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The data, the framework,
and what comes next

Harrison School District built a student assessment database from

scratch — and the governance framework that makes Al-powered data
work defensible. Here's what we built, why we built it the way we did,

and the protocol that keeps it safe.

Responsible Al Three-Tier Framework Student Data Privacy Growth That Tells the Truth

Harrison School District

Kevin Kaeser - Technology Facilitator, 7-12



o WHERE DISTRICTS GET TRIPPED UP

Every upload is a

Three real scenarios from our own workflow — and the governance question behind each one:

v SAFE — AND HERE'S WHY v SAFE — AND HERE'S WHY X LOOKED SAFE — WASN'T

CFAs & ALDs into NotebookLM Pacing guides & blueprints into A third-party tool bridging

Curriculum documents contain no student Gemini NotebookLM to Claude

Information. Assessment items, standards, Planning documents describe what you A community-built integration promised

and descriptors are instructional materials teach, not who you teach. ATLAS convenience — but it routed student data
— the lowest-risk category there is. blueprints are public ADE documents. through an unofficial server and a consumer

Al product, outside any agreement
covering our students. We didn't use it.

The question every district must answer: which Al tools can touch which data?




The Al tool framework

This didn't start as theory — it started with a hard look at what we were actually doing.

IR —————

TIER 1 - STUDENT DATA PERMITTED TIER 2 - NO STUDENT PII TIER 3 - NOT APPROVED
FERPA-Compliant Enterprise Tools Powerful Tools, Strict Boundary Consumer Al Without Agreements
Google NotebookLM & Gemini via district Claude — instructional design, ALD Personal accounts, free consumer chatbots,
Workspace for Education accounts. alignment, data visuals, writing tasks. browser extensions, unvetted apps.
Covered by district data agreements. No names, no student IDs, no individual No district data agreement means no
FERPA, COPPA & Arkansas SOPIPA scores. Aggregate and de-identified data student data — and no work product
compliant by contract. Data never used for only. containing student information.

model training or advertising.

The non-negotiable rule: if a student name is on it, Tier 1 is the only Al option.
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Same tool, different rules

Tier placement isn't about the tool's logo — it's about the account behind it. Gemini on a district Education account and Gemini

on a personal Gmail are legally different products.

District Enterprise Account Personal Consumer Account

® Contractual data — district agreement governs how ® Consumer terms of — no education-specific
protections data is handled service protections

® No model training on your inputs ® Inputs may train models depending on settings

® Admin visibility — district controls access and settings ® No district oversight — invisible to your data governance

® Compliance — built for FERPA-covered ® This is where well-meaning staff create without realizing

posture environments risk it



e OUR PROTOCOL FOR TIER 2

What goes into — and what doesn't

Tier 1 tools are covered by contract — a name in NotebookLM is governed by our Workspace agreement. Claude has no such

agreement, so for Tier 2, de-identification isn't a courtesy. It's the rule. Here's the protocol:

X NEVER GOES INTO CLAUDE v CLEARED FOR CLAUDE

. "Here are my 4th period scores. Why did Jaxon M. and ® "Here are class-level strand averages for 7th grade math,

Emily R. drop in geometry?" MOY interim. Which strands show the weakest growth,

and what should we prioritize before the summative

Names + scores = an education record. No data agreement covers this tool, window?"

so this prompt is a violation the moment it's typed — regardless of intent.
Aggregate, roster-level, no individuals. Same instructional value — and it

never had a name to begin with.

This isn't a wording trick — it's a protocol: aggregate at the source, before it ever reaches

a prompt.




o THE 10-STUDENT RULE
Small-cell

Aggregation alone isn't enough when groups get small — and the rule depends on who's looking, not just the data itself.

THE PRINCIPLE

Fewer than 10 students
= identifiable

"The average of my 3 students
with IEPs" isn't an average —

it's three individuals wearing a
thin disguise.

WHERE IT BITES

Subgroups & small
classes

Special education cohorts, EL
groups, single-section
electives. The groups you

most want to analyze need the
most care.

