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Executive Summary – Network Report
In the research report prepared by Sarah Wayland and Gerald Bierling the views of
clients, referring agencies and service delivery agencies were considered. This brief
report will add to that information and include:
a. Feedback from the three networks involved in the Validity and Impact of
Centralized Assessment (CA)
b. Appendices which outline the assessment processes/background information for
each of the 3 networks

Centralized Assessment has been discussed across the province for many years. The
networks involved in this project have been involved in Centralized Assessment for
many years, but as part of a fee-for-service structure. Fee-for-service limits access to
assessments for unemployed and underemployed individuals as well as those on OW
unless OW has funding available to pay for services.

It should be noted that Centralized Assessment does not preclude service delivery
agencies from doing further assessment with clients. It is in fact essential that ongoing
assessments are completed with each learner. Centralized assessment supports
effectiveness, efficiency and customer service and is important in ensuring successful
referral and transition of clients. The purposes of Centralized Assessment and service
delivery assessment are different. Centralized Assessment provides impartial
evaluation of client/learner needs; one point of contact for current and relevant
program information; support to service delivery agencies by providing in-depth client
information; efficient use of resources; support to service coordination and client
transition. Service Delivery agencies will complete further assessments (but not fully
reassess clients) as a means to ensure learner plans are appropriate; learners are
accessing the depth of skills training and upgrading needed from their program; and as
learners exit programs.

Currently LBS doesn’t have any type of Centralized Assessment that is funded. In
Hamilton, programs have reported at the Literacy Services table that 40% of the
referrals they receive from community partners are not accurate. In a study completed
by ABEA in 2009, it was found that 90% of clients who stated they had a high school
diploma still required LBS upgrading prior to any further training or education.

Fifteen years ago, the Adult Basic Education Association was directly funded as a
Centralized Assessment site through HRSDC. HRSDC recognized that impartial
assessment was key to appropriate referrals into programs and that one point of contact
eased the transition for clients from unemployment to skills development. When they
could no longer fund this service, they requested that ABEA move to a fee-for-service
structure. ABEA has provided assessments for the past 10 years on a fee-for-service
basis with very strong and positive feedback from clients.

What networks hear from the community is that they would use the Centralized
Assessment (CA) service for all clients if it were funded. They see not only value to the
CA but a need to assess clients prior to entrance into programs. The Hamilton local
action centre (Jim Huff) recently stated that their clients are returning to them
discouraged because they tried accessing programs at the local college but found their
skill sets were not appropriate. Had they been assessed they could have been referred
to an appropriate program and saved themselves time and frustration.

For the past 14 years Literacy Link Niagara (LLN) has conducted fee-for-service
assessments of Ontario Works (OW) clients through a 3-part agreement with the
Niagara Region’s Social Assistance and Employment Opportunities Division and GED
Achievement. The assessment is used to determine the client’s current skill level,
determine the appropriate placement for adult upgrading, and help the client chart an
educational pathway. Occasionally the assessment reveals that the individual may

actually be appropriate as an ODSP client, and their assessment contributes to the
documentation necessary to build the case.

LLN’s mobile assessor attends on-site at any of the 5 OW sites in Niagara. In an effort
to meet the needs of OW clients in rural communities, LLN engaged local EO-funded
Employment Services in this initiative by asking them to serve as Skype assessment
sites. The intent was to attract clients to their sites and link them with a literacy
assessment, in addition to the employment supports and services they may require.

In this project, LLN began a distance assessment process. ABEA gave them permission
to use documents from the Educational Pathways Assessment and supported them in
the development of this process. There were a lot of challenges and delays in
establishing this as a process but with time, networking, training and technology this
can be a viable way to provide assessments in rural areas or for learners with barriers
(imprisoned, on parole, health issues, disabilities etc.). For rural areas or regions where
networks aren’t able to provide assessment services, this option, once developed fully,
could fill that gap. There is also a great opportunity for MCI and MTCU to work
together to develop a distance assessment strategy.
Project READ Literacy Network started Centralized Assessment (CA) for social
assistance clients over 17 years ago in Waterloo Region and also provided this service
for HRSDC clients for a few years. The LBS programs evaluate the process annually
and always state that the referrals are appropriate, the reports are invaluable and save a
great deal of time in front end work. Project READ finds that potential learners are
directed to the right program the first time and do not get lost in the cracks, as they may
have in the past. Recently two clients that had been directly referred into the college
program returned to Project READ after failing the entrance test for upgrading. They
were so distraught that they were unable to seek any other form of upgrading for two
years. If they had been assessed centrally, this would not have been the case.

