S

/- s : v:

PROSPERITY THROUGH
PARTNERSHIP

Opportunities for AEBG to Strengthen
Systems and Communities

Judy Mortrude and
Anna Cielinski

June 2017




CENTER jor POSTSECONDARY and ECONOMIC SUCCESS « CLASP

About this report

This research was supported by funding from the Division of Workforce and Economic Development at the
California Community College Chancellors Office (CCCCO). The authors appreciate the contributions of
interviewees and research partners on this project, including all of the CCCCO and California Department of
Education (CDE) practitioners and leaders who participated in this study as well as staff at other state agencies,
and staff with CASAS, WestEd, IMPAQ, and OTAN. All of these professionals provided insight and expertise that
greatly assisted this research, although they are not responsible for the views, interpretations, and conclusions
expressed in this report. The views expressed in this report are solely those of the authors and the Center for Law
and Social Policy (CLASP).

About CLASP

The Center for Law and Social Policy (CLASP) is a national, nonpartisan, anti-poverty organization advancing policy
solutions that work for low-income people. With nearly 50 years of trusted expertise, a deeply knowledgeable
staff, and a commitment to practical yet visionary approaches to opportunity for all, CLASP lifts up the voices of
poor and low-income children, families, and individuals, equips advocates with strategies that work, and helps
public officials put good ideas into practice. The organization’s solutions directly address the barriers that
individuals and families face because of race, ethnicity, and immigration status, in addition to low income. For
more information, visit www.clasp.org and follow @CLASP_DC.
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Executive Summary
Study goals and purpose

In January 2016, the Center for Law and Social Policy commenced an 18-month project to study the
implementation of California’s Adult Education Block Grant (AEBG) initiative. AEBG’s purpose is “to improve
coordination and better serve the needs of adult learners within each region.” CLASP set out to foster greater
understanding of the implementation of California’s AEBG governance and direct service activities, analyze
current and potential impacts of the AEBG initiative for partners and participants, and offer recommendations for
potential policy and implementation changes in future rounds of AEBG funding and other coordinated funding
streams, for consideration by the California Community College Chancellor’s Office (CCCCO), the California
Department of Education (CDE), and other policymakers.

While CLASP has used study methods including surveys, focus groups, and semi-structured interviews, the project
design also included intensive on-going communication with AEBG leaders and practitioners during the period of
transition from AB86 planning to AB104 implementation. This iterative approach can be described as action
research, modeling a reflective process of progressive problem solving to address issues and suggest potential
solutions. In other words, CLASP did not observe AEBG implementation from beyond a research wall, and the
project’s goal was not to conduct a formal “evaluation.” Rather, we actively engaged with California officials to
improve the quality of the AEBG program through this study.

In July 2016, CLASP provided interim recommendations (Appendix |) to CCCCO and CDE leaders, many of which
informed activity during AEBG’s second-year implementation. Our analysis and recommendations in this final
report solely reflect CLASP’s independent opinion on how to maximize California’s investments in its greatest
assets—the residents of the state of California.

Recommendations summary

The full report includes 19 detailed recommendations, starting on page 48, in four categories:

e Clarify AEBG’s mission and vision;

e Use AEBG to drive a comprehensive pathways system;

e Tie AEBG accountability to impact through the establishment of a cross-system accountability

structure; and
e Provide comprehensive technical assistance and professional development.

These recommendations are briefly listed below.

Clarify AEBG’s mission and vision so that leaders, practitioners, and community members can clearly identify and

articulate the major differences between the legacy, pre-2014 adult education system and the AEBG structure
envisioned by California law. The state should:

Prosperity through Partnership 9
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e Connect AEBG impacts to the identified community of need and evaluate the extent of strategically

aligned work and the demonstrable impact of AEBG in a region’s workforce development, human

services, correctional education, school district achievement, and Community College successes.
e |mprove AEBG data and accountability by leveraging existing data collection, performance measures,

and goals to frame a new AEBG accountability system. Rather than a straight inflation adjustment in

the AEBG appropriation, we recommend that the state provides an additional 6 percent
(approximately $30 million) in new funding for a targeted performance bonus system to give
consortia incentives to improve services to their community of need.

e Strengthen AEBG governance and empower the AEBG office to issue joint guidance that is equally
binding for Adult Schools and Community Colleges.

Use AEBG to drive a comprehensive pathways system by re-imagining adult education as a strategic partner in

strengthening individual economic mobility and regional economic competitiveness through community-wide skill
development. To make AEBG an integral part of California’s talent development pipeline, the state should:

e Create educational pathways for adults through guidance on pathway strategies for the Adult School

to Community College transition, including incentives for dual enrollment for Adult School students in

Community College programs, credit for prior learning guidance for non-credit CTE courses to
articulate into Community College credit awards, and guided pathway designs that include adult
education students and bring the disparate departments in the CCCCO together.

e Promote CCC internal alignment efforts for equitable career pathways by coordinating California’s

investments in the Community College Basic Skills and Student Outcomes Transformation Program,
Student Success and Support Program (SSSP), and Student Equity Plans (SEP) to align with
investments in AEBG and Strong Workforce initiatives.

e (Create CCCCO guidance on Ability to Benefit pathways, with the level of detail necessary to educate

financial aid administrators on the components of a career pathway for adults without a high school
credential, how the pathway should be developed and operated, and how the academics and training
interact within the pathway.

e Design career pathways with Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) core partners. The

AEBG Office, with partners in the California Employment Department (EDD) and the California
Workforce Development Board (CWDB), should jointly develop IET and co-enrollment policies and
guidance for local providers to support best practice models of career pathways for low-skill, low-
income adults.

e Strengthen the “priority of service” link among AEBG, WIOA, and Human Services. California’s

Employment Development Department (EDD) has drafted guidance for local workforce development
boards to provide guidance and establish the procedures regarding priority of service for recipients of
public assistance, other low-income individuals, and individuals who are basic skills deficient served
with Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) adult funds.! AEBG should create its own
priority of service guidance to ensure that AEBG connects students to supports, including public
benefits.

Prosperity through Partnership 10
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e Promote immigrant integration by issuing joint guidance with the Office of Immigrant Integration to

further career pathways for immigrant workers.

Tie AEBG accountability to impact through the establishment of a cross-system accountability structure. This

requires a number of barriers to be addressed:

e Delineate and distinguish “populations” from “services” in fund reporting on AEBG’s seven program

areas by using data tags within TopsPRO Enterprise for individual participant characteristics
(individual with disability, English language learner, justice-involved adult, etc.) and for course
characterization (pre-apprenticeship, workforce re-entry, Career Technical Education (CTE), family
literacy, etc.). Creating these data tags will provide a more precise picture of who is receiving AEBG
services and what those services are.

e Clarify fund reporting on AEBG’s five objectives, specifically the categories for Gaps in Service and

Accelerated Learning. Gaps in Service accounted for the majority of resources but given stable future
funding, either the spending in this category should drop dramatically, or else it be relabeled as
sustainability of service provision. Similarly, Accelerated Learning needs refinement to promote the
powerful Integrated Education and Training (IET) acceleration strategy, so as to avoid incentives for
creating more short-term training that leaves low-skill individuals without clear career pathways.

e Align data definitions and processes among AEBG, WIOA title Il, and Community College providers.

The AEBG Office should use multiple versions of progress to accommodate the different providers and
the non-credit and credit structures at CCC.
e Maximize the use of WIOA Measurable Skill Gain in AEBG by allowing consortia to submit data on all

five types of Measureable Skill Gains defined in WIOA regulations, plus the sub-components of
Educational Functioning Level (EFL) gains described in the National Reporting System (NRS) but not
covered by a standardized test.

e Clarify transition to postsecondary education across reporting for AEBG, WIOA title 1I, and

LaunchBoard, to support efforts between Adult Schools and Community Colleges to truly build bridges
from Adult Schools to college level postsecondary education.
e Measure progress on mandated objectives in AEBG regional plans through reporting on integration of

existing programs to create seamless transitions into postsecondary education or the workforce;
activities implemented to address gaps in service delivery for community needs; joint strategies
employed to accelerate progress toward academic or career goals; building staff capacity for program
integration and improved student outcomes; and leveraging existing regional structures including
workforce development boards, local public agencies responsible for social services, libraries and
other community partners.

Prosperity through Partnership 1
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Provide comprehensive technical assistance and professional development. The AEBG professional development
technical assistance provider can greatly enhance capacity for comprehensive capacity building, including
strategies to:

e Amplify senior leadership messaging and build capacity of leaders at all levels. Professional

development must build the skills of local leaders to collaborate across agencies and to articulate the
opportunities in and barriers to such collaboration to system leaders, in order to develop, scale, and
sustain supportive cross-agency policies and collaborative practices.

e Establish common standards across providers. AEBG requires local programs to address the

“qualifications of instructors, including common standards across entities that provide education and
workforce services to adults” [CA Education Code 84906 (b) (8) (C)]. This delineation of regional
common standards for those working with low-skill adults, in Adult Schools, Community Colleges, and
in any of the regional adult education and workforce service providers, should lead to quality
indicators that can be embedded into staffing decisions regardless of other specific institutional
requirements. AEBG technical assistance providers should initiate a state working group to frame a
set of common standard qualification criteria for consideration by local AEBG consortia.

e Support and strengthen consortia structure. AEBG professional development must build the capacity

of local consortia leaders to understand the other adult-serving systems in their region and develop a
vision for an adult service strategy with partners. Targeted capacity building is needed for
practitioners serving low-skill adults under Community College credit-based developmental
education, Community College non-credit CTE and Community College basic skills; WIOA title Il Adult
Education and Family Literacy Act providers; AEBG basic skills and other non-credit CTE providers.

e Incentivize faculty-led models and learning communities. The AEBG Office and professional

development team should provide guidance and on-going support for inter-institutional professional
learning communities to help embed collaboration in AEBG consortia’s way of doing business and to
scale best practices.

AEBG is an unprecedented effort to align California adult education across systems and providers in order to
support participants’ educational and economic mobility and communities’ prosperity. CLASP offers this
study to support California system leaders as they work to bring AEBG to its full potential.

Prosperity through Partnership 12
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Data findings

Introduction

California’s Adult Education Block Grant (AEBG) initiative is not simply a reinvestment in the state’s low-skill
adults; it is also a reimagining of quality adult education services for the state. AEBG established a consortia
governance structure around key adult education funding streams.” The state’s 71 regional AEBG consortia
receive allocations from a $500 million annual state appropriation along with a mandate to build regional service
delivery models for the provision of adult education. The consortia use these resources to implement seven key
activities® with the intent of producing better education and employment results for California’s academically
underprepared adults.

In 2016, CLASP began an 18-month study of the implementation of California’s AEBG governance and direct
service activities. The purpose of the study was to assess state and local activity, analyze current and potential
impacts of the AEBG initiative for partners and participants, and offer recommendations for potential policy and
implementation changes in future rounds of AEBG funding and other coordinated funding streams, for
consideration by the California Community College Chancellor’s Office (CCCCO), the California Department of
Education (CDE), and other policymakers.

This section of CLASP’s final report describes the several ways that we gathered information on AEBG
implementation and identified strategies that are building the capacity of the public systems. The
recommendations section on page 48 recommends additional strategies in program implementation,

performance management, and partnership governance.

Methodology

CLASP used a mixed-methods approach to this implementation study including four methods: an online survey of
consortia leaders and members, focus groups with practitioners, semi-structured interviews with both state and
local practitioners, and a document review of AEBG plans by Hanover Research.

Online survey

The initial online survey (referred to in this report as the “2016 survey”) was sent by e-mail to all consortia
members listed on the AEBG website, which included both those designated as primary contacts and other
consortia members (over 600 e-mail addresses). Recipients were encouraged to forward the survey to others in
their consortia to generate as many responses possible. The survey opened on April 26, 2016 and closed on May
20, 2016. The response was outstanding with more than half the number of those originally emailed responding.
344 responses were included in the analysis, which included 300 complete surveys and 44 incomplete surveys

Prosperity through Partnership 13
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that had at least some substantive questions answered. Seventy of the 71 consortia primary contacts completed
the survey. As described below, we followed up the 2016 survey with a more limited online survey in 2017,
surveying only the 71 consortia primary contacts.

While we gathered useful information, there were other important purposes for these surveys, as well. One was
to get people involved and aware of the study. Another was to change the dialogue about AEBG from “new
money spent in old ways” to “new money spent in new and innovative ways,” to best serve low-income people.
Most of the survey questions asked about best practices, which we later saw influencing behavior as the survey
raised awareness of these best practices. A last purpose of the survey was to inform the questions for our
subsequent interviews. Therefore, the survey was an important tool that indirectly led to further information
collection on which our recommendations were based. The text of the online survey can be found in Appendix VI.

Focus groups

CLASP conducted focus groups of AEBG practitioners who were attending the CASAS Summer Institute in San
Diego, CA in June 2016. Participants in the three focus groups represented Adult Schools and Community Colleges
from across the state at varied stages of consortia plan implementation. The group of individuals invited to
participate was developed by CASAS, an organization that knows the field very well and has provided
accountability and reporting for California adult education for decades. The focus group topic guide can be found
in Appendix II.

State interviews

In November 2016, CLASP conducted semi-structured interviews with state staff during the annual AEBG Summit.
Interviews with state officials included leaders with both direct and indirect AEBG responsibility. With state-level
staff, CLASP focused on the decision-making processes, CDE/CCCCO collaboration, other state agency
collaboration, as well as an assessment of implementation to date. The interview protocols can be found in
Appendices Il and IV.

