
DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 303 922 EA 020 767

AUTHOR Harrison, John G.
TITLE A Comprehensive Student Information System: A Report

Prepared for the California Postsecondary Education
Commission by the Wyndgate Group, Ltd., Report No.
88-32.

INSTITUTION California State Postsecondary Education Commission,
Sacramento.

PUB DATE 24 Aug 88
NOTE 104p.

AVAILABLE FROM Publications, California Postsecondary Education
Commission, 1020 Twelfth Street, Third Floor,
Sacramento, CA 98514 (free).

PUB TYPE Reports - Evaluative/Feasibility (142)

EDRS PRICE MF01/PC05 Plus Postage.
DESCRIPTORS Access to Information; Compliance (Legal) Database

Design; *Database Management Systems; Databases;
Educational Policy; Elementary Secondary Education;
Information Dissemination; Information Needs;
*Information Systems; *Information Utilization;
Politics of Education; State School District
Relationship; *Student Records

IDENTIFIERS *California

ABSTRACT
This report addresses the technical and legal issues

attendant to the implementation of a comprehensive student
information system in California. It documents the legislative
origins of the study and the conditions of state-level information
systems within California and other states. It then describes the
legal issues arising from the collection, use, and distribution of
student information. The latter part of the report is directed toward
California's policy analysis needs and discusses how a model
state-level student information system could be implemented for
subsequent evaluation. The final chapter provides a series of 14
findings and 9 recommendations for future action. Appended are (1) a
sample questionnaire used to solicit information from California and
other states; (2) characteristics Df student informaticn systems in
other states; and (3) candidates for data elements to be maintained
by segmental offices. Statistics and diagrams are included. (TE)

Reproductio.s supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made
from the original document.



tV
CNJ

PIN
O
Pe\0
LU

1111NIMINIMW
111111111I

A
COMPREHENSIVE

STUDENT
INFORMATION

SYSTEM

JOHN G. HARRISON
THE WYNDGATE GROUP, LTD.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

U S DEPARTMENT OF EDUCAT'ON
afoot Resean n and Improvement

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES If FORMATION
CENTER IERICr

Th,s document as (seen rep caduc ea as
,,,set, from the person or organliation
,Igunatng
Minor changes hese !seen made to ,rnpr rip
reproduct,on malty

Proofs of vie * or opini Jr$ ateLi th %cif>, u
meat d, not netSSa' p ecresnn afro al
01kI posmon r' poIrr

'PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRAN ED BY

2

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)



CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISS;:74 REPORT 88.32
PUBLISHED SEPTEMBER 1988

THIS report by John G. Harrison of the Wyndgate Group, Ltd., is one in a
series of consultants' reports on 'mportant issues affecting California post-
secondary education that the Commission has published over its 15 years as
part of its responsibility "to promote diversity, innovation, and responsive-
ness to student and societal needs." These reports are brought to the Cali-
fornia Postsecondary Education Commission for discussion rather than for
action, and they represent the interpretation of their authors rather than
the formal position of the Commission as expressed in its adopted resolu-
tions and reports containing policy recommendations

The Policy Evaluation Committee of the Commission discussed this report at
its meeting on September 19, 1988. Additional copies of the report may be
obtained from the Library of the Commission at (916) 322-8031 Questions
about the substance of the report may be directed to Mr Harrison at (916)
369-0666.

Like other reports published by the Thmmission, tr.;s document is not copy-
righted It may be reproduced in the public interest, but proper attribution
to Mr Harrison as its author and to Report 88-32 of the California Postsec-
ondary Education Commission is requested

LI



A COMPREHENSIVE STUDENT
INFORMATION SYSTEM

JOHN G. HARRISON

eea

A REPORT PREPARED FOR THE CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY

EDUCATION COMMISSION BY THE WYNDGATE GROUP, LTD.

AUGUST 24, 1988

A



CONTENTS

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

1 INTRODUCTION 1

Background 1

Shortcomings of Existing Student Information Systems 2

Benefits to be Derived from the Study 4

2 EXISTING STUDENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS 7

Introduction 7

Student-Based Information Systems Operating in Other States 8

Information Obtained from Telephone Inquires
and Formal Surveys 9

Student-Based Postsecondary Education Information Systems 12

Student-Based K-12 Information Systems 14

Information Obtained from Interviews with Education Officials
in Other States 15

Reflections on Commonly Reported Characteristics 15

The Florida Experience: A Case Study 18

Student-Based Information Systems Operating Within California 21

3 THE LEGAL ASPECTS OF STUDENT INFORMATION
SYSTEMS 29

Differences in Legal Restrictions Applied to Information Users
Engaged in Administrative and Policy Analysis Activities 29

Student Identification and Numbering Alternatives 30

The Impact of Federal Legislation Upon the Assignment
and Use of Student Identifiers 35

'4 Ao.nagate Grot.o Lta



Outcomes of the Investigative Phase 36

Tradeoffs Between the Social Security Number and a
California-Specific Student Identification/Numbering System 40

4 A CALIFORNIA EDUCATIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE:
INFORMATION COLLECTION AND DISSEMINATION
POLICIES AND PRACTICES 43

Introduction 43

The Role of Unique Student Identifiers in the Operation
of the Clearinghouse 43

Collecting "Core Locator" Information When a Student
Initially Enrolls

Statewide Information Collection as It Relate! to the
Educational Clearinghouse

Information Gathering Procedures and the Flow of
Information from Institutions to the Clearinghouse

Statewide Information Dissemination as It Relates to
the Clearinghotis.

44

45

51

53

5 FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 59

Findings 59

Recommendations 68

APPENDICES

A Sample Questionnaire Used to Solicit Information
from California and Other States

B Characteristics of Student Information Systems Operating
in Other States

75

81

C Candidate Comprehensive Student Information System
Data Elements to be Maintained by Segmental Offices 85

he rnndgate Group Ltd 6



DISPLAYS

1. Summary of State Responses to the Commission's Survey 11

2. Student Identifiers Employed in States That Operate State-Level
Student Information Systems 11

3. A Summary of State and Federal Laws and Regulations
Governing the Use of Student Identifiers and Student Information 31

4. The Effect of the Grandfather Clause Contained in the Federal
Privacy Act of 1974 on an Institution's Ability to Require Social
Security Numbers Today 36

5. A Summary of the Leg& Implications of Various Student
Identification/Numbering Systems 41

6. Comprehensive Student Information System Locator Information,
Reporting Frequencies, Reporting Points, Information Collected,
and Reporting Agents Organized by Element

7. Comprehensr:e Student Information System Locator Information,
Reporting Points, Information Collected, and Reporting Agents
Organized by Collection Point/Time

49

50

8. Information Flow Within the Comprehensive Student Information
System 52

9. Information Flow Between Information Users, Information
Providers, and the Educational Clearinghouse 54

FIGURES

1. Student Data Element Candidates for Inclusion in the
Comprehensive Scudent Information System Data Bases
Maintained by Segmental Offices- Linked to Progression
Entries Maintained in the Clearinghouse

s

86

'h. .w.rdg. r 40 1



2. Student Data Element Candidates for Inclusion in the System's
Data Bases Maintained by Segmental Offices Linked to
Objective Entries Maintained in 'he Educational Clearinghouse 87

3. Student Data Element Candidates for Inclusion in the System's
Data Bases Maintained by Segmental Offices Linked to Test
Score Entries Maintained in the Educational Clearinghouse 87

4. Student Data Element Candidates for Inclusion in the System's
Data Bases Maintained by Segmental Offices- Linked to
Completion Entries Maintained in the Educational Clearinghouse 88

5. Student Data Element Candidates for Inclusion in the System's
Data Bases Maintained by the Student Aid Commission - Linked
to Student Aid Entries Maintained in the Educational
Clearinghouse

'he ,,V.nagat _7

88



THE WY\DGATE GROUP, LTD
9310 Tech Center Drive Suite 230 Sacramento CA Q5826 1046) 369 J066

September 6, 1988

Dr. Kenneth B. O'Brien
Interim Executive Director
California Postsecondary Education Commission
1020 12th Street
Sacramento, CA 958'4

Dear Dr. O'Brien,

I am writing to transmit *Lse final draft copy of our report addressing the technical
and legal issues attend A to the implementation c' a comprehensive student
information system within California.

The enclosed report has been prepared following a careful review of the charge to
the Commission as described in AB 880 (Education Code 99170-99174), the
Commission's Feasibility Plan for a Comprehensive Student Information Study
(March 1986), and the transcript of selected progress reports provided to the
Commission since adoption of the March 1986 Feasibility Plan.

.14.4141%.,

The report documents the legislative origins of the study and the condition of state-
level student information systems within California and other states. It also
describes the legal issues attendant to the collection, use, nd distribution of
student information, es.:ablishes a model state-level student information system for
subsequent evaluation, and provides a series of firdings and recommendations for
future action.

Throughout our investigations, our work has been greatly assisted by legal,
program, and technical staff representing the University of California, California
State University, California Community Colleges, California State Department of
Education, California Student Aid Commission and California Postsecondary
Education Commission. Also, we have benefited considerably from the information
provided to us by program and technical managers in other states who routinely
deal with state-level student information systems.

This draft report is submitted to the Commission for consideration as an
information item at the September 18, 1988 meeting We look forward to meeting
with you and the Commission at that time to provide testimony, respond to
questions, and receive comments on the report.

ce ly,Si

nn Harrison



CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION

Background

-411

Education Code Sections 99170-99174 (enacted via Assembly Bill
880, Vasconcellos) directed "the California Postsecondary Educa-
tion Commission, in cooperation with the State Department of
Education and the public and private postsecondary education
segments to . . . develop a feasibility study plan for a study to
provide comprehensive information about factors which affect
students' progress through California's educational system, from
elementary school through postgraduate education." To this
end, the legislation direced the Commission to consider the
types and kinds of student information that would be required
to document:

Student progress through elementary and secondary schools

Transitions from secondary to postsecondary education

Transfer among, and retention within, the postsecondary
education segments

Differential attendance patterns at all educational levels

AB 880 identified the objectives for the Commission's study,
which were directed towards improving the State's ability to un-
derstand:

The effect of programs directed towards improving persis-
tence upon a student's success in attaining his/her terminal
educational objective;

Differences among population subgroups in t..1rms of their
scholastic decisions and the subsequent effect of these deci-
sions upon the attainment of educational objectives; and

Bridges and barriers presented to students throughout their
educational careers and the effect of suco bridges and bar-
riers upon student ability to move among and within seg-
ments.

The Commission's initial response to this charge was fulfilled
through publication of its March 1986 report, Feasibility Plan for

e+ ,',,^Cpte G -,p , d



a Comprehensive Student Information Study. In that report, the
Commission d..1scribed the types and characteristics of student
information that, if collected, analyzed, and employed in the de-
velopment of future educational policy, would be responsive to
legislative intent. The report also provided cost estimates to
gather such information on a one-time basis to support the
study called for in AB 880. Finally, the report concluded that the
most cost-effective method of addressing the issues contained in
AB 880 would -- in the long term -- be realized through the de-
velopment of an ongoing comprehensive State-level longitudi-
nal studect information system supporting consistent and uni-
form data collection and reporting procedures. The Commis-
sion's report affirmed that development of such a system repre-
sented a more viable fiscal and philosophical response to legisla-
tive intent than the study suggested in. AB 830.

Shortcomings of Existing Student Information Systems

Virtually every California postsecondary education, and 3 num-
ber of K-12 institutions' maintain automated student systems
the: record various biographic, scholastic, and student achieve-
ment information elements. In many instances individual insti-
tutions provide student information "extracts" to their respec-
tive district and segmental2 offices to assist in various plann ng
and management activities. While, in any single term, these in-
stitutions and segments produce copious amounts of student
information, the information exhibits two common shortcom-
ings when viewed in the context of the AB 880 charge

It lacks uniformity, consistency, and comparability among and
between institutions and segments. Segmental student infor-
mation systems cannot readily support the types of policy
analysis/educational research called for in AB 880 because the
nature and extent of student data varies considerably across
segments. This condition should not be viewed as an inherent
failing on the part of the institutions and segments, but
rather as recognition that these systems were developed to

Jniess cualified to trie ccntrarr, instaut,ons re`ers to Ind vioual < -12 scnoo 5 arc
postsecondary educatio^ coiieges anc ur rersi:les

2 Segments, as used througrou: s -ePort, refers to the Ca,ifornia State DePartme-T ::-
Ec1Jcation, University of Camp a The Califorria State Jniversitv, Califorria Comm unity
Colleges, and indeoendenf California cc,ileges arc universities ,cor sicereo r
entirety) un ess specifically inoicateo tc ire contrary
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address local, regiona:, or systemwide management needs
rind therefore reflect individual institutional roles and mis-
sions, localized resource surpluses/constraints, unique institu-
tional / segmental charters, etc.

It is not "tagged" with universally recognized, permanent,
and uniqu 3 student identifiers that can be used to assemble
longitudinal information profiles. First, most California K-12
schools do not assign permanent, unique student identifiers
at all, whereas, their postsecondary education counterparts
do support unique identifiers for their students. Of those K-
12 and postsecondary education institutions that employ stu-
dent identifiers, .he identifier may not be:

a. Unique within the jurisdiction in which it is issued (it may
be reused after the student leaves the school, district, or
segment),

b. Unique within the State (different institutions and seg-
ments employ similar coding structures),

c. Coded in a uniform pattern or format (different institu-
tions may use 6, 7, 8, or 9 digit/letter identification/num
bering systems),

d. Reported to institutions in which a student may subse-
quently enrol!, particularly if the student leaves the school,
district, or segment in which the identifier was originally
issued or if the student stops-out for an extended period of
time, or

e. Forwarded to district, segmental, or State-level offices and,
if so, accompanied by student scholastic, biographic, etc.
data.

The Commission's report suggested that these impediments
could be overcome through the implementation of a State-level
student information collection and reporting program that
would:

Provide for the State-level assignment of permanent, uniaue,
and uniformly coded student identification numbers to stu-
dents,

Require/urge students (or their parents) to provide such iden-
tifiers when enrolling in a California educational institution,

Require institutions, districts, and segments to emhioy the
unique identifier when encoding student information,

_1
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Routinely gather consistent, comparable, and standardized
information from pi,. and private K-12 and postsecondary
education institutions,

Maintain and enforce information privacy policies/procedures
consistent with State and federal statutes while providing for
timely access to such loformation for legitimate educational
research and policy anal'isi purposes, and

Capitalize upon existing segmental and State-level student
information collection and reporting programs in the devel-
opment of the new State-'evel information system.

The Commission's report cautioned that such a system would
likely precipitate a net increase in the State's overall student
information gathering activities, though, such increases could be
partly offset by reductions in existing segmental or State-level
information reporting procedures through the elimination of
redundant data collection activities. The Commission's report al-
so noted -ulat a new State-level student information system
would require supplemental funding to underwrite its develop-
ment, maintenance, and administration.

Following publication of its report, the Commission requested
and received funding for a study that would describe the charac-
teristics of a state-level student information system and identify
its attendant fiscal requirements and legal constraints. In July
1987, the Commission solicited competitive bids for this study
and, following evaluation of vendor proposals, selected The
Wyndgate Group, Ltd., and Arthur Young & Company to under-
take the study

Benefits to be Derived from the Study

Information systems do not, in and of themselves, contribute to
improved understandings of the col -olexities of the educational
process. Their benefits lie in the constructive uses to which the
system's information base may be applied. California's current
inventory of "management-based" information systems provide
valuable information to asset day-to-day and year-to-year
administration but are so ccAstrained by their origins and
intended uses that the, lack the ability to effectivly address the
state's educational research and policy analysis ne,?.ds

Gr VC 3



For example, current systems can readily describe -- at least in
the aggregate -- the condition of selected student populations
on a term-by-term or year-by-year basis.

At the K-12 level, they ci.n indicate how many third, fourth,
fifth, etc. grade students are enrolled in a particul;Ar school or
district, note how many teachers instruct in a specific district and
subject matter, describe the ratio of teachers to students, docu-
ment instructors' salaries by credential type, and indicate
teaching staff differentiated by ethnicity.

Within postsecondary education, they can enumerate the num-
ber of first-time freshmen admitted to the University and State
University systems, describe student enrollments differentiated
by major, gender, ethnicity, and a myriad of other student
attributes. They can produce graph after graph of student credit
load profiles and display segmental budgets and expenditures in
seemingly endless permutations and combinations.

but, current systems typically lack the information needed to
support educational research and policy analysis because most
information is oriented towards institutionally based student
services or segmental fiscal planning. These systems are unable
to provide more than mere snapshots of selected student popu-
lations, are almost always constrained to describe conditions
within an individual district or segment, lack the ability to
compare the characteristics of different student populations
across segmental boundaries, and can only rarely provide multi-
year descriptions of common student populations; particularly
in those cases where students stop out or transfer several times.
In addition, existing systems cannot document a student's pre-
vious educational history or, following separation from an
institution/segment, a student's subsequent enrollment experi-
ences. Finally, existing systems lack continuity with respect to a
student's academic career, particularly in the case of extended
term drop/stop-outs.