In an evaluation report on CA prepared by Sarah Wayland, 2009, prior to OALCF and
the full implementation of EO, she stated that:
1. Centralized Assessment will work as long as models can be adapted to meet
regional needs.
2. Centralized Assessment helps clients make better informed decisions about their
training/upgrading needs.
3. Using an Essential Skills assessment (in this study the Educational Essential
Skills Assessment) is valuable and has merit in supporting the application
process for Second Career.
4. The expansion and future success of Centralized Assessment requires ongoing
support from those with knowledge of Literacy and Basic Skills.

In today’s world of the OALCF, increasing discussion among ministries, the
implementation of EO to a greater extent and the need to have successful outcomes, the
questions we need to answer are:
1. Does it make financial sense for MTCU to implement Centralized Assessment?
2. Should MTCU mirror a system of assessment similar to CLARS?
3. Does client success increase when assessments are completed prior to accessing
programs?
4. Can Centralized Assessment (CA) be delivered via technology, in small groups
and one-to one methods to meet client needs and funder expectations?

Centralized Assessment will benefit:
1. Potential clients of LBS, Apprenticeship, ES, OW, Second Career – having one
point of contact where they can learn about all their options.
2. ES, OW, Apprenticeship, Second Career – will benefit from one point of contact
with expertise in assessment, action plan development, educational upgrading
knowledge and wrap around referral knowledge.
3. MTCU and EDU will benefit from receiving referrals of clients that are

appropriate for their programs.
4. LBS will benefit from the assessment and intake information being completed
prior to the client accessing their programs – this allows the program to focus on
delivery rather than on initial intake.
5. Employers and the province in the federal skills trade development program.

As part of an initiative to improve coordination between federal and provincial level
services, in early 2008 civil servants recommended the creation of a front-end common
assessment for second language learning. This evolved into the Coordinated Language
Assessment and Referral System or CLARS. The main impetus for CLARS is to create a
clear, standardized approach, with cost savings being a secondary consideration
The benefits expressed by Sarah and Gerald in their CLARS summary were


cost savings



common standards



learners are better aware of options



clients make choices



agencies have better community knowledge, can see community gaps and make
recommendations to funders



intake worker uses holistic approach

These same benefits are directly applicable to a Centralized Assessment (CA) approach
within LBS. As part of service coordination, regional networks are well situated to
support clients in making decisions about their upgrading. Networks know their
communities through their facilitation of planning and ongoing networking with
community partners. They understand the OALCF; are aware of community gaps; and
able to identify the programs to best meet the needs of learners, without an invested
interest in service delivery. This in fact is, service coordination that is meaningful to
learners and programs.

Sarah and Gerald’s report on Ontario Common Assessment of Need (OCAN) also
indicated a role for networks around assessment and service coordination. OCAN is a
standardized assessment tool that assists with mental health recovery. It was designed
for Community Mental Health agencies based on input from consumers, researchers,
policy makers and front line workers. With networks as the lead for service
coordination, more reflection on the role of Centralized Assessment as part of service
coordination needs to be considered. The success of OCAN is in part dependent upon
the integration of services through a strong supportive infrastructure which provides
common information and supports planning. The success of OALCF is also dependent
on an effective and efficient support system (or infrastructure) and CA can be
instrumental in undergirding information/referral and ultimately client success.
Centralized Assessment can also provide a source for common information and analysis
used for EO community planning processes, as well as for MTCU program planning,
evaluation and implementation.

What became evident as this project’s research was reviewed is that communication
and education with service delivery agencies is key when considering Centralized
Assessment (CA). There must be common understanding of the purpose of CA and
service delivery agencies must be able to understand and implement the action plans
created through CA. Networks, as the support organization are well positioned to
facilitate this type of discussion and communication and are in fact, doing so now as
part of service coordination.

With finite resources programs may not see the value in allocating resources to clients
they may not serve as learners – this is reinforced in the current Performance
Management Framework which recognizes the % of learner targets achieved as an
indication of efficiency – if MTCU invests in Centralized Assessment (CA) this will

ensure that clients know the path to take and this helps programs deliver more efficient
services.

