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Legislature a preliminary report about the use of adult education funds and outcomes for 
adults statewide and in each adult education region. The final report on the uses and 
outcomes of these funds is due on or before February 1, 2018. 
 
This report, based on all data available at the time, addresses all of the following: a 
summary of Consortia annual plans funded under AEBG; the Consortia distribution 
schedule; the effectiveness of Consortia; the types and levels of services; and 
recommendations. 
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Executive Summary 

The California Legislature implemented the Adult Education Block Grant (AEBG) 
program, which integrated a regional delivery system designed to provide 
education and workforce services to underserved adults. To ensure that funding 
accelerates adults into employment, living wages, and full engagement in society, 
the legislation requires that the Chancellor of the California Community Colleges 
and the State Superintendent of Public Instruction submit two reports to the 
Legislature as provided in Section 9795 of the Government Code. These reports are 
to be based on data available at the time of submission and should include 
information as required by Education Code Section 84917. 

 
In August 2017, the Chancellor and State Superintendent of Public Instruction 
submitted a report to the State Legislature entitled Measuring Our Success,1 which 
outlines a comprehensive and collaborative data and accountability plan for adult 
education in California.  

This report will address the key requirements of the legislation, the evolution of 
California’s adult education system, and our recommendations. 
 
The recommendations are as follows: 

• Change the name from the Adult Education Block Grant to California Adult 
Education 

• Create a $30 million performance-based incentive fund for adult education 
consortia 

• Allocate annual funding to support data and accountability systems for adult 
education 

• Create a dedicated annual allocation for statewide system operations for adult 
education 

• Alignment of federal and state reporting cycles 
 

  



 

2 
 

AEBG Key Accomplishments in 2016–2017 

The AEBG program was successful in building important infrastructure to support 
regional consortia and the statewide implementation of AEBG in 2016–2017. These 
accomplishments include the following: 

• Expansion of the AEBG statewide network to over 400 providers including 
K–12 school districts, colleges, county offices of education, workforce boards, 
and other partners 
 

• Expenditure of over 80 percent of the 2015–2016 and 2016–2017 funding 
allocated by the Legislature for adult education 

 
• Implementation of processes and tools to collect student-level data from 

consortia for the first time 
 

• Convening a successful field committee and design process, resulting in the 
design of a Data and Accountability plan for adult education in California 
 

• Development of the new AEBG NOVA financial system to track consortia 
member budgets and expenses and connect them to member strategies and 
metrics 

 
• Development of a new Web communication infrastructure to improve the 

communication processes between the AEBG Office and consortia  
 

• Development of marketing toolkits to educate stakeholders, students, and 
partners about adult education in California 

 
• Completion of a comprehensive implementation study of the AEBG by the 

Center for Law and Social Policy 
 

• Identification of the Sacramento County Office of Education (COE) to serve 
as the fiscal agent for statewide technical assistance and provide 
coordination of and capacity building assistance to adult education consortia 

 
• Development of policies for the alignment of student fees between K–12 

adult education and community college noncredit providers 
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• Development of Memorandum of Understandings (MOUs) between the 

California Department of Education (CDE), the California Community 
College Chancellor’s Office (CCCCO), and the Employment Development 
Department (EDD) for data sharing to improve student tracking between 
systems and into the workforce 

 
The development of a statewide system that includes infrastructure, support, and 
tools for the regional consortia is one of the key strategies for realizing the 
Legislature’s vision in the creation of the AEBG. Based on lessons learned from this 
first year of full implementation, the AEBG Office and state agencies provide the 
following recommendations on how to best support and sustain the gains made 
this year. 
 
 
Summary of Consortia Annual Plans  
 
Hanover Research  

Consortia continue to report successes and challenges in their annual plans. In 
2016–2017, the AEBG Office contracted with Hanover Research to perform a 
comprehensive study of the AEBG consortia annual plans. This study analyzed the 
core components of all 71 consortia plans, including consortia achievements, 
progress on meeting regional needs, identification of gaps, progress on student 
transition and acceleration, professional development, and leveraging of resources. 
The summary report and coding documents for that report were delivered to the 
AEBG Office in September 2017. The following common themes  emerged from the 
analysis of the annual plans: 
 

• Planning and Partnerships Among Consortium Members: Many 
consortia report that they are still developing plans and partnerships among 
consortium members and plan on continuing to do so in 2017–2018. Related 
to this, many consortia report facing a significant challenge in coordinating 
among consortium members, including scheduling events and meetings 
between representatives of different member organizations.  
 

