying the cost for hosting, the hardware and personnel parts may be on the vendor side, not at the district side.
· Ed:  A negative aspect of SIF will require a level of technology to maintain on the other end (district end).  In Oklahoma, they have five of regional ZIS that are centrally managed. 
· Paul:  If we were to have our own ZIS, that would be an issue, but this size of state wouldn’t be the issue.  
· Sam:  Would just like to point out that this powerpoint is a draft; even if there is four slides of cons.
· Paul:  At NCES, some colleagues found out that people are looking for things beyond SIF – like Microsoft Web Access.
· Ed:  As a state, we didn’t have the money to dump into SIF several years ago when we started going over budget, which is why we went with an ADT system instead.
· Tim:  Is there anything about Providence’s system that could be used as a transferability to other districts? 
· Ed:  Yes, but they don’t own the source code; this company they use, their only client is Providence.  We don’t know if they would be able to gear up for a state run/implementation. 
· Paul:  Why are they going out for an RFP if they’re happy with their system? 
· Sam:  Their contract is ending.
· Ed:  It’s going to be difficult for another vendor to come in and do better than the current system they have.  They do give an opportunity in their RFP for vendors to say if they can build a piece if they don’t include it in their SIS.
How to implement a SSIS conversation:
· Colleen:  The elephant in the room is the possibility that if we do move to a single SSIS, how does one do that?  Change is always difficult, especially since embedded in school districts there is so much history.  Changing an entire system and having everyone on board, that is the biggest.  Sitting at this end of the table, wondering “why are we even thinking about SIF”?  This is an issue we keep dancing around: if we want to go to one single SIS, what do we need to do to plan for it, get districts ready for it, be strategic about it, especially for those who have just invested in one, and really map it out to give them the whole story (this is what you need to do, this is what you need to get ready for).
· Jay:  There are two different perspectives here.  In Lifespan, a lot of more people in the more powerful hospital imposed a lot of things on the smaller hospital, and in doing so created the textbook on what not to do about the merger.  A lot of the questions you have or are talking about, you do this before the system is bought so that you have all of the stakeholders feeling the ownership and putting it in place so that they’ve already bought in before you’re ready to implement it.  You will still have to have the people at the hands-on level who will have to buy in, but if you have the policy-makers on board, it’s easier.  How is it going to be the best for districts – economic, student, parent, etc.?  When looking at logistics of moving forward, that’s the key of moving forward.  
· Colleen:  The points that Jay just addressed are the meat of it.  If we want the best for RI so that student achievement can rock, and also allow teachers and everyone to look at data and make data-based decisions, and at the same time, improve efficiencies as best as possible – that’s the key to all of it.  The bottom line is, we’re a small state, the same size as some school districts, and it’s kind of unsettling that we can’t put our differences aside and come together for the common good.  This is what we need and this is what we want.  We all saw the graphic with all the arrows, so why are we even looking at the other one and why are we even discussing it?  Beyond that, there has to be a lot of planning to lay out for people what needs to be done, and have a plan, then give the General Assembly what can be done through the plan and funding.
· Bob:  Would like to echo on that.  We appreciate the uniqueness of the districts.  But with 36 districts, is it realistic to think that if we get 36 people around this table, we can agree on first one model, then agree on one system? It’s tough.
· Ed:  A major pro of SIF is that it’s the path of the least resistance (as long as the state pays for it), and gets the data to the state for reporting. 
· Colleen:  Isn’t that why we’re where we are right now, because we took the path of least resistance?
· Paul:  In looking at the models, I think we’re making a strategic error in referring to one as SIF since SIF is a product.  We should break it into two models: have a “statewide data transfer system” (using SIF or Mircrosoft, or ADT) and a “statewide student information system.”  Referring to a product (SIF) as a model is mistaken.
Funding conversation:
· Tim:  If state gets RTTT, perhaps part of the funding could be directed to data support.  Whatever model or system we put forward has to be paid for, either at a state level or a local level.  In the current budget there is a $220 million shortfall.  The projected budget is $400 million, and the retirement issue alone puts 2012 budget at $350 million out.  Cities and towns have been cut by $200 million in the past 18 months.   If we’re proposing a system that is costly, don’t expect the state to pay for it since it doesn’t have the revenues.  If we articulate a system that makes Providence come back to the table and start all over again, there’ll be a lot of pushback, especially if the districts have to pay for it.  We have to consider the expense, and who pays for it.
