Statewide Longitudinal Data System Committee
Location: DCN

12/22/08, 2:30 – 4:30 PM
Information Technology Department

Bismarck, ND  58505
Lisa Feldner, Kathy Strombeck, Maren Daley, Shane Goettle, Cathy  Forsch, Jenny Witham, Dave Massey, Marsha Krotseng, Sarah Johnson, Bon Wikenheiser, Wayne Kutzer, Brandi Pelham, Lori Heinsohn, Terry Dwelle, Darin Meschke, Dan Pullen, Russ Buchholz, Cheryl Kulas, Chuck Placek, Jim Hirsch, Michelle Olsen, Tim Schenfisch, Nancy Walz, Janet Welk, Lelan Bosch, Sue Davenport, Mike Hillman, Doug Johnson, Korrine Lang, Randall Thursby, Bill Goetz, Steve Snow 
Questions from Agencies:
· Tracy explained the process in scoring. Weight was given to multi agencies

· Findings from survey. Tracy printed data quality handout for the group. Tracy likes how it deals with all 3 phases of education and workforce. Valid questions and questions we’ve asked as well.
· Maren, one said JS was a consumer. She didn’t answer that. #21, what was the tipping point that gave demographics so much weight? Tracy, 2nd highest concern. This is functionality features of the data in the LDS. It’s obvious all 5 agencies scored in this area. Questions from Indian affairs had to deal with race. Maren, there are some legal issues JS cannot share demographics information. Tracy, what usually happens in that situation is that you are not allowed to drill to that level. We can report off it but cannot go past the agency level with that data. Federal reporting which is required can be done.
· Not all agencies have had a chance to score. Health will not be responding and DPI need to send scores. These are sorted by the value.
· Tracy went over the questions with high response, top 15 questions. 
· #14, track outcomes

· Isn’t a question. Describes what people want out of their data

· #21, feature of the system

· #16 and 8, deal with special populations

· #70, need to know for effectiveness of education

· #27, 4 agencies really interested in that

· #1, 3 agencies, high points

· Whole series of questions that go around high school and beyond

· Special population seems to be of high concern
· Interagency questions, DOCR recommended having a special committee which coordinates/identifies inter-agency reporting, not all data is of value to the SLDS however important sharing between agencies. There is a BI component of this which could use SLDS data to enhance the value of the inter-agency reporting.
· Questions

· How will the outcome drive SLDS priorities

· Other opportunities to share data sets, interagency efforts. It will let us know other priorities and others who wish to be involved. SLDS isn’t giving up your data; you still control your data. It is about sharing information.

· #71, faculty data would already come out.

· There are a number of reports required by state law for agency accountability reporting. This is interesting information. Can only be used as guidelines for reporting.

· Tracy, SLDS is concerned with priority data in phase 1.

1. Approval of the agenda
2. Update on agency meetings – Tracy, Nancy
3. Privacy policy / FERPA regulations update – Shane
a. FERPA changes were finalized in December. Shane’s staff is meeting tomorrow. Tracy went to the WICHE conference. Shane would like him to meet jointly to hear what was learned.
4. Update on Commission on Education Improvement - Lisa, others 

a. They have recommended funding, approximately 2.2 million in the Executive Budget recommendation. Second, to fund PowerSchool to every k-12 school across the state about a 4.2 million dollar initiative. Majority of schools are on the system. We’d like them all on by 2013. This will allow us to build uploads into LDS. We can determine percentage of people using it. It was 79% today.  

b. Higher Ed has asked to go down to the 3rd grade for info. Students are taking dual credit scores in 9th grade. It would be helpful to load them earlier than 9th grade. 3rd grade students get a .edu email account. We were thinking this could follow them through higher education. Because of that, we talked about teacher identifiers. It would be nice if teachers who have sendit addresses could use one identifier when they take courses also. Could we change the teaching license number to a ConnectND number? Janet thought it was possible. We will explore this idea. Student and employees would have on EmpID.

c. Professional develop category. Lisa met with some of the group. How can we categorize it in a data center to be able to drill down and find the way to do it? Lisa would like the group to do this. Other states are working on this but none have it perfected. Wayne said we are doing it. They have a more defined curriculum. It gets more difficult going outside of that info. The big challenge is not following but categorizing it so we can use developmental data against the outcome. The categories:  traditional, non-degree credit id teachers, workforce training, non credit activities which could be valuable but without categorizing, it creates a problem. Workforce training is done at the request of the employer. It is hard to identify the people in the room. It would be great if they all had EmpIDs too.
5. FINDET overview – Michelle
6. WICHE meeting update – Tracy, Michelle

a. Tracy gave a PowerPoint presentation. He went over what he got out of the conference. 

i. Education pipeline was the general theme. Studies on barriers and solutions. Lack of common identifiers is the biggest barrier. Solutions: unique IDs required on transcripts. E-transcripts.

