STATE OF MICHIGAN

Department of Labor and Economic Growth

Amendment and One-Year Extension*

to the

Michigan Adult Education State Plan

FY 2000 – FY 2004

Title II-Adult Education and Family Literacy Act

of the Workforce Investment Act (WIA) of 1998

*  To amend and extend Michigan’s Five-Year State Plan last amended in February 2004.

INTRODUCTION:

The Workforce Investment Act (WIA) of 1998 made significant changes in the nation’s employment and training programs through consolidation and re-alignment of workforce development activities and programs.  The Office of Adult Education of the Michigan Department of Labor and Economic Growth (DLEG) joins the workforce investment partnership eager to collaborate on many levels to bring a seamless service delivery to adult learners.  The greatest contribution Michigan Adult Education can make to the partnership, and more importantly, to the adult learners it serves, is to provide Michigan adults with opportunities to develop their literacy skills needed to qualify for further education, job training, or better employment and to reach their full potential as family members, productive workers, and citizens.  

Michigan’s State Plan for Adult Education and Family Literacy is being amended at this time due to four significant factors:

1. The U.S. Department of Education has given the states the option to extend their original Five Year State Plans for another additional year while awaiting reauthorization of the Workforce Investment Act of 1998.  After careful deliberations and considerations of other options, the State of Michigan decided to extend the continuation grant to the 2000-2004 sub-recipients for the program year 2006-2007. The revisions include performance level targets for 2006-2007 as directed by the U.S. Department of Education, to exceed the actual performance of the current year.

2. To include the new negotiated performance targets with OVAE for 2006-2007.

3. Michigan’s continued sluggish economic recovery and budget deficit has left adult education programs funding at $21m in FY 2005 and $20 FY 2004 a decline from $80,000,000 in FY 2003.  As a result, some services and activities were eliminated and some poor districts and providers closed their adult education programs.

4. Through a systematic and coordinated process for increasing communication between the State Adult Education Office, the local providers, and other partners, changes in programmatic and administrative policies and procedures have been developed that will clarify certain provisions and strengthen and better coordinate the delivery of services.

5. A new rigorous follow-up survey method that meets the criteria of the revised 2005 NRS requirements. 

6. A revised compliance and monitoring system for all local providers.

7. The exploration of innovative and creative ways of facilitating the delivery of adult education programs in the state.

While additional changes, including an updated state needs assessment, will be included when a new state plan is developed following reauthorization of WIA, the changes provided within this amended plan were deemed to be immediately necessary to ensure quality services during the next year.

The primary changes and/or additions include:

· Clarification in state approved assessment instruments to include Work Keys (Section 3.1)

· Addition of performance measures for program year 2006-2007 for negotiation and approval by the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Vocational and Adult Education. (Section 5.1)

· Reasons for projected performance goals for 2006-2007 negotiations (Section 5.3)

· Minor corrections in funding allocation process and continuation grant for 2006-2007 including street address for mailing grant applications (Section 6.5A & 6.5B)

· Clarification on payment to providers (Section 6.7)

Despite the budget cuts, the dedication of Michigan’s Adult Education providers, including local school districts, community based organizations, volunteer literacy programs, and community colleges, has remained steadfast.  Through ongoing communication with these organizations, as well as, the state’s Workforce Development Boards and other important stakeholders, Michigan’s Adult Education Program will continue to explore options during the coming year for strengthening its current capacity.  The end result will be an Adult Learning System that ensures:

· Responsiveness to the complex variety of adult learning levels, contexts, and needs;

· Use of performance standards to continuously improve program services;

· Optimal use of available funding;

· Flexibility in meeting the needs of each service area;

· Equitable funding targeted to areas of greatest need;

· Strong instructional and administrative staff that respond to the needs of the adult learners; and 

· Inclusion of public and private partnerships that engage practitioners and partners in planning and delivering services.

STATE PLAN COMPONENTS

(Deletions noted by strikethroughs.  Additions noted by bold and underlining.)

1.0 
Eligible Agency Certifications and Assurances

1.1 Certifications   (Mailed Separately)


1.2 Assurances   (Mailed Separately)


1.3  (Michigan is not doing the “Unified Plan”)

2.0 
Needs Assessment

Record-breaking low unemployment rates in many communities are averaging less than 3% with several at 1.8%.  Seven of 12 major urban labor markets, including Detroit, are all near or below 3%.  (Michigan Department of Career Development, Fourth Wednesday Report, Michigan Employment News, June 22, 2000).

Michigan’s record-breaking low unemployment rates averaging less than 3% in the year 2000 have been revised, it has been on a steady increase.  The unemployment rate has risen to an alarming 7.2% 7.3% (U.S. Department of Labor, December 2004).  The state’s monthly unemployment rate remains above the national rate of 5.4%. This increase is due in part by the state’s sluggish economy combined with   Despite this good news, there is a mismatch of skills. in the Michigan economy.  In 1950 roughly 60% of all jobs required little or no skills.  In 2000 that percentage has decreased to 15%. Thousands of well-paying technical jobs and training opportunities leading to those jobs are “going begging.”  Some businesses have reported closing due to the lack of such workers; all businesses report the lack of workers (including entry level and technically skilled) as their most significant business problem.  Among the reasons for this problem is that people who might be interested in such jobs frequently do not have sufficient basic skills either to qualify for the entry-level jobs or to benefit from training that leads to such jobs. 
This skills mismatch is not just a problem for employers.  This is a problem for our families and our communities.  Despite the unprecedented number of job opportunities available in Michigan, Many individuals have inadequate skills to earn enough to support themselves and their families. Thus, more concerted learning of basic competencies by a significant portion of Michigan’s adults is needed to assure that they can take advantage of the extensive array of jobs and training opportunities that Michigan offers now and promises to offer in the future.

Sections 2.1 and 2.2 of this plan summarize, on a statewide basis, the educational and literacy needs of Michigan’s adult population.  As pointed out earlier, regional Workforce Development Board needs will vary from region to region.  Each local strategic plan must address regional adult education needs and this information will be used to guide activities within each geographic area.  The environmental scanning and strategic planning information is reported to the Michigan Department of Career Development’s The strategic plan must be submitted to the Department of Labor and Economic Growth Policy Unit, which reviews and approves content and process.   Insufficient efforts are identified and technical assistance is provided to assist improvement of local planning efforts.  To date, the federal priorities for Adult Education and Family Literacy have been addressed by these local activities.

