
DOCUMMIrT REsuat

ED 124 591 0..p5 349

AUTBOS - Kean, Michael B. ....-.

TITLE The Care-and-Handling of Research Data in,aLarge
City School System.

INSTiTtrILOS Philadelphia School District, Pa; Office of Research
and valuation. ,

PUB DATE- [Apr 76)
k ROTE 22p.; Paper presented at -the Annual Neetrng.of the

American Eductional Research Association (60th, San
Francisc9, California, April--1-9--43, 1976); 'For a *:
related document, see.T3 00S 363 "-:,;

1 N .4,

ELMS PFTC% 3F--$0.83 2C--.7.1:167 Plus Postage. \ % .r h. .
..

DESCRIPTORS *Confidentiality; Confidential Recordsta; Data
Collection; Educational Legislation; *1Srkc4,ktional
Research; Elementary Secondary Education; Pederal
Legislation; *Gdidelines; *Information Dissemination;
Information Storage;' Parent Role; *Policy; Besea.rch
Problems; Research Projects; School V.stricts;
Student eecords; Student Bights

IDEr.rIFIEBS Buckley Amendment; *Family Educational Rights and .;:,..

Privacy Act 1974; Pennsylvania (Philadelphia) ;
Philadelphia School District

ABSTRACT --

Tile Buckley Laandient, mally entitled the Family
:Educational ts and Privacy Act of 1974, ts parents the right
to review all records that schbo14 maintain on thee; 'ldren, and to
force the remoial of any inaccurate or mitleading,data. ovever, its
major impact dn.edtcational tesearch is linked to its proviti-oa
requiring written parental peraistion prior to the collection or

, ?release of personal data to outsiders. The School District of
.
Philadlphia's Office of Research and *valuation (ORE), one of the
"ration's E gar schoolr-based research organizations, has evolved an
omnibus pplicy,and a number of different grocedaras for handling

. . !relsearcl data. This paper presents an examination of OBE's approaches
dealing 'Pith problems, inn data collection, storage, and release. In

atditio'n to general considerations, the'aifferencet In procedures for
.in -house versus'outside efforts are explored. A set of guidelinesfor
the release of research .data is discussed, as are spec141 data
security arrangements nd the way in which a central office research
review committee functions. (Rd)

e
.

4) -

***********************************************************************
Documentg acquired by ERIC include many .informal unpublished. .*

* materials not available from otNer.sources. ERIC sakes every 'effort *

* to obtain the best copy available. Neverthelesd, items of marginal *

* reproducibility are aftpn encountered and.this affects'the quility *

* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC sakes' available * 4
* Via the TRIC'Docipmeut Reproduction Service (BDRS). EDBS is not
* responsible for the- quality of the original docurent. Reproductions *
* supplied by EDRS are the be that can be made from the original. *

#****************,;*##*****Vx*****,1***********************************
_



S VLINLIS114/sf
Itt

:AKA? *vet & +OVA" & ItIt

%LT tOt.M. litcrerari
ILVe.41,10K-

Es. *Arse:.
,S Ks. rxEr.E

Vf Z s S70

in Or 0.:4... Zs` tO*

/LT or, .1 //*,; or E* 0; VPstsVod,

S' See Y. Sti. +E=
PV,Pf

sks. A.. *.s. fr

E0-4 p PV, IV*, OP o_ ,,:

tARE.AND_ ItANDLIMS_OF RESEA.RCH DATA

'IN t. LARdE CITY $C4-1X-.1 MIEN

By

idhael H. Kean

ecutive Director
Office:: Jpf Research and Evaluation

Tne S 1 District of Philadelphia

+n. E.10. z. sCar0= M =0
sr-WM: s* "1.4.4S. .01 w Elswes7C er

ic ..c niCSZ:Vlet 7PE101,7114,
J.CeinOarrifErt T 7E #.i' H1
L""JT CD.C.C1 OrCqV

7.^SCSI lf VIC STrzoo re
AR/A otreurSt.O "Ne =rar-yr

Diforier

As Part of a Symposium bn
Confloentia.lity of Data Versus the Right to Know;

,. Nev.-Problems for EQutational Researchers

e

"

-

Presentd4 abithe Annual r`onfererce of -

Tee Anesian Educational Research Association
- San Francisco, California .

Aprji 19 -23,'.1976
ss

.
111

r



THE CARE ANIO EANDLING OF RESWCH DATA
IN A LARGE CITY.SCHOOL SSTEM

by

Michael H. Kean',

U
N

ntil recently maey agencies involved fri. the collection and

maintenance of ed6tational rigta had no forma/ policy regarding the,

rerease of such data, on either an individual or.aggregate baiis.

in 1973, for example, the attorney general of a,large*eastern state

noted that a survey of that state's public schools_indicated that

-7Wpercent of them had...."no policies forbidding the release of

any part of a student's record in the absence of the parint's-or

student's consent."

