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© Adult General Education Performance Improves" o ;

However Placement Rates Need Improvement and

the S

,/ atagaice .

Flondas aduft general education programs are
_ ., ‘operated by school districts and community colleges
-~ " Both -community : colleges and , school- districts
g ; improved their performance in tenns of the number of - -
Ilteracy completion ‘points - eamed by students o
‘ between 1998-99 and 1999-00. - Yet; :school district
placement rates are low for adult basic and English
\for ‘Speakers of Other Languages programs< ’ '

~ ™~ “School districts and communrty coIIeges have acted’ '

" to improve thelr adutt general education programs
including strengthenrng student' retention. efforts. -
Some of ‘the apparent_ perfonnance “improvement -
ccould reflect better record keeplng m’trackrng student

o progress v . y

Although the states perfonnance fundmg |nrt|at1ve is f'
;'a key aspect - of improving student outcomes,
/" departiment guidelines for assessrng ‘student progress -
Ieadmg Jo outcomes are not ,being consrstently
applled bythe institutions. . L ¢

The lack of a clear stateW|de resrdency requrrement
” and statewide procedures for documentlng re3|dency
- ‘can lead fo the state eprowdmg free educatlon
‘programs to non- resrdents Wwho are requued to pay |
the full cost of mstruchon \ PN
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| Background ——

. | Florida’s

Ofﬁce of Program .Polzcy Ana] y515 and Govemment Accountabrlzty

PN Cos
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Purpose — Y

- P

ThlS report reviews, the adult general educatron S
programs admlnlstered ! by the Division of r
Workforce Devélopment in'the Department of .
Educatron and is part of the justification rev1ew ‘ ‘
of . the - Workforce Development Education - X
Program required by s. 11. 513, Florida Statutes )™
In Ahis report we prov1de a descrlptron of the

program a/ndr identify conclusmns and - ;
recommendations for the’ effective dehvery of’
- these services. - - v N ) N
‘ fﬁ“"g'.‘, -y

In 2000, nearly two(mllhon Floridians over the . g
age-of 18-did nof have a high school d1ploma, RN
‘and’more than 1.7- million Florida adults had ° o
readlng skills below the elghth grade' level. , '
adult ‘education” programs “help '
address this problem. by, enabling adults to' ( -
acqulre basic skills nec\essary to" atta1n basic and !

functional literacy, as well as_ training and'

. education to allow them'to become employable,

* productive citizens. Specific services’ for adult
educatron students are descrlbed below ‘
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- academic and workforce readiness skills

) L
Adult basic education provides instruction
to improve students” employability through
instruction i In mathemat1cs, readmg,
language; and workforce readiness skills at a
grade-level equivalency below the ninth
grade level.

Aduit secondary education prov1des

. instruction with high school credit leadmg

to a high school diploma. It also provides'
courses of instruction preparmg students to
. successfully complete the five General
Educational Development sub]ect area tests
(mathematics, writing SklllS, science,
literature, and social studles) leading to .
quahﬁcahon for a State of Florlda high
school d1ploma Coursework is at the hrgh
+ school grade level. ‘

General Educational Development
Preparation and Testing Program (GED)

\ provides instfuction to, prepare adults to
successfully complete the five subject area
tests leadingto qualification for a State of
Florida high school diploma. ‘
Vocetional-Preparatory Instruction )
. provides students with instruction to attain

)

\.

N

ST

! |

‘ranging from functional literacy through the
eighth grade level or higher, so that -
students may pursue certificate career-

- ..education (vocational education leading to a

3
L]

J

~

certificate) or higher-level career education.. -

-

" Adult English fof Speakers of Other ~ .
. Languages (ESOL)/Adult English as a

Second Language provides non-credit

‘English language courses des1gned to
“improve students’ employability by
developing communication skills and

cultural competencies that enhance the

ability to read, write, speak, and listen in
Enghsh -
Aduits with Disabilities provides specialized
services to disabled adult general education

\

‘students. Areas of instruction include \

literacy, work-related behaviors, and daily
. living skills, with the goal of the student
participating i in home-and commun1ty
activities or obtammg employment.

4 ,\/‘\

/part of -a

\ commumty college campuses

-\ hospitals, and volunteer orgamzauons

. 4
4

*  Workplace Readiness Skiils provides basic
skills necessary to function in entry-level

occupations or to receive training for
- technological advances in the workplace.

According to Florida law, :adult general
éducation programs’ are, desrgned to improye
the employabrhty SklllS of . the state’s
workforce. ! ) -

Florida’s adult general education program is
dual-delivery system for
postsecondary workforce education programs.

. In this system, both school districts” and-

community colleges. provrde -adult general
! ‘education programs.? These. programs are
provided at vocational-technical centers, county
adult educauon/ centers 'or h1gh school or

colleges and school districts also contract with
‘private organizations, such“ as churches,
The.

providers also establish partnerships with their

local workforce‘ board one-stop centefs to \

provide hteracy, ]ob counsehng, and placement
services. N < ’

VIR

" Adult education programs funded - by the
'Workforce Development . Education Fund -
served over 365,000 adults in 2000-01. School
districts served most (87%) .of those students.
‘Most community college. and school” district

adult education students are enrolled in adult

basic education programs, followed by adult

hlgh school and GED, as seen in Exh1b1t 1.

oy \ )

: ¢ ¢
v -
. ! ° -~
[ 0 } v // 7 -
-~ o~
J - ‘
> . . ! e s ,
! Section 239.115(1)(a), Florida Statutes: N

2 Twenty of the 28 community colleges and 57 of the 67-school
districts provide adult general education sprograms. - See

Appendix A for:a listing of county school districts and.

community colleges that provide adult education. programs.