• Relationships with External Partners: Many consortia report that they 
have developed relationships with workforce development boards, local 
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businesses, and community organizations. Similarly, many consortia intend 
to continue developing these types of relationships in 2017–2018.  
 

• Program Development: One of the most frequently reported 
accomplishments for 2016–2017 is the creation of new adult education 
programs; however, many consortia still report a need for more new 
programs. New programming is one of the most frequently reported 
“challenges” and one of the most frequently reported elements of plans for 
2017–2018. 

 
Additionally, the report cites common themes related to several AEBG key 
objectives: 
 

• Seamless Transitions (Objective Three): About one-third of consortia 
report challenges with hiring qualified staff or finding the time for current 
staff to take on additional responsibilities. About one-quarter of consortia 
report expanding human capital for 2016–2017, and the same percentage 
intend to do so in 2017–2018.  
 

• Student Acceleration (Objective Five): Ten percent report a challenge 
in providing adequate student services, and 20 percent report challenges in 
hiring and finding adequate staffing. Few consortia report plans for new 
hires in this area, but about one-quarter expanded student services in  
2016–2017, and one-third intend to do so in 2017–2018.  
 

• Professional Development (Objective Six): Nearly half of consortia 
report attending conferences and organizing workshops, and 38 percent 
report sharing best practices and organizing working groups within the 
consortium. Few challenges are reported in this area.  
 

• Leveraging Resources (Objective Seven): Most consortia report 
general plans to coordinate among consortium members and build 
relationships with local partners. Few responses offer specific actions in this 
area, but compared with other objectives, more consortia report seeking 
varied funding sources and developing marketing and outreach plans. 
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Emerging Practices 
 
Important strategies are emerging from annual plans and state field committees at 
convenings that inform the development of new programs and improved services 
for adult education students. They are as follows:  
 

• Transition Staffing: Consortia across the state are developing dedicated 
staffing models focused on student transition. They are hiring transition 
specialists, many of whom work across agencies and between community 
colleges and K–12 adult school systems. In some consortia, whether 
employed by a K–12 school, college, or by multiple providers, transition staff    
work as an integrated cross-agency team. This is an emerging “effective 
practice,” and many consortia report that they are still learning how these 
individuals should be deployed, the ‘ideal’ scope of work, and how shared 
staffing like this should function in a multiagency integrated service 
environment. 
 

•  Integrated Pathway Mapping: In 2016–2017, consortia became more 
involved in integrated pathway development and pathway mapping. This 
includes identifying career pathways common across systems—in areas 
such as information technology, health, or business and mapping 
curriculum—to ensure a seamless transition of students from K–12 adult 
education into community college programs. Many consortia have 
developed co-enrollment models or course-to-course articulation 
agreements, whereby students can get community college credit for courses 
taken at the adult school when they transition into the equivalent college 
program. This practice would ensure that students do not have to repeat 
content when transitioning to college and can complete part of the course 
work related to completion of a postsecondary credential, while still 
enrolled at the adult school. 
 

• Regional Data Integration and Needs Analysis: Many consortia and 
regions are looking at data integration frameworks to inform local decision 
making and allocation of resources. This includes two related bodies of 
work reported by consortia: (1) revised analyses of the needs of adult 
learners and the gaps between that need and current consortium capacity; 
and (2) deeper discussions about integration and sharing of student data 
through new data tools and systems. In some cases, entire regions are 
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starting to have conversations about shared data tools to inform program 
improvement and data-driven service delivery. 
 
 

AEBG Consortia Highlights: Examples of Practices with Promise 
 
The AEBG communications infrastructure, in an effort to highlight effective 
practices emerging from the field, has developed a“Practices with Promise” 
showcase” for consortia. It provides the opportunity to learn from others, as they 
move forward with their annual plans and the development of new three-year 
plans in 2018–2019.1 Practices with Promise is just one of the tools provided for 
regional consortia to support stakeholders in developing and sharing best 
practices. 
 