Local interviews

CLASP’s interviews with local consortia administrators and practitioners focused on consortia structure,
community engagement, communication, alignment, partnerships, data collection and accountability, and lessons
learned in implementation to date. They also took place during the November 2016 AEBG Summit. We conducted
interviews with five teams of local stakeholders. The local interview protocols can be found in Appendix V.

Document review by Hanover Research

Hanover Research was engaged by the state to perform document reviews of selected AEBG plans. Their
document review led to a separate but complementary report, from which CLASP drew information to inform our
recommendations, particularly in the interim report that CLASP submitted in July 2016.
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In their report, Hanover examined the governance activities of 16 of the 71 consortia, and analyzed the structure,
communication practices, decision-making models, community need, alignment of partnerships, and evaluation
methods of these consortia. To select a representative sample of consortia, Hanover manually scanned the
California district map and identified consortia from varying geographic locations and environments (e.g., rural,
urban) across the state. Hanover reviewed the selected consortia’s submitted documentation, including
governance plans, regional plans, organizational charts, and other supplemental materials, to assess their
development from the planning phase under AB86 to implementation of AB104.*

2016 Survey findings

As one part of our study, CLASP, assisted by IMPAQ International, designed and fielded an online survey to gauge
progress made by consortia on the first year of AEBG implementation, focused on subsequent implementation
objectives in response to the requirements of AB86:

Objective 3: Integrate existing programs and create seamless transitions into postsecondary education or
the workforce;

Objective 4: Activities to address the gaps identified in Objective 1 and Objective 2;°

Objective 5: Employ approaches proven to accelerate a student’s progress toward his or her academic or
career goals, such as contextualized basic skills and career technical education, and other joint
programming strategies between adult education and career technical education;

Objective 6: Collaborate in the provision of ongoing professional development opportunities for faculty
and other staff to help them achieve greater program integration and improve student outcomes; and

Objective 7: Leverage existing regional structures, including, but not limited to, with workforce
investment areas.

The 2016 online survey was sent by e-mail to all members of the consortia listed on the AEBG website, which
included both those designated as primary contacts and other consortium members (over 600 e-mail addresses).
Recipients were encouraged to forward the survey to others in their consortium to generate as many responses
possible, which was important because CLASP understood that some of the members of the consortia felt their
voices were not being heard. The survey opened on April 26, 2016 and closed on May 20, 2016. The online survey
had a high response rate, as we received responses from more than half the number of those originally emailed.
344 responses were included in the analysis, which included 300 complete surveys and 44 incomplete surveys
that had at least some substantive questions answered. The charts and figures in the following sections to not
include the number of no responses, which is why some of the numbers do not add up to 100 percent.

The 2016 survey was followed by a 2017 survey to only the 71 consortia leads. We compare those results
following the discussion of the 2016 full survey.
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Data desegregations

We analyzed the whole universe of respondents and separately looked at the responses from the “primary
contacts” of the consortia. We found additional insights from comparing results for all respondents to those from
the subset of primary contacts.

The first group, “all respondents,” includes all 344 responses used in the analysis. All charts and tables in this
section include all respondents, but disaggregated data can be found in Appendix X. The benefit of this group is
that it has the broadest coverage, allowing more voices to be heard from those implementing AEBG. The
drawback to analyzing this group as a whole is that we received responses from only one or two members of
some consortia, while other consortia are represented by as many as 14 individuals, which skews the results
toward those consortia with more responses.

We also analyze results from the responses from 70 “primary contacts.” These are individuals who are identified
by the AEBG website as primary contacts for communication from the state to the 71 regional consortia. Where
more than one primary contact was listed, a single primary contact was selected using a random generator. In
cases where consortia had no primary contact respond to the survey, we randomly selected one individual from
those consortia to be analyzed as a primary contact. Only one consortium had no respondents. The benefit of
analyzing primary contacts alone is separating out one response from 70 of the 71 consortia, so the results can
interpreted without bias toward any consortia. Also, primary contacts may have more knowledge of what is
happening in their consortium. The drawbacks are that the analysis is based on fewer responses, and the fact that
we had to randomly determine the primary contacts in a few cases.

The group of “all respondents” has been further broken down among three types of organization, categorized as
Community College respondents, Adult School respondents, and other respondents. We compare only
Community Colleges and Adult Schools, as the “other” group is relatively small and very diverse. For these
comparisons, the unit of analysis is respondents, not the individual consortium, since many consortia have
multiple respondents, as mentioned above.

The group of “primary contacts” has been broken down by 2015-2016 AB104 funding allocations to compare
small (less than $1 million), medium (S1 million to $2.5 million), and large (greater than 2.5 million) consortia.
Because the group contains 70 of the 71 primary contacts, one from each consortium, the unit of analysis in this
case is the consortium.
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Table 1. 2016 Data desegretations

All Respondents Primary Contacts
(n=344) (n=70)
Adult Schools Community Other Small Medium Large
n=190 Colleges n=51 n=24 n=26 n=20
n=96

This 2016 survey provided a snapshot of the challenges and opportunities stakeholders identified on their way to
building a comprehensive adult education system for California. Data from the completed survey informed the
focus group and interview questions which came after the survey. Again, all charts and tables in this section
include all respondents (i.e., not limited to primary contacts). The analysis includes findings that take into account
all disaggregated data (Adult School vs. Community College for all respondents; small, medium, and large for
primary contacts). For disaggregated data, please see Appendices VIl and VIIL.

Assessment alignment

Most respondents reported some change in their assessment alignment. Adult School respondents reported more
change than Community College respondents, while consortia size did not appear to differ on assessment change.
About a quarter of respondent reported no change.

All Respondents: Did AEBG result in changes to assessment
alignment in your region’s adult education system?

32%
22% 21%
12% 11%
No Yes, a little Yes, some  Yes, substantial Don't know
change change change

Figure 1. All Respondents: Did AEBG result in changes to assessment alignment in your region’s adult education system?
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Pathways to employment

Seven in 10 respondents reported a change in pathways to employment. Adult School respondents were more
likely to report change than Community Colleges. A very high percentage of small consortia reported at least
some level of change (a little change, some change, or substantial change).

All Respondents: Did AEBG result in changes to student
pathway programs leading to employment in your region?

33%
27%
14% 13%
. l 5
Yes, a little Yes, some Yes, substantial Don't know
change change change

Figure 2. All Respondents: Did AEBG result in changes to student pathway programs leading to employment in your region?

Pathways to postsecondary education

Three-quarters of all respondents reported at least some level of change in pathway programs to postsecondary
education. Primary contacts were more likely to report some change. Community College respondents were more
likely to report change. Small, medium, and large consortia all reported high levels of change.

All Respondents: Did AEBG result in changes to student pathway
programs to postsecondary education
in your region?

0,
32% 34%
B . l - B
Yes, a little Yes, some Yes, substantial Don't know
change change change

Figure 3. All Respondents: Did AEBG result in changes to student pathway programs to postsecondary education in your region?
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Student transition services

Overall, when asked if AEBG resulted in changes to student service transition strategies, primary contacts and all
respondents answered relatively similarly; in both cases, a large majority reported that they had at least partially
implemented such changes.

All Respondents: Did AEBG result in changes to student services
transition strategies in your region’s adult education system?

36%
27%
16%
7% 9%
No Yes, a little Yes, some Yes, substantial Don't know
change change change

Figure 4. All Respondents: Did AEBG result in changes to student services transition strategies in your region’s adult education system?

Data collection and use

The AEBG survey was fielded prior to the state’s release of the $20 million in accountability funds and the AEBG
Student Data Reporting template and process. Our survey did not focus on reporting data to the state, but rather
on members collecting and using data to inform decision making and continuous improvement among consortia

partners.

Our survey asked if AEBG resulted in any of the changes to data collection methods listed below. About two in 10
of all respondents reported no change at all. A higher percentage of primary contacts reported no change. This
may be because they know more about their consortia or it may be because they know less about specific data
collection practice changes at the institutional level. The larger the consortium, the less likely they were to report
no change—implying that larger consortia are more likely to have made changes to data collection, possibly due
to economies of scale. The most frequent choice was “Individual follow-up with students,” selected by about a
quarter of respondents.
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Table 2. All Respondents: Has AEBG resulted in any of the following changes to data collection methods in your region?

2016 Full Survey
All Respondents: Has AEBG resulted in any of the following changes to data collection Response
methods in your region? [check all that apply] Percentages
Partners began using data release forms signed by students served in aligned programs 12%
Partners began matching administrative data from multiple systems 22%
Partners began administering completer surveys 20%
Partners began conducting individual follow-up with students 26%
No, data collection methods have not changed 22%
Don’t know 20%
Other 22%

We asked if AEBG resulted in specific changes to data sharing among consortia partners. Respondents could select
all that applied. About a quarter of all respondents reported three answers: sharing reports or aggregated data,
jointly reviewing data to inform decisions, and having MOUs or data sharing agreements in place. Another one in
four respondents reported not knowing if any of the changes had been made.

Table 3. All Respondents: Has AEBG resulted any of the following changes to data sharing among consortium partners?

2016 Full Survey
All Respondents: Has AEBG resulted any of the following changes to data sharing Response
among consortium partners? Percentages
Partners share reports or aggregated data on programmatic or student outcomes 25%
Partners jointly review data and use it to inform decisions about adult education in the 26%
region
Partners have access to each other’s data 13%
Partners link or integrate their data systems 6%
Partners have MOUs or data sharing agreements in place 22%
Don’t know 24%
Other 20%

Asked whether AEBG resulted in improved use of student data to support decisions, more than 50 percent of all
respondents reported a little, some, or substantial improvement. Thirteen percent said no improvement had been

made, while 17 percent reported not knowing.
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All Respondents: Did AEBG result in improved use of student
data to support decisions about student transitions in the

region?
28%
25%
17%
13%
7%
Yes, a little Yes, some Yes, substantial Don’t know

improvement improvement improvement

Figure 5. All Respondents: Did AEBG result in improved use of student data to support decisions about student transitions in the region?

We asked if AEBG has resulted in specific changes to data sharing among consortia partners. A majority of all
respondents indicated that they offered new classes, while a significantly higher proportion of primary contacts
reported the same. In this case, the responses from the primary contacts probably are the most accurate indicator
of the practice in their consortia, because the primary contact would presumably be in the best position to know.
Answers were generally the same between Community College respondents and Adult School respondents.
Similarly, the size of consortium made little difference. Very few reported stopping any classes, while about a
quarter of all respondents reported adding new partners, modifying instructional delivery, and changing class
locations. In all three areas, primary contacts answered at higher rates. Again, the responses of the primary
contacts most likely paint the complete picture, which may indicate that all respondents were not fully informed
about changes being made.

Table 4. All Respondents: What programming decisions were informed by reviewing student data?

2016 Full Survey Response
All Respondents: What programming decisions were informed by Percentages
reviewing student data?
New classes have been offered 51%
Some classes have stopped being offered 9%
New partners have been added to the consortium 28%
Instructional delivery has been modified 27%
Class locations have been changed 27%
Curriculum has been changed 31%
Don’t know 14%
Other 12%
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Our survey asked if AEBG requirements to assess current service levels and compare them to regional adult
education needs resulted in any of the changes in table 4.

Two-thirds of respondents reported “hiring new or different staff,” although a higher proportion of primary
respondents answered yes, indicating that not all consortia members may know about new or different staff.
About a quarter of all groups reported “more distance offerings,” with smaller consortia more likely to report this
option. About half of all respondents reported “modification of existing classes,” with a higher percentage of small
consortia reporting this change. Similarly, small consortia were much more likely to report “addition of new
classes” than larger consortia. With regard to focusing on “new or different services for new populations,” about a
third of all respondents answered yes, while a higher percentage of primary respondents did so, indicating that
new targeting may not have been well communicated to all consortia members. More primary contacts (about six
in 10) reported “changes in class locations,” which was a much higher rate than all respondents. Similarly, the
“creation of new partnerships” was more commonly reported among primary contacts. Taken together, these
results may indicate a need for better communication inside consortia, which we explored further in the
interviews.

Table 5. All Respondents: Have AEBG requirements to assess current service levels and compare them to regional adult education needs
resulted in any of the following changes?

2016 Full Survey
All Respondents: Have AEBG requirements to assess current service levels and compare Response
them to regional adult education needs resulted in any of the following changes? Percentages
Hiring of new/different staff 66%
More distance education offerings 18%
Modification of existing classes 47%
Addition of new classes 67%
Recruitment of new populations 38%
Increased recruitment of particular populations (e.g., English Language Learners, low-income 41%
adults)
New or different services for new populations 33%
Changes in class locations 42%
Creation of new partnerships 55%
Don’t know 9%
Other 5%
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Joint adult basic education and career technical education
The survey also asked about joint ABE/CTE professional development activities. Preliminary results found:

e A majority of both primary contacts and all respondents report joint staff convenings, indicating that a
majority of consortia had joint staff convenings.

e While three in 10 primary contacts reporting joint instructional professional learning communities, only
two in 10 of all respondents indicated the same.

Table 6. All Respondents: Did AEBG result in any of the following joint ABE/CTE professional development activities?