Community -

\

S
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y Exh|b|t1 o EXthlt 2 N
« '  Most 2000—01 AduIt Education Students Were /~ School District Enroliment Increased-in 2000 01 o
Enrolled in Adult Basic Education Programs ~ * | = - -~ After Three Fiscal Years of Declme . .
, SO | e ste281 310760 1o
B : ) : ' b i . - '
( GED Adult v, -,
13% Basic . .
/ 62% . - .
. A\ )\, \ - —
: » ’ \ )
= \/ g Adult K ( ,
t School T | . 1997-98:7  1998-99 1999-00 2000-01, )
' ©25% 0 ) N d o g L
y - ) o L N ecdm;nunny,Colleges ‘o School Dlstrlcts "
Pl ) . I . ’ ; : v - '
o Note: - Adult Basic Education inclides ESOL, Vocational ESOL, > - Note: This is an unduplicated headcount. - *
s % 7 Citizenship, agddWOTkplacle Rea(tilltness Skills since tll'llese %rOg{’ams " ¢ Source: OPPAGA analysis using data from Workforce.Education
} - are not provided separately in e communi college database . 1 ~
e VocaUOnI:tl Preparatd)ry Inst);uctwn is also addte}:,d to tlgus category. / 8:&2;29 and In formatron Services and Plyls ion of Commumty
Duphcated enrollment is used for this chart since some stu’dents A . C
’ ‘ may be enrolled in more than one program ‘ o N o : Cd
5 Source: OPPAGA analysrs using data from Workforce Educatlon " In Frscal Year 2001- 02 a total of $271 8 mtlhon in/
& .Outcome and Informatlon Servnces and D1v1snon of Community |
Colleges. i , " state and federal funds were allocated' for adult 9, e
- N ‘ s _general educatlon programs. State' general '* o
s N ~ ) revenue cornprlses 89% of total funding. (See,
, Adult education enrollments decreased , Exhlblt 3) . R T
- between Fiscal Years 1997-98 and- 1999- 2000, a e e .
-, shown in Exhibit 2. Enrollments decreased in * Exh|b|t 3 . - K <N
« -all workforce development education programs,’ ' Fundmg soumes for Adult General Educatlon~ - :
during the latter' part of the 1990s-due to the ‘ ,
corresponding improvement in the economy. s dut General Education Fundi Fiscal Year )
P When jobs are plentiful and' émployers -are utt General Education Funding -
seeklng workers, educational enrollments tend CommumtyG'a//egeAdu/tGenemlEducaﬂoang/a - S
- General Fundin , 33 308 050 -0
to decrease. ‘Enrollment decreases could dlso be Performance- Bgsedypundmg N 5386199 - .
A attributed to 1998 Leg131at1ve action removing Total Community CollegeFunding ~ * - 38,694,24 Nt
* -$20 million in the adult disabled appropriation Sc/lao/D/sm:Mdu/tGeneralfducananPmy/ams ' e
v from the budget. , The following year, the .. . Ser’}e’al Fundrgg TE 1ggg%$gg
Legislature’ disttibuted the adulfdisabled funds \ L7 Tgta‘l)gg?tgg? Digfr?ct Ft?]d'i:% \ , 185.334.073
through-a competitive process. The 1999 funds fTotal Adult General Education Funding from — Cs
shifted from being based on enrollment to Workforce Development Education Funds $224,028,323 -~
* funding for a’ varrety) of adult disabled activities- + Workforce Education Programs for Adults with.
' and services. These services did not necessanly Dls;lblgtlesm T—— ' 18.508481 -
g - requtre enrollment in courses, resultlng in an . O T O — --
e ficial llm d N NN Federal Adult Education Funding . - 3
~ artificial enrollment decrease. “« : Adult Basic Education Federal Flow-Through Funds .
¢ 5 Co PR , from Educational Aids Trust Fund \ . $23,457,545
:I;Ié);vevelr{ pi0\§r amzoe(z)r(;r(())ilrn efrlt ts lncr;as)e d mby English Literacy and Civics Education Grant under” : ,
o In Fiscal Year retlecting the recent e aquit Education and Family Literacy Act . 5,799,872
downturn in the economy and resulting return . [Total Federal Funding ) "~ $29,257 417
-of displaced -people) to school in “order to - Total State and Federal S
1mprove their JOb skills. ¢ - - |Adutt General Education Funding $271,794,17( .
- T Source: Department of Education and‘Chapters 2001:253 and
, _ " 2001-367, Laws of Florida. - / o .
~ - ! N R ' ~ ' ? '\/, " !
= S 3 . A ' t /
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Beginning in Fiscal . Year 199900, "adult
education general revenue funds were allocated
the Division’ of  Workforce

' Development by a’ funding - formula, ,which

is based-upon prior year funding (85%) and
\the attainment. of literacy completion points
and reported placements (15%).  Literacy -

~ completion points, or LCPs, were developed

. earned by ‘non-targeted students.

as benchmarks of student accomplishment and
are earned when students demonstrate that
" they have masteréd certain skills. L1teracy

_completion po1nts “earned. by, students in

targeted populations (disabled,’ econom1cally
disadvantaged, or students enrolled in English-
for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) |
' programs) are .weighted hlgher than / LCPs
These
weights provide higher fund1ng since targeted
populanons frequently have lower hteracy skills

. and require more time and effort on the part of .

the institution to generate LCPs

- Adult- general education programs use four
measures for” the attainment of hteracy

™ completion points: * r VN

[

~

» " grade level/scale score improvements .
measured by anapproved test; - ( N

. 1mprovements in literacy or workforce

" readiness skills; -

. . ) A
* successful completion of curriculum-
frameworks and course performance A
standards; or .

. 'attalnment of GED or an adult high school

. d1ploma [ .

Unhke other workforce development education -

programs, most adult general education
students do not pay fees. Florida law ‘specifies
that adult general education programs are free
to- students who meet certain cr1ter1a to
1nclude . . -

3 Please see OPPAGA Report No. 01-56 for a more thorough
discussion of the performance fundlng formula, and hteracy
complehon points.

* A listing of Literacy Complehon Points for each program may be
-accessed at http//www firn.edu/doe/dwdframe/ad/ad frame htm.

5 Rule 6A-6. 014, Florida Admuustratzve Code.
® Section 239.117, F.S, o -
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“Non-resident students must also pay fees,
shown in Exhibit 4, the department requ1res

l /.
. students who do not have a high school
diploma; and

= students who have a high school d1ploma

but have academic skills at or below an'
eighith grade level on an approved
assessment instrument. RS

However, fees are charged in certain S1tuatlons

. Adults who do. not meet the criferia listed
above, or who are taking classes for"personal

interest or enrichment rather ‘than improving

workplace skills, must pay fees. . Literacy

" completion points attained by these, 1nd1v1duals

are not to be reported, as they are not
considered students - under the. Workforce
Development Program.

