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Executive Summary

For institutions adopting Learning and Employment Records (LERS), the integrity of
these records, meaning their accuracy, trustworthiness, and authenticity, is essential
for maintaining public confidence and ensuring equitable outcomes for learners. As

higher education embraces skills-centered and competency-focused credentials,
institutions must prioritize transparent governance, rigorous data practices,

and thoughtful credential management during the LER adoption and
implementation process.

This brief highlights the importance of addressing integrity in LER adoption and
offers guidance to accomplish this through governance, data, and credential
management practices. In each section, Examples in Practice showcase ways
institutions are doing this work, and Guiding Questions help institutions begin to

assess and promote integrity in their LER processes.

Recommendations to ensure integrity in LER processes include:
Governance: Institutions must establish transparent, standardized governance
that align LER initiatives to employer needs and institutional goals and ensure

consistency across departments.

Data: Institutions must designate clear
authority for who can submit credentialing
data, enforce centralized data storage to
improve security and portability, and
ensure data is validated and consistent.

INTEGRITY

Credential Management: Learner agency
should be at the center of LER design.
Institutions should provide secure,
user-friendly platforms that allow learners
to access, manage, and share their
credentials. Systems must also integrate
with existing platforms to ensure records

remain portable and verifiable. Defining authoritative systems of record,

accompanied by robust policies around data governance, security, and
integration, is essential to maintaining trust in credentials.

By centering integrity in governance, data, and credential management structures,
institutions and their partners can create LER systems that empower learners, meet
employer needs, and protect institutional credibility.
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Introduction

Higher education is undergoing a transformative period, marked by the rise of
innovative approaches for skills-based recognition, such as microcredentials,
alternative credentials, badges, and competency-based education (CBE). These
pioneering models offer learners flexible pathways to acquire and assert skills and
knowledge. Central to these innovative approaches are Learning and Employment
Records (LERs)—lifelong, digital records that capture and communicate an
individual's learning and employment information.

Intended to bridge education and employment, LERs can provide a more
comprehensive view of an individual’s skills and achievements. The creation and
adoption of LERs is a process, moving from physical documents to basic records to
more sophisticated digital credentials. It can include any of the innovative
approaches mentioned to capture and communicate learning, as well as tools like
Comprehensive Learner Records (CLRs) and digital wallets.

The LER ecosystem can add significant value to educational and employment
spaces. However, its success hinges on the trust employers, learners, and other
reviewers have in awarded credentials and, thus, the integrity of the underlying
structures, governance processes, and data management practices that serve as
the foundation for those credentials.

In general, traditional higher education award documentation (e.g., degrees,
certificates, transcripts) enjoys a high degree of trust in their accuracy, authenticity,
and the reliability of the issuer. There is also a common understanding about their
meaning for employers, creating validity for the credential. We seek to extend that
same trust to other types of credentials while improving methods for
communicating traditional awards.

Integrity in LERs refers to the accuracy, trustworthiness, and authenticity of the
data contained within the records. It ensures that the information about skills,
knowledge, and accomplishments contained within the LER is reliable, verifiable,
and accurately represents the learner's achievements. This includes ensuring the
data is protected from unauthorized modification and that the sources of
information are credible.

In order to validate skills and knowledge, as well as to maintain trust among
learners, employers, and institutions, LERs must be accurate and reliable. Without
integrity, trust in the value of the credentials and, thus, the issuing institutions, can
be compromised. Well-designed processes for defining and verifying skKills, in
concert with accurate records, level the playing field, ensuring learners receive
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recognition for genuine accomplishments. Conversely, inflated or misleading claims
can undermine the value of credentials and perpetuate the systemic inequalities
that LERs seek to disrupt. As such, integrity in LER creation and implementation is
essential for fairness and equity.

Ultimately, the integrity of LERs directly impacts learners' future opportunities and
the reputation of the issuer. Accurate, validated, and verifiable credentials can open
doors to new jobs, advanced degrees, and professional certifications. By prioritizing

integrity, institutions can play a vital role in building employer trust and unlocking

opportunities for learners to advance in their careers.