With the advent of the computerization of records, resulting

in coqprehensive data files; and the interest,shown by an increasing

number of public advocacy organizations in limiting the use of such

data, the time is past when any research organization or agency dare

lack a formal policy governinTaccessto and dissemination of in- .

formation. The urgency for research agencies to come to grips with

_this problem is heightened by the passage of :legislation dealing

yith personal data,Systems and :access to student records at both

.state and federal levels.

Failure.to provide official guidelines in this area and to

assign to staff thl_responsibilityfor administering these guidelines'

might easily`open the ciabr_to unwitting, but nevertheless,lijegal

1-pleaie" of certain information; or .conversely,..-f-talure to--

pcOvide access to data within the public domain. ,Either could

resdlt.in a court suit and the- Ibilit of severe penalties.

/I
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The reljatance shotzi,by many eoiScatiOrt5I researchers to deal'

with the issues su rrounding cbnfidentialty of data ard the right

to know, cot)) witl.'wttatra4i2e to Senator James Buckley termed

as the "dbmineerrng 'orbSaring- attitude of education administ rators,

resulted in the passage of .the controversial Buckity Amendment. This

piece of legislation formally entitled tneFams Education Rights;

and Privacy Act of 197.4 -- grants parents the right to, eview all records

that schools maitarn on their c.hildren, and to force the removal of any

data ...mice', tney catstio4!) to be mislead-ihg or inaccurate.

The major impct of ire Suckley Amendment upon educational 'research,

however, is linked to that Bill's provikion reddiring writleN parental

permission prior to the collectibo or release of personal data about

heir offspring to outsiders. Though methods can be developed to _

obtain prior, written parental consent, educa.tional researchers have
ti

labeled then costly and time-consuming. The spectre of biased, results

has also been raised, based upon the feeling that.when the data is.

limited to only that which.comes fro students wh&se parents have

consented, true random samples can no longer be drawn.

To add to an already difficult situation, the-U.S. House of

Representatives' recently vfted to bar the Federal Government from

collecting race and sex statistics in education. Had the U.S. Senate

passe the Bill, which it 'did ncife, resea4chers would have lost a major

source of data. The National Committee for Citizens in Education has

further complicated the implementation of research. in a 1974

publication. KCE states that it.is the responsibility of-parents

to assess the types of evaluations and tests administered to the

childnen, and to chalienge any wixich seem "irrelevaht to-the learning

-pr6cess 6r snacks ,of the family's privacy."

-2-
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At the Same tine that thi4 plethora of restrictive regAations ,is being

oeveloped and acted upon, .noist states are enacting So-called "right to know'

laws,which.drovide that every public record shall be open for examination and

inspection by any citizen.

The research departments of large sctiooi systens nay receive many hundreds

of rnforMetiod requests per year from a varilme6; of sources including-. media,

law-enforcement agencies, other achooi districts, other organized groups, mod._,

miscellaneous ihdiyiOualS. .ecause the type of information nay vary with

each request, no single, specific policy generally exists covering-the

collection and release of 4search oata.

it is for that reason that this paper has been developed. The School

District of Philadelphia's Dffice of 4search and Evaluation (1*), one
o

.

-------.X

of the nation's larger schOdl-Wsed research organizations, has evolved

%
.

. 'k.) omnibus policy and a number of different procedures for handling research

data. examinatio of ORE's apprOaches to degliwg with problems in data

collection, sto e, and

considerations, the differences n procedures for in-house'versus outside

effotts will be explored. A set o uidelines for the release of research

se will be presented. in addition to general

data discussed, as will specia data security arrangements and the

way inswhicii a central office research re sew committee functions.

Gener7gTConsiderations

There exist, of course, concerns

I

ofsa genera) nature which rust b taken

into account prior to the approval of any research, evaluation, of development

project. Since most ORE staff members are aware of these considerations,

.

(and sinceuiall ien4or sta?.fvoethers are farliliar with them), in-house projects

are developed utilizing the considerations as criteria againstwthich, research

project planners night assess their product. Outside research projects,

4 5



especiailv,unso cited ones, often -stack up rather poorly -Aten YleWed St11.4%

these consiZerat m4nd.

. 1. Lgilizyi the projett. including i t's purpose, cleans of .data

gatnering. and information dissemination within the bounds of school

dist-ict policy. and local State and Federal law?

Interference with School District Practices. To what extent will the

Project-interfere kith ongoing operation of the school district? is

:c car- any c'- 1d in any way? Does it place undue burden

on :eachers, ;-,ri-rcloals. or ote.,er school administrative personnel?

