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General Education Provisions Act (GEPA) Section 427 Assurance 

 

The Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) serves students and families of various 

academic, cultural, and socioeconomic backgrounds. The KDE does not discriminate on the 

basis of race, color, gender, national origin, sex, genetic information, disability, age, marital 

status, or religion in admission to educational programs, activities, and employment practices in 

accordance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 

1964, Title IX of the Educational Amendments of 1972, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 

1973 (revised 1992), and the Americans with Disabilities Act and shall provide, upon request by 

a qualified disabled individual, reasonable accommodations including auxiliary aids and services 

necessary to afford individuals with a disability an equal opportunity to participate.  

 

The KDE is committed to providing equal access to all children, families, employers, applicants, 

and others in all programs and services offered to the Commonwealth of Kentucky. The KDE 

monitors, coordinates, and recommends action to ensure compliance with the above policies. To 

effectively and fairly resolve conflicts, the agency maintains grievance procedures related to 

equal access for applicants, employees and/or youth and their families alleging discrimination. 

These procedures are accessible for use by youth, employees, and the general public. The agency 

also offers its staff access to training opportunities for the purpose of increasing effectiveness in 

recognizing and correcting biased attitudes. Moreover, in accordance with the Americans with 

Disabilities Act, KDE provides accommodations to disabled staff and students so they may fully 

participate.  

 

All aspects of the proposed project are guided by a pioneering design framework that 

foregrounds processes for inclusion, empathy, co-creation and reciprocity to ensure solutions 

appropriately address authentic local needs, and to create strategic buy-in and sustainable 

implementation of assessment and accountability approaches. As such, the technical aspects of 

each deliverable will be collaboratively defined, refined, and evolved throughout the project by 

diverse stakeholders representing a wide range of expertise. 

 

Often, the design process does not systematically involve those most proximate to the problem in 

the design of the solution, especially when those stakeholders are from traditionally marginalized 

communities. Traditional design methodologies seek out “edge cases” or “design from the 

margins” by asking designers (often those traditionally viewed as experts) to interview 

marginalized or underserved users. Insights from these interviews are used by the expert 

designers to craft solutions. In this paradigm, traditionally marginalized users are kept at a 

distance from the design process, maintaining and reinforcing power imbalances and 

undermining confidence and investment from communities that experience distrust of systems 

that have not served them.  

 

Inclusive design seeks to remedy this issue by creating processes and environments that include 

and support diverse stakeholders to participate directly in the design process. In order to sustain 

shared trust, creativity and investment, the inclusive design process used in Kentucky has 

focused on cultivating four habits on the part of leaders and participants: inclusion, empathy, co-

creation, and reciprocity. The investment in these habits supports organizations and leaders to 
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think differently about creating more equitable systems and solve related complex and politically 

fractious issues in effective ways.  

 

Focusing on a habit of inclusion supports leaders to employ formal and informal processes to 

include stakeholders whose perspectives are often devalued or left out decisions that affect their 

communities. In the case of the Kentucky Coalition for Advancing Education (KCAE), on which 

the project will be modeled, three different kinds of stakeholders were identified and approached 

with distinct recruitment processes. These processes include direct appointment by the 

department, an open application made available to all Kentuckians, and a process akin to jury 

selection that draws from a random sampling of stakeholders.  

 

Leaders practice the habit of empathy by enlisting each member of the local coalition to listen to 

the concerns of their children, families, and community members and seek to include these 

voices in planning processes.  Often utilizing empathy interviews, leaders create profiles of 

typical stakeholders based on their listening sessions and seek to determine the important 

messages in these profiles. When the coalitions are composed in truly inclusive ways, the 

members connecting with stakeholders in their networks brings in insights that were typically 

unavailable to system leaders. Informally, the inclusive design process also encourages members 

of the coalition to develop greater empathy with one another through community building 

exercises. The empathy process builds connection within the coalition and deeper understanding 

of traditionally marginalized groups, but it also concretely results in a user-centered problem 

statement that will then drive the rest of the design process.  

 

The habit of co-creation develops through the shared ideation of possible solutions to the 

problem statement and sustained work to take the most promising ideations and develop a more 

detailed prototype. Care is taken to create the prototype in ways that honor the expertise of the 

constituent membership.  

 

The project leaders can model the habit of reciprocity by structuring systems for gathering 

feedback from stakeholders, particularly those who have not been well served by the existing 

system. Systems can also model reciprocity by highlighting where they are being responsive to 

user needs and insights, and how they will respond to ongoing feedback.  

 

The following steps will be deployed with the intent to reduce and eliminate access barriers 

based on gender, race, national origin, color, disability, and age to maximize participation in the 

grant program:  

 

1. Develop and administer pre-participation surveys with registration materials to identify 

special access requirements – such as wheelchair access, signers, and interpreters for 

program participants, as needed.  

2. Develop and implement a strategy plan that will address the identified special access 

needs indicated by program registrants prior to every event. All program-related events 

will be held in ADA accessible facilities. 

3. Coordinate and offer cultural sensitivity and ADA training for program staff. 
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4. Hire, recruit, and involve individuals from ethnic minority groups, bilingual individuals, 

consumers, and individuals with disabilities to plan, implement, and evaluate program 

services, to the greatest extent possible through the inclusive design process.  

5. Offer language/other interpretation and bilingual services for consumers and others as 

needed and appropriate. 

6. Arrange for assistive technology devices to translate materials for participants in need of 

such services. 

7. Post information materials, schedules of events, and program assessments on the internet 

– which will enable assistive computer devices to interpret the materials for users.   
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Certification for Contracts, Grants, Loans, and Cooperative Agreements

  
(2) If any funds other than Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid to any person for 
influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of any agency, a Member of Congress, an 
officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a Member of Congress in connection with this Federal 
contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement, the undersigned shall complete and submit Standard 
Form-LLL, ''Disclosure of Lobbying Activities,'' in accordance with its instructions.

(3) The undersigned shall require that the language of this certification be included in the award documents 
for all subawards at all tiers (including subcontracts, subgrants, and contracts under grants, loans, and 
cooperative agreements) and that all subrecipients shall certify and disclose accordingly. This certification 
is a material representation of fact upon which reliance was placed when this transaction was made or 
entered into. Submission of this certification is a prerequisite for making or entering into this transaction 
imposed by section 1352, title 31, U.S. Code. Any person who fails to file the required certification shall be  
subject to a civil penalty of not less than $10,000 and not more than $100,000 for each such failure. 

If any funds have been paid or will be paid to any person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer  
or employee of any agency, a Member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of  
a Member of Congress in connection with this commitment providing for the United States to insure or 
guarantee a loan, the undersigned shall complete and submit Standard Form-LLL, ''Disclosure of Lobbying 
Activities,'' in accordance with its instructions. Submission of this statement is a prerequisite for making or 
entering into this transaction imposed by section 1352, title 31, U.S. Code. Any person who fails to file the  
required statement shall be subject to a civil penalty of not less than $10,000 and not more than $100,000  
for each such failure.
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CERTIFICATION REGARDING LOBBYING

(1) No Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid, by or on behalf of the undersigned, to any  
person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of an agency, a Member of 
Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a Member of Congress in connection with 
the awarding of any Federal contract, the making of any Federal grant, the making of any Federal loan, the  
entering into of any cooperative agreement, and the extension, continuation, renewal, amendment, or 
modification of any Federal contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement.

The undersigned certifies, to the best of his or her knowledge and belief, that:

Statement for Loan Guarantees and Loan Insurance 

The undersigned states, to the best of his or her knowledge and belief, that:

Kentucky Department of Education 

Dr.

Ed.D.

Jason E

Commissioner

Glass

Meredith Brewer 04/30/2022
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PROJECT ABSTRACT

The Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) is requesting $3,000,000 over 48 months

for a project that will support the cultivation and scaling of local innovations in assessment and

accountability (A&A) that drive Kentucky toward a statewide competency-based education

(CBE) model with associated statewide A&A systems that ultimately impact the entirety of the

state’s 171 LEAs, 1,477 schools, and nearly 648,000 students.

This project is directly responsive to the Competitive Grants for State Assessments

(CGSA) program Absolute Priority 2 by tackling head-on the challenge of incoherence among

state systems of A&A and local competency-based expectations for student learning. This

misalignment hinders the progress of many districts and states pursuing CBE by forcing local

leaders to prioritize their efforts around a state system at the sacrifice of their local needs and

community-developed visions for CBE. The existence of competing systems sends inaccurate

and confusing messages to students, families, educators, and community stakeholders about the

progress of their learners.

The KDE proposes to utilize the CGSA funds to advance a first-of-its-kind “system of

A&A systems” for CBE that meets federal requirements for ensuring opportunity to learn and

honors local innovations in competency-based A&A. The “system of systems” model will

uniquely achieve vertical coherence between local and state systems through the implementation

of an innovative, governance structure that supports state-and-local co-creation.

The project will build on Kentucky’s success in bringing together state and local leaders

through the inclusive A&A design processes pioneered in 2021 by the Kentucky Coalition for

Advancing Education (KCAE) and the Local Laboratories of Learning (L3s). The CGSA award
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will allow Kentucky to expand this work into a scaleable, statewide system of A&A that is

coherent with local, innovative efforts.

Grant activities will include four objectives:

(a) Bring local and state A&A systems into coherent alignment and facilitate local ownership of

change efforts by convening an inclusive Kentucky United We Learn (KUWL) Council to

support innovation, create policy, and guide strategy across local and state levels,

(b) Build capacity at the local level for inclusive co-creation of high-quality innovations in A&A

systems for CBE, at increasing scale by (1) creating a Bank of Local Systems of A&A after

conducting analyses on promising models (2) support scaling of promising CBE A&A

systems aligned to local needs using a “Community of Practice” approach,

(c) Create a path towards a new, federally-approved CBE A&A system for the state by (1)

developing a roadmap for design and implementation of a statewide “system of A&A

systems” for CBE that can meet federal Title 1 requirements, (2) developing

recommendations for a reorganization of the KDE to more effectively support CBE (3)

developing state policy recommendations and legislative priorities for 2024 and 2026 that

will advance CBE implementation,

(d) Evaluate how co-creation impacts the nature, quality, and effectiveness of A&A systems and

policies within CBE models.

All aspects of the work are guided by a pioneering, equity-seeking design framework that

foregrounds processes for inclusion, empathy, co-creation and reciprocity to help the state build

systems with communities. The technical aspects of each deliverable will reflect the expertise of

the students, families, educators, business and community leaders in the KUWL Council, and

co-creation with them will be the cornerstone of shared commitment and system coherence.
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United We Learn: Transforming Educational Opportunity for Kentucky's Youth Through
the Creation and Scaling of Competency-based Assessment and Accountability

The Kentucky Department of Education (KDE), serving 171 LEAs, 1,477 schools, and

nearly 648,000 students, and partners including the National Center for Innovation in Education

(CIE), the University of Kentucky (UK), the National Center for the Improvement of Educational

Assessment (NCIEA) / Center for Assessment (CfA), KnowledgeWorks (KW), Ohio Valley

Educational Cooperative (OVEC), and the Kentucky Student Voice Team (KSVT), is requesting

$3,000,000 over 48 months for a project that will support the cultivation and scaling of local

innovations in A&A that drive Ketucky toward a statewide competency-based education (CBE)

model.

This project is directly responsive to the Competitive Grants for State Assessments

(CGSA) program Absolute Priority 2 in that it will directly advance the state’s ability to

“evaluate student academic achievement using comprehensive academic assessment instruments

that emphasize the mastery of standards and aligned competencies in a CBE model.”

Importantly, the project will pursue this goal through a model of inclusive co-creation between

diverse state and local stakeholders to achieve greater vertical coherence between state and local

systems of assessment and accountability (A&A) and increased local ownership over reform -

both key components of sustainability and scale.

NEED FOR THE PROJECT

Building on Kentucky’s long-standing commitment to the success of all its learners and

its legacy of leadership in A&A, the state seeks to innovate new systems of A&A that both

1
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ensure consistency of high expectations for all learners while also valuing local context and

innovations in CBE.

The state arrived at this charge not through the decree of singular leaders but through a

process of listening and discernment with diverse stakeholders across the state. Throughout

2021, Commissioner Jason E. Glass led an extensive inclusive listening tour of all critical

stakeholder groups for education in the state and subsequently convened a statewide coalition to

develop a vision for the future of education in Kentucky. Called the Kentucky Coalition for

Advancing Education (KCAE), the group, which was intentionally diverse and representative of

stakeholders across the state, processed hundreds of pages of interview data to identify 10 key

issues facing Kentucky’s current system of education and articulated the desired future state of

education in the Commonwealth in the report entitled United We Learn:          Investing in Kentucky’s

Future, One Student at a Time (KDE, 2022; see also KDE, 2021a, b). As part of this report, the

KCAE established the desired direction for A&A in the state, noting that:

“There is a hunger for local accountability and assessment systems that portray a more

complete picture of each student, and value the investment teachers, school leaders

and local school boards make in providing relevant, personal and joyful learning

opportunities to each young person in their community.”

Families, students, educators, community members and leaders of the KCAE identified ways that

current state A&A policies and practices stand in conflict with the aims of local innovations in

CBE. Calling on the state to invest in creating greater coherence between local and state systems,

the members of the KCAE unanimously affirmed the following statement of need:

“Through an extensive listening tour and an inclusive design process conducted by the

2
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KDE over the last year, a significant concern emerged from local stakeholders about

the lack of coherence between local and state expectations of schools and districts.

Local leaders, with significant community involvement, are establishing

competency-based expectations that address the whole child. Meanwhile, state and

federal expectations focus on academic status and growth as assessed using large

scale, curriculum-agnostic assessments. Local educators and community members

express that they are constrained by state assessments in establishing innovative,

student-centered, competency-based curriculum, instruction, and assessment systems

to meet the expectations of their communities.

How might these various elements at multiple levels be brought into a coherent,

balanced competency-based system of accountability and assessment?”

The KDE now seeks to address this need with support from the CGSA program in order

to advance a statewide effort to bring state A&A policies and practices into alignment with more

robust local innovations in CBE. KDE has partnered with members of the KCAE, CfA, CIE, UK,

KSVT and Knowledge Works to craft the grant application that follows.

SIGNIFICANCE

Towards a “System of A&A Systems” for CBE

The KDE proposes to use CGSA funds, along with additional investments from the state

and its partners, to build a system that creates stronger structural coherence, technical quality,

practical utility, and long-term sustainability across Kentucky’s state “system of A&A systems”.

This work is significant because it will strengthen local capacity to advance innovations in CBE

so that both the local models and state governance approach drive towards consistently

3
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instantiating the following commonly cited principles of CBE models (e.g., Levine & Patrick,

2019):

● Students are empowered daily to make important decisions about their learning

experiences, how they will create and apply knowledge, and how they will demonstrate

their learning;

● Assessment is a meaningful, positive, and empowering learning experience for students

that yields timely, relevant, and actionable evidence;

● Students receive timely, differentiated support based on their individual learning needs;

● Students progress based on evidence of mastery, not seat time;

● Students learn actively using different pathways and varied pacing;

● Strategies to ensure equity for all students are embedded in the culture, structure, and

pedagogy of schools and education systems; and

● Rigorous, common expectations for learning (knowledge, skills, and dispositions) are

explicit, transparent, measurable, and transferable.

In addition, this work is significant because it provides an innovative means - through a

uniquely diverse and representative deliberative body called the Kentucky United We Learn

(KUWL) Council engaged in co-creation between local and state stakeholders - to

simultaneously address two challenges that commonly hinder efforts at statewide reform:

● Alignment and vertical coherence between state and local assessment and

accountability systems, as documented by Marion et. al (2019) and Leather

(2020), respectively; and

4
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● Shifting reform ownership from external (state-driven) to internal

(locally-driven), which is necessary to effect “deep and consequential change in

classroom practice” and achieve sustainability and scale, as documented by

Coburn (2003).

These challenges often result in state A&A policies that feel onerous and

compliance-driven for local communities and can have a degrading effect on their local agency

for making meaningful strides in transforming practice to better serve all students. These feelings

were expressed by stakeholders in Kentucky as documented in the United We Learn report.

Connection to the Field

The desires expressed by Kentucky stakeholders in that report mirror similar desires of

stakeholders across the nation for state policies and practices in A&A that better align, support,

and incentivise local advancements in CBE. These include:

● A desire for more flexibility of learners to choose and affect the nature of their learning

journey towards developing complex domain-specific and cross-domain competencies;

● A desire for competency definitions that are relevant for a variety of current and

emerging real-world college and career opportunities, both locally and nationally, and

that align more closely with the actual interests and desires of the learners;

● A desire for the characterization and fostering of the development of learners as holistic

human beings that consider their diverse talents, skills, and experiences in local

communities as well as their socio-emotional development, especially in times of

unprecedented pandemic impact;

5
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● A desire to move away from a narrow competency scope in standardized assessments

used for accountability that focuses exclusively on core English Language Arts (ELA)

literacy and Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics centered competencies;

● A desire for more timely, granular, formative, and multimodal feedback that is intelligible

and actionable by multiple stakeholders who are actively working closely on the ground

towards learner success, especially learners and parents;

● A desire for a rebalancing of the emotional orientation of feedback towards a learning

culture that focuses more frequently on strengths, provides diverse sets of support, and

encourages learners to experiment with strategies that work best for their own learning;

● A desire for a reconfiguration of the way assessment information is presented to different

stakeholder groups who have different learning management responsibilities (e.g.,

disaggregated competency information that is made accessible to parents, learners, and

teachers vs. aggregated comparative information made accessible to school / district

leaders and state agencies to identify learners / districts / schools who need support);

● A desire to have an assessment system that includes diverse sets of assessments that are

closely tied to meaningful curricula and their targeted competencies and include rich sets

of resources for future learning rather than just isolated score reports; and

● A desire to involve community members in various phases of the curricular design as

well as balanced A&A system design, their implementation, and their validation to

eliminate as much as possible isolated, top-down, and decontextualized A&A events.

6
 

PR/Award # S368A220006

Page e25



Kentucky is well positioned to learn from the lessons of others and adopt frameworks, tools, and

best practices within the state’s unique inclusive co-design process.

Related State Initiatives for Reimagining CBE

As noted above, Kentucky is not the only state to identify these issues and pursue more

balanced systems of A&A through policies that position state agencies to be more receptive to

local innovations in competency-based and performance-based A&A, and this proposal

incorporates lessons learned from models developed by other states. The technical support

partners involved in Kentucky’s initiative have supported a number of other relevant projects in

other states, including:

● New Hampshire - The Performance Assessment of Competency Education (PACE) pilot

was launched in 2015 to improve instruction and, ultimately, foster a broader set of

student outcomes through a competency-based system that leverages performance

assessments to gauge what students know and are able to do. The model relies on a mix

of state standardized assessments (formerly SmarterBalanced, later AIR assessments);

performance assessments that are common across PACE districts; and locally-developed

performance assessments that are unique to each district. Teachers in participating

districts meet throughout the year for professional development, collaborative scoring

and calibration sessions, and other standard-setting exercises. Although on hold since the

pandemic began, the New Hampshire Department of Education has been a critical partner

in this work, directly supporting the initiative through training, quality assurance,

guidance directly to districts, and serving to validate common performance assessments

and monitor progress. In 2015 the state department received permission through a waiver
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from the U.S. Department of Education (USED) to count PACE performance assessments

in lieu of some state standardized assessments in its annual accountability determinations

for participating districts - which initially included 4 districts but grew to more than 22

districts through multiple “tiers” and phases of onboarding new districts to the project.

● Colorado - the state’s pursuit of more balanced systems of assessment dates back to the

trailblazing work of Colorado districts that featured performance-based demonstrations of

learning in assessment, credentialing, and graduation policies in the 1990s; and the state’s

2009 adoption of the Colorado Academic Standards and the 2010 adoption of the

Postsecondary and Workforce Readiness Assessment System, which lay the foundation

for a system of assessments that includes voluntary formative classroom and interim

assessment. From a policy standpoint, locally-developed performance assessments were

elevated in 2013 when the Colorado Board of Education adopted new Colorado

Graduation Guidelines that included a “menu of college and career-ready

demonstrations” from which districts could select when establishing their graduation

requirements for students. Included in this menu are district capstones – which may

feature performance assessments – and “collaboratively-developed, standards-based

performance assessment.” Then in 2014, local stakeholders including several rural

districts and the Colorado Board of Education pushed the work beyond a “menu of

options” for graduation to a more comprehensive effort to innovate accountability models

which they perceived to be too narrowly-defined to reflect their innovations in

performance-based assessment. As a result, in 2015 the Colorado General Assembly

created a program to allow districts to pilot locally designed or selected assessments and

the Colorado Rural Education Collaborative convened rural educators who launched the
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Student-Centered Accountability Project (S-CAP) with nine districts seeking to create a

more comprehensive system of accountability in Colorado based on multiple measures of

student achievement, including locally-developed assessments which may be

performance-based. The project received state-level support including a formal board

resolution endorsing it and directing the Colorado Department of Education to support it.

● Virginia - In 2014, the Virginia General Assembly passed HB 930 eliminating five

end-of-course Standards of Learning (SOL) assessments in Science, History, and Writing

in grades 3-7. In place of these five SOL assessments, the General Assembly required

school divisions (i.e., districts) to measure student achievement in these content areas

with local alternative assessments, including authentic or performance-based

assessments. Design or selection of the local alternative assessments was left up to school

divisions, which were encouraged but not required to use performance assessments. Even

though the scores from local assessments would not be reported to the Virginia

Department of Education nor be used for any state purposes such as accreditation or

accountability, the state invested considerable resources into supporting local assessment

design and capacity-building. The legislature directed the State Secretary to create a

bipartisan Standards of Learning Innovation Committee, which included parents,

teachers, principals, counselors, superintendents, school boards, and other community

leaders. The committee made periodic recommendations to the Board of Education and

General Assembly regarding state assessments, system alignment - including the

recommendation to pursue a state Profile of a Virginia Graduate - and ways to spur

innovation in classrooms. The Innovation Committee also spurred further action by the

Virginia Department of Education and State Board to support local districts by creating
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and disseminating guidance and best practices for local development of performance

assessments and by working with stakeholders across the state to create a supportive

policy environment.

● California - In 2013, a policy window opened through the newly-enacted Local Control

Funding Formula that would allow California districts to elevate local measures,

including performance assessments, for accountability purposes. The formula required

every district to create a three-year Local Control Accountability Plan (LCAP) that

“describes the goals, actions, services, and expenditures to support positive student

outcomes that address state and local priorities.” The plans are reviewed by County

Offices of Education and submitted to the California Department of Education to be

posted on its website. In theory, the LCAPs provide space for districts to identify goals

for student outcomes that include knowledge, skills, and dispositions that are measured

through performance assessments. In 2017, a second policy window opened with the

abolishment of the California High School Exit Exam, opening opportunity for districts to

fill the gap with more meaningful ways to certify that students have reached a point of

mastery required for graduation.

While these examples inform possible paths forward for Kentucky, they also illustrate

potential pitfalls in statewide transformation that this proposal seeks to address in the following

ways:

● Cross-district collaboration: While some states such as New Hampshire built local

capacity and momentum by sharing learning and best practices through facilitated

cross-district collaboration and calibration, others left districts to innovate largely on their
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own. As a result some initiatives have lost momentum or failed to scale beyond districts

that already had considerable internal capacity for innovation. Kentucky will lean into the

power of cross-district collaboration by supporting Communities of Practice (CoPs), as

described in Project Design Strategy B.1

● Support for the technical quality of local innovations: If local innovations are to become

trustworthy components of a robust “state system of local systems,” states must invest in

tools, resources, and direct technical assistance to raise the quality of local innovations.

Kentucky will do this through a Standing Committee on Technical Quality as described in

Project Design Strategy B.3.

● Inclusive co-creation with diverse state and local stakeholders: perhaps Kentucky’s

biggest take-away from the examples of other states’ efforts is the criticality of more

reciprocal relationships between state and local leaders as well as affected stakeholders of

CBE in local communities - especially those most historically underserved by current

systems. Reciprocity between the state and the local requires structures that facilitate

co-creation of solutions between diverse state and local stakeholders. As noted

throughout, this grant is designed around the fundamental belief that feasible, scalable,

and sustainable innovation in CBE with constituent A&A systems requires the

implementation of inclusive co-design processes that honor the voices, perspectives, and

needs of all core constituent groups.

This project will animate a statewide culture of reciprocity and co-creation through

inclusive co-design processes, governed by the work of three standing committees supporting

technical aspects of the work in areas of quality, scaling, and policy, thereby advancing both
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local ownership of A&A innovations and the pursuit of vertical systems coherence. In doing so,

Kentucky will create a proof point for state-and-local co-creation that can serve as a model for

resolving the longstanding challenges that all states face in creating coherence among the diverse

A&A systems that exist at the local level across the state and the statewide system for A&A.

Building Local Capacity to Address Needs

At the core of this proposal is a mechanism for strengthening both local and state

educators’ ability to support competency-based learning for every learner by bringing both local

and state A&A policies and practices into greater alignment.

Whereas efforts to transform education systems typically begin with a “solution”

primarily designed by experts and state-level actors followed by several years of “building local

capacity” for that solution, this proposal approaches capacity-building in a way that is more

reciprocal and mutual between state and local actors. We believe that historical top-down

approaches to building capacity for solutions that were not co-created with local expertise risk

being dismissed locally as “another fad that will soon pass,” resulting in minimum local

compliance in capacity-building efforts rather than achieving the “shift in reform ownership”

from external to internal that is a necessary component of transformation at scale (Coburn,

2003). In addition, reforms that are not designed hand-in-hand with groups that are currently and

historically underserved or oppressed by the system run the risk of continuing the cycle of

causing harm to those groups. If solutions are co-created with the expertise from diverse state

and local actors, especially those who have been historically underserved, with attention to

building capacity for co-creation in ongoing ways, then the solutions produced have higher

potential to be technically sound and meaningful in local contexts.
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Under this model of co-creation, local actors will have greater ownership and capacity to

implement with fidelity. Thus the capacity-building efforts in this proposal include both

capacity-building at the local level to support the design and implementation of innovations in

competency-based A&A, and capacity-building at both the state and local level for inclusive

state-and-local co-creation of solutions that support shifting local ownership from external to

internal. As Coburn writes, “Placing reform ownership as a central element of scale raises the

priority for directing reform attention and resources to strategies that have the potential for

enabling schools and districts to assume ownership for the reform over time.”

Actions Taken to Date

Kentucky has consistently led the nation in working to advance equity through thoughtful

approaches to A&A. Kentucky was one of the first states in the nation to create statewide

standards-based assessment and school accountability systems aimed at increasing student

proficiency in the 1990s. In the decades since, the Commonwealth has continued to innovate and

adjust its state A&A systems, seeking to improve them while always meeting federal and state

requirements.

Kentucky is implementing state assessments that reflect its commitment to continue to

innovate with newly revised content standards and state-of-the-art large-scale assessment

practices. For example, the Kentucky Summative Assessment (KSA) system includes authentic

assessments such as science field tests and writing assessments, in addition to more traditional

standardized assessment tools. Kentucky is also implementing a revised accountability system in

2022-23 that will meet federal requirements and reflect more strongly the state values articulated

by the state’s General Assembly. The new accountability system aims to create balance between
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a full set of subjects tested through the KSA, climate surveys that include measures related to

students’ opportunity to learn, and post-secondary readiness.

However, based on the significant learning and synthesis resulting from the

Commissioner’s listening tour and the United We Learn report, the KDE and the KCAE is faced

with the on-the-ground realities that the current model for A&A are likely not going to be

sufficiently transformational to help the state achieve its desired equity goals. While the

upcoming revisions to the state’s A&A system improves the balance between accountability

domains, the associated dashboard and metrics alone remain insufficient to lead to sustainable

reform ownership as described by Coburn (2013) and are therefore unlikely to lead to sustainable

improvements at scale.

The KDE has responded to several issues with the current system of standards-based

accountability by advancing CBE through a series of initiatives, which is seen as a meaningful

framework in the state to guide the conception and implementation of transformation work. For

example, the KDE’s Division of Innovation has led the creation of “anchor competencies” that

outline what students across the Commonwealth should be able to do by the time they complete

their K-12 education. In addition, the state agency has articulated performance level descriptors

for each of these anchor competencies and described the progression of mastery at benchmark

years through performance level descriptors. The Kentucky Board of Education (KBE) has

recently set a path towards the creation of a more comprehensive state-wide Portrait of a

Graduate (PoG) inspired by these anchor competencies that would also guide CBE design work.

The Department has also responded to its communities’ needs for greater responsiveness

and support for local innovation. The Department sponsored the KCAE in order to model an
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inclusive design process that centers the voices of a highly diverse set of stakeholders and

involves them directly in the creation of policy and systems. The formation of the KCAE

resulted in the United We Learn report, which has enjoyed broad investment across ideological

lines and by communities throughout the Commonwealth. Organizations and initiatives across

Kentucky have taken up the themes articulated in the report to galvanize improvement efforts.

For example, a consortium of teacher preparation programs and institutions of higher education

have met to discuss how to align their programs to the needs articulated in the report and will

continue their work under the United We Learn initiative.

In response to the report, the KCAE and KDE launched the Local Laboratories of

Learning (L3s), a locally-driven effort to innovate and prototype new CBE models with

constituent A&A systems. The CIE has supported KDE to facilitate and manage

community-driven design processes around A&A. The 20 counties and cities that have engaged

with this effort have developed their own inclusive coalitions to co-create local A&A systems

around local needs and priorities. The local coalitions include students, families, community

members, business leaders, and educators, and focus particularly on those who have been

marginalized by the current system. The L3 communities create these systems, test them with

their communities, and regularly share their learning with each other through an on-going CoP of

L3 Leaders with the KCAE. The KCAE gathers insights from across the communities to

influence and shape policy at the state level.