In Sarah’s and Gerald’s report they state “Further, it is recommended that further
implementation of Central Assessment (CA) models make use of these best practices
identified in the research:
a. Begin any initiative around CA with the recognition that working in partnership
has implications for practitioners, including changes to working practices and
the need to acquire new knowledge, and skills.
b. Regular, two-way communication is established between assessors and
organizations to share program information and aggregate client data, address
concerns, and problem solve. This could be achieved through regular face-toface group meetings. The benefits of strong communication should include:


increased transparency and helps overcome any distrust among service
provider agencies



stronger relationships



more collaboration - brings service providers together around a common
goal: to improve outcomes for clients and allow for problem solving when
issues arise



greater awareness of sector-related developments

It is through CA that a stronger EO system can emerge through education and
discussions. It is through a well-established CA system that full EO integration can be
supported. As the leads for service coordination, networks are well placed to enhance
current communication around assessment, build stronger referral protocols and ensure
clients access the right program the first time.

Service Coordination is the big picture view and implementation of delivery in a
community. The regional networks as impartial providers and service coordination
leads are well positioned as leaders in Centralized Assessment.

What are the cost savings?
After reviewing the research findings the networks felt the researcher needed to dig
deeper than the survey allowed. Three service providers were contacted. They were
chosen because they have stated that they do not re-assess clients who have been
assessed either by centralized sites or service delivery agencies. They were asked to
respond to the following questions.
When you do an intake assessment, how much time do you spend on average
with a client?
What would that amount to in costs? (roughly per client)
When you get a client that is already assessed by an centralized site or coming
with an exit assessment from another program, how much time do you spend at
intake?

The following are their quoted responses. They didn’t in each case respond to all
questions but they did give valuable information.

Program 1:

I found it cut my time with the client by a good half hour. But, it also
saved time when preparing the Learner Plan with regard to concurrent
and next steps. This might only save 5 or so minutes at our end but it
adds up and leads to a good overall plan. I think it is also worth noting
that a plan from you (centralized site) also is an added benefit and saves
time at the exit assessment especially when the learner is referred on to
another program since it travels with the learner and should save time

on their intake. (We work with mostly lower level learners so time
involved in assessing and learning plan development is less than learners
with higher skill levels.)

Program 2:

Typically the entire intake process (including intake meeting, assessment,
and learner plan development) includes approximately 4 hours direct
contact with a student, and probably another 2 hours in
“administration” – my time spent writing up assessments and learner
plans. I would say having an assessment from you (centralized site) cuts
off 2 hours direct contact time, and an hour of “administration” time –
essentially cuts my time in half.
However, a further advantage of referrals based on the Centralized
Assessments is that we will have been identified as the “right door” for
the client. The assessor who is knowledgeable about the various local
upgrading options can make a proper referral, based on skill levels and
goals, thus sparing the client and us the revolving door experience and
duplicate assessments. No small benefit! If I do all the intake and
assessment of a walk-in client who turns out to be better suited to another
program, I’ve “wasted” 2-3 hours of my time and client time as well. So
having a central assessment and referral agency saves us time both on
clients who do belong here and on clients we would just end up referring
elsewhere if we did the assessment.

Program 3:

There is a huge advantage to having a Centralized Assessment versus not
having one as far as time goes. With a Centralized Assessment we spend
an average of 45 minutes with a client. Without a Centralized Assessment
we spend up to 3 hours assessing and discussing the class.

So let’s look at the costs. We will assume an hourly rate for staff time, overhead costs
(insurance, supplies, rent, equipment, management, phone etc.) averages $50 to $80 an
hour depending on the delivery agency and if it is unionized or non-unionized. If the
total time involved in intake, placement and administration is 6 hours per learner, as
indicated by program 2, then the cost per learner who comes without a previous
assessment would range from $300 to $480. If in fact 3 hours of time at a program level
is saved through Centralized Assessment, then MTCU would see a savings of $150 $240 per learner. If a program saw 100 clients in a year, Centralized Assessment would
save $15,000 to $24,000 per year. The cost for assessing these clients at a centralized site
would be $10,000 at the low end, to $15,000 at the high end (not including specialized
assessments for learning challenges). This means a minimum of $5000 to $14,000 saved
per program in Ontario (with 100 learners).

