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Introduction

The Adult Education and Family Literacy Act (AEFLA), enacted as Title II of the Workforce Investment Act (WIA) of 1998, is the principal source of Federal support to States for adult education and literacy programs and activities.  Congress appropriated $365 million for AEFLA grants to States for Program Year (PY) 1999-2000 (or Fiscal Year 1999), the time period discussed in this report.  Nationally, this amount represented about 25 percent of the total amount expended at the State and local levels to support adult education and literacy in PY 1999-2000.  States distribute 82.5 percent of the Federal funds they receive competitively, using 12 quality criteria identified in the law, to local adult education providers.  These may include local educational agencies, community-based organizations, volunteer literacy organizations, institutions of higher education, and others.  Local providers use these funds to offer adult basic education, adult secondary education, and English literacy instruction in a variety of settings, including through workplace literacy programs and family literacy programs that serve young children and parents simultaneously.  In PY 1999-2000, nearly three million individuals received services from an estimated 3,500 to 4,000 local providers.  

When AEFLA was reauthorized in 1998, Congress made accountability for results a central focus of the new law, setting out new performance accountability requirements for States and local programs that measure program effectiveness on the basis of student academic achievement and other outcomes.  The law identifies three core indicators that must be used to assess State performance.  These are:

· Demonstrated improvements in the literacy skill levels in reading, writing and speaking English, numeracy, problem-solving, English language acquisition, and other literacy skills;

· Placement in, retention in, or completion of postsecondary education, training, unsubsidized employment, or career advancement; and 

· Receipt of a secondary school diploma or a recognized equivalent.

If they choose, States also may identify additional performance indicators for adult education and literacy activities and incorporate these indicators, as well as annual levels of performance for them, in their State plans. 

The Department and each State reach agreement on annual levels of performance for each of the core indicators.  Levels for Program Years 1999 through 2001, the first three years of the law, have been agreed upon.  Levels for the remaining two years of the law will be agreed upon by July 1, 2002.  The Department is required to report State performance results to the Congress and the public each year.  This report sets out the performance data submitted by States for Program Year 1999-2000, a transition year in which States first began to implement the accountability requirements of AEFLA. 

In order to implement the accountability provisions of AEFLA, the Department expanded its collaborative work with States on the development of the National Reporting System (NRS) for adult education, an initiative that first began four years prior to the enactment of the law.  The NRS standardizes the measurement of the core indicators across States and establishes procedures for collecting and reporting student outcome data to enhance its validity and reliability.  

To measure adult students’ attainment of literacy skills, as AEFLA requires, the NRS establishes a hierarchy of educational functioning levels from beginning literacy through adult secondary education.  The NRS describes the reading, writing, numeracy, functional and workplace skills (and, for English literacy, speaking and listening skills) comprised within each of these levels.  It identifies a corresponding set of benchmarks on commonly used standardized assessments, such as the Test of Adult Basic Education (TABE) and the Comprehensive Adult Student Assessment System (CASAS), as examples of how students functioning at that level would perform on these tests.  Using the NRS guidelines, local programs use a State-identified standardized assessment procedure at intake to determine the appropriate level in which each student should be placed.  After a set time period or number of hours of instruction determined by the State, local programs conduct a follow-up assessment to determine whether the student has advanced one or more functional levels or is progressing within the same level.

The remaining core indicators identified in the law measure outcomes achieved by students following their participation in adult education, such as attainment of a high school diploma or its equivalent, placement in employment, and placement in postsecondary education or other training.  The NRS sets out common definitions for each of these measures, the applicable student population, and appropriate methods of collecting student data.  The definition of the employment measure was developed in coordination with the Department of Labor to ensure that it was consistent with definitions used to measure employment outcomes under Title I of WIA.

How to Read the Data in This Document

What follows is a series of tables, displaying the highlights of the national performance picture and then each State’s1 statistical profile.  The data demonstrate that, on average, most States met or exceeded their performance targets in this first year.  States are identified as having “met or exceeded” their performance targets based on an average of their performance on indicators required by AEFLA.  

While the NRS promotes greater standardization in how States measure and collect data on student outcomes, it does not demand uniformity.  States retain considerable flexibility to design accountability systems that accommodate differences in State and local needs, priorities, resources, and delivery systems.  As a result, data in this report are not directly comparable across States.  

