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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

At this time, there is a compelling case for change in the data management environment for 
PK-12 education in the State of Oregon.  This report presents specific arguments for change that 
are organized and presented according to four key areas of focus as follows: 

 NCLB and Federal Accountability:  The reporting and performance requirements of the No 
Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation are impelling a fundamental change in the statewide 
data collection model.  The need to report individual student achievement and aggregate that 
data by subgroup is exponentially compounding the detail and complexity of the reporting 
process.  States that do not recognize and make this transition face a greatly increased 
likelihood of failing to meet ongoing Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) requirements, 
potentially resulting in significant financial penalties to the State, and disruption to the 
accustomed educational organization and processes statewide. 

 Statewide Accountability and Efficiency:  There are significant additional accountability 
needs at the state level that also need to be addressed – including funding formula 
compliance and equity, and the ability to evaluate the relative effectiveness/ineffectiveness of 
education programs and make appropriate decisions.  There are gaps and inefficiencies in 
information collection, reporting and analysis at both the district and state level that need to 
be addressed.  In addition, Oregon’s innovative programs to improve the student transition 
from the secondary to higher education environment significantly increase the need for a 
high level of information sharing and system integration between Oregon’s PK-12 and higher 
education systems. 

 Student and Community Service:  Beyond concerns of accountability and effectiveness, 
there is a growing stakeholder demand to significantly improve the quality of educational and 
supporting services provided to students, parents, and the community through: 1) improved 
collection and sharing of automated student information between districts, and between 
districts and the State; 2) improved analysis of this information to find ways in the classroom 
to improve individual student performance; and 3) provision of an environment that 
integrates parents into collaborative decision-making regarding their own children’s 
education. 

 Cost Efficiency Gains:  The survey findings showed evidence of economies of scale in 
management of administrative systems that enabled: (1) larger school districts to realize a 
lower per student cost; and (2) the ESD structure to drive down the per-pupil cost for their 
customer base.  As a result there is clearly a business case to consider alternative models that 
potentially enable the Oregon PK-12 education system to manage its overall administrative 
system costs to a lower level, and to shift the resulting cost savings to areas of instruction. 

Oregon “To Be” Information Management Framework 
This report proposes that the following four-level structure be considered as a high-level 
conceptual model for moving forward. 
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The following recommendations are provided based upon analysis of the gaps between the 
existing (“As Is”) statewide environment and the vision contained within this information 
management model. 

Recommended Strategy for Implementing the “To Be” Information Management Framework 
Strategy #1: The State pursues improvements to the state reporting process to reduce the 
overall burden to school districts and improve the level of data quality.  Specific actions 
included within this strategy are to: 

 Enforce reporting standards and develop processes that allow districts to more easily submit 
data to the State; and 

 Enhance SSID functionality to support ongoing tracking of student mobility between 
different districts, and work on improving data standardization to provide guidance to 
districts in submitting accurate and consistent data. 

Strategy #2: The State builds the components of the Information Management Framework 
to support data-driven decision making and enterprise-wide communication.  Specific 
actions are to:  

 Develop a data warehouse.  This is a central, state-level repository of integrated student, 
financial, staff and instructional information that is built on data supplied on a regular basis 
from the district operational systems; and that has been validated according to a standard set 
of approved processes.  The data warehouse is intended for access by appropriately 
authorized education stakeholders at both the state and local levels.  It provides them the 
ability to analyze and report on this data flexibly, supporting each stakeholder’s particular 
requirements for evaluating the performance of the educational system and making informed 
policy and program decisions; and 
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 Develop a statewide portal.  This is a common framework for web-based access for 
authorized education stakeholders to access, retrieve and share all information regarding the 
state education system.  This can promote understanding by stakeholders of the objectives 
and accomplishments of education policymakers and managers, provide current information 
on active programs and performance results, and provide stakeholders a forum for feedback 
to education staff at the district and state level. 

Strategy #3: The State examines alternative models that would result in lowering the 
overall total cost of ownership for the transactional systems, and that would help improve 
the integration and data quality goals of the districts and state.  Models to consider are as 
follows: 

 Centralized Strategy: The State selects and implements a common applications solution set; 
 Best of Breed Strategy: The State prescribes a limited number of applications solutions that 

are implemented at the District/ESD level; and 
 Decentralized/Regional Strategy:  The State prescribes reporting standards but districts and 

ESDs select and implement their own application solutions. 

Background, Scope and Objectives 
This document provides the final report for Phase I of the Pre-Kindergarten through Grade 16 
Integrated Data Systems (KIDS) Project.  It is the result of a collaborative effort between the 
National Education Industry Practice of IBM Global Services (IBM) and the Oregon Department 
of Education, and stakeholders in the Oregon educational community.  The scope of this project 
was on Pre-Kindergarten to Grade 12 (PK-12), and on student and business (human 
resources/financial) information systems.  Project objectives were to: 

 Document and assess the current (“As Is’) Oregon public education environment (See 
Chapter 2 of this report) 

 Provide relevant information from other states regarding their consolidation initiatives 
(Chapter 3); 

 Document whether there is a business case for change in Oregon (Chapter 4); and 

Provide a model, alternative approaches and specific project risks and considerations for 
implementing change in Oregon’s student and business systems (Chapter 4). 



1. Introduction 
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CHAPTER 1:  INTRODUCTION 

This document provides the final report for Phase I of the Pre-Kindergarten through Grade 16 
Integrated Data Systems (KIDS) Project.  It is the result of a collaborative effort between the 
National Education Industry Practice of IBM Global Services (IBM) and the Oregon Department 
of Education.  

In this introductory chapter, we provide the following information: 

 Explanation of the background for this project and overview of the project scope and 
objectives; 

 Description of the project work approach and methodologies that were employed; and 
 Explanation of the contents and organization of this report 

1.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW OF SCOPE AND OBJECTIVES 
Figure 1-1 depicts the common set of processes that a school district and state department of 
education must support in order to provide an effective education system to its students.  A group 
of processes focus on the learning that takes place in the classroom (e.g., curriculum 
management, instructional management, formative assessment, and summative assessment) 
while a second set of processes focuses on the set of administrative or business operations 
needed to operate a school district and drive accountability throughout the state (e.g., student 
information management, human resources management, and financial management). 

Figure 1-1: Framework for the PK-12 Processes that a School District needs to Support with 
Information 

 

Oregon, like so many states around the country, is examining the system framework needed to 
support the processes depicted in Figure 1-1, both at the school district and state level.  In 
particular, Oregon recognizes that the systems used to support the school operation (i.e., 
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administrative) functions within the districts are the backbone to providing quality data needed to 
measure student outcomes and evaluate the effectiveness of program investments.  As a result, 
Oregon is rethinking how student centric and other administrative data is managed within the 
state’s education system, whether at the school district, state or university level.  Specifically, 
Oregon would like to determine whether it should consider other models that would yield more 
reliable administrative data to support accountability in Oregon and at the same time accomplish 
this with a greater level of economic efficiency.   

Forces driving states to reexamine the overall approach for student and business data 
management are varied, ranging from the data reporting demands of the federal No Child Left 
Behind (NCLB) legislation to individual legislative educational accountability and financial 
performance goals.  In Oregon, there are additional factors that make the need for this 
reassessment especially urgent at this time.  Specifically, a March 2002 Oregon Department of 
Education (ODE) Report noted that many of the school districts in the state are using student and 
business information systems that are not being adequately supported and maintained.  In many 
cases, the companies supplying these systems either soon will be exiting the market – or they 
already have done so.  In addition, a number of school districts continue to use manual or 
homegrown systems for managing their data.    

With the combined factors of increasing legislative accountability and reporting together with the 
lack of cohesive student and business data management systems, the State is at a crossroads in 
determining how best to collect data.  The State is looking for an approach that will allow it to 
meet the demands for accountability, but that will also provide a state data management 
framework that is cost efficient and usable both by the districts and the service centers that use 
the system and supply the data.    

In determining the approach for moving forward, the State established a task force to examine 
the alternatives to the current approach for managing student and business related data.  This 
project is termed Pre-Kindergarten through Grade 16 Integrated Data System (KIDS).  KIDS is 
designed as a multi-phased project, as shown below in Figure 1-2.  Phase I – which is the current 
phase – begins by documenting the “As Is” solutions for student data management within the 
state and developing the business case for change.  Phase II formulates the components of the 
“Future” vision of an Oregon Integrated State Data Management Solution.  Finally, Phase III 
consists of implementation of the new Integrated State Data Management Solution.   

Figure 1-2. Overview of Oregon’s Approach to KIDS 

 

The ODE contracted out performance of a number of the Phase I activities to IBM Global 
Services in March 2005.  This report constitutes the final work product of the joint Phase I 
activities of the ODE and IBM.  
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The overall objectives of this Phase I effort were to document and assess the current (“As Is’) 
Oregon public education environment; provide relevant information from other states regarding 
their consolidation initiatives; document whether there is a business case for change in Oregon; 
and provide a model, alternative approaches and specific project risks and considerations for 
implementing change in Oregon’s student and business systems.  Some of the specific scope 
limitations of this effort were as follows: 

 The focus of attention was on the Pre-K to Grade 12 (“PK-12”) environment.  The Higher 
Education “As Is” environment was not specifically documented; 

 School districts and Educational Service Districts (ESDs) were both contacted to provide 
their input to this study, primarily through use of a survey tool; and 

 Core student, human resources and financial information systems were the primary focus of 
the review.  Instructional or department/program-specific systems requirements were 
addressed primarily in terms of their interface requirements with these core systems. 

1.2 PROJECT WORK APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY 
The Phase I project work plan consisted of six tasks, each with specific deliverable documents, 
as summarized in the following table. 

Table 1-1: Phase I Project Tasks and Deliverables 

Task No. Task Name Task Deliverable  
1 Perform Project Management Project Plan 
2 Prepare for the “As Is” Documentation of 

the Application Systems and Interfaces 
Survey Instruments 

3 Collect and Document the “As Is” State 
of Application Systems and Interfaces at 
ODE 

Tabulated Survey Findings and 
Conclusions 

4 Research Other States’ Consolidation 
Initiatives 

Results on Other State Data Management 
Initiatives 

5 Develop Business Case for Change Business Case for Change 
6 Prepare Final Report Final Report 

The project team organization structure included project managers and executives from both the 
IBM and ODE, with periodic consultation with a Project Advisory Committee consisting of a 
number of key leaders in the Oregon PK-12 education environment.  The Appendix to this report 
provides a listing of key project participants, including Advisory Committee members and 
persons who were interviewed by the IBM team members.  

The following paragraphs provide descriptions of the work approach and methodologies 
involved in Tasks 2 through 5, which are the tasks that generated the information and developed 
the analysis required to produce the major deliverables of this project.  

1.2.1 Prepare for “As Is” Documentation 
This task began with joint meetings between the ODE and IBM project team members, and with 
the Project Advisory Committee, to confirm the scope of the information collection effort for the 
“As Is” environment and to review an initial outline of the Phase I deliverables including the 
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final report.  In addition, individuals with the ODE as well as other state-level organizations were 
identified for specific interviews during the project. 

Most of this task involved development, review and finalization of two survey documents – one 
aimed at collecting information regarding student and business information systems within 
school districts, and the other to collect similar information from hosted information technology 
(IT) services providers to the districts (including both ESDs, and districts that serve other 
districts).  The survey review phase also allowed for extensive input from district/ESD business 
and IT managers, including discussion at two meetings of the IT Managers’ Council.  On May 6, 
2005 the survey was posted on the KIDS web site and a cover letter from the State 
Superintendent of Education was issued asking for all districts and ESDs to participate and 
respond.   

The surveys were accompanied by an extensive explanation of the survey objectives, 
organization and format, and its importance for the KIDS program.  This also included specific 
instructions for completing the survey and definitions of terms.  The following three types of 
information systems were addressed within the survey scope: 

 Student Information Systems (SIS);  
 Financial Information Systems (FIS); and 
 Human Resources Information Systems (HRIS)/Payroll. 

The survey itself asked participants to answer questions in the following areas regarding each of 
the three types of information systems, using 2003-4 as the year of record: 

 General system information (vendor name, when installed, district-operated or hosted); 
 Hosted systems information (if applicable); 
 Initial cost information (if implemented within the prior five years); 
 System life cycle information (including system replacement plans and timing); 
 Functions supported; 
 Interfacing systems; 
 Technical characteristics; 
 User community; and  
 Comments section. 

The final survey section asked respondents to provide the best available information regarding 
the staffing and costs relative to these systems, organized into the following subsections: 

 IT Non-Personnel Costs: 
− Software license/maintenance; 
− Hardware acquisitions, upgrades and additions; 
− Hardware maintenance; 
− Network/communications equipment; 
− Communications lines; 
− Contracted services (including hosted services providers); and 
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− Other costs. 
 IT Personnel Costs 
− IT Administration; 
− Operations; 
− Hardware installation and maintenance; 
− Operating system/Data base management system support; 
− Application systems support; 
− Network support; 
− Help desk/User services; 
− Training; 
− Data entry; 
− Field Support; and 
− Other. 

 Non-IT Personnel Costs 
− Site-level support; 
− Training; 
− State/Federal Report Coordination; and 
− Other. 

While there was a separate survey format for use by ESDs or other hosted services providers, the 
overall format was very similar.  The most significant change was the addition of a survey 
subsection for the hosted services provider to list which districts were receiving services, and to 
identify the types of services and charges for each district.  The survey instruments were issued 
as Excel templates, which made it easy for most districts to respond readily and also facilitated 
data collection and analysis by the project team.   

The survey instructions and templates can be found on the KIDS project web site using the 
following URL: http://www.ode.state.or.us/services/technology/kids/. 

The survey data and information that is contained in this report was prepared based on data from 
school year 2003-04 which was the last complete year for which actual data was available at the 
time of the survey.  Since school year 2003-04, school districts have made changes in SIS, FIS 
and HRIS/Payroll vendors and in data warehousing efforts.  Additional districts have chosen to 
move to major vendor systems to collaborate and coordinate the use of data elements and 
definitions and share products.  

District managers and staff recognize that the ever-increasing need for data and data-driven 
decision making in an environment of reduced state funding meant that business practices 
needed to change in order to deliver additional and better products to meet demands that are 
being driven at federal, state and local levels.  

The large district IT community especially communicates issues and alternative solutions back 
and forth on a daily basis and meets monthly to share, discuss and coordinate activities.   
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We would be remiss not to acknowledge that school districts have both recognized the need to 
consolidate activities and have made movement over the past several years toward that end. 

1.2.2 Collect and Document the “As Is” State 
School districts/ESDs completed surveys during May and the first half of June 2005.  During this 
period of time, conference calls were conducted to assist respondents in understanding the survey 
format and preparing a complete response.  During late June and early July, the IBM team 
conducted survey analysis in the following general areas:  

 Size and characteristics of respondent base; 
 Response completeness; 
 Application mix and providers; 
 Functional coverage; 
 System age; 
 System platforms; 
 System life cycle/replacement information; 
 Operating costs; and 
 Comparison with state financial reporting. 

The draft survey findings were presented at a meeting of the IT Managers’ Council on July 8, 
2005, revised based on comments received, and then presented again in final form to the same 
group on July 22.  Because this document requires significant storage space, it is not posted on 
the KIDS project site but is available from the ODE Project Manager in hard copy format or via 
FTP transmission.   

In addition to the analysis of the District/ESD surveys, the IBM team members interviewed key 
ODE staff to obtain supplemental information regarding state reporting systems and processes 
that utilize district-provided student, human resource and/or financial information.  The IBM 
team also talked with Oregon Public Education Network (OPEN) staff and consultants regarding 
their recent reports regarding the communications infrastructure support for the state education 
community.  The Appendix to this report includes a list of persons interviewed. 