This study represents California's first step toward removing
constraints and forming a new, and more comprehensive stu-
dent information system capable of assisting those engaged in
educations i research and policy analysis In a general sense, tne
benefits to be derived from the development of such systems
will include giving accurate information about individual dif-
ferences between students and how these relate to what hap-
pens to them in school. This will give an empirical basis for re-
search into issues such as preparation and performance, drop-

s
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outs, "stop-outs," differential treatment, transfer, time to de-
gree, and institutional peKormance. All of these issues are of
current State-level interest and where policy strategies have
been frustrated by the lack of good data. To the extent that
research reveals institutional ',rather than individual) common-
alities associated with persistent patterns of educational success
and failure, this information can lead to identifying successful
intervention strategies.

-6. .',,^ i;ate -;rCUO .i 6



CHAPTER 2 EXISTING STUDENT

INFORMATION SYSTEMS

Introduction

California's interest in improving the quality of its State-level
student information is shared by other states. In considering the
AB 880 charge, the consultants conferred with parties in other
states to (a) identify statewide student information programs
that were either impcmented or under serious consideration
and, where systems had been placed in operation, (b) attempt to
assess their successes to date. This action was initiated with the
expectation that California could capitalize upon the progress
made by other states and, through prior knowledge of their ex-
periences, sidestep the pitfalls and implementation barriers that
other states may have experienced. To this end, the consultants
employed the following information-gathering procedures:

Surveys were administered to other state-level coordinating
councils, postsecondary commissions, and state offices of edu-
cation requesting information describing proposed and exist-
ing systems.

Telephone and s, na: :nterviews were conducted with ac-
knowledged eN.,e, Er, field of stateevel information
systems.

Site visits we , 1. -.. to states where survey responses or
telephone in7jut as indicated the potential applicability of se-
lected components of other state's systems to California's
needs.

This chapter aiso describes the consu:tant's efforts to gain an un-
derstanding of the characteristics of existing and proposed stu-
dent information gathering and reporting systems in California.
Agencies/associations/segments that supplied information in the
course of this portion of the study included:

The State Department of Education,

the ,JV ndgate Grcut.,
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The public postsecondary education segments,

The California Student Aid Commission, and

The California Postsecondary Education Commission.

As this chapter will note, state-level student information systems
are still in their infancy throughout the United States and there
are few clear cut, obvious solutions to the problems the Commis-
sion seeks to address. Further, California's existing student-bas-
ed information systems -- oriented as they are to segmental
management issues -- lack the information quality and year-to-
year student linkages necessary to support a state-level policy
analysis information base.

There are two important California-relevant issues that the read-
er should appreciate in reviewing this chapter:

First, California, unlike many other states surveyed in the course
of this study, has recognized that a comprehensive planning
effort must precede system implementation, and not follow it.

Second, the unique and individual needs of the State's various
educational providers and information users must be considered
within the context of a common implementation strategy rather
than in a piecemeal, after the fact fashion.

Student-Based Information Systems
Operating in Other States

Many of the student information collection and reporting
problems facing California are common to other states. In the
course of this study the consultants investigated the progress
other states had made in confronting and resolving the issues
attendant to improved state-level student information report-
ing. The intent of this investigation was first, to identify those
issues common to California and other states that had been
successfully addressed and resolved and, second, to evaluate the
applicability of these solutions in terms of California's needs
Three data gathering activities were undertaken to ascertain
conditions in other states:

First, Commission staff conducted telephone interviews with
postsecondary coordinating agencies, boards, postsecondary
education systemwide offices, and State Departments of Edu-
cation in other states requesting information describing their
state-level student information collection programs with par-

*.e. ti,,aaate GF:k.r) cd 6



titular emphasis on the use of unique personal identifiers.
Telephone surveys were employed as a first step in a two part
data gathering program. The telephone surveys were intend-
ed to (a) determine which states and, within each state, those
segments supporting systemwide student information sys-
tems and (b) identify knowledgeable contact persons within
those segments for follow-up activities using a formal survey
instrument.

Second, the consultants, working with the assistance of Com-
mission staff and the Task Force, developed and distributed
survey instruments to segmental offices in other states that
had responded positively to the telephone inquiries described
previously. The survey was designed to capture information
describing the origin, extent, operating characteristics, legal
foundation, and costs of developing and maintaining system-
wide student information systems. A copy of this survey in-
strument appears in Appendix A.

Finally, the consultants held personal interviews with selected
education officials in other states and received a first-hand
briefing on the characteristics of the student information
systems used in their states.

Information Obtained from
Telephone Inquiries and Formal Surveys

In the course of the study, Commission staff contacted various K-
12 and postsecondary education officials within each state and
attempted to obtain the name of a person within each segment
qualified to complete a survey describing the segment's student
information gathering and reporting systems. A series of prob-
lems emerged in the course of the surveying effort that served
to extend the term of the study and inhibit the consultant's abil-
ity to obtain a comprehensive description of other states' activi-
ties. In some instances:

Referrals within a state proved somewhat difficult to obtain
necessitating numerous calls within a state to obtain the
name(s) of persons qualified to complete a survey

Survey responses frc i the referrals did not conform to the
Commission's survey format and reporting standards, requir-
ing multiple back-and-forth telephone contacts.

"'e 4/,^:gate Gouo. Lt: 3



Persons contacted within K-12 and postsecondary education
segmental offices appeared to be (a) unaware of the nature
and extent of their segment's student information system(s),
(b) unable to provide the name(s) of the person(s) to whom
survey forms could be forwarded, and/or (c) unresponsive to
the Commission's requests for assistance.

Notwithstanding these impediments, the consultant; were able
to amass a considerable body of information describing the na-
ture and condition of student information systems operating in
other states. Results of the survey program are summarized in
Displays 1 and 2, and an expanded summary of student informa-
tion systems in other states appears in Appendix B.

Survey responses fell along the following lines:

Of the 100 possible respondents (49 states and Washington,
D.C.), 42 failed to return a survey or provide the requested
information via telephone.

Nonresponse rates were highest among K-12 agencies; of the
42 nonresponding agencies, 28 were K-12 agencies and 14
were postsecondary education agencies.

i Of the 58 respondents to the Commission's survey, 38 (66%)
indicated that their segment did not support a systemwide
student information program and, of these, nine states (18 re-
spondents) reported that neither the K-12 nor postsecondary
education segment maintained state-level student informa-
tion systems employing individual student records.

Among the 20 respondents (34%) indicating their segment
employed a systemwide student information system:

1. Eleven responded to the initial telephone inquiry and pro-
vided written responses using the project survey form

2. Three provided verbal responses via telephone in accor-
dance with the survey instrument (Commission staff copied
their comments onto the forms in the course of their dis-
cussion with the respondent)

3. Four provided abbreviated verbal comments over the tele-
phone describing the characteristics of their segment's
student information systems.

The Social Security number was the first choice as a student
i-'entifier among those segments that had implemented
state -level student information systems (70% ). Only two of
the 20 respondents in this category reported ;hat they had

-,e ,,10 n _;ate crOu0, '...t3 10 19



Display 1 Summary of State Responses to the Commission's Survey

Response Status

State did not respond to the
survey

State does not SJpport a state-
level student-based information
system

State does support a state-level
student-based information system

Total

Postsecondary
Education K-12 Both Segments

',Jumper Percent Number Percent Number Percent

14 28 0 28 56 0 42 42 0

20 40 0 18 36 0 38 38.0

16 32.0 4 8 0 20 20.0

50 100.0 50 100 0 100 100 0

Display 2 Student Identifiers Employed in States That Operate
State-Level Student Information Systems

Student Identifier Used

Postsecondary
Education K-12 Both Segments

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Social Security 12' 75.0 23 50 0 14 70 0

Locally developed identifier 12 6.2 14 25.0 2 10.0

Not known - not reported 3 18.8 1 25.0 4 20.0

Total 16 100 0 4 100 0 2n 100.0

1 Massachusetts uses student Social Security number and name as its unique student identifier
2 North Dakota uses student name and address as its unique student ,dentifier
3 Florida uses a Florida-soecific developed student identifier

4 New Mexico does not use a student identifier as It gathers aggregated student information only

developed locally-developed identifiers in lieu of the Social
Security number.

80% of the state-level student information systems reported
via the Commission's survey were operated by postsecondary
education institutions/systems.

While the information provided by the national surveying effort
is necessarily limited due to the high nonresponse rate and the
relatively limited number of operational student information

the yndgate Gr:,o ..0



systems, the survey data obtained provide valuable insights into
the progress 1 .her states have made in implementing system-
wide and state-level student information systems.

A series of thumbnail sketches describing operational student
data systems described in the surveys or obtained vi ersonal
interviews follow:

Student-Based Postsecondary
Education Information Systems

New Mexico

The New Mexico Higher Education Data System was created in
1972 by the New Mexico Commission on Higher Education to
gather data and maintain information on student enrollments
and program completers. The system contains 80,000 individual
student records. New Mexico uses the Social Security number
voluntarily provided -- as its student identification mechanism.
Students lacking, or declining to provide a Social Security num-
ber are issued a unique (substitute) identification number by the
campus in which they are initially enrolled. The state-level data
base is updated once each term (three times each year). Infor-
mation housed in the Higher Education Data System is not col-
lected with the intent of making it available for public use and,
as such, information contained in the Education Data System is
not released to other agencies, educational researchers, or par-
ties outside the Commission.

Indiana

The Indiana Student Information System was created in 1977 by
the Indiana Commission on Higher Education The sy;tem cur-
rently supports 250,000 student records drawn from the state's
public and private colleges and universities. Each student record
is identified by an individual Social Security number or a sub-
stitite number where a Social Security number cannot be volun-
tarily obtained. Each institution is responsible for issuing alter-
nate identification numbers in the event a Social Security num-
ber is not available or is not voluntarily provided. Records are
updated once a year. Indiana information privacy statutes es-

-,e Ni,agite GrOup, LtO 12
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tablish the policies regarding disclosure and use of information
maintained in the Student Information System.

Massachusetts

The Massachusetts Board of Regents of Higher Education main-
tains a Research & Planning Enrollment & Degrees System (RPEDS)
that reports enrollments within the state's 14 public colleges and
universities. The system was initiated in 1984 through legislative
mandate in order to standardize enrollment reporting within
the state. The system maintains over 130,000 individual student
records. Each record is identified using a combination of student
name and Social Security number and contains student
biographic, scholastic, achievement and program completion in-
formation. Records are updated each semester. The Massachu-
setts Board of Regents' Privacy and Confidentiality Regulations
establish policies regarding information disclosure, use, and
manipulation. Originally funded through a $500,000 one-time
legislative appropriation, RPEDS is currently funded via the Re-
gents' Computer Network as a routine annual budget item
($300,000 annually).

Minnesota

Minnes, Student Record Data Base was created by the state's
Higher Lucation Coordinating Board in 1983 to maintain
enrollment data for all public and private postsecondary educa-
tion institutions. Approximately 236,000 individual student
records are reported to the Board annually in the fall. The
Higher Education Coordinating Board and the Minnesota State
Attorney General's Office jointly developed the information dis-
closure and use policies attendant to this system The Coordi-
nating Board has developed a nondisclosure policy governing
the collection, use, and destruction of student information that:

1. Identifies data elements that may be collected,

2. Provides examples of research that may be conducted using
the information, and

3. Requires that any information released to a third party be
"ion-identifiable" (e.g., not identifiable with an individual
student)

Minnesota's information disclosure policy specifically notes that
its purpose is to satisfy both federal and state laws concerning
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access to, use of, dissemination of, and ultimate destruction of
private data originally maintained by educational institutions.

Louisiana

The Louisiana Statewide Student Profile data system was created
in 1977 by the Louisiana Board of Regents. The system reports
upon the status of 170,000 students each year. Records are up-
dated each term (three times each year). A student Social Se-
curity number is used as fie state's student identifier, however,
individual institutions substitute a student's driver's license as an
alternate identification number in the event a Social Security
number cannot be obtained. Student information maintained
in the Statewide Profile is classified as confidential and, under
state law, is not made available to any other agency or party
outside the Board of Regents.

Student-Based K-12 Information Systems

Texas

The Public Education Information Management Sys+em (PEIMS)
was inaugurated by the Texas State Board of Education (TEA) in
1986 in response to legislative, TEA administrative, and statutory
requirements information requests. PEIMS serves 1,071 school
districts and is currently in the second year if a five-year imple-
mentation program. The PEIMS system -- when fully implement-
ed -- will maintain information describing district budgets, rer-
sonnel, facilities, student drop-outs and other student demo-
graphic characteristics, ADA and course enrollments; and student
achievement and testing information. The student demograph-
ic data collection and reporting phase of the project will be pilot
tested in 1988-89 with 100% district reporting scheduled to
begin in 1989-90. A Student Social Security number (or a to-be-
determined alternate identification number), name, sew, ethnici-
ty, date of birth, citizenship, socioeconomic status, and handicap
condition will be reported .

State officials with whom the consultants conferred noted that
PEIMS has realized both a high (99%) reporting compliance rate
among districts and a decrease in district reporting burden since
it inauguration. These officials feel that PEIMS' success is attrib-
utable in large part to the Regional Education Service Centers
that service district information processing needs. These 20 stra-
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tegically placed centers act as a liaison between the districts and
the central TEA with regard to information collection and pro-
cessing. The PEIMS is funded entirely by the state and required
approximately $6.3 million to implement. PEIMS' annual operat-
ing budget is estimated at 650,000 for the central office and
$600,000 for the 20 regional centers. Total computing hardware
costs once PEIMS is fully implemented are estimated at $2 miliion.

Information Obtained from Interviews
with Education Officials in Other States

Shortly after the initiation of the study, the National Center for
Education Statistics hosted an Elementary-Secondary Education
Management Information System conference in Orlando, Flor-
ida. This conference -- co-sponsored by the Florida Department
of Education and the National Center for Education Statistics --
brought together over 100 K-12 officials from various states to
discuss state-level student data collection programs, interseg-
mental cooperative ventures in the use of student specific data,
and operational characteristics of student-based information
systems.

The consultants attended the two-day conference and met with
a number of educational administrators to discuss their student
information gathering and reporting programs. In the course of
the conference's activities the consultants interviewed a number
of K-12 administrators representing Florida, Colorado, Texas,
Georgia, South Carolina, and Tennessee. While the thoughts
expressed by these state officials varied somewhat, a number of
commonly held opinions were repeated throughout the two
days of interviews and discussions. Those observations having a
common thread are reproduced here to reflect the flavor of the
discussions held with these administrators. These comments
should, of course, be considered in the context within which
they were offered; as educated opinions rather than as irre-
futable maxims.

Reflections on Commonly Reported Characteristics

The voluntary use of a student Social Security number was the
most frequently used mechanism for student identification in
other states. Compliance for the Social Security number is
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particularly high where justification for its collection and use
is provided to students (and their parents) at the time the
number is initially collected.

Agents responsible for initiating new systemwide or state-
level informaidon requirements whether located within the
legislative/executive branches or systemwide offices -- tend to
overestimate the capacity and flexibility of existing campus
and/or school district systems (and their supporting staffs) to
respond to new state-level or system-level information re-
quirements.

The parties responsible for introducing new/different state-
level or systemwide information system programs consistently
underestimate the amount of staff training required to
change existing systems or implement new ones to address
emerging information reporting requirements. Training
shortfalls were thought to be particularly acute in the areas
of ad hoc reporting, electronic information transfer, data
elemet 'definition, information collection, editing, and main-
tenance, and interface standards between local and state sys-
tems.

One information systems manager with whom the consul-
tants met observed:

Our training budget could have been tripled and it still
wouldn't have been enough. We just never counted on
having to train our data processing staff, secretaries,
and administrators how to use their own existing sys-
tems.

Phased implementation programs represent the most viable
approach to large scale system implementation. Even small
educational systems or states did not attempt to implement a
state or systemwide information system without providing
adequate time for system installation, training, and process
integration within the daily work flow.

Most statewide and systemwide student information systems
currently in existence were developed exclusively to address
administrative record-keeping needs. Even though the infor-
mation used to support ongoing administrative programs
provided a rich source of information for policy analysis, (a)
few state agencies exploited such information for this pur-
pose and (b) little state-level funding was provided to gather
and maintain information for this purpose.
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There was a general reluctance among educational admin-
istrators who dealt with systemwide and statewide student
information systems to discuss privacy issues. Privacy stan-
dards appeared to be unevenly applied amcng and within
states and, in some instances, considered as a second order
issue during or following system implementation. A number
of educational administrators said that they relied upon the
personal integrity of their data processing professionals to
maintain the confidentiality of thew system's information,
though, they often acknowledged that their staff had never
received formal instruction in the privacy laws applicable to
the information in their charge.

There was little evidence that implementing agents adopted
a state-level perspective prior to undertaking large scale edu-
catione information systems. For the most part, those edu-
cational information systems in existence were developed ex-
clusively by an individuai K-12 or postsecondary education
segment without consideration of the applicability or impact
of such systems upon other segments. To the extent that :n-
tersegmental issues were considered, they tended to center
on the electronic transfer of transcripts between high schools
and colleges and often ignored other information interface/-
exchange opportunities.

Support staff have important influences 4 on the success of
large scale information systems programs. One educational
administrator with whom the consultants met said that a
principal's secretary plays a more important role in deter-
mining the success of an information gathering and reporting
system than do district officials.