2016 Full Survey
All Respondents: Did AEBG result in any of the following joint ABE/CTE professional Response
development activities? Percentages
Joint staff convenings 65%
Joint instructional Professional Learning Communities 18%
Joint professional development for support staff 47%
Team teacher preparation time 38%
None of these 40%
Don’t know 9%

It may be that more people from consortia without learning communities responded to the survey, but it seems
more likely that primary contacts had joint professional learning communities that other members of their
consortia did not participate in, recall, or know about. This likelihood is reinforced by the fact that many fewer
primary contacts indicated having "none" of the list of joint ABE/CTE joint professional development activities,
while four in 10 of all respondents reported "none" of these activities. These results were similar between Adult

Schools and Community Colleges.

Table 7. All Respondents: Did AEBG result in leveraging of assets or partnerships that exist in the region in any of the following ways?

2016 Full Survey
All Respondents: Did AEBG result in leveraging of assets or partnerships that exist in Response
the region in any of the following ways? [Check all that apply] Percentages
Co-location of programs or services that weren’t co-located before 38%
Financial or in-kind contributions from new partners 16%
Additional financial or in-kind contributions from pre-existing partners 15%
Joint provision of programming or services 28%
None of these 12%
Don’t know 20%
Other 6%
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Communities of need

The survey also asked “To what extent do you agree with the statement, ‘The community of need is sufficiently
engaged with AEBG in your region’?”

e Inall groups, the most common answer was “somewhat agree.”

e However, overall, only about a quarter of primary contacts agree or strongly agree with the
statement, which indicates a great opportunity to more fully engage members of the community of
need.

e Community College respondents were more likely than Adult School respondents to agree or strongly
agree.

e About one-quarter of small, medium, and large consortia agreed or strongly agreed that the
community of need was sufficiently engaged.

All Respondents: To what extent do you agree with the statement, “The
community of need is sufficiently engaged with AEBG in my region”?

36%
18% 18%
10%
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Somewhat Agree Strongly Agree
Disagree Disagree Agree

Figure 6. All Respondents: To what extent do you agree with the statement, “The community of need is sufficiently engaged with AEBG

in my region”?

The next question looks at specific communities of need, which may include the communities in Table 8. There is
agreement that over half of all respondents and primary contacts that AEBG in their region could benefit from
more engagement from the at least some of communities listed above. Top among the list is “unemployed
adults,” followed by “adults without a high school diploma/GED,” and “adults living below the poverty line.”
Primary contacts more often reported that engagement from these groups would improve AEBG in their region.
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Table 8. All Respondents: Would more engagement from any of the following communities of need improve AEBG in your region?

All Respondents: Would more engagement from any of the following 2016 Full Survey
communities of need improve AEBG in your region? Response Percentages
Adults without a high school diploma/GED 54%
Unemployed Adults 56%
Adults living below the poverty line 52%
Adults who are illiterate 46%
English Language Learners 49%
Students/Adults with disabilities 44%
None 7%
Other 7%

2017 Follow-up online survey

An identical survey was sent out via e-mail to the 71 identified consortia leads in early 2017, with questions
designed to measure improvements in consortia experiences with AEBG. We only received completed or
significantly completed responses from 51 consortia. In order to accurately compare the results of the two
surveys and reduce selection bias, we analyzed results from the consortia’s primary contacts who responded to
the survey both in 2016 and 2017. One consortium responded to the survey in 2017 that did not respond in 2016,
yielding a total of 50 consortia that responded to the survey in both years. Selection bias may still exist, as those
who took the survey both years may have had a more positive experience with AEBG and may have been more
motivated to share their results. Consortia that had poor experiences with AEBG may have been reluctant to
respond to the survey in 2017.

The following discussion includes survey results from the 50 AEBG consortia primary contacts who responded to
both the 2016 and 2017 online surveys. Sixty percent of the sample identified as a Community College, while
about 30 percent identified as an Adult School. The complete list of the 50 consortia can be found in Appendix IX.

Assessment alignment

In terms of assessment alignment in adult education systems, consortia leads reported positive change between
2016 and 2017. When asked if AEBG resulted in changes to assessment alignment in their region’s adult education
system, 60 percent of respondents in 2016 reported a little, some, or substantial change. In 2017, however, 82
percent of respondents reported AEBG resulted in changes to assessment alignment in their region’s adult
education system.
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Did AEBG result in changes to assessment alignment in your region's
adult education system?

44%

12016
8% w2017
2%
No Yes, a little  Yes, some Yes, Don't know
change change substantial
change

Figure 7. Did AEBG result in changes to assessment alignment in your region's adult education system?

Student pathway programs leading to employment

When asked if AEBG resulted in changes to student pathway programs leading to employment, responses
improved slightly between 2016 and 2017. The greatest difference came with 28 percent of respondents
reporting substantial change in 2017 compared to just 14 percent of respondents in 2016 reporting the same.
Overall, 76 percent reported a little, some, or substantial change in 2016, while 82 percent reported a little, some,
or substantial change in 2017.

Did AEBG result in changes to student pathway programs leading to
employment in your region?

36%
32%

30% 28%

10%10% 12016
w2017
No Yes, a little Yes, some Yes, Don't know
change change substantial
change

Figure 8. Did AEBG result in changes to student pathway programs leading to employment in your region?
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Student pathway programs to postsecondary education

With regard to changes to student pathway programs to postsecondary opportunities, respondents reported
slight improvement in overall change between 2016 and 2017. Eighty percent of respondents in 2016 reported
changes, while 86 percent did in 2017.

Did AEBG result in changes to student pathway programs to
postsecondary education in your region?

50%
0,
32% 36%
. w2016
10%10% 12%10%
4% g w2017
No Yes, a little  Yes, some Yes, Don't know
change change substantial
change

Figure 9. Did AEBG result in changes to student pathway programs to postsecondary education in your region?

Changes to student services transition strategies in adult education systems

When asked if AEBG resulted in changes to student services transition strategies in their region’s adult education
system, respondents indicated positive change that increased from 2016 to 2017. In 2017, 96 percent of
respondents reported a little, some, or substantial change, up from 78 percent in 2016. The degree of change
improved as well from 2016 to 2017, as seen in the chart below.

Did AEBG result in changes to student services transition strategies in your
region's adult education system?

42%
36%
30%
24% 24%

2016

6% 2% w2017
e .
No Yes, a little Yes, some Yes, substantial Don't know

change change change

Figure 10. Did AEBG result in changes to student services transition strategies in your region's adult education system?
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Changes to data collection methods

From 2016 to 2017, AEBG consortia reported more changes in data collection methods. In 2016, 28 percent of
respondents reported that data collection methods had not changed; however, in 2017, only 6 percent of

respondents reported no change.

Table 9. Has AEBG resulted in any of the following changes to data collection methods in your region?

Has AEBG resulted in any of the following changes to data collection

methods in your region? [Check all that apply] 2016 2017
Partners began using data release forms signed by students served in

aligned programs 14% 28%
Partners began matching administrative data from multiple systems 22% 46%
Partners began administering completer surveys 20% 30%
Partners began conducting individual follow-up with students 30% 42%
No, data collection methods have not changed 28% 6%
Don’t know 16% 6%
Other 30% 16%

Changes to data sharing among consortium partners

Respondents reported that data sharing has improved slightly from 2016 to 2017. The greatest improvement is
seen in partners having MOUs or data sharing agreements in place. In 2016, 20 percent of respondents had MOUs
or data sharing agreements, while in 2017, 36 percent of the respondents did.

Table 10. Has AEBG resulted in any of the following changes to data sharing among consortium partners?

Has AEBG resulted in any of the following changes to data sharing

among consortium partners? [Check all that apply] 2016 2017
Partners share reports or aggregated data on programmatic or student

outcomes 30% 38%
Partners jointly review data and use it to inform decisions about adult

education in the region 36% 42%
Partners have access to each other’s data 14% 22%
Partners link or integrate their data systems 4% 12%
Partners have MOUs or data sharing agreements in place 20% 36%
Don’t know 12% 10%
Other 32% 16%
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Use of student data to support decisions about students

When asked if AEBG resulted in improved use of student data to support decisions about student transitions in
the region, there was minor improvement. In 2016, 70 percent of respondents reported a little, some, or
substantial improvement, while 76 percent of respondents in 2017 reported change.

Did AEBG result in improved use of student data to support decisions
about student transitions in the region?

36%
30%

26%26%

14%14% 2016
w2017

No Yes, a little Yes, some Yes, Don’t know
improvement improvement substantial
improvement

Figure 11. Did AEBG result in improved use of student data to support decisions about student transitions in the region?

Programming decisions informed by reviewing student data

From 2016 to 2017 there have been moderate improvements in the programming decisions that are informed by
reviewing student data. Most notably, 82 percent of respondents in 2017 reported that new classes have been

offered, up from 72 percent in 2016.

Table 11. What programming decisions were informed by reviewing student data?

What programming decisions were informed by

reviewing student data? [Check all that apply] 2016 2017
New classes have been offered 72% 82%
Some classes have stopped being offered 20% 28%
New partners have been added to the consortium 34% 36%
Instructional delivery has been modified 44% 54%
Class locations have been changed 50% 58%
Curriculum has been changed 52% 60%
Don’t know 2% 4%
Other [please specify] 20% 6%
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Requirements to assess current service levels

Survey respondents were asked to identify areas where programmatic changes were driven by AEBG
requirements to assess current service levels and compare them to regional adult education needs. Overall, more
changes were evident in 2017. The greatest increase came with the creation of new partnerships. In 2016, 64
percent of respondents reported that the requirements led to new partnerships and in 2017, 82 percent of

respondents reported new partnerships.

Table 12. Have AEBG requirements to assess current service levels and compare them to regional adult education needs resulted in any

of the following changes?

Have AEBG requirements to assess current service levels and
compare them to regional adult education needs resulted in
any of the following changes? [Check all that apply] 2016 2017
Hiring of new/different staff 82% 78%
More distance education offerings 24% 32%
Modification of existing classes 54% 64%
Addition of new classes 82% 84%
Recruitment of new populations 56% 56%
Increased recruitment of particular populations (e.g., English
Language Learners, low-income adults) 58% 68%
New or different services for new populations 44% 60%
Changes in class locations 60% 56%
Creation of new partnerships 64% 82%
Don’t know 4% 4%
Other 6% 2%

Joint ABE/CTE professional development activities

According to the survey results, AEBG has increased joint ABE/CTE professional development activities from 2016
to 2017, particularly joint professional development for support staff. In 2016, 34 percent of respondents said
AEBG increased joint professional development for support staff while 56 percent said AEBG increased

professional development for support staff in 2017.
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Table 13. Did AEBG result in any of the following joint ABE/CTE professional development activities?

Did AEBG result in any of the following joint ABE/CTE

professional development activities? [Check all that apply] 2016 2017
Joint staff convenings 58% 62%
Joint instructional Professional Learning Communities 32% 38%
Joint professional development for support staff 34% 56%
Team teacher preparation time 22% 34%
None of these 14% 6%

10% 10%

Don’t know

Leveraging of assets or partnerships

When asked if AEBG resulted in leveraging of assets or partnerships that exist in the region, respondents reported
a decrease in co-location of programs or services that weren’t co-located before, but an increase in financial or in-
kind contributions from new partners from 2016 to 2017. Other partnerships remained nearly the same.

Table 14. Did AEBG result in leveraging of assets or partnerships that exist in the region in any of the following ways?

Did AEBG result in leveraging of assets or partnerships

that exist in the region in any of the following ways?

[Check all that apply] 2016 2017
Co-location of programs or services that weren’t co-

located before 60% 48%
Financial or in-kind contributions from new partners 16% 36%
Additional financial or in-kind contributions from pre-

existing partners 18% 20%
Joint provision of programming or services 48% 50%
None of these 8% 12%
Don’t know 8% 4%
Other 10% 6%

Engagement from necessary partners in the region

Agreement with the statement “my consortium has sufficient engagement from all necessary partners in the
region” fell slightly among consortia leads. In 2016, 80 percent of respondents reported they somewhat agreed,

agreed, or strongly agreed, while this number fell to 76 percent in 2017.
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To what extent do you agree with the statement, "My consortium has sufficient
engagement from all necessary partners in the region?"
38% 38% 36%

26%

6%
2% 4% 0%
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Somewhat Agree Strongly agree
disagree disagree agree

Figure 12. To what extent do you agree with the statement, "My consortium has sufficient engagement from all necessary partners in

the region?"
Engagement with communities of need

In both 2016 and 2017, the majority of consortium leads felt more engagement with specific communities of need
would improve AEBG. Seventy-two percent of respondents in 2016 and 68 percent in 2017 said more engagement
with unemployed adults would improve AEBG in their region. Only 4 percent of respondents in 2016 and 6
percent in 2017 said that no engagement with the listed communities of need would improve AEBG in their
region.

Table 15. Would more engagement from any of the following communities of need improve AEBG in your region?

Would more engagement from any of the following

communities of need improve AEBG in your region?

[Check all that apply] 2016 2017
Adults without a high school diploma/GED 62% 66%
Unemployed Adults 72% 68%
Adults living below the poverty line 58% 58%
Adults who are illiterate 56% 58%
English Language Learners 62% 52%
Students/Adults with disabilities 56% 60%
None 4% 6%
Other [please specify] 6% 8%

When asked if they agreed with the statement “The community of need is sufficiently engaged with AEBG in my
region,” slightly more respondents agreed in 2017 than 2016. In 2016, 70 percent of respondents indicated some

form of agreement, while in 2017, 76 percent expressed agreement.
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To what extent do you agree with the statement, "The community of
need is sufficiently engaged with AEBG in my region"

56%
44%
0,
26% 2016
16% 16% 2017
8% 8% 8%
1%
0% 0% - 0%
Strongly Disagree  Somewhat Somewhat Agree Strongly
disagree disagree agree agree

Figure 13. To what extent do you agree with the statement, "The community of need is sufficiently engaged with AEBG in my region"

Focus group findings & discussion

Focus groups® revealed frustration with implementation challenges and optimism for the promise of a revitalized
adult education system for California. They also identified specific strategies for improving AEBG implementation.