1.2.3 Research Other States’ Consolidation Initiatives 
During this task, the IBM team conducted research into other states’ initiatives to develop 
statewide data management solutions.  For several states, IBM’s national education practice 
already has project involvement with state-level implementations of this type – in these cases, we 
obtained much of our information from active project personnel.  In many other cases, we were 
able to contact key state employees who could provide us an in-depth understanding of the 
objectives, current status, and successes/limitations of their current initiatives.  In developing a 
framework for comparative reporting and analysis, the IBM and ODE team first developed a 
model that services to classify state-level approaches into one of the following four categories: 

 Decentralized; 
 Centralized; 
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 Modified decentralized; and 
 Hybrid. 

Definitions of these terms are provided in Chapter 3 of this report.  In addition, we captured the 
following information regarding each state initiative: 

 Approach – in terms of which solution components were comprehended within the scope of 
each state’s efforts – including use of a unique state student ID, development of a common 
state reporting solution, development of an improved assessment solution, data warehouse 
development, and/or portal development; 

 Student population/Number of districts – to obtain an idea of the scale of the effort; 
 Estimated price and timeline; 
 Technology platforms and products employed; and 
 Current status (or outcome if project completed). 

The completed template that summarizes the status of these 18 states, as well as the IBM team’s 
discussion notes from their contacts with other state representatives, can be found on the KIDS 
project web site using the following URL: http://www.ode.state.or.us/services/technology/kids/.  

1.2.4 Develop Business Case for Change 
Using the information collected in the preceding tasks regarding both the Oregon “As Is” 
environment and the implementation models and results achieved in other states, we developed 
the Business Case for Change as a decision-making framework and roadmap for the State of 
Oregon’s use as it moves into Phase II of KIDS and begins to define the requirements and design 
components for an enhanced statewide data management solution.   

While development of the “To Be” model for the State clearly is part of the scope of Phase II, we 
begin the development of the Business Case of Change with a general description of an 
information model or framework that that may be useful for the State of Oregon to explore in 
greater depth as it begins to map out its “To Be” vision during Phase II.  This follows, in general, 
the logic of IBM’s Enterprise Architecture methodology that develops an initial vision of the 
desired or target environment prior to mapping out particular changes to the current environment.  

Following this initial presentation of possible models and approaches, the Business Case for 
Change addresses the following topics: 

 Potential performance improvements and resulting benefits for major stakeholder groups, and 
how this affects planning of a new set of solutions; 

 Implications of the current state of student and business data management in Oregon for 
planning appropriately for change; 

 Pressing issues facing the Oregon education environment that will need to be addressed, 
including data quality and process issues, and duplicated or redundant systems; 

 Assessment of implementation risks and possible strategies for risk mitigation or avoidance; 
and 
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 Possible models and strategies for implementing higher-performance state-level data 
management and reporting solutions. 

1.3 ORGANIZATION AND CONTENTS OF THIS REPORT 
This Final Report begins with an Executive Summary and then contains the following Chapters: 

1. Introduction: This is the current chapter, and includes information regarding the overall 
background to this project and overview description of how it came about, the project work 
approach and methodology, and the contents and organization of the Final Report. 

2. Description of the “As Is” Environment:  This chapter describes the current (“As Is”) 
student, financial and human resources information systems environment for support of 
public PK-12 education in Oregon.  It begins with an overview description that encompasses 
the district, regional (ESD) and State (ODE) levels.  This is followed by a discussion of our 
findings regarding the functionality and characteristics of the student information systems 
and business systems (HR/financial) at the districts and ESDs, based on our survey findings.  
It then discusses our findings regarding the district and ESD operating cost structures for 
these systems, the current state reporting processes, and the current communications 
infrastructure in so far as this may impact the feasibility of implementing new statewide 
administrative system capabilities. 

3. Benchmark Analysis/ Other States’ Environments:  This chapter describes the model and 
approach that we employed in surveying other states to document the results of their 
initiatives, describes the implementation priorities that other states most frequently have 
selected, and identifies potential benchmark indicators for achieving implementation success 
and avoiding failure. 

4. Business Case for Change:  Documents the business case for change to Oregon’s student 
and business information systems environment; describes possible components of a “To Be” 
architecture and implementation model based on our knowledge of the “As Is” environment 
within Oregon as well as the experiences of other states; discusses the benefits, 
considerations and risks associated with planning and introducing change to Oregon’s current 
environment; and lays out some possible strategies and approaches for moving into Phase II 
of KIDS.   

In addition, the Appendix to this report lists the IBM and ODE core project team, members of 
the Project Advisory Committee, project interviewees and other significant contributors to the 
Phase I KIDS project  



 
 

 
2. "As Is" Environm

ent 
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CHAPTER 2:  DESCRIPTION OF THE “AS IS” ENVIRONMENT 

This chapter describes the current (“As Is”) student, financial and human resources information 
systems environment for support of public PK-12 education in Oregon.  It begins with an 
overview description that encompasses the district, regional (ESD) and State (ODE) levels.  This 
is followed by a discussion of our findings regarding the functionality and characteristics of the 
student information systems and business systems (HR/financial) at the districts and ESDs, based 
on our survey findings.  It then discusses our findings regarding the district and ESD operating 
cost structures for these systems, the current state reporting processes, and the current 
communications infrastructure in so far as this may impact the feasibility of implementing new 
statewide administrative system capabilities.  

The following figure depicts the four sections contained in this chapter.  

Figure 2-1: Chapter 2 Organization 

 

Sources of information for this chapter include prior studies of the Oregon education 
environment, documents published and made available by ODE including on its web site, and the 
findings from the interviews and the district/ESD survey conducted as part of the current study. 

2.1 OVERVIEW OF “AS IS” DISTRICT ADMINISTRATIVE SYSTEMS 

This section provides an overview description of the current, or “As Is”, administrative systems 
(SIS, HRIS and FIS) environment at the district level within Oregon’s public PK-12 education 
system.   

Figure 2-2: Section 2.1 Organization 

 

The Oregon PK-12 education system consists of 201 districts providing services to 552,320 
students (based on the October 1, 2004 enrollment count).  The size of these districts ranges from 
less than 100 students to about 55,000 students in the case of Portland Public Schools.  Most 
districts are quite small, with nearly 70% of them serving 2,000 students or less.  On the other 
end of the scale, twelve districts in the state had more than 10,000 students during the 2003-4 
school year.   
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Most of the larger districts, and some of the mid-sized districts, have been able to develop and 
support their own information systems environments.  Smaller districts, on the other hand, have 
pursued an alternate model for developing and supporting a PK-12 information system 
environment.  Specifically, because their small size limits the capability of most districts to meet 
specialized needs such as information systems services, a robust regional service structure has 
evolved, consisting of approximately twenty Education Services Districts (ESDs) spread 
geographically around the state.  The ESDs, which receive separate funding from the legislature, 
have been allowed to develop and provide a variety of services based upon their capabilities and 
the particular needs of their clientele.  In addition to providing information systems support, 
many of the ESDs are active in providing special education staff services, videoconferencing and 
distance learning support, as leading examples.  Different ESDs have focused on different types 
of services over time – some are deeply involved in support of administrative systems (student, 
finance and HR) while others are not.  ESDs also have been allowed to extend their services to 
districts outside of their primary service area if they happen to be a competitive provider of such 
services.  In addition, some of the larger school districts do provide administrative systems 
support to smaller nearby districts.  

Certain ESDs have targeted administrative systems services with significant success, and have 
developed a sizeable district user base.  In most cases, these users are small or medium-sized 
(2,000 – 10,000 students), but some of the largest districts also have engaged ESDs to provide 
selected services.  For example, the Multnomah ESD serves eight districts with a combination of 
student, financial and HR products, and counts some of the state’s largest districts among its 
clients (including Portland for student systems).  Linn-Benton-Lincoln (LBL) ESD provides 
student, financial/payroll and special education systems support to 43 districts located all around 
the state, many of them quite distant from LBL’s core geographic area of service.  Other ESDs, 
such as Clackamas, South Coast and Northwest Regional, also have significant user groups.   

Districts traditionally have made all significant decisions regarding their administrative systems, 
including:  

 Whether to develop their own application or select a vendor package;  
 Whether to operate and support their applications internally versus contracting this out to a 

hosted services provider (i.e., an ESD or another district);  
 What functionality to deploy within their district; and 
 When and how to replace an existing application and/or move to a new hosted services 

provider. 

As a result, approximately ten different vendors’ SIS applications are in widespread use around 
the state, while five or six districts operate and maintain their own internally-developed systems.  
There is a similar array and mix of packaged and custom-developed FIS and HRIS/Payroll 
applications.  This multiplicity of applications has been noted by a number of observers and cited 
as a supporting reason for consolidating administrative solutions statewide.  

2.2 “AS IS” SURVEY RESULTS 
This section provides summary documentation of the survey response, results and significant 
conclusions.  This is an overview that does not convey all of the contents of the final survey 
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report, which can be obtained from the ODE KIDS project web site 
(http://www.ode.state.or.us/services/technology/kids/).  The section itself is divided into three 
subsections.  The first subsection summarizes the survey response rates that we received, both 
overall and in response to specific survey sections.  The second subsection provides some of the 
major findings and conclusions regarding the overall functionality and other characteristics of the 
administrative systems currently in place at the districts and ESDs.  The third subsection contains 
findings and conclusions regarding the current operating cost structure, as reported by both 
district and ESD respondents to the survey.  Figure 2-3 pictorially summarizes these subsections. 

Figure 2-3: Section 2.2 Organization 

 

2.2.1 Survey Response 
Thirty-nine (39) districts and three ESDs submitted a useable survey response.  While the 
general quality and completeness of the responses was good, not all of the 39 district responses 
addressed each of the four areas of the survey.  As a result, there were 37 useable responses for 
SIS, 36 each for FIS and HRIS/Payroll, and 39 for Operating Costs.  For reasons noted below, 
this sampling was sufficient for purposes of comparative analysis between districts with different 
characteristics.  In particular, we were able to compare district characteristics based on their 
overall size, and based on whether they provide their own IT services or use hosted services 
providers.   

While the survey response rate represents a minority of the overall target populations of 201 
districts and 20 ESDs, participation from the larger organizations was much higher.  Nine of the 
12 largest districts did respond, and they provided a very good level and quality of detail.  
Moreover, the participating ESDs were all among the five largest hosted services providers in the 
state.  It should be noted that, while the survey respondent base was weighted somewhat toward 
larger districts, 14 completed responses were received from mid-sized districts (2,000 – 9,999 
students) and 16 completed responses from smaller districts (under 2,000 students).  This was a 
sufficient sampling to allow development of a useful comparative analysis of survey responses 
by districts at different size levels.   
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In terms of student population count, the 39 responding districts represented over 52% of the 
state student population (calculated based on the October 2003 fall membership count).  If the 
districts are included that are served by one of the responding ESDs but that did not participate 
directly themselves, then the overall survey response encompasses 82 different districts and 
nearly 67% of the total student population.  Again, this was a sufficient response from the ESD 
community to allow useful comparisons to be derived between those districts that provide for 
their own IT needs, and those that rely on ESD services. 

Analysis of responses to selected questions indicated a high (over 90%) response to questions in 
the following areas: 

 System name, vendor and description; 
 Year of installation; 
 Planned replacement date; 
 Functional characteristics; and 
 Ongoing operating costs. 

Lower levels of response (50% - 60%) were observed to questions regarding technology 
platform usage (e.g., operating systems, data base, desktop systems, and query tools).  The 
lowest response rate (as low as 30%) was obtained regarding initial system implementation costs 
(hardware, software, services). This low response rate is due in part to the fact that many initial 
system implementations occurred many years ago; consequently, the necessary supporting data 
was not available in all cases.  Accordingly, total cost of ownership (TCO) analysis based on the 
survey responses was limited. 

2.2.2 Survey Results: System Characteristics and Functionality 
The Phase I KIDS survey yielded the following results regarding the functionality and other 
characteristics of the current administrative systems environment in Oregon.  

 Overall a decentralized market-based approach has allowed districts the ability to 
select between alternative solutions and providers.  This has resulted in a significant 
diversity of applications, which presents both advantages and drawbacks.  Districts can 
decide to develop their own applications, acquire them from vendors and operate them 
internally, or select from among several alternative hosted services providers. On the other 
hand, this has resulted in a diversity of SIS, FIS and /Payroll applications that are in use – a 
level of diversity that may be perceived by some as “fragmented”.  While the survey form 
itself did not focus on evaluating the overall user satisfaction levels of the information 
systems, qualitative information on user satisfaction was collected during the July 8th review 
of the survey results.  Participant comments indicated that districts were generally satisfied 
with the core functions provided by their administrative systems.   

 Smaller districts face limited options for obtaining solutions that can address state 
reporting requirements but are also affordable.  As mentioned earlier, 70% of Oregon’s 
districts are less than 2,000 students in size – sometimes much less.  These districts generally 
cannot afford to install and operate their own systems – those few that did so reported some 
of the highest per-student operating costs of all of the survey respondents.  The remaining 
small districts reported using one of the following options: 1) a mix of MS Office 
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applications combined with manual procedures; 2) simple school-level applications that do 
not consolidate information at the district level, again requiring manual effort; or 3) using the 
services of an ESD.  Of all the alternatives, the ESD option appears to combine the best mix 
of functionality and cost, but it is not necessarily the option of choice for all of the smaller 
districts, possibly because they deem even the ESD alternative to be too expensive. 

 Districts tend to select an integrated FIS/HRIS/Payroll solution, while often adopting a 
different SIS product.  Over 90% of the survey respondents reported having the same 
product and vendor for their FIS as for their HRIS.  However, only about 50% used the same 
product/vendor for their SIS as for their FIS and HRIS/Payroll requirements.  In essence, the 
districts with a different SIS are adopting a “best of breed” approach for their SIS, while 
choosing to implement an integrated FIS and HRIS/Payroll solution.  Some districts, even 
large ones, have chosen to operate one of these solutions in-house, while employing a hosted 
services provider for the other solution sets. 

 Competition between hosted services providers has required them to upgrade their 
offerings, resulting in generally high user satisfaction and retention levels.  At least three 
of the major ESDs (LBL, Clackamas and Multnomah) have recently either replaced existing 
applications entirely for all of their customers (e.g., a new special education system for LBL), 
or have introduced newer “best of breed” applications (e.g., eSIS and Lawson by Multnomah 
and Clackamas) to a subset of their customers.  While survey comments indicate reasonably 
good levels of satisfaction on the part of hosted services customers, a few districts also either 
expressed an interest in moving away from their hosted services provider, or actually had 
recently changed their provider.  This indicates an environment that contains sufficient 
customer mobility to encourage ESDs to continue to upgrade the products and services they 
offer to their customers.  In addition, as mentioned later, ESD pricing to districts appears to 
be reasonable compared to the level of product functionality and service that is provided.   

 Certain user communities are very loyal to their current product offerings while other 
installed products are losing ground in terms of level of use and acceptance.  There was 
very clear user loyalty noted for Infinite Visions and PowerSchool, while several districts 
who use certain older products, such as NCS CIMS and BiTech, indicated intentions to move 
to a new solution and platform when possible.   

 In general, districts are steadily moving away from older platforms and technologies.  
Approximately 75% of the applications are less than ten years old, and at least half have been 
installed since 1999, with a particular spike between 1999 and 2003.  In addition, 
approximately half of the responding districts indicated plans to replace some of their 
applications, particularly SIS and HRIS, by 2009.   

 Larger districts and ESDs are beginning to adopt nationally-prominent products.  This 
has included AAL’s ESIS product for student information systems, PeopleSoft for financial 
and human resources information systems, and Lawson for human resources.  Oracle, DB2 
and MS SQL are all represented among the list of supported data base management systems. 

