
Statewide Student Information System Commission

May 13, 2010

9:00 am – 11:15 am           
RIDE, Room 501
PRESENT:  Ed Giroux (RIDE), Colleen Jermain (RI School Superintendents’ Assoc. - RISSA), Tim Duffy (RI Assoc. of School Committees - RIASC), Paul Barrette (RI Society of Technology Educators - RISTE), Jay Spitulnik (Lifespan), Sam Grabelle (RIDE Consultant)

ABSENT:  Rep. Tim Williamson (RI General Assembly), Bob Ross (appointee for: Ronald Tarro, RI Assoc. of School Business Officials - RIASBO)

NEXT MEETING:  June 14 (Monday) for Presentation to Commissioner
HANDOUTS: none – the documents referenced are all working documents and as such have not been made public

This is the final meeting of the Commission. Sam will write up the final version of the report and send it out to the Commission for approval.  The Commission plans to use this meeting to plan the presentation to the Commissioner.
Updates to the Report:

· Still need to do:

· Rep. Williamson is taking a look at the report
· The CEIS/data sections are in progress, and the section on the state election system is done
· Ed will ask Peter Santos for approval of what was included in the Report about Providence’s RFP

· The Commission read and agreed on the final version of the Executive Summary
· Section and chart demonstrating alignment to Strategic Plan (added at last meeting)

· From a school perspective, total integration allowing LEAs to share information seamlessly is one of the biggest things about having a single SIS, and need to ensure that the general public can see that perspective; this is emphasized later in the report 
· Vertical interoperability is in the glossary and will be linked for clarification
· Added definition of super-user to the glossary
· Sustainability discussion was taken out of the chart because it is a separate discussion 
· Wording changed from “is mandated for a certain level” to “is mandated and fully funded by the state” 
· It is enough to recognize that OSIRIS happened and when it happened, so no need to go into further detail
· The current section on RTTT is from the original RTTT budget narrative, so will need to add a paragraph or two about what is in the new version, such as:

· what is in the budget

· if SIF is still mentioned in the new version
· what is the new version’s statement on use of data
· LDS grant information is all set
· Consortium piece is set pending approval of use of quote by audience member - approval given
· The statewide elections system has an online site with a history of how the system came to be: it was mandated in the legislation that the state pay for all of it including conversion and training, and also not restricting the owners of the system from having control of their data
· The change management piece will include a paragraph that explains the chart so that it’s clear in the narrative of how critical that piece is to the success of the recommendation
· the chart will be added to an appendix and would link to the process in the recommendations 
· In the current initiatives section: 
· will add an overview of Barrington’s SIS RFP into the report
· include the Barrington RFP as an appendix
· In the recommendations section, of the four options two of them don’t fulfill the requirements to be considered an SSIS and therefore were not considered in the recommendations 
· In the understanding of SIF section: 
· will double-check the number of districts who would need to change their SIS if the state went to SIF in order to be compliant with the “latest version of SIF” 
· changed “latest version of SIF” to “SIF 2.x” in order to be more specific
· Originally the report had a long bulleted list when considering the variety of options, but this was turned into a paragraph each on advantages and challenges, and the cost options chart that Bob had created
· The two quotes included are not able to accurately be attributed to anyone and therefore will be left as-is
· Add to the recommendations section: access to data in a real-time environment will result in better informed decisions about how we manage and transform education in RI 
· Add to the not implementing an SSIS section: not implementing an SSIS would result in time continuing to be wasted on conversion, uploading, transferring, importing, validating, re-entering data, etc., and everyone not using the same language would result in constantly having to check people
· Discussion regarding the financial effect over time of the change, and why this is a good thing for the future:  
· determined that it’s not about cost so much as are we meeting the strategic plan and are we making data-based decision-making; 
· our charge was not how to save money
· the money piece comes in as how do we do this in the most cost-effective way for an SSIS in RI

· like the new DMV software, it’s expensive now, and the old one - which was archaic - was cheaper, but this will save money, time, and allow for more to be done in the long run

