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Adult Education and Literacy: Overview and
Reauthorization Proposals of the 109th Congress

Summary

The 109" Congress considered — but did not complete — the reauthorization
of federal adult education and literacy programs. The Adult Education and Family
Literacy Act (AEFLA) authorized these programs through FY 2003. The General
Education Provisions Act (GEPA) provided a one-year extension of authorization
through FY 2004, and annual appropriations have continued AEFLA programssince.
The primary AEFLA activity is a state grant program that supports education and
literacy servicesfor educationally disadvantaged adults. The AEFLA also authorizes
national leadership activities in adult education and literacy, and the Nationa
Institute for Literacy. The FY 2006 AEFLA appropriation was $580 million; the
FY 2007 budget request was $580 million, aswell. The AEFLA wasenacted asTitle
Il of theWorkforce Investment Act of 1998 (WIA), P.L. 105-220, on August 7, 1998.
This report will not be updated.

The House passed its proposal to reauthorize adult education and literacy
programs— H.R. 27, the Job Training Improvement Act of 2005 — by avote of 224
to 200 on March 2, 2005. Titlell of the proposal would have replaced the AEFLA
with the Adult Education, Basic Skills, and Family Literacy Education Act
(AEBSFLEA). The AEBSFLEA would have modified several AEFLA provisions;
however, most current adult education and literacy activities would have been
continued. The AEBSFLEA would haveincreased the emphasis placed on teaching
basic skills to adults and providing services to adult immigrants, and expanded the
requirements placed on each state performance accountability system. Eligibility for
local grants would have been extended to include faith-based organi zations and for-
profit entities. The National Institute for Literacy would have been reoriented to
provide leadership in literacy research and instruction for persons of all ages. The
AEBSFLEA would have been authorized from FY 2006 through FY 2011.

The Senate passed its reauthorization proposal — H.R. 27, as amended, the
Workforce Investment Act Amendments of 2005 — by unanimous consent on June
29, 2006, after substituting the text of S. 1021, asamended. Titlell of the proposal
would have amended several AEFLA provisions; however, most current activities
would have been continued. The allocation formulafor state grants would not have
been modified, but annual appropriations provisionsfor English Literacy and Civics
Education grantswould have been incorporated into the AEFLA. Therequirements
placed on each state performance accountability system would been expanded. The
National Institute for Literacy would have been reoriented to provide leadership in
literacy research and instruction for persons of al ages. The AEFLA would have
been authorized from FY 2006 through FY 2011.

On January 24, 2005, S. 9, the Lifetime of Education Opportunities Act of 2005
(LEOA), wasintroduced; no further action wastaken. TitlelV, Subtitle B, Chapter
20of S. 9was similar in most respectsto Title Il of S. 1021, as reported, except that
AEFLA state grant allocationswould have been modified by S. 9, but not by S. 1021.
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Adult Education and Literacy:
Overview and Reauthorization Proposals
of the 109th Congress

Most Recent Developments

Conference on H.R. 27 Did Not Take Place. The House and Senate
passed different versions of H.R. 27, on March 2, 2005, and June 29, 2006,
respectively, to reauthorize adult education and literacy activities. However, neither
chamber appointed conferees, a conference on the differences did not occur, and no
further action on reauthorization was taken by the 109" Congress.

Senate Bill H.R. 27 (S. 1021) Passed. On June 29, 2006, by unanimous
consent, the Senate amended and passed H.R. 27, the Workforce Investment Act
Amendments of 2005, after substituting the text of S. 1021 (S.Rept. 109-134), as
amended. Among other provisions, the Senate bill would have amended and
extended most current adult education and literacy activities. On January 24, 2005,
S. 9, the Lifetime of Education Opportunities Act of 2005 (LEOA), wasintroduced,
with no further action taken. In most respects, the adult education and literacy
provisions of H.R. 27, as amended, and S. 9 were similar to each other and to a hill
to reauthorize the Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (WIA) that was passed by the
Senate in 2003.

House Bill H.R. 27 Passed. OnMarch 2, 2005, by avote of 224 to 200, the
House amended and passed H.R. 27 (H.Rept. 109-9), the Job Training Improvement
Act of 2005. Among other provisions, the bill would have amended and extended
most current adult education and literacy activities. These provisions were similar
to those in a WIA reauthorization bill passed by the House in 2003.

FY2007 Budget Proposed. On February 6, 2006, the President requested
funding for adult education and literacy programs of $580 million in FY 2007, the
same amount provided in FY 2006 for these programs. The House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations approved the same amountsin H.R. 5647 (H.Rept.
109-515, June 20, 2006) and S. 3708 (S.Rept. 109-287, July 20, 2006), respectively,
but final FY 2007 appropriations were not enacted by the 109" Congress.

Overview

Adult Education Program History. Federal adult education programs
have been funded sincethe 1960s. Discretionary stategrantsfor adult educationwere
first authorized by Titlell, Part B of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, P.L. 88-
452, enacted August 20, 1964. The adult education state formula grants were first
authorized by the Adult Education Act of 1966 (AEA), Title Il of the Elementary
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and Secondary Education Act Amendmentsof 1966, P.L. 89-750, enacted November
3, 1966. Anincreased emphasison literacy was added to the AEA by the National
Literacy Act of 1991, P.L. 102-73 (NLA). The NLA extended most AEA programs
through FY 1995; encouraged diversity in the distribution of state grants to local
recipients; strengthened teacher training provisions, emphasized literacy skillswithin
adult education programs; and strengthened state eval uation requirements. TheNLA
initiated the National Institutefor Literacy, State Literacy Resource Centers, and the
Literacy Programs for Prisoners.

1998 Amendments. Current authority for adult education and literacy
programs was enacted by P.L. 105-220, the Workforce Investment Act of 1998
(WIA), on August 7, 1998. WIA extended, coordinated, and consolidated federal
programs for employment and job training, adult education and literacy, and
vocational rehabilitation. Titlell of WIA, the Adult Education and Family Literacy
Act (AEFLA), repeded both the Adult Education Act (AEA) and the National
Literacy Act of 1991, but amended and extended many former AEA provisions for
adult education and literacy under the AEFLA through FY2003. The Generd
Education Provisions Act (GEPA) provided a one-year extension of authorization
through FY 2004, and annual appropriationshave continued AEFLA programssince.
For additional information, please see CRS Report RL30106, Adult Education and
Family Literacy Act, Title Il of the Wor kfor ce I nvestment Act of 1998, P.L. 105-220,
by Paul M. Irwin.

Thekey featuresof the AEFLA, asenacted by WIA and currently implemented,
are asfollows.

e State performance evaluation requirements were significantly
increased, including approval of performance results by the
Secretary of Education.

e The purpose was expanded specifically to include assistance for
parents to improve the educational development of their children.

e Threeout of four adult education programs funded in FY 1998 were
continued; only theauthorizationfor Literacy Programsfor Prisoners
was repeal ed.

e Appropriationsfrom FY 1999 through FY 2003 were authorized at a
level of such sums as may be necessary.

e The state allocation formula was changed to: (a) exclude persons
enrolled in secondary school from being counted intheformula, and
(b) institute a 90% hold harmless provision for state grants.

e For-profit entities were eliminated from eligibility to receive
substate awards.

e Thesubstateallocation requirementsweresimplified, but stateswere
newly authorized to reserve 12.5% for state leadership activities.

e The maintenance-of-effort requirement for state expenditures for
adult education was reduced from 100% to 90% of spending in the
preceding year.

e Thestate administrative agency for AEFLA programs was required
to be designated consistent with state law.

e Therequirement for state advisory councils was repeal ed.
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e TheAEA provisionsfor national programswere simplified, and the
requirement of a national literacy survey every four years was
eliminated.

e Authorization was continued for the National Institute for Literacy.

