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	Weekly 1:1 Meeting DISCUSSION

	Discussion
	


(Topic unknown)

· Jolene suggests take items out of Galileo so can start delivering functionality.  There are user guides, but demo showed the product is very basic.  It will do the job but it won't be elegant.
· Al said requirements in BRD in CTE can be reviewed.  He expressed concern about reliability and scalability if ADE  just copies and brings it over.  He asked if current product is built on SQL Server 2000, because migration to 2005 or 2008 is a huge job.  Performance and extensibility are big items.

· Kristine stated it would be used just as a stop gap for field testing for MCESA for only 3 months.

· Jolene said there are two different servers supporting it.  WEDO at ASU appears to have two different languages and is not QTI compliant.  Looked for something that can be used without having to purchase it.

· Kristine said High Schools are on hold until they get a solution.  It is worthwhile to look at the items and duplicate them.  Kristine asked if people were receptive to one system in the meeting.

· Jolene said absolutely.  Assessment systems come after Instruction so they asked why ADE did not brining PD first.  Only John Stahler and Elliot Hibbs were there; Mark Hamilton was not there so could not push it over. 

User Acceptance Test (UAT) process modification
· Jolene proposed ADE support UAT done in the present test environment and ask if it is acceptable.
· Al stated they use training for remote access, in field, so if want to train it won't match, and user guide different.

· Jolene added UAT is part of Beta testing.  Approve what is developed then take it wherever wanted.

· Kristine said most principals and teachers will never see UAT, since talking about evaluation of principal tool.  She offered a solution where MCESA asks that evaluators don't use training environment during the UAT window.

· Al proposed plan B, which is find out what it costs to provide both a UAT and Training environment.  MCESA never envisioned putting their End Users through UAT for revisions, only when ready for release.

· Jolene pointed out there are already 5 environments so a UAT environment expands it to six environments, which feels unmanageable.

· Kristine expressed the worry is present if they have to use training.  Al said BRD asked for the ability to emulate someone, which solves the problem with training when emulating someone.  Linda pushed back because it allows updates in production.  Kristine - stay open and only passwords allow production, only working on principal site.

· Jolene asked who uses the two pages of the principal tool, since UAT is only for evaluators of that tool.

· Al stated Mikey could go either place in version building if it was the version ADE should be building now, but in version actually building now, that option is not possible.  They put in the placemat as a requirement so they don't need to wait for BASIS to come back.  With additional districts coming in, there is a need to keep training clean.

· Jolene took the action to establish cost for replicating the training environment for UAT purposes.
ODCT Principal -- Sept 28
· Jolene stated the principal portion of ODCT is costing $380,000.  When she hears about all the BRDs and changes, it raises concerns the current team cannot handle that, since it is a struggle to support current tool plus development.

· Kristine stated the need another team for months, despite different swim lanes.  Sattish didn't believe there was a need for it and Mark Masterson wanted to see it, so now the staffing is not there.

· Jolene verified Master Educator is last priority.  All changes are for Teacher V2 release 1, V2 release 2 for Principal, maintenance screens so early adopters can extend users to more districts.

· Al said the requirement for all the users (not just evaluators) to have access got lost in various BRD versions.  There is a lot of legwork to load the system since evaluators have that access, but logging in is not allowed.  At top of screens, regular users get an option to view the evaluations, but not an option to enter data.  Once they have screens for Observation version 1 and 2, they need five cycles.

· Jolene asked if MCESA is ready to write the BRDs, and what was higher priority.

· Al gave Lori requirements and deadlines for all changes that don't need to have BASIS approval, because of the need to go to BASIS to verify the change for approval.  If get that there is other work they can do now, like build the screens for the five cycles now.

· Kristine said it is frustrating because MCESA put it all requirements out there the first time, but finds it isn't documented in the next round.  Jolene thinks was in the original BRD until they wanted principal developed in parallel with teacher revisions.

· Rich said it is a hybrid of business and functional requirements and Jolene asked how big a disadvantage it would be if Rich worked on it instead of Gayle, since Rich knows much of the requirements now.

· Al said he could use training to bring Rich up to speed, and show him this is what MCESA wants.

Support model and SLA

· Jolene said Marina needs to get out of support model so can get on the SLA draft.  Difficult to get people from Remedy, TFS, Change Gear, and Support Mailbox together to approve the plan with no accountability in interim plan, so can move forward.  Hope MCESA will say, "this is the way it is in the interim and move forward."
· Al cannot see another solution, but can't leave customers high and dry.  Ken and Gene need support training but cannot attend Go-to-Meeting sessions because need to get Visions closed out for year-end.  
· Jolene proposed Marina identify all the gaps, noting sloppy hand offs.  MCESA and ADE read it, acknowledge it is sloppy, then have Marina move on to the SLA.  Marina and David were going to meet with people who should be accountable for the long term, not the short term, since they are not ready for them to take over.  Will have a solid process document with gaps identified so what need is to get to that point.

Action item review

· Reviewed only actions open for ADE, and gave status of all incomplete items still in work.  Lynne reformatted log.

· Bob is writing the introduction to the project charter as part of the charter rewrite.

· Number 6 unfamiliar to Al so JN will ask KM if copy of weekly reports to Pamela gives her what she needed and ask if it will successfully replace the progress monitor slide.

· #12 is part of the support model, except needs documentation of maintenance page.  Open

· #13 Jolene shared price of $50K for APIs and also flat file costs.  Lynne will add costs in comments and close.

· #16 is part of support model, but need an inventory from Marina and Gina about # of calls taken, # closed, # open.  When know that, know what resources are needed to close the gap.  MCESA thinks people supporting ODCT can support Visions, but different audience.  Al will get Jean Bandas to assess # of calls and peaks then align for KM.

· Item #23 is about Anabel needing a more agile approach than BRDs?  Kristine gave requirements but got lost.  Jolene knows UAT may require changes.  Al asked if could do a mini-BRD for v2, since don't need Basis approval?  Rich said ADE needs a tracking system to put forward enhancements, since change requests need approval.  There is a need for change management and changes need to go through GDA.  We need agreement on what is a change request and what is the process flow for changes.  Perhaps it needs a lighter version of a BRD. 
· Jolene will leave #27 open for that and see if can leverage a partnership with CTE Assessment Systems.
· #33 PCG presentation still open
· #34  open.  Need for by-laws was documented when a part of ASU, not applied to intergovernmental agency.
· #38 UAT and proposed #1, Plan A.  Put in a note to work on Plan B.
· #40 Jolene went to the steering committee with the buy-cost analysis, which led to the TNL discussion.  They will look at buy, but will not make a decision to stop ODCT development.  .  TNL said could integrate what currently have.  
· #41  Jolene won't be able to come up with costs until the cost of the systems is known.
· #42  Jolene did a cost analysis of hosting but didn't have ADE hosting expenses.  Leave it open.

· #43 is closed.  
Burndown rate is down from $50k per week -- to $39-40k per week, and is at $1.2m.  Al will have Mark Kuffner get another check going and jolene will have an invoice before the Steering Committee meets.
27 Action Items Due (Please see attached Action Items Log)  
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