In essence an investment by MTCU into Centralized Assessment would save money at
intake and learner plan development, as well as at program exit and referral. Let’s
consider the ongoing support this provides as mentioned by program 1. There is the
value added to the next program on the learner path. As learners move along their
upgrading path, they take with them a portfolio which includes information that
supports their ongoing upgrading and training. Any background information,
identifying learning styles, goal setting etc, can save time and money for the next
service delivery agency. That adds to the amount already stated above in savings and
could be an additional $50 – $80 per learner saved, from the same initial investment in
the Centralized Assessment.

Let’s for a moment consider the information/referral costs. For every 15 minute call a
program handles for a client that isn’t suitable, or for every initial intake discussion that
results in learning the client isn’t suitable for the program, there is a cost involved.
Programs can spend 2 - 3 hours each day fielding calls, seeing clients, only to have to
refer them elsewhere. The greater cost however, is to the client. The client who believes

they have the skills for college level programs but learn they aren’t suitable, or the client
who has learning challenges but doesn’t want to admit them and ends up in the wrong
program, or even the client who is referred by a caseworker who believes they know
where the client should go, but doesn’t. The cost to human spirit and drive can be
irreparable and lead a potential learner away from the skills development they need.
Centralized Assessment could prevent learner frustration by having one point of access,
as being done in CLARS.

With the recent Federal budget announcement (March 2013), the province and
employers are expected to each take 1/3 of the incentive costs to support skilled trades
development. The potential to lose employer involvement is great if those they invest
in are not successful in their upgrading. To ensure those dollars are being spent on
those who can be successful in skills upgrading, impartial assessment becomes even
more valid and essential.

In summary, Centralized Assessment has an impact on the time spent by programs
both with the clients and in administrative duties; it is part of an effective service
coordination system; supports the jointly invested skilled trades program of the Feds,
Province and employers; but above all, it supports the very focus of MTCU-EO…the
learner.

What we hear from learners
The report by Sarah and Gerald clearly spoke to the positive view of 98 learners who
participated in the project feedback.
Strongly
agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

I clearly understood why I needed
an assessment.

43.6

52.1

4.3

0.0

I understood the assessment process
(e.g., where to go, who to contact
afterwards, etc.)

41.9

49.5

7.5

1.1

The assessment service was easily
accessible.

49.5

48.4

2.2

0.0

My assessment recommendations
are easy to understand.

33.3

64.5

2.2

0.0

The assessment process took my
needs into consideration.

41.5

55.3

3.2

0.0

The staff at the assessment agency
were helpful.

59.1

37.6

1.1

2.2

My assessment helps me to better
understand the type of skills training 28.0
or education I need.

61.3

8.6

2.2

Overall, I was satisfied with the
assessment process.

46.2

4.3

1.1

Efficiencies:

Ease of Use:

Client Satisfaction:

48.4

Through the years, we have heard similar responses when we complete evaluation
surveys with learners as recorded by Sarah and Gerald. We have heard stories of
learners being directly referred by community partners to private colleges where they
were accepted into programs. The government paid the tuition fees, sometimes in

excess of $10,000. These learners were not successful in the program and when finally
forwarded to the network for assessment they were found to have levels far below
those required to succeed. In one instance, the learner had below grade a 4 reading
level. The initial investment of $200 for an assessment could have saved money, time
and learner frustration. Many examples like this have been shared with assessors over
the years.

We also hear from learners that they appreciate getting a total overview of all services
within the community at one point of contact. They want to know what their options
are and make the decision that best meets their needs. They also want to know that
there is a place they can come back to should they change their mind; not like the
program they enter; or if their life situation changes. By going to an impartial service,
they know they can give their feedback and not be afraid they might be penalized.

Why some agencies don’t want Centralized Assessment
Some agencies still believe that every client that enters their doors should be accepted
into their programs. Despite the focus on goals and developing program niches, many
agencies still attempt to deliver all services to all clients. Through the years, programs
have tried to make the learner fit their program rather than ensuring the learner was the
right fit for their program. We have seen evidence of this when reviewing interagency
referrals. Very few referrals have been made from agency to agency over the years.