7s wnet degree does ,: i-..:erfere with the instruction process?

General S:dni=cancP of the Project. Will the projeit deal with

rajor :s'sues in education? will it contribute to a growing body

cf theory on some aspect of education? Will".the conduct of it

contribute in any way to improved eduicationatpractice?

. Utility to the School District. Dots the project .deal with problems

which are of immediate imortance tiffs The 40oor District? Will the

conduct of it aid the district in the solution of one or more of

these problems? While direct utility to the district is not

essential for'approval of a project, those with this characteristic

do receive priority.

.4 of the Research Desi . Is the project designed id' such

a way that its objective- -re likely to be met? Is it designed so

that valid answers to the qut?stiot asked are likely to be bbtained?

6. Extent of School.District Involvement ted. What -.if any -

resources are being requested from the school

expenditure of staff time or material resou

rict? (Extensive

e entertained

tIr

without compensation to the school district. It is e hat.

resources will be made available prior to the initiation of i`ptoyact.)

loot listed in order of priority

ri
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irt-liUse Versus Outside Efforts

Very, definite differences exist in research policy and procedural con-

siderations, depending upon who initiates and i6lements the research project

in question. As mentioned in the previous section, a project conceived and

inglemented in -house will, .in most cases, already meet the necessary trite

. - .

e. for acceptance- Outside efforts, on the other hand, ...coy require considerable
At,

...

revision before being deeimed icceptahte.

Tne Office of Research and Evaluation has been designated as the office

withrr, the School District responsible for the coordination of educational

research and evaluation. As Such, all; s ch efforts are supioosed7io evalve

or be cleared thro that office.
A

All Projects originating withln,ORE are not automatically approved for

implementation. A series of in-house reviews, ultimately involving the

divisibn director and Office's Executive Di- rector, are necessary prior to

approval of any ORE project. Rany ORE projects are evaluations of categorically

funded programs and must meet certain federal stipulations and function within

specific budget limitations.. For projects wher=e additional funding is not

available from outside sources, It must first be ascertained that resources

exist in-house to carry through the project, before it can be approved.

The majority of e0Oluation and research activities carried on by ORE

also require varying degrees of interface with other School District offices

Such interfaces might include the Office of Federal Programs, to ascertain
r

funding leve d project p:41-ameters; the Office of Instructional Services,

including the specific .sukiect area curriculum divisions, in order to gain

specific subject knowledge; the Division of pate Processing, which functions

as a separate organitational entity servicing Ogf.and other School District

offices; and the Lew Department, to provide clarification on all legal

considerations.

.

7
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It is also necessary to work very closely with the Philadelphia-;Vederatioa

of Teacters (representing teacners, pare-professionals, secretaries, etc.

and the Pniladelpnia Association of School Administrators, (representing principals

most otner acrrinisr.ratsve and supervisory personnel up to, but not including

Super terbent's cabipet level positions.) er; most cases, prior notifications,

trough no legally manciated, is expected by both groups. In addition, i may

cessary t train -I personnel in tne administration of instruments

_ or otner fic oat co:iec sec -nicues. A'l of tmis must be accomp#ished

wit 'c$-ano Worp.,n '
T'.at means, unless ORE is able to

conouct

expect additional cooperation fr

business .44tn1,1 tme cf tne regular school day, it cannot

sch.00"personnel without offering payment

for the etra curricular time worked. (The current rate ranges between $10

and S17 per iour, depending upon the tas\ano the positiop.)

Requests for assistance initial d by other School District o ice`s receive

`special handling." ORE is establisheo a a service organization and thus

ipncouragey ,variety of _clients from within the School DIstil,ict family to call

upon it for assistance:

If resources are available. (e.g. meqey set aside withinprograms.for

evaluative services), ORE is generally able to in.-dive-ahead fairly'quickly in

.1

working with the client. If program resources are unavattable, however, it

is often necessary to switch to a consultative rather khan'impIementational

mode. Technical assistance is always available from ORE whether the resources

,for data eollettion, analysis and dissemination can be found or not.

A new approach called the Small Projects A-ssess'eni Service, has recently

been'oevelopec and will be.piioted beginning the Spring of 1976. This service.
a

,enable OP: to respond to requests of Directors of smil projects, not

having suffiCieot furids to provide evaluation sources to assess their own
. .

-6-
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projects, so that they can determine the degree of movement toward their

17
The service also makes iVallabqi to. project directors

project objectives.

to.

an end-of-I/ear program audit for the purpose of certifying what has actually

occurred.