THE NUANCE WE
LEARNED

Audience changes the
rule

Our principals can see their
own small-group data — they
have a legitimate educational

Interest In their own students.
That same data doesn't

belong in a public report.

THE PRACTICE

Suppress or roll up

For anything leaving the
building — public reports,
presentations, Al inputs

outside Tier 1 — exclude small
cells or roll them into a larger

group.

Legitimate educational interest # public disclosure: who can see it changes what's safe to

show.




7 WHY WE BUILT THE DATABASE

One person does the analysis, everyone benefits

We didn't build this to lock data away — we built it so 186 staff and every principal and administrator don't each have to solve

the same problem on their own. One person does the data work carefully, once. Everyone else gets the output, not the

spreadsheet headache.

The analysis happens once Teachers still get student-level It never has to touch Claude
Rosters, scores, and growth calculations data Because the analysis is already done,
live in one database, maintained by one This isn't about hiding individual scores — nobody needs to type a student's data into
person who knows the rules — not teachers need them. They receive a an Al tool to get an answer. The Tier 2
reinvented by every teacher and every spreadsheet, built with Google Apps Script, boundary doesn't depend on 186 staff and a
principal pulling their own export. delivered through our Workspace for building full of administrators all

Education account. remembering it.

This is the protocol we'd hand to any district: centralize the expertise, not just the rule.
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o WHAT THE DATABASE ACTUALLY MEASURES

"Growth" isn't one number —

Once the analysis was centralized, we had to decide what it was actually going to say. The first version we built wasn't the

version we kepit.

WHAT WE DROPPED WHAT WE KEPT

Average percentage growth & "Distance to Target" "Students Who Grew" — raw scale score improvement
Averages hide students — a few big jumps can mask kids who didn't Counted kid by kid: did this student's scale score go up year over
move at all. "Distance to target" measures a gap to an arbitrary line, year? No averaging, no hiding. All four performance levels shown

not whether a student actually improved. separately, so the students sitting just below proficiency are visible, not

folded into a summary stat.

Trustworthy over flashy: the definition you choose is itself a data integrity decision.




What " " looks like

Same report format, every building. Names changed, small groups suppressed.

!1“ Students Matched cerformanc | Sstudents Who Grew (% Grew
e e
Cedar Grove Elementary  Wright, Stanley 15 4 3 5 3 0 4 3 8 14 93.3%
Cedar Grove Elementary  Lewis, Martha ELA 20 4 6 8 215 8 6 18 90.0%
Cedar Grove Elementary  Lee, Louis Mathematics 20 2 5 3101 2 3 14 18 90.0%
Cedar Grove Elementary = Walker, Florence Mathematics 40 2 6 2210 0 4 10 26 35 87.5%
Cedar Grove Elementary  Wright, Stanley Mathematics 15 1 4 6 410 2 12 13 86.7%
Cedar Grove Elementary  Rodriguez, Walter ELA 19 6 2 8 3 0 3 10 6 16 84.2%
Cedar Grove Elementary  Clark, Raymond Mathematics 15 0O 6 8 50 3 610 16 84.2%
| Cedar Grove Elementary  Jones, Eleanor ELA 23 4 10 7 2 2 3 9 9 19 82.6%
Cedar Grove Elementary  Miller, Clara ELA 19 6 7 51 2 5 6 6 15 78.9%
. Cedar Grove Elementary  Davis, Henry Mathematics 13 2 2 7 21 2 3 7 10 76.9%

Wright, Stanley shows up twice — ELA at 93.3% and Math at 86.7%. Strong growth in both subjects, not a fluke in one.
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What " " looks like

Same report format, every building. Names changed, small groups suppressed.