CLASP conducted three focus groups of AEBG practitioners who were attending the CASAS Summer Institute in
San Diego, CA, in June 2016. Participants in the focus groups represented Adult Schools and Community Colleges
from across the state at varied stages of consortia plan implementation. Several common themes emerged from
these dialogues covering AEBG objectives and program areas, collaborative service delivery strategies, and data
and accountability challenges.

Participants revealed that only Objective 4 (Activities implemented to address gaps) was significantly addressed
during AEBG in 2016-2017; AEBG’s primary impact for California adult learners was greater access to services
through the Adult School system, with English as a Second Language (ESL) experiencing the largest expansion.
These courses were either re-established after years of closure or newly established in geographic areas that had
never been served. Additionally, some consortia identified gaps through direct engagement with current students
and so began to offer new services such as childcare, transportation assistance, and textbook scanning. Even
while AEBG administrators celebrated the infusion of resources and expansion of services, there was caution and
trepidation that the lack of Cost of Living Adjustment (COLA) for operational costs and staffing costs leaves AEBG
with no mechanism for growth. Future formulas to allocate AEBG funding will need the ability to respond to
changing communities of need.

Beyond service expansion, for many adult education providers there was little transformational work during this
first year of implementation. However, in some cases, those services were delivered with enhanced technology,
expanded supportive services, and with some recognition that AEBG would ask programs to move beyond the
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transactional level to consider their work within a more strategic spectrum of aligned cross-system service.
Overall, there was general agreement that many consortia were poised to make dramatic changes in the
classroom but none had operationalized those changes broadly yet.

Objective 3 (Integration of existing programs to create seamless transitions into postsecondary education or the
workforce), sums up the overall vision of AEBG as “partnering for a strong workforce.” This is the core tenet of
California adult education redesign and one of the biggest challenges. While some Adult School or Community
College basic skills administrators have completed articulation agreements allowing adult completers of reading
or math classes to receive direct placement in a college credit-bearing course, most are still in negotiations with
their Community College academic partners, who may be reluctant to make the necessary changes to placement
policy that will lead to sustained, scalable transitions. Experience has shown that seamless transitions will require
modification of policy and practice for both systems. One observation resonated with many focus group
participants: While the AEBG law called for a new coordinated service delivery model, the two systems
responsible for creating the new model — California Community Colleges and K-12 schools — still operate under
their respective structures with disparate cultures. In essence, AEBG asks two comparatively small programs —
Adult Schools and Community College basic skills/non-credit CTE — to carry out a reform agenda within the
broader CCCCO and CDE systems.

While primary activities for the first year of implementation focused on getting money flowing, setting up
curriculum and data integration work groups, and building relationships based on trust and a shared vision,
building an alignment system of seamless transitions will take strong state and local leadership. Higher education
practitioners called for the CCCCO to streamline the course approval process and consider how seemingly
disparate initiatives — Student Success and Support Program (SSSP), CTE Pathways, Doing What Matters for Jobs
and the Economy (DWM) — and funding streams could be guided toward alignment to bridge the workforce and
academic missions of CCCCO to support adult learners. Adult education practitioners called for CDE support for
the new reality that rewards programs not by Average Daily Attendance or seat time but rather by the role of
Adult Schools in fostering transition to postsecondary education and the workforce. Both Community College and
Adult School practitioners asked for flexibility in staffing and the ability to blend the requirements of the two big
systems to build transitional staffing models from the existing structures of minimum qualifications or
licensure. At the local leadership level, AEBG practitioners’ efforts to build an aligned system for adult education
would be greatly aided by AEBG state leadership intentionally aligning all of the pathway policy and data work
that is supported by Career Technical Education Pathways Program Grants, California Career Pathways Trust
(CCPT), Strong Workforce, and others to build a pathway infrastructure that also includes AEBG.

At the service delivery level, AEBG practitioners reported greater alignment among Adult Schools under AEBG
than in the previous system. Much of the curriculum redesign work has been among Adult School practitioners
who are building standardized adult diploma and ESL curriculum, which in turn enable the Adult Schools to act as
a unified system when negotiating articulation and placement policies with their local Community College district.
While building some standardization, the flexibility and individuality of Adult Schools is also seen as a strength,
and some consortia recognized the roles partners could play in a “regional ecosystem” through greater awareness
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of each other’s strengths and weaknesses. Some practitioners reported taking steps to contextualize and
accelerate instruction through replication of the Washington I-BEST model or the Minnesota FastTRAC Bridge and
Integrated Instruction model. Practitioners recognize that an Integrated Education and Training model would
allow the two educational systems to differentiate their work: for adult educators to be the experts in
foundational skill building; career and technical educators to be the experts in occupational training; and college
academic staff to be subject matter experts. Again, this is an area where state guidance on Integrated Education
and Training models, dual enroliment policies for adult learners, and professional development for developing
integrated outcomes and team teaching would be highly valued.

In terms of capacity building, many consortia representatives mentioned joint faculty and administrative meetings
and the beginnings of joint professional development, including learning communities. One administrator noted
that AEBG has given Adult School teachers a greater sense of their value and their role in a larger system. There
was general agreement that more professional learning communities were needed for instructional staff.
Administrators varied widely in their level of comfort in managing a change initiative like AEBG. While some
administrators have long collaborated with other systems (e.g., CalWorks, Regional Occupational Centers and
Programs (ROPs), other Adult Schools working together informally to leverage relationships with human services
or the colleges), others have largely been focused internally or are new to the adult education space altogether.
Several administrators noted that adult students are not bound by geography. There has long been
competition/cooperation among service providers but the focus on transition means the conversation is
becoming more “student centered” and driven by aligning services and roles to create education pathways
supported by other services. When AB104 brought resources to implement the plans developed under AB86,
some consortia held administrator retreats to read and re-commit to the consortia plans and discuss additional
partners or non-member/community stakeholders who needed to be involved.

Frustration about data and accountability issues was raised in all focus groups, but much of this initial
conversation is now moot, due to further statewide guidance and the state’s decision in November 2016 to
standardize the use of WIOA measures and to collect all AEBG data using the TOPSPro Enterprise system. In
hindsight, AEBG implementers and state leaders certainly would not have wished for the chaos that resulted from
the undefined AEBG measures and the mismatch among WIOA and non-WIOA agency measures. One positive
outcome of this long struggle was a locally initiated project, now supported by CCCCO, to build an adult tab on the
LaunchBoard data application for local partners to use in tracking transitions from Adult School to Community
College.

Focus group participants also had the option of sharing challenges and opportunities privately via a written form.
Key challenges and opportunities emerged:

Challenges
e “Unclear, undefined, changing expectations with increasing number of deliverables.” More than one-
third shared similar responses, but this was tempered by recognition that “It is understandable
because it is new to all of us and it will result in a great new system for the Adults in California”
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e Capturing data for students post-exit

e “Collaboration/building with multiple partners from different work cultures”

e Balancing state guidance with local control

e lLack of technical assistance to support consortia leads in a cohesive, comprehensive approach

Opportunities

e (Collaboration and learning among agencies , breaking down siloes, “bringing out the dark sensitive
issues,” (most common response)

e Dedicated funding

e Opportunity to increase offerings, “close the gap between what’s needed and what’s offered”

e Student-centered / new opportunities for students

e Creativity / innovation

e Integrating programs / seamless transition

e High-quality faculty exchanges between college and K-12 Adult Ed. Relationship and coordination
between K-12 schools and Community Colleges so students can easily transition to college.

e Support from legislature

e Expanding services to populations that are currently underserved

e Contributing to skilled workforce

e  “Adult Ed is here to stay. So happy to be able to collaborate and show the promise and hope to
students. Have an impact on our community”

Interview findings & discussion

In November 2016, CLASP conducted semi-structured interviews with state and local staff during the annual AEBG
Summit.’

State interviews

Interviews with state officials included leaders with both direct and indirect AEBG responsibility. With state-level
staff, CLASP focused on the decision-making processes, CDE/CCCCO collaboration, other state agency
collaboration, as well as an assessment of implementation to date.

CCCCO/CDE Caollaboration

AEBG is described by Chief Deputy Superintendent Glen Price as “the phoenix out of the fire,” and certainly state
leaders see AEBG as a rebirth of California’s former state adult education grant run by CDE. Leadership for AEBG is
a joint effort, modeled after the SB1070 Governor’s Career Technical Education Pathways Program with
responsibility for accomplishing program objectives split between the California Community College Chancellors
Office (CCCCO) and the California Department of Education (CDE). But whereas SB1070 focused on a pipeline of
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students from middle and high school to college, AEBG focuses on adult learners in both Adult School and college
non-credit settings.

State stakeholders in education and workforce development recognize that the decision to place responsibility for
AEBG in the Workforce and Economic Development Division of CCCCO, which has responsibility for credit/non-
credit adult education, rather than the Academic Affairs Division, is intended by state officials to signal the
leadership message of AEBG as a workforce development program. Stakeholders note that Vice Chancellor Van
Ton-Quinlivan’s “Doing What Matters for Jobs and the Economy” and “Strong Workforce” initiatives have
dramatically raised the profile of and investment in CCCCO Career Technical Education (CTE). With Dean Debra
Jones’ expertise in adult education, Vice Chancellor Quinlivan focused on leading the redesign of adult education,
positioning AEBG as a core part of educating adults and aligned with the larger career pathway redesign of
workforce education.

As we'll discuss further in our recommendation to Strengthen AEBG Governance (page 53), the CDE Adult
Education Office, which administers the federal WIOA title Il Adult Education and Family Literacy Act (AEFLA)
funds for adult education, is an equal partner in the legislative design but has been a lesser partner in practical
implementation decision making. Part of this can be attributed to the overall status of adult education
departments inside state education agencies; Adult education agencies across the country report a common

worry that they are not viewed as primary to the mission of their parent state education department. CDE was

also the agency that operated California’s former investment in adult education that was “flexed” out of existence
during the Great Recession. Chris Nelson, while an experienced practitioner, was new to the administrative role of
state adult education director and had to learn the state agency system navigation skills of his CCCCO counterpart.

Joint state stakeholder decision making during the first year of implementation was painfully slow, with
stakeholders reporting that some decisions were simply not made, leaving a vacuum nearly impossible to fill.
Decisions on funding and fiscal agency, proportions for Maintenance of Effort (MOE) during the first year that
sunset in the second, and decisions on accountability and data collection seem to have been made in fits and
starts, with just enough effort to keep the wheels moving. While painful for state and local practitioners alike,
state stakeholders agree that the willingness of leaders to work through this period of conflict and refrain from
setting up a separate AEBG structure outside of CCCCO’s Workforce and Economic Development Division and
CDE’s Adult Education Office is an important achievement. The state could have followed the path of least
resistance by simply adding another layer of bureaucracy onto the existing state systems. But by not building yet
another separate leadership structure, AEBG state leadership aims to align the two agencies’ leaders and staff in
the key roles of external communications; data, accountability, and reporting; governance and policy; fiscal
responsibility; and field capacity building. State leaders who experienced the California adult education system’s
drastic funding cuts and severe programmatic reductions during the state’s “flex” policy in 2009-2015 express the
view that “Adult education can’t be fringe, or it will be wiped out again” during the next fiscal downturn.

By November 2016, a more unified front of state leadership was evident in the second AEBG Summit and the
program’s report to the California legislature. In remarks to the AEBG field, CDE Chief Deputy Superintendent Glen
Price noted that “we are starting to learn at the state level that collaboration is not just something for other
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people to do.” CDE and CCCCO state staff consistently expressed the view that local consortia members were
finding ways to work across separate cultures to move AEBG forward. One interviewee noted that state leaders
have been “asking locals to do something that the state hasn’t done yet,” and many leaders noted the need to
continue to work toward more shared decision making and operations in this process of “managing a merger”
between the two systems.

As CCCCO Interim Chancellor Erik Skinner noted, “turf issues are real,” and, as many state leaders noted in
interviews, CCCCO and CDE cultures are very different. CCCCO operates within a shared governance structure
along with its many colleges and districts and largely sees itself as guiding the system, advocating for and
distributing special resources. Conversely, CDE operates a structure oriented around compliance and monitoring.
CDE’s role of passing through federal funds directed by federal rules has naturally led to an emphasis on finding
and correcting violations, with less attention paid to setting a vision. CDE Adult Education leadership funds have
built a network of professional resources for staff, but those are provided by contractors, not the state staff, who
describe their major role as fiscal monitoring. AEBG’s joint governance was an intentional decision to move
beyond this compliance-focused mission. Similarly, the decision to use the CCCCO Workforce and Economic
Development Division rather than Academic Affairs was intended to move AEBG squarely into the workforce
development space. These choices led to culture clashes. While more than a half dozen leaders noted that initially
moving AEBG forward required working with “a coalition of the willing” at the state agencies, the “unwilling”
ultimately will have to join in to create the momentum needed to support this large-scale system change.

