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Overview

Thisisareport of California’s responses to the four questions that the United States Department of
Education (ED), Division of Adult Education and Literacy (DAEL) requires of al states and territories
receiving federal supplementary funding from the Adult Education and Family Literacy Act (AEFLA) of
the Workforce Investment Act (WIA). Sources of information include an annual survey sent to all
federally funded California agenciesin May 2004; data from Tracking Of Programs and Students
management information system (TOPSpro); information submitted to comply with the federally
mandated National Reporting System (NRS); data submitted by adult education providersto the
assessment and evaluation contractor, the Comprehensive Adult Student Assessment System (CASAYS);
reports from regional focus groups; stated comments and concerns expressed by attendees conferring at
adult education professional association meetings and conferences; concerns and issues expressed in
listservs; and comments from interviews with field practitioners. Additional resources for English
Literacy Civics Education (EL Civics) information included reports and contact logs from EL Civics
program specialists who provide technical assistance to local providers.

The federal supplemental funding allocation plan in Californiais based on documented student
performance and goal attainment in educational programs. It requires all agencies to collect the following
information on all students for whom they receive federal supplemental funding:

e demographic and program information

e individua student progress and learning gains

e other student outcomes including completing a GED, attaining a high school diploma, obtaining
employment, retaining employment, and entering postsecondary education or training

In 2003-2004, California sfifth year of implementing the pay-for-performance system, the state met or
exceeded 11 of its 12 literacy performance level goals with overall performance exceeding the literacy
performance goal. California also met or exceeded all follow-up performance goals. Supported by the
comprehensive infrastructure in Californiafor capacity building, adult education providers throughout the
state continued to improve their ability to collect complete and accurate datain full alignment with NRS
reporting requirements and data quality standards. Local adult education providers now have the capacity
to use current data to analyze and leverage program strengths and to identify opportunities for program
improvement, innovation, and reform.

In 2003-2004, 291 agencies received WIAJ/AEFLA, Title 11, Section 225/231and EL Civics funding to
provide adult literacy instruction. These funded agencies included adult schools, community colleges,
community-based organizations (CBOs), faith-based organizations (FBOs), public libraries, county
offices of education (COE), and state agencies (see Appendix A).



Significant Findings at the L ocal Program Level: Leveraging What Works

Program Management

Responses to the Annual 2003-04 Survey of WIA/AEFLA, Title 11, 225/231 and EL Civics Programsin
Cdiforniaindicate that local providers are leveraging the use of data more effectively, to a greater extent, and
in agreater variety of ways, at the program and classroom level. More than 80 percent of the respondents to
the survey indicated that they use data at the program level to:

e Inform and provide feedback to staff
o Determine program improvement priorities
o Determine staff development needs

More than 60 percent of respondents report that they now use data to communicate with governing bodies and
other stakeholders (e.g., school board, legislators, and other decision makers).

Agencies continue to refine and improve methods to track students, report outcomes, and analyze information.
More than 78 percent of agencies provide targeted training and professional development for all staff, provide
acoordinator in charge of assessment, and set up data quality control processesin support of thisincreased
effort.

Additional strategies used by more than 60 percent of all agencies include collaboration with other agencies,
reassigning or adding staff to data collection and accountability responsibilities, implementing student
orientation and goal-setting processes, and setting up class testing schedul es based on number of hours per
week that classes meet. One strategy used by 35 percent of agencies and found to be very effective was
managed enrollment. This strategy has been the topic of much discussion and bears more study.

While accountability requirements place a significant impact on resources, especialy in smaller agencies, the
majority of local program providers indicate an appreciation of the ability to use data to document and track
student progress and program success, and to pinpoint opportunities for program improvement responsiveness
to learner priorities.

Classroom Instruction and Management

At the classroom level, instructors are using data to empower students, encourage learner accountability
through the sharing of assessment results, augment student options, and provide program flexibility through
the devel opment of individualized educational plans. More than 80 percent of the agencies used data with
students to:

Identify student needs

Monitor progress and attainment of goals
Inform students about their progress
Target instruction

Instructors use student needs assessments, program attendance and persistence information, and TOPSpro
student and class reports of test results to drive and improve instruction, to adjust and improve curriculum, and
to select materials and mode of presentation. Students use individual and class reports and feedback to make
informed choices regarding their own educational progress and to collaborate with instructorsin determining
instructional content, program focus, and learning objectives. The most effective classroom-level strategy
identified in the survey was the use of data to provide instruction to meet students’ needs and goals.



QUESTION 3: COLLABORATION

Describe how the state has supported the integration of activities sponsored under Title Il with other adult
education, career development, and employment and training activities. Include a description of how the
eligible agency is being represented on the Local Workforce Investment Board, the provision of core and other
services through the One-Stop system, and an estimate of the Title Il funds being used to support activities and
services through the One-Stop delivery system.

Integration of Titlel and Titlell Activities

The California Department of Education (CDE) continues to work with WIA Title | partners to support an
effectiveintegration of Title| and Title Il activities. By building on local provider model programs and
practices, California strives to improve and expand a comprehensive high-quality workforce devel opment
system statewide. Differences between the objectives of the Adult Education and Family Literacy Act
(AEFLA), which focus on providing basic learning skillsincluding literacy skillsinstruction to those most in
need, and the objectives of the One-Stop system (which focus on postsecondary training and employability
outcomes) continue to present challenges. Aligning these two systems will require continuing effort.

