Table 7.1. State Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) Survey Responses


	State
	Tracking?
	Identifiable archive?
	Available to outside researchers?
	FERPA Exception  (if used)
	Have policies changed recently?

	Alabama

	No
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Alaska

	No
	Yes
	No
	Only if the entity is under contract
	No

	Arizona
	
	
	
	
	

	Arkansas

	No
	Yes
	Yes, but they delete identifiable information before sending it out
	Authorized Representative Exception
	Yes, they provide less information

	California

	No, but will
	No, but will
	Currently: only if contractors, planning on expanding to researchers soon
	No, but working on a new policy.
	No, but will be changing soon

	Colorado

	No
	Yes
	No, FERPA
	No
	Not changed, waiting for clarification from “FERPA experts”

	Connecticut

	Yes
	Yes
	No
	 No
	No

	Delaware
	
	
	
	
	

	District of Columbia
	
	
	
	
	

	Florida

	Yes
	Yes, in an encrypted form
	Yes, but there are different levels of access granted based upon the research proposal
	Both, depends on the request
	Become tighter over the years

	Georgia

	No
	No
	N/A 
	No
	No

	Hawaii

	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	Idaho
	
	
	
	
	

	Illinois

	No
	No, plans underway
	N/A
	No, only with data-sharing agreement
	Yes, require data-sharing agreement and vested interest 

	Indiana

	No, we don’t.  Schools report to use what graduates profess they will do post-secondary, but this is not reported to us in personally identifiable format.  It is also not entirely reliable.  Some of our public schools attempt follow-up, but the universities and colleges are not always helpful.
	No. We do not maintain such information beyond the Student Test Numbers.
	No.  We have capable researchers on staff.


	N/A
	No. Our policies have not changed.  Our policies and procedures have had to adapt because of the increased use of electronic transmittals and the need to provide greater security to ensure confidentiality, but we have always been cautious about sharing such info with third parties.

	Iowa

	No
	Yes, currently in the first year
	No, but working on a policy
	Planning on using both FERPA exceptions
	N/A (don’t have previously established policies)



	Kansas

	No
	No

Will begin next year (currently assigning state id numbers)
	N/A
	Will design in the future
	Didn’t have much data to use previously so no changes have been made

	Kentucky

	Yes, but only aggregate data is offered at the state level.
	Yes
	Yes, if under contract and if the purpose is to improve instruction
	Both
	No

	Louisiana

	Yes
	No
	N/A
	No
	No

	Maine

	No
	No
	N/A
	No
	No

	Maryland
	
	
	
	
	

	Massachusetts

	No
	Yes
	Yes, we provide the necessary data to researchers who are working on a contract with the MA Dept of Ed on particular research and evaluation studies. As such, they are authorized representatives of the Department.
	Authorized Representative Exception
	No

	Michigan

	No
	Yes
	No, confidentiality
	Only if the entity is under contract
	No

	Minnesota

	No
	No
	N/A
	No
	No

	Missouri
	
	
	
	
	

	Montana

	No
	No
	N/A
	N/A
	No

	Nebraska

	No, local school dist. responsibility
	No, will begin 2006-07 school year
	N/A
	Not currently using these exemptions.
	No, but currently developing new policy relating to individual student records.

	Nevada
	
	
	
	
	

	New Hampshire

	No, not at this time
	No
	N/A
	No
	No

	New Jersey
	
	
	
	
	

	New Mexico
	
	
	
	
	

	New York
	
	
	
	
	

	North Carolina
	
	
	
	
	

	North Dakota

	No
	Yes
	Yes, typically Dept of Ed contractors or NDPI contractors.
	Both
	No

	Ohio

	No
	No
	N/A
	No
	N/A

	Oklahoma

	No
	No, not currently in place.
	Yes
	Both, but have not used as of yet.
	No

	Oregon

	Yes
	Yes
	First year results of OR students in Oregon Universities.
	Study Exception
	Yes, much more stringent.