 Core SIS and FIS functionality generally is in place, but districts/ESDs still are 
experimenting with web-based functionality and increased access to teachers and 
parents.  Over 90% of the survey participants indicated that their automated systems support 
core SIS applications such as student demographics, scheduling, attendance, grade/progress 
reporting, student history, behavior (discipline), health/immunization records, and state 
reporting.  Similarly, over 90% report automated core FIS functions such as general, ledger, 
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budgeting, purchasing, encumbrances, and grants/project accounting, and nearly 90% for 
state financial reporting.  Approximately 80% report that SIS access is available for teachers, 
although a lower percentage provides this through web-based methods that make it easier for 
teachers to assimilate these systems and overcome technology platform differences.  
Teachers are rarely given access at this time to HRIS functions (e.g., for employee self-
service) or to the FIS (e.g., for warehouse or new purchase requisitions).  Similarly, online, 
web-based parent access to authorized portions of the student record is not typically 
available, and only one district provides parents with online access to appropriate records of 
the district’s finances.  On the other hand, the survey identified that several of the larger 
districts and some of the ESD communities (e.g., Multnomah) have made greater progress in 
terms of allowing broader, but authorized access to student or financial information.   

 Areas for additional focus include SIS support for instructional management, and true 
HRIS functionality beyond payroll-based functions.  Despite the high reported coverage 
for most of the core SIS applications, as many as half of the survey respondents indicated no 
automated functional support for instructionally-oriented functions such as Gradebook, IEP 
management, and support of other special programs.  The SIS systems also did not provide 
linkage to an instructional management system for as many as 85% of the respondents.  As a 
result, while many district users have access to baseline information regarding student 
demographics, attendance, and reportable performance results, they lack integrated 
information regarding the underlying instruction that has helped to produce those results.  
In terms of the HRIS, the survey responses indicated that only payroll and time/leave 
accounting functions are available in over 90% of the districts.  Personnel records, state 
reporting, teacher licensing and certification, benefits and retirement administration are all 
areas that fell well short of the 90% usage level, but at least were over 50%.  Areas that were 
not automated by most of the respondents included applicant tracking, position control, 
substitute teacher management, and professional development.  Many of these missing 
functions are especially important for development of an effective teaching force, and are 
also required to demonstrate compliance with certain NCLB criteria.   

 While current applications are oriented toward addressing districts’ internal operating 
needs, additional effort is required to improve the district/state reporting processes and 
automate the transfer of student information between districts.  Several survey 
comments focused on the amount of manual effort and time required to meet state reporting 
requirements.  Some of the surveyed districts, even relatively small ones, identified a certain 
number of staff FTEs devoted to state reporting and included these within the survey costs.  
Outside of two of the ESD communities (LBL and Multnomah), student information is not at 
this time transferred automatically to follow student movements from one district to another, 
and to ensure that they are enrolled in the appropriate instructional and other special 
programs at their new locations.  

2.2.3 Survey Results: Operating Costs 
The final section of the survey form asked respondents to report their operating costs, both by 
type (IT Non-Personnel, IT Personnel, and Non-IT Personnel), and by function (SIS, FIS, 
HRIS/Payroll, and Infrastructure/Instructional Technology).  Both districts and ESDs were asked 
to reply using similar survey formats.  This subsection reports these survey findings, first for the 
districts and then for the ESDs. 
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2.2.3.1 District Operating Costs 
In our analysis of operating cost data, the study team first focused on the results directly reported 
by 39 districts.  Taken together, these districts served 286,882 students based on the October 
2003 ADM count, which was approximately 52% of the state’s student population at that time.  
Table 2-1 summarizes the overall reported expenditures.   

Table 2-1:  Total and Per-Student Expenditures Reported by Respondents to Operating Costs 
Survey 

 Administrative 
Systems 

(SIS/HRIS/FIS) 

Infrastructure/ 
Instructional 
Technology 

Total Expenditures 

Total Reported 
Expenditures 

$17,462,999 $21,641,778 $39,104,777 

Per-Student Expenditures $60.87 $75.44 $136.31 

Using the total student count of the responding districts to extrapolate to the entire state 
environment, this corresponds to over $72 million in expenditures statewide, an amount that 
slightly exceeds the total reported Technology Services costs of $68,762,330 reported to the 
ODE by all districts during 2003-4.  This “overage” is reasonable in that respondents were asked 
to include within the reported survey costs any non-IT personnel whose functions primarily 
involve work with the district’s administrative application.  This, for example, would include 
support of state reporting requirements, technical support for specific departmental needs, and 
provision of training services.  Frequently, these types of services are not provided by staff 
formally located within a district’s IT organization.  

As described earlier, we classified the responding districts as to whether they were “large”, “mid-
sized” or “small” based on student count.  Table 2-2 reports the overall and per-student costs 
based on district size. 

Table 2-2:  Total and Per-Student Reported Expenditures Classified by District Size 

 Large Districts 
(10,000 students or 

more) 

Mid-Sized Districts 
(2,000 – 9,999 

students) 

Small Districts (Less 
than 2,000 students) 

Total Student Count 210,951 62,596 13,335 
Total Reported Costs $30,678,447 $6,787,515 $1,638,815 
Total Costs per Student $145.43 $108.43 $ 122.90 
Total Administrative System 
Costs 

$11,718,132 $ 4,640,376 $ 1,104,491 

Administrative System 
Costs per Student 

$55.55 $74.13 $82.83 

Total Infrastructure/ 
Instructional Technology 
Costs 

$18,960,315 $2,147,139 $534,324 

Infrastructure/ Instructional 
Technology Costs per 
Student 

$89.88 $34.30 $40.07 

One of the first conclusions that can be derived from the above table is that the larger reporting 
districts reported a higher per-student investment in IT overall.  Interestingly, the mid-sized 
districts reported the lowest total IT expenditures on a per-student basis.  On the other hand, the 
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larger districts expended less for administrative systems on a per-student basis than the mid-sized 
schools, which in turn spent less than their small district counterparts.  This indicates that much 
of the reported large district IT investment was in technology for instructional purposes and for 
overall infrastructure development.   

The following are probable explanations for the higher level of reported per-student IT 
expenditures in the larger districts: 

 Because the larger districts run their own IT organizations and operations, they are more 
likely to capture and report all of their true IT costs, as compared with smaller districts where 
these functions are not readily identifiable in a specific organizational unit or in terms of 
fully-assigned IT employees.  

 Mid-sized and smaller districts obtain many of their IT services from ESDs.  Even though the 
survey captured the direct charges from these ESDs, it is also clear that the additional ESD 
costs are being incurred but are typically not charged directly to the districts (see discussion 
of ESDs below); and 

 There is evidence, in terms of the reported functionality, that many of the larger districts do 
indeed make a significant investment in achieving high-quality IT support services for their 
customer base.  While the survey was not designed to analyze instructional technology 
expenditures in detail, the responses indicate, for example, that more of the large districts 
have achieved a relatively greater degree of integration of instructional and administrative 
management systems, as well as a higher level of teacher and parent access via web-based 
services. 

Smaller districts reported a higher average per-student IT expenditure level than mid-sized 
districts.  This appears to be due to the fact that several of them identified full-time non-IT staff 
who provide significant technical support functions, especially to meet state reporting 
requirements.  For a small district, even the addition of a single FTE for such a purpose can 
significantly increase the reported per-student IT cost. 

When it comes to viewing the administrative systems costs in isolation, there appears to be an 
inverse correlation between district size and per-student cost.  This tends to indicate the presence 
of economies of scale for operation and support of administrative systems.  This makes sense in 
that many components of cost should not need to increase linearly with the student count.  
Software licensing costs, central processor investments, and many IT support functions (such as 
IT management, applications support services and even the help desk) typically include fixed or 
semi-fixed components that can be spread across a larger organization’s user base.   

The economies of scale observation, however, does have its limitations.  The survey results also 
indicate a significant variability of district costs within a particular size category, in some 
particular cases well exceeding the average reported cost variances between the different size 
categories.  Thus, for example, some larger districts reported per-student administrative system 
costs that exceeded the calculated mid-sized or small district averages.  In a few cases, districts 
were expanding or upgrading their existing applications set, causing their reported 2003-4 costs 
to be greater than normal.  In other cases, this may simply reflect the fact that, within the State of 
Oregon, individual districts are allowed to make very different decisions from one another 
regarding their IT investment levels and organizational practices, and that they are responsible 
for their own cost/benefit calculations regarding their investments.  



 Oregon Department of Education 
KIDS Phase I Final Report  

Use or disclosure of data contained on this sheet is subject  
to the restriction on the title page of this proposal.  Page 17 

 

The survey provided additional detail information regarding the breakdown of operating costs by 
specific function.  This information was especially valid for the larger districts, which operate 
their own IT organizations and capture many of their costs at the necessary level of detail for 
analysis.  In the area of IT Personnel, in particular, we noted that 42% of the reported large 
district costs are for Applications Support Services, which includes maintenance and 
development programmers, as well as custom report development for administrative system 
users.  Typically, economies of scale can be realized in these areas through: 1) consolidation of 
IT operations and adoption of common application and operating platforms; and/or 2) upgrade of 
the supported applications suite to newer technologies that require less ongoing use of dedicated 
internal technical staff for application program maintenance and enhancement.   

Other significant expenditure areas were Operations (staff to support the central server 
environment) and Help Desk/User Services.  Computer operations, in particular, is an area that 
can benefit from economies of scale.  This also is true to some extent for Help Desk functions 
which always require some minimum fixed level of resource expenditures no matter the size of 
the user organization.  On the other hand, it should be noted that the survey results did not detect 
a clear pattern of operating cost savings within the large district group; that is to say, the very 
largest districts in this group did not consistently report lower per-student operating costs than 
the districts that were closer to the minimum 10,000-student cutoff.  Clearly, other factors can 
play a more important role in the districts’ cost structure than economies of scale.  

2.2.3.2 ESD Operating Costs and Charges 
The survey asked the responding ESDs to report their internal operating costs in a format similar 
to that used by the district respondents.  They also were asked to identify their customers and 
report their charges to these customers for the 2003-4 school year by application (SIS, FIS, and 
HRIS/Payroll).  Three of the ESDs provided sufficient information to allow us to analyze their 
operating cost structure and compare it to their charges to customers.  The following paragraphs 
describe some of the primary conclusions from analysis of this relatively limited, but still 
valuable, data set for the ESD community.  

The first survey observation is that ESD charges to the districts generally are quite reasonable 
given the level of services provided.  SIS pricing per student ranged from $0.69 to $13.20, 
depending on the ESD provider and the application used.  All three ESDs reported FIS and HRIS 
pricing in a combined manner, reflecting the fact that most of their applications provide a payroll 
that is integrated with the FIS, but that contains limited additional human resources capabilities. 
The reported “FIS/Payroll” pricing on a per-student basis was very similar to that for SIS.  Most 
districts who relied entirely on ESDs to host their applications reported relatively low per-system 
administrative systems costs overall.  On the other hand, some districts who were ESD users also 
supplied some of their own additional applications, and their reported per-student costs were 
significantly higher.  As discussed earlier, most of the districts that use ESDs appear to be 
reasonably satisfied with the services received.  This is based both on the narrative survey 
comments that were received, as well as in districts’ responses to survey questions as to whether 
they plan to change their applications provider in the near future.   

Review of the reported ESD internal IT costs, however, indicates that direct charges to the 
districts for hosted services rarely cover the true costs of these services.  In only one application 
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provided by one of the ESDs, did the total district charges actually cover the direct costs incurred 
by the ESD.  Even in this case, there were infrastructure and new system development costs that 
this ESD did not incorporate into the charges to the districts.  In all of the other reported cases, 
the ESDs charged only a fraction of their true internal operating costs to their district customers.  
Despite this, at least two of the ESDs made significant investments in new applications during 
2003-4, even though there was no adequate mechanism in place for recovery of this investment 
from their customer base.   

The primary structural reason for this disparity between internal costs and district customer 
charges is that ESDs receive separate funding from the State for their various operations, 
including hosted IT services to their district customer base.  In 2003-4, the IT portion of this 
funding amounted to approximately $23 million statewide.  Analysis of this funding source was 
outside of the survey scope; however, it needs to be factored into any decision-making regarding 
the appropriate changes to make to the “As Is” administrative system environment over the next 
several years.  For the districts that use the ESD services, this has effectively provided an 
additional funding source or subsidy that does not flow through their budgetary processes.  From 
the state perspective, this may also have been beneficial in terms of concentrating IT resources 
and expenditure decisions that otherwise would have been distributed out to numerous smaller 
districts that possess less technical capability to manage these resources and make these 
decisions.  It also has allowed controlled experimentation in applications solutions that work well 
and are customized for the mid-sized and smaller school communities within the State of 
Oregon.  On the other hand, this structure does obscure the ability to capture and analyze IT 
expenditure data in a way that permits a complete and consistent evaluation of patterns between 
districts.   

One final area of observation from the survey process is that we identified a number of cases in 
which school districts are hosting applications for some of their smaller neighbors, or districts 
are cooperating in small “ad hoc” groups to share applications and other IT resources for mutual 
benefit.  This has undoubtedly resulted in spreading of advances in technologies and software 
applications within the state, as well as in achievement of economies that are real but difficult to 
measure through standard survey approaches.  The accomplishments achieved by these less 
formal associations, as well as by the ESD communities, should be captured and incorporated 
into the efforts to move forward with an improved statewide design during Phase II of KIDS.  

2.3 STATE REPORTING PROCESSES AND SYSTEMS  
Districts are required to report a variety of student, financial and personnel information to the 
ODE for purposes of statewide accountability.  This significant and changing component of the 
“As Is” environment is the subject of this subsection, as depicted below in Figure 2-4. 

Figure 2-4: Section 2.3 Organization 
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Over time, the ODE has significantly increased its requirements for reporting from the districts.  
The first driver of change occurred in the early 1990’s when the primary responsibility for school 
funding shifted from the local to the state government level and the State passed one of the 
nation’s first standards-based school reform systems.  Because the State was paying a higher 
percentage of school costs, the legislature felt it needed more detailed and reliable information 
about how schools utilize their resources.  To achieve this, it funded the Database Initiative 
(DBI) that standardized the chart of accounts for all school districts and required much more 
detailed reporting (down to the school level) of expenditures.  Subsequently, ODE utilized this 
reporting to support the formula-driven, ADM-based processes that the State has implemented to 
determine the allocation of funds to districts.  ODE also implemented a regular district report 
submission process to support this requirement.  To facilitate the submission of district finance 
and operational data, such as special programs, teacher licensing and school data, the ODE 
implemented a Web-based data collection site in 2001 to unify parallel data collection processes 
into a common system.   

The 1990 school reform also motivated movement on the part of ODE toward additional data 
collection and reporting systems.  Earlier than most states, Oregon adopted an extensive set of 
instructional standards and developed a more comprehensive assessment program that is aligned 
closely to these standards.  As an additional step, Oregon has initiated the Certificate of Initial 
Mastery (CIM), Certificate of Advanced Mastery (CAM) and Proficiency-Based Admission 
Standards (PASS).  All of these programs include measurement of individual student 
performance in meeting the state’s content standards.  CIM is particularly important in that the 
10th grade CIM results are part of the basis for District accountability under NCLB.  CAM and 
PASS are important in that they measure the readiness of graduating high school students for 
admission into postsecondary education, as well as into the adult work environment.   

Building on the above programs, Oregon also has taken the additional, innovative step to require 
(beginning with the 2006-7 school year) that each student develop an Education Plan and 
Education Profile in order to obtain their high school diploma.  The purpose of the Education 
Plan is to provide a means for students to “… establish their education, career and life goals, 
identify learning goals and connect them to activities that will help them achieve their goals”.  In 
turn, the Education Profile provides “… documentation of the student’s progress and 
achievement toward the Certificate of Initial Mastery, Certificate of Advanced Mastery, 
graduation requirements, goals and other personal accomplishments that are identified in the 
student’s education plan.”1  A technical design and pilot implementation strategy has been 
developed by the Multnomah Education Service District (MESD) for a system that would 
provide direct online assistance to students in developing their Education Plan and generate an 
Oregon Student Education Profile (OSEP) for each student based on the student information 
collected centrally by the ODE.  The MESD technical design also addresses feasible approaches 
for transmission and sharing of this critical student information between Oregon’s PK-12 and 
higher education environment using a common student record format.  