The goal of anew Title Il CDE Partnership with the California Workforce Investment Board (CWIB) isto
address the issues of Title Il partnership in the One-Stop system and the relationship of adult literacy to
workforce and economic development. Notable accomplishments during fiscal year 2003-04, the first year of
the formal partnership include:

e Development and publication of an Adult Education One-Stop Survey Report, including data analysis
and recommendations related to improvements in collaborations and partnerships.
CDE briefing on adult literacy and the role of WIA Title Il to the CWIB.

e Publication of an Employment Development Department (EDD) Information Directive to local WIBs
and One-Stop operators encouraging partnerships between Title | and Title I1; and devel opment of
parallel materialsfor Title |1 grantees.

e Joint proposal to the California Department of Labor to fund a pilot project for Vocational English as a
Second Language (VESL) activitiesin Imperial County.

o Publication of guidelines for supporting literacy programs as an element of workforce development.

Priority areas for the partnership, as identified by the CDE and reviewed by the CWIB administration:

Provide information on Title 11 to the CWIB staff and stakeholders

Monitor WIA reauthorization issues common to both titles

Identify attributes of successful Title Il and One-Stop relationships

Develop apolicy supported by the CDE and the CWIB that supports adult literacy as a component of
workforce and economic development, and that specifically addresses the relationship of Title |1 to the
One-Stop system

Each priority statement includes a description of activities needed to fulfill the scope of work and details the
progress made in each area during the first year of implementation.

Involvement with L ocal Workforce Investment Boards (WI1B) and One-Stops

The 2003-04 WIA Title Il statewide survey requested information from local adult education and literacy
providers related to their collaboration with local WIBs and One-Stop systems. More than 70 percent of the 195
survey respondents indicated that they had some type of interaction with their local One-Stops, and
approximately 65 percent indicated some type of involvement with their local WIB.



The survey also asked local providersto identify the types of collaborative activities that involved local One-
Stops. Seventy-eight percent reported receiving or providing student referrals, an increase of approximately
ten percent from 2002-03. Career fairs, orientations, employer workshops, vocational assessment, and
evaluation of learning disabilities extended the list of collaborative activities. In contrast, approximately 29
percent of the respondents reported little or no involvement with One-Stops, an increase of 6 percent.

Forty-five percent of the survey respondents indicated that they offered pre-vocational or vocational classesin
conjunction with One-Stops, an increase of 13 percent. WIA Title 11 funds do not support these classes, but
other Federal sources, such as Carl D. Perkins or WIA Title |, may support them. Survey respondents indicated
that certain key activities promoted effective partnerships at the local level:

Agencies with an Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) fedl their partnerships are more effective.
Creating formal liaisons or sharing staff improves relationships.

One-Stop and adult education agencies in close proximity or with shared locations are more effective.
Representation on the local WIB improves effectiveness.

When asked to rate the effectiveness of their interaction with their local One-Stop centers, responders
indicated increased ratings at the “Very Effective’ level (from 22.5 to 26.8 percent) and decreased ratings at
the“ Very Ineffective’ level (from 18.0 percent to 15.4 percent). The values for the intermediate effectiveness
levels were mixed.

More than 50 percent of the agencies reported staff involvement in the following types of interaction with their
local WIB: attendance at meetings, serving on committees, or providing representation on the board. Twenty-
nine percent reported having aformal MOU with their local WIB. Thirty-five percent of the survey
respondents stated that they had little or no interaction with their local WIB, a slight increase (4 percent) from
2003-04.

One of the most frequently cited barriers to effective partnerships was bureaucracy, including conflicting
accountability requirements and inconsistent paperwork requirements from neighboring local WIBs.
Respondents made several recommendations and suggested policy changes for improving the relationship
between adult education and literacy providers and the WIB/One-Stop system. These included:

Clarify the role of adult education in the One-Stop system

Assist local providersin developing effective MOUs with their local One-Stop or WIB
Develop consistent systems for training referrals

Collaborate to streamline and standardize data collection and accountability systems
Share case management information and tracking of referrals

Collaborative Arrangementswith Other Agencies

Local providersindicated involvement in avariety of other collaborative arrangements that offer direct
benefitsto their learners. Agencies cited partnerships with other educational providers, local community
businesses, California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKS) and other socia service
agencies with greatest frequency (more than 50 percent). Adult Basic Education (ABE), English as a Second
Language (ESL), General Education Development Test (GED), and Adult Secondary Education (ASE)
programs report successful collaborative arrangements with other school districts or educational institutions as
well as employment and training agencies. EL Civics funded programs continue to form productive
relationships with government and community service agencies that provide socia services, health, childcare,
and housing services, and with other federally and state-funded educational programs such as Community-
based English Tutoring (CBET) and Head Start.



Workforce Investment Act Titlell Funds Used to Support Activitiesand Services of One-Stops

The CDE, through the Adult Education Office, supports linkages between Title || and the CWIB by thein-
kind allocation of 40 percent of one full-time position supported by Title Il funds and representing the interests
of adult education with the CWIB.