	Pennsylvania

	No
	No, but interested in for future plans
	N/A
	No
	No

	Rhode Island

	No, but RI Office of Higher Education tracking students who go on to public higher education within RI
	Yes
	Yes
	NA. We would release the records regardless of these exceptions.
	We do not have a formal policy on release of records. We always remove individual student names before releasing the records. Since at least 1997, we have never published data unless there was a minimum cell size of 10; within the past two years or so we have written to all who request data from us asking them to agree to publish no data about cell sizes smaller than 10, and have asked for a written response acknowledging agreement.

	South Carolina
	
	
	
	
	

	South Dakota
	
	
	
	
	

	Tennessee

	Yes, for vocational students
	Yes, but currently expanding their tracking system
	Yes, for those contracted with DOE
	Both
	No

	Texas
	No
	Yes
	No
	Both
	Yes

	Utah

	Yes
	Yes
	Districts: correlation between teaching and test scores, contractors: various
	Both, depends on circumstances
	Yes, became more strict to only use identifiable info for in house research

	Vermont
	
	
	
	
	

	Virginia

	No, but will soon start to comply with IDEA
	Only for students with disabilities
	Data not disclosed to anyone outside of the agency
	Authorized Representative Exception, when needing to comply with federal law
	No

	Washington

	Yes, both the Wash. Training and Education Coord. Board (vocational) and Office of the Superintendent for Public Instruction (K-12) track graduates.
	No
	N/A
	OSPI uses the Authorized Representatives Exception for evaluation contractors and shares records with the Washington State Employment Agency to help improve instruction.
	No

	West Virginia

	No
	Yes
	Only to Contractors completing WVDE Research
	Study Exception 
	Minor change for military reporting under NCLB

	Wisconsin

	No
	No
	N/A
	No
	No

	Wyoming

	No
	Yes
	No, confidentiality issues
	N/A
	No


Source: C. King, D. Schexnayder and H. Gourgey (eds.), Beyond the Numbers: Improving Postsecondary Success through a Central Texas Data Center, Austin: University of Texas at Austin, Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs, Policy Research Report 148, 2006. Available online: www.utexas.edu/research/current/hs_data_center.html.

� Email from Gloria Turner, Director of Student Assessment, Alabama Department of Education, “Re: State Survey Reminder, Return by May 5,” to Kelvey Stewart, May 10, 2005.


� Email from Les Morse, Director, Office of Assessment and Accountability, Alaska Department of Educational and Early Development, “Re: FERPA State Survey” to Brian Hartman, June 12, 2005.


� Email from Jim Boardman, Assistant Director for Information and Technology, Arkansas Department of Education, “Fwd: RE: State Agency Survey,” to Kelvey Stewart, April 22, 2005.


� Email from Bruce Gordan, Consultant, California Department of Education, “Re: Reminder: State Agency Survey,” to Kelvey Stewart, May 5, 2005.


� Email from Jan Rose Petro, Research Analyst, Colorado Department of Education, “RE: Survey Question,” to Ben Siegel, April 25, 2005.


� Email from Robert Lucco, Director, Office of Research and Evaluation, Connecticut Department of Education,” to Ben Siegel, April 26, 2005.


� Email from Jay Pfeiffer, Assistant Deputy Commissioner, Division of Accountability Research and Measurement, Florida Department of Education, “RE: Survey Question,” to Ben Siegel, May 3, 2005.


� Telephone interview by Esmeralda García with Melodee Davis, Director of Accountability Reporting, The Governor’s Office of Student Achievement, Atlanta, Georgia, June 27, 2005. 


� Email from ARCH Monitor, Hawaii Department of Education, “Re: FERPA State Survey” to Brian Hartman, June 24, 2005.


�Telephone interview by Esmeralda García with Connie Wise, Division Administrator, Data Analysis and Progress Reporting Division, Illinois State Board of Education, Springfield, Illinois, June 27, 2005.


� Email from Kevin McDowell, General Counsel, Legal Services, Indiana Department of Education, “Re: FERPA State Survey” to Brian Hartman, July 15, 2005.


�  Email from Shawn Snyder, Chief, Bureau of Planning, Research and Evaluation, Iowa Department of Education, “Brief Comparison Survey,” to Emily Randel, April 28, 2005.