In short, Kentucky builds on a strong foundation of rigor, innovation, and responsiveness

to the needs of local communities as it pursues deeper and more meaningful instatiations of CBE.

The Commonwealth seeks to build on these efforts to further advance and implement robust and

effective CBE models.
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Further Needs

The KCAE and L3 work has yielded important learning for the KDE and has already

begun to influence public understanding of efforts to improve the student experience. Both

processes have spurred local communities to engage their citizens in inclusive design which has

resulted in locally contextualized designs for A&A systems. Students have been activated as

co-creators of the systems that govern their experience, and this process has empowered them to

connect their peers to further co-creation opportunities (Meguiar, 2022). Business leaders are

imagining and constructing new systems to connect students to learning experiences (Hesketh,

2022).

However, implementation of competency-based A&A systems that have stakeholder

support and the necessary investment of the community have been hampered by a number of

factors. These factors have focused the KDE’s attention on the following three needs: 1) support

for technical quality, 2) support for scaling best practices, and 3) structures for state policy

making that support local ownership.

1. Support for Technical Quality

The communities engaged in the L3 process have begun the hard work of

reimagining A&A in ways that are useful, meaningful, and sustainable in each local

context. While L3 communities share some common design features across their

solutions, from a state perspective it is important to have frameworks, processes, tools,

and infrastructure in place to manage a coherent “system of A&A systems.” This requires

foundational work to support the technical quality of local work, taking into account such

considerations as reliability, fairness, and other issues as detailed in Appendix A1.
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Not only will communities benefit from technical capacity building and external

technical reviews with formative feedback, ultimately, the state will rely on the technical

rigor of the local systems to inform its own policy decision-making about paths forward

for honoring local CBE efforts within its statewide A&A system. The infrastructure for

providing customized and coherent technical support does not yet exist and is proposed

as part of the key activities associated with this grant.

2. Support for Scaling Best Practices in Competency-Based A&A

As promising practices and systems emerge, the Commonwealth does not yet

have a system for promoting adoption and adaptation of innovations from the 20 L3

communities. In this theory of change, transformation at increasing scale is achievable if

late-entering districts can benefit from the investments of early innovators rather than

invent everything anew. However, at present, a community that has not already

participated in the L3 process has few systematic ways to analyze its needs, identify a

promising approach that has already been developed and refined under comparable

conditions, and approximate that solution to suit its unique context.

A systematic approach for scaling high-quality CBE models across the state is one

of the key drivers and activities associated with the proposed grant, including the

development of a set of resources and capacity building efforts to support the adoption of

best practices in CBE across the state. The KCAE has underscored the critical importance

of co-creating CBE resources with local communities through an inclusive design

process. Currently, no consistent structure exists for executing a coordinated inclusive

design process to create CBE tools and resources. Investment in this structure and the
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development of resources to support scaling is proposed as part of the key activities

associated with this grant.

3. Structures for State Policy Making that Support Local Ownership

Both the KCAE and L3 community-based work have pioneered new ways of

co-creating local A&A systems with specific attention to the practices and processes

necessary to facilitate meaningful inclusion and co-creation. The L3 communities have

learned that inclusion is not only about ensuring representation, but creating structures

that amplify the voices of those who have been traditionally marginalized and previously

excluded from the decision-making table. Explicit attention to centering new voices not

only changes the conversational outcomes, it changes the nature of the conversation

itself. The L3 communities have served as a powerful example for radically inclusive

policy making at the local level. While the KCAE has modeled some of these functions at

the state level, no consistent parallel structure for inclusive policy making at the state

level exists. One of the key activities of this grant is to establish a sustainable

policy-advisory body that follows the radically inclusive model of the L3 Communities.

The primary charge of this body will be to identify and pursue strategies for honoring and

integrating the local CBE efforts into the state’s federally-approved A&A system.

Providing Models and Tools for the Nation

Addressing the above issues will illustrate for other states how to address their own

state-to-local challenges, and will also enhance the USED’s ability to support emergent work

responsive to local context. Specifically, the activities to be undertaken through this grant will

produce curated sets of frameworks, tools, and processes explicitly intended to support the
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scaling of innovative A&A approaches from one local context to another, and, as such, could be

leveraged not only in Kentucky but in other states advancing CBE. In addition, the very model of

a deliberately inclusive and representative governance structure, designed to support co-creation

of policies and practices between local leadership and state decision-makers, will be

first-of-its-kind in the nation with great potential to be studied, approximated, and scaled in other

states. All states currently struggle with achieving vertical coherence between local and state

systems of A&A, and as such would benefit from a model for achieving greater coherence.

PROJECT DESIGN

Overview of Project Goals, Objectives, and Outcomes

The KDE proposes to utilize the CGSA funds to advance a system for building local

capacity to advance innovations in competency-based A&A while also bringing state A&A

policies into alignment and coherence to create a “state system of local A&A systems” for CBE.

This project will not only build technical capacity but also state and local conditions and norms

that support increased local ownership of the work, as described by Coburn (2003). As a

prerequisite for scaling, Morel et al. (2019) also note that a process for absorbing and adapting

innovations is required to support local ownership. This proposal attends to norms and conditions

for local ownership through a structured approach to co-creation and adaptation of novel systems

of assessment and accountability.

Project Objectives and Strategies

Specifically, the project’s primary objectives and associated strategies are:
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● Objective A: Bring local and state A&A systems into coherent alignment and facilitate

local ownership of change efforts through the development a sustainable governance

structure.

○ Strategy A1. Convene the inclusive KUWL Council and three standing committees

to coherently support innovation, create policy, and guide strategy across local

and state levels

● Objective B: Build capacity at the local level for inclusive co-creation of high-quality

innovations in A&A systems for CBE, at increasing scale.

○ Strategy B1. Conduct analyses of the technical quality and implementation design

of local A&A solutions to identify promising models for CBE within a Bank of

Local Systems

○ Strategy B2. Support scaling of promising CBE assessment and accountability

systems aligned to local needs using a “Community of Practice” model to help

districts with co-creation and CBE implementation

● Objective C: Create a path towards a new, federally-approved CBE-aligned A&A system

for the state.

○ Strategy C1. Develop a roadmap for design and implementation of a statewide

“system of A&A systems” for CBE that can meet federal Title 1 requirements

○ Strategy C2. Develop recommendations for a reorganization of the KDE to more

effectively oversee the implementation and support of the “system of A&A

systems” for CBE
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○ Strategy C3. Develop state policy recommendations and legislative priorities for

2024 and 2026 that will advance CBE implementation

● Objective D: Evaluate how co-creation impacts the nature, quality, and effectiveness of

A&A systems and policies within CBE models:

○ Strategy D1: Conduct ongoing formative and summative evaluations of how

co-creation processes impact local ownership of CBE policy and practice and the

technical quality of created A&A solutions

○ Strategy D2: Conduct a summative end-of-project evaluation of the effectiveness

of the grant work and the quality of the local and state solutions to date

Outcomes of this work will include the development of tools and capacities that both

accelerate the design, implementation, and local ownership of contextualized solutions

supporting competency-based A&A systems, and advance local-to-state alignment and

coherence, as described in the Strategies sections below.

Table 1 summarizes this information akin to a logic model for this work; that is, it

contains the long-term goal of this initiative, the key strategies that will be employed, the outputs

that each strategy should deliver, and the intermediate mechanisms that would plausibly result in

those outputs and goals. Similarly, Figure A3 shows the architecture of the grant work in a wire

diagram to provide a complementary perspective on the connections between different lines of

work and targeted outcomes.
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Table 1 - Logic Model for the Grant

Objectives Strategies Intermediate Mechanisms Outputs Outcomes

A: Bring local
and state A&A
systems into
coherent
alignment and
facilitate local
ownership of
change efforts
through the
development
of a
sustainable
governance
structure

A: Convene an inclusive
KUWL Council and three
standing committees to
coherently support innovation,
create policy, and guide
strategy across local and state
levels

KUWL Council and standing
committees executing on their
charters with technical support from
partners, spurring innovation in new
places and building the system of
A&A systems

Deliverable A: Governance Structure
Sustainable and effective co-creation and
governance structure for the KUWL
Council and associated standing
committees that supports effective,
inclusive co-design processes for CBE
models with their constituent A&A
systems

Outcome O1.
Sustainable
ecosystem of
efficiently
scaled,
technically
rigorous, and
effectively
managed
statewide "
system of
A&A
systems" for
CBE

Outcome O.2:
A KDE that
supports
transformation
al change in
local
communities
by operating in
ways that are
de-siloed,
flexible,

B: Build
capacity at the
local level for
inclusive
co-creation of
high-quality
innovations in
A&A systems
for CBE, at
increasing
scale

B1: Conduct analyses of the
technical quality and
implementation design of
local A&A solutions to
identify promising models for
CBE within a Bank of Local
Systems

B2: Support scaling of
promising CBE assessment
and accountability systems
aligned to local needs using a

Standing Committee on Technical
Quality develops generative
frameworks, toolkits, and practices to
compare, enhance, and align the
technical quality of the A&A systems
to be shared within the systems bank.

District leaders share experiences and
resources in regional and statewide
Communities of Practice facilitated
by OVEC, NextGen and KSVT.

Deliverable B.1: Bank of Local
Systems
A bank of high-quality, scalable A&A
systems for CBE with supporting
resources and documentation for
implementation that can be effectively
used and managed within the state
“system of systems”

Deliverable B.2: Professional
Development
Professional development resources for
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responsive,
co-creative

“Community of Practice”
model to help districts with
co-creation and CBE
implementation

Standing Committee on Innovation
Scaling connects on an on-going basis
with local leaders in CoPs and
develops resources and modules to
support adoption of CBE models in
new communities.

the design, implementation, and
evaluation of local A&A systems for
CBE  that local leaders can use to adapt
these models to their contexts.

C: Create a
path towards a
new,
federally-appr
oved CBE
A&A system
for the state

C1: Develop a roadmap for
design and implementation of
a statewide “system of A&A
systems” for CBE that can
meet federal Title 1
requirements

C2: Develop
recommendations for a
reorganization of the KDE to
more effectively oversee the
implementation and support
of the “system of A&A
systems” for CBE

C3: Develop state policy
recommendations and
legislative priorities for 2024
and 2026 that will advance
CBE implementation

The KUWL Council makes
recommendations about how KDE
will need to adapt and change to
better support communities to
implement CBE

The KDE conducts an internal review
to put forth a proposed restructuring
process to better align and support the
“system of A&A systems” for CBE

Standing Committee on Policy
Development puts forth avenues and
recommendations for a
federally-compliant system of A&A
and a state legislative agenda

Deliverable C.1: Roadmap
Completed roadmap for design,
development, and implementation of a
statewide "system of A&A systems" for
CBE

Deliverable C.2: KDE Redesign
Recommendations for restructuring KDE
to more effectively support and oversee a
“system of A&A systems” for CBE

Deliverable C.3: Legislative Policy
Agenda
A legislative state policy agenda in 2024
to be considered in full for ratification in
2026

D: Evaluate
how
co-creation
impacts the

D1: Conduct an initial
evaluation of how co-creation
processes impact local
ownership of CBE policy and

HumRRO conducts ongoing external
reviews of mechanisms and outputs

Deliverable D.1: Progress Reports:
Short progress summaries with formative
recommendations to improve ongoing
practice
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nature, quality,
and
effectiveness
of A&A
systems and
policies within
CBE models

practice and the technical
quality of created A&A
solutions

D2: Conduct a summative
end-of-project evaluation of
the effectiveness of the grant
work and the quality of the
local and state solutions to
date

Deliverable D.2: Extended Progress
Reports
Extended annual progress report with
summative and formative components
[first three years of grant]

Deliverable D.3: Final  Evaluation
Report
Comprehensive final evaluation report
with recommendations for strategic
planning of future work [once at the end
of grant]
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Guiding Design Principles and Habits

Importantly, because this project intends to create a state system of local A&A systems”

within a CBE model that reflects both the needs of locally-designed, competency-based systems

and meets federal and state requirements, all of the strategies undertaken through this project will

be pursued through processes of inclusive co-creation. Through iterative processes, solutions will

be co-created with expertise from diverse state and local actors, especially those most historically

disadvantaged, with attention to building capacity for co-creation in ongoing ways. In this way,

the solutions produced will have higher potential to be both technically sound and meaningful in

local contexts; and local actors, because of their participation in the design of the solutions, will

have greater ownership and capacity to implement with fidelity.

The Stanford Design Thinking approach (Stanford d.school, n.d.) forms the operational

core of the project’s inclusive co-creation processes, leading teams through cycles of

understanding user needs, defining key problems, ideating potential solutions, creating

prototypes of promising ideas, testing those ideas with users and iterating based on that feedback.

While this process has tremendous value in designing solutions, design thinking has faced recent

critiques that the design process does not systematically involve those most proximate to the

problem in the design of the solution, especially when those stakeholders are from traditionally

marginalized communities (Miller, 2018). Traditional design methodologies seek out “edge

cases” or “design from the margins” by asking designers (often those traditionally viewed as

experts) to interview marginalized or underserved users. Insights from these interviews are used

by the expert designers to craft solutions. In this paradigm, traditionally marginalized users are

kept at a distance from the design process, maintaining and reinforcing power imbalances and
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undermining confidence and investment from communities that experience distrust of systems

that have not served them.

Inclusive design seeks to remedy this issue by creating processes and environments that

include and support diverse stakeholders to participate directly in the design process. In order to

sustain shared trust, creativity and investment, the inclusive design process used in Kentucky has

focused on cultivating four habits on the part of leaders and participants: inclusion, empathy,

co-creation, and reciprocity. The investment in these habits supports organizations and leaders to

think differently about creating more equitable systems and solve related complex and politically

fractious issues in effective ways.

Focusing on a habit of inclusion supports leaders to employ formal and informal

processes to include stakeholders whose perspectives are often devalued or left out decisions that

affect their communities. In the case of the KCAE, on which the KUWL Council will be

modeled, three different kinds of stakeholders were identified and approached with distinct

recruitment processes. These processes include direct appointment by the department, an open

application made available to all Kentuckians, and a process akin to jury selection that draws

from a random sampling of stakeholders.

Leaders practice the habit of empathy by enlisting each member of the local coalition to

listen to the concerns of their children, families, and community members and seek to include

these voices in planning processes. Often utilizing empathy interviews, leaders create profiles of

typical stakeholders based on their listening sessions and seek to determine the important

messages in these profiles. When the coalitions are composed in truly inclusive ways, the

members connecting with stakeholders in their networks brings in insights that were typically
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unavailable to system leaders. Informally, the inclusive design process also encourages members

of the coalition to develop greater empathy with one another through community building

exercises. The empathy process builds connection within the coalition and deeper understanding

of traditionally marginalized groups, but it also concretely results in a user-centered problem

statement that will then drive the rest of the design process. Importantly, this grant application

was also created through an inclusive design process

The habit of co-creation develops through the shared ideation of possible solutions to the

problem statement and sustained work to take the most promising ideations and develop a more

detailed prototype. Care is taken to create the prototype in ways that honor the expertise of the

constituent membership.

Bodies such as the KUWL Council might model the habit of reciprocity by structuring

systems for gathering feedback from stakeholders, particularly those who have not been well

served by the existing system. Systems can also model reciprocity by highlighting where they are

being responsive to user needs and insights, and how they will respond to ongoing feedback.

Notable examples of the effective use of this kind of design approach in schools and

districts can be found across the nation, including three urban school districts with significantly

diverse populations that looked to improve formative assessment practices in Dallas, Austin, and

Tulsa (Ramsey, 2019).

Examples of Success from the Field

Additional examples of district and state leaders successfully utilizing an inclusive

co-creation process to resolve complex and politically fraught issues include:
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● Boulder Valley School District: In the Boulder Valley School District in Colorado,

Superintendent Rob Anderson used an inclusive design approach to involve the

community in the creation of a new policy for the deployment and use of School

Resource Officers. The community eliminated the existing officer position and

collectively designed a role aligned with trauma-informed and restorative justice

practices. As a result of the inclusive process, the school board unanimously approved the

new policy, which had garnered significant public support (see Breunlin, 2020).

● Burlington, VT School District: In his second year as superintendent of this rapidly

diversifying district, Tom Flanagan utilized an inclusive co-creation process to develop

the district’s strategic plan. The process brought in parent special education advocates

who had long been critical of the district and students who had advocated for changes to

respond to racial injustice in the community. The resulting strategic plan explicitly named

priorities to address these concerns. The plan passed with a unanimous vote by the board,

and the district has followed up with a structural change in their approach - the creation

of a guiding coalition to oversee implementation of the strategic plan, inclusively

composed to include families, students and educators to partner with district staff. A shift

in habits engendered real structural and procedural changes in the district.

● Colorado Homegrown Talent Initiative: A network of rural communities across

Colorado engaged a range of community members in the development of graduate

profiles. Business leaders, educators, and higher education institutions then used the

graduate profile to align work-based learning opportunities and community college

access. A study of the project by Center on Reinventing Public Education found that the
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initiative increased student access to internship and dual enrollment opportunities in these

Colorado districts (Heyward, 2021).

● Kentucky KCAE and L3 Communities: The inclusive design process has yielded new

approaches to A&A that are involving the community in new ways. The KCAE

cultivated insights from an unusually diverse set of stakeholders and involved them in

documenting those insights. The United We Learn report was the centerpiece of the

Kentucky Education Summit in November 2021 and members of the KCAE were keynote

speakers, panelists and discussants throughout the Summit. The Summit has generated

cascading effects across the Commonwealth. For example, higher education institutions

and teacher preparation programs recently met to discuss how they might align their

programs with the findings in the United We Learn report, a meeting catalyzed by an

attendee at the Summit. The United We Learn report continues to galvanize the KCAE.

At our most recent meetings, March 29, 2022 and April 26, 2022, the KCAE voted to

endorse the identified theme and problem statement that animates this grant application,

which was cited at the beginning of this application.

Building on the work of the KCAE, the L3 communities have utilized the findings of the

United We Learn report to develop new approaches to assessing student competencies

and aligning accountability systems to more equitably serve the needs of their

communities. For example, in Johnson County in eastern Kentucky, the L3 team created

new digital portfolio systems aligned with local workforce needs and opportunities. The

team there is in the process of creating systems for local accountability that ensure that

the opportunity to do work-based learning is equitably distributed across student

populations.
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Kentucky also demonstrates how the habits of inclusive design can spread beyond the

context of their original project. After the KCAE’s success with community co-creation,

the Chief Performance Officer for the KDE decided to take a similar approach to creating

the state’s strategic plan. In this approach, the leadership is prompting departments to

consider how they might accomplish their key initiatives in ways that are more inclusive,

empathetic, co-creative, and reciprocal. The process has also leveraged the KCAE to give

feedback and insights into the plan, further capitalizing on the expertise and expertise of

that body.

The design principles and habits of inclusive co-creation will be employed throughout all

of the work in this grant organized by the strategies enumerated above in order to ensure

solutions are viable and satisfy the interests and requirements of diverse stakeholders within both

local and state contexts. It is our premise that only by facilitating inclusive co-creation across

levels of the system and focusing on the perspectives of those historically underserved by the

system can we achieve authentic internal localization of reform ownership which is critical to

systems transformation at scale.

Theory of Action (TOA) for Grant Work

The ToA in Figure 2 below describes the nature of the current state and articulates the

future state where the issues of the current state are largely resolved. The challenges of the

current state revolve around the lack of coherence between the state and local systems of

CBE-aligned A&A systems. The current state is also characterized by the lack of local

ownership of the change initiatives that results from the failure to co-create with communities. In

the future state, a “state system of local systems” is able to resolve the tension between state
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needs and local approaches to A&A, resulting in greater coherence between different

expectations. This increased coherence drives stronger local ownership of the problem and the

change approach, which results in more equitable access to opportunities to learn.

The plausibility of the grant rests on three key claims:

1. Coherence and co-creation will result in shared commitment;

2. Balance between empathy-driven design and technical quality will help local CBE

models with their constituent A&A systems meet community and state expectations; and

3. Capacity building through CoPs will support a coherent system.

The boxes Figure 2 below each claim articulates key activities and sub-claims in greater detail.
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Figure 2 - ToA for work proposed in this grant
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Strategies Supporting Local and State Ownership of the Transformation to CBE

In this section of the application we provide additional details on the different strategies

for reaching the stated objectives.

Strategy A: Convene a state-local council and standing committees that support innovation and

creates coherent policy and guides strategy

KUWL Council

As the body that will house all other design and development activities under this project,

the KUWL Council will first be established with a mission, membership, habits and design

principles, standard operating procedures, and processes that are consistent with its purpose of

supporting inclusive state-and-local co-creation and facilitating local ownership of CBE A&A

solutions that meet both local and federal requirements. The KUWL Council will also coordinate

standing committees that meet regularly to advance work on their key missions and deliverables.

Membership

The KUWL Council will be composed of approximately 60 members and will be modeled

after the KCAE in terms of its deliberate inclusion, including drawing on KCAE members,

whenever feasible. Like the KCAE, membership of the KUWL Council will be composed

through a “democratic inclusion” model from the Open Systems Institute which identifies

different stakeholder groups and distinct mechanisms for their recruitment into the process (Open

Systems Institute, 2021). As a result of this process, for example, the KCAE is twice as racially

diverse as the Commonwealth as a whole, and is composed of 20% students, 13% caregivers,

and 22% teachers and administrators from across Kentucky. The KUWL Council will similarly
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pursue diversity of race, ethnicity, primary language, socioeconomic status, expertise, and role or

vantage point relative to the education system.

Processes

The KUWL Council will meet in-person twice a year, bringing its members together from

across the Commonwealth to engage in critical conversations and deliberations regarding A&A

that support CBE. The council’s co-creation processes may take a variety of forms, depending on

the task, such as holding council-wide deliberative discussion sessions or collaborating more

directly in working sessions on particular documents. Moreover, the nature of the discussion

topics and deliverables for the KUWL Council will evolve each year to make meaningful

progress towards accomplishing the project goals.

Standing Committees

The three standing committees described in this section are created to carry out the

on-the-ground work associated with this grant that results in reports and proposals for the

KUWL Council’s strategic discussions and deliberation. The three standing committees focus on

three complementary aspects of the work:

● Standing Committee 1: Technical Quality

● Standing Committee 2: Innovation Scaling

● Standing Committee 3: Policy Development

Though the focus of each committee is unique, all standing committees share common design

parameters in terms of their membership and the  nature of their work, as described below.
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Membership

Each standing committee has a specific focus or “perspective” on the connections among

local and state A&A systems in the context of CBE models. Each standing committee will

include approximately 12-15 members with relevant perspective as a key stakeholder, expertise

and experience while ensuring that membership is inclusive of the diversity of the state

population along various characteristics such as gender, ethnicity, first language, and disability

status, among others.  Care will be taken to ensure that the design habits of inclusion, empathy,

co-creation, and reciprocity are central to the processes of each committee, as they were for the

KCAE and L3 work.

Processes

Work in all standing committees will be governed by the same set of values, habits of

mind, and best practices encapsulated in the inclusive co-design approach used for the project

overall. The work and associated work products of the standing committees will include:

● developing strategies for critical analyses of the work in local communities;

● conducting these critical analyses through artifact reviews, surveys, focus groups, and

interviews;

● developing needs analyses for capacity building in local communities;

● conducting literature reviews about the state-of-the-art for methodological

approaches;

● curating supporting professional tools and best practices from the field;

● translating insights into strategic recommendations and action plans for the KUWL

Council;
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● proposing content and engagement processes around the focal topics of the standing

committees for the bi-annual convenings managed by the KUWL Council; and

● building shared knowledge and expertise by supporting members to learn from each

other and technical advisors through convenings, resource-sharing, and informal

communication.

In practice, the work of the standing committees will be accomplished through a balance

of commissioned work by the named external support partners and work conducted by

committee members.

Strategy A Deliverables

The primary deliverable for Strategy A is as follows:

Deliverable A: Sustainable governance structure for the KUWL Council and associated

standing committees that supports effective, inclusive co-design processes for CBE

models with their constituent A&A systems

Table 2, which can be found further below after the description of all four strategies, provides

more detail about the year-by-year milestones and deliverables for the KUWL Council and each

of the standing committees.
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Strategies Aligned to Objective B

Strategy B.1: Conduct analyses of the technical quality and implementation design of

local A&A solutions to identify promising models for CBE within a Bank of Local Systems

The KUWL Council, through the Standing Committee on Technical Quality, is charged

with evaluating and supporting the technical quality of the local A&A solutions along a variety

of design dimensions. Various formal professional standards, frameworks, and toolkits for

designing, implementing, and evaluating the technical quality of balanced A&A systems and

their constituent components exist in the peer-reviewed literature (see, e.g., AERA, APA, &

NCME, 2014; CCSSO, 2020; D’Brot, 2022a; Lyons, Johnson, & Hinds, 2021; Lane, Raymond,

& Haladyna, 2016; Marion, 2018; Domaleski, Betebenner, & Lyons, 2018). Specifically, Table

A1 lists a few illustrative considerations and one sample reference for each representative

methodological approach or toolkit from the literature. These are organized in three table

sections by design characteristics of the overall assessment system, assessment system

components, and the overall accountability system.

As Table A1 illustrates, in this grant the phrase “technical quality” is used in a systemic,

integrative manner and includes considerations that go beyond narrow statistical considerations

for scores and indicators that are frequently used in A&A systems. For example, while

evaluation work typically focuses on the statistical quality of scores from A&A indicators

through quantitative analyses (e.g., distributional characteristics, evidence of structural properties

of assessment scores, measurement precision / reliability / classification consistency), the work

in this grant will also focus on the role that engagement practices within and across stakeholder
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groups play to make effective use of these indicators along with other qualitative information to

create a culture of continuous improvement; see Figure A1 from Casey and Sturgis (2018).

In other words, the work of the Standing Committee on Technical Quality will focus on

critically analyzing, refining, and aligning local ToAs and calling out the core essential design

and implementation features of the local A&A systems. This may eventually result in a single

state-wide ToA and implementation model with “core” implementation components that are

shared across all districts along with supplementary components that address a diversity of local

needs. Alternatively, and perhaps much more likely, it may result in clusters / groups of ToAs for

districts with similar underlying contextual conditions, and implementation approaches, which is

already indicated through the diversity of solution approaches in the current L3 cohorts.

If a “portfolio of ToAs” emerges, they would then be aligned to the state-level ToA CBE

implementation model with the goal to understand critical tension points and to identify barriers

and facilitators to resolving these. Various toolkits for working through the specification of

individual ToAs exist (e.g., Bennet, Kane, & Bridgeman, 2011; D’Brot, 2019; Kellogg

Foundation, 2004) along with other toolkits for the evaluation of assessment system structures

(e.g., Martineau et al., 2019; Rupp, 2022) and accountability systems for example (e.g., D’Brot,

2022a) as noted in Table A1.

All of the analyses sketched out above will allow the state to identify the most promising

local solutions in terms of scalability, technical quality, and expected impacts. These solutions

will be curated within a Bank of Local Systems that will be a publicly-accessible, centralized

platform or “warehouse” that contains standardized contextual information about local systems

(e.g., ToAs, indicators / assessment scores / measures of learning, technical quality of core
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indicators / scores, descriptions of local context, essential components of system implementation,

communication and engagement approaches). This will empower the state to identify strategies

to empirically evaluate the longer-term impact that these A&A systems have on creating

equitable learning opportunities.

In addition to providing technical reports and supporting artifacts that describe the

technical quality of local A&A systems within CBE models for the state, the work of the

Standing Committee on Technical Quality will naturally support capacity-building efforts in local

districts and the state and require open communication channels with members of the Standing

Committee on Innovation Scaling. To this end, state and local community representatives will

serve on all standing committees and will support the co-creation of frameworks, toolkits, and

practices to ensure mutual utility across all levels.

Strategy B.2: Support scaling of promising CBE assessment and accountability systems

aligned to local needs using a CoP model to help districts with co-creation and CBE

implementation

The Standing Committee on Innovation Scaling is charged with determining the essential

features of the design, prototyping, and implementation approaches for local A&A systems in the

context of the broader systemic factors that affect the success of CBE models in practice.

Attention will be paid to include a variety of promising local applications that can be adapted and

replicated by other districts to achieve authentic scaling of the new system in order to meet the

needs of diverse users and communities (Morel et al., 2019). There are numerous resources

available in the field for designing, implementing, and evaluating the effectiveness of CBE
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models (e.g., Casey & Sturgis, 2018; Evans, Thompson, & Landl, 2020; Hess, Colby, & Joseph,

2020) that can provide guidance for adapting and designing appropriate toolkits for this work.

For example, Figure A2 shows a high-level graphical representation of the different

cycles of design innovation under one such framework. The different steps that are listed across

the cycles in Figure A2 can be used to develop guiding questions on various templates that can

be used to learn from local communities about their methodological approaches. In parallel, one

can create such guiding questions using the framework shown in Figure A1 and its associated

technical documentation to evaluate more finely the contextual conditions for the

implementation of the A&A systems.

Communities and districts will be consistently encouraged to think deeply, critically, and

pragmatically through properly-collected mixed-methods data about the myriad connections

amongst a broad range of cognitive, socio-emotional, health / well-being, family, and school

design factors. Maintaining attention on these factors is critical, as they affect equitable access to

differential pathways that maximize access to meaningful learning opportunities, continually

improve learning outcomes over time, and increase postsecondary college and career readiness.

In addition to developing tools and resources to scale best practices in CBE, the Standing

Committee on Innovation Scaling will provide support, oversight, and reporting detailing the

adaptation and scaling of locally-developed A&A systems for CBE CoPs of increasing numbers

of local districts.