· Colleen:  RI has $4.5 million from LDS grant toward this, or is that spoken for? 
· Ed:  We’re using the LDS money for specific things that will use it up.  The first piece is getting down to the district level and teaching them how to use the data, from the data warehouse which we have and no one uses it much.  The second piece is using the federal course code coding and having the standardized course codes going right down to the district level with people to help them standardize the course codes, which will be a major (two year) task.  Also there is the e-transcript system as a part of that.  The third piece is to talk to higher education and have integration between the two systems to pass data seamlessly to higher education, and other sister organizations or departments like health.  These are things that have to be done to support the Commissioner’s strategic plan.  However, how is this office going to get/pipe all of this data in a timely fashion down to the classroom and stakeholders, without improving the system we have right now?  We can’t go on with what we have.  Getting 36 in the room and deciding “this is the one” is the problem, but it’s not insurmountable, especially if we have legislation and especially funding.  There was the same problem with the voter registration system, though we ended up with the state paying for everything through the HAVA act after the fiasco in Florida. 
Purpose of commission and definition of SSIS conversation:

· Bob:  To pick up on what Paul was saying earlier, we have to go back to the legislation and ask what are we trying to do here?  Can we agree that a SIF or a data transfer model is a single statewide student information system?  If SIF is not a SSIS model, then we’ve already deviated from our charge. 
· Ed:  Just by design, SIF allows for a non-single statewide SIS.  Can SIF achieve an integrated SIS for the state?
· Paul:  The state is the key, but it depends.
· Bob:  We have four meetings to write a report.  We should break it down in the opening statements that this commission holds to be true, holds to consider, such-and such.  One take-aways from the OK/TN conversations is that our legislation is pretty broad at an attempt at a statewide SIS.  Perhaps there is a piece in this that mandates we go forward, if we can agree that a data transfer model and a single SSIS are the two models.  If the data transfer model is a statewide system, then don’t we already have one, even if not everyone’s using it?  That’s what I fear, is down the line, it’ll be the same.
· Ed:  The ADT is the same thing as automating the manual process.  With SIF, when something is changed in the district system, it’s changed at the state level, and if it’s running properly, it’s real-time.  SIF is the answer when they started to develop this almost 10 years ago for not getting everyone to agree to the same system, and so they created a translator.  Still there is the problem of what is a statewide SIS.  Is it integrated communication between districts, transfer between districts, or just data transfer?
· Sam:  Look at CO on the list [Handout: SSIS Information on All States], they’re just putting together their commission.  Their legislation is more specific: some of their commission’s charges are fifty pages long, including lengthy details just for the members and job titles.
· Bob:  Our mind is focused on the final product, so is our report going to say “this is what currently exists”?
· Ed:  Yes, in the outline.
· Bob:  So what would the model be, we have a varied model currently? 
· Paul:  Don’t think we have a model.
· Ed:  Basically, everybody is doing their own thing.  There are requirements (mandated, voluntary, federal reporting) to submit data, and we accomplish that through a portal called eRIDE.  Some of it is manually transferred, and business rules and edits to make sure it’s clean data.  Now there’s an alternative way of getting data electronically so that every morning, RIDE’s client activates and extracts a certain set of data from the district’s SIS, then communicates back with the district of errors/confirmation. The data warehouse is the store, so can have the arrows [referring to the graphic from the powerpoint] going the other way, too, but the issue is and has always been that it’s critical high-stakes data, we need up-to-the-minute information, not going to send a roster with no new kid and an old kid.  Technology has the tools to do this already, so it’s not a question of technology, it’s a question of money and politics.
· Colleen:  It’s a question of courage, and whether we’re going to move forward and join the rest of the world.
· Jay:  How are we defining the SIS?  Is it just the data, or is it the way people access it? 
· Bob:  To finish the previous thought, we should have in the report the following structure: here’s where we are – arrows graphic, narrative, pros/cons; here’s a single statewide SIS – arrows graphic, narrative, pros/cons; then for SIF – arrows graphic, narrative, pros/cons.  Those three are what we’re discussing.  Don’t think it’s the charge of the commission to make that judgment call on which to pick.