· this is an investment that many people will benefit from

· the only concern is to not say that ‘we guarantee’ that there will be savings for sure, because we weren’t asked to do that part, though the cost analysis piece will address a potential outcome
· Changed the recommendations section from a bulleted list to paragraphs 
· Changes in cost option one: 
· removed “RIDE pays for everything” and replaced with: a funding stream that is cost-neutral for the LEAs 
· “high cost to RIDE” as a constraint would not be necessarily true since it might not be RIDE itself paying for it, therefore changed to “identifying a funding stream for the project”
· Modify wording to: use a change-management process to ensure that all elements of the change beyond the technology (e.g., personnel, time management etc.) are addressed 
· Discussion about “lessons learned” from a prior section: 
· lessons learned has no negative impact on RINET or what happened in the past, it was simply that for some technical issues, districts need to have the ability to go right to the vendor to work things out

· also recognize the efficiency of and need for having a local/consortium help-desk 
· therefore, change to “LEAs need to have direct access to vendors when necessary”

· Commission members affirmed that they felt comfortable with the Recommendations section; the recommendation itself was unanimously approved by those present
· The commission will sign the draft right before the presentation, but will get approval via email so there will be a written record that this is the final draft

The Presentation:
· Prior to the presentation, provide the Commissioner with an all-inclusive binder containing the physical document, also give her a PDF on a CD 
· Also provide Rep. Williamson with a binder and CD, as he is a member of the Commission and has not been present

· Draft a formal cover letter from the Commission that is signed; the letter will be a part of the Report itself and will be available as a public document; 
· The advance copy will allow the Commissioner to review the Report and come up with questions
· The Commission will be able to amend the Report if through the Commissioner’s questions it becomes apparent that there was something missing and the Commission wishes to address it

· However, it’s the Commissioner’s responsibility to present the Report if she chooses, to modify it or disregard it and present her own to the legislaturefirst thing that will happen is our presentation to her, then she will ask questions

· Agenda for the presentation is not part of the Report, but should contain:
· presentation (executive summary and findings, the research done, the phone calls, meeting with LEAs, getting as much info as we can before creating the report, etc.)
· powerpoint presentation of cost analysis
· comments from the Commission
· questions from the Commissioner
· One-pager for the presentation with bullets of what we want to touch upon; Ed will present this
Cost Analysis Presentation:
· The first survey of the LEAs only collected what SIS they were using and for how long they had been using it
· The Commission found that we needed even more, since many LEAs were supplementing the SIS with a number of different applications where another may have more functionality in their SIS depending on what they can/cannot afford
· Created a second survey which focused on the data and costs for everything that is in place now (SIS and supplemental applications)

· Found an annual cost at the LEA level, and then per student by dividing the annual cost by the number of students in each LEA
· The ideal SSIS incorporates all the extra functionality within it, and provides equitable access and functionality
· Where are we now: 
· RI school districts’ annual costs: $2.28mil

· average per-district cost range: $3.92 to $69

· average per-student cost is approx. $20 
· total cost range: approx. $5400 to $688,000

· need the median for this
· The Commission is looking for one robust system with equitable functionality and access, and therefore used the numbers based on the Consortium group found in the RFP process: 
· the RI school districts’ annual cost ends up being $1.5 million

· cost per student: $10
· range becomes: $1200 - $242,000
· 23 districts, 5 charters would see a decrease in cost annually ranging from $737 to $446,000

· 9 districts would see slight increase: $1,600 - $8,000 annually

·  one district is an outlier and does not fit in with the other districts; needs further investigation
· Estimated start-up/implementation is approx. $3.5 million
· Having a statewide SIS looks to be a fairly low cost for a high return and wide impact
· The details can be found on the handouts: 
· First handout: 
· information is sorted by the different SIS’s that are out there 
· total annual cost is that of the SIS along with any supplemental applications 

· details of what the districts are using to supplement their SIS (or functionality included): indicated by “included,” “added,” or “none”

· these sheets will be part of the appendix – these sheets will support it with evidence
· Second handout: 
· impact of $10/student on the district; 
· where and how much savings would be realized, who would be seeing the increase, etc.; 
· one district (Pawtucket) doesn’t look anything like the others: as an outlier, need further investigation to see whether they’ve found the solution and we haven’t, or whether they interpreted the questions differently from everyone else,  
· this will also be added as an appendix to the public document 
· the cost factor is enormously important - will refer to this analysis in the recommendations section