Many of successful state-level information system programs
are characterized by top down funding, with statutory origins
in the executive or legislative branches. Institutional efforts
to initiate new, or significantly modify existing administrative
record keeping programs have been marginally successful

Information exchange and sharing among and between
districts or postsecondary institutions within the same state is
relatively rare. Student information is typically collected at
the institutional level, audited w,.hin district offices, and for-
warded directly to the state where it is reported to govern-
mental officials and subsequently archived or destroyed.
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The F!nrida Experience: A Case Study

Florida, as one of the ,ponsors of the Elementary-Secondary
Education Management Information System conference, played
a prominent role in its program. In the course of the discussion
and demonstration sessions held during the conference, a num-
ber of state and locally based Florida officials provided descrip-
tions of the motivating factors leading to the creation of the
Florida Information Resource Network (FIRN) and the experi-
ences obtained as the system evolved.

In many respects the Florida experience -- as relayed by those in
attendance -- provides a positive example of ways ill which large
scale state-level student information systems can be effectively
implemented. It is for this reason -- the applicability of the Flori-
da experience to California's aspirations -- that a brief chrono-
logical history and program descr ption is offered here. The
reader should appreciate that not all of the benefits and im-
pediments that Florida enjoyed in its systems development activ-
ities are necessarily applicable to California.

In 1980-81 the Florida Department of Education -- acting in re-
sponse to legislative directive -- established a pilot student rec-
ords program designed to track students beginning with their
initial attendance in a public school arid continue (as applicable)
through high school graduation, and attendance at a college or
university. In brief, the enabling legislation called for the design
and development of a statewide comprehensive student infc r-
mation system that would:

Automate existing manual records and record-keeping pro-
cedures,

Reduce district c..id institutional reporting requirements, and

Provide the legislative and executive branches with verifiabie
longitudinal data describing various aspects of Florida's stu-
dent population.

The state responded to tills directive through the creation of the
Florida Information Data Base (1DB) system. As currently con-
figured, the 1DB addresses only elementary and secondary school
students' records, however, postsecondary educational institu-
tions are currently under legislative mandate to develop com-
parable systems which will permit postsecondary education in-
formation to be (a) exchanged with 1DB users and (b) accumula-
ted at the state level.
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The 1DB maintains five types of information within an individual
student's dossier:

Student demographic information

Student course-taking histories

Exceptional student information

End of year scholastic summaries

Student "completion" status information (e.g., promotion,
summer school, expulsion)

Individual student data is retained within the 1DB for a five-year
period after which it is destroyed unless required for auditing
purposes.

The Florida system uses a 10-digit unique identifier -- assigned by
school districts upon initial contact with the Florida educat;onal
system -- to uniquely identify each student's record. The first
two characters of the student identifier denotes the district is-
suing the identifier and the remaining eight are made up of lo-
cally generated unduplicated random numbers. In the course of
deciding upon student identifiers, Florida considered and reject-
ed use of the Social Security number. Those charged with se-
lecting a student identifier for use within the 'DB rejected the
Social Security number for the following reasons:

Florida public school records had never included Sociai Se-
curity numbers, and no historical justification for its adoption
could be identified.

Existing state regulations did not provide for the collection of
Social Security numbers as a condition of enrollment, and the
Florida K-12 system therefore lacked the statutory authority
to require students (or their parents) to provide it.

Use of the Social Security number was thought to introduce
privacy and governmental intervention issues vis-a-vis the In-
ternal Revenue Service and the Immigrajon and Natural-
ization Service that could contribute to abuse of the identifier
and widespread noncompliance.

At the time the Florida system was inaugurated, most stu-
dents did not hold Social security numbers (federal legislation
requiring many children aged five or older to obtain a Social
Security number had not been adopted in 1980-81).
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Use of the Social Security number was thought to deter some
undocumented aliens from participating in the Florida K-12
system.

The Florida :Ds currently maintains over 2 million Florida student
records. Each record is updated on to five times a year based
upon individual student enrollment patterns. If a student leaves
one district and transfers to another, his/her records are man-
ually transmitted between districts and reintroduced within the
IDB by the "receiving" district. The "donor" institution retains a
copy of a transferring (or departing) student's record for the
purpose of state-level auditing but ceases record maintenance.

All state-mandated annual, quarterly, and ad hoc school and
district reporting is prepared by the Florida Department of Edu-
cation for the 67 school districts using the los. Selected reports
required by external agents are also prepared by the DOE using
the 1DB as an information source, however, such information is
made available in aggregate form only to ensure the confiden-
tiality of individual student records.

Among those district superintendents with whom the
consultants spoke, most agreed with the program's objectives
(even though legislatively imposed) and were particularly sup-
portive of the benefits afforded to the districts by reduced state-
level reporting requirements.

Some district superintendents described the implementation
time frames established by the state as overly aggressive, though
one state official responsible for state-level compliance with
whom the consultant's spoke remarked,

Our schools had four years to get used to the idea and to
prepare. Most did nothing until they were formally ad-

vised by the DOE that they would be expected to deliver
the data by June1989.

This official observed that concern over implementation sched-
ules reflected reluctance to change rather than unrealistic imple-
mentation scheduling

To date, approximately 40 Florida school districts are opera-
tional under the 1DB with the remaining 27 sched: ?d to join the
program during the coming academic year.

Coordination between Florida's K-12 and postsecondary educa-
tion segments vis-a-vis information exchange was viewed by
system users as one of the more difficult operational issues to be
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addressed, but one that time and continued familiarity with the
system would overcome.

State regulations require that all public postsecondary institu-
tions report a student's academic standing and progress towards
a degreeirertificate to the student's high school within the first
year of collage attendance. Future versions of the IDB will pro-
vide electronic transfer of such information between the K-12
and postsecondary segments.

At this writing, only a few Florida public postsecondary insti-
tutions are using electronic interfaces to access high school se-
niors' records during application processing, though, the uni-
versity system's uniform admission application form contains a
release for the university to "electronically" request high school
academic transcripts. While Florida's collegiate institutions uti-
lize the S%-.::-ial Security number as a student's unique identifier,
the institutions also collect the unique student identifier used by
the K-12 system and carry both numbers in their student in-
formation systems.

Negotiations are currently being held between the state and the
College Board and American College Testing Corporation to in-
corporate Florida's unique student identifier as part of each
Floridian's achievement test record. The intention of incorporat-
ing the Florida student identifier in these records is to facilitate
electronic inclusion of student test score results directly within
the 1DB for subsequent distribution to institutions.

Student-Based Information Systems
Operating Within California

This section of the report describes existing student information
systems operating within California's educational systems, agen-
cies and departme -ts. This information was obtained from
survey responses provided by the University of California, The
California State University, the Community Colleges, the Student
Aid Commission, the Department of Education, and the Post-
secondary Education Commission. A sample questionnaire is en-
clo.ed as Appendix A on pages 75-80.

The questionnaire requested the following information.

A description of existing state-level student inforrnaiiGn sys-
tems;
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The reporting frequency and populations surveyed by these
systems;

The cost of initially establishing the systems; and

The cost of underwriting the ongoing operating of the sys-
tems.

The University of California

The University of California's Corporate Student System was
initially created to aliow the Office of the President to respond
to external reporting requirements ..ch as CPEC and HEGIS, pro-
vide data for internal analyses, am. undertake special studies.
System implementation required heady four years and is esti-
mated to have cost $700,000 to develop and implement. This
system requires approximately $100,000 annually to underwrite
the ongoing operation of the following four corporate data
bases:

Student Registration Data Base: Each of the University's
158,000 enrolled students and approximately 33,000 degree
recipients is recorded in this data base annually. Information
is updated twice each term using data extracted from the
campus systems and from the undergraduate admission data
base (described below). The registration data base contains
demographic, previous academic history, test score, term-by-
term registration and student performance data, and degrees
awarded information. Data collection began in the 1982-83
academic year.

Undergraduate Admission Data Base: The data base contains
student demographic, applicant eligibility, admit level, spe-
cial action status, previous academic history, and test score
data for the University's 70,000 annual adn:ission applicants.
Information is updated monthly with data extracted from
campus systems and from a central processing system main-
tained by an outside vendor.

Student Longitudinal Data Base: This data base maintains
much of the same information contained in other Corporate
Student data bases but arranged in such a way that students
can be viewed as part of an entering cohort and their persis-
tence tracked in a longitudinal fashion. The data base con-
tains information describing students who entered the Uni-
versity in Fall 1982 and thereafter. This data base excludes



the small number of undergraduates and all Health Science
Residents in the teaching hospitals

Financial Aid Data Base: This annual data base maintains in-
formation on all students receiving some form of financial
aid. Records are updated three times each year with data ex-
tracted from the systems on each campus and from the reg-
istrant data base. Approximately 91,000 students are includ-
ed in the data base each year. Data are available beginning
with the 1982-83 award year.

The University of California system employs different forms of
student identifiers among its nine campuses though all campus-
es collect and record students' Social Security numbers. Some
campuses use the Social Security number as a unique student
identifier while others employ locally assigned ithntification
numbers.

The University estimates that each campus spends $30,000 each
year to generate information for use by the Corporate Student
System. The information contained in the Corporate Student
System is a subset of the data needed by the campus to carry out
its responsibilities. As a policy matter, campuses are not re-
quired to collect data solely for use by the Office of the Presi-
dent.

The California State University

The California State University System maintains four automated
student-Lased information systems. Development of these sys-
tems began in 1973 in response to a systemwide need to provide
more timely and accurate enrollment reporting and to assist in
University research. No estimates are available on system de-
velopment costs

The four student records data bases supported by the Chan-
cellor's Office include:

Enrollment Reporting System, Students (ERSS): This data base
contains approximately 10,500,000 student records dating
back to the Fall 1973 term. The data base is updated four
times each year (once each term).

Enrollment Reporting System, Graduates (ERSG) This data
base contains approximately 660,000 entries, each of which
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reflects a student graduation record. The system is updated
once each year. Information is available beginning with 1975.

Enrollment Reporting System, Applicants (ERSA): This data
base was created in 1984 to meet systemwide needs for im-
proved admission application reporting. The data base !s up-
dated four times annually (once each term).

Financial Aid Data Base: This data base was created in 1982 in
conjunction with the establishment of the State University's
Grant program. Approximately 22,500 recipients are added
to this data base each year.

The State University system as does the University of California
system employs different forms of student identifiers among its
campuses though all campuses collect and record students' So-
cial Security numbers. Some campuses use the Social Security
number as a unique student identifier while others employ lo-
cally assigned identification numbers.

the California Community Colleges

The California Community Colleges USRS Student Data System
was developed in the mid-1970s to permit the system tc respond
more reaciily and accurately to information requests. The system
is estimated to have cost $200,000 to design and develop over a
four-year implementation period. There are approximately 1.3
million student records currently residing in the Student Data
System covering 11 academic years. Community College districts
report student biographic and enrollment information to the
Chancellor's Office each term (excluding summer). Under cu-
rrent administrative policies, each district may employ the stu-
dent identification/numbering system of its preference.

Automation levels and information systems vary widely among
the 106 campuses and 70 districts. Under existing policy, indivi-
dual districts are not required to utilize a specific student identi-
fication/numbering system. The Chancellor's Office has esti-
mated that the individual institutions within the Community
College system require $20,000,000 annually to support their lo-
cal administrative computer syste' ns.

In recent years the Chancellor's Office working in cooperation
with the districts -- developed a feasibility study and funding
program to provide for a systemwide upgrade of the Commu-
nity Colleges' State-level information gathering and reporting
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capability. This program called for the development of stan-
dardized data structures ;icr..)ss institutional/district boundaries
and the development of more accurate and timely reports to the
Chancellor's Office. The Community Colleges' proposed infor-
mation system program was not funded as part of the 1988-89
State budget.

California Community Colleges employ different forms of stu-
dent identifiers among the 106 campuses though all campuses

collect and record students' Social Security numbers. Some cam-

puses use the Sodas Security number as a unique student identi-
fier while others employ locally assigned identification numbers.

The California Student Aid Commission

The California Student Aid Commission provides more than
73,000 undergraduate grants and guarantees some 300,000

loans for students (or parents of financially dependent students)

and helps others through specialized programs like teacher loan
assumptions and graduate fellowships. For these purposes, the
Commission maintains major grant data bases on program appli-
cations and recipients and maintains a data base of current and
historical information on student borrowers.

The Commission utilizes a variety of computer systems in the
administration of student financial aid programs These systems
support several data bases with basic academic and financial
information necessary to evaluate students' eligibility for finan-
cial aid awards and to support program evaluation and research.

The most common elements include family income, student in-

come, financial dependency, educational level, class load, school
of attendance, age, and citizenship. Records for some programs
may include the following additional elements: grade point
average, ethnicity, gender, number of family members, educa-
tional costs, required student and parental contributions to edu-
cation& costs, amount of financial need, type of residence (on-

or off-campus), parents' educational attainment, and parents'
marital status.

The agency is in the process of procuring an integrated system
which will automate all aid programs, howe el, this overview
deals only with currently operational information systems. The

Commission's information system program supports five student
data bases, each of which is keyed to student Social Security

numbers. They are:

,..i .:,:
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Cal Grant A, B, and C Master Files/Common Application Files:
These data bases contain over 600,000 records describing Cal
Grant applicants and 225,000 records describing aid recipients
dating back to 1977. The Cal Grant A program grants awards
to needy, academically qualified students; Cal Grant B to
needy, disadvantaged students; and Cal Grant C to needy stu-
dents pursuing occupational careers.

Guaranteed Student Loan Program/California Loans to Assist
Students (Gst./cLAs Data Base): This data base supports approx-
imately 2,000,000 borrower records dating back to 1978. The
Guaranteed Student Loan Program provides low-interest
loans to both graduate and undergraduate students and the
California Loans to Assist Students Program provides loans to
qualified parents of dependent students, independent under-
graduate students, and graduate and professional students.

State Graduate Fellowship Program: This data base --
initiated in 1965 -- contains records describing applicants for,
and recipients of State Graduate Fellowship grants. More
than 100,000 records are available within this data base. The
program provides awards to financially needy, academically
qualified students pursuing an advanced or professional de-
gree.

Assumption Program of Loans for Education (APLE): This rela-
tively new data base -- initiated in 1986 -- contains 1,900 rec-
ords describing both applicants and recipients. This program
provides student loan assumption payments to recipients who
commit to teaching in designated California public schools.

Paul Douglas Teacher Scholarship Program: This data base --
initiated in 1986 -- contains 1,125 records for both applicants
and recipients in the program. This federal program provides
college scholarships to outstanding high school graduates
wh,-, demonstrate a commitment to pursue teaching careers.

The system currently serves at least three purposes. (1) grant
program administration -- including application processing,
award disbursement, tracking of students' academic progress,
determination of renewal eligibility, and general record keep-
ing; (2) loan program administration -- including issuance of
loan guarantees, maintenance of current and historical bor-
rower information, and support of default claims and collections
activity; and (3) program evaluation and research. However,
since these data bases were developed for administrative rather
than research or reporting purposes, their implementation and
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maintenance costs for research are not easily distinguishable
from financial aid processing and administration expenses. As a
consequence, no implementation or ongoing cost figures are
available for any of the Student Aid Commission's information
systems, though this information would be of marginal value in
estimating future costs of interfacing with the csis because the
Student Aid Commission's upcoming system procurements have
yet to be realized.

The new Financial Aid Processing System (FAPS) will be capab'e of
providing consolidated annual awards for all grant and loan
programs for each csis recipient. The best unique identifit. nor
FAPS/CS1S interface will be the Social Security number and such in-
formation will be available via telecommunications, maonetic
tape, microfiche, and hard copy. This will enable the Commis-
sion to report on recipients in such a way as to identify all of the
grant and loan awards (Commission administered) which have
been awarded in a given year. This capability will simply and ef-
ficiently serve the needs of the statewide information system.

The California Postsecondary Education Commission

The California Postsecondary Education Commission maintains
two student data bases:

Student Enrollment Data Base: This data base -- established in
1976 in resole se to legislative mandate -- contains machine
readable student enrollment information provided by the
three public postsecondary education segments each Fall.
The information is used primarily for policy analysis by CPEC
research staff and other educational research agencies. The
Student Enrollment data base contains 12-15 million records,
which represent the enrolled student population in the three
public segments over the past 11 years. While the data base
supports individual records for each student enrolled each
Fall term, the data base does not contain student identifiers.

Degrees Conferred Data Base. This data base contains rec-
ords for approximately 1,000,000 program completers. Here
too, the data base supports individual records for each stu-
dent completer but does not support rtudent identifiers.

The Commission estimates that the two data bases cost between
$100,000 and $200,000 to develop and $250,000 to $300,000 per
year to maintain.
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The State Department of Education

The State Department of Education maintains two systems
which gather information from individual school districts; the
California Assessment Program (CAP) and the California Basic Ed-
ucation Data System (csEos). Neither system was designed to
serve as a student-based information system.

The California Assessment Program: While the CAP system col-
lects data on individual student achievement test results in
grades 3, 6, 8, and 12, unique stuaent identifiers are not em-
ployed. Selected student biographic data are collected as
part of the information gathering process but an individual
student cannot be tracked or otherwise identified using this
information. Data collection began in 1974.