A B C D EFGHI J KL M N

School Teacher Students Matched .I!i'.”i.ii.\lll !i.”.ii.L \I Students Who Grew

Willowbrook Middle School Carter, Louise Science 61 7 192114 8 11 18 2 44 72.1%
Willowbrook Middle School Collins, Theresa Science 66 8 351211 7 21 18 20 46 69.7%
Willowbrook Middle School Parker, Gerald Science 66 12 24 18 12 12 18 13 23 45 68.2%
Willowbrook Middle School Perez, Catherine ELA 62 7 18 23 14 4 14 29 15 40 64.5%
Willowbrook Middle School Edwards, Carl Mathematics 62 5201918 3 17 19 23 40 64.5%
Willowbrook Middle School Turner, Julia Mathematics 61 6 12 17 26 7 10 16 28 36 59.0%
Willowbrook Middle School Morris, Jean ELA 51 4 17 21 9 4 14 18 15 29 56.9%
| 'Willowbrook Middle School Nelson, Eugene Science 62 1192121 0 14 20 28 35 56.5%
Willowbrook Middle School Campbell, Grace Mathematics 45 9 9 1512 8 14 8 15 25 55.6%
Willawhranlk Middle Srhanl Evanc \firtaria ElA RA 1517 20 14 11 74 Q 2N 24 51 GO

Carter, Louise: 44 of 61 students grew (72.1%). A real coaching conversation starts with rows like this, not a punishment.




What " " looks like

Same report format, every building. Names changed, small groups suppressed.

m | - L= = —_ | e I | 1 L= Y — vl |

Teacher ~erformanc | Ferformanc | Stydents Who Grew | % Grew
e

Wi illowbrook Middle School Cook, Arthur Science 102 12 44 24 22 8 29 34 31 72 70.6%
Wi illowbrook Middle School Rivera, Ann Mathematics 145 28 55 54 8 16 56 59 14 94 64.8%
Wi illowbrook Middle School Howard, Jane Science 62 12 11 19 20 6 15 23 18 38 61.3%
Wi illowbrook Middle School Howard, Jane ELA 50 52615 4 5 2024 1 29 58.0%
Willowbrook Middle School Reed, Katherine ELA 109 11 31 42 25 10 21 49 29 63 57.8%
Willowbrook Middle School Richardson, Gloria ELA 97 8 39 28 22 3 28 41 25 55 56.7%
Willowbrook Middle School Cooper, Alan Science 109 12 41 36 20 8 35 43 23 58 53.2%
Willowbrook Middle School Murphy, Joan ELA 113 26 40 36 11 21 48 33 11 58 51.3%
Willowbrook Middle School Ward. Bruce Mathematics 44 2 1621 5 1 14 20 9 21 47.7%

Rivera, Ann: 145 students matched — the largest single class here — with 94 students growing (64.8%). Scale and strong

majority growth.




®
What " " looks like

Same report format, every building. Names changed, small groups suppressed.

- B C D EFGHI J KL 1Y N

School Teacher Students Matched =€ . - : Students Who Grew | % Grew

. Riverside Elementary Sanders, Shirley Mathematics 19 5 8 4 2 3 4 4 8 17 89.5%
Riverside Elementary Perry, Ernest ELA 18 3 4 8 313 8 6 16 88.9%

. Riverside Elementary Wood, Harry Mathematics 17 37 7 015 7 4 15 88.2%
. Riverside Elementary James, Mildred Mathematics 23 37 9 42 3 9 9 20 87.0%
~ Riverside Elementary Peterson, Gregory ELA 19 4 7 6 2 0 4 10 5 16 84.2%
Riverside Elementary Bennett, Doris ELA 21 6 5 4 6 2 3 12 4 16 76.2%

| Riverside Elementary James, Mildred ELA 23 7 7 45 2 8 7 6 17 73.9%
J Riverside Elementary Coleman, Martin Mathematics 23 5 6 6 6 4 6 7 6 17 73.9%
Dhitarcida Clama amta e e Vireaimaa Cl A 10 2 C 4N 1 1 2 11 A 1A T2 TOS

Sanders, Shirley shows up twice — Math at 89.5% and ELA at 73.7%. No suppressed rows here either; every class had 17+

students, so the rule applies only when relevant.