As

that non-resident students pay both , the

standard fee plus tuition. = Non-resident
 studeénts generate LCPs. — T

Exhlblt 4 - ' b ‘

Non- Re5|dents Pay ngher Fees -

Standard Fee Tuition
($0.62 Per ($1.84 Per
Contact Hour*) Contact Hour)
 Residents XN 3
Non-Residents X X

*There are 30 contact hours in one credit hour. '

Source: Division of Workforce Development Department of
Educatxon

.

)

Flndlngs/

Both systems have demaﬂsb'ated

- measurable improvement in teracy

completion, yet school district job and

education placerment rates are low for adu/r

basic and ESOL programs .

The performance of community college and
school district adult education programs for
purposes of allocating performance-based
fund1ng1s based on o '

* the number of literacy completlon pomts
and’

3

N

N
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. the number of job and educational . Community colleges and school districts also
) placements of students who complete g mcreased the average number of LCPs per- °
' programs.” Adult education placements are C enrollee. Students in adult education programs ~ °
. generated when students find employment ~ also, on the average, -earned more literacy’ .
- orre-enroll in other adult education’ completiori points during the period. - From
) programs at a hlghe{ levell or other : o _' " Fiscal Year 1998-99 to 1999- 00 commumty N »
programs, such as vocational certificate. T colleges increased the number of LCPs earned )

) W ' d" th forr £ th d< lk .~ per enrollee from'’ '0.98 to 1.17, whilé school, - (
e asls es(sie the per ormar{)ce ° lt ©.a tlllt . districts increased LCPs from 0.83 to’ 0.97 per |
genera education program by ana yzing the ~ enrollee. (See Exhibit.6. 5 This is- 1mportant as

. number of hteracy completron points earned by it sh ows that the pro grams have provided more-

*each program and/ system and the nimber of benef1t to ~ individual students and have . q
C literacy completion pomts earned per enrollee 1mpr ove d datar ep ortin g, as note d earlier.. - . ;
K \COmmumty ,colleges and school . dlstricts - , ™
o \mcreased ,the average, number_ of literacy . - Exh|b|t6
completion  points  despite’  declining ' Both Systems Generated- More Literacy Comple’uonf (
~enrollments. As shown'in Exhibit 5, school . Points Per Studem in 1999-00 . . .
v d1str1cts increased the number of LCPs awarded: . - — S N S
' by 16% and community. colléges by 5% from . : - , ‘ 2 N
Fiscal Year 1998-99 to 1999-00. This occurred ; 0.83 g 3 . 4
. -despite a 5% drop in student enrollment during . . . VTR glggg:gg 5,0
] this period. , This i increase in performance shows ' ‘ N
* that "both" commun1ty colleges and school ' N & : A ‘ ) ,
districts  have' been more successful " COmmunIty 00"8088 School Districts N ~
I advanClng StUdentS through their prOgramS NG " Source: OPPAGA analysis'using data from Workforce’ Educatlonl s l
N and 1ncreas1ng student. skills, s1nce awardlng .y ¢ and Outcome Information Services, Departmentof Educatlon ] L
, of\ PCPs equates to', mastery of skills.. =~ . R U RV
. Improvements in data report1ng are also hkely ~ Asishown in Exh1b1t 7, both’ systems 1mproved ~ {
I respons1ble for this increase. . 7 in‘the number of LCPs per enrollee‘for adult *
 Exhibit5 - K ‘ \ .~ _ high school ‘and .adult basic ‘education o
 Both Systems Attained" ngher Numbersof ' . Programs. Community colleges performed.”,
theracy Completion Points (LCPS) Between . better than.school districts in the adult high )
1998 99 and 1999 00 K ‘ : school  program. Community colleges ~ -
_ y ‘ . K generated 1.73 LCPs per adult high school
s T ‘ N student while school d1str1cts generated 1.39. * /

) scq;wu ‘ Smaller ga1ns were made in the adult basic ~
A Districts _ | education category, which nincludes ESOL )
b ‘ ' - 16% Increase - programs. Fewer numbers of LCPsare earned

" IV co . in adult basic programs due to the literacy 1 level~ B
. | Community : 71'157'\ SN i |~ -of the student. Many adult basic and ESOL
.| Colleges 67,750 ' ©1999-00 | " students have to. be brought up to an educable )
- /T~ S%Increase « ~ _ [11998-99 level before proceeding with their programs. \
' Further 1nst1tut10nal admmrstrators report that .

Source: OPPAGA analysis using data from the Workforce Education

¢ . and Outcome Information Services, Department of Education. K - . ¢ !
} : 2 . o - : ) ‘,
7 The Florida Education and Training Placement, Information . (“We excluded data for school dxstncts that showed enrollments, ~ "
Program (FETPIP) of the Division of Technology, Department of - with few or no LCPs reported, These school districts include ,
" Education, collects job placement data. . Hendry, Liberty, Nassau, and Okaloosa.
\ \ e, C ! ¢ N .
Y, . /s - R 0 h
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many of these students do not earn even one (

LCP . : e
J L ' ’

Exhibit 7

~Both Systems Improved in Literacy Completion

Points Per Student in Adult High School and
“Adult Basic Programs '

01998-99

‘ Commun‘ity Colleges
_ ; iy B1999-00 -
1.4 1.73 R P }

Adult Basic

Adutlt High School
School Districts "~ D199
. > 1B1999-00
Y S IR |
. 03 049
. o N
7 Adult High School ' AdultBasic ¢
Iilotei\ Adult Basic Education includes ESOI;, Vocational ESOL,
Citizenship, Workplace Readiness -Skills, and Vocational

Preparatory Instruction. Duplicated enrollment is used for this.
* chart, since some students may be enrolled in !more than one

program.

