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1. State Leadership Funds (AEFLA Section 223) 
(a) Describe how the State has used funds made available under section 223 (State Leadership 
activities) for each the following required activities:  
 

• Alignment of adult education and literacy activities with other one-stop required partners to 
implement the strategies in the Unified or Combined State Plan as described in section 
223(1)(a). 

 
• During the 2020-2021 program year State Leadership funds were used to support participation 

in the Teaching Skills that Matter (TSTM) project. The TSTM project directly aligns adult 
education activities with those of our one-stop partners. The emphasis of the training was on 
the following workforce preparation areas: 
• Adaptability & willingness to learn 
• Communication 
• Critical thinking 
• Interpersonal skills 
• Navigating systems 
• Problem solving 
• Processing & analyzing information 
• Respecting differences & diversity 
• Self-awareness 

 
Training has continued for grantees struggling to implement Integrated Education and Training (IET) 
under Integrated English Literacy and Civics Education (IELCE), which includes developing career 
pathways leading to high demand jobs as defined by the Nevada Department of Employment 
Training and Rehabilitation.  
 
The Nevada Adult Education State Director has served on the Governor’s Workforce Development 
Board (GWDB) since November 1, 2018, and was appointed as Chair to a Strategic Planning 
Subcommittee. Her work on the subcommittee will help to better align the adult education 
program with the One-Stop required partners through the development of a more collaborative 
Combined State Plan. The subcommittee drafted two work groups to collect input on the Combined 
State Plan revisions for 2022. The subcommittee work also included developing a core group to 
review the recommendations from the work groups and incorporate changes to the Combined 
State Plan for submission in 2022. The subcommittee will continue to work on implementation 
following the submission of the plan and the core group will start the 2024 revisions.  
 
As specified in the Unified State Plan, Title II programs in Nevada make referrals to the One-Stop 
Centers, and most receive referral clients from these agencies. Three of the seven local providers 
are co-located with Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) core partners, either in the 
One-Stop Center or through workforce satellite sites. The Workforce satellite sites are supported 
through the Las Vegas Clark County Library District (LVCCLD). The partnership between the 
southern local workforce area and the library district has been in place for five years and has 
helped to build necessary collaboration. The two programs are located right across the hall in some 
locations which facilitates meaningful access for Title II students to workforce services. Additionally, 
the LVCCLD Adult Learning Program paid a part-time academic advisor, initially working two 4-hour 
days per week at the comprehensive One-Stop Center. As a result of this co-location, students were 
provided transportation passes, employment assistance, and access to Title I training funds. At least 
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one of the local Title II programs participates in bi-monthly cross-training with the local area 
workforce board. The State Director has also participated in the bi-monthly meetings with the 
southern local area workforce board.  
 
In the northern local area, the Truckee Meadows Community College (TMCC) program director 
attended monthly partner meetings at the American Job Center (AJC), where the seated partners 
discussed client services, processes, and procedures. Also, TMCC staffed the Title II office at the 
One-Stop Center, part-time, in collaboration with the Northern Nevada Literacy Council.  
 
The Program Director of the Western Nevada College serves on the Northern Nevada Local 
Workforce Development Board (LWDB). The Las Vegas Clark County Library District program has a 
representative on the board of Workforce Connections, the Southern Nevada LWDB. 
 
• Establishment or operation of a high quality professional development programs as described in 

section 223(1) (b). 
 

Leadership funds were used at the state level to contract with American Institute for Research 
(A.I.R.) to assist in building an effective professional development system. The focus of this system 
is implementation of WIOA and program improvement, including sustainability of standards-based 
education, career pathways, transitions to postsecondary education, English language instruction, 
and support for High School Equivalency preparation.  
 
Nevada participated in the Office of Career, Technical, and Adult Education (OCTAE) sponsored 
Teaching Skills That Matter (TSTM) with four teachers and an A.I.R. representative in the cohort. 
Leadership funds were used for participant time during the TSTM project and have been used to 
scale and sustain the work by using the teachers in the cohort to deliver training to the rest of the 
state. Nevada is also participating in the Student Achievement in Reading (STAR) training that is 
crossing Program Year (PY) 20 and 21. There were 13 administrators and teachers signed up at the 
first of the project, 4 of which have either quit the project for personal reasons, or left employment 
in the local program.  
 
We also participated in the Standards in Action (SIA) 2.0 during June 2021. There has also been an 
online training module developed for the Standards in Action training for curriculum review in 
which Nevada participated last year.  
 
Assessment training was held in November and December of 2020 with a focus on remote testing. 
Several training sessions were held that delivered best or promising practices. These included a 
two-part statewide training for SIA curriculum review that was attended by all local programs, a 
peer led training on using data for program improvement, and leadership training led by A.I.R. The 
virtual delivery of training was very successful and allowed a greater level of participation for local 
staff and instructors. In addition, multiple trainings were held on data entry and use for program 
development.  

 
• Provision of technical assistance to funded eligible providers as described in section 223(1) (c). 

 
Dissemination of best practices takes place through tailored high-touch Technical Assistance (TA) 
provided to individual programs on an ongoing basis. Each local program works with the 
Professional Development (PD) contractor to develop a TA plan for the program year. TA has been 
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delivered through a virtual approach to accommodate the difficulty of meeting in-person. 
Individual TA was delivered on distance learning, using data effectively, building Integrated 
Education and Training (IET), and working with multilevel classrooms. A.I.R. staff either delivered 
training or brought in subject matter experts.  
 