For example, although the NRS sets out a framework for describing and measuring educational functioning levels, each State establishes the assessment procedures that local programs use to identify a student’s functioning level at intake and then after a period of instruction.  One State may choose to use a standardized test, such as CASAS, while another may choose to use a validated portfolio assessment that reflects the basic skill areas identified in the NRS.  Differences in the methods States use to collect data also limit the comparability of data across States.  States that use UI wage records to determine the employment status of former students may report lower but more accurate results than States that rely on voluntary self-reports by former students.   

Although the outcome data included in this report are not entirely comparable across States, they do give us the best overview of national adult education performance available in the program’s history.  A State’s success in improving the effectiveness of its adult education programs is best measured by comparing the student outcomes it achieves from year to year, and not by comparing its outcomes to those reported by other States in the same year.

The national averages are not weighted.  The Department currently cannot ensure statistical comparability between, for example, the performance of adult education systems in Maine or Montana, which have small, rural enrollments, and California or New York, which account for large proportions of adult education enrollments nationwide.

National tables on “Most Improved States” show the ten States that exceed their performance targets by the largest percentage for each of five performance measures.  In this first year, these data are not adjusted to account for whether the performance targets themselves were high or low.

National tables on the “Highest Performing States” show the top ten States with the highest:

· Percentages of students that completed educational levels; 

· Numbers of adults earning a high school credential;

· Numbers of adults moving on to further education and training; 

· Percentages of adults obtaining employment; and

· Numbers of adults retaining a job or advancing on the job. 

Three of these measures are not expressed as percentages for the following reason.  This first year, the system was unable to identify how a student’s outcomes related to his or her goals upon entrance into the program.  For example, the system’s measurement of individuals going on to postsecondary education did not distinguish between those individuals who actually intended to pursue postsecondary education and those who did not.  This anomaly has been corrected by identifying learner goals more accurately during the intake process in local programs.  In future years, these three indicators will show those who achieved the goal as a percent of those who actually intended to achieve that goal.

State tables included in this report begin with a one-page demographic display of each State’s program, including the amount of Federal adult education funds allocated to the State for FY 1999.  The second page of each State analysis contains a summary of the State’s performance on each educational performance measure required by AEFLA.  The State’s performance target is compared to its actual performance on each measure and a “status” column displays an arrow indicating whether the State exceeded, met, or did not meet its target.  For comparison, the State charts also provide an unweighted national average target figure for each measure, an unweighted national average of actual performance, and an arrow indicating whether the performance of all State systems on average met, exceeded, or did not meet the goal.

On the third page of each State’s summary, the post-program outcomes are displayed.  Three are expressed as whole numbers, and one (entered employment) is expressed as a percentage.  Comparisons to national performance follow the format of earlier displays, but also include bar graphs on numbers of learners earning a high school credential and numbers of unemployed adult program participants that got a job.

Summary of National Results by Performance Measure

Performance Measure One:  Demonstrated Improvement in Literacy Skills

On average, 41 States exceeded their performance targets for percentages of learners demonstrating improved literacy skills across the measured categories of educational performance contained in the NRS.  Eleven States did not meet their educational performance targets on average.

	States that Exceeded Literacy Skills Improvement Targets



	Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas

Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware

District of Columbia

Florida
	Georgia

Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine

Maryland
	Massachusetts

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey

New Mexico
	North Carolina

North Dakota

Ohio

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Puerto Rico

Rhode Island

South Dakota

Tennessee
	Vermont

Virginia

Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming


	Top Ten States that Exceeded Performance Targets on Average by the Greatest Percentage Change for Demonstrated Improvements in Literacy Skills*



	Georgia

Illinois


	Maryland

Mississippi
	Nevada

North Carolina
	North Dakota

Puerto Rico
	South Dakota

West Virginia


*This list does not take into consideration whether the State set its targets at a low or high level.  It is based on the size of the unweighted percentage change in predicted performance compared to actual performance.