By examining key areas like governance, data, and credential management, we aim

to provide insights for institutions seeking to ensure integrity in their LER

ecosystem. This report makes recommendations for how to prioritize and infuse

critical factors related to integrity throughout the design and implementation

of the LER process.

Integrity as the Foundation of LERs

Ensuring integrity in structures and practices, specifically across governance, data,

and credential management, is paramount for
establishing a trustworthy and sustainable
LER ecosystem.

While there is no single formula for developing
integrity in these structures, each section of
this brief offers recommendations to help
institutions and leaders understand core INTEGRITY
elements pertaining to integrity. Examples in
Practice illustrate emerging approaches
across the field as institutions gradually
implement LERs over time. Guiding Questions
take into account multiple components of the
LER process, including work with CLRs, Prior
Learning Assessment (PLA), Credit for Prior
Learning (CPL), non-credit credentials, and microcredentials.
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Governance

Establishing clear, transparent governance structures provide the essential
framework to ensure consistent policies, shared standards, and accountable
oversight, which are necessary for maintaining credibility and building trust for
LERs among learners, institutions, and employers.

Recommendations

Take the following steps to address the integrity of governance in LER structures
and processes:

Anchor in transparent governance. Implementation for LERs and their
various component parts should be overseen by a governing body and
managed by a standardized structure of governance that is transparent and
agreed upon by all parties. This builds trust among planners as well as those
who implement the new systems.

Craft or connect governance workflows. Draw on existing and familiar
institutional governance models when creating systems for approval relating to
the LER process. Your institutions may have existing committees that bring
together the necessary stakeholders for other purposes; these groups can be
leveraged for LER decision-making. Another option is to link various
committees or governing bodies that include the necessary representation and
create a communication flow for LER decision-making between those entities.

Establish clear standards and continuous review. Develop a set of criteria by
which new credentials or competencies are assessed for approval to ensure
alignment to goals and consistency across departments. Create regular review
cycles for existing and new entries into LERs to help ensure that their contents
stay relevant to learners’ and employers’ needs.

Examples in Practice

University of Georgia (UGA) approached adoption and implementation of the
Comprehensive Learner Record (CLR) by first establishing the institutional
foundation necessary for scalable, trustworthy learning records. A broad-based
working group led by the Vice President of Instruction was convened to guide the
university through the development of a core institutional competency framework
that would anchor UGA’s CLR ecosystem. Over a two-year period, this group
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evaluated competency models, engaged stakeholders and faculty for feedback, and
aligned the work with governance structures. Their process culminated in six
institutional competencies with associated learning outcomes that apply across
undergraduate, graduate, and professional courses and non-credit activities. UGA
then created a governance structure, the Institutional Competencies (IC)
subcommittee, to ensure ongoing review and stewardship. To support consistent
implementation, the group, in collaboration with the IC subcommittee also
produced policies, procedures, and a rubric to help faculty and activity directors map
competencies to their courses and non-credit activities.

University of Maine System designated microcredentials as a strategic priority in
2019 for the state’s workforce. The goal was to have a unified structure for the
microcredentialing process that could be applied to meet local needs across
multiple campuses. A steering committee was launched, with representation from
each campus. A structure was developed to have these competency-based
microcredentials stack into three levels: Foundational, Training and Practice, and
Applied. In order for faculty and staff to propose new non-credit microcredentials,
they first received guidance on the process, then completed a form to indicate
interest, and adhered to a framework on the structure. Faculty and staff were
encouraged to submit their proposals as part of a collaborative team. Those
proposing revenue-generating microcredentials were required to include a letter of
support from an employer. Training and mini-grants were available to support these
proposals, which were reviewed against established standards.