The CDE does not fund One-Stops directly; therefore, there is no way to estimate the amount of Title 11 funds
used to support activities and services provided through the One-Stop delivery system.

QUESTION 4: EL CIVICSGRANTS

Describe successful activities and services supported with EL Civics funds, including the number of programs
receiving EL Civics grants and an estimate of the number of adult learners served.

Successful Activitiesand Services

EL Civics continuesto have a positive impact on the way that English language instruction is delivered in
Cdlifornia. Teaching English in the context of civic participation or citizenship preparation is meeting the
needs of adult students well beyond expectations. In collaboration with the four Leadership Projects, EL
Civics program staff have increased the ability of local agencies to provide sound educational programs
focusing on the integration of civics content with research-based language and literacy instruction and multi-
modal assessment methods.

Agencies have invested major amounts of time, talent, and other resources to make the EL Civics program
highly successful, and valued and appreciated by students. An adult school coordinator commented on her
experiences over the past year:

It is hard to describe in words but this past year and implementing EL Civics has created a buzz and a
cohesiveness in our agency. It was a tremendous amount of work to create lessons, units, and
additional assessments; however, staff and students alike love the changes we have made....Because
we have had one year to see what works and what doesn’t, we are excited about what we want to do
for next year.

Agencies have taken advantage of the resources provided through the CDE and the four Leadership Projectsto
assist in their development efforts. Regional networking meetings and the availability of EL Civics program
specialists have been the most frequently mentioned resources that agencies have found beneficial. Program
specialists have worked closely with the CDE adult education regional consultants to provide comprehensive
professional development and capacity-building technical assistance that addresses compliance, program
implementation, and continuous improvement issues. Agency staff reports that the assistance provided by
OTAN in developing and implementing technology plansis especially beneficial to their agencies. Not only
has staff become proficient in the use of technology, but students have also benefited as they have learned to
use technology as a conduit to access and increase their involvement in community activities. An administrator
from a small adult school noted:

More teachers are using our computer lab more often. Examples of computer use include Internet
research related to our EL Civics objectives, word processing for written language development, and
on-line activities for language acquisition skills practice. Teachers have recently been provided state-
of-the-art presentation equipment including computers, DVD/Video players, and digital projectors for
in-class instructional use. Though this technology is new to some of the staff, it is beginning to be used
for more engaging presentations such as lessons presented/augmented with PowerPoint.



Number of Programs Funded and L earners Served

In 2003-04, the CDE funded 187 agencies to provide EL Civics educational servicesto 171,273 adult learners
—anincrease of 52 agencies and 85,223 students from the previous year. Of the 187 agencies funded in 2003—
04, nineteen agencies received funding for EL Civics only and 168 received funding for both EL Civics and
WIA 11 Section 231. Adult schools served the mgjority of the EL Civics enrollees (approximately 82 percent)
followed by community colleges, community-based organizations, and library literacy programs.

The magjority of the learners were enrolled at the beginning (28 percent) and intermediate instructional levels
(29.5 percent), based on enrollment data. L earners were 62.3 percent female, 72 percent Hispanic or Latino,
and 19.7 percent Asian. More than 53 percent of learners were 24-44 years of age; 17 percent were in the 19-
24 age category, and 17 percent were in the 45-59 age category. (See Appendix D for EL Civics dataand
information.)

Reporting and Accountability

Of the 171,273 students with Entry Records, 166,047 qualified for the Federal Tables. Of the 101,364 who
took CASAS pre- and post-tests, 63,826 (63 percent) completed an instructional level, and 41,919 (41 percent)
advanced one or more levels. (See Appendix D, EL Civics datatables.)

EL Civics agencies use the TOPSpro data collection system to document learner outcomes, collect |earner
data, and report test results. Instructors, coordinators, and administrators used available learning gains reports
in planning instruction, identifying areas of need and developing reports for stakeholders or funding sources.
These reports also provide the CDE with statewide aggregated reports to meet accountability requirements and
assist in identifying trends and disseminating information on successful programs and instructional strategies.

Program Assistance and Design

In 2003-2004, EL Civics agencies had two options for program implementation: Civic Participation and
Citizenship Preparation. Agencies could apply for funding for one or both of these options. To enhance
program devel opment and implementation in 2003-04 and continuing into 2005, the CDE in collaboration with
the leadership projects:

o Developed abank of 44 pre-approved EL Civics objectives with accompanying language and literacy
objectives from which local providers could select their own program objectives based on the
identified needs and goals of their students.

¢ Initiated development of abank of 2-3 pre-approved additional assessment plans (AAPS) for each of
the 44 pre-approved civic abjectives.

o I|nitiated development of an interactive EL Civics Web site for agency submission of objectives and
corresponding AAPs.

e Provided training and technical assistance on all aspects of implementing the EL Civics program from
needs assessment to additional assessments. Agencies could attend regional training workshops,
access Web-based training, and use regional on-site training modulesin VHS and DVD formats.