 
Alan Hancock Consortium: Joint Staffing of Workforce Resource Center 
 
To strategically serve populations in need, the consortium came together to        
co-locate staffing at a One-Stop Center, where adult learners could conveniently 
receive information and guidance about employment and educational 
opportunities, as well as job-search assistance. The Allan Hancock College 
Community Education Program collaborated with the Santa Barbara County 
Workforce Investment Board and the EDD at the Workforce Resource Center 
(WRC), a One-Stop American Job Center of California facility. These agencies, 
along with Santa Barbara County Department of Social Services, are co-located in 
the same building as the WRC, to support local unemployed and underemployed 
residents.  
 
 
Palomar College/Vista: Course Alignment to Support Student Transition 
 
More than 106 individual adult school courses from eight separate disciplines 
achieved alignment with one or more similar courses from other adult schools and 
Palomar College. This created 40 multicourse alignments (two or more courses 
aligned) across the consortium. Furthermore, Escondido Adult School, Poway 
Adult School, and Vista Adult School have been able to articulate 14 courses with 

                                                 
1. http://aebgpracticeswithpromise.com/showcase_successes.asp  

http://aebgpracticeswithpromise.com/showcase_successes.asp
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Palomar College and 13 other courses are in the queue currently seeking an 
articulation agreement. The Curriculum Alignment Project helps strengthen the 
bonds between the adult schools and Palomar College, increasing the likelihood 
that adult school students will continue their education, proceed even further 
within their career path, and become lifelong learners. 

 
Southwest Riverside: Transition Team Increases Enrollment in College 
 
To increase the effective transition of students from regional adult schools into 
college, the consortium added counseling support, associate counselors hired by 
Mount San Jacinto College, at each of the adult education programs throughout 
the consortium to ensure that all students had access to a counselor who could 
help guide them in the transition to postsecondary education. This Transition 
Team was in place as a pilot program at all the adult schools in the consortium in 
2017. The additional support has increased the number of students who have 
access to postsecondary planning, federal student aid information, and college-
placement tests. Ultimately it helped increase the number of students 
transitioning into career and degree programs.  

 

 

Consortia Distribution Schedule 
 
Funding allocations to regional consortia were determined in collaboration with 
several key state agencies following a funding formula based on regional needs. 
This formula was developed by using demographic data on adult populations, 
literacy, educational attainment, and immigration, as well as consortium size and 
capacity. In the 2016–17 fiscal year, the dissemination of these funds was 
apportioned to the consortia by the State Controller in 12 equal monthly payments 
in accordance with EC Section 84912. 

 
Table 1. AEBG Funding Processed – State Controller’s Office 

Item Month Amount 
AEBG Consortia Apportionment July 2016 $133,152,686 
AEBG Consortia Apportionment August 2016 $366,847,314 
Total AEBG Funding $500,000,000 
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As in the previous two years, consortia have the option to elect a fiscal agent or to 
have funds disseminated directly to each participating member agency. In 2016–17, 
45 consortia identified a fiscal agent, and 26 opted for direct funding. The 
proportion of consortia choosing direct funding increased slightly, from 23 in 
2016–17 to 26 in 2017–18, reflecting a concomitant decrease in the number of 
community college agencies serving as fiscal agents. The number of K–12 and/or 
COEs serving as fiscal agents (n=11) remains unchanged from 2016 to 2017.  
 

Table 2. Fiscal Agents by Program Year 
Type of Fiscal Agent 2015–2016 2016–2017 2017–2018 

K–12/COE 15 11 11 
Direct Funded (no fiscal agent) 8 23 26 
Community College 48 37 34 
Total Number of Consortia  71 71 71 

 
Table 3 illustrates funding allocated to members of K–12 school districts, COEs, 
and Community College Districts (CCDs) for 2016–17. 

 

Table 3 AEBG Funding by Agency Type 
Type of Agency Member 2017–2018 

K–12 433,284,032 
COE 8,479,501 
Regional Occupation Programs 
(ROP) /Regional Occupation 
Centers 

368,378 

Community College 57,350,076 
Other 518,013 
Total AEBG Funding $500,000,000 

  
About 87 percent of AEBG funds in 2016–17 were allocated to K–12 school districts, 
with a little over 13 percent going to CCDs and other agencies. Table 4 details 
AEBG funding by agency type.  