Kennesaw State University (KSU) aimed to bring consistency and structure to
multiple microcredentialing efforts that were underway across campus. The provost
created a microcredential committee, composed of representatives from each
college, graduate departments, career services, the registrar, student affairs, and
continuing education. This governing body created a taxonomy and inventory of
available badge offerings, as well as established procedures for the
microcredentialing process. Ultimately, the logistics and governance structure were
laid out in a microcredentials guide of policies and criteria. The governing body
continues to meet monthly to review microcredential proposals. In 2025, KSU
awarded over 11,000 microcredentials across 250 badges and was developing an
assessment plan. They have documented their lessons learned during this process.

Colorado Community College System (CCCS) comprises 13 institutions governed by
a single board. Under board policy, CCSS maintains a credentialing governance
framework supported by a centralized office and program manager for systemwide
digital credentialing. A common course numbering system anchors competencies,
with badges aligned to those competencies. A Credit for Prior Learning (CPL)



https://www.maine.edu/student-success/micro-credentials/
https://www.maine.edu/student-success/micro-credentials/
https://www.maine.edu/student-success/micro-credentials/faculty-staff/
https://www.maine.edu/student-success/micro-credentials/faculty-staff/
https://www.kennesaw.edu/curriculum-instruction-assessment/micro-credentials/index.php
https://kennesaw.badgr.com/public/organization/badges
https://kennesaw.badgr.com/public/organization/badges
https://campus.kennesaw.edu/faculty-staff/academic-affairs/curriculum-instruction-assessment/micro-credentials/docs/micro-credential-guide-v3.pdf
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/jarhe-12-2023-0590/full/html

committee, with representation from all 13 colleges, submits requests and screens
them for systemwide impact. When a request affects more than one institution and
there is a demonstrated need, it is forwarded to the State Discipline Chair for review
and, if approved, inclusion in the CPL Matrix, which is maintained centrally by the
program manager and used by all colleges. Once CPL is awarded at one CCCS
college, it transfers across the system per board policy.

Guiding Questions

Consider the following questions to apply the recommendations and field-based
insights on governance:

e /s there a set of documented policies and procedures to guide elements
of the LER process, including CLR, PLA, CPL, microcredentialing, and
others?

e How do our existing processes and policies engage employers in
validating skills and/or credentials? How might these be leveraged for
LERs?

e How might we make the governance process for input, feedback, and
approval throughout the LER process clear?

e \Where are there gaps in our procedures and processes that we might
address to enhance the integrity of governance related to all credentials,
putting us on a pathway towards clear and transparent governance of
LERs?

Data

LERs depend on accurate and authentic data. Implementing intentional practices
and procedures for data integrity, security, and storage help ensure consistency and
accountability. With these safeguards in place, institutions can build trust in the
records and clearly demonstrate their credibility to learners, employers, and other
stakeholders.
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Recommendations

Take the following steps to address the integrity of data in LER structures and
processes:

1. Designate and secure authority. Clarify and document who is authorized to
submit data for credentials, skills, and competencies for the LER, and limit this
duty to people with specific job roles or titles. Doing so will create more
integrity and transparency in the designation process, helping ensure the
guality, validity, and trustworthiness of data. When assigning specific job roles
and titles to the responsibility of designation, ensure that the institution's
digital infrastructure has sufficient security measures to ensure that only the
individuals authorized with this responsibility have access to designation
capabilities.

2. Centralize data storage. Create centralized data storage to ensure data
security, data transfer, and portability across institutions in the same system.

Examples in Practice

Kennesaw State University requires that proposals for new microcredentials go
through a governance review process. The proposals must include those who will be
responsible for awarding the credentials. KSU designates one coordinator at the
institution as the badging software administrator. Only the coordinator has the
ability to build badges and manage the list of award grantors. This centralizes the
process and limits credential issuing. Microcredentialing assessment is managed by
qualified faculty and staff, ensuring that learners have met the criteria for the
microcredential. However, only the individuals who have been approved to award
credentials can list them in Canvas Credentials.