ii. Recommendations for action steps were given at the conference (see presentation). We are in the process of some of the steps.

iii. FERPA presentation was given at the conference. Steve Winnick gave the presentation and went over many myth busters. De-identified data is becoming popular. 
iv. His presentation can be downloaded

1. PDF to show what data is allowed and who can send/receive that data.

2. PDF to show next steps for states

a. Basically, if the state laws, policys, etc.  are in place data exchanges are allowed between HE and K12.
b. Firewalls are important

v. Steve is willing to come up for a presentation and so is the DQC.
vi. Experience suggestions for technical issues were given

vii. Florida has been doing this for years. They are able to produce informational reports for workforce and wages earned.

viii. Washington is also able to pull useful information which has followed students for many years. This is helpful in getting funding from Government.

ix. WA’s 2nd study dealt with dislocated workers. Results show what they make in wages compared to what they made previously and the difference with training between jobs.
x. Lessons from around the region,

1. We will model off of Washington.  Colorado is pretty frustrated. Their dropout rate is quite high. Most degreed people in CO are coming in from out of state.  We can learn from some of their states. They are starting to do associate degrees in High School and using HS to reduce higher education costs.

xi. ACT plans to start to format their data to make it more useful to the states.

1. P-20, Brandi, in commission meeting last week. Post legislation, we plan to add 2 more people to the committee. People seemed open to it. We didn’t have much time to discuss it. Feedback once session starts will be important. There’s opportunity for that commission to focus on pre-K and higher education.

xii. Tracy will put the presentation on the SharePoint site and links to the speaker’s presentations also.

b. Michelle 

i. Been with FINDET for over 2 years. Last week data quality meeting made her feel that ND is progressing. ND has a chance to be a model in this situation. 
ii. Michelle went through her Presentation (It will be posted to SharePoint site). FIDNET is made up of 6 state agencies. We provide information back to the agencies. FINDET is a coop effort between the 6 agencies. We keep growing in request but not in FTEs. We are bound be FERPA, CIPSE and HIPAA. We get a lot of questions; many are on the sheet Tracy handed out. FINDET gets a file from ACT each year. It contains an identifier which we can match data with. We do not publish info with 5 or less students. We can track this info through workforce as well. This involves the UI wage information for students we can’t match any other way. We can also track how many students are enrolled in out-of-state institutions. Maren asked if they do the inverse study also. Where we draw students in from. Mike said they have that info in their records and it will be on their website. We can track students with GEDs and compare to those who are employed along with wage records. We can drill this down to quarter comparisons. CTE information is available. Most complex report is a follow up report by year for graduates by primary degree.  We get our data from multiple agencies to use on reports. We get request for many different reports. 
iii. From the conference Michelle believes it is easy to get FERPA things messed up. They encouraged states to try different things but would follow by saying “check with your state. This is not legal advice.” 
iv. Powerpoint presented to the group

c. Group discussion

i. FERPA is used too often to channel ones thinking. Sound advice, we have to be striking forward in policy and what we need. Once that is determined, then look at what the legal qualifiers are. Do not let legal aspects drive the agenda. Ask first, what is it that we need then be sensitive to the legal realms? All of us as agencies should take that view. 

ii. Is there a code prohibiting us from doing anything that we need to adjust? Do we need some kind of legislation to go forward or can we do MOUs? Tracy said many states asked them to put together a template for legislation. Tracy asked them to use ND as their template.  We need to define what we want and then go back to be sure it complies with FERPA. Tracy said the next step recommends moving forward and filling in the blanks with state laws or regulations. Maren said we’ve gone through having something with state law and avoid having regulatory issues. Mike knows there is an infinite number of ways to set things up. The PDF provides the framework of how to make it happen.  Trust and follow through on protection of privacy are most important.
7. DPI grant status – Dave

8. SLDS budget - Lisa

9. Legislative strategy – Discussion

a. Brandi said we need to decide what we want to do, where we want to go, and make a priority list. This has already been done by Tracy, the list mentioned at the beginning of the meeting. We will meet again before session if possible. 

10. Next steps

a. Mike had some questions about Tracy’s handout from earlier in the meeting. Some of the questions are not SLDS questions but are individual agency questions. This doesn’t set the priorities for SLDS. It is an awareness document. We can’t prioritize by the number of points. The key is meeting the state law accountability measures. Maren thought we should all go back and revisit the consultant report before session. Do we need to go back to the communication piece that Brandi worked on earlier? Brandi thought it was a good idea to review the communications piece stored on the SharePoint site. Tracy will focus on legislative strategy. We need to build a foundation before we expand. Brandi said the group will go back and review consultants report, take out what you think is important for your agency. It is a good working document for us to use as a team. Tracy will look back at DQC for links to send out an email with major priorities to Lisa. This is the document we should start with.
11. Meeting adjourned 4:36 PM