2.1
Individuals Most in Need
The 1996-1997 National Adult Literacy Survey (NALS) found that in Michigan, 18 percent of the total population is at Level 1, the lowest literacy level.  Adults scoring at Level 1 have insufficient reading, writing and computational skills considered necessary for functioning in everyday life.  Therefore, those individuals scoring below a Work Keys level 3 for reading and/or math or below 5th grade below an intermediate (ABE or ESL) educational functioning level (EFL) on a grade referenced  state-approved assessment will be considered most in need in Michigan.

2.2 Target Populations 

Individuals without a high school diploma, low-income individuals and displaced homemakers with inadequate basic skills, individuals with limited English proficiency, and inmates in correctional institutions are the target groups for Michigan adult education and literacy. Following are brief descriptions of the size of these various groups:

Number without a high school diploma.  Michigan’s total population in the 1990 Census was 9,295,297.  The following chart shows the breakout of the population by age.  Of the total population, 1.57 million Michigan adults age 18 and over do not have a high school diploma or it’s equivalent, and approximately 500,000 adults have attained less than an 9th grade education.  Because a high school education is widely thought to be the minimum credential for labor market success, the fact that 23% of persons 18 years and over have not completed 12th grade or its equivalent further provides perhaps the strongest justification for adult education and literacy programs in Michigan.
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According to the 2000 Census, Michigan’s total population of individuals 18 years of age and older was 7,345,849.  Of that population, 1.28 million Michigan adults do not have a high school diploma or its equivalent, and 320,092 adults have attained less than a 9th grade education.  Because a high school education is widely thought to be the minimum credential for labor market success, the fact that 17% of persons 18 years and over have not completed 12th grade or its equivalent provides perhaps the strongest justification for adult education and literacy programs in Michigan.
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Michigan has taken steps to increase the self-sufficiency of low-income adult learners who are educationally disadvantaged. As a leader in welfare reform, Michigan’s public assistance enrollments continue to decline beyond 30-year low levels (only 72,400 active cases remain open as of June, 2000).  Through “Project Zero”(flexible local strategies to bring caseloads down to zero) additional resources are available in every Michigan county to reduce this enrollment even further.  However, there are many “working poor” households as suggested by the 31.6% of Michigan’s K-12 pupils who participate in the subsidized lunch program. Now that welfare reform has reduced caseloads from 230,000 to 70,000 families through employment, the next step toward self-sufficiency is to increase the educational and skills levels that will enable former recipients to move up on a career ladder.  Adult education and literacy services are key components to a coordinated welfare reform effort in Michigan.

Approximately seven percent of Michigan’s population is considered learning disabled National Institute for Literacy (refer to the overview of 1992 results in The State of Literacy in America:  The National Adult Literacy Survey).  Michigan will continue to use Federal adult education and literacy services in conjunction with other state and local funds to address the needs of this population.

In 1995, a single parent headed one of four Michigan families with children.  (Michigan League for Human Services, Kids Count in Michigan 1997-98 Data Book.  Lansing, MI.).  Displaced homemakers, women who primarily are homemakers whose incomes are disrupted by divorce or separation, the death, long-term disability or unemployment of a spouse, or the loss of public assistance, number between 14-16 million nationally.  Ninety percent 90% of displaced homemakers under the age of 35 are displaced due to divorce or separation (Bureau of Labor Statistics and the Bureau of the Census, Worker Displacement during the Mid-1990s [Based on Revised Estimates] October 1996., Washington D.C.).  According to the 1990 Census, 48.1% of female head of household families with children under 18 years in Michigan, lived below the poverty level.  Michigan will address the needs of this population through coordination of adult education and literacy services with services available through Michigan Works! Service Centers.

According to the 19902000 Census report, approximately 60,000 110,287 Michigan adults age 18 and over had limited English proficiency.  Anecdotal evidence and local/regional strategic planning studies in Michigan suggest this population is growing rapidly.  Another indicator of the need for adult education is the number of children participating in school bilingual education.  During 1996-1997, 32,123 students participated in the State’s Bilingual Education programs.  Of these students, more than one-half spoke Spanish (16,067) as their primary language.  From communities primarily located in the Metropolitan Detroit area, other languages included: Arabic (6,781), Chaldean (2,408), Hmong (1,406), and Vietnamese (1,008).  (Michigan Department of Education, July 1998, 1996-1997 Bilingual Report).

According to the Michigan Department of Corrections (MDOC) 1998 Annual Report, most prisoners come into the system without a high school diploma.  MDOC spends more than $20 million annually on pre-college education, mostly ABE and GED with some vocational training.  Due to concerted effort by the MDOC, approximately 30 percent of all prisoners are enrolled in an academic or vocational program.  Educational success has been increasing and 1,800 prisoners earned a GED during the 1998 fiscal year.  However, approximately 18,000 of Michigan’s prisoner population are in need of literacy upgrading (1998 Michigan Department of Corrections Information Packet).  Michigan will use 5% of Federal Adult Education funds available under section 222(a)(1) of the Act to fund needed Michigan Department of Corrections adult education and literacy programs in state correctional institutions.  An additional 5% will be available to support other agencies in providing adult education and literacy programs in other correctional institutions such as county jails, reformatories, work farms, detention centers, halfway houses, and community-based rehabilitation centers.  Up to 10% of Michigan’s federal allocation available under section 222(a)(1) will be available to support basic education services in correctional and other institutionalized facilities.

3.0 Description of Adult Education and Literacy Activities
3.1 
Descriptions of Allowable Activities
Local adult education and literacy programs must address the priorities of the geographic area. ,as identified by the Workforce Development Board’s strategic plan.  The activities and percent of funds allocated for each activity will vary from region to region based upon an objective assessment of area needs, in terms of individuals with disabilities, educational attainment levels, English proficiency levels, economic status, household status, etc.  

Multi-year competitive One year continuation grants will be awarded to eligible service providers to provide at least one of the following activities: 

1) Adult education and literacy services, which may include workplace literacy services and job placement;

2) Family literacy services;

3)
Computer literacy;

4) 
English literacy programs; 

5)
English as a Second Language;

6)
General Education Development Test Preparation;

7)
High School Completion.

The State of Michigan will not have any criteria for determining children to be eligible for family literacy programs.  However, at least one adult in the family receiving family literacy programs must be eligible for at least one other Adult Education and Family Literacy service category. 