	Top Ten States, in Terms of Percentages of Adult Learners Completing Educational Performance Levels



	Alaska

Illinois


	Maryland

North Dakota


	Ohio

Puerto Rico


	South Dakota

Tennessee


	Utah

West Virginia




Performance Measure Two:  High School Completion

This table compares the number learners who completed high school, either by earning a high school diploma or an equivalent secondary credential, to the actual target numbers of completers States had projected.  On average, 25 States exceeded their targets for high school completions and 27 States did not meet them.  No States merely met the targets.   

	States that Exceeded Performance Targets for High School Completion



	Arizona

California

Colorado

Connecticut

Georgia
	Hawaii

Idaho

Indiana

Illinois

Kentucky
	Maryland

Massachusetts

Minnesota

Mississippi

Montana
	Nebraska

New Jersey

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

South Carolina
	South Dakota

Tennessee

Vermont

Virginia

West Virginia


	Top Ten States that Exceeded their Target for Learners Earning a High School Diploma or Equivalent Credential by the Largest Percentage*



	California

Colorado


	Connecticut

Maryland
	Minnesota

Montana
	New Jersey

Pennsylvania
	South Dakota

West Virginia


*This list does not take into consideration whether the State set its targets at a low or high level.  It is based on the size of the unweighted percentage change in predicted performance compared to actual performance.
	Top Ten States with the Largest Number of Adult Learners Earning a High School Credential



	Arkansas

California


	Florida

Georgia
	Kentucky

Michigan
	New York

Ohio
	Puerto Rico

Texas


While “largest numbers” would clearly be associated with States having large enrollments, it was not possible to weight for total numbers of available learners in each State.  Next year, this data element will be computed as a percentage of individuals who had this as a goal, and the raw numbers will no longer be reported, allowing for more comparability of the data.

Performance Measure Three:  Further Education and Training

On average, 22 States exceeded their targets for numbers of learners in adult education programs going on to further education and training.  No States merely met their objectives and 30 did not meet their targets. 

	States that Exceeded Performance Targets for Numbers of Adult Education Participants Going on to Further Education and Training Opportunities



	Arizona

Colorado

Connecticut

Georgia
	Indiana

Kentucky

Maine 

Massachusetts
	Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana
	Nevada

New Jersey

New York

North Carolina
	Rhode Island

South Carolina

South Dakota

Vermont


	West Virginia

Wisconsin




	Top Ten States that Exceeded their Target by the Greatest Percentage for Moving on to Further Education and Training Opportunities



	Indiana

Kentucky


	Massachusetts

Minnesota
	Mississippi

Missouri
	New York

North Carolina
	Rhode Island South Carolina


*This list does not take into consideration whether the State set its targets at a low or high level.  It is based on the size of the unweighted percentage change in predicted performance compared to actual performance.
	Top Ten States with the Highest Absolute Number of Adults Transitioning to Further Education and Training



	California

Florida


	Georgia

Kentucky
	Michigan

Minnesota
	New York

South Carolina
	Washington

Wisconsin


Performance was measured in absolute numbers this year only and will be calculated in the future as a percentage of persons who identified the pursuit of further education as a goal during intake.  Thus, the effect of large enrollments on the performance in this category will be removed.

Performance Measure Four:  Obtained Employment

Employment is an important performance measure in AEFLA, along with educational outcomes.  In reviewing the data below, note that our system cannot weight data for labor market factors that also may have influenced the extent to which program participants were able to find employment.

Most States were highly successful in this performance area.  On average, 41 States met or exceeded their performance targets on this measure.  

	States that Exceeded Performance Targets for Numbers of Adult Education Participants Obtaining Employment



	Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas

California

Colorado

Connecticut


	District of

  Columbia

Georgia

Hawaii

Idaho

Indiana

Iowa


	Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts

Minnesota

Mississippi


	Missouri

Montana

New Hampshire

New Jersey

New Mexico

North Carolina

North Dakota


	Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

South Dakota

Tennessee
	Texas

Utah

Vermont

Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming




Florida and New York met their goals.

	Top Ten States that Exceeded their Performance Target for Program Participants Obtaining Employment by the Greatest Percentage



	California

District of Columbia


	Indiana

Iowa
	Kentucky

Massachusetts
	Minnesota

Montana
	North Dakota

New Jersey


*This list does not take into consideration whether the State set its targets at a low or high level.  It is based on the size of the unweighted percentage change in predicted performance compared to actual performance.