A critical step in this process will be a larger shared understanding of the AEBG mission and vision among
CDE/CCCCO staff who will make up the AEBG virtual office and all CDE/CCCCO staff involved in foundational skill
building with adults. A state CDE staffer noted that strategic conversations on AEBG were missing. He regretted
too much time spent on the logistics of releasing funds and reporting numbers without time spent building a
strategic vision for AEBG as a vehicle for equity and student success. Staff members of both systems have
expertise and passion for their work. They expressed strong belief in the importance of adult education and its
impact on individual prosperity and regional economic competitiveness. They are seeking more top leadership
messaging for the difficult work they do. This will take time and energy from state leadership, including Donna
Woyatt, CDE’s new Director of Career College Transition Division, who has direct experience with teaching adults
and clear enthusiasm for the mission of Career and Technical Education, and both the CCCCO Vice Chancellor for
Workforce and Economic Development and her counterpart in CCCCO’s Academic Affairs Division.

Other state stakeholders

STATE-FEDERAL PROGRAMS — WIOA

Alignment with and support from other state agency efforts is a critical part of ensuring investment and capacity
of AEBG. AEBG’s development coincided with California efforts to build a new Workforce Innovation and
Opportunity Act (WIOA) plan and to develop the Strong Workforce Taskforce recommendations. Perhaps because
of this synergy, the California Workforce Development Board (CWDB) seems to be the strongest ally of AEBG,
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though CWDB staff, like other state agency staff interviewed, do not make a distinction between the federal
WIOA title Il AEFLA investment and the CA AEBG investment; rather, they see both as funding sources for one
integrated system.

CWDB views AEBG as integrated with WIOA title Il AEFLA planning, accountability, and data tracking, and CWDB's
guidance on required WIOA regional planning partners includes “Regional consortia of ADULT BASIC EDUCATION
providers (including both WIOA title Il and other state-funded basic education programs.” Positioning adult
education as a common service strategy for both WIOA title Il and “state-funded” programs is intended to send a
strong message about California’s unified system to the other WIOA system state administrative agencies—
Employment Development Department (EDD), Department of Rehabilitation (DOR)—and their partners in
colleges, economic development, industry sectors, and others. While such a unified system may today be only an
aspiration, by designing up to this standard, the state will put positive pressure on CDE and CCCCO to create an
intentionally aligned system that uses WIOA title Il AEFLA funds to supplement the state AEBG investment. As
we’ll discuss further in our recommendation to Design Career Pathways with WIOA Core Partners (page 55), it will
be critical not to view AEBG as merely additional funding for WIOA title Il AEFLA—rather than recognizing the
greater flexibility of the state investment and its stronger focus on regional strategy and operations.

CWDB'’s goal is to provide a consistent message to the one-stop system to integrate basic skills into workforce
development. In the first quarter of 2017, 17 regional planning meetings between local workforce development
boards, AEBG, CC, student services, CTE, and student aid met at Economic Mobility Summits to provide input into
WIOA regional plans. Chris Nelson took critical steps to support both this effort and the federally mandated re-
competition of WIOA title Il AEFLA funds, which require local workforce boards to review literacy providers’
applications and seek alighment to the local WIOA plan. California state leaders, by driving alignment at the time
of WIOA title Il and local board planning, are demonstrating a commitment to alignment even beyond federal
requirements. While CWDB staff believes “alignment takes place at the local level,” they have put in place the
processes that will ripple up to state guidance and eventually to policies on co-enroliment, immigrant integration,
and other services that will foster greater partnership among providers.

CALIFORNIA-SPECIFIC INITIATIVES: OTAN, CASAS, CALPRO, BASIC SKILLS TRANSFORMATION
PARTNERS

CDE WIOA title Il AEFLA state leadership funds have long supported supplemental service to local providers
through CalPro, OTAN, and CASAS. Interviews with these providers in November 2016 revealed great frustration
at the bifurcation of the adult education service delivery system and pointed direction from CDE for these
providers to use their limited resources solely for supporting WIOA title Il grantees. Although supplemental
service providers identified an 81 percent overlap between CDE WIOA title || AEFLA-funded agencies and AEBG-
funded agencies, there was no intentional effort to support the agencies holistically. In some cases, OTAN was
able to support AEBG practitioners (when space allowed and a WIOA title Il grantee was not kept from
participating because of the AEBG grantee’s participation), but overall these services were seen as supporting just
one system. An OTAN supervisor believed it would take legislative change for her organization to support AEBG.
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This comment reveals how deeply some of those who work solely in the WIOA title Il system perceive a divide
between WIOA title Il and AEBG. In recent months, with the decision to use TOPSPro Enterprise as a standard data
tool and the selection of a professional development provider, these issues have been mitigated. However, as
OTAN providers revealed, “we need to educat[e] ourselves more on big picture AEBG.” CDE’s Adult Education
Office staff expressed a desire to support that effort. These decisions can help unify the adult education system,
and state leaders should send consistent messages about that alignment to promote quality, scale, and
sustainability of the system.

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS AND REHABILITATION

At the consortia level, providers receiving education funding for corrections programs are required members and
corrections educators are part of consortia service delivery. At the state level, corrections education is interested
in partnering with AEBG. While the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) receives a
small amount of funding from CDE through the WIOA title Il AEFLA performance points funding mechanism and a
small amount of federal Perkins funds for Career and Technical Education (CTE), CDCR leaders have not connected
with AEBG significantly or strategically. CDCR leaders hope that AEBG’s emphasis on contextualized instruction
and transition will allow more innovative programming. In the past, corrections staff have been frustrated by
strict compliance interpretations with CDE WIOA title Il funds; for example, a printer purchased with those funds
was not allowed to be used by an instructor teaching a CTE course, which builds impenetrable siloes around staff
and programming. AEBG’s pathway approach can enable adult education and CTE programs within correctional
institutions to work together more effectively. CDCR is also interested in growing the capacity of ESL service and
using AEBG to support their re-entry/transition programming. Notably, CDCR staff view AEBG largely as a CDE
initiative. CDCR’s exchange with CCCCO is focused on the opportunity and challenge presented by California
Senate Bill1391 allowing Community College Districts that provide classes for inmates of state correctional
facilities to receive state apportionment for those students. In 2016 and 2017, CDCR’s Director of Correctional
Education Brantley Choate has been traveling throughout the state helping corrections institutions develop MOUs
with local colleges and districts to operationalize SB1391, which has dramatically increased the provision of
Community College courses within correctional institutions. Overall, CDCR staff promotes more state- and local-
level interaction to help clarify and deepen opportunities here.

Overall state response

Now that more than S1 billion has been invested in AEBG, state leaders are feeling more urgency than ever to
show the impact of the investment and leverage AEBG with other work. The goal of AB104 was to better serve the
educational needs of California’s adult learners through a joint effort between CDE and CCCCO. The resources in
AB104 were meant to stabilize current adult education providers through Maintenance of Effort funding, add new
services and access points through consortia of providers, and invest in new accountability structures. State
leaders interviewed have confidence that AEBG can live up to its stated goals, but there is also apprehension
about sustaining the investment and scaling the work.
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State stakeholders confirm that AEBG should not be treated as a stand-alone effort and have provided clear
guidance that WIOA title Il AEFLA and AEBG partners are mandated participants at both the WIOA regional
planning and the Strong Workforce regional planning tables. As we’ll discuss further in our recommendations to
Create educational pathways for adults through quidance on pathway strategies for the Adult School to
Community College transition (page 53), AEBG State leaders should support AEBG regional administrators in
understanding their role in these important conversations. Additionally, now that the formal contracts for data

accountability and professional development have been issued, AEBG leadership capacity can grow, and with
more time, state CDE/CCCCO staff can forge stronger alignment with the state systems mandated in local
consortia configuration: Perkins CTE, developmental education, libraries, corrections, County Offices of Education,
and more. Building intentional connections at the state leadership level with consistent messaging to stakeholders
and legislators will support the regional efforts toward alighment and lay the foundation for continued support
during legislative and executive turnover on the horizon. Vice Chancellor Ton-Quinlivan has been a strong
advocate for the Community College workforce development system. CDE partners and others can play an
important role in aligning their efforts to establish AEBG as a critical partner in California workforce development,
through enhancing essential skills, providing industry-valued credentials, and building on-ramps to career
pathway education and employment.

Local interviews

CLASP’s interviews with local consortia administrators and practitioners8 focused on consortia structure,
community engagement, communication, alignment, partnerships, data collection and accountability, and lessons
learned in implementation to date.

Consortia structure

CLASP selected seven consortia for in-depth interviews. The selection represented a spectrum of service
providers: rural, urban, small, large, and those with both mature and nascent partnerships. In the period between
CLASP’s focus groups in June and our interviews with selected regional consortia in November 2016, we noted
that some consortia had made large strides in establishing leadership and communication structures. Some
consortia reported using a consultant or grant manager to complete mandated reports and organize meetings. In
some instances, the consortia lead is an entirely new player to adult education, and even though he or she is an
employee a member of the consortium, this person acts autonomously in making service funding decisions and
establishing a network of community providers. In other consortia, members are well known to one another,
report over 30 people attending monthly meetings, and have a long track record of innovative Adult Schools
partnering with their Community Colleges.

Some long-established partnerships—those with well-defined identities in the adult education space that
continued to offer services even during the “flex” time period—were able to quickly make fiscal allocations and
strategic decisions. “Even if the money goes away, we will still partner,” reported one dean. However, these
partnerships show some of the least innovation and greatest duplication of services, as they have simply
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expanded services without addressing alignment issues. AEBG has created a “program rich” but “system poor”
environment in some areas, and some AEBG administrators “still feel like we are operating in siloes.” Many AEBG
consortia expressed the concern that they are managing yet another grant with required services and outcomes
rather than working on large-scale system redesign.

Other consortia have had to build first-time relationships across multiple colleges, Adult Schools, COE and ROP
partners. They have struggled more with fiscal and service decisions but report “we are doing systems change”
and building “a delivery system” that includes not only AEBG but also WIOA, Strong Workforce, and other system
redesign initiatives.

A frequently voiced sentiment from Adult School administrators is that AEBG represented a reinstatement of K-12
provider dollars. The 2015-2016 budget allotment of roughly 70 percent of AEBG funds to stabilize K-12 Adult
Schools (Maintenance of Effort funding) created structures in which AEBG funding was primarily a small amount
for the Community College “to run the consortia” with the bulk of the funds going for services at the Adult
Schools. Community Colleges have another source of funding—college apportionment—to cover their
instructional costs. While initially consortia had one fiscal agent, the rule change allowing “direct funding” to
individual institutions has eased tensions around reimbursement and getting funds to flow. However, even under
direct funding, partners have to report expenditures by categories to the fiscal certifier that must “certify” the
financial statements of their partners. Therefore, some consortia have built in a mechanism holding the fiscal
certifier harmless for the financial decisions made by their partners. A tremendous amount of time and energy
was reportedly spent on fiscal issues in the first year of implementation, but most partners now report an
established system that is working for them.

There is some evidence that institutional leadership—presidents, Community College district chancellors, school
district superintendents—are actively supporting adult education alignment efforts under AEBG by creating a
unified message for their region. In one case, a college president is the AEBG consortium co-director; in others,
institutional leaders put AEBG concerns on their meeting agendas. Most consortia are meeting monthly, with
work teams on curriculum, data, and fiscal issues meeting separately and reporting back. Meetings are generally
just with core consortia members, though some consortia reported an intention to bring more community
stakeholders into the process in the coming year.

Community of need

Consortia were generally able to identify their community of need. One partnership summarized that it serves
“immigrants and our adults who need [help getting] a high school diploma or GED and employment, as well as
increasing their wages in employment.” Some consortia have well-defined areas of expertise with Adult Schools
focused on Spanish speakers, Asians and Pacific Islanders, or African-Americans, based on the neighborhood
populations. Some schools focus on generation 1.5, students with experience in California’s secondary schools
who still lack foundational skills. For some, the focus is primarily on women with school-aged children seeking to
improve English skills to support their children’s education and understand American systems. For others, the
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community of need is “the invisible that are right around us all the time,” the working poor who struggle in low-
wage jobs and have yet to engage in adult education as part of the long-term solution to their immediate
economic crisis. Some consortia report their region’s unemployment rate as a significant indicator of the
community of need.

The discussion of who is and isn’t served under AEBG did surface some resentment that the “older adult”
language in AEBG legislation focused too much on employment and not enough on the health benefits of simply
keeping older minds active via adult education. However, among most interviewees, there was a clear sense that
AEBG was different from the old community education version of adult education. Although consortia members
did not directly articulate a connection between the AEBG funding formula considerations—population without
high school completion, percent unemployed, household poverty, English language learners, adult population—
these were the primary population characteristics identified in defining the community of need. Less clear was
how the AEBG services provided would have a measurable impact, discernable in data, on these “population of
need” indicators.

Communication

Consortia communicate in a variety of ways. They uniformly report appreciation for the state AEBG Office’s efforts
to communicate the changing laws and requirements on AEBG via the www.aebg.cccco.edu website. Some of

those we interviewed hoped this site would continue to be a repository for AEBG information as well as
information on other work that fits with AEBG, such as WIOA and Strong Workforce. Locally, some consortia
reported a standard protocol for communicating their work—primarily meeting agendas and minutes posted on
websites—to keep the many consortia partners informed. Other consortia conduct outreach communication with
potential participants via web tools that promote consortia services. Still others focus communication efforts on
creating online tools to allow practitioners across systems to communicate services provided to their shared
participants.