School District also receives man outside requests from individuals

and ,0 s to cooperate-in conducting research studies. Many hundreds of

ioquiries r are directed to .he Office of Research and Evaluationfor

disposition. h it remains the policy of the School District to cooperate

with research which is pertinent to its problems or whichContributes to the

body of knowledge or expertise in the fief of education in general; it is

at the same time, incumbent-upon the District be sure that activities will

pupil- time as to nterfere
not be permitted which would require so much staf

with the instructional process.

For these reasons, all outside requests to rate i esear projects

(i.e.; experiments, questionnaires, surveys, etc.) are screeried

Office of Research and Evaluation. The direct responsibility for scree.

will rest with the Executive. Director of thatOffice% who establishes the

n9

procedures necessary to effect such screening. The Offlice for Field Operations

(the direct link fp the schools), also gives

of any survey.

approval before isplmentation

1

After review of a request for cooperatiOn:jn conducting research, the
A

Executive Director of the Office of ResearCh and Evaluation, or his designee,

notifies the applitarir of the approval or rejection of
.

his proposal. In the

event that proposal is approved', ORE'furnishes'the applicant with a letter

of introduotion'SThis letter of intrc9uction constitutes full. authorization

to participate-In the study, but dOes not obligate a school to do so.

. .

Participation is, at the discretion oreaCh school.

9
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Because 6f-the.natt,re and/or origin of certain sitidies, schools zopy be
i

.

..z .

1

. .
,..

.

4equired tp part icipate. (This is the exception, however; not thesulee>,----- b
,

.

.... . . .

In the event that schools rust participate, a special letter'from ORE,

co,nteilsigned by the"Superintendent of Schccols or a Deputy Superintendent,

is sent to the principal, directing him to offer complete cooperation.'

All ouxside cooperative research'i subject tothe Pollowing general

_

conditions (plus any 3dditiCnal conditions the Office of Research and

Evaluation ray iapole upon e specific itUdy):

1. No action may be taken in any school without the approval of

the principal.

2. NO individual or_schooi may be identified in published or

reportedmaterial without written approvlal qf the Superintendent

of Schools or his delegated representative.
,

3 A .copy of ;he final report, must befurAshed for the'i'i.les of

1
the Office,of Research and Evaluation:.

r-

. 4. A brief.ab,stract of the final report must-be furhihed to each

. k.

cooperating school or office and district superintendent.,

The Research'fteview Committee
-

In order to facilitate the screening of iooperativeyesaech projects

i

proposed'by non-school district agencies or indiv- iduals, a Reiearch-Review

.
,

Committee, was established..1 The Committee, chaiTed by an ORE divisiondirector,
,

'.,
. ..

';.?

._ . .,

Is unposed of three other GRE,staff qembers,'each of wholl s ryes for a
_

staggered, eighteen-month term.' The Executive Director,of OREis ap ex-. , '' 4

t

O
,

V

officio member, as -is a represeptative

...4

qf the eight distrtcfsuperintendents.

.-
.

-.
.

. .

Other appropr;..te off-ices are invited to join in reviewing proposals in

their areas of specialization. (So, for example, the Division of, HathematicS

'Education would participate in reviewin§ a proposed piete
t
of math research,

and the Oiision of Health Services would automatfcalty.be caled'upon to. ,

assess t he merits of any' project dealing-with medical r14earch.), *.

"8"



Studies at the undergraduate'level :are not approved, and only in the

dr
.

most exceptional cases is research below the doctoral level authorized.

These limitations are made necessary by the volume of research requests.

'Arty agency or individual wishing to secbre the cooperation of the

.

school district a research project' cequired submit six copies
."

,of the research proOlosal for the pro ject to the Oairmarr o'f the Rea:earth

. .

Review Committee. In a cover letter, the applicant -is.eRpected to indicke
t . - A. ,.

,
.

what ass i stance i f any- he is :Feo&st i 0 ,of The .Scnoot.1 D i s tlfrit**,41.6?,d

, -_ t. .

permission to do thelsS94Y-- , r. -, '
. .

,

.

.

.
-. .

'-4:rt
_

. .' ___:
.

.

Doctoral cand Wit 'es f i d4 .44.011 1 t i ion ; tla tht above' requi rements crust submi t

V7 -.

- A

e V i d e n c e that the ir pro:00$44 llalr. been 'apfk-oeed" by tfle i-r di sser iat ion carol ttee.

,,.. y
,,,

.
\

Copies of all tes5',.qutstionhaiees, and Other instruments tO be lased, ..

. ,
. . o ::

with the except ion of we 1 1-Ino4n stanciarded tests are required -to be .,

; -
,. ,

submitted wi th tli proposal.. Once the' mopOsa 1 has been approved; no

-, N st

. , .

changes in procedure or instruments can be'made without further approval.

i
- , .