	Top Ten States with the Most Adult Learners Getting Jobs



	California

Florida


	Georgia

Indiana
	Kentucky

Minnesota
	New Jersey

New York
	Ohio

Texas


Performance Measure Five:  Retaining a Job or Advancing on Job

Many adult education participants already are employed, and a large number work two or more jobs to make ends meet.  With additional basic skills training, adult learners find they are more valuable to employers and may advance on the job.  While our system could not weight for economic contexts within States, most States were highly successful on this performance measure.  On average, 39 States exceeded their performance targets for learners who retained employment or advanced on the job.  No State merely met its target and 13 States did not meet their projected levels.

	States that Exceeded Performance Targets for Adult Education Participants Retaining a Job or Advancing on the Job



	Alaska

Arizona

California

Connecticut

Delaware

Florida

Georgia

Idaho


	Indiana

Iowa

Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan


	Mississippi

Missouri

Montana

Nebraska

New Hampshire

New Jersey

New York

North Carolina
	North Dakota

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Puerto Rico

Rhode Island

South Carolina

South Dakota
	Tennessee

Utah

Vermont

Virginia

Washington

West Virginia

Wyoming




	Top Ten States that Exceeded their Performance Target by the Largest Percentage for Retaining a Job or Advancing on the Job



	California

Connecticut


	Indiana

Massachusetts
	New Jersey

New York
	Oregon

South Dakota
	Utah

Wyoming


*This list does not take into consideration whether the State set its targets at a low or high level.  It is based on the size of the unweighted percentage change in predicted performance compared to actual performance.
	Top Ten States with the Most Adult Learners Retaining a Job or Advancing on the Job



	California

Connecticut


	Georgia

Kentucky


	Maryland

New Jersey
	New York

South Carolina
	Texas

Utah


Again, this numeric measure is one that will be converted to percentages next year when the system has the new capability to generate percentages of accomplishments based on learners’ actual goals.


UNITED STATES

	PROGRAM FACTS – 1999-2000

	
ENROLLMENT
                                                                                                           AGE
Adult Basic Education  
           1,065,771



English Literacy


           1,102,261




Adult Secondary Education              723,863


                                                       2,891,895


LEARNER CHARACTERISTICS            PARTICIPANT STATUS

                                                                         AT ENROLLMENT
American Indian or Alaskan Native            48,532
                                                                                          Disabled Adults                   135,113

Asian or Pacific Islander
                          214,688
                                                                                          On Public Assistance           282,303

Black (non Hispanic)                                 614,475

                                                                                          Adults in Correctional 

Hispanic                                                  1,029,606          Facilities
                     239,142

White (non Hispanic)                                984,594          Adults in Community

                                                                                          Corrections                            71,729

                     GENDER                                         Other Institutionalized             49,170

                                                                                                Employment & Training 

                                                                                                Program Participants            93,374 

                                                                                       

	                                                                                                                                        


Performance Measure I:

Demonstrated Improvement in Literacy Skills
On average, how well did States perform when compared against their performance targets?

	Exceeded
	41      States

	
	

	Did not meet
	11      States


	Met or Exceeded Performance Target

	41 States exceeded their performance targets for the number of adult learners acquiring the basic skills to complete one or more educational functioning levels



	AK

AZ

AR

CO

CT

DE

DC

FL

GA

HI
	ID

IL

IN

KY

LA

ME

MD

MA

MS

MO


	MT

NE

NV

NH

NJ 

NM

NC

ND

OH

OR


	PA

PR

RI

SD

TN 

VT

VA

WA

WV

WI

WY


	Most Improved States


	
	Highest Performing States

	Top ten States that exceeded their performance target by greatest percentage
	
	Top ten States with the highest completion rates for all adult learners

	
	
	

	GA

IL

MD

MS

NV


	NC

ND

PR

SD

WV
	
	AK

IL

MD

ND

OH
	PR

SD

TN

UT

WV


Performance Measure II: High School Completion

On average, how well did states perform when compared against their performance targets?