While the scope, content, and organization of activities may vary from region to region, priority for grant awards will be given to those with strategies for populations that include low income students, single parents and displaced homemakers, and individuals with multiple barriers to educational enhancement.  Local applicants are expected to monitor performance outcome information and adjust program content and design to continuously improve achievement.

In accordance with DLEG’s assessment policy, all adult students attending 12 hours or more, with the possible exception of work-based project adult learners, will be administered a standardized pre- and post-test to determine entry educational functioning levels (EFL) and accompanying learning gains.  The DLEG, Office of Adult Education has instituted an assessment policy: Beginning July 1, 2005, (April 1, 2005 for bridged participants) TABE 9/10, CASAS and Work Keys will be the only DLEG approved assessments. 

3.2 Special Rules



The Michigan Department of Career Development Department of Labor and Economic Growth supports and encourages the participation of all new and experienced adult education teachers, administrators and other relevant staff members to participate in a series of sustained and intensive high quality statewide professional development initiatives sponsored by the Department.  These activities are designed to provide participants with the professional skills and tools to help all adult students meet challenging standards of performance indicators, as well as, enhance the overall program quality of Adult Education programs.  To support the cost of participation in these state initiatives all federal continuation grant applicants that find they will exceed the 5 percent administrative costs cap will be permitted to negotiate with the Department for professional development costs that would exceed the cap. 


Where the cost limit of 5 percent allowed for planning, administration, personnel development, and interagency coordination is too restrictive to allow for adequate personnel development, the eligible provider may negotiate with the Department to determine an adequate level of funds to be used for this purpose.  
The Michigan Department of Labor and Economic Growth shall not use any funds made available under this subtitle for adult education and literacy activities for the purpose of supporting or providing programs, services, or other activities for individuals who are not individuals described in subparagraphs (A) or (B) of Section 203 (1), except that such agency may use such funds for such purpose if these programs, services, or activities are related to family literacy services. In providing family literacy services under this subtitle, an eligible provider shall attempt to coordinate with programs and services that are not assisted under this subtitle prior to using funds for adult education and literacy activities other than adult education activities [(Sec. 231)(d)].

3.3 
Descriptions of New Organizational Arrangements and Changes
Governor John Engler issued Executive Order #1999-12 to transfer Adult Education from the Michigan Department of Education to the Michigan Department of Career Development effective January 1, 2000.  (See Attachment B for a copy of this Order, and Attachment C for an organization chart.)  

On December 8, 2003, Governor Jennifer M. Granholm signed Executive Order #2003-18 that transferred the functions of the Michigan Department of Career Development to the Department of Labor and Economic Growth (See Attached copy of this Order).  With this transfer, the Michigan Department of Career Development Department of Labor and Economic Growth administers all WIA activities in Michigan. In addition, Michigan’s Work First (Welfare Reform) program is administered through the department.   At the local level, whereas the WIA Titles I, and III, and IV are administered through the Michigan Workforce Development Board’s Michigan Works! Service Centers, along with the Partnership for Adult Learning.  Title IV is administered through Michigan Rehabilitation Services. The spending authority for the 2002-2003 Partnership for Adult Learning funds ends on September 30, 2004.  Michigan Rehabilitation Services has co-located staff at every Michigan Works! Service Center. 

4.0 
Annual Evaluation of Adult Education and Literacy Activities
4.1 
Annual Evaluations

Program evaluation shall be conducted in numerous ways:

The Michigan Department of Career Development (MDCD) Department of Labor and Economic Growth (DLEG), Office of Adult Education requires the periodic entry of information about every adult education student into a web-based centralized electronic database, which is updated each time new data are entered.  The same central system is being used to track the progress of participants of other career development programs, such as WIA Title I and Work First (welfare reform). 

As is being planned for these other programs, an annual “report card” report of performance information will become public information and be reported provided to local Workforce Development Boards. for the purpose of updating their strategic plans and advising customers at one-stop centers. 

All state and federally funded adult education and literacy programs will use the National Reporting System format to report student performance data to MDCD DLEG, and MDCDDLEG will prepare each year the state’s report to the U.S. Department of Education.

As part of the Michigan Department of Career Development’s Department of Labor and Economic Growth’s annual strategic planning process, the Department department’s Policy Unit shall review and report analysis of data reporting program result measures and related factors.  This report is expected to include analysis concerning:  learning rates per hours of instruction; number of participants completing pre- and post-instruction assessment; number of participants attaining goals; amount of learning gains achieved; and most effective program models.  This report is expected to include analysis concerning hours of instruction, number of participants completing DLEG approved pre- and post instruction assessment, percentage of participants attaining goals, and percentage of learning gains achieved.
5.0 
Performance Measures


5.1
 Performance Measure Projections for Program Year 2006-2007
	Performance

Measure
	01-02 Goal
	01-02 Actual
	02-03 Goal
	02-03 Actual
	03-04 Goal
	03-04 Actual

	Core Indicator #1:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Beginning Literacy ABE
	19%
	13.91%
	20%
	16.95%
	21%
	19%

	Beginning Basic Education ABE
	20%
	21.26%
	21%
	19.49%
	22%
	21%

	Low Intermediate ABE
	21%
	29.12%
	22%
	24.23%
	23%
	21%

	High Intermediate ABE
	22%
	32.45%
	23%
	24.19%
	24%
	24%

	Low Adult Secondary ABE
	29%
	31.12%
	30%
	8.78%
	31%
	32%

	ESL Beginning Literacy
	19%
	39.04%
	27%
	44.70%
	28%
	46%

	ESL Beginning
	20%
	32.95%
	23%
	35.86%
	24%
	46%

	ESL Intermediate Low
	23%
	45.42%
	34%
	44.58%
	35%
	55%

	ESL Intermediate High
	24%
	35.58%
	30%
	39.20%
	31%
	52%

	Low Advanced ESL
	22%
	18.48%
	23%
	19.41%
	24%
	23%

	High Advanced ESL
	22%
	30.29%
	23%
	30.82%
	24%
	31%

	Core Indicator #2:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Placement in Postsecondary Education or Job Training
	30%
	35.45%
	31%
	50.95%
	32%
	50%

	Placement in Unsubsidized Employment
	32%
	53.58%
	34%
	56.91%
	36%
	45%

	Retention in Unsubsidized Employment
	50%
	48.53%
	53%
	46.69%
	56%
	56%

	Core Indicator #3
	
	
	