. .
_

.:,
The, decision regarding .glach proposal -is based upon the criteria 1,16.teb ' ,

in the Genei-,41 Considerations section ;of thjspaper. .A prbject may be.
either-

.....

approved, condi- tionally approved, or disapproved. In ailcases, however,

A
I

lt, . :
the applicant. is informed of the'deciVop and is lay! te0 to meet with- ow

-
)

. 1 ...

,

committot- to discuss possible modification's 'to' the proposal. -...
. .

. -

,

. .

'''------4.f the recrinst is approved,- the applicant is authotizerT'to contact : t

.

.- cz
. . ,

, ,

..

- the schools or offices to be involved fOr'tfle purpose of explaining the

project and soliciting.; the desired participation: School- district personnel
,

. . ? .

- may cooperate Or not, ,at , the iy own. d i scret ion ,, and it i s

.
the respons 11)4 li ty

4 .
t - . ,, t. ' , . +

4124;the applicant to tommuniFate
with ttiem on detays of the project: Approval

.
A, . . . . .

-

t ..
.of 'the project bt the .OfficeiCe of Research and Evalmation'means that sc6o61

.

.
./ :

t

.". '
. district personnel are authorized' to participate, not that

.

they are required ;

' 1
.

1 . , : ?

''''

.

tO 00 SC).
.

, . . . .

. .7. ..
''.

; ,

..,.

.
. 1 1,

.

... t

. '

II ,'....

. .



k .1
Parentat approval may also be req iced in studies which are deemed-

. unusually sensitive, or which, in the judgment of the school distrIct,

might be objectionable to parents. Tn'is.would involve such situations

as removal of pupils from schoctj premises, activities with medical aspects, etc.

ri!

Guidel-ices for the Release of Research Data

.The Office of-Resevch. and Ivatuaticii, having seen delegated the

responsibility for serving as a clearinghouse for all questions related to

.

the 1e ease of rpseartl data., eseablished a district-wide group to develop

guidelines appropriate tO,the task. In establishing the guideline-5, it

quickly-tecime apparent that no document cou4d cover all situations. It

as decided, therefore; that .instead of producing a series of "iron-clad"

ndnents, owe general consideratioris tied to a number of hypothetical

problem situations might be both more appropriate and more useful.

. The'general considerations that seemed applicable to most situations

inVolv.Vng the release -cam - research data are as fo'llows:

All requests for research 4ata should be referred to the appropriate.'

and EvalUation for atten

2. EV.6-rhough tt,e Office of Research and Evaluation may have t ain

data pertaining to the areas of Personnel, Finane,.Pupil Personnel

sand Counseling, eto,"rpequests for these kinds of data hould'be

1 s s 4
referred So 'the appropriate office for their attention and respass. ,

division Kithin the Office. of Research

. .

.

3. -The requests for data from individuaks and agencies oUtside,ttie
- sr

Sch9oi !strict should be submitted in writing - detailing the need

for, and t. e use of, the data.

4. The E-ecutive !rector of ORE, stiuld1-.ecgive acopy of all response's

rom the Office esearcji and 'gvaliiLtion divisions to requests for

-1.

w . .

0

`dat from outside-age ies diong with a copy4of the original request.

-
1Z
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5. Any variations to the established guidelines in the rPleas

-1 , ,.-,

of research data must be referred.to the Executive Dlrector

, .

of the 4ffite of Research and Evaluation for clarifica%ion

and decision,

6. Extent in the case of ihe Office of Research and Evaluation Dr

other School pistrict publications, ga requester should not be
rt

given a copy of official School Dtstrict reports or feconas
0

(e.g., SChool Monthly Reports forypils, School Monthly%
1

Reports for Personnel). The requested data shouid.be extracted

3 -.
.

from the appropriate reports or records and sent as a- specLal
...- .

typewritten response. -
,

.
,

7. Ge6erklly, prteil-minary data generate0 by the Office of Research

.
t--: . ,.

ano(Evaluation shour.d not be released.

,

8, Data whiCh are tobe published should not be released prior to

the internal review process or before the initial distribution

has been'made.
\./

9 /11 data released by the-Office of Reearlip and Evaluation

be accompanied by a letter of transmittal. This letter of

transmittal should contain statements pertainig'to the
,

ye limitations of theei6ta and any other comments that *seem '

appropriate.
.1.1P

-Though it may appear that the Executive Directqf of the Office of
k. ,

Research and Evaluation is thrust into an overly vy daition-making,

position by the above nine considerations; the i ntPfication,of:a

jingle
1

intlivideal bearing ultimate responsibility.was considered essential

to effective implementation Hof tfiegirldel i neg.