As noted above, throughout 2021-2022, the KCAE,, L3s, and the CIE have developed

and pressure-tested a modular approach to training local communities on inclusive co-creation of

innovations in A&A, building upon existing CoP approaches (Wenger, Trayner, & de Laat,
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2011). These modules have been piloted by the L3s which receive further networked support

through the L3 CoP (National Center for Innovation in Education, 2022).

Building on this work, the KUWL Council will partner with other organizations currently

invested in capacity-building in the state, including OVEC, the KSVT, and the UK to expand

supports to CoPs involving additional districts at increasing scale. This will include leveraging

modern principles for community engagement through virtual means (see, e.g., HigherLogic,

2021).

Strategy B Deliverables

Strategy B will produce two related deliverables as follows:

1. Deliverable B.1: A bank of high-quality, scalable A&A systems for CBE with

supporting resources and documentation for implementation that can be

effectively used and managed within the state “system of systems”.

2. Deliverable B.2: Professional development resources for the design,

implementation, and evaluation of local A&A systems for CBE that local leaders

can use to adapt these models to their contexts. These resources will build on the

full suite of 27 draft modules that have already been created and are currently

prototyped to support inclusive design in the L3 project (National Center for

Innovation in Education, 2022), and implementation will be supported by the

CoPs.
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Strategies Aligned to Objective C

Strategy C.1: Develop a roadmap for design and implementation of a federally-approved,

statewide CBE A&A system

The Standing Committee on Policy Development is charged with inclusively developing

recommendations for statewide infrastructure that support the creation, improvement, and

sustainability of local A&A systems for CBE; support their adoption or adaptation across

districts statewide; and, as further described in Strategy C.3 below, align state policy to create the

“system of A&A systems” for CBE. Recommendations will be articulated through a Roadmap

for Statewide Competency-based Assessment and Accountability, which is anticipated to include:

● A comprehensive, detailed vision for a state system of local A&A systems for CBE in

Kentucky, informed by ongoing community engagement, that identifies critical strategic

priorities and methodological approaches that the state can pursue to support local

districts in their implementations while meeting federal reporting requirements while also

cataloging federal barriers to to executing local visions with fidelity (see Table A3 for

examples to be considered);

● An RFP that specifies technical requirements for services provided by external partners to

support the design and implementation of a statewide “system of A&A systems” for CBE

intended to meet federal Title 1 requirements; and

● An action plan that commits the state to a timeline for evaluating the implementation and

impact of the local and statewide A&A systems for CBE .
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Strategy C.2: Restructure KDE to align and support the on-going sustainability of the

CBE A&A work within communities and at the state level

This strategy addresses the optimization of the inner workings of the KDE to better

support the state-wide management of the system of local CBE models with their constituent

A&A systems while meeting federal requirements for reporting and foundational obligations to

local districts. This will involve developing an organizational framework and management plan

for a restructuring of KDE through, for example, exploring the use of interdisciplinary /

cross-departmental working groups and support teams, staff with complementary technical,

scaling, and policy expertise in CBE, teams focused on research partnerships for CBE design and

evaluation work, and the continued engagement in inclusive co-design processes for CBE

models with their constituent A&A systems in a practical, cost-effective, and sustainable way.

Strategy C.3: Develop state policy recommendations and legislative agendas for 2024 and

2026 that will advance CBE implementation

Throughout the work of this project, it is anticipated that new policy solutions will be

needed, both to enable and incentivise local innovation in CBE models with constituent A&A

systems and to uphold the state’s mission to ensure equity in educational opportunity and high

expectations for all.

As described in Evans and Marion (2020), the state has the mandate to monitor the

quality of education in comparable ways through statewide A&A systems as well as the

development of common content and performance standards. Under CBE models, in which

districts create localized solutions that match the needs and values of their context, a variety of

policy mechanisms have been explored nationally to manage the diversity of local systems and
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to fulfill these core responsibilities (e.g., Jenkins, 2020) with no singular approach being

currently considered as most effective and directly applicable to KY. Moreover, the

implementation of locally-optimal CBE models faces a variety of facilitators and barriers that

are driven strongly by local and state contexts (e.g., Evans et al., 2020), thus requiring effective

approaches for bringing local and state systems into coherence under CBE models.

As shown in Table A1, there are various policy frameworks to understand as well as

approaches to govern the implementation of CBE models within a state through information

from A&A systems. Similarly, Table A3 lists resources that have been effectively used by

districts and states to advance effective policies around CBE.

The Standing Committee on Policy Development will gather insights from the other

standing committees and work with local communities to develop legislative policy priorities

that will support implementation of CBE. Co-creating these policy mechanisms with a diverse

set of stakeholders will ensure that both the state and local own the change initiative.

Specifically, the committee will articulate avenues and recommendations for a state legislative

agenda and a federally-compliant system of A&A. The legislative agenda will incorporate

lessons learned about what accelerates scaling, supports sufficient technical quality, and aligns

to appropriate elements of the roadmap described above under Strategy C.1.

Specific legislative policy priorities will necessarily be co-developed with diverse state

and local stakeholders in accordance with the specific policy barriers and enablers that arise

through this project. Some examples of legislative policy priorities that may be considered

include:

44
 

PR/Award # S368A220006

Page e63



● Enactment of a statewide “Profile of a Graduate” (PoG) - with room for local

contextualization - to guide the design of programs, resources, and initiatives,

aimed at ensuring attainment of PoG outcomes for all students in the state;

● Adoption of quality frameworks for student success, including statewide

competencies articulating the knowledge, skills, and dispositions students need to

master across grade levels and subjects (aligned to a PoG);

● Alignment of state graduation requirements, considering competency-based

demonstrations such as portfolios and capstones in addition to or in lieu of

standardized end-of-course or college entrance exams;

● Alignment of state accountability and reporting policies with local CBE models

and constituent A&A systems, removing or revising requirements that impede

their ability to accurately reflect student learning and progress, such as through:

○ Creating more holistic measures that provide a rich yet easy to understand

picture of system and school quality;

○ Creating opportunities for local contextualization that provide an enhanced

picture of school quality;

○ Inclusion of “opportunity to learn” measures as well as student growth

toward mastery of competencies to improve understanding of student

learning;

○ Adjusting indicators and reporting timeframes to align with

competency-based instructional approaches that enable students to

progress through content when ready; and

45
 

PR/Award # S368A220006

Page e64



○ Providing accessible, user-friendly information for stakeholders on

strengths and growth areas for every school and district.

● Alignment of state accreditation processes, providing schools and districts greater

opportunity to demonstrate strategies they are implementing to advance

high-quality CBE; and

● Funding approaches that enable equitable access to CBE, such as portable,

divisible, performance-driven, and weighted student funding options (Poon,

2017).

Strategy C  Deliverables

Strategy C will produce three primary deliverables:

1. Deliverable C.1: Completed roadmap for design, development, and implementation of a

statewide CBE A&A system;

2. Deliverable C.2: Recommendations for restructuring KDE to more effectively support

and oversee a “system of A&A systems” for CBE; and

3. Deliverable C.3: A legislative state policy agenda in 2024 to be considered in full for

ratification in 2026.
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Strategies Aligned to Objective D

Strategy D.1: Conduct ongoing formative and summative evaluations of how co-creation

processes impact local ownership of CBE policy and practice and the technical quality of created

A&A solutions

The Human Resources Research Organization (HumRRO) has been selected to serve as

evaluators for this project. HumRRO has worked with KDE for more than 25 years, conducting

validity studies, program evaluations, quality assurance analyses, and providing measurement

advice for all aspects of the statewide testing and accountability system. HumRRO has

conducted numerous evaluations of innovative assessment systems, and currently serve as

evaluators for the federal Innovative Assessment Demonstration Authority (IADA) program.

HumRRO has also conducted evaluations of New Hampshire’s PACE program, and has

conducted evaluations of the accountability systems for California, Colorado, and South

Carolina.

Under Strategy D.1, KDE will commission an ongoing formative evaluation to be

facilitated by HumRRO, a national nonprofit evaluation firm with a track record of evaluations

of this kind, including the formative evaluation of New Hampshire’s PACE pilot (HumRRO,

2017). The formative evaluation will have three primary goals:

1. Refine and validate the project’s theory of change for advancing the quality of local

innovations, local ownership, and system coherence through state-and-local co-creation;

2. Provide formative feedback on the project’s progress toward key success criteria; and

3. Capture the “story” of the KUWL Council
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Success criteria for the project will be negotiated with members of the KUWL Council, once

launched, and will likely include factors such as:

● Gaining clear commitment from both local and state leadership;

● Consistently engaging diverse participants representative of all stakeholder groups across

the state;

● Practicing and demonstrating key habits of inclusion, empathy, co-creation and

reciprocity;

● Increasing the technical quality of local innovation in CBE models with A&A systems;

● Developing tools to support scaling of best practices in CBE across the state;

● Developing a coherent state-level A&A system that lifts up and honors the local

competency-based initiatives happening across the state;

● Ensuring equitable access to learning opportunities, equitable treatment of learners

through the use of A&A information, and supporting equitable local practices; and

● Increasing local ownership of the shift to CBE.

HumRRO’s evaluation plan begins by acknowledging the highly innovative and iterative

nature for the co-creation of assessment tools. Typical evaluation protocols that rely on highly

standardized implementation across sites are inappropriate here. Variability is built into the

system, and therefore must also be built into the evaluation. The approach will develop formative

evaluation tools that account for the variability of the L3 districts, as well as summative

evaluation tools that address the common goals across them. Formative tools will focus on
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“process evaluation,” addressing local efforts by communities of practice as they engage in

co-creation with other stakeholders. Formative tools will include surveys and/or interviews with

key stakeholders regarding the function of the system, the quality of the CBE tools they are

creating, student engagement and outcomes, and buy-in by local- and state-level staff members.

Strategy D.2: Conduct a summative end-of-project evaluation of the effectiveness of the

grant work and the quality of the local and state solutions to date

HumRRO will serve as the project’s external evaluator. The summative evaluation and

approach is carefully aligned to Kentucky’s competency-based assessment project goals and

objectives. Summative tools will focus on more distal outcomes related to students and the

potential for scalability as well as changes in policy at the school, district, and state levels. For

policy changes, they will specifically search for changes in policy that acknowledge or directly

address the four habits Kentucky has focused on cultivating: inclusion, empathy, co-creation, and

reciprocity. The evaluation will address four main questions.

1. Does the program accomplish its major activities and deliver the proposed products over

the course of 4 years?

To address this question, HumRRO will monitor the annual output from the KUWL

Council and the three standing committees. We will report on completion of activities, such as

the “establishment of processes and protocols for engagement and decision making,” as well as

gather participant perspectives on how well or fully each goal is accomplished. In addition to the

KUWL and the standing committees, we will also gather feedback from KDE and KBE and

monitor key accomplishments from participating districts (e.g., the creation of a TOA).

HumRRO will draft initial data collection tools and protocols for the evaluation (e.g., checklists,

49
 

PR/Award # S368A220006

Page e68



surveys, focus group protocols). Those tools will be shared and revised based on feedback from

the stakeholder groups. Stakeholders at all levels will help inform the evaluation to ensure the

most pertinent and important aspects of the program are captured. It is vital that HumRRO

monitors the major milestones identified in the proposal to ensure the project accomplishes its

intended goals. However, it is equally important that the evaluation is sufficiently flexible to

address the highly innovative co-creation of distinct A&A systems.

2. How does “co-creation” function in the context of student assessment and

accountability? Does co-creation lead to better outcomes (quality, implementation,

commitment, sustainability, etc.)?

Co-creation of student assessment and accountability systems by local communities

engaging and interacting with Kentucky’s governance structure offers the potential for measuring

what is valued in the local community while maintaining a rigorous and defensible

accountability system. To accomplish this goal, local communities must be given the freedom to

move beyond traditional large scale summative assessments and allow students to demonstrate

their achievement in various ways, and for the local communities to hold themselves accountable

also in a variety of ways. Conceivably, each local community might develop assessment and

accountability systems that are quite different from the state assessment and accountability

systems, and from the assessment and accountability systems developed by other local

communities.

Evaluation of co-creation begins with process. Does the process lead local communities

to develop assessment and accountability systems that local educators believe represent

improvements over traditional assessment and accountability? Do educators believe that results

on the newly developed systems are more useful, accurate, or valid than the results of the
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traditional system? What are key areas that educators cite as improvements (e.g., timing, level of

detail, links to curriculum, utility for informing instruction, motivating to students, fairness)? It

will be important to gather educators’ perceptions regarding the co-created assessment and

accountability systems during development and once the systems are operational. Educators may

see great promise at the outset of the program, but their perceptions may change once the system

is operational, or conversely, educators may be skeptical at the outset of the program but realize

its benefits during implementation. Answering these questions will help inform the program

regarding educator commitment and may lead to recommendations for assessment development

processes and for ensuring sustainability.

Co-creation of assessment must also be evaluated in terms of the quality of the developed

assessments. Assessments must be valid for their intended purpose and scores must be

interpretable in some useful context. Scores must be sufficiently reliable to differentiate whether

students have attained the competencies, skills, or knowledge that the assessments are designed

to measure. Reliability can be estimated from students’ scores once the assessments are

implemented. Validation is ongoing, but should start with basic comparisons to other known

indicators of student ability, such as the state summative assessment, course grades, ACT scores,

etc. Each competency-based assessment and accountability system should collect these data, in

cooperation with KDE, to generate quality indicators within and across systems. HumRRO will

work with the project team to develop common indicators and thresholds for acceptability on key

quality indicators. This step is vital, because comparability for an innovative system should not

be equated with interchangeability of scores from one assessment to the next, or from one

accountability system to the next. Measures of common constructs should be related, but not so

related as to be redundant.
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3. Are state and local policies sufficiently balanced to allow local education agencies the

flexibility to develop innovative competency-based education and assessment models, while

maintaining sufficient comparability to allow for appropriate aggregate reporting?

Developing policies that are sufficiently flexible to allow local education communities to

co-create assessment systems with the KDE, while maintaining sufficient rigor to ensure

comparability and allow for meaningful aggregation of results, may be especially challenging.

State policies may limit innovation. Local policies may come in conflict with state requirements

for data quality and comparability. Investigations of policy coherence begin with the perceptions

of actors within the overall system. Do local developers perceive they have the freedom to create

high-quality innovative solutions within the limits set by Kentucky’s governance structure? Do

members of the KUWL council or other members of the Kentucky governance structure believe

state policy is sufficiently rigorous to allow for aggregation of student results and comparisons of

performance at the school or district levels?

It is also important to attend to the interpretations of policy by all parties. For example,

do local educators perceive stricter limits on assessment design than were intended? To

investigate policy interpretations, evaluators must attend key development processes and

meetings and gather data on the perceived limits of practice. Then, those limits will be captured

and shared with members of the Kentucky governance structure to determine if the limits are

consistent. Any discovered inconsistencies could lead to revisions or clarifications of existing

policy, targeted educator professional development, or revisions to state or local policies.

4. Are there ways that the program might be improved during its development during the

4-year grant period, and beyond?
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HumRRO will act as a skeptical advocate in our role as evaluator. The focus will be on

improving and ensuring the success of the program, rather than documenting its success or

failure. To that end, any risk or concern discovered will be brought to the program’s leadership

immediately. HumRRO will participate in planning to address concerns and attenuate risk to the

project, offering suggestions and potential solutions as appropriate. HumRRO will also pay close

attention to any issue that might threaten the sustainability of the program beyond the grant

period. HumRRO will make regular recommendations to strengthen the program, in terms of

improving the quality of the assessment data it produces and the infrastructure that promotes the

program’s sustainability.

Strategy D Deliverables

The evaluations by HumRRO under Strategy D will produce three primary deliverables at

different cadences:

1. Deliverable D.1: Short progress reports with formative recommendations to improve

ongoing practice;

2. Deliverable D.2: Extended annual progress reports with summative and formative

components (first three years of the grant); and

3. Deliverable D.3: Comprehensive final evaluation report with recommendations for

strategic planning of future work (once at the end of the project).

Project Plan and Timeline

This section lists the deliverables across all four years organized in two complementary

ways:
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1. By governance body (KUWL Council, standing committees)

2. By year (Year 1 through Year 4)

Timeline by Governance Body

Table 2 below provides a high-level overview of the timeline and deliverables associated with

the KUWL Council and the three standing committees.
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Table 2 - Activities and Milestones by Year and Body

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4

KUWL
Council

Meeting
Cadence:
bi-annual,
in-person
convenings

−Recruit and onboard KUWL
Council and standing committee
membership

−Establish initial processes and
protocols for inclusive
engagement and decision
making (Strategy A)

−Learn from local communities
and technical quality
subcommittee related to the
successes and stumbling blocks
of CBE models with A&A
designs with the L3
communities (Strategy B)

−Learn from the policy
subcommittee about the range
of policy options for creating
coherence among local CBE
implementation and the state
A&A system (Strategy C)

−Revisit and, if needed, rewrite
governance protocols to ensure
they are meeting the goals of
inclusive design that centers the
voices of stakeholders. (Strategy
A)

−Learn from the Standing
Committee on Innovation
Scaling about the landscape of
existing resources and
recommendations for producing
a set of tools and resources that
support the scaling of CBE in
communities across the state
(Strategy B)

−Deliberate and decide on a
state-level policy pathway for
pursuing CBE within the state’s
federally-approved A&A
system (Strategy C)

−Representatives of the KUWL
Council to present A&A policy
recommendations to the
General Assembly at the 2024
legislative session (Strategy C)

−Approve key decision points for
the drafting of the policy
committee's roadmap for a
statewide A&A system design,
development, and
implementation (Strategy C)

−Collaboratively plan, and
ultimately approve, the
technical quality committee’s
finalization of the bank of local
CBE systems (Strategy B)

−Collaboratively plan, and
ultimately approve, the
finalization of the scaling
committee’s set of resources and
modules to support the
expansion of local system
development across the state
(Strategy B)

−Deliverable A: Governance
Structure Sustainable and
effective co-creation and
governance structure for the
KUWL Council and
associated standing
committees that supports
effective, inclusive co-design
processes for CBE models
with their constituent A&A
systems

−Seek and apply for additional
sources for  continued funding
beyond the current proposed
CGSA grant, if needed (Strategy
A)

− Prepare final recommendations
for the 2026 legislative session
as a presentation and a report
(Strategy C)

Note. Deliverables associated with each strategy are called out in boldface.
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Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4

Standing
Committee
on
Technical
Quality

Meeting
Cadence:
Quarterly
in-person
committee
meetings

Monthly
virtual
committee
meetings

Two
in-person
KUWL
Council
Meetings

−Conduct a systematic technical
quality review of local CBE
programs and their embedded
A&A systems. In a brief/report,
to identify and document the
most promising scalable CBE
programs and their design
features (Strategy B)

−Conduct a capacity needs
analysis of all of L3
communities engaged in CBE
programs and suggested action
steps for state support. Report
out to the KUWL Council on the
findings of the review (Strategy
B)

−Collaborate with the policy
subcommittee to review and
evaluate proposed policy
pathways from a technical
quality perspective (Strategy C)

−Collaborate with the Standing
Committee on Innovation
Scaling to inform the design and
development of the resources
and modules by providing a
repository of frameworks, tools,
and training resources to support
local communities (Strategy B)

−Evaluate the technical
comparability of information
from A&A systems to support
statewide reporting
requirements, and generate a list
of solutions for any gaps
(Strategy C)

−Make recommendations to the
KUWL Council on mechanisms
for aligning A&A systems to
ensure technical comparability
(Strategy C)

−Characterize data-sharing /
informational use needs (“user
personas”) from CBE-specific
A&A systems for different
stakeholder groups (Strategy B)

− Provide input to the Standing
Committee on Policy
Development’s early Roadmap
development (Strategy C)

−Begin the development of a
bank of local systems for the
benefit of state-wide scaling
(Strategy B)

−Specify data engineering
requirements for integrating,
analyzing, and sharing
comparable local A&A data
across the state (Strategy C)

−Provide on-demand advice to
the KUWL Council on technical
quality issues for A&A systems
as the council develops
governance mechanisms and
recommendations for upcoming
legislative session

Deliverable B.1: Bank of Local
Systems

A bank of high-quality, scalable
A&A systems for CBE with
supporting resources and
documentation for
implementation that can be
effectively used and managed
within the state “system of
systems”

−Provide input to the Roadmap ,
and RFP that relate to technical
quality characteristics for A&A
systems under CBE models
(Strategy C)

Note. Deliverables associated with each strategy are called out in boldface.
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Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4

Standing
Committee
on
Innovation
Scaling

Meeting
Cadence:
Quarterly
in-person
committee
meetings

Monthly
virtual
committee
meetings

Two
in-person
KUWL
Council
Meetings

−Conduct a review of existing
frameworks and toolkits related
to design, implementation, and
evaluation of CBE programs
(Strategy B)

−Learn from the Standing
Committee on Technical Quality
about the types of state supports
/ mechanisms needed to scale
the most promising local
solutions with high quality
(Strategy B)

–Create on-going dialogue and
monitoring process with
capacity development partners
(OVEC + UK NextGen
Leadership) to follow district
implementation of CBE
programs (Strategy B)

−Lead the development of a
comprehensive set of resources
and modules to support scaling
and implementation of CBE
programs and their constituent
A&A systems with quality
(Strategy B)

−Develop a communication and
local capacity building plan to
disseminate resources and
support high-quality
implementation (Strategy B)

Deliverable B.2: Professional
Development

Professional development
resources for the design,
implementation, and evaluation
of local A&A systems for CBE
that local leaders can use to
adapt these models to their
contexts

−Carry out a statewide
communication and capacity
building plan developed in prior
year (Strategy B)

−Provide input on the Roadmap
development as it relates to
effective systems-wide scaling
(Strategy C)

−Evaluate the utility of the
provided resources through
surveys, focus groups, and
interviews and identify areas of
enhancement (Strategy B)

−Provide input on the Roadmap
development as it relates to
effective systems-wide scaling
(Strategy C)

Note. Deliverables associated with each strategy are called out in boldface.
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Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4

Standing
Committe
e on
Policy
Developm
ent

Meeting
Cadence:
Quarterly
in-person
committee
meetings

Monthly
virtual
committee
meetings

Two
in-person
KUWL
Council
Meetings

−Conduct a review of existing
state-level CBE initiatives to
better understand the current
landscape and range of state
policy options (Strategy C)

−Learn from the Standing
Committees on Technical
Quality and Innovation
Scaling to better understand
the local diversity of CBE
solutions (Strategy C)

−Report out to the KUWL
Council on the current
landscape of CBE A&A
solutions and present
recommendations for council
deliberation (Strategy C)

−Facilitate the KUWL Council
deliberations and
decision-making process
around selecting a statewide
policy solution for the design
of the CBE A&A system
(Strategy C)

−Prepare the details of the
policy recommendations to
be presented at the 2024
Legislative session (Strategy
C)

−In collaboration with the
other two standing
committees, lead the
drafting of the Roadmap
for design, development,
and implementation of a
statewide CBE A&A
system (Strategy C)

Deliverable C.3:
Legislative Policy Agenda

A legislative state policy
agenda in 2024 to be
considered in full for
ratification in 2026

Deliverable C.1: Roadmap

Completed roadmap for design,
development, and
implementation of a statewide
"system of A&A systems" for
CBE

The Roadmap will include:

o A shared vision for a
coherent statewide A&A
system for CBE

o An RFP that specifies the
design and implementation
requirements for the
solution

o An action plan for
implementation and impact
evaluation of the statewide
solution

Deliverable C.2: KDE Redesign

Recommendations for
restructuring KDE to more
effectively support and oversee
a “system of A&A systems” for
CBE

Note. Deliverables associated with each strategy are called out in boldface.
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Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4

HumRRO Deliverable D.1

Short progress reports
with formative
recommendations to
improve ongoing practice

Deliverable D.2

Extended annual progress
reports with summative
and formative components
[first three years of grant]

−Establish partnership with
HumRRO and begin
scoping formative and
summative evaluations,
including co-creating
success criteria with
members of the KUWL
Council

Deliverable D.1

Short progress reports with
formative recommendations
to improve ongoing practice

Deliverable D.2

Extended annual progress
reports with summative and
formative components [first
three years of grant]

Deliverable D.1

Short progress reports with
formative recommendations
to improve ongoing practice

Deliverable D.2

Extended annual progress
reports with summative and
formative components [first
three years of grant]

−Collaboratively fine-tune the
scope of the summative
evaluation based on findings
from the formative evaluation

Deliverable D.1

Short progress reports with
formative recommendations
to improve ongoing practice

Deliverable  D.3
Comprehensive final
evaluation report with
recommendations for
strategic planning of future
work [once at the end of
grant]

Note. Deliverables associated with each strategy are called out in boldface.
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Timeline by Year

The descriptions above describe the year-over-year outcomes by standing committee. The

narrative in this section integrates the activities of the KUWL Council and associated committees

over the four year period. Note that the narrative below excludes a description of the HumRRO

evaluation (Strategy D). Narrative descriptions related to these activities associated with

HumRRO can be found in the Program Evaluation section.

Year 1

As illustrated in Table 2, the primary activities in project Year 1 revolve around

instantiating the KUWL Council and its standing committees, conducting landscape analyses to

understand assets and areas of need, and scoping work with local capacity development and

evaluation partners.

The KUWL Council convenings in Year 1 will be to establish a set of norms and

operating procedures that characterize the inclusive community. The KUWL Council will pay

particular attention to establishing mechanisms for facilitating meaningful discussions that center

the voices of those who have been traditionally marginalized and excluded from education

policymaking. The work of building mutual trust, a listening-and-learning orientation, and

co-creating goals for the KUWL Council is non-trivial and essential to the success of this effort.

Overseen by the KUWL Council, the standing committees will pursue analyses and

literature reviews aimed at understanding current assets and capacities that can be leveraged as

well as gaps that will become focus areas for co-creation through this project. Specific activities

will include reviewing existing frameworks and toolkits related to design, implementation, and

60
 

PR/Award # S368A220006

Page e79



evaluation of CBE programs; reviewing existing state-level policy and CBE initiatives to

understand the current policy landscape and range of state policy options; and conducting

analyses of the technical quality of local innovations in CBE A&A as well as the capacity needs

of current L3 communities.

The KUWL Council will also work with capacity development partners (OVEC + UK

Next Gen Leadership) to specify a scope of work for facilitating CoPs; and with HumRRO to

begin scoping the formative and summative evaluations, including co-creating the research

questions, success criteria, and methods that will serve as the basis for those evaluations.

These activities will result in the following Year 1 deliverables:

● Launch of KUWL Council and standing committees and codification of shared

norms and procedures;

● Report on the current landscape of the technical quality of local innovations in

CBE A&A and current capacity needs of L3 communities with suggested

opportunities for state support;

● Report on the types of state supports / mechanisms needed to scale the most

promising local solutions with high quality;

● Preliminary state policy recommendations; and

● Preliminary goals and success criteria for formative evaluation.

Year 2

As illustrated in Table 2, the primary activities in Year 2 build on the products of Year 1

to begin co-creating a comprehensive set of resources and modules to support local co-creation,

scaling and implementation of CBE programs and their constituent A&A systems with quality.
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Year 2 also begins the development of implications for statewide systems and policy, including

initial recommendations for the 2024 legislative session.

From a procedural perspective, Year 2 provides a critical opportunity for the KUWL

Council to reflect on the practices and protocols that define their convenings and be given the

opportunity to modify the structure of the council and its proceedings, particularly in the areas of

consensus building and decision making, in order to best meet the needs of the diverse set of

stakeholders that comprise its membership. This planned pause for reflection and opportunity for

refinement reflects the KUWL Council’s learning orientation and acknowledgement that those

who are empowered through the process of becoming involved in council must be given the

opportunity to shape and inform the work and structure of the council itself. In this way, the

process helps to ensure that traditional patterns of power are not perpetuated inadvertently by a

system that is designed with the intention of amplifying the voices of those who have been

previously marginalized.

From a substantive perspective, the work of the KUWL Council and its standing

committees in Year 2 will launch the development of a comprehensive set of resources and

modules to support local co-creation, scaling and implementation of CBE programs and their

A&A systems with quality. This work includes curation of existing informational resources and

practice-oriented tools already vetted by experts in the field, as well as co-creation of new

resources. The resources will provide common frameworks, parameters, and evaluation

approaches that can be used consistently across the state. The resources will likely be modular so

that certain core resources can be used independently (e.g., a checklist for key design decisions

of a CBE implementation approach) while others are organized in meaningful “packages” that

address certain R&D issues (e.g., a package of templates, protocols, and documentation
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approaches for conducting a technical quality audit). Various peer-reviewed resources like this

exist already and can be curated and then augmented within the locally-used toolkits. The goal is

to empower local communities to transform their local practices, with the degree of detail,

complexity, and comprehensiveness that is appropriate to the level of readiness and experience

with CBE in each community.

Recognizing the fact that providing resources alone is insufficient for supporting

meaningful and sustainable changes to practice within local communities, the scaling standing

committee will be charged with designing a communication and engagement strategy around the

CBE toolkit of resources. The strategy will be aimed at educating local communities about the

availability of the resources as well as building local capacity to engage effectively with the

resources.

The state has a history of well-organized, strategic communication with its communities

and will leverage existing networks to effectively spread awareness of the resources and offer

technical support. For example, the existing communities of practice built into the L3 work are

rich examples of how communities can be activated as resources for one another, while also

offering technical support and capacity building that is right-sized and localized for each

community’s individual needs and goals.

Year 2 activities will also delve deeper into issues of state system design and policy, in

addition to considering the redesign of KDE and its functions. The policy standing committee

will develop multiple statewide policy pathways for valuing, honoring, and supporting the

competency-based efforts in the local communities. The KUWL Council will review and

deliberate on the best path forward that is likely to continue to advance the local efforts in
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adopting CBE models, while ensuring that revisions to the state A&A system can leverage

flexibility within ESSA while meeting the federal requirements. The convenings will be used to

distill a set of concrete policy recommendations to present to the Kentucky Legislature during

their 2024 session. The goal of this engagement with the General Assembly will be to create

change in state level policy to support CBE systems, including A&A requirements at the state

level.