                                                      

1 Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 581-022-1120/1130, as quoted in “Integrated 
CIM/CAM/PASS/Diploma Record Keeping System, Education Plan and Education Profile: Conceptual 
Design and Technical Specification Summary Document”, report by the Multnomah Education Service 
District to the Oregon Department of Education, Nov. 2003, page 3 
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As with all states, signature of the NCLB Act by the President in January 2002 escalated the 
need for collection and reporting of additional information relative to student, teacher, school 
and district performance.  The ODE became responsible for developing the district report card 
further so that it can be used to document how each school in the district is (or is not) achieving 
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) under the NCLB provisions.  The report card must include a 
significant amount of supporting detail including: 

 Assessment results for students as a whole and disaggregated into specific student subgroups, 
with two-year trend data by subject area and grade level; 

 Teacher licensing/certification information to ensure that “highly-qualified teachers” are in 
the classroom; 

 Other student performance indicators including attendance, graduation rates, and student 
discipline statistics; and 

 Other indicators of educational quality including average class sizes and parental 
involvement. 

As a result of these increasing Federal and state-level demands for student performance 
information, and the ability to analyze student results flexibly and in detail, the ODE has 
implemented a Consolidated Student-Level Collections process that encompasses the following 
information at the individual student level: 

 Secure Student Identification (SSID) system, that assigns a unique state student identifier for 
each new student reported by a district, and also provides information to the district to 
validate against possible assignment of a new ID to a student who already has one within the 
state system; 

 Basic student demographic information; 
 Student assessment results.  In addition to the standard assessment collection, this also 

includes an innovative, online Technology Enhanced Student Assessment (TESA), as well as 
assessment of  Limited English Proficiency (LEP) students; 

 Student school enrollment/county of residence information;  
 Early leavers/High school completers; and 
 Suspensions, expulsions and truancy (SET) information for each student. 

The following diagram (from an ODE User Guide) illustrates the overall flow of information and 
procedural steps involved in transmitting this data from the district to the ODE.   
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Figure 2-5: Overview of Oregon State Education Data Transmission Process 

 
(Source: Consolidated Collections: Student-Level Collections User Guide, July 2005, ODE Help Desk, page 8) 

Recognizing that the IT capabilities of the smaller districts are limited, this Web-based process 
heavily involves the regional ESDs (shown as the “Computer Service Provider”) who provide 
significant services in formatting the districts’ data for transmission to the State.  Districts can 
rely entirely on the ESD both to: 1) format their data into the required Standard Message Format 
(SMF); and 2) transmit the data to the ODE as and when required.  Alternatively, the ESD may 
package the district’s data into the SMF, but the district actually accomplishes the transmission 
to the State via a District Extranet site.  Finally, districts with their own IT operations handle all 
aspects of their data submissions.  In all cases, there is an online, Web-based data validation 
process that districts use to clean up any data issues before final posting to the ODE production 
data bases.   

Besides the student-level reporting, districts must also provide a wide variety of reporting that is 
based on aggregated student information, as well as information from districts’ human resources 
and financial information systems.  Much of this information either drives district funding levels 
under the state formula, or addresses district performance and accountability requirements under 
NCLB.  Leading examples of this type of information are as follows: 

 District budgets and actual financial data in compliance with the uniform state accounting 
code; 

 Average Daily Membership (ADM) counts, collected twice per year; 
 Supplemental student membership reporting, including special education, alternative 

programs, free/reduced lunch, limited English proficiency program, pregnant/parenting, 
talented and gifted program, non-resident students, open enrollment and contract days and 
many others; 

 Transportation expenditure reporting for reimbursement purposes; and 



 Oregon Department of Education 
KIDS Phase I Final Report  

Use or disclosure of data contained on this sheet is subject  
to the restriction on the title page of this proposal.  Page 22 

 

 Teacher certifications and qualifications (including meeting the NCLB “highly qualified” 
teacher requirements). 

The above reporting is handled through the same ODE website and applies a similar data 
formatting and transmission process as for the SSID and other student-level reporting systems.  
While there is a common interface, this information actually is provided on a variety of 
timetables throughout the year, and is entered into a number of different applications and data 
bases.   

Through a “Data Base Initiative” (DBI) that has been in place for a few years, ODE’s web site 
does provide districts with a variety of standard reports and some drill-down capabilities 
regarding their performance at both a district and school level.  However, this is aggregated 
student data.  Specifically, it does not provide users with the ability to design and execute queries 
and custom reports based on individual student information.  During our facilitated session with 
district representatives, there was a clear indication that school districts need access to the tools 
that would be contained within a decision support solution.  In particular, districts need the 
ability to access and retrieve longitudinal student, teacher, and finance level data to support data-
driven decision making. 

2.4 COMMUNICATION INFRASTRUCTURE 
As the final major component of the “As Is” environment for administrative systems within the 
State of Oregon’s PK-12 public education environment, this subsection addresses the current 
communications infrastructure.  This is depicted below in Figure 2-6.  

Figure 2-6: Section 2.4 Organization 

 

One important component of any successful statewide reporting system is the ability for 
efficient, high-speed transmission of data between the districts and the State, and also between 
districts for purposes of transferring student information.  The Oregon Public Education Network 
recently commissioned a study of the last-mile connectivity to districts and schools throughout 
the state.  This study also contained insight regarding many of the districts’ ISP service 
arrangements.2  Some of the major findings from this study are as follows: 

 While many schools do enjoy relatively high levels of intra-district bandwidth (the “last 
mile”), there are significant disparities between locations.  Over a third of the schools (479 
out of 1,326) have either T-1 or lower bandwidth connections, which could be problematic 

                                                      
2 Stratiform Group, Report of Findings: Last Mile Information and Data Collection Services, prepared for 

Oregon Public Education Network, April 2005, pages 9, 31 and 34 
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for support of the requirements of a statewide system.  Smaller elementary schools are the 
most likely to have lower bandwidths; 

 While only a limited amount of current utilization statistics could be collected, there was 
some indication that many schools with T-1 or slower-speed lines already are heavily 
utilizing their capabilities; and 

 Internet access may be even more of a limiting factor to communication performance than 
the “last mile” – 52 of 108 reporting sites reported bandwidth of less than 10 MB per second 
and high circuit utilization. 

The adequacy of these speeds for statewide administrative solution depends in large part on the 
design.  The current approach, in which district offices primarily transmit static data to the State 
on a periodic basis over the Internet, probably encounters relatively few network performance 
issues.  However, if the design begins to accommodate a higher level of interactive data query 
and retrieval by district or school-level users from a central state data repository, more 
performance issues will be detected especially if there are substantial existing uses of a district’s 
Internet capacity.  This also would become a significant design and implementation concern 
were the State to adopt an approach that centralizes much of the SIS, FIS and/or HRIS/Payroll 
functions that currently are handled by the district or by an ESD.   



 
3. Benchm

ark Analysis -- Other States 



 Oregon Department of Education 
KIDS Phase I Final Report  

Use or disclosure of data contained on this sheet is subject  
to the restriction on the title page of this proposal.  Page 24 

 

CHAPTER 3:  BENCHMARK ANALYSIS/OTHER STATES’ ENVIRONMENTS 

This chapter describes the model and approach that we employed in surveying other states to 
document the results of their initiatives, describes the implementation priorities that other states 
most frequently have selected, and identifies potential benchmark indicators for achieving 
implementation success and avoiding failure.  The following figure depicts the sections 
contained in this chapter.  

Figure 3-1:  Chapter 3 Organization 

 

3.1 APPROACH AND MODEL FOR ANALYSIS 
The IBM Team conducted research into other states’ initiatives to develop statewide data 
management solutions.  The IBM Team first defined the models that currently exist for 
integrated state data management initiatives.  These models are similar in nature to those that 
were described by the Pacific Consulting Group in its 2002 report for the ODE.3  As a starting 
point for purposes of classifying and analyzing the various state approaches, the IBM team 
applied the following design models: 

 Centralized: The State provides one student information system that is used by all school 
districts in the state for school district operations as well as state reporting; 

 Decentralized: Each school district continues to use its own student information system but 
reports data to the State using a centralized web based solution developed by the State; 

 Modified Decentralized:  Each school district has autonomy in using its own student 
information system but there are independent third parties in the state that provide a common 
set of data management services to a group of school districts and these third parties interface 
to support a state reporting solution; and 

 Hybrid: The State provides a set of approved SIS solutions that each school district can 
choose from to support SIS operations.  The State also provides a centralized statewide data 
reporting solution. 

After reviewing and agreeing upon these conceptual models with the ODE, the IBM Team 
developed a template for validating our research information as it relates to state data 
management solutions.  We then identified 18 states to contact.  This included states in which 
IBM is playing (or has played) an active role in implementation of a statewide solution, other 
states that are in an active stage of development, and states whose experiences were of particular 
interest to the ODE.  The completed template that summarizes the status of these 18 states, as 
                                                      

3 Pacific Consulting Group, Inc., Data Integrity Assurance Feasibility Study Report, prepared for Oregon 
Department of Education, March 2002 
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well as the IBM team’s discussion notes from their contacts with other state representatives, can 
be found on the KIDS project web site using the following URL: 
http://www.ode.state.or.us/services/technology/kids/. 

3.2 OTHER STATES’ IMPLEMENTATION MODELS AND PRIORITIES 
This section reports on the relative prevalence of each implementation model among the 18 
surveyed states, and also identifies and discusses those areas that have tended to have a relatively 
high priority within their implementation plans.  While no state (including Oregon) will choose 
to copy another state’s approach exactly, much can be learned by considering the thought 
processes and decisions that have occurred elsewhere in similar situations.  Figure 3-2 depicts 
this subsection of the chapter. 

Figure 3-2: Section 3.2 Organization 

 

Our research indicated that 17 of the 18 surveyed state implementation approaches could be 
classified as follows: 

 Five centralized state models, including Arkansas, Idaho, North Carolina, South Carolina 
and Tennessee; 

 Seven decentralized models, including Illinois, Maine, Maryland, New Jersey, New Mexico, 
Oklahoma and Virginia; 

 Four Modified decentralized models, including New York, Ohio, Vermont and Wisconsin; 
and 

 One Hybrid model, which is Georgia. 

Pennsylvania was not classified because they are early in the implementation decision cycle and 
have not clearly selected a particular model at this time.  In addition, certain states have altered 
their preferred model over time.  For example, Maine began with a centralized implementation 
concept and has since migrated to a decentralized (or modified decentralized) model.  Tennessee 
began with a hybrid approach that included certification of “best of breed” solutions for districts, 
but has since changed to a more centralized model.  With the exception of Idaho (which has 
recently changed its implementation approach) and New Mexico and Pennsylvania (which are 
too early in their implementation), these states have all been reasonably successful projects in 
terms of accomplishing their intended objectives to date.  

We detected some clear patterns in terms of the implementation priorities that the states are 
setting.  In approximate order of significance and frequency of mention, these priorities are as 
follows: 
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 Unique State Student ID.  In the great majority of cases, states assign development of a 
unique state-level student identifier as one of the first and most important priorities.  Illinois, 
Maine, Ohio, Pennsylvania and Wisconsin are examples of states that either have 
implemented this capability in their first phase of effort, or that plan to do so.  Among the 
group of surveyed states, only Maryland has avoided development of a state student 
identifier, due to significant concerns about infringing upon the confidentiality of student 
information at the state level.  In fact, one of the most important design decisions is how to 
develop a student identification system that allows the needed analysis using individual 
student data without jeopardizing the security of this confidential data and failing to comply 
with FERPA and other applicable statutes.  

 Tracking of Student Enrollment/Transfers Between Districts.  Once a unique student 
identifier is in place and some basic student demographics are collected at a state level, it is 
possible to begin to track student location and mobility between different schools/districts 
much more precisely than before.  In other states that require districts to keep their student 
enrollment information current at the state level, processes have been established that reduce 
or totally avoid double-counting of a transferring student between the sending and receiving 
district.  As a result, some of these other states either have achieved a one-time saving of 
funds, or at least a more accurate allocation of funding between the different districts.  While 
Oregon has implemented a unique state student ID system (SSID), these effects have not yet 
been realized because districts are not currently required to keep student enrollment status 
information current at the state level on a continuous basis.  

 Assessment Data Base and Testing Administration Assistance.  Once the unique student 
identifier is in place, it is possible to collect and store all of a student’s assessment scores in a 
common state-level data repository, with longitudinal analysis becoming possible as this 
information is added to and retained over multiple years.  This repository also can be used to 
facilitate administration of assessments, including generation and transmission of student 
labels to the testing company.  It can also support administration of approved online student 
testing.  Because this is such an important area both from the perspective of NCLB and for 
purposes of student, school and district performance analysis at the state level, most states 
give these capabilities a high implementation priority.  Examples of such states among the 18 
that we surveyed are Illinois, Maryland, Ohio and Wisconsin. 

 Teacher Certification and Licensing.  This is the priority area for state-level maintenance 
and reporting of human resources information, particularly because of the NCLB reporting 
requirement regarding the number of “highly qualified” teachers that are in each district and 
school.  (The NCLB Act requires that teachers be certified in the subject matter that they 
teach in order to meet the criteria for being “highly qualified”.)  Typically, states have 
developed separate certification and licensing systems, often with outmoded and paper-
intensive processes.  Therefore, the challenge for many states is to upgrade these systems, 
provide a greater ability for direct user access including self-service capabilities, and to 
integrate this with student and class information at the state level.  In a number of states, 
teacher certification and licensing systems have been initiated as separately funded and 
organized projects, so that there is an overall issue of coordination of efforts.  Among the 
states that we surveyed, Maine, Maryland and Wisconsin are prime examples of the need for 
close coordination of these separate efforts. 
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 Student Special Education/Special Programs.  For many years, states have used separate 
and nonintegrated reporting practices to collect additional information from the districts 
regarding their special education and special programs students.  Again, NCLB is a driving 
factor for integrating special education/special program information with all of the other 
student information maintained at the state-level.  NCLB has stringent requirements that 
require that the majority of these students be assessed and their Adequate Yearly Progress 
(AYP) evaluated and reported.  It also requires reporting of performance and AYP at the 
student subgroup level, much of which coordinates to special program areas such as ELL or 
ESL students.  In addition, there is increased interest in accountability at the state level – 
legislators typically want more data regarding actual expenditures on these programs vs. the 
amounts provided through the funding formulas, and they want to know the student 
performance impact.  Finally, districts themselves wish to maintain more data regarding these 
students and benefit greatly from the ability to transfer more of this information among 
themselves in an automated form when these students move.  Of the states we surveyed, 
Maine, Pennsylvania and Wisconsin specifically assigned a high priority to special 
education/special program implementation at the state level and integration with the core 
student information systems.  However, they generally viewed it as a Phase II 
implementation activity which would build upon development of the state student ID, and 
core student information and assessment systems.  

 Budget/Financial Accountability.  This is another area in which states have long required 
some level of reporting.  However, with the increasing demand for accountability, states are 
increasingly requiring that districts conform to a standard accounting structure that also 
supports program-level detail.  Financial information by program, for example, normally is 
required on district report cards.  In addition, districts are under increasing pressure to 
understand how much student programs cost and which programs have resulted in student 
achievement gains.  Most of the surveyed states did not have major new financial 
information initiatives underway, although Maine has just issued an RFP for implementation 
of a statewide financial reporting system, and a central system has been in place in North 
Carolina for many years that includes management of districts’ treasury functions.   

 Data Warehouse.  With only a few exceptions, the surveyed states included development of 
a data warehouse, or significant enhancement of an existing data warehouse, as a key 
component of their state-level implementation plans.  The traditional processes – which 
include multiple parallel reporting systems, each with their own data repositories and very 
limited query/reporting access provided to district-level users – are understood to be 
inadequate to today’s accountability and reporting needs.  There is an increased need to 
integrate these existing “silos of data” by establishing a data warehouse.  In addition, one of 
the primary benefits of a data warehouse is that it enables the ability to measure and evaluate 
the performance of individual students or subgroups over time, for selected subject areas.  
This “longitudinal reporting” capability is an important tool for districts and state education 
systems in effectively addressing the NCLB’s AYP performance reporting process.  
Implementation of a new/enhanced data warehouse typically is scheduled by states to occur 
after a unique student-ID has been established, and core systems for reporting student, 
teacher certification and financial information have been developed.  Maine, New Mexico 
and Ohio are three of the surveyed states who have particularly focused on development of a 
comprehensive data warehouse as one of their primary initiatives.  Some of the surveyed 
states, such as Pennsylvania, have made a significant effort to obtain funding for this 
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purposed under the current Federal longitudinal reporting grant program, and anticipate that 
this will be an important component of their statewide implementation activity.    

