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StarNET Student Management System Notes, 10/27/08
Attending: Patty Trelstad, Errin Chapman, Mark Chaplow, Lisa Cyrus, Jim Kelly, Brian Friddle, Sue Schwartz, Helen McNamara, and Daryl Tilley (Terry Jones stopped by for a summary after the meeting)
· Reference Review

· Sue noted she had previously e-mailed information on the reference checks to the group.  

· An “information gathered” document was then handed out that included reference check summaries.

· TEMS had one good reference, one poor reference (did not recommend the product), and one non-responsive.  They were hesitant to provide any others.

· PowerSchool had good references, but there were cautions on the amount of time the conversion took and the need to purchase “bigger” hardware than Pearson recommends.  The users group was highly touted by all.

· PowerSchool is also in use in several of our neighboring counties, and appears to be the choice for Muskegon and Jackson’s current searches as well.

· Al Momrik of Waverly schools has offered to act as a reference as they completed a conversion to PowerSchool in the last few years.

· Product Review Feedback

· “Information gathered” handout also included summaries of the product evaluation forms which were handed in after the demos (note: not all attendees handed in forms, and some handed in forms only for one product or the other).

· Helen noted that we may want to investigate the option of reducing ongoing support by having a “level one” support person in the county.

· Dansville noted they preferred TEMS on their form.

· Mark Chaplow noted that he received positive feedback for PowerSchool after the demos.
· General themes of the evaluations:

· Both applications were easy to use and flexible and would probably do a good job in general.

· Weaknesses

· TEMS has no Michigan install base and no state reporting and a weak parent portal with no student portal

· PowerSchool does not yet do standards based report cards and you cannot copy assignments in mass from one year to the next.

· District Preference

· TEMS: Dansville initially, but they subsequently agreed PowerSchool would work great

· PowerSchool: Okemos, Stockbridge, Webberville, Williamston, and Dansville (after further consideration).
· Undecided: IISD’s Career Center and Special Education.  PowerSchool does not have the special ed features of Skyward, however, this information could be maintained on-line in Mi-CIS where it has to be reported anyway.  CACC wants the ability to transfer assignments from one year to the next to meet their CSTE requirements – which Pearson has indicated should be available in the next version of their gradebook. 
· PowerSchool was determined to be the single system to move forward with.

· Hosted/Standalone System

· An overview of the design Pearson proposed in their RFP response was given.

· Costs associated with hosting vs. savings need to be explored before final determinations could be made.  That said, a hosted solution was of interest to:

· Dansville, Stockbridge, Webberville, Williamston, and IISD

· Okemos would need more information, but feels they may be able to bring their own PowerSchool up with less resources than a hosted system.

· Implementation Timeline (preferred/optional)

· Mark noted that we should not implement while secretaries are doing scheduling as this is a very busy time.

· Several schools would be interested in implementing during the 08/09 school year, but would need to defer the cost to the 09/10 school year.

· The preferred time to have implementation completed by is:

· Dansville:

· Okemos: March 2009 (09/10 budget)

· Stockbridge: July 1, 2009 (09/10 budget)

· Webberville: ASAP, (08/09 or 09/10 budget as long as they are not paying for the new and old system at the same time)

· Williamston: March 2009 (08/09 budget)

· IISD: Undetermined

· Cost Proposal Review

· Two spreadsheets were handed out:

· “Cost Comparison” showed the cost per district for both TEMS and PowerSchool and included estimates for hardware, OS, installation, centralized training and support.

· “PowerSchool Implementation/Hardware/Software Costs” showed details on the hardware, software, implementation, and possible support costs.

· All were interested in exploring options for training (i.e. using Washetenaw’s certified trainer instead of Pearson’s or Weidenheimer’s) as well as having a shared application support person – if this were proven to be cost effective.

· Errin also asked if there were any advantage or disadvantage to Okemos starting the process of implementation on their own.  Pricing wise Pearson has indicated they would honor the costs for a single school or the entire consortium (the offered no tiered pricing).  The disadvantages would be if the consortium negotiated a lower price, and how it might affect shared training.

· Next Steps
· See if better rates can be negotiated now that the product is finalized.

· Work with other consortiums to see if there are advantages on costs, training, shared resources, etc.
· Finalize the estimates of costs for hosted and stand-alone systems.

· It would be nice to have finalized figures by December for both Board purposes as well as building next year’s budgets.

· Investigate the possibility of IISD being a fiscal agent and assisting in getting the costs associated with the right budget years, without holding up the implementation.

· Check with Pearson to determine realistic implementation timelines.

· Determine how training takes place whether on live data or test data.

· Tech directors and power users may wish to join the Michigan PowerSchool users group.  The group is hosted at Yahoo.  Directions:

· Go to yahoo.com

· Select Groups from the menu on the left.  

· Search for PSUG-MI.  

· Select PSUG-MI from the results.  

· At the next screen select the Join This Group to subscribe.  

· OR   Follow this link to subscribe: http://tech.groups.yahoo.com/group/PSUG-MI/?v=1&t=search&ch=web&pub=groups&sec=group&slk=1
· Next Meeting: December 10, 2008, 1-4:00 p.m., Thorburn Ed Center, Room 101