Colorado Community College System has strengthened the integrity of badge
designation since launching digital credentialing in 2015. CCCS now operates a
dual-layer governance model: the System Office maintains a standardized taxonomy
and credentialing governance framework, while colleges issue their own badges
through affiliate Credly accounts. Faculty and program staff verify completion, and a
college coordinator manages badge design, publishing, and issuing within the
system standards. Access and security for platforms like Banner, D2L, and Credly are
managed by a System Office representative and delegated to institutions’
administrators as needed. This model preserves systemwide consistency while




supporting college autonomy, improving integrity, accountability, and consistency
across the system.

The University of Georgia ensures technical and data standards for CLR
implementation as an essential component of UCGA's CLR strategy. The Office of
Instruction, who designed and developed CLR course and activity workflow systems,
works in close partnership with Central IT and the CLR vendor to ensure data
integrity and consistency. Data from these systems is mapped through the Student
Information System and validated and reconciled by the Office of Instruction before
being transmitted to the CLR vendor. This coordinated approach strengthens
transparency, reduces variability, and reinforces the overall trustworthiness and
validity of the learning records that ultimately populate UGA's CLR.

Guiding Questions

Consider the following questions to apply the recommendations and field-based
insights on data security and storage:

e Are there clear and structured policies in place for who can submit data
for credentials, skills, and competencies? If so, how might we apply
similar policies to the LER? What would need to be updated about those
policies for the LER?

e /s data related to each aspect of the LER process managed through a
centralized repository?

e Where are there gaps in our data security and storage that we might
address to enhance data integrity related to all credentials?

Credential Management

Thoughtful credential management structures ensure that learners can securely
accept, access, manage, and share their credentials. By defining how credentials are
issued, stored, and integrated across platforms, and upholding clear standards for
data accuracy, interoperability, and authoritative records, institutions can create a
transparent and reliable ecosystem that supports learner agency and strengthens
trust in the value of credentials.
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Recommendations

Take the following steps to address the integrity of credential managementin LER
structures and processes:

Ensure learner agency. Learners should have open access to their credentials
and competencies and the ability to manage, sort, and share their data
securely through a digital infrastructure during and after their affiliation with
an institution.

Prioritize interoperability. In order to foster openness and bolster portability
for learners, data management systems should be interoperable, allowing
institutions to gather data from multiple platforms and integrate that data into
their learning management systems (LMS) and student information systems
(SIS). While most technology vendors do not yet offer full integration of LMS
and SIS into LERs, some vendors may be more compatible with certain
institutional systems than others. Institutions should determine what their
priorities are related to digital integration when assessing and choosing
partnering technology vendors.

Define the system of record. |[dentify the single, authoritative source of validity
and reliability for a specific set of data, called the system of record. This system
of record should be the definitive source of information about a particular
aspect of a learner's record. The system of record may encompass more than
one platform. As institutions capture and attest to learning beyond traditional
curricular sources, it is paramount to consider where the data is recorded.
While learners’ formal academic progress across courses, grades, and credits is
certainly tracked in the central SIS, other platforms can also serve as
authoritative sources for specific aspects of their development. For instance, a
dedicated co-curricular platformm might meticulously document their
participation and achievements in internships, leadership workshops, or
community engagement activities and thus be the system of record for those
particular experiences and associated learning outcomes. Similarly, a digital
badging platform could be the system of record for formally recognized skills
or competencies a learner has demonstrated. A non-credit registration system
could serve as the system of record for certificates and credentials. Even an
e-portfolio platform, where a learner curates evidence of their learning across
various contexts, could, under certain circumstances, be designated as a
system of record for showcasing applied skills and reflections.