In addition to the work to engage with stakeholders external to the department, KDE will

also look internally to examine the ways in which their organization and processes inhibit the

local ability to adopt and support CBE. Listening to the members of the KUWL Council about

their experiences interacting with the department will yield important insights about where

processes and habits either accelerate or hinder CBE and its constituent A&A systems. The

council will consolidate these insights into an initial scan of opportunities for redesign.

These activities will result in the following Year 2 deliverables:

● Repository with a preliminary set of resources and modules to support local co-creation,

scaling and implementation of CBE programs and their A&A systems with quality;

● Plan for communications and local capacity-building to disseminate resources and

support high-quality implementation;

● Initial findings and recommendations for KDE redesign

● Recommendations on mechanisms for aligning local A&A systems to ensure technical

comparability; and

● Report of preliminary policy priorities for the 2024 Legislative session.

Year 3
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As illustrated in Table 2, project activities in Year 3 will further the development of

resources and capacity-building efforts pursued inYear 2 as well as begin the development of the

Roadmap for design, development, and implementation of the statewide CBE model with its

constituent A&A systems.

In addition to finalizing the repository of CBE A&A resources and modules to support

statewide scaling of high-quality modules, the KUWL Council and its standing committees will

begin developing a bank of local A&A systems for CBE. Activities will also include analyzing

needs for data sharing and use of A&A information for various types of users, and specifying

data engineering requirements for integrating, analyzing, and sharing comparable local A&A

data across the state.

These efforts, along with the products of efforts in Years 1 and 2, will inform the creation

of the Roadmap for design, development, and implementation of the statewide CBE A&A

system. The Roadmap will include the following elements:

● A shared vision for CBE and a coherent statewide A&A;

● An RFP that specifies the design, implementation, and evaluation requirements for the

solution; and

● An action plan for evaluating the implementation and impact of the statewide CBE A&A

system.

Additionally, in Year 3 the KUWL Council and its technical support  partners will carry

out the statewide communication and capacity building plan developed in Year 2. The council

will also further develop the recommendations for KDE redesign by building on the initial scan
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conducted in Year 2 to create a plan for testing out new organizational structures and processes

for the department to support piloting new approaches in Year 4. In addition, led by the Standing

Committee on Policy Development, the council will finalize the legislative policy priorities for

2026.

These activities will result in the following Year 3 deliverables:

● Repository of CBE A&A resources and modules to support statewide scaling of

high-quality modules;

● A plan for testing new organizational structures and processes for KDE; and

● A statewide policy agenda for the 2026 legislative session.

Year 4

As illustrated in Table 2, project activities in Year 4 be primarily dedicated to finalizing

the key project deliverables: a sustainable governance structure for inclusive CBE design and

policy making, a bank of local A&A systems for CBE, and the Roadmap for an innovative CBE

model with constituent A&A systems in Kentucky;

Because a key component of the work is planning for the long-term viability of the

KUWL Council as a fixture within the policy landscape of Kentucky education, the work of the

council and standing committees will not conclude with the end of the grant period. For example,

the KUWL Council will be essential for selecting vendors for this work in response to the RFP

specifications included in the Roadmap and pursuing additional funding opportunities to

continue this work.
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In order to sustain inclusive design in the long-term, the KUWL Council will develop

systems and processes for governance that continue to support co-creation between the state and

local communities. These governance tools will include by-laws for the whole KUWL Council

and associated standing committees that dictate how decisions are made. To make inclusive

design a consistent part of the implementation of CBE, the governance model for the KUWL

Council will go beyond by-laws and develop systems and protocols for making the habits of

inclusion, empathy, co-creation and reciprocity sustainable based on successful practices. These

inclusive governance structures and practices will be used to advance the work of the council,

but local communities and other states interested in inclusive design may find them of use as

well.

The KUWL Council will also collaborate with KDE to test new organizational structures

and processes to better support CBE. Departments within KDE will test new ways of

collaborating and working and regularly report what they learn to the council. Promising

practices will be codified in the final set of recommendations to KDE and KBE.

Finally, the KUWL Council will actively pursue available funding sources to continue its

work in the design and implementation of a statewide CBE model with constituent A&A systems

that is coherent and supportive of the local innovations that Kentucky has actively developed and

supported over the past six years.

These activities will result in the following Year 4 deliverables:

● Codification of KUWL Council norms, operating procedures, and policies for

long-term, sustainable operation;

● Bank of local CBE models with A&A systems;
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● Recommendations for the redesign of KDE; and

● Roadmap for statewide CBE model with constituent A&A systems.

Linkages with other appropriate agencies and organizations providing services to the target

population

The KCAE has brought together over 60 members of the Kentucky community to focus

on the future vision for education in the Commonwealth. These members include representatives

from organizations that support educators, students and families, both state-wide and locally. As

the work of the KCAE and L3s has proceeded, organizations such as the Prichard Committee and

KSVT have connected their efforts to this work. In addition, higher education partners, business

leaders and other community organizations have connected to local inclusive design work.

At the state agency level, connections have developed both within KDE and between

other state-level agencies doing aligned work. Inclusive design and co-creation have been used to

support strategic planning processes in all KDE departments, which has facilitated linkages to

initiatives related to KCAE and L3 work. Commissioner Glass has shared the United We Learn

initiative with other agencies in the Kentucky state government, including Secretary Jaime Link,

who oversees Governor Beshear’s Labor Cabinet. As the project proceeds, the KUWL Council

and KDE will extend these relationships and interconnections and explore additional

partnerships in support of the implementation of CBE.
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Comprehensive Effort to Improve Teaching and Learning and Support Rigorous Academic

Standards

The three highest level themes in the United We Learn report paint a picture of just how

this project, in alignment with other concurrent efforts, supports a comprehensive change in

teaching and learning through both direct investment in educator capacity and changes in the

enabling conditions around educators. These high-level themes are:

1. Creating a more vibrant learning experience for every student,

2. Encouraging innovation in our schools – especially when it comes to assessment,

3. Creating a bold new future for Kentucky’s schools through collaboration with

our communities

This project is the driver of these three actions coming together in Kentucky.  Through this

project, KDE and its partners are supporting expanded and deepened local partnerships between

educators, families, students and community leaders as they drive local assessment innovation.

And in all L3 sites the vision for this shared innovation is a vision of their learners. Just like

KCAE before them, the L3 community teams began their work by listening closely to a wide

range of students about how the current approach to schooling and assessing impacts them.

Across these leading communities and the commonwealth more broadly, it is clear that children

and families and their communities all want access to vibrant learning experiences in which they

feel known and engaged and in which they develop clear, rigorous and useful competencies.

Investments made by the KDE in project-based learning and deeper learning, made in parallel to

this project, focus primarily on building teacher capacity to create the kind of learning

experiences that engage a broad range of learners with a broad range of interests and
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backgrounds in rigorous and meaningful learning. Together, these aligned initiatives are raising

the bar for student learning in a way that is likely to engage a larger group of learners and to

scale and sustain over time as the conditions become increasingly supportive of these

approaches.

The internal change work described in this application also aligns to the improvement of

teaching and learning and the support for rigorous standards.  An equity-seeking and responsive

department is needed to ensure sustained change in the conditions in which local educators and

communities work together to help each young person reach rigorous standards.

QUALITY OF PROJECT SERVICES

Strategies for Ensuring Equal Access and Treatment for Underserved Participants

As discussed in the Project Design section “Guiding Design Principles and Habits,”  all

of the critical work to be undertaken throughout this project will follow processes of inclusive

co-creation. Chief among the habits of inclusive co-creation is a focus on inclusion of diverse

stakeholders, especially those whose perspectives are often devalued or left out decisions that

affect their communities. The membership of the KUWL Council and its three standing

committees will intentionally over-sample representatives from populations that have been

historically underserved by the state’s current system of education, and will routinely invite all

members to self-assess, discuss, and course-correct imbalances in power and privilege as they go

about their work. In this way, members of historically underserved populations will have direct

involvement and decision-making power in the design of solutions that will work for them,

primarily, and for all Kentucky learners.
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Services Appropriate to the Needs of Beneficiaries

As discussed throughout this proposal, the entirety of this project rests on the assumption

that diverse stakeholders must be directly engaged in systems transformation through inclusive

co-creation in order for solutions to appropriately address their needs. In this case of this project,

“beneficiaries” are both local districts and their communities - who seek assessment and

accountability policies and practices that align with innovations in competency-based learning to

provide more meaningful and robust information about student learning and progress - and state

education agencies and policymakers, who must comply with federal requirements for

accountability and reporting. By engaging these diverse groups in inclusive co-creation

processes, centering the voices of those historically underserved in the current system and

elevating local lived experiences alongside centralized and technical expertise, we can work

toward solutions that are appropriate to the needs of all the groups involved.

Additionally, as discussed throughout this proposal, it is our premise that state-and-local

inclusive co-creation will result in greater local ownership of the shift toward competency-based

A&A because solutions will be better matched to local context; and because local stakeholders

who will have directly participated in the design of the solutions, will have greater capacity to

implement with fidelity.

Sufficient Quality, Intensity, and Duration of Services to Lead to Improvements in Practice

among the Recipients of Those Services

The project proposal builds capacity at both the state and local levels with mechanisms

aligned to research on sustainable change. These approaches will be executed by facilitators with

a track record of excellence with capacity building at both the local and state level. The CoP
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model at the core of the project is associated with durable changes in practice and CIE, UK, and

OVEC are all practiced facilitators of professional learning via the CoP approach, as evidenced

by their facilitation of the KCAE and L3 projects, among other work in building capacity across

Kentucky. Each partner is funded at the appropriate level to provide robust support to the KUWL

Council, KDE, and the local communities that will take on this work through the scope of the

grant. KDE has made substantial investment to ensure that the project has all of the technical

assistance and convening capacity needed to achieve the goals of the project.

ADEQUACY OF RESOURCES

Reasonable Costs

The associated budget narrative describes an investment in the levers that will credibly

drive the project forward. That investment includes additional resources from KDE in support of

this project, but KDE has also invested millions of dollars in field capacity building initiatives in

deeper learning, project-based learning and competency-based learning. The proposal presented

here is a well-resourced, aligned and comprehensive plan that will bring additional coherence

and capacity to a series of existing initiatives.

In this project specifically, KDE was careful not to short-change essential functions. The

budget model for convening the KUWL Council, subcommittees and regional communities of

practice is significant and includes consideration of all relevant expenses, including mileage,

hotel, per diem, facilities, and the cost of substitutes when needed.  KDE plans to cover those

costs so that a slower, but still systematic strategy can happen even if we are not awarded CGSA

funds.
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KDE already works with each named partner, consequently the partners and KDE have

shared previous experience upon which time and cost structures were built. Partners and KDE

both have a high degree of confidence not just that the scopes of work are themselves adequate,

but also that budgeted funds are sufficient to implement those plans.   Rather than asking

contracted partners to reduce their plans to fit this award, KDE allocated resources to ensure their

full strategic and tactical sustained contribution.

Before the decision about this grant is made, KDE will have already begun investing in

the launch and convening of the KUWL Council and its standing committees. The council

requires space for shared learning, co-creation, deliberation and decision making, and there is a

substantial investment in convening costs and the necessary planning and facilitation support

required to achieve the desired aims of those convenings. The state and local work require

capacity building that the project accounts for via investment in national and local partners.

These partners have been selected specifically to support the key functions required by the

strategy detailed above: attaining sufficient technical quality, supporting CoPs, creating policy

frameworks and developing CBE resources. The grant will allow for implementation of critical

elements necessary for the broad and accelerated implementation of CBE statewide with a

“system of A&A systems” approach to address both state and local assessment assessment

expectations and requirements at both levels.

Anticipated Results and Benefits

As described throughout this proposal, the project will result in concrete deliverables that

will accelerate the implementation of CBE and a supportive system of A&A. Moreover, the

process by which these systems are created will enhance local ownership of CBE, leading to a

more durable and sustainable implementation. The work of the KCAE and L3s have also
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demonstrated that the habits of inclusive design can spread beyond the boundaries of the project,

changing the very nature of how school systems relate to communities, a trend that this project

will only accelerate. This, in turn, will result in a sustainable design as it addresses major

concerns with the current system shared by a broad spectrum of stakeholders across Kentucky.

MANAGEMENT PLAN

Key Project Personnel - Project Leadership Team

KDE has identified the following project leadership team to oversee the work related to

this grant. Each body created in this project will have a lead from KDE and the appropriate

partner organization. Members of the team have unique experiences and qualifications aligned to

the part of the project over which they have oversight, which are described further in the

biographies included in Appendix B.

Project Director

● David Cook - Division of Innovation, KDE - lead on existing L3 work and Innovative

Lab Network

KUWL Council

● Karen Dodd - Office of the Commissioner, KDE - Current lead on the KCAE project and

KDE’s strategic planning process

● Paul Leather - CIE - Former Deputy Commissioner in New Hampshire, leading

development of the PACE program
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● Doannie Tran - CIE - Former Assistant Superintendent in Boston and Fulton County,

Georgia, extensive experience leading co-creation processes with communities

Innovation Scaling

● Sarah Snipes - Division of Innovation, KDE - Currently serves as lead on L3

programmatic design and support for co-creation

● Karen Perry - UK Center for Next Generation Leadership - Former Director of

Personalized Learning and Innovative Design in Henry County, Georgia, and current

director of state-wide leadership learning network

Technical Quality

● Jennifer Stafford - Office of Assessment and Accountability, KDE - Lead on managing

required state assessments

● Brian Gong - CfA - Extensive history with creating state-wide assessment and

accountability systems

● André Rupp - CfA- Extensive experience with balanced assessment systems with

innovative assessment components

● Susan Lyons - Lyons Assessment - Extensive experience with equity-focused

transformation of local and state assessment systems

Policy Development

● Meredith Brewer - Office of the Commissioner, KDE - Serves as primary policy advisor

to both the Commissioner and Board of Education
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● Lillian Pace - KnowledgeWorks - Extensive experience with state and federal policy

around assessment and accountability redesign in support of CBE

Evaluation

● Arthur Thacker - HumRRO - Extensive experience with investigation of A&A systems,

including innovative models such as PACE

Responsibilities, Timelines, and Milestones

The Project Leadership Team will convene bi weekly to plan and execute the activities

detailed in this proposal. The process for the Project Leadership Team will mirror the

collaborative processes that have successfully executed the KCAE and L3 projects.  The KDE

has already committed to the overall aims of this work and committed staff time and resources to

initiate foundational project activities. The key activities articulated in Table 2 describe the

timelines and milestones the project team will attain over the next four years.

Advisory Board/Feedback Loops

The KUWL Council will report to the Kentucky Board of Education regularly to update

board members about project activities and solicit feedback. The KUWL Council itself will act

as a critical learning space and will be organized to gather feedback about work occurring in

communities. Additionally, the council will review materials and products generated by the

standing committees, sharing feedback and ultimately approving them for broader release.

PROJECT EVALUATION

Thorough, Feasible, and Appropriate Evaluation
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Evaluation strategies are detailed in Strategy D under the Project Design section of this proposal.

The evaluation strategies are thorough, in that they include both formative and summative

evaluation of key mechanisms and processes as they relate to project outcomes. They are

feasible, in that evaluation will be carried out in partnership with an external evaluator,

HumRRO, a national nonprofit evaluation firm with a track record of evaluations of this kind,

including the formative evaluation of New Hampshire’s Performance Assessment of

Competency Education (PACE) pilot. They are appropriate, in that they will be co-designed and

iterated to match evolving needs by the KUWL Council which will oversee evaluation activities.
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Appendix A - Tables and Figures

Table A1 Technical Considerations and Resources for A&A System Design

Technical Issue State Perspective District Perspective Methodological Resources

Assessment Systems

Coherence What is the ToA for the
constellation of learning,
assessment, and
accountability solutions
within and across
districts?

What strategic initiatives
need to be put in place to
evaluate the
effectiveness of
associated programs
through assessments and
specialized
methodologies?

What is the ToA for the
learning and assessment
solution for our district?

Which types of evidence
for the embedded claims
are relevant for our local
context, multiple
contexts, and the
state-wide context?

Frameworks and toolkits for
developing ToAs (e.g.,
Kellogg, 2014)

Frameworks and toolkits for
assessment system audits (e.g.,
Rupp, 2022)

Frameworks for the design
and implementation of interim
assessments (e.g., Perie,
Marion, & Gong,
2009)Frameworks and
methods for the principled
design of assessments (e.g.,
Pellegrino, Chudowsky, &
Glaser, 2001)

Comparability What evidence is needed
to comply with ESSA
requirements in terms of
score comparability for
summative end-of-year
and/or interim
assessments?

What does a review
framework / audit
process look like that can
be used to evaluate the
score comparability
across district projects in
line with the ESSA
requirements?

How can our district
provide appropriate
design information,
scores, and other
technical documentation
to support evaluations of
comparability within the
state framework?

How do we
communicate the key
contextual factors that
need to be taken into
consideration when
understanding and
evaluating comparability
issues for our district?

Frameworks and methods for
the comparability of
large-scale educational
assessments (e.g., Berman,
Haertel, & Pellegrino, 2020)

Frameworks and methods for
the comparability of human
and automated scores (e.g.,
Yan, Rupp, & Foltz, 2021)

Frameworks and methods for
principled assessment design
of standardized assessments
(Table A2)

Alignment How do we best capture
and evaluate the
different dimensions /
facets of alignment of
assessments in the local
and state systems in
rigorous and effective
ways?

How should we report
information from
assessments to support
students, families, and
teachers in our local
context to support
learners in their journey?

Frameworks and toolkits for a
broad range of alignment
studies (e.g., Forte, 2017)

Frameworks and toolkits for
content alignment in particular
(e.g., Reynolds &
Moncaleano, 2021)
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How do we provide
sufficient flexibility to
our districts to
demonstrate various
facets of alignment?

How do we support
school and district
determinations of
competencies and
mastery of competencies
in ways that create
coherence across the
state system?

How do we collect
coherent evidence about
competencies from
across a variety of
curriculum-embedded
assessment contexts to
eliminate pedagogically
disconnected,
stand-alone assessment
events?

Frameworks and toolkits for
the principled design and
analysis of assessments in line
with cognitive learning
theories (e.g., Rupp &
Leighton, 2016)

Management What supports are
needed for districts in
ensuring that local
expertise is continually
integrated in advisory
and design processes?

What supports are
needed for districts to
learn from the lessons of
lead districts so that
continual mutual
learning for system
improvement takes
place?

How can our district
establish advisory and
design committees that
have equitable
representation but also
necessary expertise for
their mandates?

How can our district
continue to learn from
local community
members to see how well
initial solutions are
addressing key pain
points and desiderata?

Frameworks and practices for
inclusive co-design processes
(e.g., Plattner, n.d.)

Governance procedures for
TACs (e.g., D’Brot, 2022b,c)

Virtual and in-person
community engagement
mechanisms (see, e.g., NSF,
2021, for a related model)

Assessment System Components

Constructs What are promising
approaches to assessing
specific 21st Century /
SEL constructs such as
creativity, collaboration,
and inter-personal task
management?

Are there foundational
values about the nature
of education that are
non-negotiable and
either support or stand in
the way of accepting
particular innovations for
learning and assessment
across L3 sites?

How can our district
design and implement
measures of creativity,
collaboration, and
inter-personal task
management that meet
its “portrait of a
graduate” competencies
in a technically sound
way?

How can we frame,
address, and
communicate the ways
in which our learning
and assessment solutions
can and cannot capture
essential competency
aspects desired by
diverse stakeholders?

Frameworks for defining
cognitive and noncognitive
competencies (e.g., OECD,
2019)

Specifications of portraits of
graduates (e.g., Battelle for
Kids, 2021)

State-of-the-art assessment
examples for assessing
cognitive and noncognitive
competencies (e.g., Roberts,
Martin, & Burrus,
forthcoming)
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Reliability How precise are
level-based proficiency
classifications or score
distinctions on scales
that are used within or
across districts?

How do the different
ways in which precision
is quantified across
different assessment /
reporting approaches
need to be reconciled to
comply with ESSA
requirements?

How precise are
level-based proficiency
classifications or score
distinctions on scales
that are used within our
district?

How should issues of
statistical precision be
framed and
methodologically
addressed in our highly
nontraditional
assessment contexts?

Modern statistical frameworks
for quantifying measurement
precision / reliability and
classification accuracy /
consistency for single and
multiple scales (e.g., van der
Linden, 2016)

Modern statistical frameworks
for quantifying added value of
subscores (e.g., Sinharay et al.,
2018)

Modern statistical frameworks
for evaluating model-data fit
at different levels (e.g.,
Uglanova, 2021)

Simulation studies to evaluate
sensitivity to data structure or
quality changes and
foundational assumptions
(e.g., Rupp, 2013)

Validity How comparable is the
strength of evidence
about various aspects of
the learning and
assessment solutions
across districts?

How do we support
districts in imagining
and implementing
learning and assessment
solutions that truly
reflect their core values
and desiderata so that
meaningful validation
evidence can be
collected?

What kinds of qualitative
and quantitative
evidence can be
collected about the
implementation fidelity
and stakeholder
experiences of our
reimagined learning and
assessment solutions?

What evidence can we
collect that the
competencies we assess
through our assessment
system prepare learners
adequately for their
professional roles /
chosen career pathways?

Frameworks and toolkits for
designing report cards for
interpretation and use of
scores (e.g., O’Donnell &
Zenisky, 2020)

Frameworks and toolkits for
conducting program efficacy /
evaluation research (e.g.,
Royse, Thyer, & Padgett,
2016)

Growth Which standardized
assessments provide a
vertical scale that can be
used to fairly track the
development of learning
over time?

Which metrics are most
appropriate for reporting
on growth generally and
pandemic and other

How do we utilize
information from state
and vendor-provided
interim assessment suites
to best monitor student
growth and change
instruction accordingly?

How can innovative
learning and assessment
activities be used to
accelerate learning and

Frameworks and toolkits for
reporting student growth for
vertical scales (e.g.,
Betebenner et al., 2019; Ho,
2021)

Frameworks and toolkits for
modeling growth for
multimodal data from digital
environments (e.g., von
Davier, DiCerbo, & Verhagen,
2021)
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contextual impacts
specifically?

collect evidence about
complex competencies in
complementary ways?

Feedback What kind of feedback
does the state summative
assessment provide
about aggregate
performance?

What kinds of signals
about the importance of
different competencies
do interim systems and
other locally-used
assessments across the
state send?

How can the state best
support the development
of assessment literacy
competencies in teachers
to help them maximize
the quality of their
feedback?

How can formative
assessment practices be
maximized to support
the development of core
competencies for the
local curriculum?

How can modern
learning  technology be
used to support
formative assessment
needs?

How can a coherent
system of assessment
information be
established and
supported through
appropriate data
engineering and
reporting?

Frameworks and toolkits for
developing assessment literacy
/ capacity (e.g., Xu & Brown,
2016)

Frameworks and toolkits for
review of planned and enacted
curriculum for formative
purposes (e.g., Reynolds &
Moncaleano, 2021)

Frameworks and toolkits for
teacher professional
development and classroom
observation systems (e.g., Bell
et al., 2018)

Fairness What strategies are
needed to demonstrate
that the educational
opportunities across
districts lead to fair and
equitable outcomes for
all important learner
groups?

How do more traditional
conceptions of fairness
need to be reconceived
to support innovation in
the state while still
complying with essential
ESSA mandates?

What are the essential
ways in which we need
to conceive of fairness
for our local context to
properly evaluate
intended and unintended
effects of our learning
and assessment
solutions?

How can we collect
quantitative and
qualitative evidence
about the degree to
which different
assessment solutions for
badging / certification
are fair to key learner
persona?

Frameworks and toolkits for
evaluating unintended
consequences (e.g.,
Tannenbaum & Kane, 2019)

Frameworks and toolkits for
designing and validating
badges, certificates, and other
credentials (e.g., CCSSO,
2020)

Modern statistical frameworks
for comparing assessment
characteristics for subgroups
(e.g., Martinková et al., 2017)

Equity What design
characteristics and uses
of state assessments
promote and hinder
equitable access to
opportunity?

What policies can be put
into place to support

What design
characteristics of
learning and assessment
opportunities in local
curricula promote and
hinder equitable access
to opportunity?

Frameworks and toolkits for
designing and implementing
equity-oriented assessment
practices (e.g., Montenegro &
Jankowski, 2020)

Professional standards for
assessment design,
implementation, and
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local districts in
designing CBE programs
that lead to equitable
outcomes?

What characteristics of
our student population
are most critical for
understanding and
evaluating equity
concerns?

evaluation (e.g., AERA, APA,
& NCME, 2014; ETS, 2022)

Frameworks for the
integration of sociocognitive
and sociocultural perspectives
into assessment design (e.g.,
Mislevy, 2018)

Culture What resources and
guidelines should the
state provide (and not
provide) to support local
districts in creating a
culture of effective
data-driven decision
making?

How can information
from different
assessment sources be
effectively shared and
used in communities of
practice to guide
learning and instruction?

Frameworks and toolkits for
effective implementations of
CBE models to create cultures
of continuous improvement
(e.g., Casey & Sturgis, 2018)

Accountability Systems

Quantitative
Indicators

Which indicators should
be tracked across
districts to enable a fair
comparison of all
districts that helps to
identify stronger model
districts and weaker
struggling districts
without painting an
inaccurate picture?

What is the statistical
quality of indicators
across districts in terms
of score distributions,
reliability, and unique
information?

How can we provide a
rich portfolio of
quantitative evidence
that supports successful
student and family
engagement, preparation
for choosing learning
pathways, development
of target competencies,
and completion of core
school requirements?

How do we
communicate the limits
of this information and
the value of additional
information and
surrounding use
processes?

Frameworks and toolkits for
accountability system designs
(e.g., D’Brot et al., 2020)

Modern frameworks and
toolkits for analyzing the
quality of individual indicators
and the structure of multiple
indicators (e.g., D’Brot,
Lyons, & Landl, 2017)

Modern statistical frameworks
and toolkits for latent
structures and related
predictive modeling (e.g.,
Skrondal & Rabe-Hesketh,
2004)

Qualitative
Information

Which qualitative
information is necessary
to paint an appropriate
picture of school
effectiveness across
districts?

How can this qualitative
information be collected
at scale through
appropriate processes
and technological
systems?

How do we describe the
nature and quality of
desired qualitative
information to develop
rich characterizations of
students for effective
school management?

Which systems and
information-management
strategies do we use so
as to not overburden our
teachers and leaders and

Frameworks and toolkits for
the analysis of qualitative data
(e.g., Schmieder, 2019)

82
 

PR/Award # S368A220006

Page e101



not corrupt our basic
intentions?

Transparency With what systems and
supporting information
about quality and use
should state-wide
quantitative and
qualitative data be made
available so that users
can meaningfully engage
with it?

What statewide
engagement mechanisms
are most effective to
create safe spaces in
which leaders are willing
to share their successes
and learning
opportunities?

What are the strengths,
weaknesses, and critical
lessons learned around
our A&A systems for
current CBE models?

What forums and
mechanisms can be used
to share these safely in
order to improve our
local practices?

Frameworks and toolkits for
user surveys, focus groups,
and structured interviews (e.g.,
Achieve, 2015)

Frameworks for the systematic
comparison of accountability
systems in the nation (e.g.,
Education Commission of the
States, 2021)

Equity How do we ensure that
statewide educational
initiatives and supports
lead to equitable
opportunities for all
student groups?

What advances have
been made across the
state to close critical
achievement gaps?

How can we design CBE
models that provide all
of our students the
largest set of
opportunities for
educational
advancement?

What is the impact of
inequities in our local
system on communities
and student lives?

Frameworks and toolkits for
monitoring educational equity
(e.g., National Academies of
Sciences, Engineering, and
Medicine, 2019)

Frameworks and toolkits for
equity in educational
assessment specifically (e.g.,
Lyons, Johnson, & Hynds,
2021)

Culture How do we engage core
stakeholders in
meaningful processes
that ask them to
interpret, annotate, an/or
use quantitative and
qualitative information
to improve their
practices?

How do we use data
from surveys, focus
groups, and communities
of practice on a regular
basis to monitor and
improve our school
management practices?