Source: OPPAGA analysis using data from Workforce Education
- and Outcome Information Service and Division of Community

Colleges RGN ~ .
\ o ] ¢

' We analyzed hteracy complehon p01nts for the

"Securlty number.

GED  program

GED students are the only
1nclude a statewide data ‘match by Social
LCPs earned by GED
students are awarded to all institutions who
have provided supportmg instructional services
to the student over the prev1ous two years

LCPs aré awarded only after students pass any

of the five subtests of the Official GED Test.

Since

LCPs are awarded through “data

separately, - since they are -
awarded differently than those earned in adult.
high school and adult basic programs. LCPs for
completion -
_ performances based on several elements, fo"

matching, institutions may earn GED hteracy_

I

w N\ , t . ¢
3 . y !
\ .

« ) N

s

/

. two-year period that performance data was- .~

~

'GED _
g generatlng an average of 1.7 LCPs per GED -

f A . '
completion points - from K "a ‘variety of
instructional programs, even if the student is
not enrolled in a GED program. For example, if

a student enrolls in an adult ba51c education -
course for the purpose of strengthenmg math -

skills before taking the GED test, the institution

will receive credit for a GED literacy completion -

point when the student passes the official test.

For‘purposes of this report, we analyzed only
the LCPs generated by students enrolled in
GED preparatlon programs. These students can-
earn up to six, .CPs toward rece1v1ng their GED

diplomas; one LCP for each’of the five subtests B

and oné for the Ofﬁc1al GED Test.

Of the students enrolled in community college
and school district GED»> preparation programs

in. 1999-00, less than one third passed subtests .

toward their GED. This results in low numbers
of students receiving their diploma within the

collected for this group. As shown in Exhibit 8,

community colleges and school -districts
produced comparable numbers of LCPs per
student, with community colleges )

student while school districts generated 1.6.

(
L o~(,

Exhibit 8 o s
Both Systems Produced Comparable Numbers of
Literacy Completion Points Per GED Student in
1999-00 P

Community COIIeges - School Districts
. i

Note: Counts for earned LCPs are for records matched for valid
Social Security numbers only LCPs mclude test passers and GED
recipients. . \ ;

\

" Source:. Analysis completed by Division of Workforce .

Development.’ N S
<
’ ) ‘

I

{
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Community -colleges and school districts took ] - with these institutions to 1dent1fy and correct
\ several steps to |mprove performance A * data reportmg problems - .

Community colleges and " school districts
-, reported that they had taken several steps to

© 7 attain these)performance gains. " Most notably, ‘
thejrlnstltutlons took steps to improve student
 retention in their 'programs, including hlrlngv
additional personnel to work. with students
and keep them on track in their programs.

. Some institutions, also- provided incentives to
-, keep: students motlvated such. as hold1ng

;Overall, local and state adm1n1strators report

“substantial improvement in data- collection and

reporting for adult education programs, as

-evidenced by the overall increase in the number -
"/ of LCPs reported RS N ‘.( -

Placement rates were lowest for adult basic
- education and ESOL completers. Communlty

colleges had a higher overall placement\rate of

72 7 %, compared to the-school dlStrlCtS at 57.7%.

' Placement rates are lower in the school district
programs since they serve higher numbers of
students who possess lower hteracy and’ Jobf
skills. School district énrollments’ include large
numbers of ESOL students-who may be new 'to
the waorkplace (or this country) and require
extra . time to become acculturated |, to thev
" workplace! As a result school district ESOL <
students generate few placements since they
are more difficult to, place in jobs and are less

N

. _celebrations and present1ng students with, LCP
certificates as a reward for movmg up to the
next competency level.. ‘ s

h

C) Commumty colleges “success in increasing LCPs -
for adult high school students was attributed to ~
the fact that several colleges have created co-
enrolled adult high school programs that place
students on a fast track toward complehon For
. ' instance, one community college has an eight-
week session, allowing students to take twp, or’ o
_ ! 1 even three courses at a time. While students'at

- other msntutlons are allowed to work at their
sown. pace, students at this particular institution -
are prov1ded ai~ structured progratmh  with
expectations as to what they need to accomplish

hkely to continue‘on'to thher educatlon

+ As shown in Exhibit 9, placement rates for adult
“basic- educatlon and ESOL programs wete the
lowest for ;both systems with 52.5% school

to finish: their courses. Stiderits progress district and  714% | community.  college,
rapidly through their programs, resulting in the

institution generatmg more LCPs. )

. It should be noted that part of the\reported
performance .improvement -could reflect better
data reporting,as-well as actual performance
gains. Adult education adm1n1strators said that.
their institutions stressed the 1mportance of’

. thoroughly documentmg and reporting student(

. progress,.and had developed new, data systems,
provided | training_to linstructors. and staff,
and 1mproved procedures necessary to report-
LCPs. However, some school districts are

\ that the placement rates shown in ‘Exhibit 9
are derived from only those students who
.had generated literacy completion | points.
Therefore, the placement percentage is based -
on only a portion of the total, number of
‘ students served. e

School d1str1ct placement rates | were
- srgruﬁcantly lower than those of communlty
Ycolleges ‘in the adult basic/ESOL’ category,

which included  workplace_ readiness skllls

vocahonal ESOL and citizenship. A

Ay

voostill exper1enc1ng probléms .in reporting ’ ) ’ r T b,y '
complehon data. For example,. enrollment and ; o - Lo )
performance data generated by the department S \ ST ~ _ -
, revealed that several school. districts reported ) ¥ Coe

. program enrollmerits, yet the performance data o I = ’ .
revealed that these students gener\ated few or- -
no LCPs." The department contmues to work -

~~ : A

! N R - - . .
. — ! . ) . .
\ ' I 8 o ‘
’ . ‘ N . \ ) . . r
) - ‘ . .
4

‘ 1completers Lplaced “Tt is 1mportant to note. - -
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Adult Basic Education and Engllsh for Speakers of
Other Languages Programs Generated the Lowest
Percentage of Placements in for Both Systems in..
2000-01- « ‘ R

N\

Percentage of 1999-00 Enroliees Who Generated
Completions in 1999-00 and Placements in 2000-01
Adult  Adult Basic Vocational

Secondary Education Preparatory
Education’

-G‘dmmmia/ Colleges

Percentage of
Enrollees Who,

- o
Earned ' - s
_ Completions : : Ty N
~ (LCPs) 22.0% 329%  16.0% "27.4%
Pe(centage of A ~
Completers Who - . ) .
Were Placed * . 733% . 714%  864% 7

72.7%
School Districts - S

Percentage of -~
Enrollees Who ' -
Earned , '
", Completions
(LCPs)

134% - 27.6% 23.8%

38.3%

Percentage of .