4. Establish platform policies and practices. Implementing a platform as a
system of record for a certain dataset brings with it crucial responsibilities for
maintaining integrity and reliability. Establish clear policies and practices that
govern the platform's use and data management. These might include:

e Data governance policies: Define what data the platform will hold as the
official record, who is responsible for data entry and validation, and how
data accuracy and consistency will be ensured. Establish clear protocols for
data standards and interoperability with other systems.

e Access and security protocols: Implement robust security measures to
protect the sensitive information stored within the platform. Define user
roles and permissions, ensure data privacy compliance (e.g., Family
Educational Rights and Privacy Act), and establish protocols for data
breaches.

e Data integrity and audit trails: Establish processes to ensure accuracy and
completeness of data. This often involves implementing audit trails that
track data modifications to provide a history of changes and assure
accountability.

e Data retention and archiving policies: Define how long data will be
retained, in accordance with institutional and regulatory requirements.
Establish procedures for secure data archiving and potential destruction.

e Integration strategies: Develop clear strategies for how the data in the
new system of record will interact and potentially integrate with other
institutional systems, such as the SIS, to create a holistic view of the
learner's learning journey. This ensures data flows smoothly and is
consistent across systems.

e Training and support: Provide adequate training and ongoing support to
users who will be interacting with the new system of record to ensure they
understand the policies, procedures, and proper data entry practices.

e Regular review and updates: Establish a process for periodically reviewing
the policies and practices related to the system of record to ensure they
remain effective, relevant, and aligned with evolving institutional needs
and technological advancements.

In essence, designating a new platform as a system of record requires a
commitment to establishing and enforcing rigorous policies and practices. This
ensures that the new platform serves as a trustworthy and reliable record of
learner’s achievement.




Examples in Practice

Western Governors University (WGU) created a_digital achievement wallet in which
skills are categorized as technical, essential/soft, and specialized, and are connected
to job requirements. WGU maintains a searchable database organized by city and
state to show how students’ skills match existing jobs, suggest where other skills are
needed, and explain how to gain additional skills through WGU. Nearly 600,000
students and alumni can access this achievement wallet.

University of Phoenix has an integrated ecosystem for digital credential
management that connects learning activities, validated achievements, and learner
records across institutional systems. As learners complete coursework and
assessments, verified achievement data is captured and linked to the learner’s
academic profile. Achievements are aligned to recognized skills frameworks and
digital credentialing standards to support interoperability. Microcredentials are
issued and maintained through a digital credentialing infrastructure and remain
accessible to learners during and after enrollment for sharing beyond the institution.

University of Maryland Global Campus (UMGC) is focused on making learning
visible, portable, and trusted. To enable this, they built a robust enterprise data
warehouse that consolidates and governs data from across institutional systems.
While the SIS remains the system of record, the warehouse standardizes, validates,
and curates cross-system data under UMGC's data governance practices. UMGC then
extracts curated datasets to support the development of meaningful, verified digital
credentials, and create the foundation for scalable credential management.

Guiding Questions

Consider the following questions to apply the recommendations and field-based
insights on credential management:

e Are we hosting our credentials and competencies on a platform that is
accessible to learners both while they attend and after they leave the

institution?

e Are our records management and credential-issuing software
integrated with our other digital systems?

e Have we defined the system of record?



https://www.wgu.edu/newsroom/press-release/2025/09/wgu-launches-achievement-wallet-half-million-students-showcase-career-ready-skills.html

e |sthe data supporting the issuance of credentials stored within the
system of record?

e Where are there gaps in our credential management structures and
practices that we might address to enhance integrity? Would any
modifications be exclusive to LERs?

Conclusion

The LER process represents an innovative connection point for learners, employers,
and higher education institutions. By emphasizing achievement of specific learning
outcomes or skills, rather than courses and grades, LERs promote the transparent
alignment of student success outcomes with workforce demands and provide
much needed clarity of the specific learning and skills encompassed within a
credential. Additionally, because LERs are owned by learners rather than
institutions, they serve to empower individuals to manage and share their
credentials throughout their career.

The success of LERs hinges on their integrity—the accuracy, trustworthiness, and
authenticity of the data contained within the records and the recognition that they
mean something. It is an action, demonstrated transparently through the
governance, data, and credential management structures of LERs. By focusing on
the integrity of the credentials LERs issue, and the data those credentials are based
on, institutions can help ensure that the information about skills, knowledge, and
accomplishments contained within the LER is reliable, verifiable, and accurately
represents the learner's achievements, thereby building trust among learners,
employers, and institutions.