Frameworks and toolkits for
the creation of sustainable data
cultures (e.g., Education
Elements, 2022)
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Table A2 Mechanisms for Managing Variability in Standardized Assessment

Focus Approach Assessment Variations Sample Use

Multiple Tasks

Different tasks with
common rubric

Same construct, different task variants with
similar design specifications and with student
performance scored with a common rubric

Writing assessment

Task/rubric
equivalence

Same general construct, different tasks, and
either common or different rubrics (common
approach for assessments where considerable
variation is desired because of purpose)

Capstone projects

Multiple
Forms

Parallel forms
Different items and forms built to specific
assessment criteria to support strict
interchangeability of scores and interpretations

Psycho-educational
assessment

Linked forms
Different items and forms built to specific
assessment criteria to support comparability of
scores and interpretations

General state assessment

Linked forms with
blueprint variation

Forms differ in some appreciable way (e.g.,
matrix sampling or domain sampling) built to
specific assessment criteria to support (more
limited) comparability of scores and
interpretations

Interim assessment suites

Common scale with
linked forms and

blueprint variations

Different items, different content, related
through common (e.g., vertical) scale Adaptive assessments

Multiple
Assessments

Concordance
Statistical relationships between scores on
different assessments that assess different
constructs

College-readiness
assessments

Policy Concordance
Policy relationships between scores on different
assessments that assess different constructs

Graduation requirements

Policy Determination Federal policy that states student “proficiency”
on an alternate assessment for students with
severe cognitive disabilities shall count the same
as results from the regular assessment for
accountability

Alternate assessments
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Table A3 Components of CBE Models for Policy Considerations by State

Component Description Sample Issues Methodological Approaches

Learning Expectations

The description of
competencies that are used to
characterize students at the

point of graduation

Determining an appropriate mixture of
academic, transferrable / transportable
skills, and lifelong learning skills that
should be included in a statewide PoG

Aligning competencies closely with
postsecondary education requirements as
well as business and industry expectations
in local communities, across the state, and
nationally

Develop a statewide PoG, competency
expectations, and actionable framework
to help educators integrate the statewide
competencies into their practice as a
continuum of expectations, bringing
together aligned learning progressions
and the state’s content standards to drive
student success

Curriculum / Pathway
Design

The scope and sequence of
content that individual students
are exposed to under different

progressions of learning

Determining an appropriate balance for
targeting academic and nonacademic
competencies in each component course
with appropriate performance standards

Designing different pathway components in
middle and high school so as to enable
reasonable flexible choice of pathways as
late in students’ careers as possible

Curate a variety of exemplary curricular
resources and tools for vetting
newly-developed curricular resources
based on empirical evidence and
experiences on the ground in KY

Standardized
Assessment Design

The design of any formal
interim, benchmark, or

summative assessment within a
CBE model

Determining the comparability of
constructs targeted and measurement
information provided by different
commercial assessment suites that are used
by local districts in support of the
competencies in the PoG

Developing design specifications for novel
state-wide assessments for core
competencies in the PoG to comply with
federal reporting requirements under a CBE
approach

Critically analyze and synthesize the
design specifications and technical
properties of frequently used commercial
assessment suites and Collaborate with
local leaders to curate a bank of
instruction and assessment tools that are
vetted at the local and state level
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Mastery Recognitions

The mechanisms for
recognizing degrees of mastery
of key competencies through

badges, certificates,
credentials, diplomas,

accreditations, and the like

Determining appropriate performance
standards to support meaningful use for
each individual recognition mechanism

Determining mixtures of recognition
mechanisms that are optimally predictive of
key postsecondary college and career
pathways

Critically analyze and make
improvements to the state’s accreditation
process to give districts and schools
greater opportunity to demonstrate
strategies they are implementing to
advance high-quality personalized and
competency-based learning environments

Graduation
Requirements

The policies that stipulate what
is necessary for a student to

complete high school

Developing a “menu” of graduation
requirements with appropriate assessments
and performance standards

Collecting and analyzing longitudinal data
after graduation to meaningfully inform
program evaluation decisions about the
appropriateness of graduation requirements

Evaluate the alignment of the state’s
required course sequence and graduation
policies to reflect mastery of the state’s
competencies and create policies that
permit districts to incorporate
performance assessments, capstones,
portfolios, and other work products as
evidence of mastery

Teacher
Professionalization

The mechanisms for training
teachers effectively within a

CBE model

Developing mechanisms to scale the
training, support, and incentivization of
teachers to provide effective individualized
instruction for their students

Determining appropriate performance
standards for teachers around content
knowledge and content knowledge for
teaching

Create innovative staffing roles to
support the implementation of
personalized, competency-based learning
environments including opportunities for
educators and leaders to advance their
careers through new leadership roles and
certifications that reflect their expertise in
personalized, competency-based learning
environments

Communities of
Practice

The establishment of different
mechanisms for exchanging
experiences, insights, and

resources

Determining mechanisms for supporting
school networks to learn from one another
and the state of the art in the field to
implement effective CBE models

Providing financial resources to support
engagement in inclusive co-design
processes for local and state policies

Establish a statewide professional
learning community via in-person
convenings and virtual resources to
deepen educator and leader expertise in
personalized, competency-based learning
with particular emphasis on classroom
integration of competency frameworks
and assessment literacy
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Program Efficacy
The evaluation of the

effectiveness of CBE models
for targeted outcomes

Articulating a comprehensive ToA for the
CBE education model to allow for effective
program evaluation and strategic planning

Determining the appropriate qualitative and
quantitative data that need to be collected
through research designs evaluate program
efficacy

Engage with local leaders and regional
cooperatives in designing evaluation
criteria, research designs, and
data-analysis strategies for shared
learning
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Figure A1 Factors affecting the successful implementation of a CBE model (Casey & Sturgis,
2018)
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Figure A2 Illustrative design innovation framework (Center for Assessment, 2021).
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Figure A3 Coarse-grained architecture of the workflow

Appendix B - Acronyms

Acronym Meaning

A&A Assessment and Accountability

CBE Competency-based Education

CfA Center for Assessment

CGSA Competitive Grants for State Assessments

CIE Center for Innovation in Education

CoP Community of Practice

ELA English Language Arts

IADA Innovative Assessment Demonstration Authority

KBE Kentucky Board of Education

KCAE Kentucky Coalition for Advancing Education

KDE Kentucky Department of Education

KSVT Kentucky Student Voice Team

KUWL Kentucky United We Learn

L3 Local Laboratory of Learning

NCIEA National Center for the Improvement of Educational Assessment
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OVEC Ohio Valley Educational Cooperative

PACE Performance Assessment of Competency Education

PoG Portrait of a Graduate

STEM Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics

ToA Theory of Action

UK University of Kentucky

USED United States Department of Education
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Appendix C - Biographies of Project Leadership Team

Project Director: David Cook

David Cook has served as the Director of the Division of Innovative Learning for the Kentucky

Department of Education since the Innovative Learning unit was created in 2010 as the Division

of Innovation. In that role he leads a team of professionals charged with supporting innovative

learning in Kentucky schools. The work of the Division centers around a network of school

districts called the Kentucky Innovative Learning Network. The districts in the network

participate in a variety of opportunities including the United We Learn initiative and the L3 that

seeks to create a more community-based, equitable system of education. Other programs include

the scaling of project-based learning throughout the state through a partnership with PBLWorks

as well as legislatively mandated programs like the Non-Traditional Instruction (NTI) program

which brought remote learning to Kentucky a decade before COVID-19 and the Districts of

Innovation Program (2012) which gives districts the ability to waive certain statutes and

administrative rules.

KUWL Council

Karen Dodd

In 2011, Ms. Dodd, PMP was appointed to the position of Chief Performance Officer by the

Commissioner of Education for the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE). In this role, Ms.

Dodd supervises a team of strategic data analysts who evaluate the current programs in Kentucky

as well as research new practices in education to make recommendations on education policy and

strategies. Ms. Dodd has served the KDE for over 17 years beginning with her role as process
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manager where she developed and improved operational processes in order to improve

office-wide efficiencies. She has also served as the manager over the Project Management Office

and implemented processes and templates to improve how projects are managed throughout the

department.

Ms. Dodd graduated from the University of Cincinnati with a bachelor degree in Information

Technology. Her continued education has earned her the credentials of certified Project

Management Professional (PMP), Six Sigma Black Belt and Certified Manager of Process

Excellence. Over the past ten years Ms. Dodd has trained and is a senior examiner, technical

editor and coach for the Kentucky Center for Performance Excellence. She is the immediate past

president and now executive director of human resources. In this role, she volunteers to provide

expertise to other organizations across various industries to help them improve their level of

performance.

Paul Leather

Paul Leather is the Partner for Policy and Local and State Partnerships and directs the Interstate

Learning Community for the Center for Innovation in Education, C!E. Mr. Leather’s background

and experience in Education, Counseling, and Administration in New Hampshire spans four

decades. He served as the Deputy Commissioner of the Department of Education in New

Hampshire for eight years, and has also served for 18 years as the Director of the Division of

Career Technology and Adult Learning for the NH SEA, overseeing numerous statewide

initiatives and programs. In 1997, Mr. Leather began a journey to create a state model for

competency-based education. This effort resulted in the development and implementation of the

NH student mastery model now in place as central to NH’s graduation system. More recently, he
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led the development of a first-in-the-nation next generation educational accountability model,

called “Performance Assessment of Competency Education,” or PACE, first approved as a pilot

program by the US Department of Education starting with four NH districts in March 2015.  In

leading the Interstate Learning Community, Mr. Leather has supported SEAs, intermediary

organizations, and local districts as they develop innovative assessment and accountability

systems, and in particular, as they engage inclusive design processes to address community

inclusion, empathic listening to community need, reciprocal expectations of local and state

concerns, and co-creation of multi-level systems design.

Doannie Tran

Doannie Tran is the Partner for Liberatory Co-Creation for the Center for Innovation in

Education. After a career as a middle and high school science teacher, Dr. Tran joined the

founding team of Teach For America - Massachusetts, and during his tenure, the Massachusetts

region was in the top 10% of all TFA regions in terms of effectiveness, satisfaction and retention

of teachers. Dr. Tran completed his doctoral research on the use of design thinking and Lean

Startup methodologies in education before joining the leadership team of Boston Public Schools

as Assistant Superintendent for Academics and Professional Learning. He led the

inter-departmental team that worked with the Boston Teachers’ Union to develop the Essentials

for Instructional Equity, the district’s vision for instruction that would close opportunity gaps.

The Essentials were recently recognized as a “bright spot” by the Massachusetts Department of

Elementary and Secondary Education. Before joining the team at the Center for Innovation in

Education, Dr. Tran served as the Assistant Superintendent for Innovative Programs for Fulton

County, Georgia where he oversaw innovative school design, school governance, accountability

and professional learning strategy. Dr. Tran currently supports a number of districts and states to
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address equity by co-creating policies and systems with educators, communities and young

people.

Innovation Scaling

Sarah Snipes

Sarah Snipes became the Program Manager for the Division of Innovative Learning in the

Kentucky Department of Education’s Office of Continuous Improvement and Support in January

2022. In her role as Program Manager of Innovative Strategies, Snipes leads the Kentucky

Innovative Learning Network (KY ILN), a partnership between local school districts and the

Kentucky Department of Education to provide a space for sharing innovative strategies and

learning about ways to transform our education system. Snipes is also the state agency’s lead for

the Local Laboratories of Learning (L3s). She is a member of the core L3 design team which

supports local communities in inclusive co-creation and piloting of new assessment,

accountability, and learning approaches. Snipes supports various initiatives within the Division

of Innovative Learning such as non-traditional instruction, competency-based education,

project-based learning, as well as student micro-credentialing and badging. Snipes was a teacher

in general education and English Language-Arts classrooms, serving learners in first, fifth, and

sixth grades over the first six years of her career. Snipes taught in the Warren County and

Frankfort Independent School districts before joining KDE as a Program Consultant in July

2020.

Karen Perry

Karen Perry is a Director at the University of Kentucky Center for Next Generation Leadership

and a Clinical Assistant Professor in the Department of Educational Leadership Studies. Karen’s
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doctoral work focuses on the impact of a statewide learning network on leaders’ attitudes and

competencies for leading student-centered innovation.Prior to joining the Next Gen team at UK,

Karen served as the Director of Personalized Learning and Innovative Design for Henry County

Schools, a large suburban district, located just south of Atlanta. Karen led the personalized

learning work, including the redesign of all 50 schools in the district as well as the district-level

work to support the implementation shift to student-centered learning. Karen’s 20+ years in

education include teaching secondary Social Studies and serving as a Graduation Coach to

support at-risk students in graduating on time.

Technical Quality

Jennifer Stafford

Jennifer Stafford is the Director of the Division of Assessment and Accountability Support for

the Office of Assessment and Accountability at the Kentucky Department of Education. Dr.

Stafford supports district assessment coordinators to manage the multiple state-required

assessments. She supports assessment vendors to create and provide materials for implementing

the assessments, provides support to state educational leaders about Kentucky’s assessment and

accountability systems, and plays an important role in developing, implementing and

communicating the state’s assessment and accountability systems. Dr. Stafford has 23 years of

educational experience.  Prior to joining the Kentucky Department of Education, she was the

principal at Carroll County Area Technology Center within the Kentucky Career and Technical

Education System. Prior to work in Carroll County, Jennifer was a classroom teacher for Owen

County Schools. She has served on various national and state committees on assessment and
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accountability, including serving as chair of the ACT State Committee. She chaired the Planning

Committee of the 2016 and 2017 National Conference on Student Assessment.

Brian Gong

Brian Gong is a Senior Associate and co-founder of the Center for Assessment. Dr. Gong has an

extensive professional history of helping states and other educational entities solve complex,

challenging problems of assessment and accountability design and implementation, bringing

together policy/values, educational, technical, and operational expertise. Dr. Gong has helped

develop solutions that include educationally valuable and technically defensible state

accountability systems and innovative assessments (e.g., science performance, writing portfolio,

learning progressions, growth, non-cognitive, comprehensive assessment systems).

Specifically, Dr. Gong has been involved with creating policies, models, and criteria for

promoting validity, reliability, and credibility in both assessments and accountability systems

through work with groups such as the U.S. Department of Education (co-author of

Accountability Peer Review guidance; Growth Model Pilot guidance), Council of Chief State

School Officers (author of documents on the design of accountability systems and balanced

assessment systems), National Center for Educational Outcomes (author of research reports on

standardization and reliability for assessment systems for students with disabilities), and several

state Technical Advisory Committees.

Dr. Gong’s recent work has included development of standards and criteria for the design and

evaluation of assessment programs (comprehensive alignment; interim assessments; Next

Generation Science Standards) and accountability programs (meeting policy and technical goals

and integrating with support and improvement). He was a member of the committee tasked with
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revising the Standards of Educational and Psychological Testing (2014) and was the co-author of

content methodology to implement the CCSSO Criteria for Procuring and Evaluating

High-Quality Assessments.

André Rupp

André Rupp is currently a Senior Associate at the Center for Assessment. Prior to coming to the

Center, he worked over 10 years in academic institutions in Canada, Germany, and the United

States - including as a tenured associate professor - followed by over 6 years in the professional

testing industry and more than a year at a charter school network in NYC. As an interdisciplinary

scholar, practitioner, and teacher, Dr. Rupp has dedicated his professional career to translating

complex scientific findings in educational measurement and related fields into frameworks,

guidelines, and other learning resources for applied colleagues. He has experience in academia,

industry, and the K-12 sector. Dr. Rupp is interested in helping clients articulate, navigate, and

document conceptual design decisions and associated validity arguments for balanced

assessment systems with a particular emphasis on innovative assessment components.

Owing to his experience as a teacher of graduate and undergraduate students from various

disciplines he also enjoys tremendously professional development efforts around measurement

and assessment issues that empower practitioners to change their mindsets and practices. He

recently completed a six-year appointment as the lead developer / editor for the ITEMS

professional development portal by NCME, for which he has curated, developed, and produced

open-source digital training modules in educational measurement and assessment with

established professionals in the field. He received the 2022 Outstanding Service Award from

NCME for his work.

99
 

PR/Award # S368A220006

Page e118



Dr. Rupp has published different types of research across professional genres in peer-reviewed

journals in the field, which includes thoughtful editorial work for books and special issues. His

most comprehensive professional resources include the Handbook of Automated Scoring for

Routledge / CRC Press with Duanli Yan and Peter Foltz (2020), the Handbook of Cognition and

Assessment for Wiley-Blackwell with Jackie Leighton (2016), and the book Diagnostic

Measurement for Guilford Press with Jonathan Templin and Bob Henson (2010). He has

received awards for the two latter volumes from AERA Division D and the SIG Cognition and

Assessment.

Susan Lyons

Susan Lyons is the Principal Consultant at Lyons Assessment Consulting. Lyons Assessment

Consulting offers a full-range of custom assessment consulting solutions and is a

nationally-recognized leader in supporting large- and small-scale assessment innovation. Clients

include state departments of education, large testing companies, and influential policy think

tanks who partner with the team at Lyons Assessment Consulting to create meaningful

improvements within the large-scale state assessment and accountability space. Additionally, Dr.

Lyons works with forward-thinking nonprofits, school districts, and educators seeking to

transform local assessment systems and practices to better serve all students. Dr. Lyons is the

author of more than 35 journal articles and white papers and frequently presents her work at

national conferences. Given her experience and expertise in designing and supporting both state

and local assessment and accountability systems, Susan is well-positioned to continue to offer

technical support to the state of Kentucky and its partners, as described in this grant. In addition

to her consulting work, Dr. Lyons is a part-time faculty member at Boston College and is the
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Executive Director of a non-profit organization dedicated to advancing gender and racial equity

in educational measurement, Women in Measurement.

Policy Development

Meredith Brewer

Meredith Brewer is the Director of Education Policy at the Kentucky Department of Education

and Executive Director for the Kentucky Board of Education. In her role, Dr. Brewer serves as

senior policy advisor to the Commissioner of Education providing counsel on existing and

emerging policy priorities and the establishment of the state's education policy agenda. In her

previous role as Director of the Division of Educator Recruitment and Development, Dr. Brewer

spearheaded the GoTeachKY campaign, the KDE’s educator recruitment and retention initiative.

Prior to joining the KDE, Dr. Brewer served as director of the Kentucky Center for Mathematics

(KCM), a statewide professional development center housed at Northern Kentucky University

and was an elementary classroom teacher.. She received her Ph.D. from the University of

Kentucky with a concentration in educational evaluation and policy.

Lillian Pace

Lillian Pace is the Vice President of Policy and Advocacy at KnowledgeWorks where brings

more than 10 years of experience working with federal and state policymakers to design policy

systems that enable personalized and competency-based education systems. In this work, she has

built considerable expertise in assessment and accountability redesign, helping states and federal

policymakers understand the challenges current systems pose to implementation of personalized
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and competency-based education systems. As such, she has served in advisory positions for the

Council of Chief State School Officers, the Education Commission of the States, the National

Conference on State Legislatures, and Georgia’s Innovative Assessment Pilot Technical

Advisory Committee. Prior to joining KnowledgeWorks, Lillian served 10 years in various

leadership positions on Capitol Hill in Washington, D.C. including as Director of the U.S.

Subcommittee on Early Childhood and Elementary and Secondary Education. She holds a

Masters in Public Policy and a Bachelor of Arts in Public Policy and Journalism.

Evaluation

Arthur Thacker

Dr. Arthur (Art) Thacker, is a Principal Scientist at HumRRO who brings more than 25 years of

relevant educational research experience to this project as an investigator of assessment and

accountability systems. His clients have included district, state, and federal education agencies,

private education organizations, education professional standards boards, and military

assessment programs. He currently serves as technical lead on a federally funded evaluation of

the Innovative Assessment Demonstration Authority (IADA) program, which allows a sample of

states to test innovative assessment strategies to meet federal accountability requirements. He has

served as a lead federal peer reviewer for state assessment and accountability systems. He was

technical lead for HumRRO’s evaluation of the New Hampshire Performance Assessment of

Competency Education (PACE) program. He has also conducted alignment and/or comparability

studies for many state and post-secondary assessment systems, and he has conducted validation

investigations for the California Teacher Performance Expectations and comparative
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investigations of the California Teacher Performance Assessments. He has conducted validity

studies and psychometric analyses for California, Florida, Kentucky, Minnesota, North Dakota,

Pennsylvania, and Utah. Dr. Thacker has extensive expertise in measurement research and

practical experience developing actionable solutions for clients. He has successfully led a great

many projects at HumRRO and has partnered with nearly every major testing company in the

country. He regularly presents to clients and at national conferences and authors research and

technical reports for a wide variety of audiences. He is a former high school science teacher and

received his Ph.D. in Education from the University of Louisville.
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550 12th St. S.W., WASHINGTON, DC 20202 
www.ed.gov 

 
The Department of Education’s mission is to promote student achievement and preparation for global competitiveness 

by fostering educational excellence and ensu ing equal access. 

 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

OFFICE OF FINANCE OPERATIONS 
 

June 22, 2020 
 
 

Mr. Charles Harman 
Director, Division of Budget & Financial Management 
Kentucky Department of Education 
300 Sower Boulevard, Suite 524 
Frankfort, KY 40601 
 
Reference: Agreement No. 2020-607 
 
Dear Mr. Harman: 
 
Your request in relation to U.S. Department of Education (ED) Memo, dated March 25, 2020 to extend 
for one year the restricted 9.6% rate from the current period 7/1/2019 to 6/30/2020 has been approved for 
an extended period of 7/1/2020 to 6/30/2021. This rate is agreed upon due to guidance in ED Memo, 
dated March 25, 2020 to respond to COVID-19 pandemic. 
 
The original and one copy of the Indirect Cost Rate Agreement are enclosed. These documents reflect an 
understanding reached by your organization and the U.S. Department of Education. The rates agreed upon 
should be used for computing indirect cost associated with cost reimbursable grants, contracts and 
applications funded by this Department and other Federal Agencies. 
 
After reviewing the Rate Agreement, please confirm acceptance by having the original signed by a duly 
authorized representative of your organization and returned within thirty (30) calendar days from the date 
of this letter. Please return to the Indirect Cost Division (ICD) Director, Mr. Andre Hylton at 
Andre.Hylton@ed.gov, and System Administrator, Catherine Hull at Catherine.Hull@ed.gov. 
 
The enclosed copy of this agreement should be retained for your files. If there are any questions, please 
contact Phillip Luster at 202-245-8069 or phillip.luster@ed.gov. 
 
The next indirect cost rate proposal based on actual data for the year ending June 30, 2020 is due by 
December 31, 2020. This proposal should be submitted electronically to the ICD contacts above. Please 
note our email provider will not accept files greater than 15MB in size. Please be aware any proposals 
sent to negotiators, or anyone other than those stated here, will not be considered official submissions and 
will not be recognized in our system. 
 

Sincerely, 

 

 
Andre Hylton 
Director, Indirect Cost Division 
Office of Grants Administration 

Enclosures 
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 INDIRECT COST RATE AGREEMENT 
 STATE EDUCATION AGENCY 
 
 
Organization: 
 
Kentucky Department of Education 
300 Sower Boulevard, Suite 524 
Frankfort, KY 40601 

Date: June 22, 2020 

Agreement No: 2020-607 
 
Filing Reference: This replaces previous 
Agreement No. 2019-164  
Dated: 11/14/2019 

 
The approved indirect cost rates herein are for use on grants, contracts, and other agreements with the 
Federal Government. The rates are subject to the conditions included in Section II of this Agreement and 
regulations issued by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Uniform Administrative  
Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards under 2 CFR 200. 
 
Section I - Rates and Bases 
  

Type  From  To  Rate  Base  Applicable To  
Predetermined  7/1/2019  6/30/2020  9.6%  MTDC  APwR  
Predetermined  7/1/2020  6/30/2021  9.6%  MTDC  APwR  
 
Distribution Base: 
MTDC Modified Total Direct Cost - Total direct costs excluding equipment, capital 

expenditures, participant support costs, pass-through funds and the portion of each 
subaward (subcontract or subgrant) above $25,000 (each award; each year). 

 
Applicable To: 
APwR The rates herein are applicable to All Programs including those that require a 

restricted rate per 34 CFR 75.563 and 34 CFR 76.563. 
 

    
  

Treatment of Fringe Benefits: 
Fringe benefits applicable to direct salaries and wages are treated as direct costs. Pursuant to 2 CFR 
200.431, (b), (3), Paragraph (i), unused leave costs for all employees are allowable in the year of 
payment. The treatment of unused leave costs should be allocated as an indirect cost except for those 
employee salaries designated as a direct cost for the restricted rate calculation. 
 
Capitalization Policy: Items of equipment are capitalized and depreciated if the initial acquisition cost 
is equal to or greater than $5,000.
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 Section II – Particulars 
 
 Limitations: Application of the rates contained in this Agreement is subject to all statutory or  
 administrative limitations on the use of funds, and payments of costs hereunder are subject to the  
 availability of appropriations applicable to a given grant or contract. Acceptance of the rates agreed to  
 herein is predicated on the following conditions: (A) that no costs other than those incurred by the  
 Organization were included in the indirect cost pools as finally accepted, and that such costs are legal  
 obligations of the Organization and allowable under the governing cost principles; (B) the same costs  
 that have been treated as indirect costs are not claimed as direct costs; (C) that similar types of  
 information which are provided by the Organization, and which were used as a basis for acceptance of  
 rates agreed to herein, are not subsequently found to be materially incomplete or inaccurate; and (D)  
 that similar types of costs have been accorded consistent accounting treatment. 

 Accounting Changes: The rates contained in this agreement are based on the organizational structure  
 and the accounting systems in effect at the time the proposal was submitted. Changes in  
 organizational structure or changes in the method of accounting for costs which affect the amount of  
 reimbursement resulting from use of the rates in this agreement, require the prior approval of the  
 responsible negotiation agency. Failure to obtain such approval may result in subsequent audit  
 disallowance. 

 Provisional/Final/Predetermined Rates: A proposal to establish a final rate must be submitted. The 
 awarding office should be notified if the final rate is different from the provisional rate so that  
 appropriate adjustments to billings and charges may be made. Predetermined rates are not subject to  
 adjustment. 

 Fixed Rate: The negotiated fixed rate is based on an estimate of the costs that will be incurred during 
 the period to which the rate applies. When the actual costs for such period have been determined, an  
 adjustment will be made to a subsequent rate calculation to compensate for the difference between the  
 costs used to establish the fixed rate and the actual costs. 

 Notification to Other Federal Agencies: Copies of this document may be provided to other Federal 
 agencies as a means of notifying them of the agreement contained herein. 
 Audit: All costs (direct and indirect, federal and non-federal) are subject to audit. Adjustments to 
 amounts resulting from audit of the cost allocation plan or indirect cost rate proposal upon which the 
 negotiation of this agreement was based may be compensated for in a subsequent negotiation. 

 Reimbursement Ceilings/Limitations on Rates: Awards that include ceiling provisions and statutory/ 
 regulatory requirements on indirect cost rates or reimbursement amounts are subject to the stipulations  
 in the grant or contract agreements. If a ceiling is higher than the negotiated rate in Section I of this  
 agreement, the negotiated rate will be used to determine the maximum allowable indirect cost. 
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 Section III - Special Remarks 
 
 Alternative Reimbursement Methods: If any federal programs are reimbursing indirect costs by a  
 methodology other than the approved rates in this agreement, such costs should be credited to the  
 programs and the approved rates should be used to identify the maximum amount of indirect costs  
 allocable. 
 
 Submission of Proposals: New indirect cost proposals are necessary to obtain approved indirect cost 
 rates for future fiscal years. The next indirect cost rate proposal is due six months prior to the 
 expiration dates of the rates in this agreement. 
 
 Section IV – Approvals 
 
 For the State Education Agency: For the Federal Government: 
  
Kentucky Department of Education 
300 Sower Boulevard, Suite 524 
Frankfort, KY 40601 

U.S. Department of Education 
OFO / OGA / ICD 
550 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20202-4450 

 

 

 ____________________________________ __________________________________ 
 Signature Signature 

 ____________________________________ Andre Hylton                                               
 Name Name 

 ____________________________________ Director, Indirect Cost Division                 
 Title Title 
 ____________________________________ June 22, 2020                                              
 Date Date 
 

Negotiator: Phillip Luster 
Telephone Number: 202-245-8069 
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ANDRÉ A. RUPP, Ph.D., M.S., M.A. 

 
EMPLOYMENT HISTORY 

 
2021-current Senior Associate, Center for Assessment / NCIEA 
 

 Provides methodological support for assessment systems to states, 
districts, and organizations 

 Provides support for the development of RFPs, proposals, and grant 
applications 

 Reviews technical documentation and supports technical advisory 
committees 

 Represents the organization in professional venues through 
dissemination efforts 

 
2020-2021 Leader, Instructional Data, Success Academies Charter School Network 
 

• Designs, evaluates, and supports implementation of a principled 
assessment design approach for K-12 assessment aligned with 
disciplinary standards, learning progressions, and modern data analysis 
approaches 

• Designs, evaluates, and supports implementation of a system of 
indicators and evidence for high-school and college readiness 

• Evaluates data visualization and insight needs for teachers, principals, 
assessment specialists, school managers, and network managers to 
improve the design of dashboards for assessments 

• Consults on various research design, data analysis, and reporting needs 
in cross-functional teams 

 
2013-2020 Research Director, Integrated Scoring Research (iSCORE) Group in the 

Psychometrics, Statistics, and Data Sciences (PSDS) area, Educational Testing 
Service, Princeton, NJ 

 
• Reimagined the operational readiness evaluations for the e-rater 

automated scoring engine with an interdisciplinary team 
• Consulted on a variety of operational deployment efforts for human and 

automated scoring through advisory groups and audits 
• Conceptualized, edited, and contributed to two interdisciplinary 

handbooks on Cognition and Assessment (2016) and Automated 
Scoring (2020) 

• Created and implemented the vision for the professional development 
portal (ITEMS) for NCME 

• Led the development of digital e-learning modules covering topics in 
educational measurement, assessment design, interdisciplinary frontiers, 
and assessment literacy (10 live, 30+ in development) 

• Led the development and evaluation effort for automated essay scoring 
models in a study in Germany and Switzerland 
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2008-2013 Assistant and Associate Professor (with Tenure), Quantitative Methodology 
Program [formerly EDMS Department], Department of Human Development and 
Quantitative Methodology (HDQM), Affiliated with the Center for the Advanced 
Study of Languages (CASL), University of Maryland, College Park, MD  

 
• Taught Ph.D., Master’s, and undergraduate students in a variety of 10+  

statistics and psychometrics courses, including courses on multivariate 
data analysis, latent-variable methods, and diagnostic measurement 
with strong teaching evaluations 

• Published over 35 articles, chapters, research reports, encyclopedia 
entries, book reviews, and other sources in peer-reviewed outlets, most 
notably a landmark volume on Diagnostic Measurement (2012) 

• Advised on grants relating to the design and scoring methodology 
around epistemic games and network engineering activities 

• Supervised Ph.D. and Master’s students working on model-data fit and 
understanding skill profiles in a digital system 

• Chaired a hiring committee for two new faculty members that are still 
employed within the department / program 

 
2005-2007 Visiting Professor, Institute for Educational Progress (IQB), Humboldt-University, 

Berlin, Germany  
 

• Represented the company at national and international conferences and 
meetings  

• provided strategic advice for interdisciplinary teams creating English and 
French language tests for national assessments 

• Led development of a book on standards-based English language 
assessment in Germany 

• Co-supervised a doctoral student at Humboldt University who defended 
successfully  

• Mentored junior and senior colleagues  
 
 
2003-2005 Assistant Professor, Research Unit in Measurement, Evaluation, and 

Assessment, Faculty of Education, University of Ottawa, Ottawa, ON, Canada  
 

• Taught Ph.D. and Master’s level courses in educational measurement 
with strong teaching evaluations 

• Supervised Ph.D. and Master’s students in educational measurement 
• Received funding for a new eye-tracking lab for reading research (not 

accepted due to job change) 
 

GRADUATE EDUCATION 
 
University of British Columbia  2003  Ph.D.  Measurement, Evaluation, 
[GPA: 4.0]        and Research Methodology 
 
Northern Arizona University  2001  M.S.  Mathematics / Statistics 
[GPA: 4.0]         
 
Northern Arizona University  1999  M.A.  Teaching English as a 
[GPA: 4.0]        Second Language 
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TEACHING 

(University of Maryland, University of Ottawa, University of British Columbia, Workshops)  
 
Dr. Rupp has taught at all key levels relevant to an academic career, including Ph.D. and Master’s 
students in educational measurement, psychology, and various education programs, 
undergraduate students, and professional colleagues in the field. His teaching evaluations and 
informal comments have been excellent, and he has been frequently lauded in his roles as 
instructor, mentor, and collaborator. Courses he has taught have included: 
 
Applied Regression Analysis; Modern Diagnostic Measurement; Multivariate Statistics; Modern 
Measurement Theories; Quantitative Research Methods I; Quantitative Research Methods II; 
Modern Scaling Methods: IRT to Cognitive Diagnosis Models; Methods, Foundations, and 
Applications of Diagnostic Assessment; plus a few others including workshops and digital training 
through the ITEMS portal. 
 