	
	
	

	High School Completion

(HS diploma & GED)
	25%
	37.74%
	26%
	31.84%
	27%
	36%


5.1 (Contd.)
 Performance Measure Projections for Program Year 2006-2007
	Performance

Measure
	04-05 Goal
	04-05

Actual
	05-06 Goal
	06-07

Goal

	Core Indicator #1:
	
	
	
	

	Beginning Literacy ABE
	22%
	21.19%
	22%
	22%

	Beginning Basic Education ABE
	23%
	23.06%
	23%
	24%

	Low Intermediate ABE
	30%
	25.38%
	30%
	30%

	High Intermediate ABE
	33%
	24.73%
	34%
	34%

	Low Adult Secondary ABE
	32%
	29.26%
	33%
	33%

	ESL Beginning Literacy ESL
	46%
	52.17%
	47%
	48%

	ESL Low Beginning ESL
	37%
	49.79%
	46%
	47%

	High Beginning ESL
	
	
	
	47%

	ESL Intermediate Low
	45%
	58.91%
	55%
	56%

	ESL Intermediate High
	40%
	51.50%
	52%
	52%

	Low Advanced ESL
	25%
	27.45%
	25%
	N/A

	High Advanced ESL
	32%
	34.43%
	33%
	34%

	Core Indicator #2:
	
	
	
	

	Placement in Postsecondary Education or Job Training
	40%
	49.40%
	46%
	47%

	Placement in Unsubsidized Employment
	40%
	58.33%
	43%
	44%

	Retention in Unsubsidized Employment
	40%
	31.90%
	43%
	44%

	Core Indicator #3
	
	
	
	

	High School Completion

(HS diploma & GED)
	39%
	26.52%
	40%
	40%


5.2 Levels of Performance for 2006-2007

In determining 2006-2007 performance measures for the three core indicators, DLEG analyzed the performance goals for the current year 2005-2006, and the trend data.  Table 5.1 illustrates the goals and performance results from years 2001-2002, 2002-2003, 2003-2004, and 2004-2005 in addition to performance targets for the current year (2005-2006) and projection for 2006-2007. Based on the analysis of the trend data (described in 5.3) and the directive from the Office of Vocational and Adult Education (OVAE), U.S. Department of Education to ensure that projected target levels demonstrate an improvement from the previous year’s actual performance, the target levels for 2006-2007 are proposed. 


Levels of Performance for First Three Years
MDCD reported adult education performance data to the U.S. Department of Education (USDE) for FY 2000 in order to establish a baseline.  Based on these results and comparing them with other states, MDCD negotiated performance standards with USDE for an additional two years.  These appear in the chart above in Section 5.1 and indicate (1) the minimum percent of enrollees who shall complete one, or advance one or more skill levels on state-approved measures or assessments, and (2) the minimum percent of participants who will achieve their goal. 

5.3 
Factors

· The following performance targets are being proposed to the U.S. Department of Education, OVAE for the program year 2006-2007. The reasons for the proposed levels are described in the following clusters: ABE, ESL, GED/HSC, and Placement in Post Secondary/Training and Work Related Goals.  


5.1 (Contd.)
 Performance Measure Projections for Program Year 2006-2007
	Performance

Measure
	04-05 Goal
	04-05

Actual
	05-06 Goal
	06-07

Goal

	Core Indicator #1:
	
	
	
	

	Beginning Literacy ABE
	22%
	21.19%
	22%
	22%

	Beginning Basic Education ABE
	23%
	23.06%
	23%
	24%

	Low Intermediate ABE
	30%
	25.38%
	30%
	30%

	High Intermediate ABE
	33%
	24.73%
	34%
	34%

	Low Adult Secondary ABE
	32%
	29.26%
	33%
	33%

	ESL Beginning Literacy ESL
	46%
	52.17%
	47%
	52%

	ESL Low Beginning ESL
	37%
	49.79%
	46%
	49%

	High Beginning ESL
	
	
	
	49%

	ESL Intermediate Low
	45%
	58.91%
	55%
	56%

	ESL Intermediate High
	40%
	51.50%
	52%
	52%

	Low Advanced ESL
	25%
	27.45%
	25%
	N/A

	High Advanced ESL
	32%
	34.43%
	33%
	34%

	Core Indicator #2:
	
	
	
	

	Placement in Postsecondary Education or Job Training
	40%
	49.40%
	46%
	49%

	Placement in Unsubsidized Employment
	40%
	58.33%
	43%
	50%

	Retention in Unsubsidized Employment
	40%
	31.90%
	43%
	44%

	Core Indicator #3
	
	
	
	

	High School Completion

(HS diploma & GED)
	39%
	26.52%
	40%
	40%


ABE

· 2005 fiscal year was the first time the state of Michigan ran Table 4B (refer to the Table below) that segregated statewide performance for pre and post tested participants.  The segregated data showed Michigan exceeded all performance targets and was comparable to the national median and average for participants who were pre and post-tested. In contrast, the data of all participants enrolled in adult education programs -- Table 4 (unduplicated enrollment) showed a different picture

· For example, the state’s performance in all 5 ABE categories placed Michigan in the 4th Quartile when compared to other states. The State has been concerned with the lagging performance on adult basic education and has looked into the causation factors. The low performance can be attributed to a variety of reasons such as: 

· The primary reason is lack of post testing;

· Lack of funds to provide the necessary resources, especially one-on-one to the very low literates;

· The increased number of low reading participants in that segment that need more support services; 

· Teachers/instructors lack of skills and knowledge to deal with adults with learning disabilities;

· Table 4B has shown that data quality and management has a huge impact on performance outcome. For instance, in 2004-2005 the Michigan Department of Corrections (MDOC) instituted a new data reporting system that showed all 6,739 participants as pre-tested but had no post-test, therefore, made zero EFL gain or goal attainment. In other words, MDOC accounted for 43% of participants who missed the state negotiated performance levels; 

· Now that we have segregated that data the state has identified low and high performing schools and is developing strategies to tackle this problem: 1) Target schools that failed to pre and post test their participants; 2) Provide teachers/instructors with instructional strategies on how to teach participants with learning disabilities; and, 3) Conduct professional development for teachers, instructors, or volunteer tutors and challenge their knowledge and beliefs about teaching low level adult illiterates. . Based on pre and posttest results, in 2005-2206 the state rewarded schools/providers with high rates of pre and posttests with additional carry-over or rollover funds. 
NRS Table 4B: Pre and Post Tested Participants
	Benchmarks
	2004-05 State Actual 
	2004-05 Federal Goal