 

Table 4. Distribution of Funding, by Agency Type 

Year Community 
College COE / ROP K─12 Other 

2015–2016 12% 2% 86% 0.1% 
2016–2017 12% 2% 86% 0.1% 
2017–2018 11% 2% 87% 0.1% 
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Effectiveness of Consortia/Types and Levels of Services 
 
The purpose of this preliminary report is to frame the comprehensive enrollment 
and outcome data for the March 1, 2018, report to the Legislature. That report will 
include comprehensive data on student enrollment, student outcomes, skills gains 
disaggregated by consortium, demographics, student barriers, and other critieria 
using the new adult education data and accountability metrics described in the 
August 1, 2017, report. It will also identify the types and levels of services provided 
by consortia, including enrollment trends in the seven adult education program 
areas, and students receiving services but not enrolled in programs.  

This preliminary report will focus on setting the context for the March 1 report, 
including the following information: 
 

• Background on previous years’ AEBG data collection, including any 
challenges or issues relating to those previous year data sets 
 

• A summary of progress on the implementation of the Data and 
Accountability system described in the Measuring Our Success report to 
the Legislature 
 

• Analysis of the initial data available to the state agencies that includes 
preliminary enrollment data in the major program areas and current 
estimates of unduplicated student head counts by system 

 

 
Background and Previous Years’ AEBG Data Collection 
 
Program year 2017–2018 will be the first year of data collection under the new data 
and accountability definitions and systems proposed in the Measuring Our Success 
report. However, it is the third year in which the AEBG Office has collected data 
about student enrollment. The implementation of a clearly defined set of data and 
population definitions for 2017–2018, coupled wth ongoing improvements in 
reporting and coding of data in 2017–2018 and 2018–2019, will result in more 
rigorously collected baseline data that can be tracked over time. That level of rigor 
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will enable the AEBG Office to evaluate the effectiveness of the state’s investments 
in adult education. 

The AEBG Office has been charged with collecting student data while still 
developing data definitions and the collection processes. Consequently, variations 
in what is reported will occur, as the new system is implemented and data 
collection processes are normed and refined. This applies to the data reported to 
the Legislature in the 2015–2016 year end report and the upcoming 2016–2017 year-
end report.  

This does not invalidate earlier data reports, which have and will provide 
important information about students, programs, and practices. The experience of 
implementing a new accountability system that integrates the work of K–12 adult 
schools and community colleges has been an important learning environment for 
the CDE, the CCCCO, and local providers. It will result in a much more reliable 
data system for program improvement and evaluation of the AEBG by the 
Legislature. To frame what will be reported in the 2016–2017 end-of-year report 
and what will be reported in future years, this report will briefly summarize data 
challenges encountered in the 2015–2016 and 2016–2017 program years. 
 
 
Data Collection for 2015–2016: In August 2016, agencies reported their 
enrollment and baseline data for the 2015–2016 program year. Because this was the 
first year of reporting under the new legislation, there were some challenges in the 
2015–2016 data set: 
 

• Some duplication existed where providers reported course or program 
enrollments instead of unduplicated head counts. 
 

• Because providers were unsure which program areas to include, the  
2015–2016 numbers include 493,388 students in for-credit pathway 
programs that are now not part of AEBG reporting to the state. 

 
• In 2015–2016 providers did not provide student-level data but provided 

aggregate numbers of students served based on the definitions at the time. 
 

The 2015–2016 data collected has been very useful for comparison with preliminary 
reporting data for 2016–2017 and the CCCCO Management Information Systems 
(MIS) data for those same program years. When the inclusion of for-credit 
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students and duplicate counts is corrected for, the student enrollment data by 
program area are remarkably consistent from 2015–2016 to 2016–2017, with some 
limitations. 
 