Successful Assessment Strategy: Additional Assessment

In addition to CASAS pre- and post-tests, EL Civics learners are assessed using performance-based additional
assessments created to measure attainment of each civic objective. Programs may select their objectives from a
list of 44 pre-approved civic objectives. They may also develop new civic objectives, with accompanying
language and literacy objectives, to meet |earner needs. Agencies then submit new objectives with
corresponding AAPs for approval from the CDE.

Instructional objectives used in EL Civics programs must meet the following criteria:



¢ Integrate English language and literacy instruction into civics education
Focus on content that hel ps students participate effectively in the education, employment, and civic
opportunitiesin the United States

e |Integrate active participation of the learnersin community activities
Go beyond immediate personal life skill needs (such as shopping for groceries)

In 2003-04, the three most used pre-approved civic objectives were:
e Identify and access employment and training resources needed to apply for ajob (#33)
o Access the health care system and be able to interact with the providers (#28)
¢ Interact with the local school system regarding children’s education (#13)

The following examples of learning outcomes based on attainment of EL Civics objectives provide insight into
theworld of EL Civicsin California

A group of students from a small farming community were able to write letters to their City Council
about a problem with the roads. (Learning to use a computer was the top identified student need last
year.)

Students were able to read, understand, and complete a chart with information about their
prescription drugs. Students were able to understand and communicate the information they read on
the label.

Students were able to follow appropriate procedures and access community assistance agencies
available in case of an emergency or disaster. The students who became trainers are now community
experts in disaster preparedness and are continuing to give presentations in their apartment
complexes, churches, and other community events. (This was the most effective performance-based
assessment.)

EL Civics agencies used role-plays extensively in the additional assessment processes because they most
closely simulate real-life experiences, and they can be adapted to accommodate students with awide range of
English language skills. The wide range of choices for both objectives and additional assessments allows
agencies to match student needs with instruction. In addition, they often choose additional assessments that
can be used in classrooms with multi-level ESL students.

Though many of our students hold jobs, many stated they had never been through the process of
preparing an application/resume and having an interview, even in their native country.
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Appendix A
WIA Titlell Funded Agencies and Student Enrollment

Number of WIA 11 Funded Agencies by Provider Type

Provider Type 2001-2002 2002-2003 2003-2004
N % N % N %

Adult School 150 66.6 163 63.1 174 59.7
Community College 16 7.1 18 7.0 18 6.2
Community-Based Organization 26 11.6 43 16.7 54 18.6
Library 10 4.4 8 3.1 13 4.5
State Agency 4 1.8 4 16 4 14
Jail Program 13 5.8 14 54 19* 6.5
County Office of Education 6 2.7 7 2.7 9 31
Cdifornia State University N/A 0 1 04 N/A 0

Total 225  100.0 258 100.0 291 100.0
* |ncludes section 225 funded programs at Alameda County Library, Stanislaus Literacy Center, and Tri-Valley Regional
Occupational Program in PY 2003-2004
CASAS 2004
WIA Il Student Enrollment by Provider Type (learnerswho qualified for Federal Tables)
Provider Type 2001-2002 2002-2003 2003-2004

N % N % N %

Adult School 419,491 79.6 446,955 79.1 467,526 79.0
Community College 66,556 12.6 70,182 124 67,564 114
Community-Based Organization 3,298 0.6 6,105 11 8,300 14
Library 1,049 0.2 1,216 0.2 2,000 0.3
State Agency 26,233 5 29,099 5.1 31,605 5.3
Jail Program 7,360 1.4 8,367 15 11,050* 1.9
County Office of Education 2,968 0.6 3,309 0.6 3,529 0.6
California State University N/A 0 78 0 N/A 0

Total 526,955  100.0 565,311  100.0 591,574 100.0

* |ncludes section 225 funded programs at Alameda County Library, Stanislaus Literacy Center, and Tri-Valley Regional

Occupational Program in PY 2003-2004

CASAS 2004

EL Civics Enroliment by Provider Type (learnerswho qualified for Federal Tables)

Provider Type 2002-2003 2003-2004
N % N %

Adult School 78,568 91.3 133,840 80.6
Community College 4,009 4.7 27,111 16.3
Community-Based Organization 2,858 3.3 3,880 2.3
Library 196 0.2 761 0.5
County Office of Education 341 04 455 0.3