	Beginning ABE Literacy
	50.49%
	22.00%

	Beginning ABE Education
	64.37%
	23.00%

	Low Intermediate Basic Education
	60.82%
	30.00%

	High Intermediate Basic Education
	49.46%
	33.00%

	Low Adult Secondary Education
	49.39%
	32.00%

	High Adult Secondary Education
	52.48%
	N/A

	
	
	

	Beginning ESL Literacy
	63.36%
	46.00%

	Beginning ESL 
	63.70%
	37.00%

	Low Intermediate ESL
	74.34%
	45.00%

	High Intermediate ESL
	66.22%
	40.00%

	Low Advanced ESL
	37.80%
	25.00%

	High Advanced ESL
	54.07%
	32.00%


ESL

· In contrast to the low ABE performance, Michigan’s ESL performance is either comparable to the national median/average, or at the 4th Quartile. The target levels proposed for 2006-07 are lower than the actual performance for these reasons:

· Since Michigan is at the 4th Quartile in all ESL categories it is reasonable to increase the percentage point with caution;

· Nobody is confident how long the high ESL performances would be sustained;

· Most ESL classes are tuition-driven for the manufacturing industries and these jobs are fast disappearing in the state;

· With Michigan’s dwindling economy immigrants may start migrating to other job-creating states;

· The introduction of low and high beginning ESL may disorganize or disrupt the flow in the next program year;

· The State Correctional Facilities are still having problems with their new data reporting system and that may negatively impact the overall performance.

GED/HSC

· The drop in performance was caused primarily by the Department of Corrections data set. For instance, in 2004-2005 the state correctional facilities enrolled 6,739 participants who were never post-tested that contributed 43% of zero EFL gain or goal attainment;

· Most schools/providers are still struggling with proper placement of participants in the appropriate educational functioning level based on ability. Most ABE participants are placed in GED preparatory classes with the goal of obtaining GED that are not prepared for the rigors of completing the GED program;

· Conversely, most GED participants who obtained their GED never made goal attainment because the primary goal was “To Improve Literacy”.

Placement in Post Secondary/Training and Work Related Goals

· Out of 17,030 only 106 had a primary goal of job placement and 35 improve or retain a job. These results are based on surveys that have to be verified. The data seems problematic and difficult because it requires follow-up;

· The disappearing manufacturing jobs and high unemployment rate in 2005 (about 6.7% higher than the national average) is also a factor especially in the heavily populated Southeast Michigan;

· Schools/providers are having difficulty dealing with work-related goals (either workforce or workplace) because of the follow-up that is associated with it. Providers primary focus is still to educate and not to train for a job’. The state is aggressively working with the field to find a solution. 

· The state has scheduled training and awareness programs to address this issue.

The state has continued to build teacher quality and capacity, develop better relationships with the Literacy Councils and the ABE Advisory Group, and provide more targeted professional development opportunities on strategies and techniques for teachers and instructors at the grassroots level. For instance, Michigan is offering a statewide teacher training institute in 06/07 dealing with adult learning theory for all adult education teachers/instructors. 

Finally, the failure of schools to report participants’ pre and post test results into MAERS (that builds the NRS tables) at the appropriate time, still poses challenges to the local providers because of high staff attrition rate, cost of running the program, schools’ limited knowledge and understanding about the importance of NRS and accountability. 

These targeted activities should reverse the trend of low performance in the ABE categories.
The chart in Section 5.1 was developed in a three-step process designed to compare performance levels to other related programs, as well as to take into account the characteristics of participants and the services or instruction to be provided:

a. On May 18-19, 2000, a “dialogue” among more than 30 knowledgeable representatives from MDCD and the adult education and workforce development communities was convened in East Lansing to review the factors and to propose a statewide performance level to the U.S. Department of Education.

b. The Michigan Department of Career Development program staff, policy staff, and Department Director reviewed this proposal in regard to departmental priorities and the performance of related programs serving adult education target groups; and 

c. The performance factors were compared to the performance levels set by other States and negotiated with the United States Department of Education.

MDCD will encourage continuous improvement among adult education providers through professional development, pilot projects, program evaluation, and publicity about best practices and local performance by adult education providers.

6.0 
Procedures for Funding Eligible Providers

The U.S. Department of Education has given the states the option to extend their original Five Year State Plans for an additional year while awaiting reauthorization of the Workforce Investment Act of 1998.  After deliberate considerations of its options the State of Michigan decided to extend the continuation grant to the sub-recipients for the program year 2006-2007. The revisions include performance target levels for 2006-2007 as directed by the U.S. Department of Education to exceed the actual performance of the current year.

6.1 
Applications  

The Michigan Department of Career Development Department of Labor and Economic Growth will review all proposals submitted for instructional program grants.  Representatives from Michigan’s 25 Workforce Development Boards will assist with the review process.  Grant applications shall include:

​


1)
How the proposed program and activities will address the needs and priorities identified in the regional Workforce Development Board Plan Areas.  (This is a state-imposed policy.)


2)
A description of how awarded funds shall be spent, including a budget and budget narrative;

3)
A description of any cooperative arrangements the eligible provider has with other agencies, institutions, or organizations for the delivery of adult education and literacy activities and;

3) A signature page containing the signatures of Workforce Development Board chair and the Education Advisory Group chair indicating that they are aware of the application and the intent of the applicant to serve the same geographic area. (This is a state-imposed policy.)

4) A description of the accuracy, quality and history (trend) of student data that includes how data is collected, validated, and verified as complete.
The application review and grant award selections will be based upon the extent to which the proposal meets state and national policies, regulations and priorities, and the regional priorities. resulting from the Workforce Development Boards’ environmental scanning and strategic planning processes.
To allow the greatest local decision-making flexibility, funds under Section 231 (Grants and Contracts for Eligible Providers) may be used for the provision of instruction below the postsecondary level for individuals who:

- Have attained 16 years of age;

- Are not enrolled or required to be enrolled in secondary school under state law;

- Lack sufficient mastery of basic educational skills to enable the individuals to function effectively in society, including those individuals who have the lowest levels of literacy skills in reading and mathematics.
- Do not have a secondary school diploma or its equivalent and have not achieved an equivalent level of education; or, 

- Are unable to speak, read, or write the English language.