Impact on users / responsibilities conversation:
· Jay:  One thing that needs to go into the pros/cons of all the different models, and how each is going to be accepted by all of the different users.
· Colleen:  There’s a reason why people aren’t using the data warehouse.  If we’re going to be training people, we have to reflect on why they’re not using it.  Sometimes when we set plans for what we’re going to do things, we have to reevaluate what our plan was because this is how it is now, because technology changes, and this is where we want to go for the future. 
· Bob:  One of the state’s testimonies (OK), the state controlled SIF agents, hardware, and management of that system.  We could put in a fourth column for where the cost or burden of responsibility might fall and who picks up the cost, because it will come down to cost.  The phase-in portion and what it might look like may or may not get into the report.  Another component to explore is the competition model: that idea of competition for the sake of competition can be really efficient in getting competition if you have an RFP process that’s so slick that we’re doing RFP’s for everything, but is it really relevant?
· Ed:  Oklahoma’s SIF model had the state in control and paying for and supporting the ZIS, and the applications that are SIF-compliant have to communicate to the ZIS’s, so the districts and their vendors are responsible for making sure that the agents can communicate and have the updated versions.   That’s where the responsibility will be.  Whether it’s funded or subsidized is another question.  But the state will have the responsibility for the ZIS, and the district will have the responsibility for the software and the agents.  The funding is clear in OK: state will pay for everything at the ZIS back to the state, and the district pays for the agents back to the district.
· Paul: [Referring to a list of the Commission’s previous definitions of an ideal SSIS] The third bullet is the key issue (“not as much a technology issue as it is about moving the system forward in terms of adaptive and business practices”): it’s not the technology, it’s all to do with the change process from the state down to the local attendance clerk or teacher.  When talking about the path of least resistance, it’s taking the least to manage the ADT.  You’ll have a lot more to manage if we change it, like Colleen said.  The question is how are we going to do this, what are we going to take on, and a timeline for doing this.  Success is based on how well did you prepare, support people through, and did they understand.
· Colleen:  And how they are involved from beginning?
· Jay:  To take it to another level: how is that good and why?  We need to say why it’s good and the best, and make sure we know what’s important to stakeholders and users.
· Paul:  What do we really want this data to do for us and what’s the best way to do it should be the recommendation of the committee.  We should also include how do we manage the change and what’ll it look like.  I don’t think we can put that in the report, but part of the recommendation should be that “this has to be a priority, to include all of the stakeholders and users so that they have a buy-in”.  We haven’t necessarily gotten down to that level, which is why we’re having all of these issues, and we need to clearly recommend that the next phase in this process has to include people down to that level - what they really need and what they really value.  
· Jay:  Something the hospitals are going through right now, with going to electronic records, we’re going through gap analysis.  Recommendations from that analysis are made by people from all of the stakeholders’ groups so everyone is included in refining it.  The first version was a central-office dictate, and the users didn’t like it.  The second version brought in all of the users and things went well.  The stuff that didn’t work was the things that were mandated; the things that did work were when we had all of the input. 
· Colleen:  So where would you think we are at in this process, are we at the ‘merger’ stage? 
· Jay:  The ‘merger’ stage was where they just created the model and figure out how it works.  So we’re at the stage where we can recommend the model, but also the steps we need to make the model work.
SIF implementation/effectiveness conversation:

· Bob:  Having been involved in the consortium method, they started with 10 vendors, and if you didn’t get involved with what was happening, it was your own fault since they provided ample opportunity.  With that in mind, when going and picking a SIS, you first issue an RFP, then the vendors market their products, and then you go in and play around with it to see if you like it.  Not sure how I could figure out if SIF could work for me since it’s a whole other layer to that.  
· Paul:  It’s a responsibility of someone like me.  But to the users, it’s the same, though they might need to collect something else.
· Bob:  People may get upset because they have to collect another page of data.
· Ed:  There’s always the possibility that you may spill over to another screen because there may just need more data to be collected.  SIF is only an agent that provides a crosswalk. 
· Paul:  The secretary entering data won’t need to know about SIF.  They’ll only need to know what data you need to enter.  Clean data doesn’t necessarily mean it’s good data since you can fill in anything to validate it, but it may not be right.  Part of that goal is making sure the data is good.