13
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4.

re' Five probleh srtuations, coupled with recommendations for dealing

with each, were desi grsed to cover virtua4lyall existing co*Oras, yet

remain suffictentIV flexible to encompass futucecnanges.
2

4- Release of Researcn Data, 'Evaluations Personcei

Sumpries, Financia Repotts,.etc., That are PAlished as Part of

School Diskrict's Overall 'Resporrpibility (e.g., racial

of p6pils, aggregated [or ci

ptle'l project e.aluations,

mformation).
ti

ty-wide) standardized test

Suet Documents, Capital.

the

distribution

results,

Program

Such.datt, it would seem, are clearly wItn.n the public domain.

RECOMMENDATION:

The office responsible for developing these-data

should promptly honjr al; requests received. Th.i?

recommendation is predicated on the-assumption that

the datp are in final-form, have gone through the

.heces5ary rei;,iew process, and have recei ved the

appropriate initial distribution (e.g:, 'to Boardrof
. 4

Education and Superintendent).

t %S ITUATION II: Release Of/Research Data Which Have Been Developed

s'

lay aid Orff-ice. .of the SChoal District in Response to a Specific
,6-.

R'equett From -Another Off ice Within the School District.

Thep data nay or nay not be within the public domain.:

RECOMMENDATI.WS:

1. There should be a clear unders:-..phding between the

requesting office and the office for which the data

s.

we re produced as to the extent to which the requesting

office may use the hala in'other studies and for,other

purposes.

2From "To Release or Not to Release: The Geat.bata Dilemma," an, unpublished

paper by Michael H. Kean and Edward Penty. ,



.

2. Ail requests for these data Should be referred AO the

office for wilion):-the data were originally.developed,

unless agreements reached in Recommendation II are

to the contrary.

SITUATION III. Release of Available Bata That are Not aPart'of

Reular.Reports dr Published oocoments (1.9,, datacollecte0 and

comp-fled for internal analysis and information). .

The extent to which these kinds of data are within the public

domaki is questionable. Providing these kinds of data to the requester

in an informative manner wdula probably involve an investment of

staff timeand resoursck,

'RECOMKENDATIONS:
p

.

I. All requests, for these kinds of data should be

reieived in writing, -clearly stating the need fon

the'data and the use(s) to wh- ioh,they'will be put,

2. "All requests_of this nature should be referred to the

Office of Research and Evaluation for clarification and

a.decision as to whether the data may be released.
, -

3. The decision concerning the availability of resources

to assemble the data rests with the office. having the
. ;

.

primary responsibility for the data.
.

SITUATION IV: Release of Offrcial Reports and Administrative Records
.

.Which are Not Normally Publishedor Released (i.e., reports and records
. J

of aggregpted data used for the effective administration of the shoo),
. .

district, such as school monthly ttpoirts and personnel absence
1

statistics).

While these reports probably fall within the public domain,

honoring requests for-these-kinds of data toould require an .invespent.

of staff time and resources.
-
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RECOMMEEDATIDAS:

1. in thISPiituaticm, the Office of Research argi

Evaluation shoAcchonor recuest fbr data which are
.

consistent with the establisbed guitelines and for

Flas available staff time.

2. The request f.o.r sit& beta shou'ld be submitted to

the Office of P.esedrch and Evaluation in writing

witri*tKe need to know and the uses for the data

4

clearly spelled out.

3. me entfre repark or record should not be released

to indiviouals or agencies Cotside the school distric,

where portions are not perlicient tq the requester:

A. btqftr school-district offices which, maybe afflicted

by therelease othe roquested data should be contacted

prior to the actua.l. release or, preferably, the request

shobld be referred to the appropriate office for attention.-

SITUATION V: Release of Individual Pupil Data-Available Through a

Standardized Testing Program, A Pupil Bata System,.-Pnagram

Evaluations, etc.-

tt is felt that these data are not within the public domain.

.--

RECOMENDATIONS:

1. In oddition.to appropriate State or Federai,,legiSlation,

.

.
school districts should be guided by the Guideli.pes for

the,Colliection, Maintenance, and 'semination of Pupil e

b a 10.

Records, pub lashed by the Russell Sage Foundation in

1970,-parfaculirly those-provisions dealicb with

. ,

eUassifiation and Kaintpance of .Data and theA.

. er
;11

Dissemination of Information Regarding POpOs.

LQ
I rb
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4.

. .

-7"

Pe4uests from school-district personnel for individual

pu011 data Ite,based on a need vilcnow and nust

be rece.ived.by tSt respbnsible offici in writing.