Total 86,050 100.0 | 166,047 100.0

CASAS 2004




Appendix B

Summary of California Core Performance Results from 1999 - 2004

1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04
8 8 = 8 8 = o 8 8 = 8 8 P 8 3 3 o
Entering Educational Functional g 3 g 2 éf g 3 g z %% g 3 g g éf g 3 g 2 g g 3 g 4 %%
Level 20 25¢ S0 £5= 20 £5= 20 £5= 20 £5=
2 p<S | 3 | pSE | 2 | RSE | p |2ZE | 3 | peE
% % % % % % % % % %
ABE Beginning Literacy 13.0 13.0 15.0 22.6 17.0 25.7 20.0 21.2 22.0 23.3
ABE Beginning Basic 20.0 17.7 22.0 33.2 24.0 36.4 26.0 36.4 28.0 41.1
ABE Intermediate Low 20.0 18.0 22.0 34.5 24.0 37.7 26.0 38.1 28.0 33.8
ABE Intermediate High 22.0 13.7 24.0 29.3 26.0 29.9 26.0 29.6 28.0 29.3
ASE Low NA 1.7 14.0 13.6 15.0 25.4 15.0 24.6 17.0 22.1
ASE High 7.0 185 8.0 26.9 9.0 28.3 11.0 30.5 13.0 29.3
ESL Beginning Literacy 18.0 14.1 20.0 30.6 22.0 32.2 24.0 33.6 26.0 354
ESL Beginning 20.0 125 22.0 26.7 24.0 28.4 24.0 30.2 26.0 311
ESL Intermediate Low 22.0 27.2 24.0 37.0 26.0 39.8 28.0 40.6 30.0 42.4
ESL Intermediate High 22.0 30.0 24.0 39.7 26.0 43.0 28.0 42.8 30.0 43.3
ESL Advanced Low 18.0 13.0 20.0 21.7 22.0 22.7 22.0 22.6 24.0 22.6
ESL Advanced High N/A 18.1 N/A 17.7 N/A 19.3 N/A 18.8 N/A 18.3
Core Fo:\l/loev;-SLuJ P e?utcome N N % % % % % % % %
GED/HS Completion 12,000 21,056 8.0 26.7 9.0 317 11.0 27.6 13.0 28.8
Entered Employment 10,000 33,599 9.0 17.8 10.0 54.5 11.0 54.4 13.0 54.6
Retained Employment 18,000 55,256 11.0 34.3 12.0 85.7 13.0 81.9 15.0 824
Entered Postsecondary Education 23,000 8,287 6.0 11.7 7.0 60.4 8.0 535 10.0 54.9

CASAS 2004




Appendix C
Program Year 2003 — 2004 Federal Tables

I ndex

Federal Table 1. Participants by Entering Educational Functioning Level, Ethnicity, and Sex
Federal Table 2: Participants by Age, Ethnicity, and Sex

Federal Table 3: Participants by Program Type and Age

Federal Table 4: Educational Gains and Attendance by Educational Functioning Level
Federal Table 4b: Educational Gains and Attendance for Pre- and Post-tested Participants
Federal Table 5: Core Follow-up Outcome A chievement

Federal Table 6: Participant Status and Program Enrollment

Federal Table 7: Adult Education Personnel by Function and Job Status



Table1 —Program Year 2003-2004
Participants by Entering Educational Functioning Level, Ethnicity and Sex

Enter the number of participants* by educational functionin

level, ** ethnicity, *** and sex.

American Native Hawaiian or
Indian or Black or African Other Pacific
Entering Educational Alaskan Native Asian American Hispanic or Latino | lander White Total
Functioning Level
Male | Female | Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female

(A) (B) ©) (D) (E) (F) (©)] (H) 0) ) K) (L) M) (N)
ABE Beginning Literacy 108 91 238 197 1,401 678 2,343 1,165 129 98 2,363 1,604 10,415
ABE Beginning Basic Ed 241 158 272 215 2,367 1,071 4,203 2,396 206 107 1,691 761 13,688
ABE Intermediate Low 338 264 463 452 2,932 1,922 5,502 4,399 317 244 2,231 1,472 20,536
ABE Intermediate High 766 610 1,073 994 5,041 2,852 11,914 10,210 763 595 5,770 4,093 [ 44,681
ABE Subtotal || 1,453 1,123 2,046 1,858 11,741 6,523 23,962 18,170 1,415 1,044 12,055 7,930 | 89,320
ASE Low 521 522 1,143 1,249 3,282 2,870 12,191 12,165 873 738 6,474 5677 | 47,705
ASE High 242 200 526 501 1,108 851 4,758 4,319 361 255 3,303 2,348 18,772
ASE Subtotal 763 722 1,669 1,750 4,390 3,721 16,949 16,484 1,234 993 9,777 8,025 || 66,477
ESL Beginning Literacy 189 200 1,343 3,113 76 167 9,967 10,459 24 45 501 716 | 26,800
ESL Beginning 1,047 875 5,839 12,828 328 518 49,460 56,870 188 278 2,722 4,119 | 135,072
ESL Intermediate Low 944 1,007 5,651 12,622 281 438 43,817 54,666 182 286 2,290 3,909 | 126,093
ESL Intermediate High 539 408 3,954 9,082 186 290 20,998 27,148 143 213 1,375 2,710 | 67,046
ESL Low Advanced 476 439 4,214 10,459 199 247 21,776 27,287 175 284 1,622 3574 | 70,752
ESL High Advanced 58 38 882 2,223 45 33 2,556 2,908 37 58 335 841 10,014
ESL Subtotal | 3,253 2,967 21,883 50,327 1,115 1,693 | 148574 | 179,338 749 1,164 8,845 | 15869 | 435,777
Total | 5,469 4,812 25,598 53,935 17,246 11,937 || 189,485 | 213,992 3,398 3,201 30,677 | 31,824 | 591,574

*A participant is an adult who receives at least twelve (12) hours of instruction. Work-based project |earners are not included in this table.
** See attached definitions for educational functioning levels.

*** A participant should be included in the racial/ethnic group to which he or she appears to belong, identifies with, or is regarded in the community as belonging.