By prioritizing integrity in robust governance, data, and credential management
structures, institutions will reinforce the reputation of their credentialing
ecosystems and better enable learners to thrive in an increasingly complex
workforce. As software and systems continue to evolve, systemic institutional
approaches can create a stable foundation for the use of LERs at the institution and
beyond.

QJ 16




Resources for Integrity in LERs

The following reports and tools can support the work of institutions striving to
improve the integrity of their LER ecosystem.

Governance

Credential Maturity Index, UPCEA, 2023
Hallmarks of Excellence in Credential Innovation, UPCEA, 2021

Rethinking Community College Systems for a Skills-Based Talent Ecosystem: A
Playbook for Learning and Employment Records, ACE, 2023

Data

Building the Digital Credential Infrastructure for the Future, DCC, 2020

Credential Transparency llluminates Pathways to a Better Future, EDUCAUSE, 2022
Standardized Components for a Competency-Based Educational Record, AACRAO &
C-BEN, 2019

TrustEd Credential Coalition, TEdTech, 2024

Credential Management

Alternative Credentials: Considerations, Guidance, and Best Practices, AACRAQO, 2022
Creating Noncredit to Credit Pathways, UPCEA, 2023

Career Readiness Competencies, NACE, 2024

Competency Assessment Tool, NACE, n.d.

Essential Learning Outcomes, AAC&U, 2007

Principles for Skills Validation Quality at Scale, C-BEN & the Partnership for Skills
Validation, 2025

Valid Assessment of Learning in Undergraduate Education (VALUE), AAC&U, 2009
What is Career Readiness?, NACE, 2025

Case Studies and Research

Alabama Talent Playbook: Building a Talent Marketplace (A Playbook for States),
C-BEN, 2024

Comprehensive Learner Record, University of Georgia

Faculty Attitudes and Behaviors: The Integration of Career Readiness Into the
Curriculum, NACE, AAC&U, & the Society for Experiential Education, 2024
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https://upcea.edu/credential-maturity-index/
https://upcea.edu/credentialhallmarks/
https://www.acenet.edu/Documents/Rethinking-Campuses-Systems.pdf
https://www.acenet.edu/Documents/Rethinking-Campuses-Systems.pdf
https://digitalcredentials.mit.edu/docs/white-paper-building-digital-credential-infrastructure-future.pdf
https://er.educause.edu/articles/2022/1/credential-transparency-illuminates-pathways-to-a-better-future
https://www.c-ben.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/competency-based-educational-record-report-092019.pdf
https://www.1edtech.org/program/tmc
https://www.aacrao.org/research-publications/work-group-reports-archived
https://upcea.edu/creating-non-credit-to-credit-pathways/
https://www.naceweb.org/career-readiness/competencies/career-readiness-defined/
https://www.naceweb.org/docs/default-source/default-document-library/2024/resources/nace-competency-assessment-tool-technical-document.pdf?sfvrsn=61d35359_3
https://www.aacu.org/trending-topics/what-is-liberal-education#:~:text=Essential-,Learning,-Outcomes
https://www.c-ben.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/09/Partnership-for-Skills-Validation-Principles-for-Skills-Validation-Quality-at-Scale.pdf
https://www.aacu.org/initiatives-2/value
https://www.naceweb.org/career-readiness/competencies/career-readiness-defined/
https://www.c-ben.org/resource/alabama-talent-triad-compilation-cbe/
https://instruction.uga.edu/initiatives/the-comprehensive-learner-record/
https://dgmg81phhvh63.cloudfront.net/content/user-photos/Research/PDFs/Career-Readiness-Report.pdf
https://dgmg81phhvh63.cloudfront.net/content/user-photos/Research/PDFs/Career-Readiness-Report.pdf
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