 Student Readiness for Graduation.  As has been the case in Oregon, some of the other states 
also have focused increasingly on developing assessment and certification programs aimed at 
preparing graduating high school students for entry into postsecondary education and/or the 
work environment.  As this becomes an important component for evaluating district and 
school performance, this individual student information needs to be captured at the state level 
and included in the data warehouse.  Among the surveyed states, this was an important 
second-phase initiative in Maine.  

 Portal Development.  Development or improvement of a statewide portal was important for 
many states.  An easily-accessible, comprehensive, secure and well-managed portal can 
greatly facilitate district responsibilities for submitting and validating their data, which in 
turn increases the probability that data reported to the states will be completed and of high 
quality.  The portal structure also can help provide access to a variety of standardized 
reporting and ad hoc query capabilities to support analysis activities, at both the state and 
district user level.  This can serve to greatly increase the effectiveness and impact of any data 
warehouse that a state has implemented.  Among the surveyed states, Maine, New Mexico 
and Wisconsin are example of other states that assign a high priority to portal development 
and implementation.  

3.3 IMPLEMENTATION SUCCESS FACTORS IN OTHER STATES 
This section provides a fairly extensive listing of implementation success factors (and some 
pitfalls) that other specific states have experienced when implementing a statewide solution.  
Figure 3-3 depicts where we are in the discussion for this section.  

Figure 3-3: Section 3.3. Organization 

 

In reviewing the other states’ experiences, we asked them to indicate what they believe to have 
been some of their key implementation success factors.  Table 3-1, that begins on the following 
page, lists and describes these success factors below, organizing them according to the overall 
phases of the implementation effort.  Each listed success factor also includes reference to one or 
more of the other states that identified it as being important.  In most cases, the identified state 



 Oregon Department of Education 
KIDS Phase I Final Report  

Use or disclosure of data contained on this sheet is subject  
to the restriction on the title page of this proposal.  Page 29 

 

serves as a positive example of application of the success factor; however, in some cases the 
state serves as a negative example or a “lesson learned” due to not having paid adequate attention 
to the factor.  Names of states that represent a negative example of a success factor are marked 
with an asterisk.  

Table 3-1: Success Factors Noted from Benchmark Survey of 18 Other States’ Implementation 
Experiences 

Phase/Stage of 
Effort 

Implementation Success Factor States 

1. Make clear and practical decisions as to what functionality 
will/will not be included within the scope of the implementation. 

North Carolina, 
Idaho (*), Maine (*) 

2. Take into account the state’s overall education environment, 
and frame the approach to planning and communicating the 
implementation accordingly.  For example:  Is policy strongly 
directed from the state level, or is there a strong tendency to 
decentralized decision-making authority.  Is this also true for 
funding?   

Illinois, Maine 

3. Ensure that stakeholder groups are identified, and that 
project benefits for each such group are clearly identified and 
communicated. 

Maine, North 
Carolina 

4. Develop and execute a communications strategy, targeting 
the information needs of all major stakeholder groups, 
throughout the duration of the project. 

Maine, North 
Carolina, Wisconsin

Project Feasibility/ 
Scope Definition 

5. Identify other parallel development efforts within the state 
and plan for coordination of these activities from the earliest 
point possible.  

Maine, Maryland, 
Wisconsin 

6. Secure project funding from capital, grant or trust fund 
sources.  If possible, avoid funding this effort through 
reallocation of existing operating fund dollars.  

North Carolina, New 
Mexico, 
Pennsylvania, 
others 

7. Obtain project funding and sponsorship at an appropriately 
high level of influence.  Ensure that the funder/sponsor 
provides an appropriate oversight role without being allowed to 
micromanage and second-guess project decisions. 

Idaho(*) 

8. Ensure that the project plan has built-in phases and 
checkpoints to allow assessment and possible refinement of 
the project’s direction, and to allow for appropriate 
authorizations to proceed. 

Maine 

Project Approval, 
Funding and Initiation 

9. Select project implementation priorities so that all 
stakeholders will receive noticeable benefits from the project 
results at as early a point as possible. 

Maine 

10. Ensure that the state’s communications and network 
infrastructure will adequately support the performance 
requirements of the design.  

Idaho(*), 
Pennsylvania 

11. Ensure that common data definitions and processes are 
developed through collaborative action of key stakeholder 
groups, before implementing the design. 

Idaho (*), New 
Mexico, 
Pennsylvania 

12. Select platforms/technologies that accommodate the 
broadest user base possible, and that facilitate ease of system 
access and use. 

Maine, Ohio 

13. At an early stage, identify and determine which state or 
industry standards will be incorporated into the design. 

Maine, New Mexico 

Design/ Development 

14. Ensure that the design can accommodate the requirements 
of districts and schools that are smaller, more remote, and 
more likely to have bandwidth or other performance limitations. 

Maine, Idaho(*) 

Pilot Site 15. Assess the technological and organizational readiness of North Carolina, 
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Phase/Stage of 
Effort 

Implementation Success Factor States 

each district to serve as a pilot location. Idaho(*) 
16. Select a large enough group of pilot locations to adequately 
test the functions and performance of the new systems, but not 
so large as to delay or complicate the project unnecessarily.  

Illinois 

17. Incorporate organizational change management assistance 
into the implementation plan for each pilot site. 

North Carolina 

18. Have a standard rollout plan ready for the pilot districts, 
evaluate the effectiveness of this plan as pilots take place, and 
modify and issue an updated version of this plan prior to 
extended statewide rollout. 

North Carolina, 
Illinois 

Implementation 

19. Develop a core team of experienced trainers, as well as 
comprehensive and accessible training material, prior to the 
pilot rollout.  Modify training materials and approaches based 
on evaluation of their effectiveness during the pilot phase. 

North Carolina 

20. Incorporate organizational change management assistance 
into the implementation plan for each district location. 

North Carolina 

21. Utilize the strengths of existing regional support 
organizations wherever possible to support the rollout to all 
districts. 

Ohio, Wisconsin 

22. Have a standard rollout plan ready, train both project and 
district staff in the contents of the plan, and use this plan as the 
basis for all implementations throughout the state. 

North Carolina 

Statewide Rollout  

23. Carefully control requests for customization or development 
of additional functions through a formal change control 
procedure. 

Idaho (*), North 
Carolina 

24. In order to avoid impacting ongoing services being provided 
by the state’s department of education, seriously consider use 
of a hosted operational services provider during the 
implementation.  

Maine, Illinois, New 
Mexico 

25. Develop and execute clear procedures for cutting over from 
implementation teams to the ongoing production support team, 
once districts have come online with the new systems. 

North Carolina 

26. Provide project budget, staffing and time to allow for an 
orderly and well-documented transition of any hosted services 
to in-house operational support.   

Illinois, New 
Mexico, North 
Carolina (all 
planned but 
pending) 

Transition to Ongoing 
Production Support 

27. Ensure that the project budget provides for adequate 
staffing and funding for ongoing operational support once the 
implementation is complete. 

North Carolina 
 



 
 

4. Business Case for Change 
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CHAPTER 4:  BUSINESS CASE FOR CHANGE 

Oregon’s PK-12 education environment is similar to that of many of the other states that we 
surveyed in that it is undergoing a series of continuous changes and improvements on one hand, 
but also struggling to keep pace with increasingly specific and demanding accountability 
requirements for sustained year-to-year improvements in the performance of all students.  While 
nobody disputes the overriding importance of being able to achieve these improvements, Oregon, 
as every other state, is finding this to be very difficult to achieve in practice.  While 
improvements in information systems alone cannot magically achieve this goal, they can play a 
significant role when integrated and structured appropriately in support of the efforts of 
committed, capable educators.  

At this time, there is a compelling case for change in the data management environment for 
PK-12 education in the State of Oregon.  NCLB has forced state departments of education and 
their member school districts to look at the data needed to support both the “business of student 
learning” and the “business of school operations”.  The business of learning addresses the areas 
of curriculum and standards management, teaching models, formative assessments, and high 
stakes assessment.  The business of school operations addresses those areas that typically relate 
to the back office functions of student and school management (enrollment, attendance, 
scheduling, student demographics), staff management, financial management, and other 
operations management (e.g., food services, transportation,  and library management).  As 
illustrated in Figure 4-1, the State needs to establish an information management framework 
which supports both the business of student learning and school operations, thereby enabling 
education stakeholders to understand the exact educational services delivered to specifically 
targeted student populations, and to measure and report the performance results of those services.   

Figure 4-1.  Information Management Framework to Support the Business of Student Learning and 
the Business of School Operations 
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This chapter focuses first on the factors that are driving the business case for change for an 
integrated PK-12 information management framework in Oregon.  It then develops a future 
model for information management, analyzes gaps between the recommended model and the “As 
Is” environment, and presents and analyzes alternative implementation strategies and 
considerations for moving forward during Phase II of KIDS.  Figure 4-2 depicts the organization 
of this chapter.  

Figure 4.2: Chapter 4 Organization 

 

Specifically, the first section of this chapter, “The Case for Change”, provides specific arguments 
for change organized into four key areas of focus:  

1) NCLB and Federal accountability;  
2) Statewide Accountability and Efficiency;  
3) Student and Community Service; and 
4) Cost Efficiency Gains. 

The focus of this discussion is on improvement of student and business systems and processes; 
however, it also identifies some significant implications for improving instructional management 
systems and integrating them more closely with student and business information systems.   

The second section of this chapter, “PK-12 Model for Information Management”, depicts and 
explains a conceptual information management model (i.e., framework) for evaluating and 
planning Oregon’s direction for future development of these systems under the KIDS program 
umbrella.   

The third section of this chapter, “Gap Analysis: Current ‘As Is’ Environment vs. the Model”, 
reviews what has been accomplished to date in Oregon’s state education environment and 
describes what remains to be done to accomplish the vision embodied in the conceptual model.   

The fourth section, “Alternative Implementation Strategies”, describes three alternative strategies 
for deploying an integrated PK-12 information management framework, discusses the relative 
benefits and risks of each approach, and concludes with recommendations for organizing and 
planning Phase II of the KIDS program and selecting the best implementation strategy for the 
State of Oregon.  

4.1 THE CASE FOR CHANGE 
As depicted in Figure 4-3 below, this section lays out some of the major factors that establish a 
business case for change in Oregon’s PK-12 education environment.  
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Figure 4-3: Organization of Section 4.1 

 

The survey results indicate that there are four primary areas of justification for Oregon to embark 
on an effort to upgrade substantially its technologies, systems and processes for collecting and 
managing student and business data regarding its public PK-12 education environment: 

 NCLB and Federal Accountability:  The reporting and performance requirements of NCLB 
are impelling a fundamental change in the statewide data collection model.  The need to 
report individual student achievement and aggregate that data by subgroup is exponentially 
compounding the detail and complexity of the reporting process.  States that do not recognize 
and make this transition face a greatly increased likelihood of failing to meet ongoing AYP 
requirements, potentially resulting in significant financial penalties to the State, and 
disruption to the accustomed educational organization and processes statewide. 

 Statewide Accountability and Efficiency:  There are significant additional accountability 
needs at the state level that also need to be addressed – including funding formula 
compliance and equity, and the ability to evaluate the relative effectiveness/ineffectiveness of 
education programs and make appropriate decisions.  There are gaps and inefficiencies in 
information collection, reporting and analysis at both the district and state level that need to 
be addressed.  At another level, Oregon’s innovative programs to improve the student 
transition from the secondary to higher education environment significantly increase the need 
for a high level of information sharing and system integration between Oregon’s PK-12 and 
higher education systems.  

 Student and Community Service:  Beyond concerns of accountability and effectiveness, 
there is a growing stakeholder demand to significantly improve the quality of educational and 
supporting services provided to students, parents, and the community through: 1) improved 
collection and sharing of automated student information between districts, and between 
districts and the State; 2) improved analysis of this information to find ways in the classroom 
to improve individual student performance; and 3) provision of an environment that 
integrates parents into collaborative decision-making regarding their own children’s 
education.   

 Cost Efficiency Gains:  The survey findings showed evidence of economies of scale in 
management of administrative systems that enabled: (1) larger school districts to realize a 
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lower per student cost; and (2) the ESD structure to drive down the per-pupil cost for their 
customer base.  As a result there is clearly a business case to consider alternative models that 
potentially enable the Oregon PK-12 education system to manage its overall administrative 
system costs to a lower level and shift the resulting cost savings to areas of instruction. 

The following subsections provide the business case justification for each of these four areas of 
focus.  

4.1.1 NCLB and Federal Accountability 
NCLB has introduced very specific forms of accountability that are now shared in common by 
all state PK-12 education systems across the country.  NCLB requires states and districts to 
establish specific performance measurement systems and targets both for the student population 
as a whole and for selected groups of students who traditionally have been “left behind”.  Failure 
to achieve AYP targets for each student subgroup can eventually result in penalties for 
nonperforming schools and districts.  In order to minimize “leakage” from this measurement 
process, NCLB also sets strict guidelines making it difficult for schools to exempt students (even 
in special education) from being assessed in an appropriate manner.  On the instructional side, 
NCLB establishes high standards for districts and schools to meet in ensuring that the teaching 
force is “highly qualified” for their classroom assignments.  

Table 4-1 provides an overview comparison of the pre-NCLB and post-NCLB environments, 
along with implications at the school and district level.  

Table 4-1: Implications of NCLB for District and School Information Requirements 

Before NCLB After NCLB Implications 
Focus on quality of inputs to the 
education process 

Focus on creating benchmarked 
learning results 

Schools and teachers are now 
accountable for improved 
achievement of students 

Reliance on end of term, 
standardized testing 
(lagging indicators) 

Real-time formative assessments 
to guide just-in-time interventions 
to improve learning results 

Assessments must be integrated 
with the teaching and learning 
process to gather leading 
indicator data 

Overall performance of student 
population the focus of attention 

Specific focus on student 
subgroups likely to be left behind, 
with penalties for failing to achieve 
improvements 

Need for more granular student 
performance data to quickly 
identify and evaluate performance 
issues with individual students 
and targeted student subgroups 

Presentation of common curriculum 
in common manner 

Respond "on demand" to learning 
needs of individual students 

Individualized and personalized 
instruction and interventions 
based on real data about student 
performance 

Student assessment results 
compared only with prior year or 
with normal long-term averages 

Continuous student “adequate 
yearly progress” requirement, with 
penalties if not achieved 

Need for specific, multi-year 
information on individual student 
performance for longitudinal 
analysis 

Teacher certification/ licensing 
important but primarily a district 
and state matter 

Specific requirement that all 
teachers be highly-qualified, with 
penalties if not achieved 

Need for more highly automated 
and responsible systems, with 
increased monitoring ability 
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NCLB places special burdens on state education agencies as well as on the individual districts 
and schools.  The state agency is responsible for: 

 Developing the student performance criteria and defining the student subgroups that serve as 
the basis for AYP measurement and reporting; 

 Designing and administering the additional assessment processes needed to meet the NCLB 
requirements; 

 Establishing a standard district/school report card that incorporates all of the required NCLB 
information elements; and  

 Implementing teacher licensing/certification systems that keep teacher qualification 
information as up to date as possible for purposes of NCLB reporting.  

State education agencies in general have needed to step up to a larger role in terms of assisting 
districts in understanding and complying with these significantly increased reporting 
requirements and performance targets.  In fact, being able to achieve and demonstrate successful 
educational results in the post-NCLB environment now requires a much greater degree of 
collaboration between the state and local education agencies than has ever been the case in the 
past. 