In Michigan, due to state policy that seeks to drive as much decision-making as possible to the local level, applicants must indicate how their proposed activities address priorities resulting from the local environmental scanning and strategic planning processes.   At the same time, an important target group emerging from state data analysis is individuals at the lowest levels of literacy.  An important target group emerging from state data analysis is comprised of individuals at the lowest levels of literacy, including limited English proficient adults.  Not less than 20 percent of federal funds will be utilized for basic education for the least literate unless documentation is provided by local Workforce Development Boards assuring that this population is small enough to warrant a lesser percentage of funds.

6.2 
Eligible Providers
Eligible providers for a grant or contract are:

1) A local educational agency;

2) A community-based organization of demonstrated effectiveness;

3) A volunteer literacy organization of demonstrated effectiveness;

4) An institution of higher education;

5) A public or private nonprofit agency;

6) A library;

7) A public housing authority;

8) A nonprofit institution that is not described in any of these subparagraphs and has the ability to provide literacy services to adults and families; and

9) A consortium of the agencies, organizations, institutions, libraries, or authorities   described in any of the items (1) through (8).

6.3 Availability of Funds  (This is a state-imposed policy.)

Funds shall be allocated directly by the Department of Career Development to eligible applicants according to local Workforce Development Board geographic service areas.  The allocation formula appears earlier in this document.  No such eligible service area shall receive less than $70,000. 

6.4
Notice of Availability
The Michigan Department of Career Development Department of Labor and Economic Growth will inform eligible providers through electronic means and direct mailings of the availability of funds and the method of applying for funds to offer programs of instruction.  Previous fund recipients and state association staff shall be included in these mailings.  Associations representing literacy groups and adult educators shall be advised about the continuation grant announcement of application opportunities.  Also, grant applications will be posted on the web site for the Michigan Department of Career Development. Department of Labor and Economic Growth web site.
6.5 
Process
A.  Funding Allocation Process: 

The initial current federal funding formula being used in Michigan consists of the following:

a) Thirty-four percent of the available funds multiplied by the proportion of the Family Independence Agency caseload in the local Workforce Development Board region compared to the statewide Family Independence Agency caseload; 

b) Thirty-three percent of the available funds multiplied by the proportion of the number of persons in the local Workforce Development Board region over age 17 who have not received a high school diploma compared to the statewide total of persons over age 17 who have not received a high school diploma.

c) Thirty-three percent of the available funds multiplied by the proportion of the number of persons in the local Workforce Development Board region over age 17 for whom English is not a primary language compared to the statewide total of persons over age 17 for whom English is not a primary language.

B.
Continuation Grants for 2006-2007

While a revised funding formula is being developed for future use (when WIA Title II is reauthorized), current eligible grantees will receive continuation grants for 2006-2007 based on their previous year grant award, current procedures and availability of funds.  

To receive funding in 2006-2007, current grantees will submit a 2004-2005 final report that includes an analysis of program performance, strategies for improvement, and final budget   The amount of funding for 2006-2007 grantees will be contingent upon the availability of federal funds and program performance.
All proposals will be submitted to:

Michigan Department of Career Development 

Michigan Department of Labor and Economic Growth
Office of Adult Education Office
P.O. Box 30714

Lansing, Michigan 48909

OR

Office of Adult Education

201 North Washington Square

Victor Bldg., 3rd Floor

Lansing, MI 48913
Applications will be due four weeks or more a minimum of four weeks after copies are mailed to eligible applicants, or after the program is announced on the MDCD DLEG website.

6.6 
Evaluation of Applications  (This is a state-imposed policy)
(a)
In awarding grants or contracts under this section, the Department of Career Development Department of Labor and Economic Growth shall consider:

1) The degree to which the eligible provider will establish measurable goals 
consistent with the National Reporting System;

2) The degree to which the eligible provider addresses the needs and priorities 
identified in the Workforce Development Board’s Strategic Plan;

3)
The past effectiveness of an eligible provider in improving the literacy skills of adults and families, and, after the 1-year period beginning with the adoption of an eligible agency’s performance measures under Section 212 of AEFLA, the success of an eligible provider receiving funding under this subtitle in meeting or exceeding such performance measures, especially with respect to those adults with lower levels of literacy;

4)
The commitment of the eligible provider to serve individuals in the community who are most in need of literacy services, including individuals who are low-income, or have minimal literacy skills, or require special accommodations such as the open entry and open exit programs; and,

5)
Whether or not the program is of sufficient intensity and duration for participants to achieve substantial learning gains; and uses instructional practices, such as phonemic awareness, system phonics, fluency, and reading comprehension that research has proven to be effective in teaching individuals to read;

6)
Whether the activities are built on a strong foundation of research and effective educational practice;

7)
Whether the activities effectively employ advances in technology, as appropriate, including the use of computers;

8)
Whether the activities provide learning in real life contexts to ensure than that an individual has the skills needed to compete in the workplace and exercise the rights and responsibilities of citizenship;

9)
Whether well-prepared instructors, counselors, and administrators staff the activities;

10)
Whether the activities coordinate with other available resources in the community, such as establishing strong links with elementary schools and secondary schools, postsecondary educational institutions, one-stop centers, job training programs, and social service agencies.

11)
Whether the activities offer flexible schedules and support services such as child care and transportation) that are necessary to enable individuals, including individuals with disabilities or other special needs, to attend and complete programs;

12)
Whether the activities maintain a high-quality information management system that has the capacity to report participant outcomes and to monitor program performance against the eligible agency performance measures; and whether historical student data has been reviewed to ensure that accurate, complete and valid student data will be collected, reported, and utilized;

13) Whether the local communities have a demonstrated need for additional English literacy programs.

(b)  In addition to the review criteria in Section 6.6(a) above, the Michigan Department of Career Development shall award grants based upon consideration of additional accountability factors that appear in the state’s Partnership for Adult Learning (PAL) program:

1) The ability of the provider to assess individuals using assessment tools approved by the Department and listed in the Appendix, and to develop individual adult learner plans from these assessments for each participant.

2) The ability of the provider to retain participants and to conduct continuing assessments to determine participant progress toward achieving the goals established in individual adult learner plans.

3) Whether the provider has the capacity to utilize an information management system provided by the Department and to report participant outcomes and monitor program performance against approved performance measures and standards.