There is a great deal of variability in consortia communication strategies and little evidence of a consistent,
cohesive message about AEBG’s role as a partner in building a strong California workforce. Many feel that other
key players in their communities, including workforce partners and employers, do not understand the changing
role of adult education under AEBG.

Strategies & activities

AEBG funding and objectives have built “work team” structures for many consortia that show promising results in
aligning Adult School curriculum, assessment, and delivery among basic skill providers. In one consortium, there is
a work team established for each of AEBG’s seven program areas. These work teams consist of instructors from
across the consortia partners who meet to discuss curriculum and create a learning community among the
professional staff. Additionally, these teams design and deliver bi-annual, day-long professional development
trainings for staff; these have been well received and are a clear example of greater collaboration fostered by
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AEBG. In other consortia, work teams have been arranged around system redesign efforts that are replicated from
other states, such as Washington state’s I-BEST model or Minnesota’s FastTRAC pre-bridge, bridge 1, bridge 2, and
integrated instruction model.

Many consortia partners have focused on “finding common ground” between their populations, service delivery
structures, and cultures during the first year of AEBG implementation. They have identified the “overlap” of
services in their institutions. For many, the rationale for institutions offering the same services is simply the
overwhelming need for basic skills and ESL in their region; because there are “enough students to go around,”
they don’t need to differentiate services. Another consortium member said it was difficult to get faculty to discuss
alignment when their CTE courses had waiting lists, making it hard to see why building a stronger pipeline with
Adult Schools was necessary. Another argument for offering similar services was made by delineating population

) u

and students’ “motivation factor.” Under this view, Adult Schools offering non-credit CTE classes can create an
opportunity for a student who does not have the English or math skills to take for-credit CTE coursework at the
college but who wants a reduced cost option for training or is simply attracted by the open entry/open exit of an
Adult School. However, partners recognized that some education paths that are designed for easy access and job
placement will not “stack” for students who eventually want to continue to higher levels of certification. AEBG
alignment at the local level is also seen largely as an activity for the “coalition of the willing” and not a required

activity of system redesign.

A strategy working well for many consortia is hiring staff to fill navigator or counselor roles at both the Adult
School and Community College levels. These navigators are able to help students create education and
employment plans, access support services, and facilitate the transition from basic skills to college-level
programming.

Some consortia are embracing the acceleration models of integrated instruction, while others report their
“institutions are probably years behind” in this thinking. Still others do not see the importance of using Adult
School partners for integrated education and training; their Community Colleges welcome students without high
school completion and do not have to rely on federal financial aid resources for the credit-bearing courses, so
they don’t need to adhere to the federal Higher Education Act’s (HEA) Ability to Benefit (ATB) requirement of
providing a contextualized career pathway program that delivers high school equivalency coursework
concurrently with credit-bearing career technical education. In our interviews, we heard interest in professional
development around Integrated Education and Training as well as requests to dedicate some funding to building
up this key strategy.

Educational alignment

While AEBG aims to build a seamless transition between Adult Schools and Community Colleges, some of the
most substantial alignment work has happened between Adult Schools, who under the AEBG consortia structure
have been brought together for more targeted conversations. Most common are conversations between
instructors on standards and curriculum. More difficult are discussions of alignment of processes, such as
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assessment and accountability. Some partners actively resist mandating a common assessment, instead framing
the variety in assessment tools as part of what differentiates their programs. These partnerships have hired
consultants to create a “cross-walk” among assessments. At the college level, the “common assessment” process
is still under development to replace the myriad placement tests used across California Community Colleges.
Missing from much of the assessment conversation was the distinction between diagnostic testing to show skill
gains, placement exams that attempt to gauge “readiness” for college-level programming or to “place” students
into appropriate levels of remediation, and exam-based credentialing or technical skill assessment for industry-
recognized certification. All of these assessments exist in the AEBG system, which would benefit from a clearer
understanding of their interplay and how they fit into the California Community College’s Common Assessment
Initiative as well as integrated efforts with the Multiple Measures Assessment Project (MMAP) initiative, which is
currently developing a statewide placement tool using multiple measures.

For WIOA-funded Adult Schools, some alignment is baked into their accountability structure, but even under the
traditional reporting structure, Adult Schools have discovered widely varying definitions for common terms, such
as what it means for a student to “complete.” One interviewee said: “We weren’t even apples and oranges. We
were like cantaloupes and tomatoes; we were nowhere close.” Practitioners who are not struggling with these
issues may have simply not yet uncovered them in their partnerships. As we’ll discuss in our recommendation to
Align data definitions and processes among AEBG, WIOA title Il, and Community College providers (page 59), as

uniform guidance on accountability is issued, all consortia should be asked to check their assumptions on core
definitional terms to ensure quality data within consortia and to develop more interoperability between
consortia. Consortia in metropolitan areas experience students who simultaneously or sequentially move among
their systems. These students should have continuity in their programs and experience. Adult School practitioners
also noted that changes stemming from CDE’s upcoming competition of WIOA title Il funds and its potential to
switch eligible Adult School providers could potentially impact the makeup of consortia and the players in their
systems.

AEBG partners were keenly interested in having data to show transition from Adult School into Community
College. One significant barrier identified by local stakeholders is that not all Adult Schools are listed in the
Community College online application system. When a participant is asked to select the institution most recently
attended, Adult Schools that share the name of the district high school may be listed; however, in general Adult
Schools are not comprehensively represented. Local stakeholders called for institutional researchers at each
Community College in a consortia’s district to ensure their region’s Adult Schools are all choices that students can
select during the Community College application process.

Other alignment

In addition to Adult School-Community College collaborations, partnerships with local workforce development
and human services programs also vary widely. For some, a partnership with a workforce center (perhaps even
located on campus) or a partnership with the CalWorks program are part of a traditional delivery structure and
remain key fixtures. While most consortia with existing partnerships see them as reliable partners, they generally

Prosperity through Partnership 45
Opportunities for AEBG to Strengthen Systems and Communities



' : CENTER for POSTSECONDARY and ECONOMIC SUCCESS « CLASP

have not developed new service models under AEBG. For many, the CalWorks program is a funding source for the
credit-bearing side of the Community College or the general Adult School, but there is little evidence of
intentional thinking about designing services for a CalWorks recipient in a new way under the consortia structure.
For the consortia that are rebuilding these partnerships or starting from scratch, workforce and human services
partners have been actively involved in shaping new services and delivery strategies. Some AEBG consortia report
partnering with YouthBuild programs, California Conservation Corps, and other services run by County Offices of
Education or WIOA partners. Here again, systems need updating to reflect the AEBG partnership structure. For
example, the Callobs application does not include all Adult Schools on its drop-down list for applicants who build
resumes in the system. When the only choices in that type of statewide system are high school or Community
College, it leaves practitioners to ask: “where does an Adult School fit in this system?”

Practitioners reported strengthened connection with California’s Regional Centers and WIOA title IV vocational
rehabilitation services. Some consortia have chosen to create dedicated programming for adults with disabilities,
while others have hired disability coordinators to ensure successful inclusion of a target population within the
range of existing adult education programs.

CalFresh initiatives are growing through the CalSUCCESS pilots at Community Colleges. None of the AEBG grantees
interviewed had direct knowledge of these efforts to offer educational services and resources for Supplemental
Nutrition Assistance Program (or SNAP, formerly known as food stamps) recipients engaged at Adult Schools,
except at the Fresno Bridge Academy, which is one of 10 sites chosen for a national program to test-pilot SNAP
employment and training (SNAP E&T) projects to reduce dependency and increase work effort among SNAP
recipients.

SSSP and SEP, Community College initiatives that are educationally focused, have impacted the college partners in
AEBG consortia. A college basic skills dean reported difficulties in having the basic skills student population
included in these college-based efforts because of the necessity of completing the online college application,
which is not an ordinary part of the intake process for those students. Similarly, efforts like AB288 dual enrollment
programs or basic skills transformation funds seem largely disconnected from the system redesign efforts under
AEBG, though connections would be likely to benefit students in Adult Schools who dual-enroll in colleges. It also
seems that basic skills transformation efforts do not include basic skill students; rather, they are focused on
credit-based developmental education students. One AEBG practitioner described how Community Colleges are
“heading toward an integration agenda, allowing us to take the life cycle of the student and figure out where each
funding source will come in throughout the life cycle of each student...so at the end, they might have a stronger
course.” As we'll discuss further in our recommendation to Promote CCC Internal Alignment Efforts for Equitable

Career Pathways (page 54), this alignment effort should not leave the basic skills learner behind.

Some AEBG practitioners have not established any relationships outside of the Adult School and Community
College construct. Tellingly, one practitioner reported meeting with the county office of education, health
services, and probations “twice last year, sort of thinking that legislation was going to mandate a greater
collaboration. But since that didn’t take wing, we’ve really not revisited it.”
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Data collection and accountability

In the first year of AEBG implementation, no issue caused as much confusion as data collection and accountability.
Ultimately, consortia were asked only to report enroliment by program area and expenditure. At the time of our
interviews, consortia had completed Year One reporting and their experiences ranged from “a click of the button”
for those WIOA title Il providers currently using TOPSPro for export of information tables to other consortia
members having to “extract the data from fifteen different sources because MIS data is not really designed for
adult basic skills courses or for non-credit....so we had to pull everything, disaggregate it, and then aggregate it...it
was a huge job.” Some colleges chose not to report all of their data: “[our institutional researcher] said we could
count basic skills, which we chose not to because it was just an enormous number and it would feel almost
absurd.” Adult Schools certainly had an easier time as each student served was a student to account for in AEBG
data. For many Community Colleges, foundational adult education describes a large portion of their student
population in a wide array of non-credit and credit basic skills and ESL classes as well as non-credit CTE courses.
Defining who among those learners was part of the AEBG system for reporting led to interesting conversations
about the duplication or overlap of services between Adult Schools and Community Colleges.

With so much energy spent on data collection, it is not surprising that AEBG practitioners did not identify any self-
assessment or continuous improvement evaluations done by their consortia to gauge efficacy of implementation
on the AEBG objectives.

Reflections

Some Adult School practitioners have experienced AEBG simply as a funding stream that restored funds to Adult
Schools with some requirement to talk with a college partner. Some Community College partners have
experienced AEBG as “a different pot of money...they change names periodically” for services that remain the
same—"“the same wine in a different bottle.” What appears to be missing for these AEBG professionals is an
overarching purpose for doing the hard work of creating a new regional adult education delivery system.

The majority of AEBG professionals report a growing awareness and respect for the work of one another’s
systems. This has definitely improved relationships and holds the promise of continued efforts to align practices
and policies to create seamless transitions for California’s low-skill adults. Many in the field express hopes for
enhanced technical assistance for AEBG accountability; support for professional development for teaching staff,
support staff, administrators, and partners; and help from state leaders in thinking about the many initiatives
underway to support workforce development that should be aligned but are currently siloed. We also found deep
respect for the AEBG Office’s support during the first year of implementation, along with recognition that “we’re
always going to have positives and negatives, but at least we’re moving in the right direction—and so with the
negatives, we’re going to learn from that.”
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Recommendations
Clarify AEBG’s Mission and Vision

Leaders, practitioners, and community members need to clearly identify and be able to articulate the major
differences between the legacy California adult education system and AEBG. Leaders at all levels should

promote AEBG’s transformative opportunity:

Table 16. Differences between the legacy California adult education system and AEBG
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LEGACY ADULT EDUCATION SYSTEM

AEBG

Average daily attendance (a.d.a.) funding system tied
to seat time, creating an incentive to “keep” students
longer and a disincentive to partner with other service
providers and transition students to other programs.

Community of need funding and requirement to
collaboratively develop regional adult education plans
with partners incents “pathway” and transition
planning.

10 program areas with wide-ranging focus:
e Adult Basic Education.
e English as a Second Language.
e High School Diploma or Equivalency.
e (Citizenship.
e Career Technical Education.
e Adults with Disabilities.
o Health and Safety.
e Parent Education.
e Home Economics.
e Older Adults.

7 program areas with much clearer focus on
economic mobility:

e Programs in elementary and secondary basic skills,
including programs leading to a high school diploma
or high school equivalency certificate.

e Programs for immigrants eligible for educational
services in citizenship, English as a second
language, and workforce preparation.

e Programs for adults, including but not limited to
older adults that are primarily related to entry or
reentry into the workforce.

e Programs for adults, including but not limited to
older adults that are primarily designed to develop
knowledge and skills to assist elementary and
secondary school children to succeed academically
in school.

e Programs for adults with disabilities.

e Programs in career technical education that are
short term in nature and have high employment
potential.

e Programs offering pre-apprenticeship training
activities conducted in coordination with one or
more apprenticeship programs approved by the
Division of Apprenticeship Standards for the
occupation and geographic area.
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LEGACY ADULT EDUCATION SYSTEM AEBG
Inward facing accountability: Aligned data to support shared accountability with
e Completing an instructional level. Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA)
e Completing or continuing in an educational partners and Strong Workforce partners:
program. e Improved literacy skills gains in ABE, ASE, and ESL.
o Accomplishing self-stated goals. e Completion of high school diplomas (HSD) or their

recognized equivalents (e.g., GED, TASC, and
HiSET).

e Completion of secondary & postsecondary
certificates, degrees, or training programs.

e Placement into jobs.

e Improved wages.

e Transition to postsecondary.

School district providers: Consortia providers:
Grants from CDE to LEA/COE. Grants to defined CCD and LEA/COE consortia that
create a regional adult education plan across a

variety of service providers.