The California Basic Education Data System: The State Depart-
ment of Education administers the CBEDS to every school and
school district annually in the Fall. This survey gathers infor-
mation describing various district, school, teacher, and class
activities. The information is collected at the school level, ag-
gregated at the district and county level, and forwarded to
the State Department of Education. Within the Department,
survey instruments are edited for accuracy and recorded in
machine-readable form. Data collection began in 1981. Each
year CBEDS accumulates 750,000 classroom records (describing
the student population by class) and 7,600 school records.
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CHAPTER 3 THE LEGAL ASPECTS OF

STUDENT INFORMATION
SYSTEMS

Differences in Legal Restrictions Applied
to Information Users Engaged in Administrative
and Policy Analysis Activities

Stewardship obligations vis-a-vis student identifiers differ sig-
nificantly between administrators charged to oversee the day-
to-day operation of an educational institution and those con-
cerned solely with policy analysis.

Institutional, district, and, under certain circumstances, system-
wide administrators have a clear and obvious need to access in-
dividual student information. This need, however, brings with it
an attendant legal responsibility to maintain personal informa-
tion in a confidential manner and to exercise prudent measures
to ensure that such information is not intentionally or inadver-
tently disclosed to parties who have neither the right nor priv-
ilege to access such information. Stewardship against intention-
al or inadverent disclosure encompasses obvious "outsiders,"
resident "insiders" (e.g., institutional staff), and, in some in-
stances, even public agencies.

The policy analyst's role as an external agent poses a dilemma in
terms of information confidentiality because analysts typically
need access to both information contained in a student's record

Note The legal opinions, inferences, and conclusions offered n this
chapter are based on discussions held between the consultants and legal
counsel representing segmental and agency offices These accounts are
intended to be informal in nature and do not reflect official opinions
rendered by the State Attorney General's Office nor are they necessarily
fully consistent with existing State and federal laws. These opinions, et al,
are intended to reflect the consensus of opinion among legal staff with
whom the consultants met regarding the likely interpretation of State and
federal statutes in the information privacy area.
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and unique identifiers that will "tag" students for the purpose
of longitudinal tracking. Even though analysts may require
unique identifiers to facilitate their research activities, they do
not need to know a student's actual personal identifier in order
to undertake their research. In fact, it is the unwanted and of-
ten inadvertent ability to isolate an individual using hisiher per-
sonal identifier that serves to hinder policy analysts who conduct
longitudinal studies because access to personal (rather than
unique) identifiers imposes unsolicited and burdensome confi-
dentiality restrictions upon their work.

The goal in implementing AB 880 is therefore to minimize the
numbers of persons and agencies that must deal with personal
identifiers and thereby avoid imposing confidentiality burdens
on those who would employ student information in policy anal-
ysis.

Student Identification and Numbering Alternatives

The viability of the AB 880 concept clearly rests upon the avail-
ability of unique and consistently reportable student identifiers
that can be tied to more extensive student information. Select-
ing an identifier for use in a statewide information collection
and reporting system is, however, impacted by State and federal
laws designed to ensure the privacy of student information and
to establish the terms and conditions under which information
may be disclosed to external agents. Those laws most directly af-
fecting student numbering/identification systems are summa-
rized in Display 3 on the opposite page.

Four student numbering and identification alternatives were
evaluated in terms of their compatibility with applicable privacy
laws in an effort to identify a numbering/identification system
that would meet both the spirit and intent of the law while fa-
cilitating the collection and use of student information in ac-
cordance with AB 880's objectives. The four alternatives evalu-
ated, and the issues considered for each alternative follow:

1 Mandatory Use of the Social Secur :y Number
as a Statewide Unique Identifier

May the State legally require a student (or hisiher parents)
to provide a Social Security number upon application for
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Display 3

Jurisdiction

A Summary of State and Federal Laws and
Regulations Governing the Use of Student Identifiers
and Student information

Statute(s) and/or
Code Sectoncs) Subject

All

CSU

and
UC

Privacy Act of 1974 -
Public Law 93-579,
7(A), 88 State 1896
(1974)

Ed. Code 67100

CCC Ed. Code 76200
et sec

K-12

UC

CSU,

U C,

and
CCC

All

All

Ed Code 49060
et seq.

Disclosure of
Information From
Student Records -
Regents Regulations
10 ne et seq.

Information Practices
Act - Civil Code 1798
et.seq.

Public Records Act -
Gov Code 6250 et
seq.

Federal Student
Privacy Act - 20 US
Code Sec.1232g, Title
34 cone of Federal
Regulations, Part 99

Regulates the classification, retention, and
disclosure of information within the federal
government. In particular, Section 7 of this act
addresses information privacy as it relates to
records identified by Social Security number

Specifies the privacy guarantees provided to
students whose records are maintained by the
CSU and the UC systems
Article 5 Privacy of Student Records 67141,
enables private institutions to provide CPEC
with descriptive data on their students so long
di students cannot be personally identified

Specifies the privacy guarantees provided to
stur.ents wh,:se records are maintained by the
CCC system

Pupil Records -- describes the parties that may
be involved or concerned with such records,
e.g., parents, school district. Defines record
content and the procedures for record
establishment, maintenance and destruction
Also describes accessibility to parents and
procedures for challenging record contents
veracity and applicability.

This UC regulation describes the disclosure
policies for information obtained from campus
student records files.

Governs the classification, retention, and
disclosure of information within State
government. This act enables individual
agencies to further define the regulation to
address individual agency information needs
and uses It applies only to state agencies and
specifically excludes K-12

The law addresses the public's access to records
"in possession of" public agencies. Originally
modeled after the Federal Freedom of
Information Act, this statute encourages
disclosure of certain forms of irformation (e g ,
parents viewing and modifying students'
information).

Regulations, Part 99.

31 46 'he Wvnagate GrOu0 .to



enrollment in a California public school, college, or univer-
s;ty?

If the State may require students to provide Social Security
numbers upon condition of enrollment, what disclosure-
disclaimer information (if any) must the State provide to
students and their parents?

May biographic/scholastic information identified with So-
cial Security numbers be transferred ithin the State's edu-
cational community (e.g., from school districts to the State
Board of Education)?

May Social Security numbers and accompanying biograph-
ic/scholastic data be released to agencies that conduct edu-
cational policy analysis with/without the student's or par-
ent's consent?

2. Voluntary Use of the Social Security Number
as a Statewide Unique Identifier

May the State request a student (or his/her parents) to pro-
vide a Social security number upon application for enroll-
ment in a California public school, college, or university
and assign a substitute student identifier in those instances
where students/parents decline to provide a Social Security
number (or previously assigned substitute student iden-
tifier)?

If the State makes Soci Security numbe- reporting option-
al, does it have any disclosure/di.,claimer responsibilities to
the student and his/her parents?

May biographic/scholastic information identified by Social
Security number (or substitute identifier) be transferred
witnin the State's educati:nal communit', (e.g., from
school districts to the State Board of Education)?

May Social Security numbers (or substitute identifiers) and
accompanying biographic/scholastic data be released to
agencies that conduct educational policy analysis with or
without the student's or parert's consent?

3. Mandatory Use of California-Specific Student Identifier

May the State formally assign California-specific student
identifiers and reqw-e students/parents to provide such
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identifiers to a school/collc-ge/university when enrolling in
a California -,ublic school, college, or university?

If the itate employs California-specific student identifiers,
,vhat disclosure/disclaimer information (if any) must the
state provide to students and their parents?

May biographic/scholastic information identified with Cali-
fornia-specific student identifiers be transferred within the
State's educational (-Immunity (e.g., from school districts
to the State Board of Education)?

May California-specific student identifiers and accompany-
ing biographicischolastic data be released to agencies that
conduct educational policy analysis with/without the stu-
dent's or parent's consent?

4. Mandatory Use of a California-Specific
dent Identifier With an Accompanying

(Voluntarily Submitted) Social Security Number

May the State assign California-specific student identifiers
and require students/parents to submit such identifiers to a
school/college/university upon enrollment? May the State
request students (or their parents) to provide a Social Se-
curity number to accompany the substitute identifier'

If the state employs California-specific student identifiers
and records accomr 3nying voluntarily submitted Social Se-
curity numbers, what disclosure/disclaimer information (if
any) must the State provide to students and their parents?

May biographic/scholastic information identified with Cali-
fornia-specific student identifiers be transferred within the
State's educational community (e.g., from school districts
to the State Board of Education) if the Social Security
number is included in the transfer'

May California-specific student identil'iers and Social Secur-
ity numbers arid accomnying biographic/scholastic data
be released to agencies that conduct educational policy
analysis withwthout the student's or parent's consent?

Five investigative methods were employed +o evaluate the via-
bility oi )ach alternative.

4 Z.
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1. Review of the Relevant Law by the Consultants: The consul-
tants reviewed the statutes and regulations identifiEd in Dis-
play 3 to obtain an appreciation for the issues addressed in
each and the implications of employing the various student
identification numbering alternatives. This review led to the
formulation of a series of questions that were subsequently
posed to Task Force members, legal counsel representing the
educational segments, and (during informal discussions) the
State Attorney General's Office.

2. Consideration by the Legal Round Table: The consultants
hosted a "iegal round table" meeting with representatives of
each segment's legal staff to review the implications of each
alternative. This meeting. held at Univiarsity Hall in January
1988, was attended by the filllowing segmental counsel rep-
resentatives:

Harlan E. Van Wye
Deputy Attorney General
California Department of Justice

Roger Wolfertz
Legal Counsel
California Department of Education

Melvin W. Beal, Attorney at Law
The Regents of the University

of California

Dennis Theodore O'Toole
General Counsel
California Student Aid Commission

William G Knight
Assistant General Counsel
The California State University

Val Fadely
Legal Affairs Assistant
Califon a Community Colleges

The Legal Round Table was convened as a forum for a free
exchange of ideas directed towards (a) the identification of
State and federal statutes and regulations affecting the
assignment and reporting of student identification/number-
ing systems, (b) consideration of the minimization of legal
risk/exposure for the State, and (c) discussion of the need for,
and applicabili :y of, new federal and/or State legislation re-
quired to implement the system.

3. Consultation with Administrators in Other States: In the
course of their visitations with administrators in other states,
the consultants reviewed the conclusions these states had
reached with regard to the applicability of federal and, to a
limited extent, their state's laws as they impinged upon their
statewide -tudent identification/numbering systems. Consi-
deration kr f the impact of such statutes was considered in the
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event other states' laws could serve as a blueprint for equiva-
lent California leOlation.

4. Co. sultation with Staff of the State Attorney General's Of-
fice: Throughout the conduct of the study, the consultants
and Commission staff consulted with Mr. Harlan E. Van Wye,
the Deputy Attorney General assigned to the Commission to
assist in this study, to evaluate student identification /number-
ing alternatives.

5. Consultation with Segmental Counsel: There are a number of
statutes which do not necessarily apply to the University of
California system unless the statutes have been adopted by
the Regents of the University_ As a result, counsel from the
Office of the Attorney General was unable to review the iden-
tificationinumbering alternatives for compliance with Univer-
sity policy. Melvin W. Beal, Attorney at Law for the Regents,
reviewed the evaluation of alternatives and found nothing in
conflict with existing University policy.

The Impact of Federal Legislation Upon
the Assignment and Use of Student Identifiers

The Social Security number is o4fcderal origin and comes under
the jurisdiction of the federal government. The Federal Privacy
Act of 1974 governs the use of the Social Security number, in-
cluding its use as a unique identifier and as a means to identify
records maintained or Individuals. State statutes or regulations
regarding Social Security numbers are of course subordinate to
federal law. Under these laws, disrlosure of a Social Security
number is mandatory only when required by federal law or
when included as part of a data system in existence p_rior to
1975.

The Privacy Act specifically addresses requirements for individ-
uals to supply their Social Security numbers to be used as a per-
sonal identifier. This law contains a grandfathering clause which
provides that institutions requiring students to disclose their So-
cial Security number prior 1975 may continue to do so .n perpe-
tuity, however, institutions that failed to require the Social Se-
curity number prior to 1975 may not mandate it in the future.
The statute c.Jes not, however, preclude voluntary requests for
Social Security numbers nor does it compromise the state's
ability to assign a permanent substitute identifier in those in-
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stances where an individual may decline to provide his/her Social
Security number for use as a personal identifier.

Display 4 summarizes the effect of the grandfather clause con-
tained in the 1974 Privacy Act Social Security number collection.

Display 4 The Effect of the Grandfather Clause Contained
in the Federal Privacy Act of 1974 on an
Institution's Ability to Require Social Security
Numbers Today

Institutions That
Collected the Social

Security Number
Prior to 1975

Institutions That Did
Not Collect the Social

Security Number
Prior to 1975

May require the Social
Security number now

May request the Social
Security number now

Yes No

Yes Yes

Outcomes of the Investigative Phase

1. Mandatory Use of the Social Security Number
as a Statewide Unique Identifier

The applicability of the Social Security number as the State's fu-
ture unique student identifier lies in the Federal Privacy Act of
1974. Under the Privacy Act, institutions requiring the Social Se-
curity lumber prior to 1975 may continue to do so in perpetuity.

Generally speaking, California's K-12 system had little reason,
justification, or motivation to require Social Security numbers
from students prior to 1975 and federal tax law has only recently
required children over the age of five who are claimed as depen-
dents on a federal tax return to have Social Security numbers In

concideration of this historical precedent, the K-12 system can-
not begin requiring the Social Security number as a student iden-
tifier now.

Social security numbers were collected by one or more post-
secondary education institutions within each segment prior to
1975. The practice was, however, implemented on an institu-
tional rather than segmental basis. Even though at least one cf
each segment's campuses required Social Security numbers as
student identifiers prior to 1975, the ability to require Social Se-
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curity numbers is not transferable to other campuses within a
segment: the right to require Social Security numbers is insti-
tutionally based. As such, no postsecondary education segment
may now require use of th,1 Social Security number throughout
all of its campuses.

There are a number of other states which have implemented or
are planning to implement similar statewide student informa-
tion systems that rely upon the Social Security number as their
principal means of student identification. If student Social Se-
curity numbers were to be mandated, California could join with
these states to request the federal Privacy Act of 1974 be amend-
ed to permit the collection of Social Security numbers from fu-
ture students. To facilitate such action, states lobbying for
changes to the 1974 Privacy Act might ask that Social Security
numbers be collected but be restricted VI policy analysis pur-
poses only.

Were federal law enacted permitting Social Security numbers to
be required of all students (even if limited to policy analysis
purposes) it would also require the subsequent adoption of
implementing administrative code changes within K-12 the
State University and Community College systems, and equivalent
Regental regulations within the University of California system.

2. Voluntary Use of the Social Security Number
as a Statewide Unique Identifier

The consultants did not encounter any existing legal impedi-
ments at either the state cr federal level precluding the volun-
tary solicitation, collection, and use of Social Security numbers
by educational agencies. In fact, this practice has been employ-
ed by a number of postsecondary educational institutions both
within and outside California with a high degree of success (vol-
untary reporting typically ranged from 75-95%). Should this
practice evolve as the most expeditious means of gathering stu-
dent identifiers within California it would need to be accompa-
nied by a parallel program permitting students to be involun-
tarily assigned substitute identifiers in those instances where the
student (or his/her parents) declined to voluntarily provide eith-
er (a) the student's Social Security number or (b) a previously as-
signed substitute number .

This alternative, if implemented, would require the passage of
new State legislation to facilitate the assignment and recall of
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substitute identifiers and would -- following passage require
the adoption of implementing administrative code within the K-
12, State University, and Community College systems, and equiv-
alent Regental regulations within the University of California
system.

No changes in federal law would be required under this alter-
native, though institutions would be required to state clearly
that providing the Social Security number mould be optional
and that no adverse consequences would result from refusal to
provide it.

3. Mandatory Use of a California-Specific Student Identifier

Under this alternative, students would be assigned a California-
Specific unique identifier upon the student's initial contact with
the State's educational system. Students would be required to
surrender this identification number every time they ,)ubse-
quently enrolled. In those instances where a student ern-oiled in
a California educational institution, left the State and subse-
quently returned to enroll in an educational institution, the
student (or his/her parents) would be expected to provide the in-
stitution with the original identifier and to report that identifier
in all subsequent contacts with California educational institu-
tions.

Implementation of a mandatory student identification/num-
bering system using California-specific identifiers would require
enabling State legislation and attendant regulatory changes
within the various educational segments. No changes in federal
law would be required under this alternative.

4. Mandatory Use of a California-Specific Student
Identifier With an Accompanying (Voluntarily
Submitted) Social Security Number

This alternative received relatively little consideration as it em-
bodied virtually all of the expenc,,s and legal barriers of Al-
ternatives 2 and 3 while providing little in the way of improving
the quality or timeliness of the information to be gathered. All
of the legal implications of Alternative 2 and 3 -- enabling State
legislation and attendant regulatory cha,iges within the various
educational segments would be required under this alternative
although no changes in federal law would be requ!re.:4
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Other Legal Issues Related to the Assignment
and Use of Unique Student Identifiers

Disclosures/Disclaimers

Regardless of the nature of the identifier used, whether Social
Security number or a California specific identifier, what disclo-
sure/disclaimer information (if any) must the State provide to
students and their parents? Generally speaking, this issue is
accommodated (under all four alternatives) within existing State
law. It is typically addressed by providing a written explanation
to students/parents at the time a student enrolls explaining the
State's policy, indicating the use(s) to which the identifier (and
other information) may be put, and providing an avenue for re-
dress in the event the student/parent wishes to oppose its use.

Transport of Educational Information Within the State

May b;ographic/scholastic information identified with a .iniqu,.?
identifier -- whether Social Security number or a Ca'ifornia-spe-
cific identifier -- by transferred within the State's educational
community (e.g., from school districts to the State Board of Edu-
cation)? This issue is accommodated (under all four alternatives)
under existing State statutes. Under these statutes, educational
information used for research purposes may be transferred be-
tween educational agencies as long as it is being employed for
policy analysis purposes (California Education Code Section
49068).