· Jay:  We’ve said a couple of times that the clerk shouldn’t have to change behaviors.  That’s one of the decisions that this group needs to make: whether we’re saying there will be process changes at the end user level that will require changes.
· Bob:  Having gone through the other exercise and seeing what’s different from the current system, need to find out how to do activity “X” in current system, and then compare it to how going to do it with other system, and then compare it to how you’re going to have to do it this way at SIF.  If the answer is they’re not going to do anything different at the user level, at what tier will we say that this is not different.
· Paul:  It may not constitute a change in the user behavior, though there may be a change (or no change) in the interface.
· Bob:  Fast-forwarding to the future, how will we allow people to test-drive it?  What if the commission recommended SIF, legislators bought it, then test drive it - don’t want to go through that and find out that it’s majorly different.  
· Ed:  SIF is, for the most part, a higher level of technology that the data end users won’t do.  SIF requires high levels of technology at both ends.  SIF is just taking the information and passing it over – it’s just a translator.  The person on the other end is not even contending with it. 
· Colleen:  With one system, you don’t require a translator for this.  It puts a lot of focus on the district for having reliable data, valid data – not talking about clean data.  If we’re all on one system, each user is very well aware of having anything/everything they do having an impact.  Also, we’re going to be able to share data apples-to-apples, which is what UCOA is all about (supposedly) in being able to have apples-to-apples for comparison – so why not give that respect to the student information?
· Paul: UCOA is more of a SIF model, since everyone could keep their current systems.
· Ed:  My role is also to represent the Commissioner, and her consultant’s answer was an emphatic “no” to a non-SIF system.  Both he and his assistant are SIF supporters.  Putting in a centralized SIS, there would be huge growing pains and lots of problems anyway – same as SIF.  We would have to be committed to that, but the initial benefits will pop up immediately, so that after a transition and a few years, they will be teaching the SIS as part of the curriculum in pre-service programs.  Even simplify things for administrators or clerks moving from one district to another.
· Sam:  Another thing to consider is the mobility from district to district: 16% of students (approx. 24,000) move around in the state.  Sometimes getting the files may take up to a month.
· Ed:  The gorilla is in the room about regionalization.  We asked Peter Santos, if Providence merged with CF and Pawtucket, he said that they’d hope to have them use Providence’s system if legislators were to say “we have to have regionalization.” 
· Paul:  Can we make a formal request to see that page from the powerpoint with the consultant’s answer? Ed:  It’s an internal document, but I will ask for it; though recently a lot of the chatter has been to question the cost and technology needed.
SIS model options conversation:
· Ed:  There is another model where districts all have one SIS, and then have SIF transferring data to state.
· Colleen:  We did try that, and it didn’t work with SchoolMax.  
· Ed:  What failed with that? 
· Paul:  A lot of different things, depending on who you talk to.   To be fair, it is working and worked in some districts, and in others it didn’t, and there are a lot of districts in the middle.
· Colleen:  If the state says we’ll give you an incentive to join into a single group, and the rest of you can do the SIF, I just keep looking forward on this and saying ‘why’?  It limits regionalization and puts barriers going forward, especially if we’re looking to go nationally or globally with all the rest.
· Paul:  We need to digest this information; is our goal next week to come up with a draft?
· Colleen:  Making recommendations for the statewide procurement of a single statewide system is what the legislation says.  So would we come back to the table and hash out the technologically available options for this? 
· Paul:  We have narrowed it down to two options: do we want to recommend one or the other, or just say there are two?
· Jay:  Just from today: these are the two options, and these are the pros/cons, and the state needs to go with one of these two options.  I don’t think we have enough to go beyond that.  
· Bob:  If Lifespan represents districts (through different hospitals), are the different districts all on one system or do they have different systems? 
· Jay:  Depends on what you’re talking about: there are some systems that are the same, and others that are different, and we have a SIF-style system for the ones that need translation.  We’re looking toward what we need to do to create a single system, and it’s been difficult moving toward a single system since different hospitals use different formats for records.  Also, within different hospitals they may have different services that keep records differently electronically.
· Colleen:  So, if you had your way, would you keep it? 