The AEBG Office has attempted to mitigate confusion on the nature of AEBG resources—one-time grants versus
annual allocation—through a variety of communications, including a March 2017 joint CDE/CCCCO letter.
However, the term “block grant” is still misleading. A block grant implies a structure without overall performance
accountability—the very opposite of AEBG’s intent, which is to create regional accountability that can be
compared across consortia. The Adult Education Block Grant program should be renamed to reflect the vision
of a regional collaborative delivery system: the Adult Education Regional Consortia — AERC initiative. AERC
would have the added benefit of calling to mind an arc, bridging adults from basic skills to college credentials.

Connect AEBG impacts to the identified community of need

To determine the need for adult education in the entire state of California, Education Code requires CDE and
CCCCO to “consider, at a minimum, measures related to adult population, employment, immigrants, educational
attainment, and adult literacy” [CA ED Code 84911]. In design, AEBG allocates resources for the community of
need identified by population characteristics reported via Census data:

e Educational Attainment (No High School Diploma);

e Employment (Unemployed Adults);

e Adult Population (18 years and older);

e Poverty (Household);

e Adult Literacy (7th Grade Education Level);

e ESL (the ability to speak English).
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By using these variables for resource distribution, AEBG plans and services are meant to be de facto solutions to
these community issues: lack of foundational skills and high school credentialing, unemployment, and poverty.

Educators will rightly point out that the resources for one initiative, like AEBG, cannot provide services to
everyone in a region with low education attainment, contingent employment, or family poverty. The need is
simply too great. Nor, educators will rightly point out, can an educational initiative—even a well-resourced one—
address all of the institutional and systemic barriers that disproportionately impact people who are born into
poverty, experience racism or other forms of discrimination, and experience economic disruption.

This begs the question: how does AEBG show its impact via the Community of Need formula? A solid step by
California leaders was to link AEBG accountability with other partners in this work under the Workforce
Innovation and Opportunity Act and the Strong Workforce program. Shared measures will help systems that share
a low-wage, low-skill population start thinking about leveraging their work together to create larger community
responses. State leaders evaluating consortia-level work should also consider the extent of strategically aligned
work and the demonstrable impact of AEBG in a region’s workforce development, human services, correctional
education, school district achievement, and Community College successes.

Improve AEBG data and accountability

The data collection and accountability process has been evolving since the beginning of AEBG, but it is not yet
where it should be. This is understandable, to some extent, because the $25 million for technology was
distributed, per the legislature, to individual consortia rather than used at the state level to build one unified
system.

The process below leverages existing data collection, performance measures, and goals to underpin a broad
framework for a new AEBG accountability system. It also includes incentives for serving AEBG’s community of
need. Creating the actual accountability system would require a group of experts working together to make
detailed recommendations to the AEBG office or legislature.

Data

Year one of data collection consisted of only reporting spending by program and objective as well as enrollment
numbers. No outcome data were collected. However, in our focus groups, we found that practitioners saw the
simple spending and enrollment data collection as “accountability.” We believe accountability should be stronger
and based primarily on student outcomes. It should include incentive components for serving community of need
sub-populations.

In part through our interim recommendations, AEBG has addressed the need for uniform data by requiring
consortia members to use CASAS’s TOPSPro system, which can collect data from multiple sources to create WIOA
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title Il reports for the federal government. In this case, it is being used to collect AEBG data uniformly throughout
the state for the purpose of AEBG accountability.

Measures

The next logical step is to collect existing WIOA outcome measures through TOPSPro. Measures would include
Educational Level funding gain by pre-test and post-test; credits or Carnegie units; and transition to
postsecondary, high school diploma, or equivalent. It would also add two Measurable Skill Gain measures: training
milestones and technical attainment. Employment and earnings data would be collected; WIOA measures include
employment and earnings in the second quarter after exit as well as employment in the third quarter.

Beyond WIOA, AEBG could leverage data aligned with postsecondary Perkins CTE data, which are already
collected for federal accountability, and non-credit Community College course completion, which are already
collected in CCCCO’s MIS. In 2016, a U.S. House-passed bill aligned Perkins CTE postsecondary measures with
WIOA measures. Consequently, these could be one and the same in the future.

Goals or targets

If these measures are agreed upon, there is the matter of goals or targets.’ Under WIOA, there is a complicated
regression adjustment model process, in addition to negotiating targets with Department of Labor Regional
Offices. This year, California already has title Il targets for EFL level gain, and the rest of the WIOA measures are
being collected as baseline for title I, so that they can set targets next year. That means that within a few years,
California will have title Il targets for all WIOA measures. This benchmark is a logical place to start for consortia
goals. It is preferable to another suggested method of having consortia set their own goals, which we don’t
believe would lead to ambitious enough targets. The statewide WIOA target would have to be modified for
individual consortia based on their community of need, but the existing title Il targets would anchor the target
setting.

With regard to postsecondary Perkins CTE and Community College course completion, there are likely known or
knowable goals that could be used to set AEBG goals.

Reports

The state should create three types of reports: state-level reports to share with legislators and other interested
parties; consortia-level reports for performance improvement purposes; and member-level reports, so that
members in a consortium can hold each other accountable and, after an appropriate appeals process, terminate
members who are not meeting performance targets.

Performance improvement

For consortia who are not meeting performance targets, the state should create a performance improvement
plan process and connect the consortia to the technical assistance provider to build capacity to increase
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performance. For members who are not meeting their targets, there should be a similar process at the consortia
level.

Performance bonus for serving community of need

In addition to the performance accountability system above for the yearly $500 million, CLASP believes that AEBG
consortia need an investment that can continue to grow with service. Consortia leaders have asked for inflation
adjustment increases to AEBG. Rather than adding to the grant, CLASP recommends an additional 6 percent
(approximately $30 million) in funding designated for a targeted performance bonus to give consortia incentives
to improve services to their community of need.

As discussed above, AEBG funding is distributed via formula based on “community of need,” which takes into
account six characteristics of the consortia areas’ populations:

e Educational Attainment (no high school diploma);
e Employment (unemployed adults);

e Adult Population (18 years and older);

e Poverty (household);

e Adult Literacy (7™ grade education level); and

e ESL (the ability to speak English).

The de facto assumption is that AEBG should improve outcomes for these populations; however, there is no
mechanism for measuring services or outcomes for members of this “community of need.” We suggest a two-step
process for incenting services and better outcomes for members of these sub-populations of the community of
need.

First, data on all five relevant sub-categories would need to be collected in TopsPro. Currently, educational
attainment, adult literacy, and ESL are already collected. Data on unemployed adults and household poverty
would have to be newly collected, and we assume that ‘adult population” does not need to be captured because
everyone receiving services would be adults. With this first step, TopsPRO would be able to capture the five
elements of community of need that are necessary to measure service or outcomes.

Second, California should provide a 6 percent increase that is distributed to consortia based on targeting services
to subpopulations of the community of need. This performance bonus would provide tangible incentives to target
the community of need, as even modest amounts of performance funding can motivate changes in behavior.
Modeling roughly on Tennessee’s and Ohio’s state postsecondary outcomes-based funding formulas,™ consortia
would get incentives when they serve an individual who is in one to five of the sub-populations. For example, a
consortium that serves an individual who is in one sub-population would receive a certain small incentive; a
consortium who serves an individual in two subpopulations would quality for a slightly larger incentive. The
incentives would increase for individuals with three and four sub-populations, and would be the largest for
individuals in all five subpopulations. An individual in none of the five subpopulations would receive no incentive
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above the regular funding formula. This incentive structure would be applied appropriately for each individual the
consortia serves.

Strengthen AEBG governance

AEBG is a cross-agency initiative supported by CDE and CCCCO leadership. AEBG practitioners and state staff
identify the governance differences between CDE/Adult Schools and CCCCO/Community Colleges as a source of
tension and confusion. CDE’s relationship with WIOA title Il providers centers primarily on compliance and
monitoring, and it has been difficult for CDE consultants to work within the flexibility of AEBG funding to support
innovation. Conversely, CCCCQ’s relationship with Community College Districts is generally one of providing funds
and allowing the Community College shared governance structure to define activities and performance.

In 2016, CDE and CCCCO leadership defined an AEBG Office Infrastructure consisting of CDE and CCCCO staff on
five teams: External Communications; Data, Accountability, and Reporting; Field Capacity Building; Fiscal; and
Governance and Policy. It is unclear how many staff from each agency is dedicated to these teams, but there is
clearly an imbalance of staff dedicated to the federal WIOA title Il funds at CDE and the much larger state
investment through AEBG. Those CDE and CCCCO staff dedicated to AEBG must demonstrate “system thinking”
to move beyond grant compliance to development of cross-system state and regional strategies. While AEBG's
newly selected supplemental service providers will now support some operational functions in these five areas, it
is not possible for contractors to lead cross-agency governance and policy decision making.

The AEBG Office needs to be empowered to issue joint guidance that is equally binding for Adult Schools and
Community Colleges. Failing that, California leaders will need to consider an alignment of the federal and state
fund governance into one agency."

Use AEBG to drive a comprehensive career pathways system

AEBG is a reimagining of adult education as a strategic partner in strengthening individual economic mobility and
regional economic competitiveness through communitywide skill development; however, far too many
stakeholders continue to see AEBG as a reinstatement of California’s Adult School funding to the pre-flexibility
service delivery model. There are critical steps needed to make AEBG an integral part of California’s talent
development pipeline.

Create educational pathways for adults through guidance on pathway
strategies for the transition from Adult School to Community College

In recent years, senior leadership investment in career and technical education has rejuvenated the CDE/CCCCO
CTE Joint Advisory committee. This joint CTE leadership can create the guidance necessary for secondary and
postsecondary providers to scale and sustain key 9-14 pathway strategies, such as dual enrollment, credit for prior
learning, and guided pathways.

Prosperity through Partnership 53
Opportunities for AEBG to Strengthen Systems and Communities



CENTER jor POSTSECONDARY and ECONOMIC SUCCESS « CLASP

AEBG legislation calls for “consortia to integrate their existing programs and create seamless transitions into
postsecondary education or the workforce” [California Ed Code 84830(d) (3)]. Consortia partners need state
guidance to accomplish this systemically. The Joint AEBG Office should create guidance on pathway strategies for
the Adult School to Community College transition, including incentives for dual enrollment for Adult School
students in Community College programs, and credit for prior learning guidance for non-credit CTE courses to
articulate into Community College awards. It should also issue clear guidance that all Adult Schools in a
Community College District should be listed on the CCD institutions’ online application systems and provide
guided pathway designs that include adult education students and bring the disparate departments in the CCCCO
together.

Promote CCC internal alignment efforts for equitable career pathways

The guided pathway strategy asks Community Colleges to create intra-institutional alignment. This is a critical
step in pathway development; however, as the U.S. Department of Education noted in discussion on WIOA
regulation, “intra-institutional articulation among courses does not necessarily always result in career pathways as
defined in [WIOA]**” which requires attention to sector strategies and supportive services. To build toward this
comprehensive delivery model, California’s investments in the Community College Basic Skills and Student
Outcomes Transformation Program, Student Success and Support Program (SSSP), and Student Equity Plans
(SEP) need to be combined with AEBG and Strong Workforce investments. CCCCO leaders need to bring together
staff who work on for-credit developmental education redesign with staff who work on non-credit basic skills and
staff who work on credit and non-credit CTE to find common ground and overlap in their work.

Further, the apportionment rate increase for non-credit Full Time Equivalent Student (FTES), which is now
consistent with the for-credit FTES reimbursement rate, has led to a dramatic planned increase in non-credit FTES
within some AEBG consortia. In fact, the March 2017 California Legislative Analyst’s Office report on the Effects of
Increases in Noncredit Course Funding Rates showed only minimal growth in non-credit CTE offerings; fully 86
percent of growth was concentrated in Career Development and College Preparation (CDCP) courses in ESL as well
as elementary and secondary education courses that are covered by AEBG funds.

There are certainly arguments to be made for non-credit CTE. True “skill builders” — those with existing
credentials and jobs who are seeking a quick route to building additional skill to enhance their economic
opportunities — can benefit from short CTE offerings. However, there is also a real risk to incentivizing more non-
credit CTE for AEBG populations who do not fit the “skill builder” profile and would instead benefit from
foundational skills and credit-based CTE courses that promote progression over time for true economic mobility.
Short-term academic credentials that do not “stack” toward higher levels of for-credit education are not a career
ladder. The AEBG Office should analyze patterns of course taking among AEBG participants to ensure adults
with foundational skill needs are gaining those skills and occupational skills in a manner that will build, over
time, toward higher levels of credentialing.

California leaders need to have frank discussions about the equity implications of building pathways in non-
credit for some target populations and other pathways in credit for other populations. Non-credit coursework is
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often the skill builder needed for individuals who already have academic credentials or strong foundational skills.
For those individuals without a high school equivalency or with foundational skill needs, non-credit coursework
can be one more barrier to advancing to college and career pathways. These conversations should include staff
creating guidance and incentive structures for SEP and SSSP funds, as equity and success are at the core of the
guided and career pathway system change work.

Aligning assessment and fees in AEBG is problematic because of confusion between Adult School courses and
Community College development education courses. Community College development education, while offering
the same course content as Adult Schools or non-credit Community College basic skills, is a tuition-based system
that is subject to Community College assessment protocols and benefiting from Community College FTES. The
question of whether or not such foundational skill courses should be offered for a form of “credit” that does not
transcript toward any academic award is at the heart of many state initiatives to shrink development education or
redesign its delivery. The AEBG Office cannot be tasked with California Community College development
education redesign. However, the AEBG Office should recommend that AEBG resources and AEBG
accountability, including standard assessments, be used for no-fee Adult School and Community College
courses.