OMB Number 1830-0027, Expires 1/31/03.




Table2 —Program Year 2003-2004
Participants by Age, Ethnicity and Sex

Enter the number of participants by age,* ethnicity, and sex.

American Indian

Native Hawaiian

or Alaskan Black or African Hispanic or or Other Pacific
Age Native Asian American Latino Ilander White Total
Group | Male | Female| Male | Female|| Male | Female| Male | Female | Male | Female | Male | Female

(A) (B) ©) (D) (E) () (©) (H) ) Q) (K) L) M) (N)
16-18 618 426 1,578 1,170 2,888 2,075 | 19,284 | 13,400 794 540 4,726 3,272 || 50,771
19-24 1,879 1,113 3,538 5,020 4,180 2,938 | 60,903 | 43151 1,233 782 7,140 6,006 || 137,883
25-44 2,423 2,554 9,914 | 26,018 7,239 5,203 | 90,749 | 123,344 995 1,238 11,703 | 12,790 | 294,170
45-59 468 585 5782 | 14,101 2,525 1,342 15,019 | 27,988 261 465 4,519 5,693 | 78,748
60+ 81 134 4,786 7,626 414 379 3,530 6,109 115 176 2,589 4,063 | 30,002

Total 5,469 4812 | 25598 | 53,935| 17,246 | 11,937 | 189,485 | 213,992 3,398 3,201 | 30,677 | 31,824 | 591,574

* Participants should be classified based upon their age at entry. For participants entering the program prior to the current program year should be classified based on their age at
the beginning of the current program year. Work-based learners are not included in this table.
The totalsin Columns B-M should equal the totalsin Column B-M of Table 1. Row totalsin Column N should equal corresponding column totalsin Table 3.
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Table 3—Program Year 2003-2004

Participants by Program Type and Age
Enter the number of participants by program type and age.

Program Type 16-18 | 19-24 25-44 || 45-59 60+ Total
(A) (B) ©) (D) (E) (F) (©)]
Adult Basic Education 15,025 | 24,378 | 37,262 | 10,490 | 2,165 89,320
Adult Secondary Education 17,557 20,937 | 22,070 4,417| 1,49 | 66,477
English-as-a-Second Language 18,189 | 92,568 || 234,838 || 63,841 || 26,341 || 435,777
Total || 50,771 || 137,883 || 294,170 || 78,748 || 30,002 || 591,574

Thetotal in Column G should equal the total in Column N of Table 1.

Thetotal in Columns B-F should equal the totals for the corresponding rows in Table 2 and the total in Column N of

Tablel
OMB Number 1830-0027, Expires 1/31/03.




Table4 — Program Year 2003-2004
Educational Gains and Attendance by Educational Functioning L evel
Enter number of participantsfor each category listed, total attendance hours, and calculate per centage of participants completing each

level.
Number who
Completed a Number
Total Total Number Level and Separated Number Per centage
Entering Educational Number Attendance || Completed | Advanced One Before Remaining Completing
Functioning L evel Enrolled Hours Leve or MoreLevels | Completed | within Level Leve
(A) (B) ©) (D) (E) (F) (©)] (H)

ABE Beginning Literacy 10,415 4,444,651 2,422 1,401 2,205 5,788 23%
ABE Beginning Basic Ed 13,688 2,538,922 5,625 3,136 4,303 3,760 41%
ABE Intermediate Low 20,536 3,552,591 6,935 3,196 7,038 6,563 34%
ABE Intermediate High 44,681 7,926,366 13,081 5,137 16,481 15,119 29%
ASE Low 47,705 6,414,174 10,542 2,960 18,379 18,784 22%
ASE High* 18,772 2,345,381 5,495 925 6,530 6,747 29%
ESL Beginning Literacy 26,800 3,624,944 9,476 7,095 8,665 8,659 35%
ESL Beginning 135,072 20,364,670 41,991 30,226 42,747 50,334 31%
ESL Intermediate Low 126,093 23,557,409 53,440 36,738 31,479 41,174 42%
ESL Intermediate High 67,046 13,631,768 29,016 19,305 16,740 21,290 43%
ESL Low Advanced 70,752 14,563,070 15,990 10,231 21,269 33,493 23%
ESL High Advanced 10,014 1,804,590 1,836 1,165 3,576 4,602 18%
Total 591,574 104,768,536 195,849 121,515 179,412 216,313 33%

Thetota in Column B should equal the total in Column N of Table 1.
Column D isthetotal number of learners who completed alevel, including learners who left after completing and learners who remain enrolled and moved to one or more higher levels.
Column E represents a sub-set of Column D (Number Completed Level) and is learners who completed alevel and enrolled in one or more higher levels.
Column F is students who left the program or received no services for 90 consecutive days and have no scheduled services.
Column D + F + G should equal the total in Column B.
Column G represents the number of learners still enrolled who are at the same educational level as when entering.
Each row total in Column H is calculated using the following formula: H= Column D
Column B
Work based project learners are not included in this table.
*Completion of ASE high level is attainment of a secondary credential or passing GED tests.
OMB Number 1830-0027, Expires 1/31/03.
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Table 4b — Program Y ear 2003-2004
Educational Gainsand Attendance for Pre- and Post-tested Participants
Enter number of pre- and post-tested participantsfor each category listed, calculate per centage of post-tested participants completing each level,
and enter total attendance hoursfor post-tested completion.