13° COMMON PITFALLS

Where good intentions go wrong — and the fix

These aren't reasons to avoid Al — they're reasons to use the right tier. Every one of these is solved by moving the work to Tier

1.

“It's just my PLC notes" “It's just an interim report" "It stays within school walls"

PLC and RTI documents are full of student Roster-level interim score reports pair A consumer Al tool on a school device is not
names attached to performance and names with scores on every row. The fix: "within school walls" — the data left the
intervention data — they're education that's fine in NotebookLM or Gemini. Save building the moment you hit enter. The fix:
records. The fix: summarize them in Claude for the aggregate view, once names use the district account, not a personal one.
NotebookLM or Gemini, not Claude. Tier 1 are already stripped out. The tool isn't the problem; the account is.

Is built for exactly this.

The message isn't don't use AI — it's always use a Tier 1 tool when student PII is
involved.



@ THE LEGAL LANDSCAPE
This isn't our preference —

You don't need to memorize these. You need to know they exist — because they're what makes the tier framework a legal

requirement, not a Harrison house rule.

ARKANSAS ARKANSAS
FERPA COPPA SOPIPA Vendor Security Act
Education records can't go to Protects kids under 13 online. Bans selling student data or Effective 2024 — adds
a third party without consent This i1s why a consumer tool using it for ads. This is why security requirements for any
or a contract that covers it. fine for adults can be off-limits vendor terms of service vendor touching Arkansas
This i1s why Tier 1 needs an for students. actually matter. student data.

agreement.

If a board member or a parent asks why — these four laws are your answer.

® ADE Data Privacy Office — dese.ade.arkansas.gov - Ray Girdler, Ray.Girdler@ade.arkansas.gov - 501-683-4230



@ BRINGING STAFF ALONG

A framework only works if

Make it one page The goal isn't to scare staff away from Al — it's the opposite.

A tier chart teachers can tape next to their monitor beats a 12-page A clear framework gives teachers permission and

policy nobody reads. Tool name - tier — what's allowed. ]
confidence to use these tools, because they know exactly

e Put it in board policy where the lines are.
Codify the framework and the rule that Al is never the sole basis for a
student decision. Policy gives staff cover and clarity.

= The one-page cheat sheet teachers actually use: three

tiers, tool names, one rule. If a student name is on it, Tier

e Model disclosure from the top A f
1 is the only Al option.

When district staff use Al in professional work, say so. Disclosure
normalizes responsible use — hiding it normalizes hiding it.

_ @ One-page Al tier chart — download PDF
o Give a path for new tools

Teachers will find new Al tools weekly. A simple "submit it for tier
review" process beats shadow adoption every time.



16 YOUR NEXT 20 MINUTES

Build your district's framework — this week

You don't need a workshop room to do this. Gather your team for 20 minutes back home and work through the same

worksheet we use, step by step.

STEP 1 -5 MIN

Inventory your tools

List every Al tool currently in use in your
district — officially adopted or quietly
adopted. Be honest; the quiet ones matter
most.

® @ Framework worksheet + tier chart — download and bring it to your next leadership meeting

STEP 2 - 10 MIN

Sort into tiers

For each tool: is there a district data

agreement? Enterprise or consumer
accounts? Sort into Tier 1, 2, or 3 — and

note the ones you can't answer for.

STEP 3 - 5 MIN

Draft your one rule

Write the single sentence every staff

member in your district should know. Ours:
"If a student name is on it, Tier 1 is the only

Al option." Make yours memorable.



Privacy isn't the brake —
it's the license to drive.

A clear framework I1s what lets your district say yes to Al — confidently,

defensibly, and out loud.

Tier 1 - Enterprise + agreements Tier 2 - No student PII Tier 3 - Not approved



Take home the framework,
not just the story.

A tiered system that makes Al adoption defensible. A protocol for what

goes where. A database built to centralize expertise instead of

repeating it 186 times. Thank you for spending this time with us.

- Everything from today's session

Kevin Kaeser

Technology Facilitator, 7—12 - Harrison School District
kkaeser@hps.kl2.ar.us