· Jay:  Personal preference is something along the SIF-type model, with the central warehouse, but with translators at the higher system level to get it in to what you need and move it to both directions.  The weakness is that there isn’t the interchange between the sites (hospitals).  At least in terms of conversion, on the people end, a SIF model is the most cost-effective/time-effective model for something that size.
· Bob:  A single statewide system is a linear system, and very clean-looking.  The SIF or data-transfer model seems like it would empower at the local level, but from a business manager perspective, the fear is that from a year into this project, there’s an unanticipated consequence to this system and suddenly need to find additional funds to make this work.
· Ed:  One thing we haven’t talked about is the state of the state and the districts.  We’re at a point where it seems if we put the SIF model in quite a few districts will have to spend money and also put in brand-new SIS systems since almost a couple-dozen districts are extending their contracts as a stop-gap measure.  If we want to go with a statewide model, the best time in our history would be within the next year or so.  Whether due to end-of-life of the model or SIS, if the funding were there, we would have twenty-something districts go with one system.  At one time, we had twenty-two on SchoolMax.  It failed, and was in some respects a proof of concept, and this could be the time to do it.  Keep in mind, if we go with SIF, some districts will have to go with a new product or add-ons anyway.
· Bob:  If it is a SIF model, the first thing to be doing is to find with whom we can work to form a consortium through power in numbers to get a new system.  We need to have a clean effective capture of data for IEP.  The product as it sits, it’s stagnated, and in order to go to the next level, we need to have a product that does more.  Are we twelve or eighteen months out from a decision? 
· Ed:  Twelve.
· Colleen:  What Tim brought up, that Providence is doing an RFP now, why don’t we join in with them
· Paul:  In the past few years, Burrillville has had more interactions with Providence.  Barrington and Providence are somewhat working together since both have RFPs out.  If Providence doesn’t go with what the state is doing, then it’s an issue because school committees may say ‘well, if they’re not doing it, why should we’.  Some districts are in a holding pattern, though a few are going forward.  If we’re going to learn something from the SchoolMax consortium, it’s that we can’t do it all at once – it would need to be phased in.  So perhaps the districts just starting their new contracts may be fine in a few years.  Something to think about: this is our state-sponsored system, but if you want to do something else, then you have to meet this other (SIF-compliant) criteria.  Whatever we do, they’re going to have to mandate or legislate something; and still will have outliers and it won’t work.  I’m not suggesting that we mandate a single SIS, but think that we have to mandate a certain level of compliance.
· Tim:  To get a sense of how this is going to roll out, we need to do a few things.   First, we need to get the Commissioner’s perspective - we may be going down one path, she may be going down another path.  Second, we need to get Rep Williamson’s perspective as to what his intent was, because he may agree that this is the best way to go, or not – despite the language of the resolution, it’s best to talk to sponsor.  Thirdly, if you have one district that is intending to go down another road, need to make preparations for how you deal with that.  Regardless of what we say and put in a report, if those major players are viewing it completely differently, than not sure how effective our final report will be. 
· Ed:  I will talk to the Commissioner.  A lot of Reps thought that we already had a SSIS.  When I talked to Tim, he said they’re looking for the ability to make informed decisions.  They are currently without the tools to do that, and they want to be able to get on something and see something no more than yesterday’s information.  They’re savvy enough to know that the technology is out there.  Looking at the bank model, you can access your information at any branch of that bank and have it be the same when you access your account online.
· Jay:  I heard two different things today: heard that if student A moves from Burrillville to Cranston, they’ll need their IEP in Cranston immediately.  If teacher A moves from Burrillville to Cranston, we would want them to be able to use the data.  Banks at different companies are different ATMs.  So does it matter what they use if the data gets transferred?
· Paul:  It sounds good to me to not have to launch into a large retraining project when employees move from one to another.  Logically, it makes sense, but the higher priority is having data that is accessible real-time.  Perhaps should define what we really think is most important.
Public Comment:
· Katie Miller, Barrington:  In the competitive model, with the shared data exchange, and given the state that where districts are today, one or two vendors will emerge as the strongest, and just through that competitive process, eventually districts will go toward those vendors that work the best.  
· Ed:  So do you think that that’s what’s happening in this state? 
· Katie:  Once you (as a vendor) comply with these standards, districts can buy from you. 
· Sam: ME is doing that: InfiniteCampus is state-paid-for, the other districts are moving to InfiniteCampus and PowerSchool. 