Some agencies believe that Centralized Assessment will mean clients won’t enter their
doors but will be referred elsewhere and that this will affect their numbers. This was
verified in the findings of Sarah and Gerald. However, if we are truly focusing on client
needs, then clients should be referred to the right program the first time. If a client isn’t
appropriate for a particular program, then of course, they shouldn’t be referred to them.
In the end, programs will deliver far more effective and efficient services if they receive
the right clients and don’t needlessly spend time doing pre-assessment or intake on

clients that aren’t suitable to become their learners (as supported by the program quotes
in this report). At a meeting in Hamilton in the fall of 2012, Ontario Works caseworkers
stated that without Centralized Assessment, programs take clients just to keep their
numbers up. There were concerns expressed about how personal relationships with
programs determine where clients are referred rather than client need. Whether this
happens often or not isn’t known, but it is a perception of community partners who
have made referrals to programs.

Some agencies are unsure of Centralized Assessment (CA) but in Hamilton, the
Hamilton-Wentworth District School Board, the Hamilton Literacy Council and the
Hamilton Regional Indian Centre have all stated at the Literacy Services Planning table
that having Centralized Assessments supports their work and allows them to focus on
the learners they are funded to work with. At Project READ, they hear from both
schools boards in Waterloo Region and from the Literacy Group that this service is
invaluable. In Wellington County, where they have not had the CA funded by Ontario
Works, as in Waterloo Region, Wellington County Learning Centre has been very
supportive of the project process. It needs time for other programs to see how it will
work, but they have been open to the process.

The study indicated a disconnect between the views of the clients and the delivery
agencies. Clients indicated that CA supports them on their path to success yet agencies
didn’t recognize the value to clients on such a level. The number of clients interviewed
was 98 and only 11 programs were involved in responding to the research survey. As
indicated in Sarah’s and Gerald’s report, programs were not fully willing to respond.
As a learner focussed program, the response of the learners needs to be considered
carefully when making decisions about Centralized Assessment. Not all programs like
the idea of a third party provider assessing clients, yet clients value the service. One
program stated in a meeting in Hamilton “I have to admit, I am afraid your centralized
services will take away my job and so I reassess clients.” This program was

encouraged by the local ETC to only assess gaps and not fully reassess clients who come
with a completed assessment.

Through the years we have found that programs willingly participate in CA when it is
supported by local funders. For example, when Second Career was at its peak,
Hamilton’s MTCU office wanted all candidates assessed before submitting an
application. The referrals came in steady with full support of all programs. However,
when it was no longer necessary to have an assessment first (Second Career changes
occurred), referrals dropped dramatically. The validity of the assessment didn’t change
but the willingness to use it did, because of the return to fee-for-service.

Community agencies suggested that by having Centralized Assessment (CA) they lose
the knowledge of what the community offers. That is an interesting comment,
however, the question we as networks have is, do they actually have the knowledge to
make appropriate referrals? When considering that Mohawk College stated at a
Literacy Community Planning table in 2012 that 40% of the referrals they get are
inappropriate, we have to wonder about community partners’ abilities to make
appropriate referrals. Programs change, criteria changes, niches change, and those who
know of those changes are the networks because of their role in service coordination.
MTCU has led the way in establishing networks as hub of information and support.

In this project, ABEA found that there is a significant need for learning challenges
assessments. 40% of all referrals were for those clients who have struggled through the
years in school, at home or at work with basic comprehension and/or reading; or those
who were identified as having learning challenges by professionals. Delivery agencies
do not provide this type of assessment and this is a gap within many communities.

Some programs stated in the study that they don’t use the assessment reports, read
them or ignore them and choose to reassess. In spite of reassessments happening,

referring agencies were also on the whole in agreement that the system meets the needs
of the users. As a client focused system, this is key to determining the value of CA. It is
clear that much more work needs to happen around common assessment protocols.
Two of the three networks involved in this project have protocols in place where
agencies agree to not reassess clients upon intake. Any assessments done at the
program level are to target specific levels within their program. We also know
however, that not everyone follows the agreed upon protocols. One program
commented that the tool for assessment being used wasn’t as good as their own, yet the
tool that was used was one that was validated and on the MTCU approved list of
assessments.

What the Researcher Told Us
Sarah Wayland acknowledged that interviews with service delivery agencies would
have given far more insightful information than the survey allowed. However there
seemed to be reluctance by some to respond in an interview. She felt there were
territorial issues and fear. She stated several times in her research that communication
was key to the success of a Centralized Assessment model (CA).