	Exceeded
	25     States

	
	

	Did not meet
	27     States


	Met or Exceeded Performance Target

	25 States exceeded their performance targets for the number of adult learners earning a high school diploma or equivalent


	AZ

CA

CO

CT

GA

HI

ID

IN

IL

KY

MD

MA

MN


	MS

MT

NE

NJ

PA

RI

SC

SD

TN

VT

VA

WV


	Most Improved States

	
	Highest Performing States

	
	
	

	Top ten States that exceeded their performance target by greatest percentage


	
	Top ten States with the most adult learners earning a high school diploma or equivalent



	CA

CO

CT

MD

MN


	MT

NJ

PA

SD

WV
	
	AR

CA

FL

GA

KY
	MI

NY

OH

PR

TX


Performance Measure III: Further Education and Training

On average, how well did States perform when compared against their performance targets?

	Exceeded
	22     States

	
	

	Did not meet
	30     States


	Met or Exceeded Performance Target

	22 States exceeded their performance targets for the number of adult learners transitioning to further education and/or training



	AZ

CO

CT

GA

IN

KY

ME

MA

MN

MS

MO


	MT

NV

NJ

NY

NC

RI

SC

SD

VT

WV

WI


	Most Improved States


	
	Highest Performing States

	
	
	

	Top ten States that exceeded their performance target by greatest percentage
	
	Top ten States with the highest number of adults transitioning to further education and training   

	IN

KY

MA

MN

MS


	MO

NY

NC

RI

SC
	
	CA

FL

GA

KY

MI
	MN

NY

SC

WA

WI


Performance Measure IV: Obtained Employment

On average, how well did States perform when compared against their performance targets?

	Exceeded
	41     States

	
	

	Did not meet
	11     States


	Met or Exceeded Performance Target

	41 States met or exceeded their performance targets for the number of adult learners obtaining employment.



	AK

AZ

AR

CA

CO

CT

DC

FL*

GA

HI


	ID

IN

IA

KY

LA

ME

MD

MA

MN

MS
	MO

MT

NH

NJ

NM

NY*

NC

ND

OH

OK
	OR

PA

RI

SD

TN

TX

UT

VT

VA

WI

WY




* Met Performance Target

	Most Improved States


	
	Highest Performing States

	
	
	

	Top ten States that exceeded their performance target by greatest percentage
	
	Top ten States with the most adult learners obtaining employment 

	
	
	

	CA

DC

IN

IA

KY
	MA

MN

MT

ND

NJ


	
	CA

FL

GA

IN

KY
	MN

NJ

NY

OH

TX


Performance Measure V: Retaining a Job or Advancing on Job

On average, how well did States perform when compared against their performance targets?

	Exceeded
	39     States

	
	

	Did not meet
	13     States


	Met or Exceeded Performance Target

	39 States exceeded their performance targets for the number of adult learners retaining a job or advancing on the job



	AK

AZ

CA

CT

DE

FL

GA

ID

IN

IA


	KY

LA

ME

MD

MA

MI

MS

MO

MT

NE
	NH

NJ

NY

NC

ND

OK

OR

PA

PR

RI
	SC

SD

TN

UT

VT

VA

WA

WV

WY


	Most Improved States

	
	Highest Performing States

	
	
	

	Top ten States that exceeded their performance target by greatest percentage
	
	Top ten States with the most adult learners retaining a job or advancing on the job 

	
	
	

	CA

CT

IN

MA

NJ
	NY

OR

SD

UT

WY
	
	CA

CT

GA

KY

MD
	NJ

NY

SC

TX

UT




Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Guam
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Marshall Islands
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Northern Mariana Islands
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Appendix: Challenges in the Implementation of 

AEFLA Requirements Using the NRS

While adult education got a “head start” on building its accountability system cooperatively with the field, starting work on NRS four years prior to the enactment of AEFLA, the process of implementing the law’s requirements has not been without challenges.  The Department and the States have been able to address a number of them, working in cooperation with other Federal partners and their counterparts at the State level.  For example, the operating definitions for WIA Title I and AEFLA programs have been made as similar as is possible, both for program administration and reporting purposes.  To support State efforts to use unemployment insurance (UI) wage records to determine employment outcomes for adult education participants, the Department and State adult education agencies decided to make the NRS measurement timeframes coterminous with the timeframes used by the Department of Labor’s (DOL) unemployment insurance program.  Remaining challenges include:

