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The Honorable Ralph Regula
United States House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Chairman Regula:

As president of the National Coalition for Litera@n organization comprised of providers and
stakeholders supporting adult literacy in the Whi&tates, | am writing to urge you not to agree
to the 66% cut in funding for the Adult EducatiamdaFamily Literacy state grant program that
has been proposed in the President’s 2006 Budgetmaendations. If such a cut were to take
place it would deny or abruptly terminate instrantin July of 2006 to approximately 500,000
out-of-school youth and adults attempting to corgptbeir elementary and secondary education
or learn the English language. (This number couwdease to 625,000 if states reduce their
required 25% match to correspond to the Federaictexh). Approximately one half of those
whose instruction will be denied or terminated Ww#l immigrants and refugees, primarily

Latino, pursuing instruction in English.

Several rationales have been advanced by the Asliration for this unprecedented cut. One is
that Pell grants will somehow compensate for tlogpdin adult education funds. Pell grants,
however, are made available only to students pogspostsecondary education. Adult
Education and Literacy programs are proscribeddtyte from providing education at the
postsecondary level.

A second rationale is that funds for English instian to immigrants and refugees have been
spared. Actually only the English Language/ Cixges-aside is held harmless. This program
enrolls only 3% of the 2.7 million individuals sedrannually by the Adult Education and
Literacy state grant program. Since almost onediathis 2.7 million are pursuing instruction
in English, holding this small program harmlesd ad very little to cushion the effect of this
proposed cut on individuals seeking to learn Ehglis

Another argument offered by the Administrationhattthe increased effectiveness of secondary
education resulting from the No Child Left BehimdiGLB) legislation will diminish the need for
adult education. Initially, at least, the reveagpears to be true. Adult education programs are
experiencing an influx of recent dropouts unable&®et the escalating requirements of NCLB.
Even if NCLB is eventually as successful as prgediy the Administration, secondary school
completers entering the workforce annually compoisly 2% of that workforce. Any effort to
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upgrade workforce skills to meet international cetitppn will have to involve services to the
existing workforce as well as to those just entgrin

The Administration also attempts to justify thisluetion in funding by a Program Assessment
Rating Tool (PART) evaluation of the Adult Educatiand Family Literacy program performed
by the Federal Office of Management and Budget (PMRBis evaluation gave the program a
“Results Not Demonstrated” rating. While we dogagsue with some of the criticisms of the
program contained in the evaluation (please seenh®sed analysis of the PART evaluation)
what is most striking is the fact that all of the@icisms are directed at the conduct of the
program at the Federal level. No remedial actibitystate and local programs could in any way
address the issues raised by the PART evalua¥en.as many as 625,000 deserving
individuals are slated to pay the price for it.

The nation’s Adult Education and Family Literacypgram was one of the first Federal

education programs to voluntarily adopt accounitgtiheasures. States have three to four years
of data to document the success of this programmeparted by USDE, in the first three program
years under WIA adult education achieved the falhgampressive outcomes for adults
participating in the program:

* 1,509,475 adults enrolled in Basic or Secondarycktion advanced one or more
education levels (minimum grade level equivaler? gkars per level);

e 1,169,696 adults enrolled in English language adedrone or more education levels of
6 possible levels;

» 547,590 adults earned a high school diploma or GED;

» 145,845 adults enrolled in postsecondary educatidraining;

» 421,862 adults were employed one quarter afterrprogxit;

» 587,910 adults retained employment three quarfees@ogram exit.

Continuation at least at current funding levelsrigcial to the successful assimilation of our
nation’s immigrants and refugees, the ability @& tfation’s workforce to withstand foreign
competition, and the capability of the nation’seuds to help their children make the most of
the No Child Left Behind legislation. Moreoverntmuation of this program can result in
savings of billions of dollars that, according be tAmerican Medical Association, are needlessly
expended annually because so many of the natidiZzerry lack the basic skills required to
comprehend and follow guidelines to good health.

Please maintain the funding for the Adult Educatiod Family Literacy state grant program at
its FY2005 level of $569 million.

Sincerely,

Dale Lipschultz
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OMB'’S “PART” (PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT RATING TOOL)
ASSESSMENT CRITICIZES FEDERAL CONDUCT OF ADULT
EDUCATION AND LITERACY PROGRAM —
PUNISHES LOCAL PARTICIPANTS

THE CUTS AND THE CONSEQUENCES
The President’s budget proposal for FY2006 callsaf66% cut in the Federal
appropriation for Adult Education and Literacy stgtants.

Such a cut will require that approximately 500,@@ilt students have their
instruction denied or terminated as of 7/1/06StHtes reduce their required 25%
match to correspond to the Federal reduction,nhisber could rise to 625,000.

Half of the students who will have their instructidenied or terminated will be
immigrants and refugees, primarily Latino, takingtruction in the English language.

THE FALLACY OF OMB'’S “PART” ASSESSMENT
The Administration cites a “PART” assessment by(lifice of Management and
Budget (OMB) that assigned a “Results Not Demoreti‘afinding for Adult
Education and Literacy as the rationale for thisrenedented funding reduction.

The PART assessment lists nine criticisms of thal®g8ducation and Literacy
Program.

* The program is criticized three times for settimggentage goals rather than
numerical goals. This is a decision that was madeeaFederal levelOMB
demands that the States set numerical goals fbreegory of individuals
served. This would require states and local progremset quotas for which
adults could enter programs. They would have aayfestthe number of
adults with goals such as pursuit of employmentsyitiof better
employment, achievement of a secondary school otedieand entry into,
retention in, and completion of training or postsetary education. The law
does not require that such quotas be set. Accdydihg Federal Department
of Education has allowed State and local progranentoll all eligible
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individuals — determining their individual goalsampenrollment. The
Department then negotiates percentages to beedthyneach State for each
goal category. The states have three to four y&fatata documenting their
success in meeting their percentage goals. THereifce of opinion as to
what the law requires exists totally at the Fedienadl. State and local
programs have no say in the matter; yet it is thpyegrams that are being
punished by a severe cut in funding.

» The program is also criticized for the lack of mtgic planning network, a
lack of research, a lack of short term goals ,alatlka of an appraisal system
to hold Federal managers accountable for grantderpence-all of these
are Federal, not state responsibilities.

* The program was cited for having an accountalsitstem that is not
consistent with OMB’s common measures. But thernommeasures are
focused almost entirely on employmewoinsiderations. Title Il of the
Workforce Investment Act (Adult Education and L#éey) contains a broader
set of purposes.

To sum up, the Federal Government has evaluated its own performance and has
found it wanting. Thesefindings provide no justification for denying education to
one half million or more deserving individuals.
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