To summarize the overall impact from an information systems perspective, the general move 
toward increased accountability, as magnified by the arrival of NCLB on the stage, has elevated 
the importance of the following requirements: 

 Need for more granular and timely data regarding student performance and achievement, 
both for individual students and for specific student subgroups; 

 Need for information integration between instructional management sources (What is being 
taught, and when?) and assessment sources (What has the student learned?), both aligned to 
the state’s specific educational standards; 

 Need for accurate, timely information regarding other factors potentially affecting student 
performance including attendance record, discipline, teacher qualifications, classroom size 
and instructional hours;  

 Specific need for current and complete information regarding the status of teacher licensing 
and certification, so as to avoid NCLB penalties for not having “highly qualified” teachers in 
place in the classroom; 

 Need for close collaboration between the districts and the state education agency in tracking 
students as they move through the educational system – both in terms of movement to higher 
grade levels and from one school or district to another – in order to ensure that everything is 
being done to enable their performance to continue to improve; 

 Need for specific, multi-year student performance information to support longitudinal 
analysis that is accessible at the state, district and school level with appropriate controls to 
assure confidentiality; 

 Need for as much information as possible to be available at the classroom level, and to be 
current, so as to allow the earliest possible interventions in the classroom to improve student 
performance; 
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 Need for information standardization between all reporting districts to ensure accuracy of 
information being reported and to allow useful analysis of the data for decision-making 
purposes;  

 Need for financial information that accurately reports budgeted vs. actual expenditures by 
program and allows correlation of these expenditures to student performance; and 

 Need to provide appropriately-controlled online access to information for all stakeholders 
(e.g., legislators, parents, community and business leaders) regarding student progress and 
school quality.  

In many of the above cases, Oregon’s statewide education reporting environment is not yet 
capable of meeting the stated need, or can only do so in part. 

The stakes are high, and get higher with every year that passes.  Districts that cannot demonstrate 
the consistent ability to meet AYP goals may lose students and funding, may undergo 
restructuring and lose their autonomous operation, or even ultimately may be closed down 
completely.  At the state agency level, there also are significant potential consequences for 
failure to meet NCLB requirements pertaining to state academic and student achievement 
standards, AYP, limitations on exemptions from testing, or a number of other standards.  
Specifically, up to 25% of state administrative funds can be withheld by the U.S. Secretary of 
Education and additional fines may be imposed.  These are real possibilities for Oregon, just as 
for any other state education system.   

4.1.2 Statewide Accountability and Efficiency 
While the passage of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) in 2001 served to crystallize many 
accountability issues, dissatisfaction with educational results already had been impelling 
demands from state legislators and the citizenry for greater accountability from our public school 
systems for many years.  Oregon is a state that has been increasing its accountability 
requirements and processes since at least the early 1990’s.  Oregon has been moving to develop 
and enforce specific learning standards by grade level and subject, and has implemented an 
increasing array of student assessment mechanisms and certification programs to document 
student achievement against these standards.  Oregon was one of a number of state education 
agencies that already were beginning to develop state-level reporting systems to collect 
individual and not just aggregated student information, and to begin to monitor the instructional 
processes, content and tools applied in the classroom as opposed to viewing this as being solely 
the teacher’s domain.   

Prior to NCLB, there also was a significant move in Oregon toward requiring greater financial 
accountability from districts and from the state education system as a whole.  State legislators 
have for many years requested specific information on actual expenditures and results in 
comparison with the district allocations made through state funding formulas.  Their concerns 
encompass efficiency of expenditures, equity between districts and effectiveness in terms of 
program results for the dollars spent.  At both the state and community levels, there has been a 
strong desire to ensure that as much of the education dollar as possible is spent directly on 
instructional as opposed to administrative or other supporting purposes.  NCLB has not changed 
these fundamental concerns, but has highlighted even more the need for the State of Oregon to 
be able to show results in terms of student performance for the dollars spent on particular 
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instructional programs.  Program expenditures that cannot be shown, in one way or another, to 
result in improved student performance are likely be shifted to other programs that have a higher 
potential impact in this regard.  

If Oregon continues to move toward implementation of an integrated student information 
reporting environment that can track the enrollment status and location of all students on a day-
to-day basis using a unique State Student-ID, it can achieve a significantly higher level of 
accuracy in student counts in every school and district, and can avoid the double-counting of 
students between districts that undoubtedly exists today.  This double counting, in part, is a 
natural consequence of the current delays in transferring student records between districts using 
manual procedures.  It also may reflect students who have been enrolled in more than one school 
either through neglect (e.g., student withdrawal from one school was not formally communicated 
before the student enrolled in the new school), or intentionally (e.g., parent enrolls the same child 
in two different half-day kindergarten programs).  In any case, most states who implement such a 
system discover an initial “savings” in funding due to elimination of duplicated student 
enrollment or membership counts – and districts therefore become highly motivated to keep their 
records as up-to-date as possible.  This phenomenon has, in fact, already been seen in those ESD 
environments in Oregon where districts share a common system and are already able to transfer 
student information among themselves via automated means.  

Oregon also is a national leader in terms of requiring that formal processes and reporting systems 
be established to ensure that its students achieve an effective transition from the secondary to the 
higher education and work environment.  However, these requirements also place a significant 
burden on the districts, the ODE, and the higher education community to work closely together 
to ensure they capture and share complete and consistent information regarding the educational 
achievement of each student who graduates from an Oregon high school and enters an Oregon 
institution of higher education.  In particular, the plans for the next phases of KIDS will need to 
incorporate and build on the technical design work and pilot implementation efforts that already 
have been completed with the assistance of the MESD.   

4.1.3 Student and Community Service 
Besides improving system accountability and efficiency, there is also a major opportunity simply 
to improve the service that is provided to the students, parents and the community.  By being 
able to quickly identify that students are moving from one school or district to another, and to 
transfer their records automatically, the school that is receiving the newly-enrolled student can 
immediately understand and respond to that student’s particular needs, whether educational, 
emotional, health, nutritional or otherwise.  Failure to provide effective service or security for the 
student also can be avoided (e.g., knowing immediately that there is a restraining order on one of 
the student’s parents).  With the current systems environment, electronic transfer of student 
records cannot be easily facilitated.  As a result, ODE needs to examine a new paradigm for 
building the capability to transfer these records in a secure environment. 

Highly-integrated applications supported by a secure and readily-accessible portal environment 
also can help integrate parents into the process of collaborative decision-making regarding their 
own students’ education.  In fact, parental involvement is yet another area in which school and 
district achievement is measured under NCLB regulations.  Community stakeholders in the 



 Oregon Department of Education 
KIDS Phase I Final Report  

Use or disclosure of data contained on this sheet is subject  
to the restriction on the title page of this proposal.  Page 38 

 

education process also can benefit from improved, appropriately secured, access to district and 
school performance information.  Finally, the availability of automated support for students in 
developing their Education Plan, as well as providing a complete Education Profile with current 
information regarding their CIM, CAM and PASS achievement, will facilitate the transition of 
students in graduating from the PK-12 system and entering the higher education and work 
environments.   

4.1.4 Cost Efficiency Gains 
Oregon’s public education system is highly conscious of the need to operate as cost-effectively 
as possible.  As discussed earlier, our survey results indicate that larger districts and ESDs both 
have been able to provide administrative systems and supporting services to their customer base 
at a per-student cost that is low relative to the overall survey average.  This tends to indicate the 
potential for economies of scale from a systemwide perspective if systems and operations are 
centralized or at least standardized.  Software licensing costs, central processor investments, and 
many IT support functions often have a fixed cost component that should result in a lower unit 
cost if spread over a larger user base.  While the survey did find significant variations between 
even the larger districts in terms of their cost structures, this still affords an opportunity to 
identify and isolate those particular district or ESD “best practices” that have resulted in their 
ability to provide a satisfactory level of service at a relatively lower cost than their peers. 

An additional justification for increasing the consolidation of student (and, to a lesser extent, 
business) information systems is that it will continue to reduce the number of different parallel 
state reporting systems with which districts need to comply.  In some cases, this will allow a 
district to free up one or more staff resources for other activities that more directly support the 
district’s educational mission.  This consolidation also will reduce the potential for 
inconsistencies in reporting of similar data between different processes.  This increased data 
quality and standardization is especially important in this age of increased accountability. 

4.2 PK-12 MODEL FOR INFORMATION MANAGEMENT 
This section depicts and describes an information management model for statewide PK-12 
education systems, and discusses some of the major management objectives, concerns and issues 
at each level.  This model forms the basis for analysis, conducted in the next section of this 
report, of the gaps between the “As Is” education environment in Oregon, and the desired 
situation as represented by the model.   

Figure 4-4 summarizes the organization of this section.  
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Figure 4-4:  Organization of Section 4.2  

 

Figure 4-5 depicts a four-level structure that, when implemented effectively over time, can 
address these information system design requirements listed at the end of the preceding section.   

Figure 4-5: PK-12 Model for Information Management  

 

Day-to-Day Operational Data.  The foundation layer for a successful statewide model consists 
of the transactional systems used daily at the district and school level to capture student, human 
resources, financial and instructional information.  Due to the need at the state level to achieve a 
certain consistency of reporting quality and detail, it is quite possible that a system that satisfies a 
district’s perceived needs will not be wholly adequate to the state’s overall reporting 
requirements.   

In assessing whether this first building block of the state’s information management framework 
is solidly in place, the State and districts should assess whether the current “as is” environment 
for transactional systems: 
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 Allows the district and its schools to capture detailed student and performance data; 
 Supports the full operations of school district (student management, financial management, 

staff management, etc); 
 Allows the school districts to capture the type and quality of data that can ultimately be 

transmitted to the State to support the funding formula process as well as support overall 
accountability compliance and monitoring requirements; 

 Allows automation so as to improve teacher productivity in classroom management (e.g., 
gradebook, attendance, parent-teacher conferences) as well as productivity in the back office 
functions; 

 Provides the baseline student level data that reflects the entire student population, including 
all individual students as well as the necessary student subgroups; 

 Allows district users to access data directly from the transactional systems and use the data to 
effectively operate the school and work with students; and 

 Demonstrates long-term sustainability in terms of the technologies employed, the ease and 
level of user access, and the level of vendor support to the product and the education market. 

Based on the survey of other state initiatives, several models exist for deploying this first 
building block of the information management framework.  Specifically, the State can consider 
the following approaches: 

  “One size solution fits all” – Implementation of the same solution (SIS, FIS, or HR) that 
each school district would use to manage its data and administrative operations; 

 “Every school district is different but reporting needs to be consistent” – Each school district 
would continue to use its own SIS, HRIS, or FIS system, but the state reporting that each 
district solution supports would be reengineered to better provide improved quality and 
timeliness of data; and 

 “One size does not fit all….but a menu of choices would work” – A finite set of solutions 
would be made available to the school districts from which they can choose.  These solutions 
would be able to support the desired state reporting but also deliver the functionality needed 
at the district level   

A further discussion of these deployment strategies appears later in this chapter.   

Operational Oversight (District/State Reporting).  At this level, districts provide the reporting 
necessary to the State to support the standard reporting requirements of state and Federal 
oversight agencies, now including in particular NCLB requirements.  The primary objective at 
this level is collecting data needed for an accurate headcount used as input into the funding 
formula and achieving compliance (e.g., validating that students are not being double counted, 
validating instructional days/minutes offered in a school, and documenting compliance in special 
education services).  

In assessing whether ODE’s current state reporting process provides a sound basis for this 
second tier of the information management framework, ODE can evaluate whether the current 
“as is” environment:  

 Results in a consistent level of data that can be compared across districts; 
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 Allows the school districts and state to more quickly and easily identify issues in the data sets 
submitted before data is finalized and published; 

 Reduces the burden or alleviates the data collection burden to the school districts; and 
 Provides a framework to combine the student level data and other legacy data reporting 

systems to meet all of the applicable reporting requirements, without significant additional 
manual effort by state-level staff. 

Some of the key considerations and approaches at this level include: 

 Examination of a unique state-wide Student ID solution; 
 Reengineering state reporting to capture student level data; and 
 Developing a repository to capture and stage SIS, FIS, HRIS and other legacy system data 

that is supplied by the districts 

Benchmarking/Decision Support.  At this level, the focus shifts to providing a widely-accessible 
data repository with supporting tools that allow access to data for analysis and decision-making.  
The intent at this level is to enable development of programs and direct classroom interventions 
that will result in actual school and student performance improvements.  Typically, a state 
department of education would build out this tier with a data warehouse.   

In assessing whether ODE has building blocks for this third tier, ODE should ask whether the “as 
is” environment for decision support allows:    

 Access to a set of standard reports that can readily be accessed and used to supply the 
information that is most commonly requested; 

 Decision makers in education to query, extract and analyze student information to benchmark 
and trend student and performance, and to benchmark and close gaps between various 
student populations; 

 Decision makers to perform query and analysis simultaneously on instructional, human 
resource (teacher) and student information in order to evaluate outcomes and devise 
alternative educational approaches; 

 Analysts at the state or school district levels to conduct ad hoc analysis to understand the 
relationship between resources (staff, material, and budget) and student/school performance 
outcomes; and 

 Longitudinal analysis over multiple years of data in order to obtain a better understanding of 
why AYP criteria are/are not being met. 

Two of the key considerations and approaches at this level include: 

 Providing a data warehouse that supports daily decisionmaking needs for users at the school, 
district and state level; and 

 Providing the tools that allow analysts the ability to trend, benchmark, and present data in a 
meaningful manner to decisionmakers. 

Systemwide Communication to Education Stakeholders.  At this level, the focus is on providing 
widespread access to relevant and appropriate information to all interested parties regarding the 
overall state education system.  This can provide major benefits in that it promotes a general 
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understanding by stakeholders of the objectives and accomplishments of education policymakers 
and managers, provides current information on active programs and performance results, and 
provides stakeholders a forum for feedback to education staff at the district and state level.  
Generally, this is accomplished through development of a web-accessible portal that can include 
capabilities such as the following: 

 An Enterprise Directory service that identifies all users of the portal and maintains their 
access rights to specific content and applications that are available through the portal;  

 Security/Authentication procedures that ensure that portal users do not have the capability of 
accessing confidential information, student or otherwise, that is not appropriate to their 
access privileges as defined in the Enterprise Directory; 

 Delivery of content regarding the policies, standards, and processes governing the state 
education system; 

 Information regarding state and district performance against benchmarked educational goals;  
 Forums for feedback and interactive (threaded) discussions regarding education topics of 

general interest to public stakeholders; and 
 Access to ODE applications for appropriately-authorized users.   

At the ODE evaluates whether its “as is” environment can support this fourth tier of the model, it 
should consider whether or not the current environment: 

 Delivers a “one stop” shopping environment for information, resources, and tools to its 
stakeholders today; 

 Provides information based on a “right to know”, with appropriate guiding policies; 
 Provides an environment that facilitates interactive communication amongst education 

stakeholders (e.g., ODE staff, district superintendents, principals, and teachers); and 
 Provides a forum for interactive communication with, and feedback from, parents and the 

broader educational community. 

Some of the key considerations and approaches at this level include: 

 Providing a portal that allows practitioners to view best practices; 
 Allowing users of a portal to see key data from the data warehouse;  
 Providing data on a need to know basis regarding the “state of education”; and 
 Providing a “self service” portal where Oregon stakeholders can access resources to support 

their role in education and can create communities for collaboration. 

4.3 GAP ANALYSIS: CURRENT “AS IS” ENVIRONMENT VS. THE MODEL 
This section identifies and discusses major gaps that we found between the current Oregon 
education information management environment and the PK-12 information management model 
presented in the previous section.  Figure 4-6 summarizes the most significant gaps that we 
identified at each level of the information management model based on the key questions posed.  
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Figure 4-6: Section 4-3 Organization and Major Findings 

 

Under ODE’s leadership, Oregon’s education system has made steady progress at all four levels 
of the model described above, but has not yet realized the full potential of the model.  The gap 
between actual accomplishment and the ultimate potential increases as one moves up the four 
levels of the model from the operational systems to systemwide communication via a common 
portal.  

