Statewide Longitudinal Data System Committee

July 9, 2008
 1:00 PM – 2:00 PM
Information Technology Department

Red River Room
Bismarck, ND  58505

Attended:
Tracy Korsmo, Brian Waala, Sue Davenport, Lisa Feldner, Maren Daley, Marcia Krotseng,

Nancy Walz, Dave Massey, Brandi Pelham, Randall Thursby (via phone), Leigh Huethe,

Mike Hillman, Jenny Witham, Doug Johnson, Wayne Kutzer
1. Approval of the agenda
a. Lisa would like to switch items #2 and #3 for better meeting flow 

b. Mike, should we go through the goals to keep all on the same page. Arlington VA, it was interesting and gratifying opinion. We will add that to the agenda. 3rd, RFP Claraview – would Lisa like acceptance on that report.
2. LDS Mission and Goals statement

a. We voted and accepted the draft previously. Now we would like to vote and approve the final document.
b. Mission statement – accepted with no changes

c. Goals

i. 1a the term individuals could be taken wrong, does not need to change. 

d. Vision

i. 3rd bullet is an important tenant

e. Deliverables

i. No changes

ii. We haven’t completed this step yet, nor are we capable

f. Policies

i. No changes

g. Technology

i. No changes

h. Competency Center Services

i. Lisa said, in all of our BI things we’ve been researching, there is a competency center between agencies. It is a group of people who analyze data and finalize things.

i. Planning

i. No changes

j. Communications

i. No changes

k. Assumptions

i. #1 is an extremely important perspective. Some agencies have no data to contribute but would like to access data. 

ii. Number 3, probabilistic matching will be used. Absolute matching is not realistic because of errors. There’s always some chance or errors. Depending on the report Randall’s people would sometimes need hard data. Lisa said it is the algorithm used. Tracy explained how the system uses probability to determine a possible match or determine it is a match. It can give you a 99% confidence that is a match. This could even be a typing error. 
iii. Discussion on wording of probabilistic (see above). 

iv. Mike motions to amend the second sentence to “the system will use” to replace “Probabilistic” and to add the word “data”. Maren seconds. Motion carried.

v. Mike moves to endorse the document. Wayne seconds. Motion approved.
3. Virginia Experience – a lesson on planning ahead
i. Mike attended and thought it was a quality campaign. He had meetings with national organizations and people who had visited a DC high school

1. VA has invested millions of dollars and several years. So far it is getting on the top of k-12. We have to realize this is a large elephant here.

2. This was a model school who said for them, when they load info it takes a long time to do so. 

3. Governor and state had a plan and followed steps. They forgot they had training to do with 70 school districts. We need to be thinking that this is about what many people do.

4. The more we put in to planning the better off we’ll be

ii. Tracy remembered that Higher Ed was there and when they were about to kick off a high school feedback data initiative, it was stuck by FERPA. It may not have been an issue if the right data sharing agreements were in place.

4. Acceptance of SLDS Strategic Roadmap Recommendations

a. Lisa went over the action plan. Not everyone will agree with everything in the document but they can adopt it to what they need.

b. We sort of have budget numbers figured out. This will go through ITD’s budget as per the Governor. Nancy stated costs are estimated and straight out of Claraview’s budget. We may need to tweak with more information. Marcia asked how FINDET budget ties in. Lisa deviates from the Claraview idea until we get the LDS up. Marcia and Mike would support that. Mike needs the current FINDET function until LDS is up and running.  Also doesn’t know if we need to address funding until we decide how to get this up and moving. Dave moves that we must take the recommendations and approve these. Lisa said we can’t approve the budget figures yet. We want to approve the recommendation and decide what needs to be done. We need to formalize the names of the Business Cases. There is a difference between the SLDS and the Education LDS data warehouse. We will go with K-16 for education while students are in the system and the other to follow after they enter the workforce. We can change these names. Dave moves to accept the 1st recommendation on the document. Jenny seconds. Motion carried.
c. 2nd Business Case. Mike moves to accept. Doug seconds. Motion carried. Comments: need better communication and need to be integrated so info is available in one place. Considering the special needs for P-16. K-12 data warehouse may have outcomes that are linked from other agencies. The difference is in the governance of the agencies and information across agencies.

d. 3rd item has to do with how legislatures interpret what we are doing and why we need it. Maren thinks this has too much convenience and too many dollars. Mike motions to amend the recommendation. Brian made the changes on the document.  We have some miscommunication throughout some of the maps. Discussion on whether or not this recommendation is needed and if it was for convenience, as well as whom this affects. Agencies can use their existing data holders and still communicate with the LDS. Jenny suggests we may need a separate line for NDUS. Mike said if we need a separate row, he will withdraw his previous motion. We would remove the 3rd bullet and the 3rd bullet is changed by Brian. Doug seconds. Motion carried.
e. Jenny motions to add another row to include other agencies. Brian will add this to the document. Dave seconds motion carried.
f. 4th recommendation is informational. Lisa said this will be up to the individual schools. Lisa asked if we should support this. Nancy, part of the reason this is on here is because we want to keep it at the local level as well as the state level though the state would not take care of the local district needs. Dave thinks we should remove this recommendation. Motion to remove this recommendation from Jenny. Doug seconds.  Motion carried. Nancy noted we strike this from the record not because we don’t support it but it’s not a committee responsibility.

g. 5th Recommendation

i. This is primarily consulting that has to do with what you’re going to match and setting standards. Wayne to accept, Dave seconds. Discussion: Should the definition be worded differently? Tracy, yes that part of it. The wording could create issues. Nancy, we have that stated in another recommendation. Nancy this is more of the conceptual. Mike thought there is nothing there to define it. Nancy, it is on page 52. Brian will change the wording in the document.  Motion carried.

h. Reporting recommendations

i. 1st recommendation – minor wording changes. Brian will make the change. Marcia moved to accept with changes. Mike seconds. Budget amount is a concern. Mike asked Maren if she expects her agency to be billed for the LDS system. Right now FIDNET charges for their service. Maren doesn’t believe her agency would be. They give info but don’t get anything back. It should be state funded. This dollar figure will affect the  09-11 budget. Motion carried.
i. Getting late and people need to get going. Lisa suggests we modify the recommendations

j. Identify issues,

i. Maren, with budgets, she would like you to remove training from the implement formal data quality training recommendation. Mike has issues with the governance wording issues. Mike would take the working out of the mission document and go with that. Lisa thought the people in this committee were well thought out. Lisa suggest since there’s not monetary value attached we will change it. Maren said the issue is with the word tax. This may have issues passing legislatures. Right now they can share the name and tax id number with DOT, JSND WSI and Child Support. Not all info is available. The new tax system has a data warehouse. Can it be exchanged? Doug suggested if we keep the language out of here as it would be a red flag for legislatures.

ii. Mike would like the governance word removed from all of the document.
iii. Randal had a concern with the MCI and management of that. Lisa, we are still negotiating the license.
iv. Can’t finish without everyone here. We will meet again to finish.

k. IT Plans,

i. Nancy doesn’t think anyone needs anything extra for this coming biennium. DPI does have needs but they know that already. 

l. Mike, licensing of software is different rate. Budget issues will be interesting.

m. Powerschool 

i. Has a big impact on the data system.

ii. Maren moves to support it. Mike seconds. Motion carried.

n. Next meeting, Lisa will try to find available time on everyone’s calendars.

o. No timeline implications

5. MEETING ADJOURNED 3:16pm