Completers Who -
Were Placed. ~ 714% . - 52:5%

' 1Catego‘ry includes Adult High School and GED.

Category includes Vocational ESOL, szenshrp, Workforce
\ Readiness Skills, and Adult’ Learning:Services.

85.3%

y B

3Completlon rates and the dataused in these calculations "are '\

program level data, 1n which students are counted in each
program in which they. are enrolled.

4Placement rates and the data used in- these calculations are

student level data, in which the'student is counted one tlme

Source: Analysis completed by Division of Workforce
Development

>y, «
,
{,

4

The highest placement rates ‘were for the/
(VPI)

Vocational  Preparatory Instruction -
programs, ‘with: community colleges having
86.4% placements and school” districts 85.3%.
VPl programs' are linked to a vocational
certificate program and are desrgned to prepare
students  with  the reading,  writing,

- mathematics, and employability skills necessary

for success.in the occupation. As.such, students'
may be more focused on” completlon and
probably " possess . hrgher education and skill
levels than the Adult Basic Education students.

r

1

and ESOL? Instruction Total

57.7%

1

L

W enrollment capability, “ allowing students to'

The adult high school and GED placement rates

are higher in both systems, since many GED'

students obtain their diplomas to: meet
employer requirements after they are already
placed in jobs. ‘Further, GED students may
obtain their diplomas for <purposesI of

t contmumg their education programs. )

N

Y

}

\

5 retestmg of the student us1ng a'state-

Communlty colleges recorded a shghtly higher
performance in the adult high school and GED

- placement category. One explanatlon is. that "

community college students frequently re-
enroll
programs after completing their adult high
school programs. Further, some ‘community
~college adult high school programs have dual

ma1nstream 1nto their college credit courses.

Depart‘ment gwde//nes for assessmg and.
documenﬂng student progress are not
being canS/stenﬂy applied among
institutions ,

, To ensure that performance funds are fa1rly

) allocated to adult general education programs,

in vocational certificate .and other .

schools must assess and document student .

completlon of competency levels in a consrstent
manner.
school d1str1ct administrators  reported
confusion in followmg department guidelines
for assessmg and documenting student
completion. © As  a result,
awarding literacy completion points using
different standards of student completion.

Communrty colleges/ and school districts. Sare
required to test students upon enrollment using
.one of several . states approved assessment
instruments to determine at ‘which level they
should begin their programs. Department
guidelines permit each school , district or
commuruty college to decide ‘which method or
combination‘of methods to use’to’ measure and

However, communrty college and "

schools may be -

document student competencies as the students -

progress . through their programs
methods 1nclude |

~

approved assessment 1nstrument

' A w

" These ,
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. complet10n of checkllsts based on the N
curriculum frameworks, which show y
intended student outcomes, backed up by -~
supporting documentat10n or .

= student portfolios conta1n1ng samples of
student work demonstrating mastery of the -
~ subject. - .

f

7

Whilé- the department has a un1form method
~ for institutions to use for,test1ng students upon
enrollment, the procedures to- ~gauge ‘'whether
students earn complet10n pomts are not as .
clearly ~defined. . Use. of an. assessment

" instrument is an ob]ect1ve method of measuring

student progress, whereas demonstration of ~

- progress using checklists and portfolios is‘more1 T

subjective Institutional “administrators are .
experiencing difficulty determining from. the
department guidelines what documentation is
sufficient'to demonstrate at what point students + >
earn_completion points when using checklists—
and portfolios. ~ For example, department -
guidelines indicate that portfolios “may contain
works in progress, writing samples, open-ended

or extended response exercises, or -extended
tasks.”  Administrators réported ~difficulty in -
determining what should be considered an
acceptable example of -student work to.’
document skill:competency. *°

P

Further, institutional administrators reported

- that not all institutions are complying with

documentahon requ1rements For example, the
department requires that checklists are, s1gned
and dated by the instructor and that- support1ng
documentation of improvement is prov1ded

However, 1nst1tut10n administrators reportedx
that some instifutions sign and date ‘the
, checklists, while others only 1nclude copies of

J

4~ REEENEEN
B N\

~?The department’ s Division of Workforce Development produced
the Addlt Education Program Courses Standards to assist
providers in assessing and documenting student progress. This
guide contains each program course standard contammg the
curriculum  framework and « _the accompanying ' student
performance standards:. Curriculum frameworks include major

y -
’
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- correspond with the checkhsts, while others do

'\ Sc/loo/ district adult education programs

N ' \

student work, with no date of completion. "~
Administrators also said that some institutions -
provide ~examples " of student \work to

AN

.
~

not. Consistency in reporting “student progress

“is needed to ensure that institutions are earning. /
performance funding in an equ1table manner,
based ‘upon the same criteria.

" lack a clearly defined and enfomed B
statemde residency l?ﬂlll/?lﬂﬂﬂ[ U
Florida law requires that non-resident students °
enrolled in. school district and community
college - workforce development programs pay, .
the full cost. of instruction.”™  The adult

_ education program .js‘one type of workforce

~

/

concepts, program content, laboratory activities, and intended ~

outcomes for each of the courses within a program. ‘ 3
10 This issue was also addressed in a 2001 Auditor General report

that recommended more uniform gundance in the reporting of -

student completion data.

- requirements
- students.

_requ1rements for school ,district programs, it -

. commuruty

’

development program and is governed by the / _
same residency requirements. ‘

Coa

However, Florida law does not define re51dency
requirements for-~ students attendmg school
district workforce development programs.