 
Data Collection for 2016–2017: In 2016–2017, providers were required to report 
only students impacted directly by AEBG funding in order to provide clarity 
regarding how many students were served under the new legislation. This number 
included students in AEBG-supported courses and students who received support 
services from counselors, transition specialists, or other AEBG-funded staff. The 
2016–2017 program year was the first year of data collection for the AEBG using the 
Comprehensive Adult Student Assessment Systems (CASAS) TOPSPro Enterprise© 
(TE) reporting system. TE collects individual student-level data, which allows for 
much better data validation and subsequent analysis. Although this will improve 
the accuracy of reported data compared with 2015–2016, there were still some 
challenges that will impact the final data reported to the Legislature in March 
2018. 

 
• Although TE is well understood in the adult education environment, it was 

a new platform for some community colleges who are still learning how to 
extract their student data for export to TE. Many colleges did not purchase 
or begin using TE until April 2017. Consequently, delays in reporting data 
and issues in data quality are still being resolved as of the development of 
this report. 
 

• Because of the primary focus on AEBG-funded students, some providers did 
not report students funded through apportionment, the Workforce 
Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) Title I, or other sources. 
Therefore, they did not report on their entire adult education student 
population. 

 
• Because clear definitions of programs and metrics were not available to the 

field until after the “field process” that informed the August 2017 Measuring 
Our Success report, providers often took divergent approaches to 
identifying their students and coding programs for reporting. That 
approach will result in some inconsistency between what is reported in 
2016–2017 and what will be reported in 2017–2018 and subsequent program 
years. 
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Although final data on the 2016–2017 program year will not be available until after 
the submission of this report, the AEBG Office currently anticipates reporting a 
lower, albeit more accurate, unduplicated count of adult education students for 
2016–2017 compared with what was reported for 2015–2016.  

Progress on Implementation of AEBG Data and Accountability System 

The 2017–2018 program year 
is the transition year for the 
implementation of the new 
data and accountability 
system for adult education 
in California as described in 
the August report Measuring 
Our Success to the 
Legislature. While the new 
program, data elements, and population definitions are being used for the 
collection of 2017–2018 data from the field, the new data elements, data matching 
processes, adult education data dashboard, and new guidance to the field are all 
being implemented for the first time during the 2017–2018 program year. New 
elements include: 

• Creation of new population, program, and award data elements in the
college MIS data and enrollment system

• Alignment of local college and K–12 adult student information systems and
data collection processes with the new metrics and definitions

• Implementation of data matching between K–12 adult student data,
community college MIS data, the EDD Wage File, and high school
equivalency testing data

• Implementation of the adult education data tab in the CCCCO-funded
CalPASS Plus LaunchBoard system

TOPSpro
Enterprise

CA Chancellors
Office MIS Sys

K12 Adult Schools
All K12 Adult School Students
Participating in the 7 AEBG
Program Areas

WIOA Title II Agencies
Students Participating in WIOA
Title II Adult Education & Family
Literacy Act Funded Programs

Community Colleges
All CC noncredit students
participating in the 7 AEBG
Program Areas

EDD
Wage File

Match

CCCCO
MIS Data

Match

TOPSpro
Enterprise

Launchboard
Adult Ed Data Tab
TE/MIS Match
EDD Wage File Match
GED/HISET Match
Data Visualization Tools

Data Source Data Collection Integration &
Reporting

CDE: WIOA
NRS Report

AEBG Annual
Legislative Report

California AEBG Data and Reporting System
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• Crosswalk between the National Reporting System (NRS) Educational 
Functioning Levels and the college Course Basic (CB21) course rubric for 
levels below transfer 
 

• Development and deployment of guidance to inform the transition to MIS 
reporting for community college students 
 

All of the work described above is well underway and will be completed prior to 
the end of 2017. A table identifying tasks and progress to date is included here. The 
AEBG Office is currently on schedule for full implementation of this system in 
time for the end-of-year report to the Legislature. 
 