Four AEFLA programswere funded in FY 2006: Adult Education State Grants and
National Leadership Activities are administered by the Department of Education
(ED); the National Institute for Literacy isan independent federal agency, operating
under an interagency agreement; and Incentive Grants are administered by the
Department of Labor (DOL). These programs are described later in this report.

Appropriations History. Table 1 showsthe appropriations history for adult
education and literacy programs since FY 1999, thefirst year of funding for AEFLA.

Table 1. Adult Education Appropriations, FY1999-FY2006
(dollarsin millions)

Program/Fiscal year 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006

Adult Education Sate Grants
total (non-add)

$365.0( $450.0( $540.0( $575.0| $571.3| $574.4| $569.7 | $564.0

English Literacy and
Civics Education (a)

Incentive Grants (b) 0.0 8.1 9.6/ 102 101 102 101| 100

Net Allocation for Adult
Education State Grants (c)

National Institute for Literacy 6.0 6.0 6.5 6.6 6.5 6.7 6.6 6.6
National Leadership
Activities

AEFLA total $385.0| $470.0 $560.5| $591.1| $587.2 | $590.3| $585.4[$579.6

Literacy Programs for
Prisoners (non-add) (d)

0.0 255 70.0| 70.0/ 695| 69.1| 686 679

365.0| 416.4| 460.4| 494.8| 491.7( 495.1( 491.0| 486.1

140| 140] 140 9.5 9.4 9.2 9.1 9.0

0.0 50 5.0 50 5.0 50 5.0 0.0

Source: Department of Education Budget Service table of July 24, 2006, and previous tables and
related budget documents for various years included in the table above.

a English Literacy and Civics Education grants are reserved from the appropriation for Adult
Education State Grants, at alevel specified in the annual appropriations.

b. Incentive Grants are reserved from the appropriation for Adult Education State Grants, at alevel
equal to 1.72% of the Adult Education and Family Literacy Act (AEFLA) total, and transferred
to the Secretary of Labor for distribution to states for Title V Incentive Grants under the
Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (WIA).

c. Actua Adult Education State Grant allocations are distributed from the remainder of the
appropriation for Adult Education State Grants after reserving amountsfor the English Literacy
and Civics Education and Incentive Grants programs.

d. The Literacy Programs for Prisoners program is not included in the total because it is not an
AEFLA program. It was authorized by 8601 of the National Literacy Act of 1991 (NLA),
P.L. 102-73. Thisliteracy program, along with the rest of the NLA, was repealed by §251(a)
of WIA in 1998. Its repeal notwithstanding, however, annual appropriations from FY 2000
through FY 2005 continued this program, with funding at the indicated levels.
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Table 1 includes funding for Adult Education State Grants, the National
Institute for Literacy, and National Leadership Activities. The Incentive Grants
program is funded through a mandatory alotment equal to 1.72% of the total
appropriation. The English Literacy and Civics Education grants program has been
required through annual appropriations language as a specific reservation from the
Adult Education State Grants appropriation. The table also includes funding for
Literacy Programsfor Prisoners. Thisprogram isnot authorized by AEFLA; rather,
it was authorized as a competitive grants program under 8601 of the National
Literacy Act of 1991 (NLA), P.L. 102-73. All NLA programswererepealed by WIA
in 1998, but itsrepeal notwithstanding, annual appropriations continued the Literacy
Programs for Prisoners program during the period FY 2000 through FY 2005.

Proposed Budget for FY2007. Table 2 shows the action taken, but not
completed, by the 109" Congress on the FY 2007 budget request.

Table 2. Action on FY2007 Appropriations for Adult Education
(dollarsin millions)

2007 2007
2006 2007 | House | Senate | 2007
Program/Fiscal year enacted | request | rept. rept. conf.
Adult Education State Grants total (non-add) $564.0] $564.0 $564.0| $564.0 —
English Literacy and Civics Education
Grants (3) 67.9 67.9 67.9 67.9 —
Incentive Grants (b) 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 —
Net Allocation for Adult Education State 4861 4s61| 461! 4861 .
Grants (c)
National Institute for Literacy 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 —
National Leadership Activities 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 —
AEFLA total $579.6] $579.6| $579.6| $579.6 —
Literacy Programs for Prisoners (non-add) (d) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 —

Source: Department of Education Budget Service table of July 24, 2006, and related budget
documents. The amounts enacted for FY 2006 reflect funding provided by P.L. 109-149 (H.R. 3010,
H.Rept. 109-337), adjusted for the 1% reduction required by 83801 of P.L. 109-148 (H.R. 2863,
H.Rept. 109-359), the Department of Defense, Emergency Supplemental Appropriationsto Address
Hurricanesin the Gulf of Mexico, and Pandemic Influenza Act, 2006. The FY 2007 Houseand Senate
amounts are those that were reported in H.R. 5647 and S. 3708, respectively.

a. English Literacy and Civics Education grants are reserved from the appropriation for Adult
Education State Grants, at alevel specified in the annual appropriations.

b. Incentive Grants are reserved from the appropriation for Adult Education State Grants, at alevel
equal to 1.72% of the Adult Education and Family Literacy Act (AEFLA) total, and transferred
to the Secretary of Labor for distribution to states for Title V Incentive Grants under the
Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (WIA).

c. Actua Adult Education State Grant alocations are distributed from the remainder of the
appropriation for Adult Education State Grants after reserving amountsfor the English Literacy
and Civics Education and Incentive Grants programs.

d. The Literacy Programs for Prisoners program is not included in the total because it is not an
AEFLA program. It was authorized by 8601 of the National Literacy Act of 1991 (NLA),
P.L. 102-73. Thisliteracy program, along with the rest of the NLA, was repealed by §251(a)
of WIA in 1998. Itsrepeal notwithstanding, however, annual appropriations from FY 2000
through FY 2005 continued this program, with funding at the indicated levels.
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Asshownin Table 2, the FY 2007 budget request proposed funding of $579.6
million for the AEFLA, the same amount that was appropriated in FY 2006, and the
same amount proposed for FY 2007 by both the House and Senate Committees on
Appropriations. All parts of AEFLA would be funded under the FY 2007 proposals
at the same levels as in FY2006. The President’s FY 2007 request represents a
marked contrast with the FY 2006 request (not shown in table), which proposed a
reduction of 74% in AEFLA State Grants program. However, the Congress did not
agree with the FY 2006 request, with the result that FY 2006 appropriations were
provided at alevel approximately 1% bel ow the FY 2005 appropriations. In FY 2006,
funding was eliminated for the Literacy Program for Prisoners; the program was
funded at $5 million in FY 2005.

The Administration justifiesits FY 2007 budget proposal for AEFLA programs
by stating that it will assist statesin meeting “asignificant and ongoing need for adult
education services’ (Department of Education, FY2007 Budget Summary, page 52).
In particular, the ED summary refers to the continued high rate of high school
dropouts and the growing numbers of adult immigrants to the United States that
generate a high demand for AEFLA services.