Further, State Board of Educat10n rules do not
require - school districts to estabhsh res1dency

for workforce development
Instead, the department encourages .
school, boards to develop residency policies at - .
the local level since proof of residency is

requlred for purposes of charging fees. -

i)

While Florida law does-not define residency )

does define res1dency requ1rementS\ for -
: commun1ty college students. Florida law
requires that a student must reside in the state:

for one year prior to enrolling to be considered, . . .
a Florida resident for tuition purposes. In . .’
addition, the Division of Community Colleges )
has guidelines f for residency determinations that

colleges must follow. ~

‘According .to program' administrators, . both
colleges * and - ‘'school - - district
programs attract high numbers of non-resident:
students. - Adult"literacy and, ESOL programs
are frequently a first step for foreign- speak1ng

1 Section 239.117, £, provides gundelmes for charging workforce
development postsecondary student fees and requires that non- \
resident students be charged the full cost of instruction. '
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" non- reS1dents before enrolhng in job- trammg

programs.

i

Clear and enforced res1dency requlrements are -
needed to ensure that non-resident students

Florida law. School districts are encouraged by
the department to develop residency guidelines
‘Some districts have
established spec1f1c gu1dehnes for documenting
reS1dency, . while* others have m1n1mal
requiréments. For'example, several districts we
contacted reported that students are required to -
show proof of residency by producing items
such as a utility b1ll cert1f1cate of dom1c1le, or'~
- referral letter from a governmental agency
signifying that.the student i$ a Florida residenit. -
’Other districts reported that they accept the
~ word. of the student that he-or she is a Florida .
reS1dent requiring no documentation or proof. .
sln/ 6ne instance,” a \dlstr1ct >adm1n1strator .
reported «that - ' students merely ' sign-
registration | form +and have’ no -formalized
procedure to establish residency. 2 Eh

Consistent reS1dency requlrements \are also
needed between community college and school
district programs Inconsistent
requirements. between the community colleges
- and ‘'school districts create an uneven playing
field'in terms of producing literacy completion
points. School districts’ residency requirements
are less. restrictive, making it possible for school
districts to- . serve morey students without
requiring them :to pay the full cost of
instruction. This may allow school districts to
-generate more LCPs for ESOL programs wh1ch
are we1ghted h1gher and receive 'higher

> The department established a subcommittee of
the. Practitioner Task Force to address issues
' lrelated to ESOL students. The -subcommittée
identified three groups that should bé treated as
res1dents for purposes ‘of enrolhng in adult
educatlon courses:

7

N
~ l) ! N
- .
BN

‘l\\"

N .
7 R ( i

' In addition to.a complaint from a Miami resident, we noted'a _

! November 29, 2000, WPLG telev1s1on news report, The
Investigators: _ Beating the System, indicating that foreign

pay the full cost of 1nstructlon as. requ1red in

v/
a

eligibility .

~,

" colleges -

i ’ ! , - \

non-residerits who are eligible for =~
permanent resident visas under the
Immlgratlon Nationality A Act of 1990,

non res1dents who have been accepted as,
refugee status; and

/

(S

" non- reS1dents in the}U S.on work v1sas,
since they pay taxes while they are in this '
country ’ ) -

Accord1ng to the subcommlttee S cha1rman, one
Florida school distfict and two " community
colleges with large 1mm1grant populatlons are’
-currently adoptmg this pohcy o )
‘Summaryand- b
(

Recommendatlons

We found that institutions in both commun1ty

colleges and: school” districts improved their ,

performance in terms of the number of literacy

completlon points earned ‘by students between

> 1998- 99’ and- 1999-00. However, we ‘also found
that placement rates were lower in the school -
district - ESOL, and ‘adult basic' education
programs Low placement rates reflect a'need
in the areas of student counseling and referral.

“We recommend that the department 1dent1fy
and track school " d1str1cts .and community -
‘that® experience little s‘or 'no
1mprovement in- placement rates, “The
department should require these institutions to
develop and, implement _local plans for
improving counsehng and placement setvices.. * -
_These "plans may include, . ” for )example,
N;strengthen,mg efforts to \follow up on

e completers and contact students who drop out

'J

o

—

3

tourists in Miami were enrolling in free adult education English .

classes PR ‘

- !
N~

— \,
-

10 .

(7‘

of their programs, Ties with’ Sther local
educat1onal institutions, local workforce boards,”
and Ibcal businesses also should: be' intensified .
t0\<aSSISt completers in finding employment or
furthering the1r educations. - We further
recommend ‘that _the department continue to
work closely with school districts; that are still
\ . PRI

-

X

;
) k

]

o —
3 Orange County, Seminole Commumty College, and Florlda
Community College at Jacksonville, . «_ . . (

oo

R .
< ’ )
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- 7 residency
-~ ‘workforce development jeducation programs

experiencing - problems in reporting accurate

completion data. . .
~ N

We also found that local adm1n1strators are
loosely 1nterpret1ng the - state\ guldehnes for
assessing and documenting student progress.
*This leads to inconsistencies
institutions in documentmgj and reporting
student complet10ns for funding purposes. To
resolve these problems, we recommend that the
department provide. additional direction and

guidance to local admuustrato[rs who choose to

use checklists and  student portfolios.
Additional  assistance , would -help . local
administrators determine appropriate examples
of student work to use toward documenting
student. completron of a competency. Further,
there would be improved, cons1stency among
institutions”in how performance funding is
earned since there would be more uniformity in
award1ng LCPs. Improved cons1stency would

also assist students who transfer from one'

institution to another, since requirements and
' performance expectat10ns would be consistent.

Presently, Florida law does not def1ne res1dency
‘tequirements for students . attending~ adult
education -programs prov1ded by school <
districts - while commumty college adult

- education students are required to residé in the

N

state for one year pnor to enrolhng o

;

We recommend that thelegislature” 1dent1fy
requirements = specific to ‘the

offered in both community colleges and school
districts. This would- prov1de uniform res1dency
"workforce development
programs provided by both systems and within _

, « school d1str1ct systems. ~

-
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In identifying residency requirements for
workforce * development  programs, the
, Legislature has two options. It could establish"-

= aresidency policy that closély aligns with
the statutory residency requirements for
- community college and state umverS1t1es or

‘

* aresidency policy that combines the. .
requirements already in statute with the-
¢ inclusion of three non-resident groups -

- identified by'the subcommlttee of the”
Pract1t10ners Task Force. . S

Th1s pohcy also would, prov1de for .more,
eqdltable distribution, of . performance funds .
since students’ are- adm1tted to both /systems

|
using the same res1dency cntena /. _‘
- N (

This statutory requirement would not. preclude
non-residents and students from taking classes.