Release of Student Identifiers

May unique identifiers -- whether social Security number or a
California specific identifier -- and accompanying biographic/ -
scholastic data be released to agencies that conduct educational
policy analysis with/without the student's or parent's consent?
Applicable statutes clearly state that as long as a legitimate rea-
son exists for the research and reasonable safeguards are taken,
it is permissible. All educational segments are governed by stat-
utes that contain identical wording, which is:

Organizations conducting research studies for, or on behalf
of, educational agencies or institutions for the purpose of
developing, validating, or administering predictive tests,
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administering student aid programs, and improving instruc-
tion, if such studies are conducted in such a manner as will
not permit the personal identification of students or their
parents by persons other than representatives of such or-
gahizations anU such information will be destroyed when
no longer needed for the purpose for which it is conducted.

The legal implications of the various alternatives to assigning
and reporting student identifiers are summarized in Display 5.

Even though the statutes cited in this chapter establish clear
guidelines regarding student information collection and use un-
der various contingencies, the complexity of these laws and mis-
understandings regarding their applicability under various sce-
narios may justify the adoption of new legislation clarifying the
State's intentions vis-a-vis student privacy even though such leg-
islation may not be required.

Trade-Offs Between the Social Security
Number and a California-Specific Student
Identification/Numbering System

Use of the Social Security number as a student identifier offers a
number of advantages over the use of a California-specific ;Jen-
tifier. Advantages include:

Virtually every Californian over the age of five has, or will
soon rave, a Soda Security number.

The Social Security number is relatively easy to remember.

The Social Security number is part of an established num-
bering system.

Administrative costs are lower if the Social Security number is
employed as the Comprehensive Student Information -iystem
identifier because the State would not have to devise and
maintain its own student identification/numbering system.

Accessing student records created outside California (for the
purpose -)f supporting ongoing policy analysis) would be
somewhat easier and less expensive because many education-
al agenciei (e.g., College Board) and institutions maintain stu-
dent Social Security numbers even if not employed as a
unique identifier.
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Display 5 A Summary of the Legal Implications of Various
Student Identifization/Numbering Systems

Alternative or Issue

Segmental
Administra-

Federal State tive Code
Legislation Legislation Changes
Required Required Required

Mandatory Use of the Social
Security Number as a Statewide Yes Yes Yes
Unique Identifier

Voluntary Use of the Social Security
Number as a Statewide Unique No No' Yes
Identifier

Mandatory Use of California- No Yes Yes
Specific Student Identifier

Mandatory Use of a California-
Specific Student Identifier With an No Yes Yes
Accompanying (Voluntarily
Submitted) Social Security Number

Disclosures/Disclaimers No No No

Transport of Educational No No No
Information Within the State

Release of Student Identifiers to No No No
Researchers

1 While existing State and federal law addresses the use of voluntarily supplied Social Secur-
tty numbers, new legislation clarifying the State's intentions to gather such information
would establish a policy framework for information providers and users whiie facilitating
the development and adoption or administrative code changes within the segments

The disadvantages of adopting the Social Security number as the
official Compehensive Student Information System identifier in-
clude:

Passage of federal legislation is needed before the Social Se-
curity number could be required as a condition of obtaining a
State-subsidized education.

If the Social Security number cannot be universally required
(e.g., it must be requested on a voluntary basis), compliance
with requests for voluntary 'isclosure will be ;ess than 100
percent. The extent of "voluntar; compliance," however, is
generally high within and outside California. The State Um-
veNity requests its students to provide Social Security num-
bers voluntarily on all 19 campuses. In Fall 1981, the State
University experienced a 92.9% compliance with this request,
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with noncompliance figures ranging from 4.3% to 11.2% on a
per campus basis.

Certain individuals and population groups may be reluctant
to participate in the State's public education system if the So-
cial Security number is precursor to enrollment. Undocu-
mented aliens, parents who have unlawfully moved their
children to California, and others who may fear being identi-
fied through the Social Security number may keep their chil-
dren out of school.

Privacy statutes render the Social Security number difficult to
verify. Even though a student may present a seemingly valid
Social Security number at time of admission, there is little an
institution can do to verify the integrity of the number.
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CHAPTER 4

Introduction

A CALIFORNIA EDUCATIONAL
CLEARINGHOUSE: INFORMATION
COLLECTION AND DISSEMINATION
POLICIES AND PRACTICES

Previous chapters have described various studen _ information
systems operating within and outside Cr..:.. .imia and the legal is-
sues attendant to the collection and use of student identifiers
for policy analysis purposes. This chapter is directed towards Cal-
ifornia's policy analysis needs and discusses how a statewide
student information system -- supporting a State-level clearing-
house -- could hp imrlarrented.

This chapter also identifies various kinds of information that
would be gathered for each student and their frequency, anci
points of collection. It further notes the means the State would
employ to gather information describing each student, transmit
such information among and through the various educational
systems, and assemble the information within a single organiza-
tional entity --the Educational Clearinghouse.

The chapter describes the safeguards that would be effected to
isolate information requesters from actual student identifiers
and indicates the technical and policy review mechanisms that
woulc be established to screen prospective information users to
ensure the viability, applicability, and legality of their informa-
tion requests.

Finally, the chapter concludes with a discussion of the Clearing-
house's role as an information broker and indicates the ongoing
responsibilities information providers will assume under the
Clearinghouse concept.

The Role of Unique Student Identifiers
in the Operation of the Clearinghouse

The Comprehensive Student Information System model is based
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on the precept that every student who enrolls in a California
educational institution for the first time -- whether at the kin-
dergarten or postgraduate level -- will be requested or required
to provide a unique identifier that will remain with the student
throughout his/her educational career. Student identifiers (and
selected "locator" information) will be reported to the Educa-
tional Clearinghouse in the first term in which a student enrolls
and subsequently when a student:

Enrolls in an institution;

Takes a standardized test (e.g., SAT, ACT);

Applies to and is accepted to enroll in a postsecondary educa-
tional institution (regardless of whether or not the student
subsequently enrolls);

Receives a diploma, certificate, or degree;

Applies for, or receives a student aid grant, loan, etc.:

In those instances where a .,udent enrolls in a California educa-
tiona; institution (and is assigned an identifier), leaves the State
and subsequently returns to enroll in an educational institution,
the student (or his/her parents) would be requested/required to
provide the institution with the original identifier and to report
that identifier in all subsequent contacts with California educa-
tional institutions.

Collecting "Core Locator" Information
When a Student Initially Enrolls

A number of data elements (termed Core Locator elements) will
be collected from a student when he/she makes initial contact
with an educational institution. The Core Locator elements are:

Student identifier

Student name

Date of birth

Gender

Institution

Ethnicity

These six elements will be collected only once, filed with the
Clearinghouse, and used thereafter to locate lost or forgotten
identifiers during subsequent enrollments.

For example, consider a person who initially provided a Social
Security number (or was assigned a substitute identifier) in kin-
dergarten, left the California educational system after graduat-
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ing from high school at age 3, and subsequently enrolled for a
community college course many years later at age 45.

If the s...ident could not recall his/her original identifier when
enrolling for the community college course but could provide
the college with his/her date of birth, name, gender, institution
attended, and/or year of attendance, the College could contact
the Clearinghouse, provide this information, aid request the
Clearinghouse to search for the forgotten identifier. In such in-
stances, Core Locator elements would be utilized to narrow
down possible candidates until the forgotten identifier had
been relocated.

Statewide Information Collection as It Relates
to the Educational Clearinghouse

Information collection to support the Clearinghouse begins at
the school/college/agency level and Percolates upwaids through
district offices to systemwide offices and finally to the Clearing-
house. Generally speaking, the quantity of information passed
on from schools/colleges, to districts, and fina y to statewide of-
fices declines in accordance with its applicability at each level.

For example, a college or university may maintain as many as 200
or 300 data elements describing each enrolled student. These
elements may be used to assist students in obtaining campus
housing, parking, or meal service. Similarly, they may be em-
ployed to provide information describing a student's class pref-
erences or meeting dates and times, cmployment condition, or
fraternity/sorority affiliations.

Typically, only a small fraction of the student information re-
quired to support an institution's operation has relevance at the
district, systemwide, or State level. Using the previous example,
while information describing student enrollment choices may be
useful at the district or systemwide level, fraternity/sorority
affiliations typically are rot and would therefore not be passed
on from an institution to a district or systemwide office

The Clearinghouse is intended to serve as the State's highest lev-
el repository for information documenting significant events
that transpire throughout a student's academic career While
this obligation might at first glance imply a need for the Clear-
inghouse to acquire and subsequently maintain massive quanti-
ties uf student-specific information, the need to actually possess
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sued. information (rather than know where to find it) is virtually
nonexistent.

Whereas im individual statewide office may need to access 10-50
elements per student to facilitate systemwide administration,
the Clearinghouse requires only a small subset of these elements
to fulfill its charter. To be effective, the Clearinghouse need
only maintain that information necessary to (a) locate and reas-
sign forgotten/misplaced student identifiers (discussed in the
previous section), and (b) identify source(s) of student informa-
tion that can be retrieved from institutionoi/agency data bases
to assist policy analysis activities. In sum, the Clearinghouse's
principal charge can be fulfilled entirely if the cleanrigh^use is
provided with sufficient locator information to permit it to
know where other and more exhaustive student information
may be found.

These two requirements can be readily met using very limited
quantities of locator information o- ianized in seven basic cate-
gories:

1. Core Locator Information

Core information would be collected when a student makes
initial contact with a California school/collegehiniversity. Its
principal value to the information system lies in its ability to fa-
cilitate the retrieval of lost, missing, or forgotten student identi-
fiers.

2. Progression Information

Progression information would be reported for each year and
term in which a student -.moiled in a California educational
institution. It would be used within the Clearinghouse to record
the institution(s) in which a student enrolled, the year/term(s) in
which he/she enrolled, and the student's grade level at tir. .yf
enrollment.

Typically, a student beginning his/her academic experience in .
California education& institution at the kindergarten level and
remaining within the State throughout his/her K-12 educational
career would accumulate approximately 26 progression entries
within the Clearinghouse prior to high school graduation (one
progression entry for each term for 13 years). Students would
accumulate more than the mi 'mum 26 CIeE inghouse entries if
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they required more than 13 years to graduate from high school
(beginning with kindergarten) or if they enrolled in a postsec-
ondary educational institution following high school. Students
leaving the State or discontinuing their education prior to high
school graduation would likely generate fewer than 26 progres-
sion entries in the Clearinghouse.

3. Standardized Test Information

Test score information would be used to record student test
score results "...,r standardized tests (e.g., SAT, GRE). Each Clear-
inghouses entry would record a student's identifier, and the
date(s) and type(s) of examinations the student had completed.

4. College Admission Information

Admission information would be recorded in the Clearinghouse
each time an applicant was accepted for admission to a Califor-
nia college or university. Each Clearinghouse entry would record
a Vudent's identifier, the college/university to which a student
was accepted, and the year/term i yr which the student was
admitted Rote that objective it formation is gathered for all
applicants whether or not they subsequently enrolled.

5. Completion Information

Completion information would be recorded within the Clearing-
house each time a student recE wed a diploma, certificate, or
degree. Each Clearinghouse entry would record a student's
identifier, the degree(s) and diploma(s) awarded, the type of
diploma, the institution making the award, and the year/term
during which the aware was made.

6. Financial Aid Application and ,c ',--rd Infer ation

Financial Aid applicant and award information would be record-
ed within the Clearinghouse each time ? S t I dent applied for, or
accepted a student aid gran+, Ioa 1, etc. Earn Pntry would in-
dicate a student's identifier, the institution in which the student
was enrolled (or intended to enroll), the type of student finan-
cial aid awards made to the student, and the applicable
year/term.
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I. Miscellaneous Information

This open-ended category is reserved for future expansion. It
might include Clearinghouse entries recording important stu-
dent-related activities/achievements such as receipt of a teach-
ing crechntial, passage of the California Bar Examination, re-
ceipt of a nursing certificate, etc.

Display 6 on page 49 illustrates the system's core locator infor-
mation, reporting frequencies, reporting points, information
collected, and reporting agents organized by locator element.
Display 7 on page 50 shows this same information organized by
collection point/time.

Some or all of the information identified in these seven report-
ing categorie; is already gathered by California institutions and
agencies via their routinized management-based reporting sys-
tems. In some instances, selected excerpts of these data are for-
warded to district, county, and systemwide offices. However, in
only a few instances are extracts of systemwide data bases sub-
sequently forwarded to, and maintained by statewide agencies
for the purpose of conducting policy analye

With the exception of the locator and miscellaneous categories
described previously, each entry in the Cleannghouse's informa-
tion base would require a much expanded information counter-
part to be maintained Nithin segmental and participating agen-
cy information bases. For exir.,ple, each progression entry main-
tainer: in the Clearinghouse consists of only four elements; stu-
dent identifier, year/term, institution, and grade level. This in-
formation would be employed the C,aringhouse to identify
individual students who wer to be subjes of future policy
analysis/educational research activities and to indicate where
(within the segments or the State Department of Education)
more extensive information, could b found Once e lict of stu-
dents had been identified for consideration in a study, more
expanded information would need to be obtained from the con-
tributing segmentiar,-ency in order to fulfill the project's infor-
mation needs.

In sum, two conditions must be satisfied for the Clearinghouse
to serve as a viable policy analysis/educational research entity.

Each segment must maintain more exhaustive studer-,,. infor-
mation than the few elements maintained by the Clear-
inghouse.
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Display 6 Comprehensive Student Information System Locator Information, Reporting Frequencies,
Reporting Points, Information Collected, and Reporting Agents Organized by Element

Typical Reporting
Frequency

Locator
Ininrmation

ore
Information

2 Progression
Information

3 Test Score
Information

4 College
Admission
Information

5. Completion
Information

Information Collection Point Information Reported

6 Financial A,-1
Information

Once

Each term

Periodically throughout
a student's academic
career

1-5 times throughout a
student's academic
career

1-5 times throughout
a student's academic
career

1-20 times throughout
a student's academic
career

Reported when a student
initially enters a K-12 school,
college, or university

Reported when a student
enrolls in a schoo! or college

Reported when a student
completes a standardized
test

Reported when a student is
accepted to a postsecondary
educational institution

Reported when a student
receives a diploma,
certificate, degree,
credential , etc

Reported when a student is
determined eligible for, or
receives a student aid grant,
loan, eV_

r-

Student identifier
Name
Date of birth
Gender
Ethnicity

Student identifi -r
School/institutional identifier
Grade level
Year/term

Student identifier
School/institutional identifier
Grade level
Test type
Year/term

Student identifier
School/institutional identifier
Objective
Year/term

Student identifier
Schot nstitutionul identifier
Degree, certificate, or
diploma

type/level
Year/term

Student identifier
School/institutional identifier
Grant/loan type
Year/term

Reporting Agent

K-12 school

Postsecondary
education
institution

K-12 school

Postsec Ida )
education
institution

Educational
Testing
Service,
American
College
Testing

Postsecondary
education
institution

K-12 school

Postsecondary
educational
institution

(.tudent Aid
Commission



Display 7 Comprehensive Student Information System Locator Information, Reporting Points, Information
Collected, and Reporting Agents Organized by Collection Pont/Time

Participating Schools, Institutions, and Agencies
Typical Information

Collection
Points/Times

(eat!) student)

1 Upon initial
contact with a
school, college,
or university

2. Upon enrollment
in an educationai
institution

3 Upon completion
of a standardized
test

4 Upon award of
a diploma,
certificate,
degree, or
credential

5 Upon acceptance
to a postsecondary
educational
institution

6 Upon aware of a
student aid grant,
loan, etc

K-12 Schools
Postsecondary Educational

Institutions
State

Agencies Information Reported Reporting Agentpo)iic Independent Public
Independent independent
(collegiate) (vocational)

Yes ? Yes 7 ? No Student identifier K- 12 school
Name
Date of birth
Gender
Ethnicity

Postsecondary
education
institution

Yes ? Yes ? ? No Student identifier K-12 school
School/institutional

identifier
tirade level
Year/term

Postsecondary
education
institution

No ? Yes ? ? No Student identifier Educational Testing
School/institutional

identifier
Service

Grade level American College
Test type Testing
Year/term

Yes 1 Yec 1 ? No Student identifier K-12 school
School/institutional

identifier
Degree, certificate, or

diploma type /level

Postsecondary
education
institution

No Yes ? ? No Student identifier
School/institutional

identifier

Postsecondary
education
institution

Objective
Year/term

No ? No ? ? Yes Student identifier Student Aid
School/institutional Commission

Identifier
Grant/loan type



The Clearinghouse must be able to obtain ready access to
these t.xpanded information bases for the purpose of provid-
ing one or more student data elements to policy analysts.

Information Gathering Procedures
and the Flow of Information
from Institutions to the Clearinghouse

Display 8 on page 52 illustrates how the Comprehensive Student
Information system would operate to gather the seven categor-
ies of information deszri bed previously.

Responsibility for ciasic data collection and editing would rest
with the institutions. Data migration would proceed along es-
tablished lines from institutions to district/county offices and on
to systemwide administrative units. At every step along this
path, intermediaries would preserv' those student-specific ele-
ments that had been identified a; necessary to support a State-
level educational data base.