ED continues to implement an ongoing system of annual state program
evaluations that was required by the 1998 WIA legidation. In the 2001-2002
program year, 46 states exceeded the performance levels approved by ED. These
results apparently account for the overall national improvement in four out of six
baseline indicators used by ED to measure program performance. Federal adult
education programs have never been funded at a level sufficient to serve a large
portion of the population eligible for services, but on the other hand, there is little
evidenceto suggest that asignificantly greater portion of thetarget population would
voluntarily participatein such programsif adult education and literacy serviceswere
to be offered more widely.*

Participation Rates. According to the FY2007 ED Justifications of
Appropriation Estimates to the Congress, 2.8 million adults are participating in
programs supported by Adult Education State Grants, and 0.2 million students were
being served by the English Literacy and Civics Education program in FY 2006.
States and localities use adult education funds for adult basic education programs
(equivalent to elementary school content); English literacy programs for those with
limited English proficiency; and adult secondary education activities, including the
acquisition of a high school diploma or the equivalent. The latest ED estimates
indicate enrollment levels of 1.1 million for adult basic education, 1.2 million for
English literacy, and 0.5 million for adult secondary education. In comparison,
approximately 34 million persons, or 15.7% of the population 18 years or older, had
not completed high school as of March 2005.2

! For the latest from ED on this topic, please see Department of Education, Office of
Vocational and Adult Education, Adult Education and Family Literacy Act, Program Year
2001-2002: Report to Congress on Sate Performance, 2003, pp. 1-14.

2 Digest of Education Statistics 2005, National Center for Education Statistics, Table 9.
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Literacy Rates. Thenumber of adultswith low levelsof literacy proficiency
skills might be considered another measure of the AEFLA target population. In
2003, ED conducted the National Assessment of Adult Literacy (NAAL) to produce
anationally representative assessment of Englishlanguageliteracy skillsof American
adults age 16 and older. The assessment focuses on the language tasks that today’ s
adults need to function at work, at home, and in the community. Special NAAL
features include components designed to measure: listening and speaking fluency;
the ability to recognize letters, numbers, and logos among the least-literate adults;
and health-related |anguage skillsto assessthe ability of adultsto comprehend health
information. In addition to the national sample, the NAAL includes representative
sample data on six participating states: Kentucky, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Missouri, New Y ork, and Oklahoma. NAAL isdesigned to allow comparisonswith
the only previous national literacy survey, the National Adult Literacy Survey of
1992 (NALS). For additional information, see [http://nces.ed.gov/naal/].

The first NAAL findings were released in December 2005. Literacy findings
were reported according to four levels (below basic, basic, intermediate, and
proficient) and threeliteracy scales (prose, document, and quantitetiveliteracy). The
percentage of adultsin the below basic category was estimated to be 14% for prose
literacy, 12% for document literacy, and 22% for quantitative literacy. (The same
individual may be included in “below basic” under each of the three scales.) With
an estimated adult population of 222.4 million in 2003, there are an estimated 31
million, 27 million, and 49 million adults in the below basic categories of prose,
document, and quantitative literacy, respectively. Compared to the findings of the
NALS study in 1993, the 2003 NAAL results for the “below basic” category were
approximately the sameasthe NALSresultsfor proseliteracy results (14%in 1993),
but somewhat better for document literacy (also 14% in 1993) and quantitative
literacy (26% in 1993). For additional details, please see Department of Education,
National Center for Education Statistics, A First Look at the Literacy of America’s
Adultsin the 21% Century.

Summary of Provisions and Proposals

Thefollowing analysis examines | egidlative proposals, as passed by the House
and the Senate, to reauthorize adult education and literacy programs. The report
summarizesthe key differences and similarities of these proposalswith the AEFLA
provisions that are currently authorized by WIA Title I1.3> ED has not published a
comprehensive reauthorization proposal, but has posted comments on itswebsite at
[ http://www.ed.gov/about/officed/list/ovaelpi/reauth/aeflarev.html].

Legislation. TheHousebill, H.R. 27, wasintroduced on January 4, 2005, and
referred to the House Committee on Education and the Workforce. The Committee
amended and reported the bill — the Job Training Improvement Act of 2005 (JTIA)
— on February 25, 2005 (H.Rept. 109-9). By avote of 224 to 200 (roll call number
48), the House approved H.R. 27 without amendment on March 2, 2005. Titlell of

3 For asummary of WIA Title| legislative proposals, please see CRS Report RL32778, The
Workforcelnvestment Act of 1998 (WIA): Reauthorization of Job Training Programsinthe
109" Congress, by Ann Lordeman.
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H.R. 27 — the Adult Education, Basic Skills, and Family Literacy Education Act
(AEBSFLEA) — would replace AEFLA but retain most of the existing purposesand
activities. The bill issimilar to one passed by the House in 2003.

The Senate passeditsversion of H.R. 27 (hereafter referred to asthe Senate bill)
on June 29, 2006, after approving an amendment that substituted the text of S. 1021,
as amended, for the House version of H.R. 27. S. 1021 wasintroduced on May 12,
2005, and referred to the Senate Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions. The Committee marked up the bill — the Workforce Investment Act
Amendments of 2005 — on May 18, 2005, and ordered it reported. The committee
reported S. 1021 (S.Rept. 109-134) on September 7, 2005. Title 1l of S. 1021, the
Adult Education and Family Literacy Act Amendments of 2005, would extend the
authorization for the AEFLA but would leave most existing provisionsin place. The
adult education and literacy provisions of the bill are similar to those passed by the
Senatein 2003 with one significant exception; the 2003 bill would have modified the
state allocation formula for the Adult Education State Grant program, but S. 1021
would not do so. The text of S. 1021 was approved as H.R. 27 after two
modifications were made: (1) a reference to the Immigration and Naturalization
Service (INS) was replaced by areference to the Office of Immigration Statistics of
the Department of Homeland Security; and (2) a proposed change was del eted that
would have transferred Incentive Grant funds to Incentive Grants for Local Areas
under Title | of WIA.

On January 24, 2005, S. 9wasintroduced and referred to the Senate Committee
on Finance. The bill — the Lifetime of Education Opportunities Act of 2005
(LEOCA) —included the Adult Education and Family Literacy Act Amendments of
2005 (AEFLAA) asTitle 1V, Subtitle B, Chapter 2.

Purpose. Under the AEFLA, the stated purpose of the program (8202 of
AEFLA)* is to create a voluntary partnership among the federal government, the
states, and localities to provide adult education and literacy services to:

e assist adultsto become literate and obtain the knowledge and skills
needed for employment and self-sufficiency;

e assist adultswho are parentsto obtain the skills necessary to become
partnersin their children’s educational development; and

e assist adultsin the completion of a secondary school education.

Under the House bill, the purpose would be modified to place additional
emphasis on basic skills and educational services for immigrants and on assistance
for adults in the transition to postsecondary education (8202). First priority would
be given to basic reading, writing, speaking, and math skills. Support for states and
local communities to provide adult basic skills and family literacy programs would
become another priority.

Under the Senate bill, the purpose would be expanded to include assistance for
adultsin thetransition to postsecondary education and assi stance for immigrantsand

* Section numbers refer to the act or bill being discussed.
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other personswith limited English proficiency (8202 of AEFLA; 8201 of the Senate
bill).

Authorization Period; Amount. The AEFLA isauthorized by WIA for the
period FY 1999 through FY 2003, at alevel of such sums as may be necessary for
each year during that period (8205). The General Education ProvisionsAct (GEPA)
automatically extended AEFLA provisionsfor one additional year, through FY 2004
(8422 of GEPA). AEFLA activities have continued through annual appropriations
for FY 2005.

The House bill would authorize $590.1 million (§8205) for FY 2006, and such
sums as may be necessary for each of fiscal years FY 2007-FY 2011.

The Senate bill would authorize such sums as may be necessary for each of
fiscal years FY 2006-FY 2011 (8205 of AEFLA; 8204 of the Senate hill).