4) The ability and willingness of the provider to report the total number of instructional contact hours for each participant between the initial and exit assessments.

6.7  Payments to Providers

Payments to providers will be contingent on meeting contractual requirements set forth by the Department that are consistent with requirements of the Partnership for Adult Learning (PAL) program, as authorized by Section 108 of the State School Aid Act 297 of 2000, within a local area or region.  

 Department of Career Development  as part of approved Workforce Development Board Environmental Scans and Strategic Career Development Plans.
Annual renewal of the multi-year contract is contingent on a provider meeting learning gain performance standards that Michigan has negotiated with the U.S. Department of Education
Funds are awarded on a multi-year basis.  Payments to providers are based upon an approved grant budget from the Department of Labor and Economic Growth, Office of Adult Education.  Providers request funds via the Michigan Department of Educations’ MEIS system.  The system tracks a provider’s approved grant budget and calculates payments to providers based upon:  cumulative year-to-date expenditures, plus 30 day cash needs, less cash received year-to-date.  Payment requests are processed twice weekly, and providers normally receive payment within 3 to 4 business days.  The Department of Labor and Economic Growth, Office of Adult Education monitors payments to providers weekly, and reconciles year-end reports of expenditures to payments received to ensure compliance with the terms of the approved grant budget.  At the end of each year of the funding cycle, grantees will submit a final report analyzing program performance, suggesting areas for improvement, and final budget.  The subsequent year of funding will be contingent upon the availability of federal funds and program performance.
7.0
 Public Participation and Comment
7.1 
Description of Activities
Activities conducted to meet this requirement are:

1) Targeted “dialogue” events to engage state staff, local service providers, and related others in reviewing best and most current information related to a topic and then mutually discussing related state policy decisions.  For example, this method was used to develop initial performance measures on May 18 & 19, 2000.

2)
Conducted public comment period to include:

- Notice of public comment period provided to state associations and Adult Education Advisory Group members, related state programs, etc.

- Photocopies of state plan provided upon request;

- Informational meeting held with over 250 people attending; 

- Electronic copies of state plan provided to professional associations of adult educators for posting on their web sites, and;

- Adult Education Advisory Group meetings.

- See Attachment D for discussion of results of public meetings. 

3) Public comments were recorded, summarized, and reviewed prior to finalizing the State Plan.  

Activities conducted to meet this requirement for the amended state plan include:

1) A statewide memorandum sent in December, 2003 to current adult education grantees to request recommendations for changes and/or additions to the current State Plan,

2) A series of Practitioner Taskforce Meetings to gain input and recommendations from the field on necessary changes,

3) Posting of the amended State Plan changes on the DLEG website,

4) Statewide news release to announce the posting of the draft amended State Plan and to request feedback,

5) Presentation to the State Workforce Development Board for comments.

6) Submission of the draft State Plan to the Governor’s office for review and comment, and

7) Review and incorporation of appropriate recommendations into the final amended State Plan.

7.2 
Governor’s Comments  
A copy of this plan amendment has been submitted to the Governor for review and comment.  Any comments received will be forwarded to the Secretary of the U.S. Department of Education

8.0
Descriptions of Program Strategies for Populations
8.1 
Strategies
Two related types of strategies will devise innovative programs to serve various population cohorts:

1) The Michigan Department of Career Development shall instigate and evaluate innovative pilot projects, such as Operation Fast Break; and shall collaborate with other cabinet departments in devising programs to meet the unique needs of such populations as Michigan Department of Corrections residents, who are not appropriately served by Workforce Development Board-related services.

1)2)In their competitive grant applications, local adult education programs shall be required to reference Environmental Scanning and Career Development Strategic Plans developed by the Michigan Workforce Development Boards and their Education Advisory Groups.  Applications will cite the most strategic local needs for Adult Education and Literacy services for low income students; individuals with disabilities; single parents and displaced homemakers; and individuals with multiple barriers to educational enhancement, including individuals with limited English proficiency.

2)
Local adult education programs shall analyze program and enrollment data to determine the degree to which they are serving specific target populations identified in the strategic plans.  Based on the analysis results, strategies will be developed to address  identified gaps.

3)
Performance and program data will be analyzed to identify strengths and challenges in program delivery in meeting the needs of specific target populations.  Continuous improvement plans will include strategies for strengthening program delivery in identified areas of need.

9.0 
Integration with Other Adult Education and Training

9.1 
Description of Planned Integrated Activities
To more fully meet this federal requirement for integrated services, Michigan will collaborate with involve local Workforce Development Boards in the operation of Adult Education and Literacy Act-funded activities in the following ways:

1) 
Locally developed Career Development System Environmental Scans and Strategic Plans (involving all adult education, career development, and employment and training activities) will provide the basis for Workforce Development Boards to assist state staff in the review of competitive grant applications; 
1) Michigan’s more than 100 one-stop centers with fully integrated federal programs will be informed by their administrators, the Workforce Development Boards, about referrals to Adult Education and Literacy Act-funded activities; and the one-stops will recruit, assess, provide information about, refer, and possibly enroll candidates in appropriate adult education programs.
8) Workforce Development Boards will provide local administration of the new 
state-funded Partnership for Adult Learning program and Operation Fast Break 
pilot projects. 

2)
Education Advisory Groups appointed by the Workforce Development Board shall be encouraged to arrange post-secondary education or training for adult education completers.
3)
The Michigan Department of Career Development Department of Labor and 
Economic Growth is responsible for administering all of the state’s Adult 
Education programs.  Individual student data for all Adult Education programs, 
including activities authorized by Section 107 and 108 of the State School Aid 
Act will be recorded on the web-based reporting system.  Policy analysis and 
reporting shall include information from all programs.  Further, this information 
can be shared locally to facilitate coordinated service delivery.
9.2
State Unified Plan
Michigan is not submitting a unified plan.  The Michigan Department of Career Development Department of Labor and Economic Growth is instigating and facilitating local, decentralized planning by Workforce Development Boards to best assure local needs are met.

10.0 
Description of the Steps to Ensure Direct and Equitable Access
10.1
Description of Steps
As required by federal regulation:

1)
all eligible providers shall have direct and equitable access to apply for grants or contracts under this section; and

2)   the same grant or contract announcement process and application process is used for all eligible providers in the State.

Every grant award instrument will require assurance that:  Adults of varying race, color, disability, creed, sex, age, economic status, English proficiency, or geographic location will have access to adult education and family literacy programs.