Fall/Winter Data Activities and Activity Status 

Activity Status Completion Date 

Convene Data and Accountability Field Team 
Design Process 

Complete July 21, 2017 

Development of AEBG Data and Accountability 
Plan 

Complete August 1, 2017 

CDE and CCCCO MOU for the WIOA, Title II Data 
Match 

In Final Review September 30, 2017 

CDE & EDD MOU for Wage File Data Match In Process December 2017 

Final collection of 2016–2017 student data Complete September 1, 2017 

CB21 NRS Competencies Crosswalk Scheduled October 2017 

Upload of TE Data into Launchboard Scheduled October 20, 2017 

Adult Education Data Dashboard Phase II Buildout Scheduled December 2017 

Data Matching and Test Display to Practitioners Scheduled December 2017/ 
January 2018 

 
To inform implementation of the data system and as a validation activity for the 
2016–2017 data, the AEBG Office is analyzing historical noncredit enrollment data 
to identify broader trends and inconsistencies or gaps in how data are collected by 
college practitioners, in particular. For example, analysis of prior years’ data in MIS 
has identified gaps in the reporting of instructional contact hours for some 
noncredit courses and different methodologies for coding English as a Second 
Language (ESL) courses that impact reporting of enrollment. Guidance will be 
issued to the field by the CCCCO in fall 2017 to fix these issues in reporting by the 
colleges. 
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Preliminary Estimated 2016–
2017 Student Enrollment 
Data 
 
This preliminary report is 
intended to frame the issues 
that impact the enrollment 
and outcome data that will be 
presented in full in the end-of-
year report due to the  
Legislature on March 1, 2018. 
The table to the right shows the approximate annual timelines for preparation of 
that report, including reporting deadlines, when data become available, and data 
matching that must occur to provide complete enrollment and outcome data to 
the Legislature in March. As a result, this annual preliminary report includes only 
the first aggregation of raw enrollment data that will need to be validated and 
refined prior to the March report. It can be assumed that the numbers presented 
in the March end-of-year report will differ in degree from the numbers presented 
here. One of the recommendations at the end of this report is that should the 
Legislature desire to see more data elements reported in the preliminary report, 
the deadlines be moved back slightly to allow the state agencies more time for 
review and refinement of the raw data. 

According to 2016–2017 data submitted by consortia members, approximately 
695,162 unduplicated individuals were served by adult education consortia 
members. This number was based on provider assessments of which  students 
were funded by the AEBG, including those not enrolled in classes but still 
receiving counseling, transition, or other services. This assessment of the number 
of students is less than the 1.3 million student enrollments reported in 2015–2016 
due to two critical differences in the data sets for those years: 
 

• The 2015–2016 data set included 493,388 students enrolled in for-credit 
programs, which are funded almost exclusively through apportionment, 
and would not have been reported using the “funded by AEBG” reporting 
criteria. 
 

• Aggregated reporting by consortia members resulted in some overreporting 
based on enrollments rather than unduplicated head counts. 

Annual Data Timelines 

End of Program Year June 30 

Data Reporting by Agencies August 15 

Preliminary Enrollment Data Available September 15 

Preliminary Data Report October 30 

College Award Data Available November 

Data Matching December – 
January 

End-of-Year Report March 1 
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Extracting for-credit enrollment out of the enrollment data for 2015–2016 results in 
much closer comparison figures between that year and 2016–2017.  
 

Comparative Enrollment Data: 2015–16 and 2016–17 

2015–2016 Program Year 2016–2017 Program Year 
Head Count Program Enrollment Head Count Program Enrollment 

NA 847,580 695,162 851,813 

 
The enrollment figures above are based on combined program, unduplicated 
enrollment by program areas for both years without the inclusion of students in 
college for-credit programs. No aggregate unduplicated head count data were 
available for 2015–2016 due to the structure of the reporting system for that year. 
Based on this data, it appears that 156,651 students during the 2016–2017 program 
year enrolled into more than one program during the year. This co-enrollment 
data will become more significant as the consortia invest more heavily into the 
implementation of Integrated Education and Training program models and 
contextualized basic skills models similar to I-Best in Washington state. 

The first aggregation of student-level data collected through TE indicated that 
851,813 K–12 adult school and community college noncredit students enrolled in 
adult education programs in the 2016–2017 program year. 
 