Reservation of Appropriations. The AEFLA specifies three separate
reservations of funds from the total AEFLA appropriation, with the remainder to be
distributed by formula under the State Grants program (§211). From the annual
appropriation for AEFLA:

(1) 1.5%, but not to exceed $8.0 million, isreserved for the National Institutefor
Literacy authorized under §242 of AEFLA;

(2) 1.5%, but not to exceed $8.0 million, is reserved for National Leadership
Activities authorized under §243 of AEFLA; and

(3 1.72% is reserved for the Secretary of Labor to make Incentive Grants
authorized under 8503 of WIA.

Remaining appropriations— approximately 95.3% — aredistributed under the State
Grantsprogram. In practice, annual appropriations specify amountsfor the National
Institute for Literacy and National Leadership Activitiesthat override the specified
percentagesfor thereservation of funds, and override the $8.0 million ceiling aswell
in the case of National Leadership Activities.

Under the House bill (8211), each of these alocation percentages would be
modified, as follows:

(1) 1.75% would be reserved, without the $8.0 million cap, for the National
Institute for Literacy authorized under §242;

(2) Up to 1.55% would be reserved, without the $8.0 million cap, for National
Leadership Activities authorized under §243; and

(3) Up to 1.72% would be reserved for the Secretary of Education to make
Incentive Grants authorized under §213.

Remai ning appropri ations— approximately 95.0% — woul d bedistributed under the
State Grants program.

The Senate bill would specify four reservations of appropriations (8211 of
AEFLA; 8205 of the Senate hill), asfollows:
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(1) 1.5% would be reserved for the National Institute for Literacy authorized

under §242 of AEFLA, with acap of $10 million;

(2) 1.5% would be reserved for National Leadership Activities and additional

assistance for certain states, with a cap of $8 million;

(3 1.72% would be reserved for the Secretary of Labor to make Incentive

Grants authorized under 8503 of WIA;> and

(4) 12.0% of the remainder — approximately 11.4% of the total appropriation
— would be reserved for English Literacy and Civics Education grants for

states authorized under 8244 of the AEFLA.

Remai ning appropriations— approximately 83.9% — woul d bedistributed under the
Adult Education State Grants program.

State Allocation Formula. The AEFLA requires that the funds available
under the State Grants program must be distributed by formula, as follows (8211).
After aninitia allotment is made of $100,000 for each outlying area and $250,000
for each state, all remaining funds are alotted on the basis of the number of
qualifying adults in each state or outlying area. Overall, and funds permitting, no
state or outlying area shall receive agrant in any fiscal year that is less than 90% of
its grant in the preceding year. For purposes of the allocation formula, “states”
includethe 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico; and “outlying areas”
include Guam, American Samoa, the Northern Mariana Islands, the Virgin Islands,
the Federated States of Micronesia, the Republic of the Marshall 1slands, and the
Republic of Palau. Specia termination provisions apply to alocations for the
Federated States of Micronesia, the Republic of the Marshall Islands, and the
Republic of Palau. For additional information regarding the Freely Associated
States, please see CRS Report RL31737, The Marshall Islands and Micronesia:
Amendmentsto the Compact of Free Association with the United States, by Thomas
Lum.

For purposes of the AEFLA alocation formula, aqualifying adult is defined as
any person who:

isat least 16 years of age;

is beyond the age of compulsory school attendance in the state;
does not have a high school diploma or the equivalent; and
isnot enrolled in secondary school.

ED obtains these data by means of a special tabulation from the decennia census;
they are updated once every 10 years.

TheHousebill would not directly changethe allocation formulaprovisions, but
it would make two changes to the underlying definitions. First, the AEFLA
definition regarding a high school diploma or the equivalent would be changed to a
secondary school diploma, a General Educational Development (GED) credential,
or another state-recognized equivalent (8211). Second, thedefinition of outlying area

® Asreported, S. 1021 would havetransferred fundsto §136(i) of WIA, the Title! Incentive
Grants to Local Areas program. As passed, the Senate bill would continue the transfer
provision in the AEFLA, as currently authorized (discussed later in this report).
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would be changed to eliminate eligibility for Micronesia and the Marshall I1slands,
presumably to reflect their new Compacts of Free Association (8203 of AEBSFLEA
and 8101 of WIA).

The Senate bill would change the definition for outlying areas by removing
Micronesia, theMarshall Islands, and Palau from thelist of eligibleareas. However,
Palau would be eligiblefor the second formulaallocation, that is, the all ocation that
is proportional to qualifying population; Palau would not be eligible for the initial
$100,000 flat grant for which the remaining outlying areas are eligible. The Senate
bill would not change the definition of qualifying adult for purposes of theallocation
formula. The Government Accountability Office (GAO) would study the adult
education all ocation formularegarding whether the distribution “ sufficiently” serves
the eligible population and whether the formula data accurately reflects the eligible
population. Study results must be reported to Congress within three years of
enactment (8211 of AEFLA; 8205 of the Senate hill).

The Senatebill would authorize additional assistancefor those statesor outlying
areas whose grants would be less than they would otherwise receive if the state
allocation formulahad not been modified (8211 of AEFLA; 8205 of the Senate bill).
The amount reserved for National Leadership Activities would be reduced by the
aggregate of such additional assistance. Itisunclear what effect thisprovisionwould
have. The only entities that apparently would receive reduced allocations would be
Micronesia, the Marshall Islands, and Palau — and under the bill, none of these
entities would qualify as a state or outlying areato receive these additional funds.

The S. 9 proposal would have increased the initial state allotment from
$250,000 to $350,000 which would provide relatively small increases to the
allocations of states with the smallest grants and relatively small decreases in the
amounts for other states (8211 of AEFLA; 8441D of S. 9). Many, but not al,
education and training programswith all ocation formul asrequire aminimum amount
for each state grant. For those that do require minimum allocations, the amount is
typically between 0.25 and 0.5% of the total amount. At the FY 2005 appropriation
level for adult education, $250,000 would represent 0.05% of thetotal, and the S. 9
proposal for $350,000 would represent 0.07%. At the FY 2006 budget request, these
proportions would be 0.20% and 0.27% of the total, respectively.

Allocation of Funds Within States. Under the AEFLA, each state is
required to give al eligible providers, on a competitive basis, “direct and equitable
access’ to the funds available for distribution from the state grant (8231), under the
following conditions (§222).

e Not less than 82.5% of each state grant must be used for grants or
contracts to eligible providers (8231) and programs for corrections
education and other institutionalized persons (§225), of which each
state must use not more than 10% of the 82.5% (or 8.25% of the
total state grant) to carry out programsfor correctionseducation and
other institutionalized persons.

e Not more than 12.5% of the state grant may be used for state
leadership activities (§223).



CRS-11

e Not more than 5% of the state grant or $65,000, whichever is
greater, may be used for state program administration.

The House bill would retain these provisions, with an exception: the state
program administration reservation would be increased to the greater of 5% or
$75,000, instead of $65,000 (§222).

The Senatebill would reduce the minimum reservation for eligible providersto
not lessthan 80% (from 82.5%). It would increase the maximum for stateleadership
activities to 15% (from 12.5%). Like the House provision, it would increase the
reservation for state program administration to 5% or $75,000, whichever is greater
(8222 of AEFLA; 8208 of the Senate hill).

State Use of Funds. UndertheAEFLA, authorized stateleadership activities
include professional development programs; technical assistance; state or regional
networks of literacy resource centers, monitoring and evaluation; within-state
incentive awards; curriculum development and dissemination; other statewide
activitiesfor adult education and literacy; support servicessuch astransportation and
child care; integration of literacy instruction and occupational skill training; and
linkages with postsecondary institutions (8223). State administrative activities
includethe devel opment, submission, andimplementation of the state plan; expenses
for consultations related to the state plan; and coordination with other federal and
state programs (§221).