SUPERVISION 
 
Supervised several Ph.D. students during his time at the University of Maryland (e.g., Jessica 
Mislevy (now at SRI), Matthew Gushta (now at Cognia), Tiago Calico (now at AIR), and Shauna 
Sweet) and served on dissertation and Master’s thesis committees (e.g., Austin Fossey, Dan 
McNeish, Meredith Mislevy). 
 

PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES 
 
Awards 
  
2022 Outstanding Service Award as Editor of ITEMS (2017-2021), National Council on 

Measurement in Education (NCME) 
 
2016 Outstanding Contribution to Research in Cognition and Assessment Award, SIG 167 – 

Cognition and Assessment, American Educational Research Association (AERA) 
 
2012  Significant Contribution to Educational Measurement and Research Methodology Award 

for Rupp, Templin, and Henson (2010), Division D – Educational Measurement and 
Research Methodology, American Educational Research Association (AERA)  

 
Professional Service  
 
2012-2015  Chair, Special Interest Group (SIG) on Cognition and Assessment, American 

Educational Research Association (AERA).  
 
2011-2012 Program co-chair for 2012, annual meeting of the National Council of 

Measurement in Education (NCME); co-chair: Joanna S. Gorin, Arizona State 
University.  

 
2010-2011 Vice-chair and program chair for 2011, annual meeting of the Special Interest 

Group (SIG) on Cognition and Assessment, which is part of the American 
Educational Research Association (AERA). Chair: Jonathan Templin, University 
of Georgia at Athens.  

 
2010-2020 Faculty Advisor, Graduate Student Issues Committee; sponsored by the National 

Council on Measurement in Education (NCME)  
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2009-2011 Member, Technical Advisory Board of the Diagnostic E-Learning Trajectories 

Approach (DELTA) Applied to Rational Number Reasoning for Grades 3-8; PI: 
Jere Confrey, Friday Institute for Educational Innovation, North Carolina State 
University.  

 
Contracts and Grants 
 
Selected external funding – only funded work listed. 
 
Year  Foundation / Agency / Institution   Role  Amount   Purpose  
 
2016 National Science Foundation (NSF)  Co-PI  $1,500,000   Research 
2016    German Research Foundation (DFG)  PI [ETS]  $193,000   Research 
2012 Cisco       Consultant $144,000    Research  
2009  National Science Foundation (EAGER)  Co-PI  $94,500   Research  
2009  National Science Foundation (DRK-12)  Co-PI  $361,000   Research  
2007  German Research Foundation (DFG)  Co-PI  $100,000    Research  
2006  German Research Foundation (DFG)  Co-PI  $120,000    Research  
2005  Canadian Foundation for Innovation (CFI)  PI  $120,000   Infrastructure  
2004  Social Sciences and Humanities   PI  $90,000    Research  
 Research Council (SSHRC) 
 
 
Books (Selected) 
 
Yan, D., Rupp, A. A., & Foltz, P. (Eds.). (2020). The handbook of automated scoring: Theory 

into practice. New York, NY: CRC Press.   
  
Rupp, A. A., & Leighton, J. P. (Eds.). (2016). The handbook of cognition and assessment: 

Frameworks, methodologies, and applications. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley-
Blackwell. https://www.wiley.com/en-
us/The+Wiley+Handbook+of+Cognition+and+Assessment%3A+Frameworks%2C+Meth
odologies%2C+and+Applications-p-9781118956571 

 
  This book is part of the reason for the 2017 Outstanding Contribution to Practice in 

Cognition and Assessment award from the SIG 167 – Cognition and Assessment within 
the American Educational Research Association (AERA)   

 
Rupp, A. A., Templin, J., & Henson, R. J. (2010). Diagnostic measurement: Theory, methods, 

and applications. New York: Guilford Press. https://www.guilford.com/books/Diagnostic-
Measurement/Rupp-Templin-Henson/9781606235270 

 
This book won the 2012 Significant Contribution to Educational Measurement and 
Research Methodology Award from Division D in the American Educational Research 
Association (AERA). 

Peer-reviewed Articles (Selected) 
 
Rupp, A. A., Oliveri, M. E., Slomp, D., & Elliot, N. (2021). Principled design of a prototype 

system for workplace English communication skills. Special issue of the Journal of 
Writing Analytics. 
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Rotou, O., & Rupp, A. A. (2020). Evaluations of automated scoring systems in practice 

(Research Report No. 20-10). Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service.  
 
Rupp, A. A. (2018). Designing, evaluating, and deploying automated scoring systems with 

validity in mind: Methodological design decisions. Applied Measurement in Education. 
31(3), 181-214.   

  
Elliot, N., Rupp, A. A., & Williamson, D. M. (2015). Three interpretative frameworks: Assessment 

of English Language Arts-Writing in the Common Core State Standards Initiative. The 
Journal of Writing Assessment, 8. Retrieved online from 
http://journalofwritingassessment.org/article.php?article=84   

  
Rupp, A. A. (2013). A critical review of the methodology of person fit research in item response 

theory: Lessons about generalizability of inferences from the design of simulation 
studies. Psychological Test and Assessment Modeling, 55, 3-38.   

 
Rupp, A. A., diCerbo, K. E., Levy, R., Benson, M., Sweet, S., Crawford, A., Fay, D., Kunze, K. 

L., Calico, T., & Behrens, J. (2012). Putting ECD into practice: The interplay of theory 
and data in evidence models within a digital learning environment. Journal of 
Educational Data Mining, 4, 49-110. 

 
Sweet, S., & Rupp, A. A. (2012). Using the ECD framework to support evidentiary reasoning in 

the context of a simulation study for detecting learner differences in epistemic games. 
Journal of Educational Data Mining, 4, 183-223. 

 
Research Reports (Selected) 
 
Rupp, A. A., Casabianca, J. M., Kruger, M., Keller, S., & Koller, O. (2019). Automated essay 

scoring at scale: A case study in Switzerland and Germany (RR-19-12). Princeton, NJ: 
Educational Testing Service. 

 
Breyer, F. J., Rupp, A. A., & Bridgeman, B. (2017). Implementing a contributory scoring 

approach for the GRE® Analytical Writing section: A comprehensive empirical 
investigation (RR-17-14). Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service.  

 
Book Chapter (Selected) 
 
Rupp, A. A., Foltz, P., & Yan, D. (2020). Theory into practice: Reflections on the handbook. In 

D. Yan, A. A. Rupp, & P. Foltz (Eds.), Handbook of automated scoring: Theory into 
practice (pp. 475-488). Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press. 

 
Rupp, A. A. (2013). Clustering and classification. In Little, T. (Ed.), The Oxford handbook of 

quantitative methods (pp. 517-550). New York: Oxford University Press. 
 
Rupp, A. A.(2012). Psychological vs. psychometric dimensionality in reading assessment. In J. 

Sabatini, E. R. Albro, & T. O’Reilly (Eds.), Measuring up: Advances in how we assess 
reading ability (pp. 135-152). New York: Rowan & Littlefield Education. 

 
Rupp, A. A., & Mislevy, R. J. (2007). Cognitive foundations of structured item response theory 

models. In J. Leighton & M. Gierl (Eds.), Cognitive diagnostic assessment in education: 
Theory and applications (pp. 205-241). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
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ARTHUR A. THACKER 
Principal Scientist  

 
PROFESSIONAL PROFILE 

 
Dr. Arthur Thacker's background in educational research is centered on a very broad view of validity. 
For more than 25 years, his work has focused on the links among standards, instruction, learning 
environment, testing, accountability, teacher professional development and other education concepts 
that relate to student assessment and ultimately to student learning. To that end, he has conducted 
research studies on the accuracy, reliability, and validity of assessments for several states and 
federal agencies. He has conducted a variety of types of alignment studies, investigated instructional 
interventions, teacher professional development, and quality of instruction and instructional supports. 
 

EDUCATION 
 
PhD, Education, Curriculum and Instruction 2006 University of Louisville 
MAT, Teaching 1995 University of Louisville 
BS, Biology 1988 Eastern Kentucky University 
BA, Chemistry 1988 Eastern Kentucky University 

 
AREAS OF EXPERTISE 

 
• Validity studies 
• Psychometric and statistical analyses 
• Curriculum design and evaluation 

• Research and evaluation for large-scale 
assessments 

• Instructional evaluation 
 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
 
Human Resources Research Organization 1997 - Present 
Principal Scientist 
 
• Serves as Technical Lead for validity studies and psychometric quality assurance for the Kentucky 

Department of Education, for the evaluation of the federal Innovative Assessment Demonstration 
Authority (IADA) program implementing various innovative assessment and accountability 
systems across several states, and on multiple alignment efforts related to the California and 
Kansas state assessment programs (aligning test items to standards for Next Generation Science 
Assessments, English language assessments, and alternate assessment versions of these 
assessments. Technical lead/advisor for efforts to generate validity arguments for military 
assessments including the Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT), Armed Services Vocational 
Aptitude Battery (ASVAB), and the Tailored Adaptive Personality Assessment (TAPAS).  

• Recently directed research studies for the PARCC assessment consortia and the National 
Assessment Governing Board (NAGB). Served as HumRRO’s lead researcher in partnership 
with Radford University’s Appalachian Support for Specialized Education Training (ASSET) 
project. Evaluated and replicated form-to-form equating procedures conducted by ACT.  

• Served as technical lead on projects to evaluate the quality of the California Teacher 
Performance Expectations and a separate project investigating the comparability of the 
California Teacher Performance Assessments.  
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• Directed HumRRO's efforts to investigate validity issues associated with Kentucky's alternate 
assessment as part of a federal General Supervision Enhancement Grant.  

 
PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS AND SERVICE 

 
• National Council on Measurement in Education (NCME). NCME Newsletter editor (as of 

January 2021). 

• American Educational Research Association (AERA) 

• Advisory/Consulting Experience 
- Served as a member of the research advisory panel for the Prichard Committee’s 

research, funded by the Ford Foundation, on high-performing, high-poverty schools, 
advising on methodology and other issues surrounding this series of case studies. 

- Served as a Technical Advisory Panel member for federal grant received by the University 
of Louisville to create and improve middle school teacher assessments. 

- Served on a specially convened advisory panel on alignment of English language 
assessments for the WIDA Consortium.  

- Served as vice-president of the Kentucky Education Researchers’ Roundtable. 
- Federal peer reviewer for state assessment and accountability systems for three cycles.  
- Serves as a member of the Jefferson County Public Schools Internal Review Board.  

 
SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Books and Journal Articles  

Dickinson, E. R., Thacker, A. A., & Michaels, H. R. (2020). NGSS alignment: where have we 
been and where are we going? Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice. Summer 2020, 
Vol. 39, No. 2, pp. 31-34.  

Technical Reports 

Paulsen, J., Dickinson, E., & Thacker, A. A. (2022). Consistency of subgroup differences on K-
PREP from 2019 to 2022 (2022 No. 002). Human Resources Research Organization. 
 
Crawford, B. F., & Thacker, A. A. (2021). Evaluation of the Mathematics Experiences and 
Conceptions (MECS) subscales for Project M3INE (2021 No. 045). Human Resources Research 
Organization. 

Crawford, B. F., Dickinson, E. R., & Thacker, A. A. (2021). The accuracy of students’ novice, 
apprentice, proficient, and distinguished classifications for the 2021 Kentucky performance rating 
for educational progress (K-PREP) Tests (2021 No. 156). Human Resources Research 
Organization. 

Dickinson, E. R. & Thacker, A. A. (2021). Equipercentile linking for the 2021 alternate K-PREP 
(2021 No. 056). Human Resources Research Organization. 

Dickinson, E. R., & Thacker, A. A. (2021). Exploring opportunity to learn during 2020–2021 (2021 
No. 153). Human Resources Research Organization. 
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Dickinson, E. R., & Thacker, A. A. (2021). Exploring the relations between quality of school 
climate and safety and summative assessment performance (2021 No. 152). Human Resources 
Research Organization. 

Ford, L. A., Knapp, D. J., Russell, T. L., & Thacker, A. A. (2021). Validity argument 1.0 for the 
Tailored Adaptive Personality Assessment System (TAPAS) (2021 No. 095). Human Resources 
Research Organization. 

Paulsen, J., & Thacker, A. A. (2021). Edmentum exact path diagnostic assessment reliability 
analyses: addendum (2021 No. 088). Human Resources Research Organization. 

Sinclair, A. L., Paulsen, J., & Thacker, A. A. (2021). Kansas English Language proficiency 
assessment:  Alignment study (2021 No. 043). Human Resources Research Organization. 

Thacker, A. A. (2021). Examining Kentucky students’ performance trendlines pre- and post-
pandemic (2021 No. 041). Human Resources Research Organization. 
 
Thacker, A. A. (2021). Kentucky’s response to the COVID-19 pandemic: steps toward ensuring 
continued assessment program relevance and validity of student scores (2021 No. 073). Human 
Resources Research Organization. 
 
Thacker, A. A., Dickinson, E. R., Paulsen, J., & Buckland, W. W. (2021). Summative English 
Language Proficiency Assessments for California (ELPAC) alignment study report (2021 No. 
093). Human Resources Research Organization. 
 
Bynum, B. H., & Thacker, A. A. (2020). Third-party checking of 2019 scaling and equating for the 
Kentucky Performance Rating for Educational Progress (K-PREP) tests (2020 No. 009). Human 
Resources Research Organization. 

Dickinson, E. R., & Thacker, A. A. (2020). California Assessment of Student Performance and 
Progress (CAASPP): California Alternate Assessment (CAA) for Science alignment study report 
(2020 No. 046). Human Resources Research Organization. 

Dickinson, E. R., Thacker, A. A., & Hardoin, M. M. (2020). California Assessment of Student 
Performance and Progress (CAASPP): California Science Test (CAST) alignment study report 
(2020 No. 040). Human Resources Research Organization. 

Lee, J., Dickinson, E. R., & Thacker, A. A. (2020). The quality of school climate and safety 
survey: Confirmatory factor analysis study (2020 No. 051). Human Resources Research 
Organization. 

Paulsen, J., Dickinson, E. R., & Thacker, A. A. (2020). Relations among Kentucky Performance 
Rating for Educational Progress (K-PREP) and ACT scores (2020 No. 050). Human Resources 
Research Organization. 

Paulsen, J., Sinclair, A. L., & Thacker, A. A. (2020). Potential correspondence between 
Edmentum’s exact path assessments and Ohio state assessments (2020 No. 019). Human 
Resources Research Organization. 

Swain, M. S., & Thacker, A. A. (2020). Linking exact path diagnostic and ILEARN scores (2020 
No. 032). Human Resources Research Organization. 
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Thacker, A. A., Russell, T. L., Knapp, D. J., & Gribben, M. A. (2020). Validity argument 1.0 for the 
Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) (2020 No. 007). Human Resources Research Organization. 

Thacker, A. A., Woods, A., Michaels, H. R., Schultz, S. R., & Patelis, T. (2020). Recommendations 
for a NAEP interpretative guide (2020 No. 068). Human Resources Research Organization. 

Crawford, B., Thacker, A. A., & Michaels, H. R. (2019). Using the PARCC and Smarter Balanced 
assessments to investigate achievement gaps of targeted subgroups (2019 No. 131). Human 
Resources Research Organization. 

Dickinson, E. R., Michaels, H. R., & Thacker, A. A. (2019). Report of methodological processes 
and results for revised Career and Technical Education End-of-Program (CTE EOP) passing 
standards (2019 No. 117). Human Resources Research Organization. 

Dvorak, R. L., Swain, M. S., Thacker, A. A., Longabach, T., & Buckland, W. W. (2019). An impact 
evaluation of reading and math i-ready® implementation in South Carolina. (2019 No. 011). 
Human Resources Research Organization. 

Hardoin, M. M., Dvorak, R. L., Thacker, A. A., Paulsen, J., Gribben, M. A., & Handy, K. (2019). 
California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP): 2019 independent 
evaluation report (2019 No. 102). Human Resources Research Organization. 

Oppler, S. H., Bynum, B. H., McCloy, R. A., & Thacker, A. A. (2019). Recommendations for 
DLPT5 Item Calibration (2019 No. 080). Human Resources Research Organization. 

Sinclair, A. L., & Thacker, A. A. (2019). An investigation of the comparability of commission-
approved teaching performance assessment models (2019 No. 120). Human Resources 
Research Organization. 

Thacker, A. A. (2019). Memorandum on developing a Theory of Action (TOA) for NAEP (2019 
No. 010). Human Resources Research Organization. 

Thacker, A. A., Dickinson, E. R., & Aazzerah, R. (2019). Independent alignment review of the 
Northwest Evaluation Association’s (NWEA) Measures of Academic Progress (MAP®) science 
Items for use with next generation science standards (2019 No. 019). Human Resources 
Research Organization. 

Thacker, A. A., Dickinson, E. R., & Deatz, R. C. (2019). Independent alignment review of the 
Kentucky Performance Rating for Educational Progress (K-PREP) science assessments: Grades 
4 and 7 (2019 No. 016). Human Resources Research Organization. 

Thacker, A. A., & Millard, J. (2019). Inventory of state social studies standards (2019 No. 077). 
Human Resources Research Organization.   

Wiley, C. R. H., Thacker, A. A., Robertson, S. A., Winters, E., & Prendez, J. Y. (2019). ASSET 
2019 summer study results: Elementary mathematics – making sense of word problems (2019 
No. 078). Human Resources Research Organization. 

Banjanovic, E. S., Chen, L., & Thacker, A. A. (2018). PARCC ELA pre-equating study (2018 No. 
048). Alexandria VA: Human Resources Research Organization. 
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Dickinson, E. R., Deatz, R. C., & Thacker, A. A. (2018). Independent alignment review of the 
North Dakota assessment program for English Language Arts and Mathematics (2018 No. 075). 
Human Resources Research Organization. 

Dickinson, E. R., Dvorak, R. L., & Thacker, A. A. (2018). Evaluation of the Iowa assessments 
(2018 No. 014). Human Resources Research Organization. 

Dickinson, E. R., Michaels, H. R., & Thacker, A. A. (2018). Evaluating the alignment of the Iowa 
Statewide Assessment of Student Progress ELA, Mathematics, and Science assessments: 
Grades 3-11 (2018 No. 070). Human Resources Research Organization. 

Dickinson, E. R., & Thacker. A. A. (2018). Review of the Kentucky Occupational Skill Standards 
and Assessment (KOSSA) system (2018 No. 035). Human Resources Research Organization. 

Hardoin, M. M., Thacker, A. A., Dvorak, R. L., & Becker, D. E. (2018). California Assessment of 
Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP): 2018 Independent evaluation report (2018 No. 
087). Human Resources Research Organization. 

Longabach, T., Thacker, A. A., & Patelis, T. (2018). ACT equating replication (2018 No. 072). 
Human Resources Research Organization. 

Michaels, H. R., Egan, K., Thacker, A. A., & Schultz, S. R. (2018). Reporting achievement level 
descriptors for the National Assessment of Educational Progress (2018 No. 040). Human 
Resources Research Organization. 

Patelis, T., Becker, D. E., Dickinson, E. R., Gribben, M. A., Schultz, S. R., & Thacker, A. A. 
(2018). Ad Hoc committee on postsecondary preparedness: Synthesis of activities and findings 
(2018 No. 025). Human Resources Research Organization. 

Purl, J. D., Crawford, B. F., Banjanovic, E. S., Dickinson, E. R., Chen, L., & Thacker, A. A. 
(2018). PARCC grade level readiness investigation (2018 No. 093). Human Resources Research 
Organization. 

Sinclair, A. L., & Thacker, A. A. (2018). An investigation of the comparability of commission-
approved teaching performance assessment models (2018 No. 047). Alexandria VA: Human 
Resources Research Organization. 

Sinclair, A. L., & Thacker, A. A. (2018). South Carolina assessment evaluation report #2 - Part I: 
Technical evaluation & Part II: Legal evaluation (2018 No. 007). Human Resources Research 
Organization. 

Thacker, A. A., Sinclair, A. L., & Dickinson, E. R. (2018). A review of state indicators of college 
and career preparedness (2018 No. 045). Human Resources Research Organization. 

Becker, D. E., Thacker, A. A., Sinclair, A. L., Dickinson, E. R., Woods, A., & Wiley, C. R. H. 
(2017). Formative evaluation of New Hampshire’s Performance Assessment of Competency 
Education (PACE) final report (2017 No. 013). Human Resources Research Organization. 

Thacker, A. A. (2017). Summary of the measurement claims of the Iowa statewide assessment 
of student progress (2017 No. 044). Human Resources Research Organization. 
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Kentucky Department of Education, Office of Curriculum, Assessment, and Accountability, 
Bureau of Learning Results Services, Frankfort, KY. 

Research Consultant / Associate Commissioner 1994 – 1998. Responsible for the Department’s 
activities including curriculum content standards, portfolio development and training, assessment 
development, and school and district accountability implementation.  Directed validity research 
program.  Directed development and evaluation of RFPs.  Oversaw work with assessment 
contractors with annual contract over $8 million annually.  Supervised over 80 employees with 
Office budget over $6 million annually.  Interacted extensively with educators in the field, state 
board of education, legislative representatives, professional organizations, and external evaluators. 

Educational Testing Service, Division of Cognitive and Instructional Science, Princeton, NJ. 

Associate/Research Scientist. 1987 – 1994.  Directed project to develop instructional assessments 
in elementary and middle school science including curriculum-embedded assessments, formative 
assessments, learning progress maps, and technology-enhanced assessments.  Researched 
implementation and effects of such assessments in classrooms.  Developed prototypes of software 
tools for assessment.  

 
 
Education 
 
 
Ph.D. 1988. Stanford University. School of Education, concentration in design and evaluation of 

educational programs. 
 
M.A. 1982. San Jose (CA) State University, School of Education, concentration in learning and 

instructional technology. 
 
B.S. 1978. Brigham Young University, concentration in psychology of learning. 
 
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Selected Presentations and Publications 
 
 

National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine. (2022). A Pragmatic Future for NAEP: 
Containing Costs and Updating Technologies. Washington, DC: The National Academies Press. 
https://doi.org/10.17226/26427. 

Gong, B. (2021).  Peer Review: Effects on state tests and testing.  Presentation at the National Council 
on Measurement in Education (NCME) annual meeting, June 9, 2021, virtual. In session, Fostering 
Assessment Quality: Learning from federal “Peer Review” Criteria, Process, and Impact. 

Lorié, W. & Gong, B. (2021).  Assessment Framework Development Processes.  Report prepared for 
the National Assessment Governing Board.  Washington, DC: HumRRO. 

DePascale, C. & Gong, B. (2020).  Comparability of Individual Students’ Scores on the “Same Test.”  
Chapter in Berman, A. I., Haertel, E. H., & Pellegrino, J. W. (2020). Comparability of Large-Scale 
Educational Assessments: Issues and Recommendations. Washington, DC: National Academy of 
Education. 

Marion, S., Gong, B. Lorié, W. & Kockler, R. (2020).  Restart and Recovery: Assessment 
considerations for Fall 2020.  Washington, DC: Council of Chief State School Officers. 
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Norris, M. & Gong, B.  (2019).  Thinking About Claims for Assessments of the Next Generation 
Science Standards.  Presentation at the National Council on Measurement in Education (NCME) 
annual meeting, April 4-8, 2019, Toronto, Canada. 

Dadey, N. & Gong, B. (2017).  Using Interim Assessments in Place of Summative Assessments?  
Consideration of an ESSA Option.  Washington, DC: Council of Chief State School Officers. 

Fiore, S.M., Graesser, A., Greiff, S., Griffin, P., Gong, B., Kyllonen, P., Massey, C., O’Neil, H., 
Pellegrino, J., Rothman, R., Soulé, H., von Davier, A. (authors listed alphabetically). (2017).  
Collaborative Problem Solving: Considerations for the National Assessment of Educational 
Progress.  White paper commissioned by the National Center on Educational Statistics. 
https://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pdf/researchcenter/Collaborative Problem Solving.pdf  

Schneider, M.C., Egan, K., & Gong, B. (2017).  Defining and Challenging Fairness in Tests Involving 
Students With Dyslexia: Key Opportunities in Test Design and Score Interpretations.  In H. Jiao & 
R.W. Lissitz (Eds.), Test Fairness in the New Generation of Large-scale Assessment. Charlotte, NC: 
Information Age Publishing. 

Domaleski, C. Gong, B., Hess, K., Marion, S., Curl, C., & Peltzman, A. (2015).  Assessment to Support 
Competency-Based Pathways.  Washington, DC: Achieve. 

Kearns, J., Kleinert, H., Thurlow, M., Gong, B., Quenemoen, R. (2015). Alternate assessments as one 
measure of teacher effectiveness: Implications for our field.  Research and Practice for Persons 
with Severe Disabilities, 40(1), 20 -35.  

Gong, B. (April 2015).  “Evaluating the Quality of Educational Accountability Systems: Beyond 
validity and reliability.”  2015 William Angoff Memorial Lecture sponsored by Educational Testing 
Service.  April 21 & 22, 2015.  Washington, DC and Princeton, NJ. (to be published by ETS) 

Gong, B. (2015).  “Next-Generation Criteria for Evaluating Assessment Quality.”  Presentation as part 
of the invited session, “Quality Focus: Experiences from a Number of Assessment Programs.”  
NCME Annual meeting, Chicago, IL, April 17, 2015. 

Hess, K. & Gong, B. (2014).  Ready for College?  Meeting the Common Core Standards and Beyond 
through Deeper, Student-Centered Learning.  A white paper sponsored by the Nellie Mae 
Foundation.  Quincy, MA: Nellie Mae Foundation.  http://www.nmefoundation.org/resources/scl-
2/ready-for-college-and-career  

Gong, B. & DePascale, C. (2013).  Different but the Same: Assessment “comparability” in the era of 
the Common Core State Standards.  A white paper developed for the Council of Chief State School 
Officers.  Washington, DC: CCSSO. 

Gong, B. (2010).  Using Balanced Assessment Systems to Improve Student Learning and School 
Capacity: An Introduction.  Paper commissioned by CCSSO and the R&D Consortium sponsored 
by Renaissance Learning.  Washington, DC: CCSSO. 

Li, Y., Marion, S., Perie, M., & Gong, B. (2010). An approach for evaluating the technical quality of 
interim assessments.  Peabody Journal of Education: Issues of Leadership, Policy, and 
Organizations, 85(2), pp. 163-185. 

Perie, M., Marion, S., & Gong, B.  (2009).  Moving towards a comprehensive assessment system: A 
framework for considering interim assessments.  Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice, 
28(3), 2009, pp. 5-13. 

Gong, B.  (2008).  Ten issues to improve the development and use of learning progressions.  
Presentation at the meeting on advancing research on adaptive instruction and formative assessment, 
sponsored by the Center on Continuous Instructional Improvement (CCII)/CPRE.  Philadelphia, PA, 
Feb. 21, 2008. 
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Hill, R., Gong, B., Marion, S., DePascale, C, Dunn, J, & Simpson, M.A. (2006).  Using value tables to 
explicitly value student growth.  In R. W. Lissitz (Ed.), Longitudinal and Value Added Models of 
Student Performance.  Maple Grove, MN: JAM Press, pp. 255-290. 

Gong, B. (July 2006).  Growth as a lens for improving NCLB: Validity, practicality, core values.  
Presentation to the staff of the U.S. Senate’s Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions (HELP) 
Committee.  Washington, DC. 

Simpson, M. A., Gong, B., & Marion, S.  (June 2006).  Effect of minimum cell sizes and confidence 
interval sizes for special education subgroups on school-level AYP determinations.  Synthesis 
Report 61.  Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota, National Center on Educational Outcomes. 

