Arizona Data Governance Commission 
Minutes of the meeting
Friday, October 19, 2012
Arizona Department of Education
Conference Room 409
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Elliot Hibbs (Chair)	Dean Farar	Gordon Wishon
Jeffery Billings	Rod Lenniger	Aaron Hale
Patrick Burns	Michelle Norin (V-Chair)

Members Not Present
George Kahkedjian
Rick Krug
Fred Estrella
Josh Allen
Rick Ogston

Staff:

Chris Kotterman- Deputy Director of Policy Development & Government Relations, ADE
Aiden Fleming, Legislative Liaison, ADE
Welcome and Introduction
Chairman Hibbs called the meeting to order at 10:03 a.m. 
Presentation by Jolene Newton: AELAS Business Care
Jolene Newton, ADE IT Project Manager, gave a presentation on FY2013 priorities. Jolene Newton presented a summary of initial key findings of the AELAS Business Case, including the team’s research methodology and approach.  She indicated that the team would deliver a draft of the Executive Summary to each member the week of October 22, and the full case will be sent on November 5. 

Mr. Wishon complimented Ms. Newton on her presentation and acknowledged that the team put a lot of effort into the project.  He noted that there is a compelling argument just based on the costs of software but asked if the case would be more compelling if hardware costs were also considered.  He also asked if there was any effort to capture those costs (including connectivity).  This could be an opportunity to see further economies of scale.
Ms. Newton: Hardware costs have been considered (access, number of servers, infrastructure).  Our team also looked at the private cloud, but there wasn’t the same level of evidence as there was with software.
MM: Our team also had a sub-approach to the research process – our team didn’t want to be threatening.  We would not have had success if LEAs viewed our research phase as an “audit.”  We wanted to keep the trust level high.  
Mr. Billings inquired if the team has had any conversations with LEAs about what is being specifically proposed.  Have you found that there is any interest for LEAs to opt in?  Ms. Newton answered that there was interest.  The team held focus groups where LEA representatives helped prioritize the proposed systems.  During that process, the team tested the water and there was a lot of interest of procuring statewide systems.  There was also high interest in a statewide Instructional Improvement Plan.  Mr. Billings then added that he wanted to make sure ADE does not lose sight of the fact that there is more than K-12 to consider.  He would like to see more emphasis on the college and career piece.  Ms. Newton noted that the team is looking at the National Student Clearinghouse data.  She acknowledged that the team needs to add that to the conceptual roadmap.

Mr. Billings stated that the PARCC assessments are coming and he has concerns that there are not minimum bandwidth specifications created.  He has concerns with network connectivity.  He asked Mr. Masterson if he has a sense of whether or not there is sufficient bandwidth.
MM: We will know more in the next 6 weeks.  We will be presenting the specs for PARCC soon, but he noted that Mr. Billings’ point was well taken.  These concerns are being addressed as part of the statewide broadband effort.  Mr. Billings noted that PARCC is only piece of his concern.  The real-time transactions you envision will require substantial bandwidth capabilities.  He suggested that the standards that the Data Governance Commission is considering would provide the relationships needed for PARCC and Common Core.  Mr. Masterson agreed.

Presentation by Glen McMath: Identity Management Solution
Glen McMath, ADE IT, presented the proposed identity management solution that ADE IT would like to explore.  He indicated that this approach would provide single sign-on convenience for ADE customers.  Mr. McMath shared that his team was using the Georgia model of adding access to ADE SLDS through each individual LEA SIS.  Ms. Norin asked that as ADE adds more systems beyond SLDS, would teachers/administrators have to go to a different click through.  Mr. McMath indicated that would not be the case – instead, the SIS would be a launching point for any ADE application.  Users would be directed to an ADE portal.

Mr. Hibbs wanted to clarify that it would be up to local agencies to decide who would have access to the system.  Mr. McMath indicated that was correct.  Ms. Norin asked Mr. McMath if he was familiar with InCommon.  She noted that this is a way to federate without relying on shipping credentials back at forth.  Mr. McMath stated he wasn’t aware of the tool but would research it.  He expressed that he has FERPA concerns that would need to be examined.  Mr. Wishon added that this is a service that issues credentials that can be used across a number of institutions.  The initial use credentials are issued by the home institution that allows their students/researchers to access other institutions.  Mr. Masterson indicated that this would be something ADE IT would need to be researched.  Right now, the team focus is on granting K-12 access and getting each LEA to take responsibility for granting access.
Mr. Billings asked if the goal is to have an ID that would follow the student.  Mr. McMath said that is true for the student and the team is building that case out now. 

 Mr. Billings added that he understands the way access would be granted for teachers but has concerns about student access because teachers and students are working in a shared space now.  He added that LEAs would be taking on the responsibility of granting and managing access – the state will not be a co-owner.  Mr. Masterson added that there will be a unique student and teacher ID.  This is technologically easy but is challenging because of the different layers.  However, the LEA is closest to the student and teacher.  And the same credential token can be transferred to a parent. He also noted that ADE IT is not considering any new models.  Mr. Wishon noted that this is an issue for the universities all the time that why he and Ms. Norin suggested looking into InCommon.  

Ms. Norin indicated that the approach described is a good first step.  She also shared that she is supportive of having LEAs decide access.  Mr. Hibbs asked what the consequence would be if local units do not manage access well.  Mr. McMath indicated that the agreement would include a review of policies before entering into a data sharing agreement.  Mr. Hibbs then asked what would happen if there are violations.  Mr. McMath added that the process would be evaluated.  Ms. Norin shared that no policy would prevent violations if LEAs don’t turn off access at the local level.