The guideline's presented in this section depl primarily, though not

exclusi vely, with the release or programmatic sese are.ii.data: °tiler

of-does, particularly those responsible for t'-e mainfenance of *dertei

studen: records and informatiom-(e.g., tne Division-bf Pupil Personnel

and Co.Inseling. the Division of Medical Services, etc.} snow also

deve'w, suioelinc-5 for access to era: release of the specific oatf for

whicr, they

COnSSteht,

of Pr-search

are responsible. These other sets of fuicielihes should be

in approa:ch ano principle, with :hose lssUed'by the Office

and Evaluation, and should, if possible, complement other

such' guidelines.

Specific Data Security Arrangements

Pursuant to the School DiStrict's responsibI-rities for insuring

data priVacy and security. of the individual pupi9 data contained on the

.

Neil Directory System amd City-Wide Testing Program tape, files and

hard cry. reports',' the Office of Research and Evaluation foand it "necessary

Id*.develop several sets of duideline, which, whet. implerented, adequately
.....

met existing,Paoal requirements. It should be, noted that these Policy

4
statements were not developed in isolation, but rather'rn,concert with the

Division of Data.Peocessing and the Law Department.

Gengrally speaking, with the exception of race and sex, all data

.

elements collected, stored, and maintained.for each. pupil within the

. .

..Pupil.a4rectory.Syttem are "directory" type information as defined in

'the'FamilY Education Rights and Privacy Act (Poblic.Law 93-380, Section 99.3)



Access to the trIgnetic tape files indior the hard copy records of the

Pup-il Directory System must be in compliance with Federal and. State Laws

ar.o tree Office of Reseat-cn and EvaluatioD School. District policy.

The Pupil Dir'ectori System and the CitynWioe Testing Program Pile

are access ibl,. bv somewhat dig-Went means, both because of differences

in. the data, and in Trier to assure that an ihdivtduai with access to 9ne

systemfcannot automatically gain access tit/ the Oti)ef* Access to Pupil

Directory System aata is goerriec 6;;" the following six operational

requirements.
3.

A ll requests 'for access to tte inoividual pupil data on the

magnetic tape'files of the Pupil-Directory System from offices,

agencies, ano/or inaivieuaN must be Submitted in writuPi.to the

Office of Research ana Evaluation. It is the policy of the .

D4vistor, of Data Proce;sing not to .honor requests for''Sccess

Ar

to the Pupil Directory Stet files -without first having received

authorization from the Of£ice of Research and Evaluatioh. However,

written requests are not applicable to the normal maintenance,

aevelopmeptal and testing accivities of the Pupil Directory System

by the Division o Data Proccessing's personnel.

2. All requests for access to the Pupil Directory System hard copy

reports containing hndividual pupil data by offices, agencies,

and/or individuals Tust-be authorized by the.Office of Research

and Evaluation.

3. Any questior;s concerning the" appropriat_mess of access to either

m..anetic tape filesor hard topy reports not - reconciled by the

Office of Research and Evaluation'aie referred to the Department

.of Legal,Services for a decision.

4. All Pupil Directory System magnetic tapes are to be located in

.

the Division Di, Data Processing's. tape library. Authorization

C

sZ.



fot anyone to remove these tapes from the computer room must be

recelveo in writing from the Office of kesearci, and Evaluation.

If authorvization is gi.en, it es gnderstood that removal of tapes
r.

A
fro7 the libnary ant, their ubsequent h dl in>j are subject to Data

Processing's policies and procedures. urther, the persoh signing

'or the tapes is eesponsille for their security and for insur4ng

the confidentiality of the inoividual nispiI data.

5. written requests to access f'upil Dtrectory System-tapes

containing indivio..al pupil data should be brief but must co

the following points:

Brief oescription of reason for needing access to these.

tape files.

b) Use to which tne data will be put.

c) Specific pupil rata it1e.ns needed.

d) Timing requirements.

e) Person(s) who will be doing progfaming.

f) If the processing will be done at a location other than

4
the School District's central computer room.

6. The Division of pbtp. Processing will be sent a copy of the

11#

request noting that it has the approval .(or disapproval) of.r

the Office of Research and Evaluation.

The guidelines for managing the City-Wide Astil-1,6Program's magnetic

tape files and hard copy output ale similar enough to,the Pupil Directory

File Data requirements enumerated above not to bear. repeating. They dc

differ in several.areas, however':

in order to gain access to the Testing Program files, a totally

separate request, oust be initiated..; This holds true for Office of Research

P

Aw and Evaluation staff as well as outsiders. Since large numbers of OPT staff

make use of test data as part of .needs assessments, proposal develoPment.



ana evaluation design and implementation, Pt was necessary to develop

stringent in-house ciata safeguards.4Hard copy data files are controlled

by tree Division of Testing Services, Wrille access to the magnetic tape

files are aealt with by the Division of Instructional .Research aria

Development Services DRE's direct link to the Division of Data Processing.