Gong, B. & Marion, S. (June 2006).  Dealing with flexibility in assessments for students with severe 
cognitive disabilities (Synthesis Report 60).  Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota, National 
Center on Educational Outcomes. Available at: 
http://education.umn.edu/NCEO/OnlinePubs/Synthesis60.html 

Gong, B. and ASR SCASS.  (2002).  Designing school accountability systems: Towards a framework 
and process.  Washington, DC: Council of Chief State School Officers. 

Mioduser, D., Venezky, R. L., & Gong, B.  (1998).  The Weather Lab: An Instruction-Based 
Assessment Tool Built From a Knowledge-Based System.  Journal of Computers in mathematics 
and Science Teaching, 17(2/3), pp. 239-264. 

Awbry, A. & Gong, B.  (1997).  “1996 Writing Portfolio Audit Final Report.”  Winning Entry of the 
Division H Annual Report Awards Competition, Alternative Assessment Reports Category.  AERA 
annual meeting. 

Gong, B. and Reidy, E.  (1996).  Assessment and accountability in Kentucky’s school reform.  In J. B. 
Baron & D. P. Wolf (Eds.), Performance-based student assessment: Challenges and possibilities 
(95th NSSE Yearbook).  Chicago: National Society for the Study of Education. 

Gong, B., Venezky, R., & Mioduser, D. (1992). Instructional Assessments: Lever for Systemic Change 
in Science Education Classrooms.  Journal of Science Education and Technology, 1(3), 157-176. 

Lesh, R., Lamon, S.J., Gong, B., & Post, T.R. (1992). Using Learning Progress Maps to Improve 
Instructional Decision Making. In R. Lesh & S.J. Lamon (Eds.) Assessment Of Authentic 
Performance In School Mathematics, pp. 343-375. Washington, DC: AAAS Press.  

 
 
Selected Professional Activities and Affiliations 
 
 
Currently serving as a member of and/or as the contractor supporting the department of education in 
managing the Technical Advisory Committee for: Alaska, Delaware, District of Columbia, Kentucky, 
North Carolina, Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium, Wisconsin, and Western Governor’s 
University. 
 
Member/Chair, Committee on Informing Assessment Policy, National Council on Measurement in 
Education (NCME) (2017-2021). 
 
Invited member of the Joint Committee convened to recommend revisions to the Standards for 
Psychological and Educational Testing, published by APA, AERA, and NCME (2009-2014). 
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Invited member of the panel on the Future of NAEP.  (2012).  Recommendations to the Commissioner, 
National Center on Education Statistics published in the white paper, NAEP: Looking Ahead.  Leading 
assessment into the future.  (May 2012).  Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.   
 
Invited member of the Feedback Group, Common Core College and Career-Readiness State Standards, 
English Language Arts and Mathematics, sponsored by the National Governors Association (NGA) 
Center for Best Practices and the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), 2009; Co-Chair of 
the Validation Committee, 2009-10. 
 
Trainer for Peer Review, Writer (team of two) for Peer Review Guidance, U.S. Department of 
Education Growth Model Pilot (2006); Title I School Accountability (AYP) Peer Reviewer, Pilot Peer 
Review Process of State Accountability Systems, U.S. Department of Education (2002); Writer (team 
of three) for Peer Review Guidance, U.S. Department of Education AYP School and LEA 
Accountability Peer Review process (2002). 
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Doannie Tran

EDUCATION
Harvard Graduate School of Education – Cambridge, Massachusetts August 2012-May 2015
Doctorate of Educational Leadership

• Selected as part of the third cohort of a unique joint program between Harvard Business School, Kennedy School and the
Harvard Graduate School of Education to train system level leaders to transform American education

University of Georgia – Athens, Georgia 1999-2003
Bachelors of Science in Chemistry with special certification by the American Chemical Society

• Selected as a Foundation Fellow, the University’s most prestigious scholarship, providing full tuition and international
travel-study opportunities

EDUCATIONAL INNOVATION
The Open Systems Institute February 2021-Present
Co-Founder

● Launched an organization to build an emergent discipline of practice and policies that leaders across organizations can leverage
to challenge the closed legacy systems that have failed our communities.

● Facilitated two convenings that were majority leaders and organizers of color from across the nation that have accelerated
development and implementation of open system principles.

● Launched an “Opener-in-Residence” program that convenes a team of eleven state, district, and non-profit leaders around
Open System principles.

National Center for Innovation and Education August 2019-Present
Partner, Liberatory Co-Creation

● Led the development of the organization’s Declaration of Intent that articulates our principles around equity
● Regularly convene national intermediaries and state education agency leaders of nine states to advance innovative assessment

practices and leadership for innovation
● Facilitated the Kentucky Coalition for Advancing Education comprised of parents, teachers, administrators and community

members convened by Commissioner Jason E. Glass to develop a community-driven reinvention of assessment and
accountability.

● Facilitated the Burlington Education Coalition to support Superintendent Tom Flanagan in the creation of a community-wide
strategic plan.

● Launched, in partnership with Atlanta Public Schools, the Family Innovation Network, a community of practice of traditionally
marginalized families sharing practices that support learning and healthy development during remote learning.

● Support coherence and scale for partner organizations such as the Linked Learning Alliance and the Deeper Learning Dozen

Fulton County Schools October 2018-August 2019
Assistant Superintendent, Innovative Programs

● Led the Innovative Program division of 38 employees and over $2M budget, charged with the incubation and dissemination of
school-level innovations

● Collaboratively developed a division-wide mission and strategy that linked the work of three departments
● Led a cross-functional team that developed a project-based interdisciplinary curriculum, an innovative instructional model and

ambitious program of study for a brand-new high school model
● Recruited five high-profile business partners in engineering, health care and information technology committed to providing

authentic learning experiences, teacher professional learning and resource support of the school’s mission
● Oversaw the Summer Leadership Institute launch of a whole-district change initiative around Professional Learning

Communities, which had overwhelmingly positive reception from principals, teacher leaders and central office staff

TEACHER PREPARATION AND SUPPORT
Boston Public Schools July 2015-August 2018
Assistant Superintendent, Academics and Professional Learning

● Oversaw curriculum and Instruction for 57,000 students, 128 schools and the training of 4500 instructional staff
● Developed and executed the strategy that resulted in a 12% increase in the district’s measure of instructional culture at schools
● Led the collaborative development of the Essentials of Instructional Equity (“The Essentials”), four pillars for equitable teaching

and learning in Boston Public Schools, integrating the perspectives of departments and stakeholders throughout Boston
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● Led development of professional learning and resources aligned to the Essentials, structuring and supporting collaboration of
over seventy team members across the district

● Developed a coherent curriculum policy to support coherence and autonomy of site-based decision-making, resulting in 80% of
eligible schools opting into a new math curriculum, which increased student achievement in elementary math

● Collaboratively negotiated a change in the collective bargaining agreement that unlocked hundreds of thousands of dollars to
support teacher innovation and leadership

● Co-sponsored an inaugural Teacher Summer Institute in August 2017 and a second in 2018 in partnership with the Boston
Teachers’ Union, which drew over 700 teachers each

● Led the integration of foundational literacy skills and a new socio-emotional learning curriculum into our district-wide early
childhood core academic program

Boston University School of Education September 2013-January 2014
Adjunct Professor

● Taught CT575 – General Methods of Instruction for twenty-five in-service middle school teachers in low-income schools across
eastern Massachusetts, achieving some of the highest ratings in the course’s history

● Integrated diverse curricula into a coherent and highly clinical model that emphasizes both technical and adaptive capacity
building

Teach For America - Massachusetts 2009-2012
Managing Director of Teaching and Learning (July 2010-July 2012)

● Managed professional development for all Teach For America teachers in Greater Boston.  Increased CM satisfaction with
professional development structures by an average of 20%

● Developed the Teach For America Teacher of Record Initial Licensure Program and the TFA-Boston University Partnership that
trained and supported nearly 200 teachers per year

● Managed Teach Beyond 2 initiative for Greater Boston, coordinating three functional teams towards retaining 75% of our 2009
corps for a third year of teaching, exceeding TFA national average of corps members retained

Program Director (June 2009-June 2010)

● Managed teachers towards ambitious student outcomes and leading 25 teachers to achieve proficient mastery of state
standards with their students

● Provided support towards improving teacher effectiveness, with 69% identifying the Program Director relationship as a lever in
raising student achievement and 91% reporting having a positive professional relationship

Fund For Teachers January 2017-Present

Member, Board of Directors

● Recruited to create a robust alumni network, including oversight of the Fellows Advisory Board

● Utilizing “collective impact” research to develop metrics for the nation-wide program that distributes millions of dollars in
grants for self-guided teacher professional learning

POLICY AND RESEARCH
The Teaching Genome – Boston, Massachusetts June 2013-June 2015
Founder

● Worked with Dr. Richard Elmore to develop a taxonomy of teaching styles to support differentiated teacher preparation
support and development

Rennie Center for Education Policy and Research – Cambridge, Massachusetts 2007-2009
Teaching Policy Fellow

• Selected as one of sixteen high-performing teachers bringing a teacher and student-focused perspective on critical education
policy issues.  This program was the precursor of the Teach Plus program

 

PR/Award # S368A220006

Page e155



CLASSROOM EXPERIENCE

O’Bryant School of Mathematics and Science – Roxbury, Massachusetts 2006-2009
Chemistry and Anatomy and Physiology Teacher

• Created the 10th grade chemistry program for the Gateway to Health Sciences Program, a cohort of 48 students with a
specialized extended day curriculum

Acalanes High School – Lafayette, California 2005-2006
Chemistry and Biology Teacher

• Developed an innovative science curriculum incorporating art into project-based science pedagogy

• Founded the Acalanes Symposium Organization, a student club that organized a yearly science symposium.  The first Acalanes
Symposium on Stem Cell research featured a two experts on stem cell biology and over 300 attendees

Teach For America/Calvin Simmons Middle School – Oakland, California 2003-2005
Sixth and Eighth Grade Science Teacher

• Created an effective science curriculum that engaged students and led to 82% average mastery on a course summative.
Students also exceeded personal achievement goals set and assessed throughout the year.

• Founded the Techbridge Program, encouraging girls to explore and pursue careers in science and technology

• Organized two Family Science Nights with over 200 parents and community members in attendance

• Worked as a Science Learning Team Leader in the Bay Area, helping to train and mentor new science teachers

COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP

Amana Academy - Alpharetta, Georgia 2020-Present

Board Member, Academic Committee Chair

● Support school leadership team to advance educational equity goals in alignment to their EL principles and school mission

Old South Church – Boston, Massachusetts 2008-2013

Deacon

● Charged with the stewardship of one of the oldest congregations of the United Church of Christ in America

● Membership and capital giving increased at a higher rate than peer churches

SPEAKING ENGAGEMENTS

Amplify

Aurora Institute

Unlocking the Power of Communities through Co-Creation - Arkansas DOE Innovation Rally September 2021

Lessons Learned from NAEP: A Discussion with Urban School Leaders – Council of Great City Schools March 2016

Organizing Career Pathways – America Achieves Global Learning Network December 2017

Equity, Innovation and Student Funds of Knowledge –  Center for Innovation in Education February 2019

Panel with President Mark Becker of Georgia State University and Joe Dan Banker from Georgia Workforce Development –
Greater North Fulton Chamber of Commerce May 2019
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Jennifer Stafford 

Curriculum Vitae 

 

EDUCATION 

Doctor of Education, Educational Leadership, Northern Kentucky University.  
Dissertation:   Effects of meeting college readiness indicators on first-year 
college credit attainment. 2019. 

Rank I Teaching Certification, Secondary Education, University of Louisville, Louisville, 
KY.  Professional specialization: Educational Leadership.  2005. 

Master of Arts in Education, Secondary Education, Northern Kentucky University, 
Highland Heights, KY. Professional specialization, Educational Administration 
and Supervision.  2000. 

Teaching Certification in Business, Eastern Kentucky University, Richmond, KY. 1996. 

Bachelor of Science, Business Administration, Berea College, Berea, KY.  1992. 

    

PROFESSIONAL PRESENTATIONS 

Sims, R. & Stafford, J. (2015-2019, 2021).  Assessment and Accountability Update.  
Kentucky Association of School Administrators Annual Conference. 

Sims, R. & Stafford, J. (2015-2019, 2021).  Keynote Speakers: Assessment and 
Accountability Update. Scott Trimble Assessment Annual Workshop. 

Sims, R. & Stafford, J. (2016-2019, 2021).  Assessment and Accountability Update.  
Continuous Improvement Annual Summit. 

Stafford, J. (2019). Effects of Meeting College Readiness Indicators on First-Year 
College Credit Attainment. National Forum to Advance Rural Education. 

Stafford, J. (2018). A Focus on Equity for All.  National Conference on Student 
Assessment. 

Stafford, J. (2018).  Accountability: Bridging Barriers and Changing Lives.  Family 
Resource and Youth Services (FRYSC) Conference. 

Stafford, J. (2017, 2018).  Assessment and Accountability Update.  Kentucky 
Association of School Counselors Conference. 

Stafford, J. (2016) Impact of ESSA on Kentucky’s State Accountability System.  
Kentucky Association of Elementary School Principals’ Conference. 

Stafford, J. (2015, 2016).  Assessment Update.  Kentucky Association of School 
Counselors Conference. 
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PROFESSIONAL COMMITTEES AND ASSOCIATIONS 

 
National Conference on Student Assessment, Co-Chair (2014) and Chair (2015 & 2016) 
National Conference on Student Assessment Planning Committee, Member (2013) 
Kentucky ACT State Organization, Chair (2014) 
KYOTE Advisory Network, Member  
Berea College Alumni Executive Council, President (2017-2018) 
Technical Issues in Large Scale Assessment Collaborative, Member (2020-present) 
 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 

DIRECTOR, DIVSION OF ASSESSMENT AND ACCOUNTABILITY SUPPORT 
Kentucky Department of Education   May 2015-present 
 
Supports district assessment coordinators to manage the multiple state-required 
assessments. Leads assessment vendors to create and provide materials for 
implementing the assessments, provides support to state educational leaders about 
Kentucky’s assessment and accountability systems, and plays an important role in 
developing, implementing and communicating the state’s new accountability model. 
 
POLICY ADVISOR  
Kentucky Department of Education   January 2009-April 2015 
 
Coordinated the statewide administration for the Explore, Plan, ACT, Compass, 
QualityCore: End-of-Course and the state’s assessment and accountability system.  
Managed the contracts and budget for the Office of Assessment and Accountability 
(OAA). Served as OAA’s legislative representative. Coordinated and participated in 
various national, statewide and departmental committees. 
 
BALDRIGE EXAMINER   
Kentucky Center for Performance Excellence   November 2014-2015 
 
Examination of a Kentucky organization’s application using the Baldrige Criteria for 
Performance Excellence. Completed extensive training in preparation for evaluation and 
team consensus review. 
 
TECHNICAL EDUCATION PRINCIPAL  
Carroll County Area Technology Center   February 2002-December 2008 
 
Led career and technical education students and teachers through various aspects of 
school and community advancement. Guided development of continuous improvement 
plan to improve social and economic structure. Directed human and financial resources 
toward achievements of goals. Connected with local boards of education, business and 
industry, community and technical colleges, and community for improved student 
achievement. Led change of 151B evaluation instrument. 
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ACCREDITATION TEAM MEMBER 
SACS/CASI       April 2008 
 
Analyzed data, provided external evaluation and constructive feedback to school 
personnel applying for accreditation.   
 
TECHNICAL EDUCATION AND DISTRICT RESOURCE TEACHER 
Bowling Middle School & Owen County High School August 1996-February 2002 
 
Instructed middle and high school students in technical education and career 
exploration. Assisted in design, development and implementation of new technology 
lab.  Developed classroom activities, evaluation instruments, and curriculum that 
incorporated multiple learning styles and met the expectations of the Kentucky 
Education Reform Act. Provided district level technology professional development 
opportunities for teachers within Owen County School District. Developed activities that 
incorporated multiple learning styles for adult learners. Guided teachers in the 
incorporation of technology into the curriculum. 
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Karen W. Dodd, PMP 

 
 

PROFILE 

 
Proven ability to drive reform strategies and lead an organization toward the successful 
implementation of strategies in order to achieve agency-wide goals. Prioritizes research 
projects for the department. Excels in creating new insights to improve business processes 
in all areas of an organization. Exceptional communicator and self-driven in providing value-

added results.  
 

EXPERIENCE 
 

KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER 

2011 - PRESENT 
 

CHIEF PERFORMANCE OFFICER 
Responsibilities include: Appointed by the Commissioner of Education to build a team that 
has oversight of all components of the strategic plan. This includes developing strategic 
plans that focus on very specific educational goals for Kentucky; working with Associate 
Commissioners and their offices to ensure the work of the department is changing (culture 
shift) in order to create reform in Kentucky education; and creating a culture of data-driven 

decision making.  
 

ACHIEVEMENTS 
▪ Acquisition of new staff including data researchers, data analysts and program 

managers. 
▪ Successful development of strategic plans for four administrations.  
▪ Met or exceeded College-/Career Readiness and Graduation goals for first five years 

of the plan.  
▪ Established agency-wide processes to monitor strategic performance. 

 

KEANE, INC. 

KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, OFFICE OF EDUCATION TECHNOLOGY 

2005 – 2011 
 

OPERATIONS MANAGER (2006-2011) - PROJECT MANAGEMENT, PROCESS MANAGEMENT, 
STRATEGIC PLANNING 
Responsibilities include: Overseeing the work of all project managers to ensure roadblocks 
are removed from an operational standpoint; overseeing the work of the project officer to 
ensure proper project management processes are followed and that project status is being 

reported accurately; ensuring operational processes are being documented, audited and 
improved. Responsible for aligning the Office of Education Technology (OET) with the 
primary business objectives of the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE). Responsible 
for creating and implementing processes to improve organizational operations. 

 
ACHIEVEMENTS 
▪ Managed the development of a six-year strategic plan for the technology office. 

▪ Developed process for communicating routine and emergency system shutdowns and 
outages. 

▪ Developed agency-wide change management policy and procedures for project 
managers. 
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 2 

 
PROCESS OFFICER (2005-2006) 
Responsibilities included: establishing the foundation for OET to become a process-driven 
organization. 

 

ACHIEVEMENTS 
▪ Implemented a documentation repository and document naming convention. 
▪ Created a process which provided OET with a single point of entry for all incoming 

work.  
▪ Established a process engineering team and steering committee for reviewing and 

approving processes. 

▪ Established a process for making process improvements.  
 
 

KEANE, INC. 

FIFTH THIRD BANK, CINCINNATI, OH  2004 – 2005 
 

BUSINESS ANALYST 

Responsibilities included: Liaison to the business functions. Driving the successful 
completion of obtaining 100% compliance of all employee security roles against a tight 
deadline. Coordinating non-security role compliance procedures. Working with specified 
business contacts to identify application owners, application administrators and obtain 
manager signoff for all employees who have access to any application.  

 

ACHIEVEMENTS 
▪ Created a single role for all affiliate presidents. Creation of a single role allows for 

transferring employees in and out of this position quickly and efficiently. 
▪ Resolved all issues with employees who were in a terminated role, but still listed as 

active employees. 
▪ Provided tool training to certification approvers.  

 

 
ADDITIONAL EXPERIENCE 
 
Schneider Electric, Florence, KY 2000-2004 
Alternative Resources Corp., Square D Company, Cincinnati, OH 1998-2000 
Katz, Teller, Brant & Hild, LPA, Cincinnati, OH  1994-1998 

Cash, Cash, Eagen & Kessel, LPA, Cincinnati, OH  1989–1994 
Fox Travel Agency, Cincinnati, OH  1988-1989 
Southern Ohio Land Title Agency, Cincinnati, OH  1986-1988 
Brown, Kerr & Schiavone, LPA, Cincinnati, OH  1985–1986 
 

EDUCATION 
 

UNIVERSITY OF CINCINNATI, Cincinnati, OH 
Bachelor of Science Degree in Information Technology 
 

SETON HIGH SCHOOL, Cincinnati, OH 
Member of National Honors Society 
Award recipient of Future Business Leaders of America (FBLA) 
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 3 

CERTIFICATIONS 
 

BALDRIGE EXAMINER 
KENTUCKY CENTER FOR PERFORMANCE EXCELLENCE, SINCE 2013 

 
SIX SIGMA BLACK BELT (CSSBB) 

HARRINGTON INSTITUTE, INC., SINCE 2005 
 
CERTIFIED MANAGER IN LEAN PROCESS EXCELLENCE (CMPE) 

HARRINGTON INSTITUTE, INC., SINCE 2005 
 
CERTIFIED MANAGER IN CUSTOMER RELATIONSHIP MANAGEMENT (CRM) 

HARRINGTON INSTITUTE, INC., SINCE 2005 
 
PROJECT MANAGEMENT PROFESSIONAL (PMP) 

PROJECT MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE, SINCE 2004 
 

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS 
 
PROJECT MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE, 2000 – PRESENT 
 
KENTUCKY CENTER FOR PERFORMANCE EXCELLENCE, 2012 – PRESENT 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF HUMAN RESOURCES 
PRESIDENT OF BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

 
CAPITAL CITY TOASTMASTERS, 2015 – PRESENT 
 SECRETARY/TREASURER, 2018-PRESENT 

PRESIDENT, 2017-2018 
VICE PRESIDENT OF EDUCATION, 2016-2017 

  

VOLUNTEER WORK 
 
Lawrenceburg United Methodist Church, 2012 - PRESENT 
CHAIR OF LEADERSHIP COUNCIL – 2019 - PRESENT 
LEAD CORE OPERATIONAL TEAM  

-Assist Pastor with strategic planning 
 

Cub Scouts 
ASSISTANT CUBMASTER, LAWRENCEBURG PACK 38 – 2011-2012 
DEN LEADER – 2010 - 2011 
ASSISTANT DEN LEADER – 2009-2010 
 

PUBLICATIONS 
 
Deliverology  
NORDSTRUM, LEE E., LEMAHIEU, PAUL G., DODD, KAREN 
QUALITY ASSURANCE IN EDUCATION 2017 25:1, 43-57 
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• 2019 Hewlett Foundation Deeper Learning Conference  

• 2019, 2018, 2017, 2016, 2015, 2014 iNACOL   

• 2018, 2017 University of Kentucky Next Gen Learning Academy  

• 2018 Transforming Education Webinar  

• 2017, 2016, 2015 Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation 

• 2017 Southern Regional Education Board (SREB)  

• 2017 Georgia Governor’s Office of Student Achievement Innovation Summit 2015, 2016, 2017  

• Georgia Educational Technology Conference (GAETC) 

• 2017 DigiLearn Conference 

• 2016 AdvancEd Conference 

• 2016 National Board Certified Teachers Teaching & Learning Conference 

• 2015 CoSN Education Talk Radio Panel 

 

W O R K  E X P E R I E N C E  ( C O N T I N U E D )  

 

 
System Testing Specialist, Leadership Services  
Henry County Schools, Georgia/ 2013 
       

• Coordinate administration of all state standardized tests 

• Ensure security of testing materials 

• Serve as liaison between the district and the GaDOE Assessment office relating to all state standardized testing matters 

• Conduct investigations and submit report findings to the GaDOE 

• Present testing results to various stakeholders, including the HCS Board of Education 

• Respond to requests for district-level data 

• Train and support school testing coordinators  

 
Graduation Coach, Eagle’s Landing High School 
Henry County Schools, Georgia/ 2006-2013 
 

• Provide academic advisement and support for all students, focused specifically on at-risk students  

• Analyze data to identify at-risk students, coordinate student intervention programs, including test preparation, coordinate 
credit recovery and facilitate through online system 

• Facilitate scheduling and parent communication 

• Examine and verify graduation rate data for state accountability  
 

Social Studies Teacher 
• Eagle’s Landing High School, Henry County, Georgia / 2002-2006  

• Kathleen High School & Southwest Middle School, Polk County, Florida / 1999-2002 

• Teacher, A.W. Dreyfoos School of the Arts, Palm Beach County, Florida / 1997-1999   
 

Aaryn Schmuhl            Dr. Ethan Hildreth 
Current: VP of Program Development & Innovation, GLISI                Current: Superintendent, Nord Anglia America International School 
Former: Chief Leadership Officer, Henry County Schools         Former: Superintendent, Henry County Schools 
E: aaryn.schmuhl@glisi.org                                                                 E: ethan.hildreth@nordanglia.com  
 
Dr. Brian Blanton            Beth Rabbitt           
Current: Chief Information Officer, Henry County Schools         Chief Executive Officer, The Learning Accelerator  
E: brian.blanton@henry.k12.ga.us             E: beth.rabbitt@learningaccelerator.org   

R E F E R E N C E S  

 

R E L A T E D  P R E S E N T A T I O N S  
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*   C U R R I C U L U M   V I T A E   * 
 

PAUL K. LEATHER 

p

 Relevant Experience 
 
 

v Partner, for Policy, State and Local Partnerships, (2019 to present), Center for 
!nnovation in Education, Concord NH, leading and supporting the Interstate Learning 
Community, a national network of SEA, Intermediary, and LEA collaborative teams across 
16 states examining innovative assessment and accountability system development, 
including curriculum anchored performance assessment and inclusive design models, as 
well as leading deeper work like the Kentucky United We Learn Project and the Inclusive 
Strategic Planning effort for the Burlington VT School District. 

 
v Director, State Level Performance Assessment Learning Community, (September 2017 

to 2019), Center for Innovation in Education, University of Kentucky, Lexington, KY. 
Responsibilities include Leading and supporting an eight-state learning community, (CA, 
CO, IL, MA, NH, NM, ND, and VA), in the development and implementation of balanced 
systems of assessments, including performance assessments at the state and local levels of 
K-12 public education. 

 
v Deputy Commissioner, NH Department of Education,  (April 2010 to September 2017),   

involved in the following work:  Supporting Commissioner Virginia M. Barry in providing 
leadership to the Department on the development of a new state improvement and 
accountability system, leading to the White Paper on ESEA Flexibility and the ESEA 
Flexibility Waiver award in June, 2013; State Point of Contact for the Chief State School 
Officers (CCSSO) Innovative Lab Network (ILN); Co-Chair of the CCSSO-ILN National 
Committee on College and Career Readiness, 2011-2012; Founding member and NH Co-
Point of Contact for the New England Secondary School Consortium; Leading state 
continuing efforts toward Zero High School Dropout  rate; National leader in Next 
Generation Learning innovation, with particular emphasis on developing and scaling 
quality performance assessment to better prepare students and educators for authentic, real-
world learning. 

 
v Director, Division of Career Technology and Adult Learning, (May 1995 – May 2010). 

NH Department of Education. Appointed by the NH State Board of Education May, 1995, 
in acting role from July 1993 – May 1995.  Responsibilities included overseeing the State 
Vocational Rehabilitation Program, State Adult Education Program, State Carl Perkins 
Career and Technical Education Program, Workforce Investment Act Youth Title I 
Program, Social Security Disability Determination Services, NH Service Learning 
Program, Character and Citizenship Program, and State Apprenticeship Training Program.  
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 2 

Department Liaison to Workforce Opportunity Council and NH Higher Education Forum. 
Developed state plans and budgets, operated 30+ million dollar budget annually.  Served on 
the Commissioner of the Department of Education Cabinet, advising on policy, budgetary, 
and programmatic issues.  Leading national innovator in the development of state-wide 
competency education systems in NH High Schools.  Oversaw multi-million dollar 
nationally recognized Extended Learning Opportunities grant funded by Nellie Mae 
Education Foundation, demonstrating competency education in-school and out-of-school 
for high school students. 

 
v Administrator, Bureau of Rehabilitation Services, (February 1991 - July 1993). NH 

Department of Education. Responsibilities included administration of rehabilitation 
services bureau of the Division, which includes the field program section, (six regional 
offices, 72 staff) providing the basic 10 vocational rehabilitation services and Title VI Part 
C state supported employment services to eligible persons with disabilities, as well as the 
program planning and evaluation section (six staff), which includes operational planning, 
staff development and training, facilities development, Marketing and VR System 
Management, and Social Security Trust Fund Services. 
 

v Training Officer, (1988 - 1991). NH Department of Education. Responsibilities included:  
Agency Staff Development and Training Plan, including the yearly In-Service Training 
Plan and Advisory Committee Membership, Region I RCEP, Assumption College; 
Development and monitoring of Division’s State Goals and Operational Plan; Development 
of Financial Plan for Bureau of Rehabilitation Services FFY 90 and FFY 91; Personnel 
Management for the Division; Management of Title VI, Part C State Supported 
Employment Program; Management of Social Security Trust Fund Program, including 
supervision of two staff. 

 
v Acting Systems Change Project Administrator, (November, 1988 – February, 1989). 

NH Department of Education.  Responsibilities included:  Administration of $500,000+ 
USDOE Title III Grant. 
 

v Planning and Development Supervisor, (1987 – 1988). NH Department of Education. 
Responsibilities included developing, controlling, monitoring, and evaluating the 
Division’s yearly State Goals and Operational Plan; Providing consultation to the initiation 
of the Title III Supported Employment Systems Change Project. 

 
v Regional Supervisor (Manchester Regional Office), 1984-1987. Division of Vocational 

Rehabilitation, Department of Education. Responsible for the management, budget, and 
performance of a 13 member staff of Vocational Rehabilitation Counselors and support 
personnel, serving the Greater Manchester and Salem Regions. 

 
v Vocational Rehabilitation Counselor II (Keene Regional Office), 1977-1984.  Services 

for the Blind, Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, NH Department of Education. Served 
Blind and Visually Impaired persons in the Western part of New Hampshire, offering 
Vocational Rehabilitation Services.  Managed caseload, fiscal case services, and employer 
contacts. 
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 3 

 
v Vocational Rehabilitation Technician (Keene Regional Office), 1975-1977.  Division of 

Vocational Rehabilitation, NH Department of Education. Provided Placement and 
Assessment services for individuals with disabilities in order to obtain employment. 

 
v Teacher, Chesterfield School, Chesterfield, NH, Social Studies to 8th and 9th grades; At-

Risk Learners, Wycoff Associates, Fitzwilliam, NH; Special Education, New Horizons, 
Keene NH, 1972-1975.   