Information required to support State-level policy analysis
would be extracted from the information forwarded to the
systemwide offices by the institutions and maintained in
separate and discrete information bases reserved for system
usage. Where required, individual data elements coded by the
imtitutions using non-system standards would be translated
from locally developed coding structures into system-compatible
equivalents.

These data bases of the Comprehensive Student Information
System would be either:

Maintained by the systemwide offices in perpetuity and made
available to the Clearinghouse as needed to fulfill its infor-
mation gathering and reporting responsibiliti..s, or

Filed with the Clearinghouse after the data had been thor-
oughly edited and reviewed by the segments

At its February 10, 1983, meeting, the Task Force developed a
series of student demographic and academic data elements that
it felt Formed a representative sample that should be gathered
by the institutions and maintained in the system's data base
(either directly in the Clea:inghouse or within the segmental of-
fices). An inventory of these elements appears in ,3 opendix C.
Note that the elements identified by the Task Force should be
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Display 8 Information Flow Within the Comprehensive Student Information System

Upon initial entry to a K-12
school

Upon enrollment at each grade
level and term

Upon awarding a high school
diploma

Upon initial entry to a California
fnilotr nr university

Upon enrollment at each student
level and term

Upon acceptance to a
postsecondary educational
institution

Upon awarding a diploma,
certificate, or degree

rSecondary

Secondary
. .

Secondary
School

District and/or
County
Office

The maturity of the student
information collected is retained in

the systemwide offices. Only
locator information is forwards. i
to the Educational Clearinghouse

Upon eligibility for, or award of,
a student aid grant, loan, etc.

I,
: Upon awarding a teaching
i credential

:

l J

IPostsecondary

Postsecondary

Postsecondary
Educational
Institution

i
' Upon passage of the California 1.
i
. Bar examination .

L J

Student
Aid

Commission

Teacher
-.-' Credentialing

Commission

California
1.... Bar

Association

c ------ .. --- --

[Systemwide
Office

(UC, CSU, CCC)

,..
State

Department
of Education

A
I

I,,,,,

P-stsecondary
Education

Commission

Educational

Clearinghouse

/1 + 4

Candidate Agencies for future inclusion in the system
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considered as best estimates of those that will be required to
support future policy analysis and are intended to be illustrative
rather than prescriptive.

This differentiation of function whereby the system's data bases
may be maintained at the systemwide level and locator files are
supported within the Clearinghouse provides three important
benefits to the State:

1. It permits each systemwide office to maintain its own in-
house quality control and confidentiality procedures.

2. It minimizes the amount of information that is duplicated
within, and maintained by the Clearinghouse.

3. It requires the system's data bases to be made available to the
Clearinghouse only on an "as needed," rather than on a year
by year or term by term basis.

Statewide Information Dissemination
as It Relates to the Clearinghouse

The Clearinghouse's Role in Processing Information Requests

A diagram illustrating the operation of the Clearinghouse ap-
pears in Display 9 on page 54. Typical information requesters
appear at the top of this illustration. In operation, institutions,
segmental offices, and educational agencies would submit re-
quests for information directly to the Clearinghouse. Requests
1- :Id be simultaneously reviewed by two standing committees,
each composed of representatives drawn from the system's in-
formation providers (e.g., the State Department of Education,
the postsecondary education segments, Student Aid Commis-
sion, and Postsecondary Education Commission).

A Technical Review Committee would evaluate each informa-
tion request in terms of the.

Clearinghouse's ability to respond to the request using exist-
ing information sources;

Availability of the requested elements (e g., some requests
may not be able to be fulfilled because the information either
does not exist or does not exist over the time period re-
quested);
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Display 9 Information Flow Between Information Users, Information Providers, and the Educational Clearinghouse
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Clearinghouse's technical ability to extract the requested in-
formation (e.g., some requests may call for permutations and
combinations of information that cannot be extracted from
the Clearinghouse's information inventory),

Amount of computing resources required to develop the data
to respond to the request;

Cost of providing the requested information; and

Time required to provide the requested information.

The Poiicy Review Committee would evaluate information re-
quests in terms of the:

Applicability of the information to legitimate policy analysis;

Availability of published studies containing similar or comple-
mentary information;

Applicability of the requested information in terms of the
purpose of the intended study;

Existence of olgoing studies employing similar information
or addressing similar topics; and

Applicability of the information request in terms of State/na-
Jonal law, regulations, etc.

Information requesters would be advised upon conclusion of the
technical and policy review process of the Clearinghouse's ability
to fulfill the information request, the time required to do so,
and the funding -- if any -- needed to support information as-
sembly, extraction, and manipulation.

Educational institutions and public service research and policy
analysis organizations who obtain the Clearinghouse's approval
to access the system's information would have the alternative of
either (a) obtaining a data base assembled by the C'earinghouse
containing student information with pseudo student identifiers
in lieu of actual identifiers, or (b) having the Clearinghouse per-
form the requested analysis. In the latter instance, the Clear-
inghouse would quote the requesting organization a fee for the
analytic services involved and undertake the requested work fol-
lowing agreement on financial terms and condi' ions.

The Clearinghouse's Role as Information Broker

5: 6
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Following approval of an information request, Clearinghouse
staff would begin coordinating the assembly of the requested
information and undertaking attendant analytic work. A typical
sequence of events that the Clearinghouse staff might follow in
response to an information request follows:

Clearinghouse staff would interrogate its internal locator files
to determine which student records in the system's data base
met the criteria called for by the study.

After idantifying those student records to be included in the
Clearinghouse's response, Clearinghouse staff would note the
institutions these students had attended and the years/terms
in which they had been in residence.

Following identification of a discrete student population and
their "location," the Clearinghouse staff would contact the
appropriate systemwide offices holding the necessary rec-
ords, provide them with a machine-reariable list of students
(using actual student identifiers), institutions, yearsiterms,
and request the systemwide office to extract the reruested
data elements from their respective system data bases.

The systemwide offices would process the C!earinghouse's
request, prepare a machine-readable file containing the re-
quired information, and return it to the Clearinghouse.

The Clearinghouse staff would assemble the nformation pro-
vided by the systemwide offices into a single data base and, in
the process, replace the original unique identifiers with sub-
stitute identifiers.

In those instances where an information request had been re-
ceiv d from an educational institution/agency wishing to per-
form its own analysis, the Clearinghouse would forward the
data base directly to the requesting organization.

In those instances where the Clearinghouse had been requested
to undertake the policy analysis internally, Clearinghouse staff
would initiate the procedures necessary to produce the desired
results and forward the outcome of its analysis to the recr testing
organization.

An Example of a Response
to a Typical Clearinghouse Information Request
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An institution might submit a request to the Clearinghouse to
obtain information documenting enrollment patterns of stu-
dents who had left (via transfer or drop -out) their institution
during a particular period (e.g., 1'.:20-82). The institution would
provide the Clearing iv Jse with the identifiers of the students to
be tracked and request the Clearinghouse to assemble infor-
mation documenting the institutions in which these students
had subsequently enrolled.

The Clearinghouse's first action would Le to submit the request
to, and obtain approval from its Technical and Policy Com-
mittees and resolve funding iss_as eiith the requesting campus.
Following such approval, Clearinghouse staff would match the
student identifiers provided by the requesting campus against
the Clearinghouse's locator files. In those instances where a stu-
dent identifier provided by the campus matched one or more
records in the Clearinghouse's files, the Clearinghouse would
create machine-readable files containing "matched student
identifiers" for the University, State University, and Community
College systems.

Segment-specific files containing student identifiers, institution
codes, and year/term attendance information would subse-
quently be forwarded to each segment's systemwide office. The
systemwide offices would, upon receipt of the Clearinghouse's
transmittal, match the Clearinghouse's records with its internally
maintained Comprehensive Student Information System data
bases, extract the elements requested by the Clearinghouse,
asseoble a machine-readable file containing the r quired data,
and return it to the Clearinghouse.

Upon receipt al each se ment's Comprehensive Student Infor-
mation System information, the Clearinghouse staff would as-
semble the segmental responses into a single data file in a stan-
dard format, change the or,ginal student identifiers to surro-
gates, and forward the data base to the requesting campus.

The Clearinghouse's Role as a Buffer
When Dealing with Unique Student Identification Number

One of the most important roles the Clearinyhouse could play in
responding to information requests would be to provide substi-
tute unique student identifiers that may be used for longitudi-
nal tracking purposes.

fly

stz



For example, a requesting agency might ask the Clearinghouse
to select a 5% random sample of tenth grade students enrolled
in 1990, identify each student with a unique identifier, and pro-
vide the agent; with annual updates on a student-by-student
basis indicating the:

institution(s) in which each :ti,dent was enrolled;

Postsecondary educational institutions to which each student
had been accepted for admission (if any); and

b Degrees, diplomas, certificates, etc. each student had received
(if any).

The Clearinghouse's response to such a request would EiP ac-
commodated using the procedures described in the previous
section, however, actual sti,dent identifiers would be translated
into substitute identifiers prior to reieasing the data to e

requesting institution/segmental office/agency. An important
point to appreciate is that, even though each student record
provided to the external party would contain a substitute iden-
tifier, every identifier would remain identical in each year in
which a student's record was reported. This ability to translate
actual to substitute identifiers and to maintain their consistency
over extended periods provides two significant benefits t.. C' mar-
inghouse users:

It permits the Clearinghouse to retain actual identifiers within
the State system and thereby avoid information confidential-
ity liabilities while ensuring the confidentiality of the infor-
mation in its trust.

It provides researchers with the ability .co obtain longitudinal
samples of student information with consistent student-oy-
student year-to-year tracking abi!:-"y.
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CHAPTER 5 FINDINGS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

Findings

California

1. The information requirements embodied in AB 880
cannot be accommodated within existing educational
information systems.

Existing student information systems were initially developed
to address local, regional, or systemwide management needs
and are designed to provide management-based rather than
policy analysis-based information. These systems genera4
lack the information needed to support educational research
and policy analysis because most information is oriented to-
ward institutionally-based student services or segmental fiscal
planning. These systems also suffer from lack of data compar-
ability among and between institutions and segments ana do
not support unique student identifiers permitting I ong:tu-
dinal studies of student behavior.

2. The degree of student record automation varies
considerably within and among California's public segments.

K-12: While a few K-12 districts and schools are developing
and presently maintaining automated student record systems
and others have made a commitment to develop such sys-
tems, many K-12 schools and districts have not yet made a
commitment to develop automated studem information sys-
tems.

The majority of California's K-12 schools do not have access to
sophisticated computer-based student inforn 'Ion systems.

Note: All references to education within this chapter refer to publicly-sup-
ported K-12 and ostsecordary educatinr,
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For the most part, individual districts and schools employ a
combination of manual and machine-assisted record keeping
systems to record student information. These systems, while
useful for district and school reporting purposes are generally
inadequate in terms of the information needs of a compre-
hensive student information system.

'ostsecondary Education: Virtually all of California's publicly-
supported colleges and universitias either currently maintain,
or are in the process or acquiring large scale computer -based
student information systems.

The University cf California and The California State Uni-
versity segmental student information systems have been
in existence for a number of years and periodically under-
go evolutionaor modifications to maintain their current;
with regard to emerging information needs. Both seg-
ment provide considerable latitude to their campuses vis-
a-vis local implementation alternatives, however, both re-
quire their institutions to gather and report a compre-
hensive array of uniformly coded student information to
the central offices.

The California Community College system has also main-
tained a statewide student information system for many
years, however, the sheer size and organizational complex-
ity of the system coupled with historic limitations on com-
puting resources within the districts and the Chancellor's
Office have, until recently, precluded the Community Col-
lege system from developing as comprehensive 3 system as
the other two public segments. Recent Chancellor's Office
action to improve its systemwide student reporting capa-
bilities is expected to provide the system with an
information gathering and reportirg capability that w ill be
more comparable with the other two public segments,
though funding for the new system w:s deleted from the
1988-89 budget.

3. Information comparability varies among
and within the California public segments.

The consistency and comparability cif student information is
typically very low within California's K-12 system. Both the
numbers and kinds of informacion gathered varies widely
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among districts, as do the definitions employed in the infor-
mation collection process. The State Department's annual
CBEDS survey represents one of the few areas in which the K-
12 segment maintains cons!stfaritli reported and defined in-
formation across district boundaries, though this system does
not support individ- al student records or student identifiers.
For the most part, each ci the public postsecondary education
segments maintain a moderate to high degree of uniformity
in their student data ba.ce:i. In a limited number of instances,
the postsecondary educational segments maintain uniform
coding conventions for selected data elements across seg-
mental boundaries. Neither the K-12 or vstsecondary educa-
tion segments are capable of readily linking student records
to facilitate longitudinal studies.

4. A number of the student data elements called
for under the Comprehensive Student Information
System are currently being collected by one
or more of the public postsecondary segments.

The postsecondary education segments support extensive an-
nual and term-by-term student information collection and re-
porting pm._ rams as part of their ongoing administrative ac-
tivities. Even though these information collection and report-
ing methodologies differ by segment, a number of the ele-
ments identified in Appendix D for use within the C'mpre-
nensive Student Information System are being collected now.
This inventory of data elements provides a rich existing source
of student information that, following careful analysis to en-
sure comparability, could be employed to pilot the operation
of the system for the purpose of estimating the trade-offs
between system costs and policy analysis benefits. While
some of the student data eirnents presently collected by the
segments would undoubtedly require State-level review and
standardization with regard to coding conventions and re-
porting frequencies, the basic framework for the data ele-
ment collection program is already operational in one or
inore of the segments and should be considered as a starting
point for future system development discussions.

5. Implementatic 1 and ongoing operational costs
of a Comprehensive Student Information System
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will likely be lower within the postsecondary
educational segments than within the K-12 system.

Per capita institutional implementation and operational costs
for the system will be a function of the (a) level of existing
student records automation, (b) numbers of new student rec-
ords to be constructed each year, (c) numbers of existing stu-
dent records to be maintained, (d) sizes of institutions to be
supported, and (e) organizational structures developed to
deal with system implementation. When cons,dered in this
context, California's K-12 system will likely experience higher
total and per capita institutional implementation and ongo-
ing operational costs because of the system's poorer position
with regard to installed automated student records systems,
larger overall student population, and smaller average insti-
tutional size (with correspondingly reduced scale economies).

The relatively smaller size of the public postsecondary educa-
tion segments when compared to the K-12 system, the pre-ex-
istence of large scale automated postsecondary educational
student information systems and the limited, though, impor-
tant precedent within the postsecondary educational commu-
nity of maintaining limited State-level comparability among
selected student data elements, suggest that the cost of im-
plementing the project will be lower within the public post-
secondary segments.

6. Additional legal research is needed to more clearly
establish the legal viability of the Comprehensive Student
Information System concept and ensure hat both the spirit
and intent of applicable privacy laws are preserved.

The legal interpretations and assumptions used throughout
this report to support the Comprehensive Student informa-
tion System program in terms of existing federal and State
info mation privacy laws are based on informal advice prc-
vided by various segmental and Sta+e-level legal counsel Ad-
ditional legal research should be undertaken by the segments
and the State Attorney General's Office to verify that the
assertions and assumptions substantiating the arguments
presented in this report comply with both the spirit and
intent of applicable federal e.id State statutes.
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Other States

7. No state from which information was received
has attempted to develop a state-level student
information system simultaneously within
its K-12 and postsecondary education systems.

Chapter Two of this report described state-level student infor-
mation systems operating in other state,. In all instances,
such systems were implemented wholly within either the K-12
or postsecondary education communities. The consultants
found little evidence that the planning undertaken prior to
system implementation within one portion of a state's educa-
tional community actively :nnsidered the subsequent expan-
sion of the system to embrace other educational components
within the same state at the time the system was originally
planned. This paucity of state-level planning suggests that
fiscal, political, organizational, and/or educational policy is-
sues may have precluded cooperative planning and, that in
colsiderati _ n of this widespread condition, California should
carefully plan the system's implementation to specifically in-
clude or exclide its various educational components in the
initial implenie: tation plan.

8. Only one state from which information
was received initiated its state-level student
information systems first within K-12 and
subsequently within postsecondary education.

Only Florida, of those states currently sul_porting state-level
student information systems, began its state-level implemen-
tation efforts at the K-12 level. In all others, work was initially
undertaken within the postsecondary educational system and
(in a few instances) subsequent!" extended to embrace K-12.

The most often cited reason wa; that K-12's pupil reporting
burdens were generally less rigoous, statutorily driven, and
legally encumbering than within the postsecondary edu-
cation sector. For example, many K-12 schooi districts do not
transfer student biograph:c/scholastic records between
schools and districts as a student progresses in grades K-E;
When a student leaves a school/district through transfer or

53 ; 5 'I,. '' 7.iit. -r-.0 _::



promotion his/her records are retained in local archives and,
after an extended period, destroyL d.

By comparison, student record keeping at the postsecondary
education level is far more demanding because I- may extend
over longer periods, impact upon statutorily mandated/audit-
ari prngrarns, involve the disbursement of state and federal
aid monies, and directly impact future career opportunities.
Whereas K-12 student records typically address only scholastic
matters, student records maintained by postsecondary educa-
tional institutions document tuition and fee payments, stu-
dent aid awards, honors and probationary information,
coursework and attendant grades, progress towards a de-
gree/certificate, and degrees/certificates awarded.