At the operational system level, districts have been allowed to make their own decisions.  Many, 
although not all, of the survey respondents indicated satisfaction with the results from the 
perspective of their own day-to-day operations.  From the perspective of readiness for a 
comprehensive statewide system, however, the evaluation is mixed.  On the positive side, our 
review of the “as is” functionality shows that most districts have, by now, successfully 
implemented the core SIS and FIS functions that are required for normal daily operation.  We 
also found that the needs of smaller districts often are being met by ESDs, at what appears to be 
a reasonable level of cost, although this effectively is subsidized by the State.  On the other hand, 
HRIS coverage tends to be payroll-oriented although there is evidence of increasing introduction 
of more complete human resources functions on the part of many of the larger districts and ESD 
providers.  Moreover, the coverage of instructional management functions, and of their 
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integration with SIS, appears to be lagging.  In terms of the technologies and platforms in use, 
our survey indicates that many districts and ESDs have recently upgraded their applications – in 
part to replace aging platforms (such as OTIS) and to avoid Y2K issues.  However, many 
surveyed districts also indicate that they plan to replace their SIS, FIS and and/or HRIS/Payroll 
applications over the next few years, which indicates that ODE should examine alternate models 
for deploying new transactional systems that would lead to a lower administrative system cost 
for individual school districts.   

At the operational oversight (or district/state reporting) level, ODE has established state 
reporting at the individual student level with an emphasis on basic student demographic and 
assessment information.  A unique state ID has been established and has achieved widespread 
but not quite universal use.  This represents very significant progress toward the ultimate goal, 
but there are still limitations as follows: 

 The focus of the individual student information collection is on demographics and 
assessment.  Not all indicators of student performance and educational accomplishment are 
included, and there is no instructional information at this point; 

 There is still some need to define data element meanings and establish valid code 
assignments in a way that ensures districts are reporting information in a fully consistent 
manner with one another, which if addressed, would lower the overall burden for the school 
districts and state to meet state reporting requirements; 

 The frequency of reporting, including student ID assignment, is only once or a few times a 
year.  This means that the system is not currently used for real-time tracking of student 
enrollment status and location between the various districts, even though the ODE has the 
ability to capture this information at the school level;  and 

 Reporting of a variety of student-related information to the State still must be managed 
through parallel and nonintegrated information collection, storage and reporting processes. 

It should be noted that at least a couple of the ESDs have succeeded in achieving a higher level 
of integration between their customers who share use of a single system.  If a student moves 
from one district customer of such an ESD to another district customer of that same ESD, the 
“sending” and “receiving” districts can share student information with one another as soon as the 
student transfers.  In many cases, the ability to serve the newly incoming student in a timely way 
is enhanced.  In addition, potential student performance issues can be flagged by the sending 
district for appropriate handling by the receiving district.  The positive experiences of districts 
within these selected ESD service areas should be noted and used to provide guidance to 
development of a similar capability within the state reporting structure.  

At the benchmarking/decision-making support level, the ODE has implemented the “Data Base 
Initiative” (DBI) which provides a variety of standard reports and drill-down capabilities 
regarding district and school performance.  This is aggregated student data that is publicly-
accessible and provides information that allows after-the-fact comparisons to be made between 
schools and districts based on the most commonly-requested indicators.  However, it has 
multiple limitations as follows: 

 It is not designed to accommodate customized queries that require access to the underlying 
individual student data; 
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 It does not allow flexible data retrieval across multiple data bases (such as financial, human 
resource and student information); 

 It is not well-suited to providing longitudinal reporting and analysis in a combined reporting 
format; and 

 The data that it provides is highly historical in nature, usually being more than one year old. 

Therefore, DBI in its present form does not address all of the query and analysis needs of 
legislative staff, program developers and evaluators, and instructional staff at the districts who 
are trying to make better classroom decisions.  This will only be accomplished with formal 
development of a data warehouse that consolidates student, instructional, human resources and 
financial information, and provides supporting query, extract, analysis and reporting capabilities.   

At the level of system-wide communication to education stakeholders, ODE’s district reporting 
site already provides a common location and format for districts to use in submitting and 
validating their data, and the DBI (discussed above) provides the public with a standard set of 
information regarding district and school performance.  However, at this time it does not serve as 
the forum for interactive communication with all stakeholders in the state education system.   

Table 4-2 summarizes the gaps between the “As Is” and model environment by information 
management tier, identifies whether the gap primarily deals with SIS, HIS and/or FIS issues, and 
then describes the potential positive implications for Oregon education stakeholders if steps are 
taken to close the gap.   

Table 4-2: Summary of Identified Gaps and Stakeholder Implications 

Information Management 
Tier 

Gaps that Should be Filled Potential Positive Implications 
for Oregon Education 
Stakeholders if Gap is 

Addressed 
1. (SIS) Core functions adequate but 

also require integration with 
systems that support instructional 
management. 

1. Teachers will be empowered to 
combine student performance 
and instructional data to make 
informed classroom decisions. 

2. (HRIS) Payroll addressed, but 
districts also require enterprise 
functionality for human resources 
management, often including 
teacher licensing/certification. 

2. Districts will better be able to 
plan how to meet NCLB and 
state standards for having 
“highly qualified” teachers in the 
classroom. 

3. (FIS) Core functionality adequate, 
but additional accounting detail may 
be needed at state level. 

3. Districts (and the State) will 
better be able to assess the 
relative costs and benefits of 
specific programs. 

Operational Systems/ Data 

4. Many districts require significant 
manual intervention to meet the 
requirements of the various state 
reporting systems. 

4. Reduces the overall burden in 
terms of staff resources and 
solutions that are consumed in 
meeting reporting requirements. 

Operational Oversight 1. Additional indicators of student 
performance and educational 
accomplishment needed (SIS). 

1. Provides ability to evaluate 
student performance within 
selected instructional programs 
across various schools/districts 
in the State, and to highlight 
ways to achieve AYP 
consistently over time. 
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Information Management 
Tier 

Gaps that Should be Filled Potential Positive Implications 
for Oregon Education 
Stakeholders if Gap is 

Addressed 
2. Need to standardize data element 

definitions and coding 
(SIS/HRIS/FIS). 

2. Allows more credible 
comparison of results between 
different schools and districts. 

3. Increase frequency of state student 
ID assignment and reporting of 
student movements (SIS). 

3. Allows the districts and states to 
serve students effectively when 
they move between districts, 
provides more accurate and 
reliable statewide student 
membership information, and 
results in more accurate and 
equitable education funding. 

 

4. Integrate parallel information 
collection processes 
(SIS/HRIS/FIS). 

4. Eases reporting burden on 
districts, eliminates redundant 
and possibly inaccurate 
reporting of data, and provides a 
better foundation for integrated 
data analysis. 

1. (SIS/HRIS/FIS) The DBI information 
is at least one year old and does 
not support student-level analysis. 

1. The State and districts will 
actively use this information 
repository for analysis and 
decision-support if it is current 
and flexibly allows analysis 
using student-level data. 

2. (SIS/HRIS/FIS) Information 
regarding teacher qualifications/ 
assignments, and financial program 
costs, are not integrated with 
student information. 

2. More meaningful system-level 
questions (e.g., those posed by 
legislators) can be answered if 
all data is available for analysis. 

Benchmarking/Decision 
Support 

3. (SIS/HRIS/FIS) Tools are not 
available to support customized 
query and analysis needed for data-
driven decision-making. 

3. Greater system accessibility to 
all users will mean greater 
acceptance and use, and 
ultimately better decisions. 

1. (SIS/HRIS/FIS) The current site 
design needs to be extended to 
encompass more than operational 
oversight (state reporting) functions. 

1. The portal will become a tool 
that benefits education 
stakeholders at all levels, not 
just the State. 

2. (SIS/HRIS/FIS) The portal needs to 
become the focus for access for 
decision-making and data analysis 
by all stakeholders. 

2. By providing a focused location 
for access to information, 
analytical/reporting tools, and 
the necessary training and 
support, effective system-wide 
use of the state’s data 
warehouse will be maximized. 

System-wide 
Communication 

3. The portal also can become a focus 
for posting and sharing “best 
practices” – both instructional and 
administrative - between all state 
education stakeholders. 

3. The State will benefit by the 
rapid and wide dissemination of 
integrated instructional and 
administrative practices that 
have proved to be effective. 
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4.4 IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES AND CONSIDERATIONS 
This section discusses the relative benefits and disadvantages of three major alternative 
implementation strategies.  In addition, it identifies several specific initiatives that the State 
should sponsor and implement regardless of the implementation strategy that is adopted.  Finally, 
it ends with some specific recommended tasks for Phase II of the KIDS program.  The following 
figure summarizes the major content within this section. 

Figure 4-7:  Section 4.4 Organization 

 

4.4.1 Implementation Strategy Recommendation #1 – Upgrade the state reporting solution 
The gap analysis on the component of the Oregon framework to support state reporting indicated 
that additional data standardization was needed. The existing state reporting solution also did not 
take advantage of the full unique student ID solution nor could it support the electronic transfer 
of students between districts.  Districts also considered the processes and the existing solution for 
supporting the state data collection process to be burdensome.  

As a result of this gap analysis, it is recommended that ODE: 
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 Upgrade the current SSID system to support daily update of student enrollments, drops and 
transfers between districts, so that the location of each student in the system is known at the 
state level at all times;   

 Work on data standardization so that the school districts have clearer guidance on the data 
needs to be submitted for state reporting; 

 Support the development of a student repository that enables transfer of student records 
between school districts; and 

 Seek a revised state reporting solution that allows school districts to more easily extract and 
submit data to the State. 

4.4.2 Implementation Strategy Recommendation #2 – Build the components of the 
Information Management Framework to support data-driven decision making and 
enterprise-wide communication 

The gap analysis indicated that ODE did not have a data warehouse in place to support data-
driven decision making at the State nor have the mechanism to provide such capabilities to the 
school districts.  In addition, ODE did not have a communication environment in place to deliver 
information and resources to its education stakeholders.   

As a result of this gap, it is recommended that ODE develop a centralized data warehouse with 
significant capabilities for access by both state and district level staff for query, reporting and 
analysis purposes.  (General public access, at a more restricted level, also would be included.)  In 
order to move toward realization of the implementation model, this needs to be a critical 
component of any Phase II KIDS planning.  Oregon already collects a large quantity of data at 
the state level, through a variety of systems, but much of it still represents the traditional "one 
way" data flow.  There is a marked difference between data collection for standardized reporting, 
versus development of an information repository with tools available to provide useable 
information regarding educational programs and results. 

Second, it is recommended that ODE migrate the existing ODE website into a single, 
comprehensive user portal that facilitates interactive communication with education stakeholders 
as well as the current data transmission and validation processes. 

4.4.3 Implementation Strategy Recommendation #3 – Examine alternate models for the 
implementation of transactional systems 

Based on the gap analysis and the uneven costs for deploying and supporting administrative 
systems at the school district level, it is recommended that ODE examine alternate models for 
school districts to upgrade and support their administrative systems. The following three 
alternative implementation models are recommended for consideration.  Student information is 
the recommended initial area of focus, due to the fact that it is central to addressing most of the 
critical NCLB requirements.   

1. Centralized Implementation Strategy, in which the State takes the lead in selecting and 
implementing an SIS solution.  Note that the SIS itself may be operated at a hosted site, not 
necessarily by the ODE; 
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2. “Best of Breed” Implementation Strategy, in which the State takes the lead in prescribing 
or "certifying" a limited number of existing SIS solutions, but the districts/ESDs continue to 
have the responsibility for implementing and operating these solutions; and 

3. Decentralized/Regional Implementation Strategy, in which the State does not assume 
responsibility for developing or even prescribing SIS solutions, but focuses instead on 
continuing to develop a standard and comprehensive state reporting model.  ESDs or regional 
centers may play a significant role in terms of supplying applications and operational 
assistance to ensure that districts provide the needed reporting in a consistent and timely 
manner.   

FIS and HRIS solutions would also fall into one of these three models.  Note that it is 
conceivable that a different approach could be adopted for FIS or HRIS implementation, from 
what is selected for the SIS.   

4.4.3.1 Centralized Implementation Strategy 
With the centralized implementation strategy, the ODE would assume the lead role in terms of 
defining the requirements for a standard statewide SIS solution, selecting and/or developing the 
appropriate software, and overseeing its implementation.  This solution could be one that 
currently is in use at a subset of the districts throughout the state, or it could be an entirely new 
vendor and software solution.  The vendor and product selection also would be likely (but not 
certain) to dictate the query/reporting tools, data warehouse, and possibly even the portal that is 
implemented.  Due to the scope and complexity of this implementation, it is very likely that the 
ODE would engage third-party services to manage the implementation and to provide hosted 
operational support services at least until rollout to all districts was accomplished.   

There are very significant potential benefits to adoption of this approach, some of which are 
listed below: 

 High degree of standardization and overall quality of data reporting from the districts, due to 
the fact that they are using a common application implemented in a standard fashion and 
using common data element definitions; 

 Tight integration of student information between districts, allowing immediate exchange of 
student information and tracking of student location whenever they move between schools 
and districts.  School funding using ADM counts should be most accurate under this 
approach; 

 Highest potential for operational cost savings due to economies of scale in several areas 
including data processing operations, software licenses, applications support, training and 
centralized help desk functions; and 

 Ability to implement system changes and enhancements in a common fashion across all 
districts. 

From the perspective of a commercial business or any hierarchical organization that has 
sufficient capital resources to make this investment, the centralized approach generally would 
present an attractive alternative based upon economic analysis.  Requirements do not vary 
greatly between districts for the core functionality that is provided by these administrative 
applications.  The need for standardized reporting at the state level, as well as for quick, 
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complete and efficient information transfer between districts, argues for a centralized approach.  
This alternative cannot be readily dismissed for the Oregon state public education environment.  

However, the Oregon state education system does not necessarily operate using a highly-
centralized management model and there is a number of particular resource and organizational 
constraints.  Despite the obvious economies and efficiencies that potentially could be gained 
through a centralized approach, there also are some significant drawbacks that emerge upon 
further investigation of the suitability of this implementation strategy within the Oregon state 
public education environment: 

 Demand upon the state agency for significant project and financial management skills, and 
for the development of a significant project team that cannot easily be provided through 
existing staff resources.  Generally speaking, much of this effort is contracted out but 
management of the contractor’s efforts still is a major challenge for most state education 
organizations; 

 Demand for a significant supporting operational environment and support staff, generally in 
excess of what is available to the state agency.  Again, these capabilities tend to be contracted 
out to a third-party; 

 Need for significant up-front funding extending over a multiple-year period, which may not 
be readily available to the state education system.  Typically, this needs to include funding 
for district-level infrastructure upgrades as well as for the centralized implementation costs.  
Generally, the initial funding requirement for this alternative will amount to several times 
what is needed for the other alternatives.  (For an excellent example of the possible level of 
costs involved, please review the North Carolina case summary that is documented and 
available on the KIDS web site); 

 Potential loss of software functionality and support capability that currently has been 
developed by districts and regional service providers (ESDs) in the state.  In Oregon’s case, 
this could be substantial given the investments that already have been made;  

 Reliance on the capabilities of the selected vendor and product to meet all of the state and 
district requirements.  The selected product may be best from an overall perspective but may 
provide a less than optimal solution in particular functional areas.  In short, problems may 
arise in trying to make “one size fit all”.  Other states who have adopted a centralized 
approach have encountered situations in which their flexibility is limited because of the 
constraints of the selected vendor solution; and  

 Need to develop and maintain an extensive statewide support infrastructure, including an 
operations and network management center, applications support team, training center 
capacity, and a permanent and well-organized help desk function. 