 
Post-Secondary Degrees: 

 
v Bachelors in Science, Georgetown University, Washington, D.C. 
 
v Masters of Arts, Guidance and Counseling, Keene State College, Keene, NH 

 
 

Publications: 

Leather, P. (2021), Teachers of New Mexico: The Nation is Watching and Taking Your Lead. Future 
Focused Education. https://futurefocusededucation.org/2021/11/03/teachers-of-new-mexico-the-
nation-is-watching-and-taking-your-
lead/?fbclid=IwAR3PpjDqLVMKjRhmsGj 5eei5oaKGguN81uYXQJB1ZW6a I9GoMHVBSmLfo  

Leather, P. (2020), Why Do We Have Two Systems of Accountability? Center for !nnovation in 
Education. https://www.leadingwithlearning.org/whatwerelearning  

Leather, P. (2020). Toiling in the Vineyard: State Level Educational Intermediary Organizations in the 
Covid Era. Center for !nnovation in Education. 
https://www.leadingwithlearning.org/whatwerelearning  

Marion, S., Vander Els, J., & Leather P. (2017). Reciprocal Accountability for Transformative Change: 
New Hampshire’s Performance Assessment of Competency Education. Voices in Urban Education. 
2017, no. 46. https://annenberg.brown.edu/sites/default/files/VUE46 0.pdf  

Leather, P. (2016). New Hampshire’s Accountability 3.0. NASBE The State Education Standard v16 
n1 pp. 31-33. https://nasbe.nyc3.digitaloceanspaces.com/2016/01/Leather.pdf  

Marion, S., & Leather, P. (2015). Assessment and accountability to support meaningful learning. 
Education Policy Analysis Archives, 23(9). http://dx.doi.org/10.14507/epaa.v23.1984. This article is part 
of EPAA/AAPE’s Special Series on A New Paradigm for Educational Accountability. Guest Series Edited 
by Dr. Linda Darling-Hammond.  

Leather, P. (2014) Performance Assessment of Competency Education. CompetencyWorks Blog. 
Aurora Institute. https://aurora-institute.org/cw post/performance-assessment-for-competency-
education/ 
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SUSAN LYONS 
Curriculum Vitae 

EDUCATION 
University of Kansas, Lawrence, KS 

Ph.D. Educational Psychology & Research May 2015 
M.S.Ed. Educational Psychology & Research June 2013 

Boston University, Boston, MA 
B.A. Mathematics & Math Education, Cum Laude May 2010 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Lyons Assessment Consulting, Wayland, MA 2019 – Present 
Principal Consultant 

I work to advance practice related to educational assessment and school accountability. 
Current clients include school districts, state departments of education, educational non-
profits, and testing companies. I have particular interest and expertise in innovative 
assessment systems, assessment policy, classroom assessment, and the intersection of 
social justice and educational measurement.  

Women in Measurement, Inc., Wayland, MA 2020 – Present 
Executive Director 

I am the Executive Director and co-founder of a non-profit aimed at advancing gender 
and racial equity in the field of educational measurement. Women in Measurement works 
to amplify the voices of all women to provide structures of support for career 
advancement in academia, industry, non-profits, and the public sector. 

Boston College, Chestnut Hill, MA 2015 – Present 
Part-time Faculty  

I teach the Classroom Assessment course for pre-service teachers. I have also taught a 
range of graduate-level statistics courses for beginning through advanced doctoral 
students in the Lynch School of Education at Boston College.  

Center for Assessment, Dover, NH 2014 – 2018 
Associate 

I worked closely with state departments of education, school districts, and other 
educational organizations to design and evaluate systems of assessment and 
accountability. Particular expertise in working with state and district leaders to design 
and implement innovative systems of assessment.  

Center for Research on Learning, Lawrence, KS 2012 – 2014 
Graduate Research Assistant 

I worked with a team to design and evaluate an online math instruction and assessment 
system. Position funded by IES award entitled: An Adaptive Testing System for 
Diagnosing Sources of Mathematics Difficulties.  

Center for Educational Testing and Evaluation, Lawrence, KS 2011 – 2012 
Graduate Research Assistant 

I was a member of the team responsible for development, quality assurance, alignment, 
and release of the federally-mandated achievement assessments for the state of Kansas, 
including alternate and accommodated forms.  

Colegio Menor, Cumbaya, Ecuador 2010 – 2011 
Seventh Grade Math Teacher   
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ACADEMIC WRITING 
Lyons, S. (2021). The future of assessment depends on elevating culturally-diverse leadership. eLearn, 

2021(Special Issue), 1-5. 
Lyons, S., Poggio, J., & Hinds, F. (2021). Commentary: Evolution of equity perspectives on higher 

education admissions testing--A call for increased critical consciousness. Educational Measurement: 
Issues and Practice. 

Dadey, N., Lyons, S., & DePascale, C. (2018). The comparability of scores from different digital devices: A 
literature review and synthesis with recommendations for practice. Applied Measurement in Education, 
31(1), 30-50. 

Evans, C., & Lyons, S. (2017). Comparability in balanced assessment systems for state accountability. 
Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice, 36(3), 24-34. 

Lyons, S., & Evans, C. (2017). Evaluating comparability in the scoring of performance assessments for 
accountability purposes. Voices in Urban Education, 46. 

Lyons, S., & Qiu, Y. (2017). Voices from the field: Performance assessments in state accountability as 
discussed at CCSSO’s National Conference on Student Assessment. Voices in Urban Education, 46. 

Gillmor, S. (2015). Effect of summer learning loss on aggregate estimates of student growth. Doctoral 
dissertation, University of Kansas. 

Whetstone, P., Gillmor, S., & Schuster, J. (2015). Effects of a metacognitive social skills intervention in a 
rural setting with at-risk adolescents. Rural Special Education Quarterly, 34(2). 

Gillmor, S., Poggio, J., & Embretson, S. (2015). Effects of reducing cognitive load of mathematics test 
items on student performance. Numeracy, 8(1), 4. 

Gillmor, S., & Rabinowicz, S. (2013). Understanding geometry and measurement through service-learning. 
Mathematics Teaching in the Middle School, 19(1), 55-58. 

Seider, S., Rabinowicz, S., & Gillmor, S. (2012). Differential outcomes for American college students 
engaged in community service learning involving youth and adults. Journal of Experiential Education, 
35(3), 447-463. 

Seider, S., Gillmor, S., & Rabinowicz, S. (2012). The impact of community service learning upon the 
expected political voice of participating college students. Journal of Adolescent Research, 27(1), 44-77. 

Seider, S., Rabinowicz, S., & Gillmor. S. (2011). The impact of philosophy and theology service-learning 
experiences upon the public service motivation of participating college students. Journal of Higher 
Education, 82(5), 597-628. 

Seider, S., Gillmor, S., & Rabinowicz, S. (2011). The impact of community service learning upon the 
worldviews of business majors vs. non-business majors at an American university. Journal of Business 
Ethics, 98(3), 458-504. 

Seider, S., Rabinowicz, S., & Gillmor, S. (2011). Changing American college students’ conceptions of 
poverty through community service learning. Analyses of Social Issues & Public Policy, 11 (1) 105-126. 

Seider, S., Gillmor, S., & Rabinowicz, S. (2010). Complicating college students’ conception of the 
American Dream through community service learning. Michigan Journal of Community Service 
Learning, 17(1), 5-19. 

Seider, S., Gillmor, S., Leavitt, J., & Rabinowicz, S. (2009). Puzzling over community service and 
reflection. Journal of College & Character, 10(7), 1-8. 

WHITE PAPERS 
Lyons, S., Johnson, M., & Hinds, B. F. (2021). A call to action: Confronting Inequity in Assessment. Lyons 

Assessment Consulting.  
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Domaleski, C., Betebenner, D., & Lyons, S. (2018). Promoting more coherent and balanced accountability 
systems. National Center for the Improvement of Educational Assessment. 

D’Brot, J., Lyons, S., & Landl, E. (2017). State systems of identification and support under ESSA: 
Evaluation identification methods and results in an accountability system. Council for Chief State 
School Officers. 

Lyons, S., D’Brot, J., & Landl, E. (2017). State systems of identification and support under ESSA: A focus 
on designing and revising systems of school identification. Council for Chief State School Officers.  

Lyons, S., & Dadey, N. (2017). Considering English language proficiency within systems of accountability 
under the Every Student Succeeds Act. Latino Policy Forum. 

Marion, S., & Lyons, S. (2016). In Search of Unicorns: Conceptualizing and validating the “Fifth 
Indicator” in ESSA accountability systems. National Center for the Improvement of Educational 
Assessment. 

Lyons, S. & Marion, S. F. (2016). Comparability options for states applying for the Innovative Assessment 
and Accountability Demonstration Authority: Comments submitted to the United States Department of 
Education regarding proposed ESSA regulations. National Center for the Improvement of Educational 
Assessment. 

Lyons, S., & Hall, E. (2016). The role of the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing in 
establishing a methodology to support the evaluation of assessment quality. National Center for the 
Improvement of Educational Assessment. 

DePascale, C., Dadey, N., & Lyons, S. (2016). Score comparability across computerized assessment 
delivery devices: Defining comparability, reviewing the literature, and providing recommendations for 
states when submitting to Title 1 peer review. Council for Chief State School Officers.  

Marion, S. F., Lyons, S., & Pace, L. (2017). Evaluating and continuously improving an innovative 
assessment and accountability system. KnowledgeWorks. 

Marion, S. F., Lyons, S., D’Brot, J. (2016). Developing a theory of action to support high quality 
accountability system design. National Center for the Improvement of Educational Assessment. 

Lyons, S., Marion, S.F., Pace, L., & Williams, M. (2016). Addressing accountability issues 
including comparability in the design and implementation of an innovative assessment and 
accountability system. KnowledgeWorks.  

Thompson, J., Lyons, S., Marion, S. F., & Pace, L. (2016). Supporting educators and students through 
implementation of an innovative assessment and accountability system. KnowledgeWorks. 

Thompson, J., Lyons, S., Marion, S.F., Pace, L., & Williams, M. (2016). Ensuring and evaluating 
assessment quality for innovative assessment and accountability systems. KnowledgeWorks. 

Marion, S.F., Pace, L., Williams, M., & Lyons, S. (2016). Project narrative: Creating a state vision to 
support the design and implementation of an innovative assessment and accountability system. 
KnowledgeWorks. 

Moyer, J., Olson, A.K., Williams, M., Pace, L., Marion S.F., & Lyons, S. (2016). Building capacity and 
stakeholder support for scaling an innovative assessment and accountability system. KnowledgeWorks. 

Hall, E. & Lyons, S. (2016). A guide to evaluating college- and career-ready assessments: Focus on test 
characteristics – Evaluation methodology. National Center for the Improvement of Educational 
Assessment. 

Hall, E. & Lyons, S. (2016). A guide to evaluating college- and career-ready assessments: Focus on test 
characteristics – Criteria evaluation framework. National Center for the Improvement of Educational 
Assessment. 
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Hall, E. & Lyons, S. (2016). A guide to evaluating college- and career-ready assessments: Focus on test 
characteristics – Executive Summary. National Center for the Improvement of Educational Assessment. 

 
CONFERENCE PRESENTATIONS 

Lyons, S., Hinds, B. F., & Student, S. (2022, April). Developing Culturally Responsive Items for an Urban 
District Interim Assessment Program. Paper presented at the 2022 American Educational Research 
Association Annual Meeting, San Diego, CA.  

Lyons, S., Hinds, B. F., & Poggio, J. (2022, April). Evolution of Equity Perspectives on Higher Education 
Admissions Testing: A Call for Increased Critical Consciousness. Paper presented at the 2022 Annual 
Meeting of the National Council for Measurement in Education, San Diego, CA. 

Brandt, C., Lyons, S., An, L., & Barnes, S. (2022, April). Understanding the effects of the pandemic when 
the state test is not available. Paper presented at the 2022 Annual Meeting of the National Council for 
Measurement in Education, San Diego, CA.  

Lyons, S., Jay, S., Shearer-Coren, D., & Hinds, F. (2021, October). Moving towards a model for a balanced, 
comprehensive anti-racist assessment system. Panel presentation at the fourth annual NCME Conference 
on Classroom Assessment, Remote.  

Lyons, S., Hinds, F., Ledwell, S., Creed, B. & Randall, J. (2021, June). Anti-racist assessment: Interrupting 
patterns of privilege and oppression in educational measurement. Coordinated session at CCSSO’s 
National Conference on Student Assessment, Remote.  

Lyons, S., Dunn, J., Randall, J., Tong, Y., Forte, E., & Ercikan, K. (2021, May). Advancing women in 
measurement: Barriers and opportunities. Invited presentation at the 2021 Annual Meeting of the 
National Council for Measurement in Education, Remote. 

Lyons, S. (2021, April). Empowerment evaluation: Assessment for learning… for schools. Invited 
presentation at the 2021 Assessment for Learning conference. Remote. 

Lyons, S. (2021, April). Addressing lack of representation in assessment decision making. Keynote 
presentation at the 2021 Beyond Multiple Choice seminar.  

Domaleski, C., Betebenner, D., & Lyons, S. (2019, September). Promoting more coherent and balanced 
accountability systems. Paper presented at the 20th Annual Reidy Interactive Lecture Series, Portsmouth, 
NH.  

Lyons, S. (2017, June). Formative evaluation of New Hampshire’s Performance Assessment of Competency 
Education (PACE). Paper presented as part of a symposium at CCSSO’s National Conference on 
Student Assessment, Austin, TX. 

Lyons, S., & Marion, S. (2017, June). Comparability options for states applying for the Innovative 
Assessment and Accountability Demonstration Authority. Symposium presented at CCSSO’s National 
Conference on Student Assessment, Austin, TX. 

Lyons, S. (2017, April). Considerations for maintaining equity within an Innovative Assessment and 
Accountability Demonstration Authority. Paper presented as part of a symposium entitled “Flexible K-
12 Assessments Afforded by ESSA: Psychometric Possibilities and Case Studies” at the annual meeting 
of the National Council on Measurement in Education, San Antonio, TX. 

Lyons, S. (2017, April). Teacher and leader perceptions of student learning objectives: A case study of 
implementation in one state. Paper presented as part of a symposium entitled “Student Learning 
Objectives and the Challenge of Campbell’s Law” at the annual meeting of the National Council on 
Measurement in Education, San Antonio, TX. 

Lyons, S., & Evans, C. (2017, April). Application of generalizability theory to classroom assessments  
in a school accountability context. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the National Council on 
Measurement in Education, San Antonio, TX.  
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Lyons, S., & Hall, E. (2016, September). Evaluating assessment quality: Transitioning from summative to 
interim. Presentation at the 18th Annual Reidy Interactive Lecture Series, Portsmouth, NH. 

Marion, S., Lyons, S., & Thompson, J. (2016, June). First in the nation: New Hampshire’s leading edge 
assessment and school accountability pilot. Symposium presented at CCSSO’s National Conference on 
Student Assessment, Philadelphia, PA. 

Thompson, J., Simaska, D., & Lyons, S. (2016, June). Text Dependent Analysis: Building teacher capacity 
to instruct for a new item type. Symposium presented at CCSSO’s National Conference on Student 
Assessment, Philadelphia, PA. 

Lyons, S. (2016, April). Investigating the technical quality of reported scores. Paper presented as part of 
symposium entitled “Beyond the Bubble Test: A Progress Report on Year One of New Hampshire’s 
Performance Assessment of Competency Education Pilot Accountability Project” at the annual meeting 
of the New England Educational Research Organization, Portsmouth, NH. 

Lyons, S., Hall, E., & Patelis, T. (2016, April). Using the standards to support assessment quality 
evaluation. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the National Council on Measurement in 
Education, Washington, D.C. 

Evans, C., & Lyons, S. (2016, April). Comparability in balanced assessment systems for state 
accountability. Paper presented as part of symposium entitled “Advances in Balanced Assessment 
Systems: Conceptual framework, informational analysis, application to accountability” at the annual 
meeting of the National Council on Measurement in Education, Washington, D.C. 

Buckley, K., & Lyons, S. (2016, April). Teacher and leader perceptions of and engagement with student 
learning objectives in one state. Paper presented at the annual conference of the American Educational 
Research Association, Washington, D.C. 

Lyons, S., & Buckley, K. (2015, October). Perceptions of student learning objectives: Lessons learned from 
data meeting observations. Paper presented at the annual conference of the Northeastern Educational 
Research Association, Trumbull, CT.  

Evans, C., & Lyons, S. (2015, September). Quality control across political boundaries. Presentation at the 
17th Annual Reidy Interactive Lecture Series, Boston, MA. 

Patelis, T., Gong, B., Hall, E. & Gillmor, S. (2015, June). Evaluating the quality of assessments. 
Symposium presented at CCSSO’s National Conference on Student Assessment, San Diego, CA. 

Gillmor, S., Betebenner, D., & Marion, S. (2015, April). The effect of summer learning loss on annual 
estimates of student growth for teacher evaluation. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the New 
England Educational Research Organization, Portsmouth, NH. 

Hall, E., Gillmor, S., Gong, B., Hess, K., Marion, S., & Patelis, T. (2015, April). Assessment quality related 
to college and career readiness assessments. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the National 
Council on Measurement in Education, Chicago, IL. 

Poggio, J., Gillmor, S., Sipahi, R., & Jiang, Z. (2015, April). An error analysis examining international 
assessments and resulting country equivalence. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the National 
Council on Measurement in Education, Chicago, IL. 

Gillmor, S., & Skorupski, W. (2014, April). Comparing the estimates of teacher effects using VAMs and 
SGPs. Paper presented at the Cognition and Assessment Special Interest Group Business Meeting, 
Philadelphia, PA.  

Gillmor, S., Poggio, J., & Embretson, S. (2014, April). Effects of reducing the cognitive load of mathematics 
items on student performance. Paper presented at the annual conference of the American Educational 
Research Association, Philadelphia, PA. 
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Instructions for ED 524
General Instructions

This form is used to apply to individual U.S. Department of Education
(ED) discretionary grant programs. Unless directed otherwise, provide
the same budget information for each year of the multi-year funding
request.  Pay attention to applicable program specific instructions, if
attached.  You may access the Education Department General
Administrative Regulations cited within these instructions at:
https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=0b63ce6f20caccbf480e55
96fdf289e3&mc=true&tpl=/ecfrbrowse/Title34/34cfr75_main_02.tpl.
You may access requirements from 2 CFR 200, “Uniform
Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit
Requirements for Federal Awards” cited within these instructions at:
https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=6214841a79953f26c5c230
d72d6b70a1&tpl=/ecfrbrowse/Title02/2cfr200_main_02.tpl. .
You must consult with your Business Office prior to submitting
this form.

Section A - Budget Summary
U.S. Department of Education Funds

All applicants must complete Section A and provide a break-down by
the applicable budget categories shown in lines 1-11.

Lines 1-11, columns (a)-(e):  For each project year for which funding
is requested, show the total amount requested for each applicable
budget category.

Lines 1-11, column (f):  Show the multi-year total for each budget
category.  If funding is requested for only one project year, leave this
column blank.

Line 13, columns (a)-(e):  Show the total budget request for each
project year for which funding is requested.

Line 13, column (f):  Show the total amount requested for all project
years.  If funding is requested for only one year, leave this space
blank.

Indirect Cost Information: If you are requesting reimbursement for
indirect costs on line 10 the indirect cost rate to be charged to the
grant must be entered in the applicable field on line 10, and the
following information is to be completed by your Business Office.

(1): Indicate whether or not your organization has an
Indirect Cost Rate Agreement that was approved by the Federal
government.  If you checked “no,” ED generally will authorize
grantees to use a temporary rate of 10 percent of budgeted salaries and
wages (complete (4) of this section when using the temporary rate)
subject to the following limitations:

(a) The grantee must submit an indirect cost proposal to its
cognizant agency within 90 days after ED issues a grant award
notification; and

(b) If after the 90-day period, the grantee has not submitted
an indirect cost proposal to its cognizant agency, the grantee may not
charge its grant for indirect costs until it has negotiated an indirect
cost rate agreement with its cognizant agency.

(2): If you checked “yes” in (1), provide a copy of your
Indirect Cost Rate Agreement and indicate in (2) the beginning and

ending dates covered by the Indirect Cost Rate Agreement.  In
addition, indicate whether ED, another Federal agency (Other) or
State agency issued the approved agreement.  If you check “Other,”
specify the name of the Federal or other agency that issued the
approved agreement.

(3):  If you check “no” in (1), indicate in (3) if you want to
use the de minimis rate of 10 percent of MTDC (see 2CFR § 200.68).
If you use the de minimis rate, you are subject to the provisions in 2
CFR § 200.414(f).  Note, you may only use the 10 percent de minimis
rate if you are a first-time Federal grant recipient, and you do not have
an Approved Indirect Cost Rate Agreement.  You may not use the de
minimis rate if you are a State, Local government, or Indian Tribe, or
if your grant is funded under a training rate or restricted rate program.

(5):  If you are applying for a grant under a Restricted Rate
Program (34 CFR 75.563 or 76.563), indicate whether you are using a
restricted indirect cost rate that is included on your approved Indirect
Cost Rate Agreement, or whether you are using a restricted indirect
cost rate that complies with 34 CFR 76.564(c)(2). Note:  State or
Local government agencies may not use the provision for a restricted
indirect cost rate specified in 34 CFR 76.564(c)(2). Check only one
response. Leave blank, if this item is not applicable.

(6): For Training Rate Programs, ED regulations limit
non-governmental entities to the recovery of indirect costs on
training grants to the grantee’s actual indirect costs, as determined by
its negotiated rate agreement, or 8 percent of a MTDC, whichever is
lower (see EDGAR § 75.562(c)(4)). The 8 percent limit also applies
to cost-type contracts under grants, if these contracts are for training
as defined in EDGAR § 75.562(a). If a non-governmental entity
that receives a grant under a training grant program does not have an
approved indirect cost rate and wants to recover indirect costs, it may
use a temporary rate of 10 percent of budgeted direct salaries and
wages, but it must submit an indirect cost rate proposal to its
cognizant agency for indirect costs within 90 days after ED issues the
GAN. After the 90-day period, the government entity may not charge
its grant for indirect costs until it has negotiated an indirect cost rate
agreement.

Section B - Budget Summary
Non-Federal Funds

If you are required to provide or volunteer to provide cost-sharing or
matching funds or other non-Federal resources to the project, these
should be shown for each applicable budget category on lines 1-11 of
Section B.

Lines 1-11, columns (a)-(e):  For each project year, for which
matching funds or other contributions are provided, show the total
contribution for each applicable budget category.

Lines 1-11, column (f):  Show the multi-year total for each budget
category.  If non-Federal contributions are provided for only one year,
leave this column blank.

Line 12, columns (a)-(e):  Show the total matching or other
contribution for each project year.

Line 12, column (f):  Show the total amount to be contributed for all
years of the multi-year project.  If non-Federal contributions are
provided for only one year, leave this space blank.

Section C - Budget Narrative [Attach separate sheet(s)]
Pay attention to applicable program specific instructions,

if attached.

1. Provide an itemized budget breakdown, and justification by
project year, for each budget category listed in Sections A and
B.  For grant projects that will be divided into two or more
separately budgeted major activities or sub-projects, show for
each budget category of a project year the breakdown of the
specific expenses attributable to each sub-project or activity.

2. For non-Federal funds or resources listed in Section B that are
used to meet a cost-sharing or matching requirement or provided
as a voluntary cost-sharing or matching commitment, you must
include:

a. The specific costs or contributions by budget category;
b. The source of the costs or contributions; and
c.  In the case of third-party in-kind contributions, a description
of how the value was determined for the donated or contributed
goods or services.

[Please review cost sharing and matching regulations found in 2
CFR 200.306.]

3. If applicable to this program, provide the rate and base on which
fringe benefits are calculated.

4. If you are requesting reimbursement for indirect costs on line
10, this information is to be completed by your Business Office.
Specify the estimated amount of the base to which the indirect
cost rate is applied and the total indirect expense.  Depending on
the grant program to which you are applying and/or your
approved Indirect Cost Rate Agreement, some direct cost budget
categories in your grant application budget may not be included
in the base and multiplied by your indirect cost rate.  For
example, you must multiply the indirect cost rates of  “Training
grants"  (34 CFR 75.562) and grants under programs with
“Supplement not Supplant” requirements ("Restricted Rate"
programs) by a “modified total direct cost” (MTDC) base (34
CFR 75.563 or 76.563).  Please indicate which costs are
included and which costs are excluded from the base to which
the indirect cost rate is applied.

When calculating indirect costs (line 10) for "Training grants" or
grants under "Restricted Rate" programs, you must refer to the
information and examples on ED’s website at:
http://www.ed.gov/fund/grant/apply/appforms/appforms.html.
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You may also contact (202) 377-3838 for additional information
regarding calculating indirect cost rates or general indirect cost
rate information.

5. Provide other explanations or comments you deem necessary.

If Applicable Section D - Budget Summary
Limitation on Administrative Expenses.

If your program is subject to an administrative cost cap (as indicated
Section III.2.C of the program’s Notice Inviting Applications (NIA)),
fill out this form as follows:

1. On the top of the page, list the percentage cap on administrative
costs, and indicate whether your administrative cost cap applies
to both indirect and direct costs, or only direct costs (from
Section III.2.C of the program’s NIA).

2. IF the cost cap applies to both indirect and direct costs:
(a) Fill out the entire table noting your administrative costs,

including line 8. Line 8 is taken from Section A, line 10.
For lines 1-6, these are only direct administrative costs; do
not include in lines 1-6 any costs included in your indirect
cost rate. If your program has a matching requirement (see
NIA), include in lines 1-6 the administrative portions of
the applicable rows from both Section A and Section B. If
there is no program matching requirement, only use
Section A.

(b) Ensure that the line 10 percentage DOES NOT EXCEED
the percentage cap on administrative costs. If your
program does not have a matching requirement, divide line
9 by Section A line 12. If your program does have a
matching requirement, to calculate line 10, divide line 9 by
the sum of Section A line 12 and Section B line 12.

3. IF the cost cap applies ONLY to direct costs:
(a) Fill out the entire table noting your administrative costs,

EXCLUDING line 8.
Ensure that the line 10 percentage DOES NOT EXCEED the
percentage cap on administrative costs. If your program does not have
a matching requirement, divide line 7 by Section A line 9. If your
program does have a matching requirement, to calculate line 10,
divide line 7 by the sum of Section A line 9 and Section B line 9).

Paperwork Burden Statement
According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are
required to respond to a collection of information unless such
collection displays a valid OMB control number.  The valid OMB
control number for this information collection is 1894-0008.  The time
required to complete this information collection is estimated to vary
from 13 to 22 hours per response, with an average of 17.5 hours per
response, including the time to review instructions, search existing
data sources, gather the data needed, and complete and review the
information collection.  If you have any comments concerning the
accuracy of the time estimate(s) or suggestions for improving this
form, please write to U.S. Department of Education, Washington,
D.C. 20202-4537.  If you have comments or concerns regarding the
status of your individual submission of this form, write directly to the
Office of Finance and Operations, Office of Acquisitions and Grants

Administration, Grants Policy and Training Division, U.S.
Department of Education, 400 Maryland Avenue, S.W., Washington,
D.C. 20202.
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Project Year 1
(a)

Name of Institution/Organization Applicants  requesting funding for only one year 
should complete the column under "Project Year 
1."  Applicants requesting funding for multi-year 
grants should complete all applicable columns.  
Please read all instructions before completing  
form.

SECTION B - BUDGET SUMMARY 
NON-FEDERAL FUNDS

SECTION C - BUDGET NARRATIVE (see instructions)

6. Contractual

4. Equipment

Budget Categories Project Year 2
(b)

1. Personnel

2. Fringe Benefits

3. Travel

5. Supplies

11. Training Stipends

7. Construction

8. Other

9. Total Direct Costs 
(lines 1-8)

12. Total Costs   
(lines 9-11)

10. Indirect Costs

Project Year 3
(c)

Project Year 4
(d)

Project Year 5
(e)

Total
(h)

ED 524

Kentucky Department of Education 

Project Year 6 Project Year 7
(f) (g)

Funding Opportunity Number:ED-GRANTS-021622-002 Received Date:Apr 30, 2022 01:00:35 PM EDTTracking Number:GRANT13607339
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Project Year 1
(a)

Name of Institution/Organization Applicants  requesting funding for only one year 
should complete the column under "Project Year 
1."  Applicants requesting funding for multi-year 
grants should complete all applicable columns.  
Please read all instructions before completing  
form.

IF APPLICABLE: SECTION D - LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

6. Other Administrative

4. Contractual 
    Administrative

Budget Categories Project Year 2
(b)

1. Personnel 
    Administrative
2. Fringe Benefits 
    Administrative
3. Travel Administrative

5. Construction 
    Administrative

7. Total Direct Administrative 
Costs (lines 1-6)

8. Indirect Costs

9. Total Administrative  
    Costs
10. Total Percentage of  
      Administrative Costs

Project Year 3
(c)

Project Year 4
(d)

Project Year 5
(e)

Total
(h)

ED 524

Kentucky Department of Education 

Project Year 6 Project Year 7
(f) (g)

(1)   List administrative cost cap (x%): 

(2)   What does your administrative cost cap apply to? (a) indirect and direct costs   or, (b) only direct costs

Funding Opportunity Number:ED-GRANTS-021622-002 Received Date:Apr 30, 2022 01:00:35 PM EDTTracking Number:GRANT13607339
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