9. Federal and state statutes vis-a-vis the privacy of student
information were inconsistently observed among some of
the states from which information was received.

A number of public administrators in other states appeared
reluctant to address student privacy issues and/or exhibited a
general lack of understanding of privacy regulations. Others
exhibited a keen understanding of applicable privacy laws
ana the need to provide safeguards against intentional or
inadvertent disclosure of student information.

10. No state from which information was received has
successfully merged K-12 and postsecondary education
student information reporting into a single state-level
information system.

Florida appears to have made the most progress in merging
its K-12 and postsecondary education student record keeping
activities via an interface providing for (a) the electronic
exchange of transcripts between high schools and col:eges or
universities and (b) retro-xtive reporting on the collegiate
progress of Honda high school graduates. Information ex-
change experiences in other states is varied, but typically
based upon regionally linked agreements among K-12 and
postsecondary segm9nts to exchange student information.
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11. The majority of information exchanges within states that
were studied took place vertically along organizational
lines rather than horizontally among peer institutions.

Student information gathered by K-12 schools or postsec-
ondary educational institutions is rarely shared among peer
schools/institutions. Within both the K-12 and postsecondary
educational communities information gathered by an individ-
ual school/college is reported directly to a district office
where it is typically edited, aggregated and subsequently for-
warded to a state-level coordin2Ing/administering agency.
First, there appear to be only minimal horizontal information
exchanges among schools/colleges within the same organiza-
tional unit, even where such institutions operate within a
common geographic area. Second, little information is ex-
changed among institutions operating within different or-
ganizational units.

,I. somewhat unexpected finding that emerged during the
study was that the segregation of information among or-
ganizations typically extended to the state-level where K-12
and postsecondary educational systemwide offices rarely
sponsored information exchanges for 0- r respective
constituents.

12. One of the principal motivating factors for implementing
state-level student information systems in other states
appears to be improved student record keeping and not
improved educational policy analysis.

Interv.aws with senior education officials in California and
other states disclosed that the ti rtnaple motivating factor in
implementing new/improved state-level student information
systems was the desire for improved student record keeping
and not educational policy analysis. The majority of the edu-
caters interviewed on this topic concluded that the cost of im-
plementing a state-level system could not be justified solely
on the benefits of educational policy analysis. This finding is
exceedingly important to the overall Comprehensive Student
Informat on System because it suggests that implemer.Lation
of the system will be enhanced if it is either (a) accompanied
by a parallel state-level program designed to improve student
record keeping or (b) undertaken as an incremental im-
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provement to an existing state-level student information sys-
tem.

Considering the current c. iparity in information systems de-
velopment between California's K-12 and postsecondary ed-
ucational systems, this finding also suggests that, as with oth-
er states, different cost justification and program implemen-
tation strategies will be necessary within the K-1?. and per-
haps even within the individual postsecorciary ;Jr? ,Jcatinnai
systems. Finally, this finding virtually guarantees than system
implementation will take place over differing time periods
even if the overall system is designed from the outset to
function as a seamless program.

13. Of those states studied, state-level direction and/or
funding was required in all instances where formal
state-level ca systemwide student information
systems were implemeited.

Individual campuses, schools, districts, and even entire systems
lacked the funding necessary to design, develop, and operate
large-scale student records systems and the only reliable source
for such funding lay in th? legislative/executive branches. In

many instances, initial furthng for such systems was provided via
special legislation with subsequent year monies providt.d
through the annual/biennial budgeting process.

Legislation

14. New state and/or federal legislation will be
required to implement the Comprehensive student
Information Systf m.

The magnitude of the Comprehensive Student Information
System program is so large and the implications of the uses to
which its information may e placed are so extensive that
definitive enabling legislation will be required to (a) autho-
rize the systerr, and its implementation, ) provide for a
state-level student identification system, (c) define the role
and mission of the institutions, districts, segments, and the
Clearinghouse, and (d) establish the ground rules for start-up
and ongoing funding Specific legislation will be need co.
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A. Authorize 1.ne Assignment of Student Identifiers and the
Collection of Student Informarisn: Regardless of the stt.
dent identification system el ployed to support the sys-
tem, State and/or federal ie :F1ation will be required to
authorize the assignment and use of student .dantifiers
and facilitate the collection and distribution of student
biographic, scholastic, etc. information by institutions, dis-
trict offices, cystarnwida offices, and State agencies.

B. Define the System's Role and Mission: Legislation will be
required to define the roles and responsibilities of par-
ticipating schools/institutions, districts, segmental offices,
State agencies, and the Educati anal Clearinghouse. Such
legislation will also need to address the organization and
governance of the Clearinghouse, establish the obliga-
tions of the various segments/agencies in providing in-
formation to support its ongoing operation, establish pro-
cedures for the timely review of information requests, and
define information security and access privileges.

Funding

13. New State funding will be required
to implement the system.

The Comp ahensive Stu(' :nt Information System, if implement-
ed, will call for the development of a large and sophisticated
State-level student information system. Even though the cost of
such a system will be somewhat lower for the postsecondary
education component than K-12, it is unlikely that any segment,
district, school, college, or university will be able to implement
the new system without incurring additional costs. For some
institutions -- within postsecondary education such costs can
be partially accommodated by effecting incremental changes to
existing student information systems using funds established for
ongoing system maintenance. In a number of instances, the
cost of implem nting a State-level system may be partially offset
by reductions in the cost of existing institutional reporting and
the elimination of duplicate reporting requirements, though
such savings will be small in comparison to overall system imple-
mentation costs.

Notwithstanding these potential sources of cost deferment or
avoidance, the State will experience a net increase in its expencii-
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tures for computing systems, Hquipment, and staffing if the sys-
tem is i npiemented. The exact magnitude of the funding re-
quired to implement the system will, of course, be a function of
the characteristics of the system implemented and the time
frame within which it is undertaken, however, even the most
rudimentary of systems will call for large one-time start-up, and
subsequent ongoing operational funding.

Whetfin provided via the budget mechanism or through an
appropriation bill -- monies will be required to fund the opera-
tion of the Educational Clearinghouse and underwrite systems
development activities within the postsecondary educational
segments, the State Department of Education, the K-12 dis
tricts/schools, and partici pat iig state agencies.

Recommendations

Implementing the Comprehensive
Student Information System

We recommend the State proceed with implementation of the
Comprehensive Student Information System, as described in this
report, through enactment of enabling legislation and adoption
of compatible administrative code regulations. Specifi 'ally, we
recommend the following activities be undertaken to achieve
this objective:

1. Adopt a uniform, unique student identification system.

A. We recommend the State employ a uniform student iden-
tification system for all students enrolled in public K-12
and postsecondary educational institutions and require
the inst.4..tions, districts, and segments to employ such
identifie in all existing and future student information
systems.

B. We recommend the Stz,te adopt the federal Social Security
number as its official student identifier and encourage
students (and parents of students) to voluntarily provide
such information upon enrolling in a public or indepen-
dent school/institution.
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C. In those instances where students (or parents of students)
decline to voluntarily provide a Social Security number, we
recommend the State provide an alternative mechanism
(a) permitting students to be assigned substitute
identifiers and (b) requesting students previously assigned
a substitute identifier to exorcise all reasonable effort to
present the same identifier on subsequent occasions in
which the student enrolls in a California educational
institution.

2. Ensure the privacy of student records.

A. We recommend the J-cate Attorney General's Office --
working in cooperation with segmental counsel -- exhaus-
tively evaluate tile legal implications of the assignment
and use of student identifiers to ensure that the Compre-
hensive Student Information System adheres to the letter
and spirit of feder: i and State confidentiality statutes.

B. We recommend the State adopt legislation specifically
limiting the Cleannghouse's disclosure of student infor-
mation to public K-12 and postsecondary educatic ial in-
stitutions, K-12 district offices, K-12 and postsecondary
education segmental offices, public educational research
agencies, and public student financial aid agencies and
then, only where public policy development, policy analy-
sis, and educational research warrants such disclosure.

C. To ensure the privacy of student information maintained
within the Clearinghouse, we recommend the State adopt
legislation precluding the Clearinghouse from providing,
or otherwise disclosing actual student identifiers to any
institution, aistrict, segmental off;-e, or State agency, re-
gardless of its public service affiliation

3. Develop a uniform student information
gathering and reporting program.

We recommend the K-12, postsecondary education segments,
and State educational agencies cooperatively develop a uni-
form student information collection and reporting program
supporting comparably defined enrollment, grade progres-
sion, proficiency, objective, completion, and financial aid in-
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formation linked to individual student records using a unique
identification/numbering system.

4. Fund system-compatible implementation activities.

To ensure timely progress in implementing the Compmhen-
sive Student Information System, we recommend the State
solicit and support segmental and intersegmental funding re-
quests to implement the system's program where the seg-
ments can demonstrate that such requests will enhance their
student information collection and reporting programs in
accordance with the system's program requirements.

5. Provide for the Educational Ciearinghouse

A. We recommend the State provide for the creation and on-
going operation of an Educational Clearinghouse to serve
as a central repository for the system's locator informa-
tion.

B. We recommend the Clearinghouse be governed by a
board composed of representatives selectee' from the vari-
ous public and independent schcols, districts, colleges,
universities, and agencies responsible for providing infor-
mation to the Clearinghouse.

C. We recommend the Clearinghouse maintain a permanent
staff to oversee the operation of the system, monitor the
acquisition and disbursement of information, perform
data manipulations and computations in response to in-
formation requests, manage the allocation of new stu-
dent identifiers, provide responses to inquiries regarding
lost/misplaced identifiers, and ensure compliance with in-
formation privacy laws and regulations.

D. To facilitate the Clearinghouse's ongoing operation, we
recommend that it assess charges to information request-
ers for the data manipulation and computational services
it provides; such charges being based upon actual and rea-
sonable rates and used to offset the operation of the
Clearinghouse.
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L. Adopt parallel implementatio-, philosophies.

A. Recognizing the disparate levels of studen, record auto-
mation currently operative within the postsecondary edu-
cation and K-12 systems, we recommend the State adopt
parallel implementation strategies for each segment be-
gin ling at base lines consistent with current segrnen'al
student information system capabilities and evolvi:. g into
an integrated State-level program.

B. We recomrner,d the State encourage California's indepen-
dent colleges and univer;ities to implement student in-
formation collection and reporting procedures consistent
with those desLribed in this rep_Lt and participate with
their public sector counterparts in gathering student Socia'
Security numbers -- voluntarily given -- and providing con
parable information to the Clearinghouse.

C. We recommend that emphasis within the postsec:indary
eauc'tion segmenta. be placed upon gradual and incre-
me;:tal changes to exiting student records systems to
achieve the system's reporting standa.ds with particukr
attention given to assimilating its reporting requirements
witt..n the California Student Aid Commission's and Cali-
fornia Community Colleges' p-lposed informat.)11 systems
as they emerge and develop.

D. W(3 recommend the K-12 segment adopt a comp.sehersive
information systems development program calling for in-
cremental improvements to existing systems where feasi-
ble and the development of entirely new sysoms where
existing programs cannot be readily modified to support
the system's program.

E We r( :omriend the K-12 and postsecondary education
segments attempt to offset portions of the cost of 'mole-
rr enting th9 Comprehensive Student Information System

lough improvements in automated student record man-
agement and reduced institutional, district, and segmental
reporting, with particular attention directed towards re-
ducing/elim.nating duplicative information gathering and
(eoorting activities
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7. Adopt a pilot imnlementation timetable.

In recognition of the extended term nature of the system's
implementation program and the need to refine the cost/
benefits of introducing successively greater numbers of par-
ticipants, we recommend the state implement selected sub-
sets o. the Program under pilot projects involving K-12 and
postsecondary education segments as described be'ow.
Throughout these recommendati,,ns, we consider the site of
the Clearinghouse to 13.. a fiscal/organizational issue and that
the governance rocedures identified ealier in these Recom-
mendations should be retained without regard to the Clear-
inghouse's physical location.

A. Phase One: We recommend the Comprehensive Student
Information System program and Educational Clearing-
house be initially established with one or more public and
independegt postsecondary education segments and that
the Clearinghouse be to rporarily located NI ;hin the Cali-
fornia Postsecondary Education Commission during this
stage of the program's development.

B. Phare Two: We recommend the program and Educational
Clearinghouse subsequently be expanded to encompass
additional public and independent postsecondary educa-
tion segments and one Jr more public and private K-12
schools or K-12 districts. We further recommend the
Clearinghouse be located temporarily within either the
California Postsecondary Education Commissio 1 or thci
State Department of Education during this stage cf the
pcogram'sdeveloprn3nt.

C. Phase Three: We recommend the system and Educational
Clearinghouse finalize its postsecondary education pro-
gram by addressing all public and independent postsei'-
ondary education segments and increased nurn,ers of
ruiblic and private K-12 schools acid K-12 districts until all
N-12 schools participate in the program. We further rec-
ommend the Clearinghouse be located permanently w:th-
in either the California Postsecondary Education Commis-
sion or the Steue Department of V ication during this
stage of :he program's development.
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8. Adopt enabling legislation.

We recommend the State adopt legislation aut:ionzing
the various components of the overall program, including,
L...4. cs..es+ Ii tn.'JUL

A. Designation of the Social Security number as the State's
official student identifier and requirement of its use (or
the use of a substitute identifier) in all California schools
and colleges.

B. Establishment of the system's program, identification of
segmental repoitng responsi'oilities and creation of a
mechanism to identify (a) d; to elerents to be reported,
(b) coding conventions to be employed, and reporting fre
quenciesto be maintained.

C. Establishment of the Educational Clearinghouse and its
role, mission, and governance program, promotion of the
Clearinghouse as the State's official vehicle for policy
analysis and educational research, and preclusion of the
Clearinghouse from providing or otherwise disclosing ac-
tual student identifiers to external information request-
ers.

D. Designation of the system's pilot programs and identifi-
cation of accountability measures to assess the cost-bene-
ficial aspects of the program as it evolves.

9. Promote follow-on eAvities.

A. We recommend the K-12 and postsecondary education
segments convene a task force composed of members of
the edu,:atiorial community '..icluding educational poky
analyse, legal cov'sel, information systems admin istr;-.-
tors, and fiscal officers to establish the framework for con-
tinued development of the system

B. We recommend the task force establish subcommittees to
develop po!'cy statements addressing the follow.ng is-
sues:

1. Ir rormation Collection and Report Identifying a
definitive da-La element gathering and reporting pro-
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gram for student enrollment progression, proficiency,
objective, completion, and financial aid information

2. Information Privacy: Establishing the terms and condi-
tions under which student information may be solicited
by, and provided to internal and external requesters,
developing unairibig:.ious definitions for
research" and "policy analysis," and identifying record
maintenance programs to provide an ongoing audit
trail for information uses.

3. Segmaotal Implementation and Operating Co:11: De-
veloping initial ,and ongoing segmental maintenance
cost estimates for data processing products and ser-
vices, training assistance, staffing, and materials to sup-
port the system's program.

4. Clearinghouse Implementation and Operating Costs:
Developing initial and ongoing maintenance cost esti-
mates for data processing products and services, trai,
ing assistin staffing, and materials to support the
Clearinghou >e functions.

5. Clearinghouse Governance: Developing governance
policies for the Clearinghouse, Inciuding segmental
representation on the principal Clearinghouse govern-
ing body, policy review committee, and technical re-
view committee.
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APPENDIX A Sample Questionnaire Used to Solicit
Information from California and Other
Stntac

General Instructions

Education Code Section.., 99170-99174, enacted via Assembly Bill 880 (Vascon-
cellos) directed the California Postseco.Idary Education Commission to "de-
velop a feasibility study plan. for a study to provide comprehensive infor-
mation about factors which affect students' progress through California's
educational system, from elementary school through postgraduate educa-
tion.

The Commission is currently conducting a study pursuant to this charge; one
part of which will determine the extent to which existing student-based
information systems can be employed to address th,.e issues identified in the
statute. As part of its study, the Commission is surveying all K-12 and post-
secondary educational agencies to identify the student based information
systems that are currently in operation and to obtain an understanding of
their des'gn and operation. The following questions will assist the Commis-
sion in tulfilling its charge pursuant to the statute.

If you know of others charged with responsibility to oparate/maintain other
student-based systems, please provide them a copy of the questionnaire and
ask them to complete it.

Please keep the following in mind as you complete this survey :

A separate survey form should be completed fc.r each ,..udent-based sys-
tem.

We recommend that each survey be completed by ,1 person who has a de-
tailed working knowledge of the system being described.

Where information requested on the survey is not known, mark the ap-
propriate spaces "Not Known" and proceed to the next question.

Where information requested on the survey is not applicable, mark the ap-
propriate spaces as "Not Appliable" or "N/A" and proceed to the next
question.

If insufficient space ex sts on the survey form to cuotain your response,
please attach additional information to the survey.

Where applicable, please include materials that describe the sy ;tem being
reported as atachment3.

'S
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If you encounter difficulty completing the survey or wish -.1anfications,
please contact Ms. Leannah Padilla at (916) 324-4991.

Completed surveys should be sent to your Task Force representative, prefer-
ably prior to December 9, 1987.

Your
Name:

Title:

Organization:

Mailing Address:

1";ephone Number:

Date:

*re Atindgate Jr:Jo _t '6



1. Name What is the name of the system'

2. Clientele Served - What clientele is addressed by the system (e.g , primary
school, transfer, graduate students) ?

3. system Creation - When and why was the system initially created? Did the
system emerge in response to state or federal legislation, administrative
action, etc.? What problem areas did the system seek to address?