The House bill would modify the list of authorized state |eadership activities.
Such activitieswould explicitly include assistanceto local recipientsin performance
accountability; development of technology applications and distance learning;
support for thetransition from adult education programsto postsecondary programs,
promotion of workplace literacy programs; and support for local outreach programs
(8223). 1t would eliminate specific mention of : state or regional networksof literacy
resource centers, monitoring and evaluation; and within-state incentive awards.
Other existing state leadership activities would be continued under the House bill.
State administrative activities would be continued without change (§221).

The Senate bill would modify the list of authorized state leadership activities.
It would explicitly include development of technology and distance learning;
coordination with other service providers and support programs; development and
dissemination of curricula; assistanceto local providersfor devel oping and reporting
measurabl e progress, devel opment of asystem for thetransition from adult education
to postsecondary education; integration of literacy and English language instruction
with occupational skill training; promotion of workplace literacy programs;
promotion of local outreach activities, development of curriculum frameworks and
rigorous content standards; devel opment of new assessment tools and strategies; and
development and implementation of programs to meet the needs of adult learners
with learning disabilities and those with limited English proficiency. Thebill would
eliminate specific mention of within-state incentive awards. Other state |leadership
activities would be continued under the bill (8223 of AEFLA; 8209 of the Senate
bill). The bill would not make any major modification to state administrative
activities (8221 of AEFLA; 8207 of the Senate hill).
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Local Use of Funds. Under the AEFLA, each state must make competitive,
multi-year grants or contractsto eligible providers— local recipients— to develop,
implement, and improve adult education and literacy serviceswithinthe state (§231).
Each recipient must useits award to provide services or instruction in at least one of
thefollowing categories: adult education and literacy services, including workplace
literacy services,; family literacy services, and English literacy programs. Eachlocal
recipient may spend no more than 5% of its grant on local administrative costs,
including planning, personnel development, and interagency coordination. The
remainder — not less than 95% of each local award — must be spent for adult
education and literacy activities (8233). Each eligible provider must submit an
application to the state agency, describing its plan for spending its grant aswell as
any cooperative arrangements that were made with other entities for the delivery of
services (8§232).

The House bill would continue most of these provisions. In addition, it would
authorize local recipients to operate essential workplace literacy and English
language acquisition programs. Each local recipient would be required to
demonstrate past effectiveness and acommitment to measurabl e goal sand outcomes
(8231). TheHousebill would retain the5% ceiling for local administrative costs, but
would require these costs to include the development of local measurable goals for
reading, writing, speaking, and math, and interagency coordination (§233).

The Senate hill would continue most of these AEFLA provisions (8231 of
AEFLA; 8212 of the Senate hill). It would retain the 5% ceiling for loca
administrative costs, but would add professional development as part of such costs,
and, like the House hill, include the devel opment of local measurable goals (8233 of
AEFLA; 8214 of the Senate hill).

Incentive Grants. The Secretary of Education must reserve 1.72% of the
annual AEFLA appropriation for Incentive Grants (8211). Under the WIA TitleV
Incentive Grants program, these funds — combined with funds reserved from other
specified programs — must be awarded to states that exceed expected performance
levelsfor: (1) WIA Titlel job training programs; (2) WIA Title Il (AEFLA) adult
education programs; and (3) vocational education programs authorized by the Carl
D. PerkinsVocational and Technical Education Act (8503 of WIA). The minimum
grant to aqualifying stateis $750,000; the maximum is$3 million. Such funds must
be used by each recipient stateto carry out an innovative program consistent with the
purposes of one or more of the programs from which funds were reserved; they do
not haveto be used for AEFLA activities. The Secretary of Education isrequired to
transfer the amount reserved from the AEFLA to the Secretary of Labor who selects
eligible states, determines the award amounts, and administers the program.®

® The AEFLA is the only program under current law where funds are required to be
transferred to DOL for an Incentive Grants program. Thetransfer of vocational, technical,
or career education fundsis no longer authorized, in accordance with amendments recently
enacted by P.L. 109-270. Job training funds under Title | of WIA are permitted, but not
required, to be transferred to an Incentive Grants program; for the past severa years, the
Secretary of Labor has not chosen to make such atransfer.
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Under the House hill, areservation of up to 1.72% of funds would be made for
Incentive Grants (§211). Unlikethe current WIA TitleV Incentive Grants program,
however, these proposed grants would be limited to states that exceeded adult
education performancelevels. The program would be administered by the Secretary
of Education instead of the Secretary of Labor, and funds would be spent only on
adult education and literacy activities (8213). The current Title V Incentive Grants
program for exemplary states would be repealed (§113).

Under S. 1021, as reported, areservation of 1.72% of funds would have been
made for Incentive Grants (8211 of AEFLA; 8205 of S. 1021, as reported). The
Secretary of Education would have transferred the reserved amount to the Secretary
of Labor for anew Title| WIA program of Incentive Grantsfor Local Areas (8136(i)
of WIA; 8432K of S. 1021, as reported), instead of 8503 of WIA as under current
law. These proposed grants would have been administered by the Governor in each
state to reward local areas for exemplary performance under Title | of WIA. Local
recipients would have been limited to spending the funds for selected workforce
training programs, and, if approved by the Governor, for demonstrations and
innovative programs for hard-to-serve populations. In addition, the bill would have
expanded state and local uses of funds under the existing WIA Title V Incentive
Grants program for exemplary states. WIA Title V funding would no longer have
been derived from AEFLA, but funds from other programs would still have been
allowed to be spent on adult education and literacy activities (8503 of WIA; 8161 of
S. 1021, asreported). Under the Senate bill, as passed, funds for Incentive Grants
would be reserved for activities authorized under 8503, as under current law.’

English Literacy and Civics Education Grants. Beginning with the
FY 2000 appropriations for AEFLA, P.L. 106-113, a portion of the annua funds
otherwise availablefor Adult Education State Grants has been reserved for grantsto
statesfor “integrated English literacy and civicseducation servicestoimmigrantsand
other limited English populations.” However, no other program purposes, objectives,
or requirements are specified, and no systematic eval uation data appear to have been
collected by ED initsadministration of EL/Civ grant activities. English Literacy and
CivicsEducation (EL/Civ) grantsdiffer fromtheregular state grantsin several ways:
(1) aseparateformulafor stateallocationsisspecified; (2) EL/Civ funds may be used
for only a portion of activities otherwise authorized by regular state grants; (3) ED
doesnot appear to administer EL/Civ asaseparate program; and (4) separate EL/Civ

" The proposal for Incentive Grants that was included in S. 1021, as reported, appeared to
be inconsistent regarding several adult education provisions. The proposed WIA Title |
program would have authorized Governorsto award local incentive grantsfor job training
activities, whereasthe Title V program would have continued to authorize the Secretary of
Labor to award stateincentive grants, on the basis of performance, for avariety of activities,
including adult education and literacy. The1.72% reservation of AEFLA fundswould have
been redirected from the WIA Title V program to the Title | program under the proposal,
asreported. Under Titlel, however, the proposal would not appear to have (1) provided the
Secretary any authority to spend these AEFLA funds; (2) authorized the Secretary to
alocate these AEFLA funds to the Governors; or (3) given any authority otherwise to the
Governorsto obtain thefunds reserved fromthe AEFLA. Inaddition, the AEFLA fundsno
longer would have served as a source of funds for the WIA Title V Incentive Grants
program for exemplary states, asit does under current law.
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grants are not specificaly authorized in the AEFLA statute and are only required
through annual appropriations language.