While the centralized strategy has worked well for a selected number of states, it has failed in 
other cases.  In general, state education agencies that have been successful with this approach 
have resided in state environments that are comfortable with “top down” directives for change 
and have generally been able to rely on significant enabling legislation and funding sources.  
States that have generally allowed districts autonomy in making their information systems 
decisions, and that have limited funding sources, often have adopted other alternatives to the 
centralized model.   
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4.4.3.2 “Best of Breed” Implementation Strategy 
In the “best of breed” strategy, the ODE sets standards for SIS, FIS or HRIS functionality and 
leads a process to identify and sponsor or “certify” a limited number of solutions that meet these 
standards.  Districts would be encouraged, or even required, to migrate to these prescribed 
solutions over some period of time.  The certified solutions probably already would be in place 
in a number of districts, and could include applications provided by the ESDs to their existing 
customer base.  However, as part of the objective of this approach is to move toward a higher 
level of quality and standardization, not all of the existing solutions would be certified and some 
districts would need to change.  As an ongoing activity, ODE would collaborate with district and 
ESD teams to review and update the list of certified applications periodically.  Under this 
strategy, ODE would develop enhanced state-level reporting systems, the data warehouse and the 
education portal as a separate set of efforts, “decoupled” from the process of selecting and 
certifying “best of breed” SIS applications.   

Some of the advantages of this approach are as follows: 

 It allows the state agency to play a role in improving and standardizing the applications in 
place at the districts, without assuming implementation or operational support 
responsibilities; 

 Significant up-front capital expenditures are not required at the state level, although districts, 
ESDs or other regional support facilities are likely to require significant investment 
commitments; 

 Some of the operational cost savings anticipated from the centralized approach may also be 
realized here due to the standardization of application systems in use throughout the state; 

 Maintaining linkages from the districts/ESDs to reporting system is somewhat simplified due 
to the limited number of different applications that need to be considered; 

 Allowing multiple certified applications still provides districts with a degree of choice, and 
can allow for variations in district requirements due to their size or programmatic 
differences; and 

 “Decoupled” state-level development of data warehousing and portal solutions allows for 
adoption of a “best of breed” development strategy at this level as well. 

As with the centralized model, this is an approach that has some successful parallels in the 
commercial business environment.  Large multidivisional corporations often will allow their 
different divisions to develop and maintain their own IT organizations and applications, but will 
require that they all adhere to a common process for documenting and justifying capital 
investment decisions, and for performance reporting to the central headquarters.  The central 
office plays an active role in reviewing and approving divisional investment decisions, but does 
not actually dictate a common solution for all.  This works best when the different organizational 
divisions are of sufficient scale and sophistication to manage their own operations, and represent 
significantly different businesses with different information system requirements.  If adopted 
within the Oregon public education environment, it would be important to consider how best to 
locate the responsibility for operation of the selected “best of breed” solutions in responsible 
organizations around the state.  

Some of the potential disadvantages of the “best of breed” approach are as follows: 
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 Development and enforcement of the process for evaluating and certifying applications can 
be time-consuming and contentious, and will be an additional ongoing activity for the state 
agency; 

 Requires a balancing act between certifying too many or too few applications, and requires 
some districts (or ESDs) to migrate away from a favored system.  The state agency’s role 
includes determining the amount of allowed time and the process for migrating to the new 
applications – which may be sensitive for some districts; 

 Requires resources to maintain ongoing contact and collaboration with the vendor 
community; however, this can also be an advantage if these contacts are leveraged to bring 
innovative concepts into the state applications environment on a regular basis; 

 Provides less assurance of data standardization and tight integration of student information 
than with the centralized approach, although this drawback can be minimized if operation of 
the certified applications is held to a high standard; and 

 Does not provide all of the potential for operational cost savings compared to the centralized 
model – although significant savings are possible if the “best of breed” model also 
encourages districts to move toward a limited number of hosted services providers who 
specialize in delivery and support of particular certified applications. 

Our research indicates that few states have adopted this approach, probably because of the 
ongoing effort required to manage the certification process in a way that is perceived as equitable 
for both the districts and the solution providers (vendors).  However, this has potential value if 
the State wants to elevate the statewide standard for applications in order to achieve some of the 
potential available savings, without needing to organize and conduct a major, multi-year 
centralized implementation.  

4.4.3.3 Decentralized/Regional Implementation Strategy 
In this strategy, the ODE’s scope of involvement does not involve establishment or enforcement 
of standards for SIS (or FIS, or HRIS) functionality, let alone implementation.  Instead, the ODE 
focuses only on ensuring that districts meet standards for data quality and for timeliness of 
reporting to the State.  If a district cannot consistently meet the reporting standards established 
by the State, it is the district’s responsibility either to improve the underlying applications and 
processes, or to move to a different applications solutions provider.  To make this strategy work, 
ESDs may be enlisted to provide services to districts that have difficulty meeting the state 
standards on their own.  This, in turn, allows ODE to focus the majority of its resources on 
development of the higher-level benchmarking (data warehouse) and stakeholder 
communications (portal) components of the statewide implementation model.   

Some of advantages of this strategy are listed below: 

 Requires the least up-front financial investment and need for change in current working 
relationships between the ODE, ESDs and districts; 

 Allows districts and ESDs to retain their current solutions as long as they continue to meet 
state reporting requirements at a level that is satisfactory to the ODE;  
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 Leverages capabilities of many of the ESDs and larger districts who already have developed 
some advanced functional capabilities and achieved inter-district sharing of student 
information; and 

 Allows the ODE to focus its resources on developing and enhancing the highest-priority 
state-level requirements, including the enhanced secure state ID system, the data warehouse, 
and the enhanced communications portal capabilities. 

A possible commercial parallel to this decentralized implementation model would be a 
conglomerate consisting of truly different and independent business units.  The central 
headquarters may require regular reporting in a standard format but otherwise does not become 
involved in the processes and decision-making of each business unit.  For this model to work 
well, reliance is placed on the capabilities and industry knowledge of the management teams of 
the various business units – their success individually must more than compensate for the 
possible inefficiencies and unnecessary costs resulting from maintaining multiple information 
system environments.  Similarly, within the Oregon public education system, this type of model 
means that a high level of confidence must be placed on district and ESD management teams to 
make the best decisions individually, but also to work satisfactorily within the overall state 
reporting framework. 

The disadvantages of the decentralized implementation model include the following: 

 Increases the effort needed to achieve the level of data quality and standardization, and 
reporting timeliness, that is available through the other implementation strategies; 

 Is subject to a tendency to proceed on a “business as usual” basis instead of actively working 
to upgrade the quality of current applications and move toward the complete achievement of 
the statewide implementation model;  

 Does not actively require districts with limited application functionality and older 
technologies to upgrade their solutions, unless or until they fail to meet state reporting 
standards; and  

 Presents diseconomies from a statewide perspective because of the multiple parallel and 
nonintegrated IT support structures that continue to remain in place throughout the state at 
the district and ESD level. 

Our research indicates that state education systems have selected the decentralized 
implementation strategy more frequently than any other.  Primarily, this reflects that fact that 
most state education systems have a decentralized governance model, and that they also find it 
difficult to procure the up-front funding necessary to implement a more directive approach.  For 
many states, it also represents a pre-NCLB climate in which decentralized data collection and 
reporting were the norm.  While this strategy may appear to offer the path of least resistance, this 
“low-risk, low-cost” approach also can achieve “low results” unless a clear direction is 
established and districts/regional providers are actively enlisted in and committed to the effort.   

4.4.3.4 Summary of Implementation Strategy Alternatives for Transactional Systems 
Table 4-3, on the following page, summarizes how leading components of the recommended 
information management framework will be addressed under each of the three major strategy 
alternatives.  Note that, for all of the alternatives, the State takes the lead in numerous key areas, 



 Oregon Department of Education 
KIDS Phase I Final Report  

Use or disclosure of data contained on this sheet is subject  
to the restriction on the title page of this proposal.  Page 54 

 

particularly enforcement of reporting standards, SSID system enhancement, data warehouse and 
portal development.  

Table 4-3: Summary of Alternative Implementation Strategies 

Information 
Management 
Framework 
Component 

Deployment 
Activity 

Strategy A: 
Centralized 

Strategy B: Best of 
Breed 

Strategy C: 
Decentralized/ 

Regional 

Application Selection 
(SIS, HIS or FIS) 

State has primary 
responsibility 

State prescribes 
acceptable solutions, 
with District/ ESD input 

Districts and ESDs 
select their own 

Application 
Implementation 

State has primary 
responsibility; Districts 
must support at their 
own sites 

Districts or ESDs 
primarily responsible 

Districts or ESDs 
primarily responsible  

Application Software 
Licensing 

Statewide license May be either 
statewide or 
district/ESD-specific 
licensing 

District or ESD-
specific licensing 

User Training State primarily 
responsible (may be 
contracted out) 

Districts/ ESDs 
responsible 

Districts/ ESDs 
responsible 

Help Desk State primarily 
responsible (may be 
contracted out) 

Districts/ ESDs 
responsible 

Districts/ ESDs 
responsible 

Central IT Operations 
Management 

At state level, or hosted 
by ESDs or a private 
contract provider 

At district level, or 
hosted by one or more 
ESDs 

At district level, or 
ESD-hosted 

Operational 
Systems 

Network Management State primarily 
responsible (may be 
contracted out) 

Districts/ ESDs 
responsible 

Districts/ ESDs 
responsible 

Reporting Standards 
supported by a 
Reengineered State 
Reporting Process 

State prescribes and 
enforces 

State prescribes and 
enforces 

State prescribes and 
enforces 

SSID Enhancement State develops with 
district/ESD input 

State develops with 
district/ESD input 

State develops with 
district/ESD input 

State Reporting 

State Student 
Repository 

N/A if centralized student 
system is deployed 

State develops with 
district/ESD input 

State develops with 
district/ESD input 

Data 
Warehouse  

 State develops with 
district/ESD input 

State develops with 
district/ESD input 

State develops with 
district/ESD input 

Portal   State develops with 
district/ESD input 

State develops with 
district/ESD input 

State develops with 
district/ESD input 

4.4.4 Suggested Sequencing of Strategies 
There is no one right answer on the sequencing of the strategies recommended in Section 4.4.3.  
However, the business case for change points to the fact that NCLB, accountability, student 
services, and the drive for cost efficiencies indicate that ODE should start with those strategies 
that address the quality and burden of managing and reporting on student data.  Given this 
consideration, we recommend that ODE consider the following sequencing as it moves into 
Phase II, as depicted in Figure 4-8 on the following page:   
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 Begin with Strategy #1 and selected activities toward enhancing the unique student ID and 
data standardization. (Highlighted in Yellow); 

 Simultaneously with the Strategy #1 activities, determine which deployment model to pursue 
for school district student information systems. (Highlighted in Yellow); 

 If a decentralized or hybrid approach is selected, complete the remaining Strategy #1 
activities of reengineering the state reporting processes and developing a student repository 
that allows school districts to transfer student data electronically between themselves, and 
also to conduct data exchanges with higher education institutions. (Highlighted in Blue); 
or 
If a centralized approach is pursued, build into the centralized approach centralized state data 
management processes and student record transfers. (Highlighted in Blue); 

 In parallel with upgrades to state reporting and determining the implementation model for 
student information systems, ODE can work with the districts and ESDS to begin the design 
and development of the data warehouse and enterprise portal, using the existing district and 
ESD application systems to populate the data warehouse as it is developed (Highlighted in 
Green); and 

 After a decision has been made on the SIS deployment approach, the State, districts and 
ESDs should design and develop the interface between the newly-selected SIS system (or 
systems) and the data warehouse.  The relative roles and responsibilities of the State, districts 
and ESDs in this process will depend on whether or not the decision is made to go with a 
centralized versus. a hybrid or decentralized approach. (Highlighted in Red). 

Figure 4-8: Suggested Sequencing of Implementation Strategies 
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4.4.5 Next Steps/ Phase II Preparation 
In planning for Phase II (“Future Vision/Business Requirements”) the ODE needs to accomplish 
at least the following activities: 

 Adopt an initial working model of the intended solution to be implemented, potentially based 
in part on the conceptual model described earlier in this chapter; 

 Validate that student information is the initial application focus of effort for Phase II, and 
assign priorities and approximate time frames for addressing financial and human resources 
information; 

 Make a preliminary determination of the scope of student information functions to be 
included within the Phase II effort; 

 Validate that data warehouse development will be a significant component of Phase II, and 
determine whether expansion of the current portal also will be included within the Phase II 
scope; 

 Determine the appropriate approach for determining the best implementation strategy to 
propose for adoption. This approach should include conduct of an economic analysis of 
alternatives, but also should take into account the state’s implementation objectives and 
priorities, governance philosophy, funding availability and desired implementation 
timeframe; 

 Capture additional information needed to allow conduct of a full economic analysis of 
alternatives.  This should begin with a follow-up effort on the Phase I survey to capture 
software functionality and operating cost data from additional districts, and also to update 
information to reflect the recently-completed 2004-5 school year.  It also should capture 
operating cost information from more of the ESD providers, as well as being updated to the 
current year.   

 Identify key stakeholders and develop a strategy for communication of Phase II objectives 
and benefits to each stakeholder group; and 

 Develop the Phase II project plan, including a project charter, scope statement, work plan, 
timetable, deliverables and budget. 



 
 

 
Appendix 
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APPENDIX:  PROJECT PARTICIPANTS AND INTERVIEWEES 

This Appendix lists all individuals who played an important role in this project, either as core 
project team members, Project Advisory Committee members, other advisors/consultants, or 
interviewees. 

Core project team members are identified in the following table: 

Name Project Role 
Doug Kosty ODE Project Executive 
Kirsten Schroeder IBM Project Executive 
Gary Ellwanger ODE Project Manager 
Cliff Kramer IBM Project Manager 
Brian Reeder ODE Policy Office 
Suki Fitzgerald IBM Senior Consultant (participant in facilitated 

sessions) 
Jackson Moydell IBM Staff Analyst (participant in analysis of survey 

results) 

Project Advisory Committee members are identified in the following table: 

Name Organization/Title 
Trish Clair ODE – Special Education 
Mark Endsley Oregon University System 
Sue Foster Willamette ESD - Finance 
Mike Freese Oregon Department of Administrative Services (DAS) 
Connie Green  Community Colleges 
Jim Harrington IT Director, Hillsboro SD 
Craig Nikolai North Clackamas SD 12- Assessment 
Jim Sager Governor’s Office 
Jim Scherzinger Consultant 
Gwen Soderburg Roseburg SD4– Director of Educational Services 
Kelvin Webster Multnomah ESD – Curriculum 

Other project advisors/consultants are listed below.  

Name Organization/Title Assistance Provided 
Jim Rose Director Oregon Public 

Education Network (OPEN) 
Results of recently-completed or in-progress 
surveys of the statewide education 
infrastructure 

Stephen Macartney Senior Consultant, Stratiform 
Group 

Results of recently-completed or in-progress 
surveys of the statewide education 
infrastructure, conducted for OPEN 

Walid Abu-Saleh IBM Education Partner Personal visit to describe IBM-managed 
statewide initiatives in Ohio and Illinois 

David Taylor IBM Education Partner Conference call to describe IBM-managed 
statewide initiative in North Carolina 
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This table lists persons interviewed by the IBM project team.  Most of these individuals are ODE 
staff members. 

Name Position 
Barbara Cruickshank Financial Reporting Analyst, ODE School Finance, Data 

and Analysis Office 
Sarah Durant ODE Policy Office 
Brian Johnson System Performance Review and Improvement 
Cheryl Kleckner Education Specialist, ODE Office of Educational 

Improvement and Innovation 
Theresa Levy Postsecondary Transition Team Member, ODE Office of 

Educational Improvement and Innovation 
Helen Maguire Director, Supports to Districts Team, ODE Office of 

Educational Improvement and Innovation 
Eric Richards ODE Office of Student Learning and Partnerships 
Kathleen Vanderwall Director of Operations and Systems Coordination, ODE 

Office of Educational Improvement and Innovation 
Brett West ODE Administrative Division 

 