10.2 
Notice of Availability
DLEG will use the same steps outlined in Section Six (6.1-6.5) to publicize opportunities for funding and ensure direct and equitable access for eligible providers. Upon request, the department will provide necessary information to any eligible agency.

Information about the availability of adult education programs will be assured at every one of Michigan’s more than 100 one-stops (Michigan Works! Service Centers) which already are barrier free and required to assure no discrimination.

11.0
Programs for Corrections Education and other Institutionalized Individuals

Current state appropriations to the Michigan Department of Corrections and to the Michigan Department of Family Independence Agency for youth facilities shall be coordinated with Michigan Department of Career Development Department of Labor and Economic Growth program activities.

11.1
Types of Programs
Any eligible Adult Education and Literacy activity can be supported including High School Completion, English as a Second Language, GED, English Language/Civics or Adult Basic Education.

11.2
Priority
Residents of state correctional facilities from throughout the state are not likely to be identified as priorities by local Workforce Development Boards. in their Career Development Strategic Plans.  (For example, many prisoners in the Upper Peninsula will be more likely to return to the Southeastern Michigan labor market than to remain in Northern Michigan).  Therefore, the Michigan Department of Career Development Department of Labor and Economic Growth will support the Michigan Department of Corrections and the Michigan Family Independence Agency in establishing priorities for service to those adult education students with the lowest educational attainment and the greatest probability of increasing educational attainment and returning to the labor force.  Further, Michigan Public Act 320 or of 1998 indicates “a prisoner whose minimum terms of imprisonment is two years or more shall not be released on parole unless he or she has earned a high school diploma or earned its equivalent in the form of GED Certificate.”

DLEG will support agencies/providers that give priority to programs serving individuals who are likely to leave correctional institutions within five (5) two (2) years of participation in adult education programs.

11.3
Types of Institutional Settings
Correctional facilities operated by the Michigan Department of Corrections (MDOC) for adults and by the Michigan Family Independence Agency for youth will be invited to participate.  Types of institutions may include prison, reformatory, work farm, jail, detention center, halfway house, boot camp or similar institution.  County jail facilities may continue to be served by local adult education programs.  The total funds allocated to Adult Education for all correctional students will not exceed the 10% of 82.5% (Section 222(a)(1)) maximum allowed by federal regulation.

Consistent with the final report submitted to the OVAE of USDOE for the program year 2004-2005, the MDOC newly instituted data collection and reporting system has not been compatible with the Michigan Adult Education Reporting System (MAERS) making the batching process very cumbersome. In addition, the MDOC has not purchased the appropriate assessment test TABE 9/10 for the assessment of inmates who are participating in adult education programs this current program year 2005-2006. This unfortunate development will affect the state’s overall performance. 

12.0
State Leadership Activities 

12.1
Description of Activities
In accordance with the Adult Education and Family Literacy Act, no more than 12.5% of the grant funds awarded to a state may be used for state leadership activities.

Funds for state leadership activities may be used for contracted services, grants, or other staff activities to achieve Michigan’s goals to strengthen the capacity for adult education described in Section 3.0 of this plan, especially: 

1) To facilitate consistent and valid measurement of learning attained by students; 

2) To expand program design options for accelerated learning. For example, online learning for GED/HSC, credit recovery for HSC completion, and distance learning for single parents. Credit recovery enables students to accelerate through the course, focusing on material that is not yet mastered, rapidly recovering credits;
3) To improve skills of Adult Educators (including professional development); and

4) To provide program planning and/or coordination activities.

12.2
Description of Planning and Coordination for Unified Plan Only
Michigan is not submitting a unified plan.  The Michigan Department of Career Development Department of Labor and Economic Growth is instigating and will continue to facilitate the development and ongoing practice of local planning by Workforce Development Boards to best meet locally significant needs.

12.3
Description of Activities under Section 427 of the General Education Provisions Act (GEPA) 

Every grant award instrument will require assurance by all local service providers that: “Adults of varying race, color, disability, creed, sex, age, economic status, English proficiency, or geographic location will have access to adult education and family literacy programs.”  The Michigan Department of Career Development Department of Labor and Economic Growth’s stated policy, disseminated to all staff and to all local service providers, is to assure no discrimination on the basis of race, color, disability, creed, sex, age, or economic status.

12.4
One-Stop Participation
The Michigan Department of Career Development Department of Labor and Economic Growth has approved a standardized minimum format for a Michigan Works! System, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to be signed by every Workforce Development Board and every Provider of adult education.  These local agreements can include descriptions of collaboration regarding Adult Basic Education, English as a Second Language (ESL), assessment, support services, Family Literacy, High School Completion, GED preparation and testing, career preparation and job placement in accordance with the provisions of section 121(c)(2) of Title 1 of the Workforce Investment Act of 1998.  The types and extent of local collaboration between Adult Education and Family Literacy programs and the more than 100 Michigan Works! Service Centers are expected to vary significantly over time and by geographic location.

13.0  
English Language/Civics (This is a new federal-funding category with state-imposed 
policy.)

Up to the amount separately appropriated and allocated to Michigan by the federal government will be made available for statewide competitive applications.  The purpose of these grants is to provide an educational program that emphasizes contextualized civil participation, U.S. History, and government instruction to help students acquire the skills and knowledge to become active and informed parents, workers, and community members.  Only this portion of the state plan will vary from the application procedures identified in Section 6.1.  (This new program component is defined in November 17, 1999, Federal Register and for 2000-2001, $433,975 is allocated to Michigan and up to 12.5% or $54,247 of these funds can be used for leadership projects.)  

Program strategies for populations in need of English Language/Civics are considered to be unique and not well integrated as a very small component of all local adult education services.  Also, communities most in need of these services are clustered in some geographic areas. Therefore, the state will not allocate the small proportion of these funds geographically.

The following descriptions of grant administration described elsewhere in this plan for other components of this plan will also be used for English Language/Civics:

Annual Evaluations (4.0)

Performance Measures (5.0)

Eligible Providers (6.2)

Notice of Availability (6.4)

Process (6.5)

Evaluation of Applications (6.6)

Payments to Providers (6.7)

Descriptions of Program Strategies for Populations (8.0)

Integration with Other Adult Education and Training (9.0)

Description of Steps to Ensure Direct and Equitable Access (10.0)

State Leadership Activities (12.0)
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