_~ However, non-residents who do not meet the

education Criteria will have to pay the full fee
amount -prescribed by the department, as
discussed earlier.
1mplemented the department’ should provide
_guidarice and assistance to the school boards
-and community colleges in complymg with the

- -statute.  This would 1nclude assistance in
f establishing methods to collect and report the
. documentation requlred to. estabhsh res1dency

Agency Response

‘The Commissioner of Education, and the
- Secretary of: the Department of Education
v provided-a written response to-our prehmmary
T and tentative findings and recommendatrons
(See ‘Appendix B, page 14, for their response.)

- R . S
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Once this-policy has been’
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. Appendp(A ,‘

. Community Colleges and School D|s
Each Workforce Development Reglon

4

- Region 1 - Escambia and Santa Rosa Counties
, - Pensacola Junior College I
~ ; Region 2 - Okaloosa and Walton Courities
P Okaloosa-Walton Community College

' \ Reglon 3 - Calhoun, Holmes* Jackson, Liberty, and
Washington Counties | oo,

e Chipola Jumor College
Y \ >  Region4- Bay, Franklln, and Gulf Counties ~
ot Gulf Coast Commumty~College IR

A

Pl . L
e 2 Tallahassee Commumty College "~ V(-

_ Region 6-. Hamllton, Jefferson, Lafayette, Madlson*
. Suwannee, and Taylor Counties ..

< North Florida Junior College- . ©
Region 7 - Columbla, Dixie, Gllchrlst* and Unlon Counties
» Lake City Commumty College !
S  Region 8 - Baker, CIay, Duval* Nassau, Putnam, '
: ~ and St. Johns Counties = . .

Florida Commumty College‘at Jacksonvrlle .
St Johns River Commumty College

N

I

Reglon 5 - Gadsden, Leon, and Wakulla Counties : BRI

v

ncts |n K

4
Reglon 13- Brevard County co
Brevard Commumty College* ' -
Reglon 14 - Pinellas County N o/
St. Petersburg College* s s

'Region 5. Hlllsborough County
-Hillsborough Commumty'College
Reglon 16 - Hernando and Pasco Countles
. Pasco-Hernando Commumty College}* -

' Reglon 17 - Polk County N g

i~ \ R
- Polk’ Commumty College* A

Reglon 18 - Manatee and Sarasota Countles
! Manatee Community College

.

Reglon 19 DeSoto, Hardee, and Highlands* Countles /

South Florida Community Collége

Reglon 20 - Indian River, Martin, Okeechobee and '

St. Luc:e* Counties ) S
’ Indlan River Commumty College
Region 21 - "Palm Beach County
Palm Beach Commumty College* o

B Reglon 9- Alachua and Bradford Countles E e JReglon 22- BfOW&fd County. \
. Santa Fe Community College ~ ’ Broward Commumty College L -
s Reglon 10 - Citrus, Levy*, and Marlon Counties ) )Reglon 23! Dade and Monroe Countiés
~ ~ . Central Florida Commumty College * Florida Keys Community College* ‘
C % Region 11- Flagler and Volusia* Counties = - N Miami-Dade Community College , ~ ~
‘ : Daytona Beach Commuity College Region 24 JCharlotte, Collier; Glades, Hendry, and
" Region 12 - Orange, Osceola, Semlnole* Lake, and Lee Counties . - *( T
-~ i 3umter Countles , L / E\dlson.Commumty COH?gC* ' /
- ¢ Lake- Surter Community College* ' . ~ ’ ' -
. Seminole Commumty College \ .. ,
SR -Valencia Commumty College* \ - N ! L
: 4 ¢’ é : ‘ a ) A { \ ’ o ot .
. . . \ Coon
oY, Does not provrde adult generalk education’ programs with Workforce Development performance funds. ¢ o I
N \ \» > - o n L/ d ‘ ‘) g \L,‘ )(,; ~
~ M ¢ \ \ /' \
N ‘ (
\ a AY N
) ) g i o
/ . hRd - .
e e < - A ) . N ) J
. T . N N
\ . Iy L 13 )
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‘ Jim HORNE DI o N . o N
‘ SECRETARY | June 3, 2002 , ‘ . ' ’ L
n_,\ N ' ’ \ . / )I ~ ' ' ‘ k/\ N : »; . ’ , \( “ 1’ t .
F. PHILIP HANDY . i ~ ' . T
CHARMAN o~ - . Mr. John W. Turcotte, Director S AR
. LmnpAJ. EADS,Ed.D Office of Program Policy Analysis ( LT j > .
. WiLLARD FAR .~ .. and Government Accountability, v [T\ VAR
A . 111 West Madison Street, Room 312 o "\ (
~ CHARLES PATRICK GARCIA . " Claude Pepper Building ‘ . - R T -
CRwAL Jomson ) Tallahassee FL 32399 1475 e v | o
WiLLiaM L. PROCTOR, Ph.D oy ‘ . o < 1 ~S
, R : N S ,
' CaroLYN KING ROBERTS . ¢ . ! . b ] -
¢ £ - Dear Mr/ ﬂ'urcotte /f R S , \ .
| 4 v, N . ; B . / | / . ' ‘\ . - . / __/ r\
AR T The Department of Educatron is appreC|at|ve of the hard work and
SO N , thoroughness of the Justrflcatlon Review of-the Workforce DeveIopment
N s L -
! ' ~ Program, referencing Adult General Education. Attached |s the
‘ . ' ’ Department's offlcral response to this Justlflcatron review. ‘ F\
. N ¢ ' ! ) g K o Yo, o«
N . s f you reqU|re add|t|onal |nformat|on please feel free to ‘contact
- - Loretta Costln Director, D|V|s|on of Workforce DeveIopment T
\ S . = A / ’ N :‘ , ‘Z‘J ( ( “ ;
. . . L i o ¥ . {
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ST t "7 JimHorme - = "Charlie: Crist VoD T
CL o 7 Secretary g R - Commissioner .~ - A
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) CHARLIE CRlST | Coo S , \
o COMMISSIONER _ “Attachment: Response to Justrfrcatlon Review of T
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S Department of Education Response to N

