
 

 

The undersigned organizations – representing education software developers, innovators, and providers 

of digital instructional materials and services – thank you for your leadership on student privacy and 

security, and your demonstrated commitment to work with all stakeholders to ensure strong, balanced 

legislation. However, we remain concerned about SF 1961 as included in the Senate omnibus bill and its 

relationship to existing state and federal laws.  

Education technology companies work with schools, state agencies, and universities nationwide to 
develop and deliver software applications, digital content, data systems, web services and related 
technologies. Our organizations completely agree with the need to safeguard student information, and 
our member companies are actively engaged in a continuous process to enhance student privacy and data 
security. A strong network of laws, contracts, and business practices prohibit the sale of student data and 
the industry led Student Privacy Pledge – now signed by over 300 school service providers – is a testament 
to our commitment to the appropriate use of student data to meet legal responsibilities and community 
expectations. All signatories explicitly agree to not sell student personal information.   
 
We appreciate the legislature’s review of regulations regarding the use and security of sensitive student 
information and school issued devices; however, we are concerned that SF 1961, as included in the Senate 
omnibus bill, will create barriers to the appropriate use of technology and data by Minnesota educators 
and students, institutions, and families.   
 
We were concerned to see the removal of the recommendation engine language after the recent Senate 
Judiciary meeting. Recommendation engine technology, in a school setting, could be used to recommend 
a child move on to either multiplication or division lessons after finishing addition and subtraction. It could 
also recognize areas where a student may need more support and recommend additional lessons on that 
subject. The language included in the 1st engrossment replicates the practices of other states which have 
adopted this model and allows useful recommendations while continuing to restrict all advertising.   
 
While we agree with the intent to require deletion of a student’s personal information, the current 
language in the Senate omnibus bill would allow a parent, student, or guardian to contact a technology 
company to request deletion. Setting aside the very real concern that the technology company may have 
no way to verify the person requesting deletion is the actual parent, student or guardian, this means a 
student or a parent could request the deletion of any record (student name, grades, test scores, 
attendance records) without alerting the school. This is in direct conflict with the Family Educational Rights 
and Privacy Act (FERPA) and other federal and state laws which require reporting things like student 
attendance, among other things. The language included in the 1st Engrossment of SF 1961 places deletion 
limitations on companies and does not conflict with existing state or federal law.  



The removal of the word “knowingly” places a strict liability standard on the providers of educational 

technology. The use of the word knowingly is commonplace in federal and state laws regarding student 

data privacy. Nine other states include the knowledge standard in their bills – including Maine, Georgia, 

and Oregon.  

Over the past several years, states across the country have passed hundreds of student privacy laws. 

Most of these have been passed with the support of parents, schools, and education technology 

providers. Some bills have passed state legislatures with conflicting and confusing language, resulting in 

arduous and complicated clean up language. Connecticut, for instance, passed a law in 2016 and has 

several bills pending to address the unintended consequences of the law. Schools are finding 

compliance with the law to be time-consuming and expensive. Many technology providers find the 

obligations in Connecticut’s law to be unworkable and may cease to provide services in the state.i 

Minnesota has always been a leader in using educational technology. Beginning with the Minnesota 

Educational Computing Consortium and now with dozens of educational technology companies, large 

and small, based in Minnesota, they are all committed to providing Minnesota students the highest 

quality education. Our organizations recognize the importance of safeguarding student privacy, and we 

remain committed to work with you and other stakeholders in Minnesota on student privacy. 

Addressing student privacy issues as an individual state is not an easy task. Addressing student privacy in 

the context of nearly 70 existing state laws and additional federal laws is an immense undertaking for 

which we applaud your efforts.   

 

Sincerely, 
 
Software & Information Industry Association 
CompTIA 
State Privacy and Security Coalition, Inc.  
 
 

i https://www.edsurge.com/news/2018-03-12-states-issue-privacy-ultimatums-to-education-technology-vendors 
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