· Paul:  The state should keep a report card of vendors, to see which ones are working best.  If you have that clear mandate/expectation, some districts/vendors will rise to the top, and if the state keeps a report card of that, other districts will be able to see what’s working and go there.
· Dr. Steve Arnolff, Custom Computer:  One of the products our company works with is InfiniteCampus.  Would like to talk about ME: their implementation is directly involved with statewide consolidation of school districts.  Right now, school districts have to regionalize into a student count of 1500 or above in order to move to InfiniteCampus, and the ones that have moved to IC are part of that.  Smaller districts haven’t done that yet, though there is legislation in the process now to make it so they can.  In a matter of two years, they have half the state on InfiniteCampus
· Marcy Langline, X2 Aspen:  Technology has changed quite a bit for SIS companies.  The newest technology does allow for customizations at the user level, and district differences, too, and then the state could customize.  We have school districts that take attendance in different ways (including the kiosk like Providence, others do it through front office or teacher).  The technology is available for field level security and allowing users to customize; it also facilitates state level data reporting.
· Diane Silvia, Warwick:  My biggest eye-opener was the differences in the technology now.  Star_Base is working well for us, but the new version coming out was going to be very expensive.  I was opposed to the Consortium model at the time of SchoolMax.  But Star_Base and SchoolMax are the same now: they’re old.  Teachers don’t want to use it, and their contract is preventing them, and the technology cost can be a deterrent.  One thing to put before the school committee is whether we should pay a lot now for the upgrade to the same old system, or join a consortium for better costs and more functionality in the future.
· Sue Tierny, Davies:  What is the status of the state’s data warehouse?  I’m under the impression that it was going to be revised or replaced, so what is relevance of the data warehouse to the models being discussed here?  Do either of those negate the need to the data warehouse?  Will it exist regardless of the models chosen, and should we look at developing its use/functionality since it’s been around for a while and people are having issues using it?  Until you can bring those people together and define the mission and objectives, the pros/cons can change form depending on your viewpoints and mission.  One position is to look at the end-product: where we want to be and what we want to have.  The data-warehouse is critical, and we need to understand what will happen with that, and the tools to use that data.

· Ed:  The strategy is to make the data user-friendly and available to everyone in a timely manner, so there will be a store to keep the data.  It could be incorporated within a statewide product, or it could stand alone.  Also, it has been a place for the longitudinal data to be pulled down/stored since 2003, regardless of which product is used.  The challenge is to get them to understand what to do with it and provide the tools for not necessarily just the expert/researcher, but to the classroom level.  The challenge is to get it down there.  It is the weak link because of the limited funds/resources, we had to choose the tools we went after, so we went after the researchers first.  No one’s using the data warehouse except a few researchers, but that’s not the only market we’re trying to go after.  We need this data now, it has to get out there and they have to know what to do with it.  That’s why we’re putting almost $1 million into the OLP (online processing) tools.  A researcher is writing a paper on why people aren’t using the data warehouse.

· Paul:  People have said that the data doesn’t look valid to them. 
· Ed:  There are problems with the synchronization, and though we have identified the path of the problems, we haven’t reached out enough.  Scott attempted to train a dozen people at a time, once per month.  They login once and then don’t login again.  As to the data being true, we have signed copies from superintendants saying that the data is correct.  The more you use the data, the cleaner it gets.  
· Colleen:  Back in 2000 or 2003, no one had the idea of the implications of the data in the day-to-day business of doing things.  Some districts didn’t have tech directors.  Data wasn’t an important factor in day-to-day business.  It’s not until now that we understand that data is important; we need to know how to use it, what to do once we’ve read it, what kind of relevance it has to what’s going on now, and how urgent it is to the day-to-day basis.  The classroom teacher is more concerned about the student sitting in front of them than the data report – unless they are informed of why the report is so important.

· Ed:  We have been trying to do that, but funding has been an obstacle for the state.

· Colleen:  If you said to a superintendent, “If you use this, your scores will go up a lot” – they’ll be there. 
· Ed:  We now have an office is that is just for data and assessment analysis; we will also have a data governance board to work with the data and help districts use it. 
Move to adjourn (Paul); second (Colleen).  Meeting adjourned.