Ms. Norin moved to direct use of federated identity management approach for LEA access to ADE data.  Mr. Billings seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.

Presentation by Ray Adair: ES3S/SLDS Vail Pilot lessons learned 
Ray Adair presented a brief update on the Vail SLDS pilot program. He indicated that the pilot will be with one teacher in one classroom. This pilot will use historical assessment data and will be used to develop statewide deployment.  Mr. Billings asked what assessment data ADE IT would be using.  Mr. Adair said that the team would be using AIMS, AZELLA and other standardized tests.  Mr. Billings asked what the plan was for further implementation.  Mr. Adair said that the lessons learned will be used for the next phase pilots in Kingman, Yuma and a charter school.

Mr. Billings asked Mr. Adair the status of the Student-Teacher-Course Connection project.  Mr. Adair noted that the project is in “red” at this time but the team is working to decide a realistic time line for completion.  Mr. Hibbs asked if Mr. Adair had the number of LEAs that have completed the process.  Mr. Masterson noted that approximately 54 have completed uploads of 40-day data.  He estimated that the project would be completed in June.  Other states have taken nearly 28 months to complete the process.  It is anticipated that the team will complete 80 per month until completed.


Presentation by Ed Jung and Mark Masterson: Data Governance Update
Mr. Masterson began his presentation by providing an overview of Dr. Nancy Smith’s visit to ADE to complete a data governance needs assessment.    Pamela Smith also presented a brief update on Arizona’s submission to the Data Quality Campaign’s annual survey.   She noted that there were areas where Arizona could improve but there were also areas where Arizona is gaining traction.  Mr. Masterson added that the proposed data standards would directly address nearly every gap in the survey.  Mr. Wishon asked if the proposed standards would impact how data was shared with post-secondary institutions.  Mr. Masterson answered that he has been all over the state meeting with higher education to get a better understanding of their data needs and how K-12 could partner with their existing systems.  This approach would not require higher education to adopt our standards – they would just need to build an extractor so the systems could communicate.  However, these standards are necessary to begin creating the full transcripts that higher education has been requesting.  Mr. Wishon added that he was looking for some assurances that the target set of standards would work with everyone.  Mr. Masterson indicated that he expected to have some issues with ASSIST.  

Mr. Hibbs noted that these efforts are for K-12, but he would like to see partnership with pre-K as the opportunity arises.  Mr. Masterson stated that the team has been working with First Things First to do just that type of work.  Ms. Norin added that she believes these standards are laying a great foundation.  She hasn’t heard any feedback that this is the wrong way, but she wondered if anyone else has heard anything negative.  Mr. Masterson noted that he had not either other than that the implementation can be a challenge.  Chris Kotterman indicated that he would reach out to community colleges and report back to the Commission.  Mr. Billings understands that post-secondary wants K-12 data but he wanted to make sure that post-secondary knows K-12 wants their data, too.  Mr. Masterson agreed and added that having data is one thing.  The conversations have begun but there is a need to talk about the use cases around data collection.

Ms. Norin made the following motion: 
Approve use of CEDS logical data model for ADE internal data use (Master Data Management) with immediate implementation; Approve use of Ed-Fi for the ADE internal physical data model; and approve Ed-Fi as the single state Education (K-12) physical data standard for bi-directional data interchanges (Between LEAs and ADE) for all state-mandated data requirements.  Complete statewide implementation by beginning of FY2015 school year.  Mr. Leninger seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Hibbs wanted to make the record clear that the Commission is also directing ADE to proceed to develop requirements (costs) for a statewide implementation of Ed-Fi Transmission Layer between LEA and SEA (LEA Data Extractors) with intention to complete implementation by school year 2015. The Commission agreed.

Update by Mark Masterson: Budget Summary Update
Mr. Masterson shared progress updates on the current goals for FY2013 and introduced the Instructional Improvement System (IIS – IDEAL replacement).  Mr. Billings asked if the “mapping the mess” process was available for review of if it is a living document.  Mr. Masterson noted that is available and it is a living document.  Our plan is to have a panel of 10 business officers interpret the legislation and business rules to validate them (not IT).  The exercise has helped determine that any new applications will not be hard coded and everything will be configurable.  These changes and a rules engine will ensure the system will be sustainable. We will have dates for that process by the next meeting.  

Mr. Billings asked if the IIS will be for both students and teachers.  Ms. Newton indicated that the first phase will be for just educators.  The team is planning a phased approach.  They are currently in the process of determining what will be free and what will be opt in.  IDEAL had tests available but there was never a way for student to take them.  The team will be able to present more information at the next meeting.  Ms. Norin asked if the plan is for a suite of products or one big product.  Ms. Newton noted that it will be a suite of products.  The team is looking at the integration and analytics, which will likely be built in house.  The suite could be provided by multiple vendors – at this time, no one vendor provides all the services.  Mr. Billings asked if IIS would be changing data in real time.  Ms. Newton shared that was the case but stressed that the team is just now gathering requirements.  The team has not decided what to bring forward yet but will bring back to the Commission for guidance.

Budget Approvals
Ms. Norin made a motion to approve the following funding for technology spending:
· SAIS Phase I Replacement                     $    450,000
· Instructional Improvement System     $    550,000
· Improve internal ADE programs          $    500,000

Ms. Norin’s motion passed unanimously with a voice vote. 

Call to the Public
[bookmark: _GoBack]No requests to address the commission were received.
Adjourn 
Chairman Hibbs adjourned the meeting at 12:02pm. 