Total Number who
Number Completed a Number
Enrolled Total Number Leve and Separated Number Per centage
Entering Educational Pre- and Attendance Completed | Advanced Oneor Before Remaining Completing
Functioning Leve Post-tested Hours Level MoreLevels Completed within Level Level
(A) B) ©) (D) (E) (F) (©)] (H)
ABE Beginning Literacy 5,836 2,831,528 2,422 1,401 341 3,073 42%
ABE Beginning Basic Ed 7,070 1,813,819 5,625 3,136 560 885 80%
ABE Intermediate Low 9,263 2,456,642 6,935 3,196 1,012 1,316 75%
ABE Intermediate High 24,472 5,798,266 13,081 5,137 4,723 6,668 53%
ASE Low 13,762 2,616,371 10,542 2,960 1,214 2,006 77%
ASE High* 7,900 1,310,163 5,495 925 986 1,419 70%
ESL Beginning Literacy 10,868 2,305,850 9,476 7,095 356 1,036 87%
ESL Beginning 62,166 13,348,432 41,991 30,226 5,650 14,525 68%
ESL Intermediate Low 77,187 18,391,137 53,440 36,738 6,894 16,853 69%
ESL Intermediate High 41,988 11,150,855 29,016 19,305 3,837 9,135 69%
ESL Low Advanced 45,384 11,999,106 15,990 10,231 8,206 21,188 35%
ESL High Advanced 5,049 1,344,700 1,836 1,165 959 2,254 36%
Total 310,945 75,366,869 195,849 121,515 34,738 80,358 63%

Included in thistable are only students who were both pre- and post-tested.

Column D isthe total number of learners who completed alevel, including learners who left after completing and learners who remain enrolled and moved to one or more higher levels.
Column E represents a sub-set of Column D (Number Completed Level) and is learners who completed alevel and enrolled in one or more higher levels.

Column F includes students who |eft the program or received no services for 90 consecutive days and have no scheduled services.

Column D + F + G should equal the total in Column B.
Column G represents the number of learners still enrolled who are at the same educational level as when entering.
Each row total in Column H is calculated using the following formula: H = Column D/Column B

Work-based project learners are not included in this table.

*Completion of ASE high level is attainment of a secondary credential or passing GED tests.
OMB Number 1830-0027, Expires 1/31/03.
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Table5—Program Year 2003-2004
Core Follow-up Outcome Achievement

Enter the number of participantsfor each of the categorieslisted and calculate the per centage achieving each outcome.

Number of
Number of Number of Participants Response Weighted
Participants Participants Responding to Rate or Number of Average
with Main or Included in Survey or Used Per cent Participants Per cent
Core Follow-up Outcome Secondary Survey (Sampled for Data Available Achieving Achieving
M easures Goal and Universe) Matching for Match Outcome Outcome
(A) (B) (©) (D) (E) (F) (G)
Entered Employment* 15,709 13,851 2,313 17% 1,288 55%
Retained Employment* * 9,137 7,974 1,058 13% 865 82%
Obtained a GED or Secondary
School Diploma*** 47,892 N/A 43,255 90% 12,470 29%
Entered Postsecondary
Education or Training**** 14,730 12,841 2,162 17% 1,022 55%

* Report in Column B the number of participants who were unemployed at entry and who had amain or secondary goal of obtaining employment and exited during the program year.

**Report in Column B: (1) the number of participants who were unemployed at entry and who had a main or secondary goal of employment who exited in the first and second
quarter and entered employment by the end of the first quarter after program exit, and (2) the number of participants employed at entry who had a main or secondary goal of
improved or retained employment who exited in the first and second quarter. Exclude from this total all participants who exited in the third and fourth quarters of the program year
(see Implementation Guidelines for explanation).

*** Report in Column B the number of participants with amain or secondary goal of passing the GED tests or obtaining a secondary school diploma or its recognized equivalent.

Effective the program year beginning July 1, 2001 report in Column B only students with this goal who exited during the program year.

**** Report in Column B the number of participants with amain or secondary goal of placement in postsecondary education or training. Effective the program year beginning
July 1, 2001 report in Column B only students with this goal who exited during the program year.
Instructions for completing Columns C — E differ according to (1) whether all local programs in the state used a survey to obtain the measure and one or more programs sampled
students, (2) whether all local programsin the state used a survey to obtain the measure and no programs sampled students or (3) whether data matching was used to obtain the

measure. See instructions below for each alternative and examples under Additional Instructions that illustrate completion of the table.

OMB Number 1830-0027, Expires 1/31/03.




Table 6 — Program Year 2003-2004
Participant Status and Program Enrollment

Enter the number of participantsfor each of the categorieslisted.