California Adult Education Preliminary Unduplicated Enrollment by Program – 2016–2017 
 ABE2 ASE ESL CTE AWD CSS Unknown

3 Totals 

K–12 Adult 45,905  127,973  203,709  122,195  4,250  9,490 47,476 560,998  
College 62,480  18,856  92,242  71,643  2,896  3,556 25,642 277,315  

Other* 5,405 2,534 333 4,056 5 94 1,073 13,500 
Totals 113,790  149,363 296,284  197,894 7,151  13,140 74,191 851,813  

 
The highest concentration of enrollments are in ESL programs, followed by Adult 
Secondary Education, Career Technical Education (CTE), and Adult Basic 
Education programs, respectively. As the data illustrate, many providers did not 

                                                 
2. Acronyms: ABE-Adult Basic Education; ASE=Adult Secondary Education; ESL=English as a Second Language; 
CTE=Career and Technical Education; AWD=Adults with Disabilities; CSS=Adults in Training to Support Child 
School Success. 
3. The unknown figures here represent reporting on students where the provider did not designate a program of 
enrollment for that student. 
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specify program enrollments for some participants, resulting in the rather 
significant number identified as “unknown” in this report. Additional analysis is 
underway to understand why providers reported so many students not enrolled in 
programs. To better illustrate the number of aggregate students participating in 
CTE or workforce programs, the data above aggregate reporting for short-term 
CTE, workforce entry and/or reentry students, and preapprenticeship. Prior to the 
release of the new data element definitions in August, providers were unclear 
about the differences among these three program areas, which are clearly all 
variants on CTE that target a specific population or labor market niche. Extracting 
these elements requires derivation from population characteristics or other factors 
that will take additional time to analyze before presentation in the March report. 

From what is known about consortium member data submissions, many colleges 
reported for-credit and noncredit students in 2016–2017. Additionally, because of 
the emphasis on reporting only students funded by AEBG, many non-credit 
students were not reported by colleges this year. Because of the unknown number 
of for-credit students and exclusion of some noncredit students, there will be 
challenges in comparing college data against future years data that will include 
only noncredit students. However the CCCCO has extracted college noncredit 
enrollment data for the 2010–2011 through 2016–2017 academic years.  

That data will be used for further analysis of what was submitted by the colleges 
through TE in 2016–2017 and to inform guidance to the field so that colleges can 
improve their reporting once reporting for the college system transitions to MIS in 
2018–2019. Based on what is known thus far, the number of unduplicated noncredit 
students in 2016–2017 is between 164,000 and 190,000 students, depending on the 
assumptions used to compile the data. The CCCCO is working to provide more 
precise noncredit enrollment figures and enrollment trends and submit them as 
supplemental data for the March 1 end-of-year report. 
 
 

Recommendations 
 
The year 2016–2017 was a year of learning for the CDE, the CCCCO, and regional 
consortia. The attempt to build a system that integrates assets and resources 
across state agencies and funding streams has never been attempted before in 
California on this scale. The reinvention of adult education in California is unique 
and powerful for the following reasons: 
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• The ongoing cycle of planning and use of data for continous improvement 
both by the state agencies and regional consortia 
 

• The implementation of new integrated program models connecting basic 
skills in career development with integrated student support in ways that 
are new to both K–12 adult and community college practitioners 

 
• The implementation of intentional transition strategies that link curricular 

systems in K–12 adult schools and community college noncredit and for-
credit pathways 
 

• The intentional blending of funding from the AEBG, the WIOA, the Carl D. 
Perkins Career Technical Education Improvement Act of 2006, college 
apportionment, and other sources to expand the impact of these funding 
streams and support a system that can continously expand to serve more 
students more effectively 
 

Building a culture of continous improvement in adult education, one that connects 
and integrates assets from multiple systems, will require strong support from state 
agencies. This will also require ongoing infrastructure focused on data and 
accountability, professional development, and an ongoing statewide learning 
community to lift up and help consortia implement and sustain effective practices. 
The recommendations in this preliminary report are based on the experiences of 
the regional consortia and state agencies in beginning to lift up such systems and 
what it will take to maintain them. 
 
 
Recommendations 
 
1) Change the name from the Adult Education Block Grant to California 

Adult Education: In statewide field committees, practitioners noted that the 
word “grant” in the title of the program created confusion in the field. The 
AEBG program explicitly suggests that regional consortia and state agencies 
should leverage and align funding sources as part the adult education system. 
Consequently, the ”block grant” implies that it is a distinct categorical program, 
which creates challenges for local fund alignment discussions. 
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Additionally, K–12 and college practitioners conveyed that their districts have 
hesitated to make permanent commitments or hire permanent staff because of 
the “grant” nomenclature. The CDE and the CCCCO recommend that the 
Legislature use different nomenclature in future legislation related to adult 
education in California. 
 