� Email from Sherrill Martinez, Team Director, Planning and Research, Kansas State Department of Education, “Re: Survey: Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) – Please Respond by May 5th,” to Nicole D. Porter, April 26, 2005.


� Email from Teresa Perry, Executive Secretary, Office of the Secretary, Kentucky Department of Education, “FW: Survey: Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) – Please Respond by May 5th,” Nicole D. Porter, May 11, 2005.


� Email from Lester Hitchcock, Louisiana Department of Education, “RE: Survey: Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) – Please Respond by May 5th,” to Nicole D. Porter, April 26, 2005.


� Email from Kathy Manning, Coordinator, No Child Left Behind, Maine Department of Education, “Re: State Survey,” to Elizabeth Puthoff, April 25, 2005.


� Email from Paula Girouard O’Sullivan, Director of Infromation Services, Massachusetts Department of Education, “Re: FERPA State Survey” to Brian Hartman, July 19, 2005.


� Email from CEPI-DATA, DIT Client Service Center, “Remedy Ticket #838622: Data and information request: University of Texas at Austin Survey,” to Elizabeth Puthoff, May 3, 2005.


� Email from Dianne Gamm, Technical Specialist, Assessments and Testing, Minnesota Department of Education, “Re: State Survey,” to Elizabeth Puthoff, April 25, 2005.


� Email from Donna O’Neil, NAEP State Administrator, Unit Director of Measurement and Accountability, Montana Office of Public Instruction, “FW:Re: FERPA State Survey” to Brian Hartman, June 13, 2005.


� E-mail from Bob Beecham, Administrator of Education Support Services, Nebraska Department of Education, “Re: FERPA State Survey,” to Esmeralda García, June 28, 2005.


� Email from Lorraine Patusky, Administrator, Office of Accountability, New Hampshire Department of Education, “Re: FERPA State Survey” to Brian Hartman, June 12, 2005.


� E-mail from Jean Newborg, Testing Coordinator, North Dakota Department of Public Instruction, “Re: FERPA State Survey,” to Esmeralda García, July 13, 2005.


� Email from Susanne Condron, Social Science Research Specialist, Office of Policy Research and Analysis, Ohio Department of Education, “Student Tracking Survey,” to Charles Brown, May 5, 2005.


� E-mail from Clayton Hollingshead, Director of research and Evaluation, Oklahoma State Department of Education, “Re: FERPA State Survey,” to Esmeralda García, July 7, 2005.


� Email from Doug Kosty, Assistant Superintendent, Oregon Department of Education, “FW: Student Tracking Survey,” to Charles Brown, May 8, 2005.


� Email from James Gearity, Director, Bureau of Post Secondary Education, Pennsylvania Department of Education, “Re: FERPA State Survey” to Brian Hartman, June 10, 2005.


� Email from Eliot Krieger, Media Relations Specialist, Rhode Island Dept. of Elementary and Secondary Education, “Re: FERPA State Survey” to Brian Hartman, July 12, 2005.


� Email from Matthew J. Pepper, Director of Research, Tennessee Department of Education, “Survey,” to Sandra Wegmann, April 26, 2005.


�  Email from Jean Hill, Government and Legislative Relations, Utah Department of Education, “RE: Survey on Tracking Students,” to Sandra Wegmann, April 28, 2005.


�  Email from Sandra E. Ruffin, Director, Federal Program Monitoring, Virginia Department of Education, “Re: How does VA Deal with FERPA?,” to Sandra Wegmann, April 28, 2005.


� Email from Bryan Wilson, Deputy Director, Washington Training and Education Coordinating Board, “RE: Survey,” to Chris King, March 17, 2006.


� Email from Rebecca Tinder, West Virginia Department of Education, “FW: How does West VA Deal with FERPA?,” to Sandra Wegmann, April 29, 2005.


� Email from Michael George, Director, Content and Learning Team, Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction, “RE: How does WI Deal with FERPA?,” to Sandra Wegmann, May 2, 2005.


�  Email from Colleen Anderson, Wyoming Department of Education, “How does WO Deal with FERPA?,” to Sandra Wegmann, April 28, 2005.
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