Create CCCCO guidance on Ability to Benefit pathways

While California Board of Governor waivers have reduced the financial barrier for many low-income, low-skill
populations, using the Pell Grant Ability to Benefit (ATB) mechanism is a powerful strategy for Integrated
Education and Training (IET) and seamless transition. The ATB provision allows people without high school
equivalency to simultaneously work on high school equivalency and a CTE program of study within a ‘career
pathway’, defined in the Higher Education Act with the exact language used in WIOA. The AEBG Office should
guide CCCCO in providing clear guidance on ATB use across the CCC system in partnership with Adult Schools.

Design career pathways with WIOA core partners

Just as AEBG is an important part of a broader CCCCO conversation on guided and career pathways, it must also
play a key role in WIOA career pathway design and delivery. In fact, AEBG plans require “a description of the
alignment of adult education services supported by this program with those described in other education and
workforce plans guiding services in the region, including plans pertaining to the building of career pathways and
the employment of workforce sector strategies and those required pursuant to the federal Workforce Innovation
and Opportunity Act (Public Law 113-128)” [California Education Code 84906(b) (9)].

Most relevant to Adult Schools and Community Colleges is the educational innovation in career pathways—
integrated education and training (IET)—which requires foundational skill building, workforce preparation, and
workforce training delivered concurrently and an integrated set of outcomes. WIOA title Il partners, who will
deliver foundational skill building, are required members of AEBG consortia, as are CTE partners, who are the
primary providers of workforce training. Consequently, the consortia is uniquely positioned to coordinate this

Prosperity through Partnership 55
Opportunities for AEBG to Strengthen Systems and Communities



CENTER jor POSTSECONDARY and ECONOMIC SUCCESS « CLASP

strategy with local WIOA boards and WIOA title | youth and adult, title Ill job service (Callobs and CA Job Center
staff), and title IV vocational rehabilitation providers.

WIOA requires local workforce boards to convene their education partners to develop and implement career
pathways. ** Section 3(7) of WIOA includes the first-ever federal definition of the set of core activities that are
required in career pathways, and the same definition is now in the Higher Education Act as well. WIOA career
pathways need to represent the intersection of the education and workforce development systems' efforts to
serve individuals with barriers to employment in specific occupational sectors that are in demand in regional labor
markets. Core WIOA partners from EDD, CWDB, CDE, and AEBG staff should foster understanding and adoption of
WIOA'’s robust definition of career pathway programs at the local level.

The state agencies should determine whether partners have built career pathway programs that meet this
definition and offer infrastructure and guidance on defining and tracking participants who are on a "state-
recognized" career pathway. These considerations are especially critical:

e Define a process for recognizing local/regional career pathway programs, including how to verify that
a program meets all required elements of the WIOA career pathway definition.

o Define target populations for career pathway programs to include out-of-school youth, individuals
with disabilities, non-native English speakers, individuals with basic skill deficits, and others.

Supporting local development and implementation of career pathways will necessitate state policy and guidance
in key areas:

e Build pathway identifiers into administrative data systems so that individual participants can be
“flagged” as participating in a particular state-recognized program. Many benefits of adult education
require time. Having the ability to review longitudinal data on adult education participants should
reveal the interventions that made a difference. These data flags would need to be included in
TopsPro Enterprise, CCC MIS, EDD WIOA title IB, and human service data.

e Ensure that state-recognized career pathway programs are on California’s Eligible Training Provider
List, making them eligible for title I-B training funds.

AEBG legislation calls for the Employment Development Department (EDD) and the California Workforce
Investment Board (CWDB) to “provide any assistance needed to align delivery of services across state and regional
workforce, education, and job service programs” [CA ED Code 84917(b)(3)]. The AEBG Office, together with
partners in the California Employment Development Department (EDD) and the California Workforce
Development Board (CWDB), need to jointly develop IET and co-enrollment policies and guidance for local
providers to support best practice models of career pathways for low-income, low-skill adults.
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Strengthen ‘Priority of Service’ link between AEBG, WIOA, and Human
Services

The WIOA priority-of-service mandate provides an additional opportunity for AEBG leaders to support aligned
services. This requires programs to target services to low-income individuals, individuals with basic skill deficiency,
and public benefits recipients. AEBG should create its own priority-of-service guidance to ensure AEBG services
support and connect students to other public benefits. CalWorks' investment in education and training brings its
resources to adult education, but there needs to be a more strategic alignment of career services and support
services to achieve integrated services rather than duplicative efforts. Additionally, AEBG leaders need to ensure
their adult students are included in efforts to utilize CalFresh resources to support educational pathways via the
CalSuccess pilots.

Promote immigrant integration in AEBG

California’s awareness of the critical role of immigrants in its economy, as well as its focus on immigrant
integration strategies, is savvy and honorable. AEBG’s enhanced vision of pathways support non-native English
speakers’ academic achievement through language acquisition as well as high school and postsecondary
achievement. AEBG could play a larger role in immigrant integration through dedicated incumbent worker
Integrated Education and Training (IET) programs. Most immigrants are working, surviving and even thriving in
California jobs. IET programs designed with employers could help more immigrants achieve career advancement
and enhanced economic mobility. Additionally, AEBG supports a two-generational approach by providing direct
instruction for family members who support their elementary school children’s academic achievement.

California’s regional WIOA plans in areas with an immigrant population of 15 percent of more must detail
demographic information and strategies to serve this population. Further, the Employment Development
Department (EDD) and California Workforce Board’s Workforce Navigator Pilot Program will support five local
workforce service areas “to promote increased access, create/enhance program structure and availability, and
provide supportive services within the workforce system for California’s English Language Learner Population.”**
The strategies developed under this effort can support the AEBG directive for CDE and CCCCO senior leadership to
“seek advice from, and coordinate with, other state officials responsible for programs for adults.” The AEBG
Office should issue joint guidance with the Office of Immigrant Integration to further immigrant integration

career pathways.

Tie AEBG accountability to impact through the establishment of a cross-
system structure

Delineate and distinguish "populations" from "services"

AEBG funds only support 7 “programs.” While first year implementation data focused almost exclusively on head
counts of individuals served through these programs, even that input exercise led to clarity that the “program”
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areas are a mix of populations (adults with disabilities, unemployed adults, and native and non-native English
speakers) and service models (foundational skill building for high school completion, career technical education
for postsecondary credential attainment, workforce re-entry, family literacy, and pre-apprenticeship) and the
realization that population should not determine service model. In other words, being a non-native English
speaker should not mean a participant is unable to participate in pre-apprenticeship, workforce re-entry, family
literacy, career technical education, or foundational skill building for high school completion.

These conflated categories distort the picture of what is happening on the ground. Analysis of data collected in
the first year shows 30 percent of funds went to English as a Second Language (ESL) courses. Some people were
alarmed by this, believing it indicated much less attention being paid to ESL issues. However, population analysis
shows the majority of AEBG participants identified in non-native English speaking categories, with 53 percent of
enrollment in Spanish speaking populations. This would indicate that ESL populations are being served through a
variety of service models, not just traditional ESL classrooms, which is certainly an outcome AEBG promotes.

With the 2016-2017 accountability decision to align AEBG with WIOA title Il reporting under TopsPro Enterprise,
the AEBG Office should direct the use of data tags within TopsPro for individual participant characteristics
(individual with disability, English language learner, justice involved adult, etc.) and for course characterization
(pre-apprenticeship, workforce re-entry, CTE, family literacy, etc.). Creating these data tags will provide a more
concise picture of who is receiving AEBG services and what those services are. California’s Education Code should
be updated to support this updated fund reporting by course categorization rather than population.

Clarify fund reporting on AEBG's five objectives

The AEBG Office also requires consortia to describe the expenditure of funds used in the seven program areas to
accomplish five objectives: Seamless Transition; Gaps in Service; Accelerated Learning; Professional Development;
and Leveraging Structures. Compounding the confusion in program labels are the objective categories for Gaps in
Service and Accelerated Learning.

In the first-year report, 56 percent of resources were allocated to Gaps in Services. It is perfectly reasonable that
the influx of resources resulted in a great expansion of courses and services. Consortia coded the majority of
funds to these new courses. However, with stable funding in continuing years, funding Gaps in Services should not
need to be the primary focus. Either the AEBG Office should expect to see a dramatic drop in spending in this
category or should relabel the category as sustainability of service provision. Consortia will need guidance on
fund reporting for this category.

Similarly, Accelerated Learning needs refinement. As AEBG and other reform efforts seek to accelerate an
individual’s progress toward credential attainment and economic self-sufficiency, and career pathway definitions
in the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) and the Higher Education Act (HEA) clearly call for
programs that are organized for acceleration, AEBG leaders should provide guidance for AEBG practitioners and
their partners to differentiate compressed time from organized for acceleration strategies. For example, adult
education and CTE partners may take an existing one-semester program of study in welding that seeks to better
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serve more non-native English speakers without high school credentials and create a two-semester program that
integrates English language acquisition, high school equivalency preparation (e.g., GED), concurrent remediation
in math and other foundational skills, workforce preparation, and welding skill attainment. This would greatly
accelerate the current path for such students; it may otherwise take years of contextualized ESL and GED
coursework, followed by more years of CCC developmental education, for an individual to prepare to enter a
credit-based welding certification program. The powerful Integrated Education and Training acceleration
strategy needs to be explained, promoted, and incentivized. Otherwise, California risks creating more short-
term training that continues to leave low-skill individual without clear career pathways.

Align data definitions and processes among AEBG, WIOA title I, and
Community College providers

Consistent use of TopsPRO Enterprise with all AEBG providers will lead to alignment with WIOA title Il providers.
However, it will also be critical to align data element definitions (e.g., transition to postsecondary), data types
(e.g., administrative vs self-report) with data collection processes. Review of California’s Education Code by CDE
to support alignment is underway; this review should be expanded to CCCCO as well.

As the WIOA title Il agency, the California Department of Education Adult Education Office is currently re-
competing WIOA title Il funds and shaping new data reporting processes. As new adult education providers are
selected for a July 1, 2017 program start, all efforts must be made to ensure that the federal ‘supplement not
supplant’ funds truly work to complement the state AEBG investment.

Within AEBG consortia, Adult School and Community College partners need help establishing common protocols.
This is especially true in areas of accountability. For example, AEBG data will be collected through TOPSPRO; this is
an excellent alignment strategy, but it requires a standardized assessment compliant with NRS. However,
Community College partners in credit-based basic skills follow assessment protocols established by the Academic
Senate. The AEBG Office will need to use multiple versions of progress to accommodate the different providers
and the non-credit and credit structures at CCC.

Maximize the use of WIOA Measureable Skill Gains in AEBG

WIOA'’s performance measure, the Measurable Skill Gains (MSG), is an important interim measure that helps
incent services to those who might not achieve another work-based measure within a WIOA Program Year. It is
particularly important for adult education. A November 16, 2016 letter, sent to Adult Education Block Grant
Consortium Directors and Members from the Adult Education Block Grant Office regarding the submission of
Quarterly and Annual Performance Reports for AEBG, says: “Measurable skill gain must be based on federally
approved assessment tools on the federal register (http://www.nrsweb.org/docs/federalregistrarnotice 2015-

19847.pdf).” This is very unfortunate because the list of approved assessments does not measure the full set of
measurable skill gains in WIOA. Limiting MSG to test gains overlooks at least four, and as many as six, other ways
of achieving MSG. We urge the AEBG office to allow consortia to submit all five MSGs in WIOA joint regulations

Prosperity through Partnership 59
Opportunities for AEBG to Strengthen Systems and Communities


http://aebg.cccco.edu/Portals/1/docs/For%20AEBG%20Grantees/11.16.16%20Letter%20to%20Consortia%20re%20WIOA%20Alignment.pdf
http://www.nrsweb.org/docs/federalregistrarnotice_2015-19847.pdf)
http://www.nrsweb.org/docs/federalregistrarnotice_2015-19847.pdf)

CENTER jor POSTSECONDARY and ECONOMIC SUCCESS « CLASP

as well as the two subcomponents of Educational Functioning Level (EFL) gain described in the National

Reporting System (NRS) system but not covered by a standardized test.

By way of background, the Measurable Skill Gains definition in WIOA Joint Regulation reads: “The percentage of
participants who, during a program year, are in an education or training program that leads to a recognized

postsecondary credential or employment and who are achieving measurable skill gains, defined as documented

academic, technical, occupational or other forms of progress toward such a credential or employment.”

Depending on the type of education or training program, documented progress is defined as one of the following:

Table 17. Measurable Skill Gains Definitions

Data Element Name (on PIRL)

Skill Gain definition (in joint regulation)

Skill Gain Type (on joint reporting
template)

Educational Functioning Level
(EFL) gain

(i) Documented achievement of at
least one educational functioning level
of a participant who is receiving
instruction below the postsecondary
education level;

Achievement of at least one educational
functioning level of a participant who is

receiving educational instruction below

the postsecondary level

High School Diploma or
Equivalent

ii) Documented attainment of a
secondary school diploma or its
recognized equivalent;

Attainment of a secondary school
diploma or its equivalent

Secondary or Postsecondary
Transcript/Report Card

(iii) Secondary or postsecondary
transcript or report card for a sufficient
number of credit hours t