Obviously, as centralized sites we see great value in being a first point of contact for
learners and we see it as a support to programs and part of service coordination. Our
belief in the value is because of the ongoing feedback we get from clients when we do
our follow-up interviews. (The practice for follow up is to have someone other than the
assessor contact the learner so that feedback is impartial.) Just as the researcher found,
we have also found that well over 90% of the clients we see believe that the assessment
is key to their success.

What Makes Centralized Assessment Work
Centralized Assessment works only if


assessors are well trained



assessment sites are impartial and do not deliver programming (like CLARS)



assessment sites have established practices/policies



referring agencies are funded to pay for services or government directly funds
services



funders promote and support the value of Centralized Assessment



programs are trained to read and understand the assessment action plans



territorial issues are dealt with



education and networking occurs between assessment sites and delivery
agencies

Centralized Assessment will not work if programs remain territorial about clients.

Final Thoughts
As networks whose role is service coordination we obviously see a value to client
success in having one point of contact and to service delivery agencies in saving them
time and money. We see efficiency in services and smoother transitions from
community partners to LBS when one phone call can provide the appropriate referral
information and give the full range of options to the referring agency and/client.
Clearly clients see the value of this service when over 90% state it is efficient, effective
and that they are satisfied with the process. Whether it is networks or some other
neutral body that provides Centralized Assessment in the future, the goal should be to
ensure clients are referred to the right program the first time and that service delivery
agencies focus their time and funding on clients suitable for their programs.

Executive Summary - Sarah Wayland
Centralized or common assessment (CA) refers to a model in which individuals have
their learning and skills needs assessed at a “neutral” agency and are then referred to
other specific organizations and programs for education or training.
This report presents the evaluation results of a pilot project delivered by three Ontario
learning networks in the field of Literacy and Basic Skills. The pilot project introduced
a ministry-funded centralized assessment model with the intention of being able to
ascertain the feasibility of such a model provided at no cost to learners or service
providers. Assessments were offered in three formats -- one-to-one in person, group
format in person, and one-to-one distance using technology (Skype) -- in 2012 and early
2013.
The evaluation process consisted of surveys and interviews with service provider
agencies, CA assessors, and learners who accessed CA during the pilot project. It also
included a scan of CA in other fields. Four CA case studies are presented in this report:
second language training, mental health care, children’s services, and LBS. Best
practices were identified from the CA case studies.
Evaluation of the central assessment pilot project indicates strong support for this
model in the pilot regions, and strong ratings on most factors examined. Fully 95% of
clients agreed or strongly agreed that they were satisfied with the pilot assessment
process. All survey respondents from referring agencies were satisfied or very
satisfied with the overall process as well as the coordination among agencies within the
referral system. Receiving agencies were the weakest in their reviews of CA, but most
were satisfied with the CA model as it was carried out in the pilot and stated that CA
helped to save time at intake. Some receiving agencies reassessed all clients, thereby
reducing the efficiency of CA model. Overall, CA was deemed efficient, easy to use,
appropriate for learners, and it had a positive impact as measured in the research.
In terms of the various delivery models of assessment, it was found that each of the
three models tested – one-to-one, group, and distance – had pros and cons. The one-to-

one in-person model was favoured by assessors and referring agencies above the other
two, but the pilot generated some knowledge around implementation of the distance
model that could be of use in the future.
The primary recommendation from this evaluation is that any further implementation
of CA include convening key players (agencies and individuals) for discussion and an
exchange of views regarding whether and how reassessments could be avoided,
including via better implementation of common assessment protocols and a
reconsideration of how assessments are funded.
Also, further implementation of central assessment models make use of these best
practices identified in the research. These practices include
c. Recognizing that introducing CA and working in partnership has implications
for practitioners
d. Establishing regular, two-way communication to share program information and
aggregate client data, address concerns, and problem solve.
c. Ensuring that assessments are easy to access, a particular challenge in rural and
remote areas
d. Consulting with service providers working with particular populations such as
aboriginals and newcomers to explore any barriers around CA.
e. Ensure that common assessment protocols are respected, including through
ongoing training on reading the results of action plans and understanding how
they fit into the overall system.
The pilot project encountered some challenges around implementation , but pilot
projects are in essence designed to identify and “iron out” wrinkles ahead of largerscale program implementation. In this sense, it was a normal pilot.
In sum, all measures indicated positive response to central assessment as implemented
in the pilot. Learners, assessors, referring agencies and receiving agencies each
identified value in the central assessment model.