Participant Statuson Entry into the Program Number
(A) (B)

Disabled 10,134
Employed 214,278
Unemployed 177,964
Not in the Labor Force 70,325
On Public Assistance 28,543
Living in Rural Areas* Not Collected
Program Type
In Family Literacy Programs** 17,458
In Workplace Literacy Programs* * 4,200
In Programs for the Homeless* * 1,366
In Programs for Work-based Project L earners** 0
Institutional Programs
In Correctional Facilities 40,389
In Community Correctional Programs 513
In Other Institutional Settings Not Collected
Secondary Status M easur es (Optional)
Low Income 4,207
Displaced Homemaker 1,864
Single Parent 20,130
Dislocated Worker 1,558
L earning Disabled Adults Not Collected

*Rural areas are places of less than 2,500 inhabitants and outside urbanized areas.
** Participants counted here must be in program specifically designed for that purpose.
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Table 7 — Program Year 2003-2004
Adult Education Personnel by Function and Job Status

Enter an unduplicated count of personnel by function and job status.

Adult Education Personnel
Total Number of | Total Number of
Part-time Full-time
Function Per sonnel Per sonnel Unpaid Volunteers
(A) (B) (©) (D)

State-level Administrative/ 0 34 0
Supervisory/Ancillary Services

Local-level Administrative/ 512 786 131
Supervisory/Ancillary Services

Local Teachers 9,383 2,478 753
Local Counselors 172 130 4
Local Paraprofessionals 1,042 755 238

In Column B, count one time only each part-time employee of the program administered under the Adult Education State Plan
who is being paid out of Federal, State, and/or local education funds.

In Column C, count one time only each full-time employee of the program administered under the Adult Education State Plan
who is being paid out of Federal, State, and/or local education funds.

In Column D, report the number of volunteers (personnel who are not paid) who served in the program administered under the

Adult Education State Plan.

OMB Number 1830-0027, Expires 1/31/03.
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Appendix D

Program Year 2003 — 2004 EL Civics Tables

EL Civics Agency Enrollment by Provider Type

Citizenship Total
Civic Participation Preparation EL Civics
EL CivicsProvider Type Enrollment* Enrollment* Agencies
N % N % N
Adult School 122,170 81.0 22,827 83.9 120
Community College 25,054 16.6 2,648 9.7 15
Community-based Organization 2,809 1.9 1,333 49 40
Library 471 0.3 335 1.2 6
County Office of Education 415 0.2 75 0.3 6
Total 150,919 100.0 27,218 100.0 187
*Some students were enrolled in both Civic Participation and Citizenship Preparation classes.
CASAS 2004
EL Civics Agency Enrollment by Funding Type
Civic Citizenship
Participation Preparation Total
Total Total EL Civics
Funding Type Enrollment Enrollment Agencies
Citizenship Preparation Only — 161 2
Civic Participation Only 536 — 9
Citizenship Preparation and 231 0 1,169 10
Civic Participation and 231 15,761 0 43
Citizenship Preparation and Civic Participation 950 351 8
Civic Participation, Citizenship Preparation, and 231 133,672 25,537 115
Total 150,919 27,218 187
CASAS 2004
EL CivicsTen Most Used Additional Assessments
Total Total Total Total
Form Agencies | Assessments | Learners | Learners
# Additional Assessment Description Selected | Administered Passed Passed %
033C | Identify/access employment/training resources needed to 79 15,435 12,237 79.3
apply for ajob
028C | Accessthe hedlth care system/interact with the providers 78 13,293 11,541 86.8
013C | Interact with local school system re: children’s education 40 3,422 3,020 88.3
014C | Identify educational opportunities and research 30 8,055 6,176 76.7
education/training required to achieve a personal goal
004C | Describe methods/procedures to obtain housing and related 30 5,635 5,126 91.0
services
046C | Agency Created Assessments 30 3,758 3,536 94.1
001C | Ildentify/evaluate/compare financia service optionsin the 30 3,648 3,324 91.1
community
015C | Demonstrate basic knowledge/awareness of emergency 27 3,922 3,385 86.3
services in the community; contact and use such services
023C | Access appropriate Web sites/yellow pages/library to obtain 26 2,947 2,468 83.7
relevant community service information
012C | Describel/access services offered at DMV read, interpret, 24 4,216 3,602 85.4
identify legal response to regulations/signg/signals

CASAS 2004
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Appendix D (con’t)
Program Year 2003 — 2004 EL Civics Tables

EL Civics Data Highlights

Number of agencies funded for EL Civics (an increase of 52 agencies over 2002-03) 187
Received EL Civics funding only 19
Received EL Civics and 231 funding 168
Funded for Civic Participation only 9
Funded for Civic Participation and 231 43
Funded for Citizenship Preparation only 2
Funded for Citizenship Preparation and 231 10
Funded for Civic Participation and Citizenship Preparation 8
Funded for Civics Participation, Citizenship Preparation and 231 115
Total EL Civicslearner enrollment (unduplicated) 171,273
Total EL Civicslearners who qualified for the Federal Tables 166,047
Total Civic Participation learner enrollment* 150,919
Total Citizenship Preparation learner enrollment* 27,218
Total EL Civics learners with pre- and post-tests 101,364
Total EL Civicslearners completing an instructional level 63,826
Total EL Civics learners who advanced one or more levels 41,919
Number of Additional Assessments administered 98,629
Number passed (85.5%) 83,977

*Some students were enrolled in both Civic Participation and Citizenship Preparation classes.
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