The state alocation formula for EL/Civ grants has been specified in annual
appropriations asfollows. For FY 2000, half of the reserved funds were required to
be allocated to states on the basis of “absolute need” and half on the basis of the
recent growth in the need for such services, “based on the best available data.” For
FY 2001 to the present, these grants have been alocated by aformulain which 65%
of the allocation was allocated for “absolute need” and 35% for “recent growth.”
Each state’ s* absolute need” has been defined asits share of the most recent 10-year
average of immigrants admitted for legal permanent residence, as determined by the
Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS).2 The most recent three-year average
of such data has been defined as* recent growth.” The minimum state grant was set
at $60,000. These provisions have been reenacted annually, without significant
change, most recently by P.L. 109-149for FY 2006. These appropriationsprovisions
do not amend AEFLA directly.

TheHousebill would not include English Literacy and Civics Education grants.

Under the Senate bill, the Secretary of Education would reserve funds for
“integrated English literacy and civics education” (8211 of AEFLA; 8205 of the
Senatehill). Thereservationwould be 12% of thefundsremaining after certain other
reservations had been made, or approximately 11.4% of the total authorization of
appropriations. Thesefundswould be allocated to the statesby theformulacurrently
required by annual appropriations (8244 of AEFLA; §218 of the Senate bill). As
under annual appropriation language, the Senatebill would not specify any activities,
either required or permitted, for the expenditure of these funds, nor would it define
theterm “integrated English literacy and civicseducation.” However, the Senate bill
would update the source of immigration data so that such data would be obtained
from the Office of Immigration Statistics of the Department of Homeland Security
(8244 of AEFLA; 8218 of the Senate bill).

Federal Use of Funds. The Secretary of Education must reserve 1.5% of the
total AEFLA appropriation, but not to exceed $8 million, to carry out National
Leadership Activities (8211). In general, these funds may be used to enhance the
quality of adult education and literacy nationwide, including (§243):

e technical assistance, including the development of performance
measures, professional development, distance learning, and the use
of technology;

identification of successful methods and model programs,
research, including the estimation of literacy rates,

demonstration programs;

evaluations and assessments, including the effect of performance
measures,

& The INS was abolished by P.L. 107-296, the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (HSA),
enacted Nov. 25, 2002. TheHSA created the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), and
transferred most INS functions to DHS, including the former INS data collection systems.
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e capacity building; and
e datacollection.

Under the House bill, the Secretary would carry out a program of National
Leadership Activities with a dlightly greater reservation of funds — up to 1.55%,
instead of 1.5%, and without the $8 million maximum (8211). The Secretary would
be authorized to carry out activities similar to those currently authorized (8243).
Additional activities that might be undertaken under the House bill would include
research on the acquisition of adult basic skills, the coordination of adult education
and workforce development services, successful transition to postsecondary
education and employment, and the effectiveness of community- and faith-based
providers of services.

The Senate bill would retain the AEFLA reservation of funds for National
Leadership Activities— 1.5%, but not to exceed $8 million (8211 of AEFLA; §205
of the Senate bill). The Secretary would be authorized to carry out activitiessimilar
to those currently authorized (8243 of AEFLA; 8217 of the Senate bill). Additional
authorized activities would include the development of state performance
accountability systemswith aspecial focusonlow-performance states, devel opment
of networks to assist local providers meet program performance requirements,
development of best practices for the coordination of literacy and employment
services, and postsecondary education transition programs.

WIA One-Stop Local Service Centers. Titlel of WIA requireseach local
workforce investment board to operate a one-stop delivery system. This system
provides specified services for eligible youth and adults in at least one physical
center. Servicesare provided by variouslocal one-stop partners. WIA specifiesthe
mandatory participation of some partners — including such programs as adult
education and literacy, job training, postsecondary vocational education, and
vocational rehabilitation. Participation of other partners providing human resource
services is optional. All partners of each one-stop center must enter into a
memorandum of understanding (MOU) regarding: (@) servicesto be provided; and
(b) sources of operating funds to be shared among the partners (8121 of WIA).

The House bill would amend the funding provisions for one-stop local service
centers to provide one-stop infrastructure funding in addition to funding for
operations (8121 of WIA; 8108 of the House hill). For one-stop infrastructure
funding, each Governor would determine the share of funding to be contributed by
each partner. The funds so reserved from each partner, however, would be limited
to aportion of the funds available for administrative costsfor agiven program. Each
Governor would distribute by formula the funds so collected to one-stop centers.

The Senate bill would amend the funding provisionsfor one-stop centers (8121
of WIA; 8117 of the Senatehill). It would require each Governor to issue guidelines
for infrastructure funding. Each Governor would be required to impose an
infrastructure funding solution only when a one-stop center could not reach
agreement initsMOU to provide sufficient infrastructure funds. Ininstanceswhere
the funding was imposed, the Governor would collect funds from each partner; the
funding so reserved would be limited to a portion of the administrative costs for a
given program, not to exceed 1.5% of the total grant in the case of AEFLA partners.
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The funds so collected would be distributed by formulato one-stop centersin local
areas that did not reach MOU funding agreements.

State Fiscal Requirements. Under the AEFLA, each state must meet
certain fiscal requirements, as follows.

e Supplement, Not Supplant: Grants must not supplant other state or
local public funds spent for adult education and literacy activities
(8241).

e Maintenanceof Effort: Theexpendituresper student or in aggregate
from all sources for adult education and literacy activities must be
maintained at not less than 90% of the previousyear. The Secretary
of Education must reduce the grant to any state that failsto meet this
requirement, the reduction to be in proportion to the amount by
which the state failed to meet this requirement. Special provisions
govern years when federal appropriations have declined from the
level of the previousyear, and the Secretary may waivetheprovision
for one year only in exceptional or uncontrollable circumstances
(8241).

e Matching: With regard to matching funds, the nonfederal portion of
expendituresfor adult education and literacy activitiesauthorized by
the AEFLA must be equal to 12% for each outlying area and 25%
for each state (8222).° The nonfederal share may be in cash or in
kind, and must be used for adult education and literacy activities
consistent with AEFLA.

The House bill would modify the matching requirement to allow states to do
what they already do in practice — to spend more from non-federal sourcesthan the
amount required by the match (8222). Current law saysthe non-federal contribution
“must equal” 25%; the House modification would say “not less than” 25%. The
House bill would not change the other fiscal provisions.

The Senate bill, like the House bill, would modify the matching requirement to
allow statesto spend more from non-federal sourcesthan the amount required by the
match (8222 of AEFLA; §208 of the Senate bill). The Senate bill would not change
the other fiscal provisions.

State Plan and Application. Under the AEFLA, each state is required to
submit afive-year plan for adult education and literacy activities to the Secretary of
Education; the plan may be submitted as part of acomprehensive plan or application
for federal education assistance (§224). Each plan must:

e include a state assessment to determine adult education needs,
including those most in need or hardest to serve;

° In terms of matching federal funds, a 75% federal share (or 25% nonfederal share) means
that for every $4 spent on an activity, $3 comesfrom federal sourcesand $1 isderived from
nonfederal sources. Thislevel of nonfederal support means that 1 out of every 3 federa
dollars must be matched from nonfederal sources.
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e describe the use of funds for AEFLA purposes;

e describe annual evaluation procedures based on performance
measures,

e assure compliance with the fiscal requirements,

e describe the strategies to be used for serving populations with
specia needs;

e describetheprocessof public participationin plan devel opment; and

e describetheintegration of AEFLA activitieswith similar education
and training activities administered by the state.