The Executive Director of ORE is the final arbiter for all outside requests

for Testing Program aata, unless, of coarse, there are legal questions

invoivea.

Bat", the Directors of Testing Services ant:, Instructional Research

aria Development Services, or their designees, review the completed output

for compliance with the statea needs of the requester and:existing

guidelines, School District policy, and law; and that bioth parties sign

off *A the outzlit before it is releasea.

Dealing with Special Problems

In spite of the variety of policies'and guiaelines discussed in

previous sections of this paper, problems still arise which require

special fondling. Perhapsthe most frequently occurring problems relate

to the releasing of pupils' names, addresses and'otheridentifying information.

Until recently, if an outside agency or individual desired to participate

in a cooperative 'research endeavor, even if he had his proposal ap1roved

by the Research Review Committee, be was still limited to "capturing"'

students at the schools which they attended. Home addresses were never

released. This, as can be well imagined, greatly liMited the types of

.re.search designs which could be utilized.

In ord - to deal with situations requiring access to home

addresses, a special procedure was developed. The procedure required the

researcher to develop a letter to the parents of the children to be

-18-



or.

'invplved in the proposed.research, explaining the project and reqlaesiins

parental cooPeration: The letter; along with a self-addressed;

envelope or postcard, was sent to the parents by the Office-Of Research

and Evaluation, which handled The clerical aspects of the operation,

0

including accessing the names and addresses from the Pupil Directory

System. (Outside researchers were expected' to 'bear po,iage and clerical costs.)'

By utilizing y..ch a procedure, the outsider never had Access to the

pupils' addresses. The letter received by the parent explainedthis, and

Indicated that only if the parent sent hack the attachment would Fl.is 'address

became known to the researcher. 'if the parent did not wish to participate, .

he nad simply toy ignore the fetter and his child;was automatically °Otte°

from,cobsideratior) as part of the sample population.

/ Even more.recentlegislation is evolvin§ under the umbrella of the

"Right to Niow" law and may, in fact, force lists )ike the Pupil Directory

System to be made public. In adhering to the law; the School District now

advertises the ,fact that parents hay.e the. right to keep their children's

names and addresses from being accessible as part of the Pupil Directory

System. To date, however, yeryfew parents have exercised this options

Because it is expected that the School District will receive a great

many outside requests for access to the Pupil Directory System, a series

of new guidelines are being developed consi-stent with the evolving

legislation., It has been a rule of thumb thus far,to turn down requests

from connerical corporations for 'Lich access, and td scre'c,---Ary carefully,

,

requests made by public; non -profit groups (e.g.,. The
Bay Scouts and YMCA)'.

One final Probleb should also be mentioned_r- that is policy, in

dealing with law enforcement agencies. Up until this point, the.OffiCe of.

.
A

Research and Evaluation has refused law enforcement-Wficials,, including

local police and the FBI direct access to the Pupil Ol'rectory System.

.A11 such requests have been automatically referred to the Law Department



Which, after examining each inalviduai situation, provides ORE:-.10i,th.

written. Instructso-5 as to whether we may legajly cooperate or not. .

Conclusion r.-

After having reaa this paper ohe.may gain the impression that it

is- necessary to built) a "protective wall" around school -bayed research

and evaluation agencies. To some extent.this is, in fact, true.

It IS i-:ecessary that botin'tne Federal Government ano state-departments

of-ecucati,on become cog-izant of the,seriousness of the situation created

by the lack of guioelines pertain cg to the cqllection ano release of _

research oata, ano tnat together, they respond to this probleiri by

developing a policy to oeal with it. Until such a tijrie, howevbr; it is

incumbent .upon all agencies responsible for the collection, aintenance,

and release of data to recognize ano understand,the problem and to be

prepared with a_set of.guideline;. to facilitate intelligent decision

r

making.
t

The state of recent legislation and judicial decisions relatiie

tO the confi4entiality of, data and the release of research information

is, at best, embryonic. Questions and dematids which fosXered the

creation of such regulations will continue 4o be asked,and to the

extent that the law is unable .fu satisfy its intent; it'ivill continue

to develop in an evermore refined manner. f.

Because local, state and Federal law i5 evolving at different rates,

many research organizations are unwilling to develop anythlng but veryJ
temporary guidelines. Some organjzatiOnsltave flatly refused to participate

\

in coopera,ive research endeavors until the situation i? "straightened.out."

The only useful solution:however, will be one that has befn jointly

developed by local, state and. Federal agencies with an eye toward, the

law, the research organilation and the rights of the individual.
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