) OPPAGA Program Review of the

o (0 - Adult Educatlon Program \ -

‘The Department of Educat1on apprec1ates the- opportumty to comment on the- OPPAGA
7 ust1ﬁcat1on Review and the Départment concurs with the; statement that the pro gram'

prov1des a public benefit and should continue.. Thls program prepares over one million . ; /

. ‘students for employment by prov1d1ng career and technical educat1on training or l1teracy
’ ,1nstruct1on . ) ~ . . o .
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The Department also concurs w1th the recommendat1ons regardmg the mod1ﬁcat1ons to y oo "

“the Program Performance Measures. oyl
The Department of Education apprec1ates the w1ll1ngness of the OPPAGA staff to work with

DOE 'staff in comp1l1ng the 1nformat1on contained in this report: The report recogmzes on page 1
~ tha " . .nearly two million Floridians over the-age'of 18 did not have a h1gh school diploma "
“and more than 1,7 m1ll1on Florida adults had reading levels below the eighth- grade Tevel™ The report

also recognizes on page 5-that "Commumty colleges and school d1str1cts 1ncreased the average
nurnber of l1teracy completion points despite decl1n1ng enrollments.”: School districts and ,
commumty colleges prov1d1ng adult education have contnbuted to increasing the literacy of

: about one-half m1lhon adult Flor1d1ans and have embraced accountab111ty and performance.
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Sect1on 239 301, Florrda Statutes 1dent1ﬁes the priorities.for students to be served in adult VS
education. The pr10r1t1es are based on the adults who have the lowest literacy levels and : are,

”therefore the most difficult to serve. One of'the reasons fot lower performance by the school
'districts with regard to placements is 'the make up of the student population, Schodl districts
‘'serve-a larger number of students in the lower literacy levels which are the most d1ff1cult to |

-

~.serve. It often takes many years for these students to increase literacy levels or earn a h1gh B
school d1ploma but they can succeed 1f prov1ded solid instruction and’ clear information . <

regardmg their performance. The development of literacy complet1on points (LCPs) prov1des

'/ both students and educators increments of academ1c attamment so that movement between
" literacy levels can be documented oo~ , : - ~
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Reportmg The Department will continue ‘to work with the state Practitioniers' Task Force ;
committees to clarify the guidelines for assessing student progress, to ‘refine the Technical - )

) \Ass1stance Papers, and to continue to prov1de techmcal assistance to ensure consistency. The

department could argue however that thereis less subject1v1ty in’ the award1ng of LCPs than i in -
grad1ng any other academrc areas. ., ‘ : S . =
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’ _Resrdency W1th regard to the res1dency pol1cy, the Department acknowledges’the need for a |

. statewide policy, however; based on matches provided for the Department of Bankmg and
Finance the current policy of local decision-making has not negat1vely 1mpacted the fundmg
formula _\v_ y - L v _ BN LN
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Office of Program l’alzcy Analyszs r'
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VlSlt the F]onda Monu‘or, OPPAGA’s onhne serv1ce See http //www oppaga.state.fl.us. This sites
monitors the _performance, and accountablhty of Florida government by’ makmg OPPAGA'srfour
pr1mary products avallable onhne v
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. OPPAGA pubhcatlons and contracted rev1el/vs, such as policy. analyses and performance ', N

reviews, assess the efficiency and éffectiveriess of state policies and programs and - R
recommend 1mprovements for Flor1da government Ll ~ . /\f\ o .
LR Performance-based program budgetmg (PB2) repor tsand mformatlon offer a variety of tools ‘
- Program evaluation and ]ustlflcatlon reviews assess state programs operatlng under CoL
. performance-based” program budgetmg Also offered are performance measures information Vo
) ( and our. assessments of measures : = v, ‘
' Florida Govemment Accountablhty Report (FGAR) isan Internet\ encyclopedla of Flor1da
T state government. FGAR offers concise mformatron about state programs, policy issues; arnid .
_ performance Check out the ratings of the accountablhty systems’ of 13 state programs \ :
= Best Financial Management Practices Reviews of Florida school districts. In accordance with ~
the Shafpening the Pencil A¢t OPPAGA and the Auditor General jointly conduct reViews to ‘
determine if a school d1str1ct is using best financial management practices to help school 7 < <
~ districts meet the challenge ofieducatmg theér students in‘a cost-eff1c1ent manner. . - .
( - v,
Subscrlbe to OPPAGA’s electronic newsletter Florlda Monltor\Weekly, -afree- ‘source for br1ef L
‘e-mail announcements of research reports,. conferences and other resources of 1nterest for PR £
Flor1da s pohcy research and program evaluatlon commumty 0 sy g
'1’/ / ) \\ - [ ] o ‘\,\ o 'v . L : &( L A : .
: OPPAGA provrdes objectrverrndependent professronal analyses of state policies and servrces to asS|st the Flor|da Leg|slature
Sl deC|s|on making, to ehsure government accountability, and to recommend the best usé of public resources This project was’ -~
conducted Jn accordance with appllcable(evaluatlon standards Coples of this report in prlnt or alternate ‘accessible format may -
be obtalned by telephone (850/488-0021 or 800/531- 2477) by FAX’ (850/487- 3804), in person or by mail (OPPAGA Report j
Productlon Claude Pepper Building, Room 312, 111 W. Madison St, TaIIahassee FL 32399-147\5) y R
;, ‘ N Florida Monitor:. hitp//www.oppagasstate.flus/ R
B ' ) , AN _ » 'Project supervised by Jané Fletcher (850/487- 9255),r - U )
N O «, % . Projectconducted by Deborah Wagar (850/487- 9258) Ca , ‘ :
S A g . ¢ John W. Turcotte OPPAGA Dlrector e
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