2) Create a $30 million performance-based incentive fund for adult 
education consortia: The CDE and the CCCCO recommend that the 
Legislature allocate an additional $30 million for adult education to administer 
a performance-based incentive fund. This funding would not impact the $500 
million AEBG baseline investment. This strategy was a recommendation 
posited in the study by the Center for Law and Social Policy entitled Prosperity 
Through Partnership. It specifically recommends a “targeted performance 
bonus system to give consortia incentives to improve services to their 
community of need.” 

Although consortia are actively investing in and implementing new strategies 
that target their core communities, as illustrated by some of the innovations 
referenced earlier in this report, they face challenges with balancing 
investments in new programs with the need to maintain baseline levels of 
service in a reduced-funding environment. An incentive fund would accelerate 
the adoption of new integrated pathway models, support service strategies, and 
greater support for transition of adult education students into postsecondary 
education and the workforce.  

To support this, the AEBG Office would explore and create analytics for 
distribution of incentive funding to consortia based on how services are 
targeted to a community of need and outcomes are improved. The definition of 
this community of need could be based on (a) combination of the traditional 
adult education target population definition (unemployed, no diploma, 
impoverished, lack of English language fluency) and (b) population barriers to 
employment in the WIOA (long-term unemployed, formerly incarcerated, 
within two years of exhausting Temporary Assistance for Needy Families, etc.). 
The CDE has had in place a method for determining incentives for performance 
since 1999 for agencies making positive progress on outcomes related to federal 
targets. The CCCCO recently embarked upon a field committee process to 
define the performance-based criteria, for the 17 percent funding, under the 
Strong Workforce Initiative. As a result, the AEBG Office would use the same 
process to analyze and build the metrics for this fund. 
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3) Allocate annual funding to support data and accountability systems for 

adult education: The Data and Accountability system described in the 
Measuring Our Success report includes systems and tools that will require 
ongoing funding. 
 
• The annual costs of data collection from K–12 adult education and WIOA 

providers. This task is currently accomplished through the CASAS TE 

reporting tool. This  cost related to data and accountability will need 
ongoing support. 
 

• The ongoing support and implementation of the LaunchBoard adult 
education data dashboard. 

 
• Support for ongoing supplemental data collection and reporting through 

post-exit student surveys. 
 

In addition to the above ongoing fixed costs for adult education data and 
accountability, consortia face many local challenges in tracking their students. For 
example, because a large number of adult education students do not have social 
security numbers, it will be impossible to collect employment and wage data from 
the EDD wage file data match. To overcome this barrier, the state agencies and 
consortia will haveto invest in supplemental data collection to report data on 
employment outcomes for adult education students. Part of this annual 
investment would be allocated to consortia to support this supplemental data 
infrastructure, which will be needed to provide comprehensive reports to the 
Legislature. 
 
4) Create a dedicated annual allocation for statewide system operations 

for adult education: The implementation of the AEBG program by the CDE 
and the CCCCO has required the creation of an entire ecosystem for 
communications, technical assistance, and professional development for the 
field. This includes development of Web-based fiscal reporting and monitoring 
tools, ongoing state convening and training, and the identification of a 
technical assistance provider to work with the consortia and regions as they 
develop and implement their annual and three-year consortia plans. Because of 
the uniqueness of the adult education regional consortium infrastructure, 
shared fiscal and planning accountability systems, and other needs, the CDE 
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and the CCCCO recommend the Legislature make an annual allocation to 
maintain statewide system operations for adult education. 

 

5) Alignment of Federal and State Reporting Cycles: Currently, timelines for 
reporting to the Legislature make it difficult to fully review the data, produce 
the reports, and go through the appropriate agency review process to produce a 
full and comprehensive report on time. The CDE and the CCCCO recommend 
that the Employment Development Department, California Workforce 
Development Board, and the Legislature review all the the reporting 
requirements for the WIOA, AEBG, and other funding streams, as well as 
amend the timelines for submission of reports to the Legislature based on the 
actual timelines of when data are available and can be properly processed for 
reporting. 
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