4. Statutory and Administrative Policy Implications Did any of the
following have to be modified in order for your agency/office/dii.trict to
create and operate this stuuent-based information system and/or to assign
and use student identifiers?

A. Policies or Regulations? Yes No

If yes, which policies/regulations?
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4. Statutory and Administrative Policy implications (continued)

B. State and/or Local Law? Yes No If yes, which laws?

5. The Nature and Character of Student Identifiers

A. Are student identifiers maintained in the system? Yes No

(if the answer is "No", please proceed to question 6 now)

6. What is the name cthe iLentifier?

C. Is an identifier attached to each student's record? Yes No

D. Is each identifier unique ? Yes No

E. Which agency/office/institution controls the issuance of identifiers?

F. What administrative policies or statutes govern the issuance and use of
student identifiers maintained in this system? How are identifiers
initially assigned? How is the use of duplicate identifiers avoided?
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6. Information Inventory - What types of information are maintained within
the system?

A. Student biographic (e.g., name, address,date of birth)? Yes No

B. Genera; schola ;tic (e.g., grade level, program of study)? Yes No_
C. Achievement (e.g., test scores, proficiency information)? Yes No__. _
D. Program completion (e.g. degrees, certificates, diplomas)'Yes No

7. Information Disclosure and Use Policies - What administrative policies or
statutes govern the disclorore and use of information maintained in this
system?

8. Background Information - Please provide the followirg information
describing the nature and characteristics of the system.

A. Does the system tontain records for every student or a subset?

All Subset

B. Approximately how many student rrcords are contained in the system?

C. How often arm the student records in the system updated?

D. Dc the records contain individual or aggregate information?

Aggregate Individual

E. How many periods (e.g., terms, years) of historical information exist?
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9. Funding

A. What method was used to originally fund the system and how are
current operations funded'

B. Estimate -- in general terms -- the cost of initial system development
(include all software, hardware, and communications costs as well as
personnel costs attendant to initial start-up)?

C. Estimate -- in general terms -- the funding support required by your
agency, district, segment, institution to operate and maintain this
system during the 1986-87 fiscal year (include all software, hardware,
and communications costs as well as personnel and materials costs
attendant to system operation)?

D. Estimate in general terms -- the funding support required by tt,e
agencies, districts, segments, institutions to collect, edit, report, etc.
the information used to operate and maintain this system during the
1986-87 fiscal year (include all software, hardware, and
communications costs as well as personnel and materials costs
attendant to data gathering, editing, reporting etc.)'

10. Data Element Dictionary - Many computer systems have system
documentation that describes what they manipulate and use. System
documentation describing the nature and character of individual pieces of
information are often referred .o as a Data Element Dictionary. If a data
element dictionary or a summary of important elements exists for the
system you are reporting, please append a copy and return it with this
si.rvey.

Thank you.
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APPENDIX B Characteristics of Student Information
Systems Operating in Other States

State Segment Current System, Unicue Identifier years in Service

Alabama K-12 No Response

PSE No Response

Alaska K-12 No Response

PSE None

Arizona K-12 None

PSE None

Arkansas K-12 None

PSE None

Colorado K-12 None

PSE Yes Not known Not known
Connecticut K-12 None

PSE Yes Social Security Not known

Delaware

District of
Columbia

Florida

Georgia

Hawaii

Idaho

Minim

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas

K-12 None

PSE None

K-12 No Response

PSE None

K-12 Yes Florida specific

PSE Yes Social Security Not known
K-12 None

PSE `.lo Response

K-12 None

PSE No Response

K-12 No Response

PSE No Response

K-12 No Response

PSE None

K-12 No Response

PSE Yes Not known Not known
K-12 None

PSE None

K-12 No Response

PSE None

81,

It)

'he vVvnaqate Gr:uo



APPENDIX B (continued)

State Segment Current System? Unique iaentl*,er Years in Service

Kentucky K-12 None

PSE None

Louisiana K-12 No Response

PSE Yes Not known Not known

Maine K-12 None

PSE None

Maryland K-12 None

PSE Yes Social Security 12 years

Massachusetts K-12 No Response

PSE Yes SSN and Name 4 years

Michigan K-12 No Response

PSE None

Minnesota K-12 No Response

PSE Yes Social Security 5 years

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

K-12 None

PSE None

K-12 No Responi

PSE No Response

K-12 No Response

PSE None

K-12 No Response

PSE W.. Response

K-12 No Response

PSE Yes

New Hampshire

New Jersey

K-12 None

PSE None Social Security

K-12 No Response

PSE No Response

8 years

New Mexico K-12 Yes Aggregate Only Not known

PSE Yes Social Security 3 years

New York K-12 None

'SE None

North Carolina K-12 Yes Social Security 4 years

PSE No Response

North Dakota K-12 No Response

PSE YPs Name & Address 9 years
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APPENDIX B (continued)

State Segment Current System' Uniaue Identifier years in Service

rir......%Si 11f K-12 No Response

PSE No Response

Oklahoma K-12 None

5E Yes Social Security 8 years

Oregon K-12 Yes (drop-outs only) Not known

PSE No

Pennsylvania K-12 No Response

PSE No Response

Rhode Island K-12 No Response

PSE No

South Carolina K-12 No

PSE No Response

South Dakota K-12 No

PSE Yes Social Security 10 years

Tennessee K-12 No Response

PSE Yes Social Security 17 years

Texas K-12 Yes Social Security 2 years

PSE Yes Social Security Nct known
Utah K-12 No Response

PSE No

Vermont K-12 No Response

PSE No Response

Virginia K-12 No Response

PSE No Response

Washington K-12 No Response

PSE No

West Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming

K-12 No Response

PSE Yes Social Security 7 years

K-12 No Response

PSE No Response

K-12 No Response

PSE No
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Figure 1 Student Data Element Candidates for Inclusion in the Comprehensive Student Information System
Data Bases Maintained by Segmental Offices Linked to Progression Entries Maintained in the
Clearinghouse

Element k 12 PSE Element k 12 PSE

Student Identifier 1 Co-curricular Activities Special Prog. Status
Institution' Test Scores
Year & Term ' Disciplinary/Probationary Status
Birthdate 1 Credit Load
Gender' Full Time/Part Time Status
Ethnicity 1 Major Field of Specialization
Name Minor Field of Specialization
Permanent, Legal. & Temporary Addresses Degree Objective
Zip Code MSMA Admission Type
Birthplace/Citizenship Institution of Origin (HS type, diploma, & loc)
Visa Status Transfer Units Accepted
Language Used at Home Dependency Status
Singe /Multiple Parent Family Marital Status
Guardianship Status Number of Dependents
Parent's Fducational Attainment Residency Type (Home or Away From Home)
Parent's Occupation Resident/Nonresident (for fee purposes)
Number of Siblings Total Student Charges
School Year/Class Level Financial Aid Recipient
Time in Residence (in School System) Hours Employed (per week)
AFDC Status Student Status (new, continuing, returning)
Work Study Participant Instructional Program Type
Percentage in Attendance Program Type (Regular, Continuing Ed, etc)
Busing Status Special Program
Disabilities Sponsorship
Number of Classes in Which Enrolled Support Services Utilization
Track Honors, Awards, and Citations
Instructional Program 1 Units Completed
Program Intervention Status Program Completion
Grade Point Average

1 lhesii elements would be extracted hum the segments' Comprehensive Student Intormation System data base and maintained in the Clearinghouse
2 Ninth through twelfth (Fades only
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Figure 2 Student Data Element Candidates for Inclusion in the System's Data Bases Maintained by
Segmental Offices Linked to Objective Entries Maintained in the Educational Clearinghouse

Element K-12 PSE Element K 12 PSE

Student Identifier 1 Anticipated Major Field of Study (#1)

Institution 1 Anticipated Major Field of Study (#2)

Year & Term 1 Anticipated Minor Field of Study (#1)

Objective (e g Associate, Bachelor's, etc ) ' Anticipated Minor Field of Study (#2)

Class Level 1 High School of Origin (non Calif. graduate) 2

Admission Type (regular, special) High School GPA 2

Eligibility Index School Last Attended (non Calif transfer)'

High School Honors Residency Status /Visa Type 3

Citizenship Transfer Units

1 these elements would be extracted from the segments' Comprehensive Student Informatiun System data base and maintained in the Clearinghouse

2 First time freshman applik ants only
3 l ransfer applicants only

Figure 3 Student Data Element Candidates for Inclusion in the System's Data Bases Maintained by
Segmental Offices Linked to Test Score Entries Maintained in the Educational Clearinghouse

Element K-12 PSE Element K-12 PSE

Student Identifier'
Test or Examination Type '

Test Score(s)

Year & Term

Grade Level

1 !hese elements would be extratti-il from the segments l ompieliensive Student Information System data be and maintained I II the Clearinghouse
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Figure 4 Student Data Element Candidates for Inclusion in the System's Data Bases Maintained by
Segmental Offices Linked to Completion Entries Maintained in the Educational Clearinghouse

Element K-12 PSE Element K 12 PSE

Student Identifier 1 Graduating GPA
Test or Examination Type 1 Class Standing (Percentile)
Year & Term ' w Major Field of Specialization (#1)
Degree/Certificate Type (e g Associate) 1 Major Field of Specialization (#2)
Class Level' Minor Field of Specialization (#1)
Institution ' Minor Field of Specialization (#2)
Honors and Awards

1 These elements would be extracted from the segments' Comprehensive Student Information System data base and maintained in the Clearinghouse

Figure 5 Student Data Element Candidates for Inclusion in the System's Data Bases Maintained
by the Student Aid Commission Linked to Student Aid Entries Maintained in the Educational
Clearinghouse

Element K 11 PSI

Student Identifier 1

Element K 11 PSE

Grade Level
Test or Examination Type' Loan/Grant Type
Year & Term Institution

1 these elements would be extracted from the segments Comprehensive Student Information System data base and maintainedin the Clearinghouse
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

THE California Postsecondary Education Commis-
sion is a citizen board established in 1974 by the
Legislature and Governor to coordinate the. efforts of
California's colleges and universities and to provide
independent, non-partisan policy analysis and rec-
ommendations to the Governor and Legislature

Members of the Commission

The Commission consists of 15 members. Nine rep-
reser.t the general public, with three each appointed
for six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate Rules
Committee, and the Speaker of the Assembly. The
other six represent the major segments of postsec-
ondary education in California.

As of January 1988, the Commissioners represent-
ing the general public are:

Mim Andelson, Los Angeles
C. Thomas Dean, Long Beach, Chairperson
Henry Der, San Francisco
Seymour M. Farber, M.D., San Francisco
Helen Z. Hansen, Long Beach
Lowell J. Paige, El Macero
Cruz Reynoso, Los Angeles, Vice Chairperson
Sharon N Skog, Palo Alto
Stephen P Tea le, M D , Modesto

Representatives of the segments are

Yori Wada, San Francisco, appointed by the Regents
of the University of California

William a Campbell, Carlsbad. appointed by the
Trustees of the California Stat. :niversity

Borgny Baird, Long Beach. appointed by the Board
of Governors of the California Community Colleges

Harry Wugalter, Thousand Oaks, appointed by the
Council for Private Postsecondary Educational In-
stitutions

Keaneth L. Peters, Tarzana. appoint:-.d by the Cali-
fornia State Board of Education

James B Jamieson, San Luis Obispo, appointed by
California's independent colleges and universities

Functions of the Commission

The Commission :s charged by the Legislature and
Gov ernor to 'assure the effective utilization of public
postsecondary education resources thereby elimi-
nating waste and unnecessar!, duplication, and to
promote diversity, innoval ion. and responsiveness to
student and societal needs "

To this end, the Commission coneucts independent
reviews of matters affecting the 2,600 institutions of
postsecondary education in California, including
Community Colleges, four-year colleges, universi-
ties, and professional and occupational schools.

As an advisory planning and coordinating body, the
Commission does not administer or govern any insti-
tutions, nor does it approve, authorize, or accredit
any of them Instead, it cooperates with other State
agencies and non-governmental groups that perform
these functions, while operating as an independent
board with its own staff and its own specific duties of
evaluation, coordination, and planning,

Operation of the Commission

The Commission holds regular meetings throughout
the year at which it debates and takes action on staff
studies and takes positions on proposed legislation
affecting education beyond the high school in Cali-
fornia, By law, the Commission's meetings are open
to the public Requests to address the Commission
may be made by writing the Commission in advance
or by submitting a request prior to the start of a
meeting

The Commission's day -to -day work is carried out by
its staff in Sacramento. under the guidance of its
interim execute' , e director, Kenneth B O'Brien, who
is appointed by the Commission

The Commission publishes and distributes without
charge some 40 to 50 reports each year on major is-
sues confronting California postsecondary educa-
tion Recent reports are listed on the back cover

Fox ther information about the Commission, its meet-
ings, its staff, and its publications may be obtained
from the Commission offices at 1020 Twelfth Street,
Third Floor, Sacramento, CA 98514, telephone (91(i)
445-7933
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California Postsecondary Education Commission Report 88-32

ONE of . series of reports published by the Commis-
sion as part of Its plarning and coordinating respon-
sibilities .Additional copies may be ootained without
charge from the ''ublications Orrice, California Post-
secondary Education Commission, Third Floor, 1020
Twelfth Street. Sacramento, California 95814-3985

Recent reports of the Commission include.

88-15 Update of Community College Transfer Stu-
dent Statistics Fall 1987 University of California.
The California State University, and California's In-
dependent Col eges and Universities (March 1988)

88-16 Legislative T:pdate. March 1988: A Staff Re-
port to the California Postsecondary Education Com-
mission ;March 1988)

88-17 State Policy for Faculty Development in Cali-
fornia Public Eigher Education: A Report to the Gov-
ernor and Legistature licsponse to Supplemental
Language n the 1986 Budget, Act .May 1988)

88-18 to 20 Exploring Faculty Development in
California Higher Education Prepared for the Cal.-
forma Postsecondary Education Commission by Ber-
man. Weiler .Associates.

88-18 Volume One Executive Summary and
Conclusions. by Pai.i Berman and Daniel Weiler,
December 1987 (March 1988)

88-19 Volume Two Fin din;_, by Paul Berman.
o-Ann Intili and Daniel Weiler, December 19e7
1March 1988)

88-20 Volume Three: Append'x, by Pao' Ber-
man, Jo-Ann Intaii, and Daniel Weiler, January
1988 !March 1938)

88-21 Staff Development in California's Public
Schools Recommendations of the Policy Develop-
ment Committee for the California Staff Develop-
ment Policy Study, Marcn 16, 1988 (March 1988)

88-22 and 23 Staff Development in California
Public and Personal In. estments. Prozram Patterns,
and P)licy Choices, by Judith Warren Little,
William H Gerritz David S Stern, James W
Guthrie, Micr.ael W : {:rut, and I) Marsh A
-Joint Publicat on of Far West Laborarot or
tional Research and Development Policy Analysis
for California Education , PACE), December 198:

88.22 Executive Summar, Mach 1988)

88.23 Report March 1)88,

88-24 Status Report on Human Corps Activities
The First in a Series of Five Annual Reports to the
Legislature Response to As.se:nioi, Bill 18'20
(Chapter 124. Statutes of 1987) May 1938,

88-25 Proposed Construction of the Petaluma Cen-
ter of Santa Rosa Junior Colleg,e A Report to ,:he
Governor and Legislature in Response to a Request
for Capital Funds for Permanent Off-Campus Center
in Soutnern Sonoma County ' May 1988'

88-26 California College-Going Rates. 1987 Update.
The Eleventh in a Series of Reports on New Fresh-
man Enrollments at California's Colleges and Uni-
versities by Recent Graduates of California High
Schools (June 1988)

E 3-27 Proposed Construction of Off-Campus Commu-
nity College Centers in Western. Riverside County A
?port to the Governor and Legislature 'n Response
to a Request of the Riverside and Mt San Jacinto
Community College Districts for Capital Funds to
Build Permanent Off-Campus Centers in Norco and
Moreno Valley and South of Sun City (June 1988)

88-28 Annual Report on Program Review Activities,
1986-87 The Twelfth in a Series of Reports to the
Legislature and the Governor on Program Review by
Commission Staff and California's Public Colleges and
Uni,,ersities IJune 1988,

88-29 Diversarication tne Sraff is
California Public Po- ,econdar, Education from 1977
to 1987 The Fifth Ln the Commission's Series of Bi-
ennial Reports on Equal Employment Opportunity in
California's Puolic Colleges and Universities 'Sep-
tember 1983)

88-30 Supp(arnentai Report on Academic Salaries.
1987-38 A Report the Governor and Legislature in
Response to Senate Concurrent Resolution. So 51
(1965) and Subsequent Postsecondary Sa.ary Legis-
lation iSepternber 1988,

88-31 The Roie of the California Postsecondary Ed-
ucation Commissior in Acnieo. Eaucationat Ecui-
ty in California The Report of the Commission s Spe-
cial Committee on Educational Equit , Cruz Reyno-
50, Chair (September 1.938)

88-32 A Cornprehens.ve Student. Information Sys-
tern, by John G A Report Prepared for the
California Post.,econniary Education Commis.ii)r. oy
the Wyndg,ate G-oup, fa.ci (September 19:38,