The House bill would increase the state plan duration from five years to six
years, and would modify and expand the state plan requirements as follows (§224).

e Evaluation procedures would be expanded to hold local grant
recipients accountable, using “technical assistance, sanctions, and
rewards.”

e The state plan would describe how local recipients would be made
to demonstrate compliance with the requirements for measurable
goals.

e Public participation in plan development would be expanded to
include the participation of specific state boards and agencies.

e Servicefor special needspopul ationswoul d includethe unemployed
and underemployed.

e The state agency for postsecondary education would have to be
consulted regarding the transition of adult education students to
postsecondary education.

The Senate bill would decrease the duration of the state plan from five yearsto
four years, and otherwise modify and expand the state plan requirements asfollows
(8224 of AEFLA; 8210 of the Senate hill).

e Thedescription of adult education needs and the use of fundswould
be expanded to include each workforce development area in the
state.

e Loca recipients would be held accountable through the use of
rewards and sanctions, similar to the House bill.

e The process for improving teacher quality and professiona
development at the local level would be described.

e Public participationin plan devel opment woul d be expanded, similar
to the House hill.

e Service plans for the unemployed and underemployed would be
required, similar to the House hill.

e Capacity building for adult education providers and increased
participation of business and industry in adult education activities
would be described.

e AsintheHousehill, other state agencies would be consulted for the
transition to postsecondary education programs and the workforce.

Under current law, WIA Title V authorizes the submission of a unified state
plan that combinestwo or more plansfor eligible programs, including astate plan for
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the adult education and literacy program (8501). Neither the House nor the Senate
bill would amend this provision.

State Performance Accountability System. The AEFLA requires a
comprehensive performance accountability systemto assesstheeffectivenessof each
state in “achieving continuous improvement” of adult education and literacy
activities (8212). The core indicators of performance are:

e improvementinliteracy skill levelsinreading, writing, and speaking
the English language, numeracy, problem solving, English language
acquisition, and other literacy skills;

e placement or retention in, or completion of, postsecondary
education, training, employment, or career advancement; and

e receipt of asecondary school diploma or the equivalent.

Each state must identify expected levels of annual performance for these indicators
which, if obtained, would show continuous performanceimprovement. Performance
levels must be approved by the Secretary of Education. Each state must report
annually to the Secretary on its progress with regard to its performance measures.

The Secretary is required to make the information from annual state reports
availableto the public, including state-by-state comparisons. The latest publication
from ED reports on the 2001-2002 program year, the second year of implementation
of the 1998 amendments.’® The report shows 46 states exceeding their adult
education performance goals; to exceed its goa's, each state must show continuous
progress on six performance measures established by the Secretary. States that fail
to meet performance goals lose eligibility to share in the WIA Incentive Grants
program (discussed above). Local recipientswho fail to meet performance goalsare
less likely to receive future awards because past effectivenessis one of the criteria
used in the competition for local awards.

Under the House hill, the state performance accountability system would be
expanded (8212). Each state would establish specific employment performance
indicators, along with the existing core performance indicators. The adjusted levels
of performance would be shown in “ objective, quantifiable, and measurable form.”
The annual state progress report would be submitted not only to the Secretary of
Education but also to the Governor, the state legislature, eligible providers, and the
general public.

Under the Senate hill, the performance accountability system would be
expanded toinclude performance measuresfor employment, similar tothe Housebill
(8212 of AEFLA; 8206 of the Senate bill). Performance indicators for workplace
literacy programs would be required. Each state would reach agreement with the
Secretary on the adjusted levels of performance to be obtained during the first two
years of the state plan, instead of the current three-year period. States that did not

10 y.S. Department of Education, Office of Vocational and Adult Education, Adult
Educationand Family Literacy Act (AEFLA) Program Year 2001-2002: Report to Congress
on Sate Performance, 2003.
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meet their performance levels would work with the Secretary for the next two years
to implement an improvement plan to meet such goals; unacceptable performance
level safter the extended period woul d trigger additional technical assistancefromthe
Secretary and new program improvement plans. Similar totheHousebill, the Senate
bill would expand the distribution of each annual state progress report to include not
only the Secretary, as under the AEFLA, but also the Governor, the state legislature,
and the state workforceinvestment board (8212 of AEFLA; 8206 of the Senate bill).

National Institute for Literacy. The Secretary of Education must reserve
1.5% of theannual AEFLA appropriation, not to exceed $8 million, for the National
Institute for Literacy (8211). The Institute must provide leadership for the
improvement of literacy, coordinate literacy services and policies, and serve as a
resourcefor adult education and literacy programs by disseminating information and
supporting effective services (8242). The Institute is authorized to

e establish anational electronic literacy and basic skills information
data base;

e coordinateliteracy and basic skillssupport at federal, state, and local

levels;

coordinate research and devel opment on literacy activities,

conduct research and development not being conducted el sewhere;

collect and disseminate literacy and basic skills information;

provide policy and technical assistance at federal, state, and local

levels;

support anetwork of state or regional adult literacy resource centers,

coordinate information sharing with national organizations;

e report on literacy and basic skills policy to Congress and federal
agencies; and

o award literacy fellowshipsfor careersin adult education or literacy.

The Institute is administered by an interagency group under an agreement
entered into by the Secretary of Education with the Secretary of Labor and the
Secretary of Health and Human Services (8242). The National Institutefor Literacy
Advisory Board isrequired to make recommendations concerning the appointments
of the Director and staff; provide advice on the operation of the Institute; and report
biennially to the authorizing committees in the House and the Senate. Board
members are appointed by the President, with the advice and consent of the Senate,
and must be representative of specified entities, such as literacy organizations,
businesses, students, literacy experts, and government agencies. The interagency
group appoints the Director, after receiving recommendations from the Advisory
Board. The Director isresponsible for the daily operations of the Institute.

TheNational Ingtitutefor Literacy was established by P.L. 102-73, the National
Literacy Act of 1991, as an independent federal agency. In general, the 1998
enactment of AEFLA did not modify the original 1991 provisions for the Institute.
However, under provisions of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLBA), the
Institute was given additional responsibilities and funding through the Reading First
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program, as described in 81207 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965."

Under the House bill, the Secretary of Education would reserve 1.75% of the
annual AEBSFLEA appropriation (up from 1.5%, and without the current $8 million
limit) for the National Institute for Literacy (8211). The purpose of the Institute
would be modified and expanded to promote literacy for persons of all ages;
activities would no longer focus solely on adults (8242). The Institute would be
required to carry out many of the activities currently authorized, but with additional
activities that would parallel the expansion of purpose.

The House bill would modify the organizational structure of the Institute. The
Institute apparently would remain an independent federal agency; however, the
Secretary of Educationwould appoint the Director, modify theinteragency agreement
“asnecessary,” and provide administrative support for the Institute (§242). The other
members of the interagency group would join with the Secretary of Education to
administer the Institute and consult with the Secretary of Education concerning the
appointment of the Director. The Advisory Board' sprimary dutieswould belimited
to making recommendations on the appointment of the Director and providing
independent advice on the operation of the Institute; the biennia report to Congress
would be produced by the Institute itself.