Generating Valid and Reliable Data

Each State establishes the standardized assessment procedures that local programs must use to identify an adult learner’s educational functioning level first at intake and then after a period of instruction.  States are free to select one or more standardized tests, such as Test of Adult Basic Education (TABE), or to standardize a process they are already using, such as portfolio assessment, if it can be made comparable to the validity and reliability of standardized tests.  The latter is difficult to achieve.  During PY 1999-2000, States and local programs were also working to improve the quality of data by assigning each student a unique identifier in order to eliminate the potential double counting of students.  A unique identifier would prevent, for example, a student from being counted twice if he or she attended both day and evening classes or attended classes at different locations.   

Collecting Data Using Computers

In order to build a statewide data collection system to collect, manage, and use student outcome data, States must establish an individual student record system employing a relational database for local programs.  This is a costly and complex task.  Even the technologically advanced State of California did not implement its TOPSpro data system until 1999-2000 on a statewide basis.  Many smaller and predominantly rural States, as well rural areas with small programs within States, do not have the time and capital to create the necessary automated data management systems. 

Individual student record systems that relate student educational outcomes with other variables, such as employment status or duration of instruction, likewise offer the advantage to local programs of tracking student progress in a more systematic way so that program staff may adjust their programs to better serve adult learners.  Data could be useful, for example, in helping programs identify areas in which teachers could benefit from professional development or additional support.

Tracking Post-Program Outcomes

Tracking what happens to program participants after they leave or complete the program as AEFLA requires can be a very difficult task because the eligible population tends to be highly mobile and local programs may have limited resources to conduct follow-up.  Consulting State UI wage records can be the most efficient, accurate, and cost-effective approach to determine the post-program employment outcomes of adult education participants.  These records consist of quarterly reports of employee earnings that are submitted by employers who are required to comply with the State’s unemployment compensation law.  They include an individual’s social security number and the wages he or she earned during the quarter.  Establishing the interagency agreements needed to exchange data in a manner that preserves the privacy of the records consistent with Federal and State laws is a complex and time-consuming effort.  Further, a number of States have laws or policies that prohibit the use of social security numbers to track students or prohibit the exchange of social security numbers among agencies.  Nonetheless, a number of States, including Kansas, Missouri, Pennsylvania, and South Carolina, have been highly successful in building such a data-exchange system during the last several years.  Other States are likely to join them in the future.

Training State and Local Staff 

To meet AEFLA requirements on reporting data, most State and local staff need training in collecting valid and reliable data and inputting data into an automated data system.  Equally important is training that demonstrates how data can be used at the State and local level to improve programs and the quality of instruction.  States may provide this training using the up to 12.5 percent of AEFLA State grant funds that are available for State leadership activities.  The Department is also using funds appropriated for national activities under Section 243 to develop training materials that can be used by States and local programs, including a Web-based training module.

Paying Local Staff for Data Collection

In large part, teachers are not paid for the time outside of instruction that is required for data collection and entry.  Frequently, there are no other staff at the local program who can assume this function.  Local programs have difficulty identifying sufficient resources to compensate teachers or support staff to collect and enter data.

Making Accurate Performance Estimates

While the core indicators identified by AEFLA were similar to many of the outcome measures States had been using before the law’s enactment, they were not entirely comparable, limiting the usefulness of previous data in making accurate performance estimates for the first three years of the law.  For this reason, many States were especially conservative in setting the performance projections AEFLA mandates.  Further, an unintended consequence of the WIA incentive grant program appears to be a tendency by some States to set performance estimates very conservatively in order to increase the probability that the State will obtain an incentive award for exceeding its benchmarks for WIA Title I, Perkins III, and AEFLA programs. 
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FEDERAL ALLOCATION


FY 1999 Allocation


Basic Grant   -   $365,000,000
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1 As used in this report, the term “State” includes the 50 States, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. While the report includes separate tables showing performance and other statistical data for Guam, the Marshall Islands, and the Northern Mariana Islands, these data are not discussed in the national summary of results in Part VI. 
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52.0%
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