Under the Senate bill, the Secretary of Education would reserve 1.5% of the
annual AEFLA appropriation, not to exceed $10 million, for the National Institute
for Literacy (the same percentage asthe AEFLA but with the celling increased from
the current $8 million limit) (8211 of AEFLA; 8205 of the Senate bill). The purpose
of the Institute would be expanded to promote literacy for persons of all ages (§242
of AEFLA; 8216 of the Senate bill). Authorized activities would be expanded to
include (a) working cooperatively with ED toward the development and
implementation of standards-based assessment instruments to assist states improve
adult education and literacy programs,; and (b) the identification of research on
instructional and organizational practices that are effective in the improvement of
literacy programs. In general, the bill would not modify the organizational structure
of the Institute.

Key Definitions. The AEFLA defines anumber of key terms related to the
provision of services and participants, as indicated below (8203). The House hill
(8203) would modify some of these terms, of which the most significant differences
would befor: adult education, eligible provider, literacy, outlying area, reading, state
agency, and workplace literacy. The Senate bill would modify severa of these
definitions as well (8203 of AEFLA; §202 of the Senate bill).

Adult Education. The AEFLA defines this term to mean services or
instruction below the postsecondary level for persons: (a) who are age 16 or older;
(b) who are not enrolled or required to be enrolled in secondary school under state
law; and (c) who lack mastery of basic educational skillsto enable them to function

" For additional information, please see CRS Report RL31241, Reading First and Early
Reading First: Background and Funding, by Gail McCallion.
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effectively in society, do not have a high school diploma or the equivaent, or who
are unable to speak, read, or write the English language.

The House bill would define “Adult Education, Basic Skills, and Family
Literacy Education Programs’ to have the same meaning as the current “adult
education” except that (1) programs would be required to include a sequence of
academic instruction; (2) basic skills would be required to include mathematical
computations; and (3) the General Educational Devel opment (GED) credential would
be specified as an alternative to a high school diploma.

The Senate bill would make minor adjustments to the definitions for “adult
education” and “adult education and literacy activities.”

Eligible Provider. The AEFLA defineséligible providers— potential local
grant recipients — to include local educational agencies, community-based
organizations, volunteer literacy organizations, institutions of higher education,
public or private nonprofit agencies, libraries, public housing authorities, other
nonprofit institutions that have the ability to provide literacy services to adults and
families, and consortia of eligible providers.

Under the House bill, eligible providerswould include those currently eligible,
as well as faith-based organizations of demonstrated effectiveness and for-profit
ingtitutions that have the ability to provide adult basic skills and family literacy
education programs to adults and families.

Under the Senate bill, all providers currently eligible under the AEFLA would
continue to be eligible, but each would need to have demonstrated effectivenessin
providing adult education services. Unlike the House bill, the Senate bill would not
add dligibility for faith-based organizations or for-profit institutions.

Literacy. The AEFLA defines thisterm to mean a person’s ability to “read,
write, and speak in English, compute, and solve problems’ at levels necessary to
function on the job, in the family, and in society.

Under the House bill, the definition for literacy would be similar to current law,
but it would be modified to add the successful transition to postsecondary education.

The Senate bill would not amend this term.

Outlying Area. The AEFLA defines thisterm to have the same meaning as
WIA 8101: United States Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, the Republic of the Marshall
Islands, the Federated States of Micronesia, and the Republic of Palau.

The House bill would modify WIA 8101 by removing the Marshall Islandsand
Micronesiafrom the list of outlying areas.

The Senate bill would amend AEFLA to define outlying areato mean: United
States Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and the Northern Mariana Islands.
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Reading and Essential Components of Reading Instruction. The
AEFLA does not define these terms.

The House bill would require both terms to have the same definition as given
by §1208 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as follows.

e “Reading” meansacomplex system of deriving meaning from print
that requires understanding of speech sounds from print, decoding
unfamiliar words, reading fluently, reading comprehensively,
constructing meaning from print, and maintaining reading
motivation.

e “Essential components of reading instruction” means explicit and
systematic instruction in phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary
development, reading fluency including oral reading skills, and
reading comprehension strategies.

The Senate bill would require“ essential components of reading instruction” to
have the same definition as in the ESEA; it would not define “reading.”

State Agency. The AEFLA defines the “€eligible agency” as the sole state
agency “responsible for administering or supervising policy for adult education and
literacy” in the state, consistent with state law.

The House bill would define eligible agency as the “primary entity or agency”
responsiblefor adult education and related activities. The agency could be: the state
educational agency; the state agency administering workforceinvestment activities,
or the state agency responsible for administering community or technical colleges.

The Senate bill would not amend this term.

Workplace Literacy. The AEFLA defines“workplace literacy services’ to
mean literacy services designed to increase workplace productivity through the
improvement of literacy skills.

The House bill would amend this term to require collaboration between local
providers and employers or employee organizations, and specify that the improved
skills must include reading, writing, speaking, and math skills.

The Senatebill would makeasimilar amendment, but would further specify that

programs must take place in theworkplace, at an off-sitelocation, or ina“simulated
workplace environment.”

Legislative Action During the 108" Congress

During the 108" Congress, the reauthorization of the AEFLA was considered
by both the House and the Senate, but a final agreement was not reached and
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legislation wasnot enacted. The Houseand Senate proposalsweresimilar tothebills
introduced in the 109" Congress, as discussed in this report.*

108™ House Proposal. During the 108" Congress, H.R. 1261 was
introduced in the House on March 13, 2003, and referred to the House Committee on
Education and the Workforce. The Committee amended and reported the bill on
May 1, 2003 (H.Rept. 108-82). The House amended and passed H.R. 1261 — the
Workforce Reinvestment and Adult Education Act of 2003 — on May 8, 2003, by
avote of 220to 204 (roll call number 175). Under the House hill, as passed, Part A
of Title Il would have amended Title Il of WIA, and would have amended and
renamed the AEFLA as the Adult Basic Skills and Family Literacy Education Act
(ABSFLEA). Part B of Title Il would have authorized the Nationa Institute for
Literacy Establishment Act.

108™ Senate Proposal. S. 1627 wasintroduced in the Senate on September
17, 2003, and referred to the Senate Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions. The Committee amended and reported the bill on November 5, 2003
(S.Rept. 108-187). The Senate amended H.R. 1261 by substituting the provisions of
S. 1627 — the Workforce Investment Act Amendmentsof 2003— and on November
14, 2003, passed H.R. 1261, as amended, by unanimous consent. Under the Senate
bill, as passed, Title I, the Adult Education and Family Literacy Act Amendments
of 2003, would have amended and extended the provisions of AEFLA, including
authorization of the National Institute for Literacy. On June 3, 2004, the House
appointed conferees, but the Senate did not, and no further action was taken on
reauthorization during the 108" Congress.

Administration’s Blueprint for the 108" Congress. In June 2003, the
Administration published on the ED website an outline of its legislative priorities,
entitled, ABlueprint for Preparing America’ sFuture: The Adult Basic and Literacy
Education Act of 2003: Summary of Major Provisions. The blueprint focused on
greater accountability for states to obtain successful program results, greater
emphasis on research to find programs that work; expanded digibility of service
providersto include community and faith-based organi zations; closer timesbetween
service providers and employers; better data collection; and increased availability of
literacy services to those who need them. The outline did not suggest any specific
funding level.

On May 8, 2003, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) issued a
“Statement of Administrative Policy” giving support in general for the adult
education provisions in H.R. 1261, as passed by the House. The Administration
praised the House provisions to “improve the quality, accessibility, and
accountability” of adult education. It also indicated that it would be providing the
Congress with more specific suggestions to ensure the improvement of the quality
of instruction, as well as education and employment outcomes for program
participants.

12 For details of the 108™ Congress, please see CRS Report RL32365, Adult Education and
Literacy: Reauthorization Proposals of the 108" Congress, by Paul M. lrwin.