 
• Monitoring and evaluation of the quality and improvement of adult education activities as 

described in section 223(1) (d). 
 

State Leadership planned and offered Nevada Adult Education directors’ meetings, designed to 
provide opportunities to share best practices, policies, and tools to support program improvement. 
During the 2020-2021 program year meetings were more frequent but shorter to accommodate the 
virtual nature. All local program directors attended specific training on using data to drive program 
improvement. A risk-based monitoring system and process for placing programs under corrective 
action was used with local program directors and staff to drive program improvement and the PD 
contractor provided targeted technical assistance based on areas in need of improvement. The 
work with local programs included reviewing and analyzing the National Reporting System (NRS) 
data.  
 
In addition to the training on using data to drive program improvement, program director meetings 
included information on distance learning, remote assessment, federal leadership projects 
available, and program management.  
 
During PY20, one local program remained on Warning Status and received additional TA. That 
program was able to achieve the target Measurable Skill Gains (MSG) level and was removed from 
Warning Status at the end of PY20.  
 
All monitoring during the 2020-2021 program year was virtual using the changes that were 
completed at the end of PY19. Desk monitoring continued throughout the program year and 
promising practices were identified and communicated with all local programs. One example of 
sharing promising practices came from the program with the highest performance in MSGs. In 
September of 2020 the local program director shared with her colleagues the factors involved in 
reaching the performance level achieved and how she uses data to drive decisions on instruction 
and staffing.  
 
Work was completed to include the AEFLA program in the state longitudinal data system and a 
public facing dashboard is under development to showcase AEFLA program performance in each of 
the core measures.  
 

(b) As applicable, describe how the State has used funds for additional permissible activities described in 
section 223(a) (2). 
 

Leadership funds were used to provide customized IET training for one local program and training 
on leadership for all programs. Additional targeted TA was provided on distance learning and 
dealing with stress and isolation during the pandemic.  
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2. Performance Data Analysis 
Describe how the adult education program performed in the overall assessment of core programs based 
on the core indicators of performance. Discuss how the assessment was used to improve quality and 
effectiveness of the funded eligible providers and any plans to further increase performance in future 
reporting years. 
 
 

The Nevada Business Accountability Specialist for Adult Education tracked enrollment data and 
MSG performance data monthly during PY20, looking at individual program data. Local programs 
were informed at bi-monthly shop talk calls and programs with identified data anomalies were 
contacted individually to resolve errors. The enrollment for PY20 was drastically affected by the 
pandemic, dropping approximately 40% from the previous year. Programs have continued to 
increase the number of students enrolled in virtual learning, although courses were offered in-
person during the 2020-2021 program year. However, Measurable Skill Gains were up with the 
approved target met with an overall NRS Table 4 outcome of 50.57% and a target of 42%.  
 
There were 112 participants in distance education in PY19 and 808 in PY20. The significant 
difference can be attributed to the fact programs increased distance education available 
throughout PY20. Many students chose to continue distance learning even with in-person classes 
resuming.  
 
We saw a significant improvement with the overall MSG reaching 9 percentage points higher than 
the previous year. This improvement can largely be attributed to the fact that those post tested 
achieved an MSG at a rate of 70% during PY20 and 62% the previous year and the post-test rate 
went up to 69% with the state target at 70%. The previous year the post test rate was only 63%.  
 
Performance outcomes were up in almost all educational functioning levels, with gains in all but 
one Adult Basic Education (ABE) and Adult Secondary Education (ASE) levels and in most English as 
a Second Language (ESL) levels. The historically largest program made changes to assessment that 
lead to a significant increase in MSG. The Warning, Probation, and/or Termination Status system 
put in place in the previous year led to significant improvement among the programs that had been 
placed under Warning Status. All three programs were able to bring the MSG to 40% or above and 
were removed from Warning Status by the end of PY20. All three programs participated in the 
OCTAE funded Standards in Action (SIA) Project.  

 
The number of participants achieving high school equivalency through the GED, TASC, or HiSET 
assessments continued to decrease from the previous year, at 129 in PY19 and 122 in PY20. Data 
Recognition Corporation chose to pull TASC testing from Nevada because of the low number of 
individuals testing with TASC, so only GED and HiSet were available from late fall of PY20. 
Arrangements were made with the Tahoe Community College to complete TASC testing for 
individuals which had started prior to that time.  

 
There was a significant increase in the number of individuals served in IET programs from 118 in 
PY19 to 174 in PY20. Programs received, and will continue to receive, additional technical 
assistance in developing and expanding integrated education and training programs. 
 
There was a significant decline in the outcomes on Table 5, with employed second quarter after exit 
going from 36.52% down to 25.66%. Part of this decline can be attributed to the pandemic, while 
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part of it is because of data matching methods. We are working to go to an off-production method 
of data matching to be able to reflect outcome data without the risk of redisclosure. The fourth 
quarter after exit employment went from 35.93% down to 25.7% and can be attributed to the 
restriction of data matching to only those with a release of information signed. The median 
earnings went from $5,980 up to $6,120. This is likely due to the reduction in lower paying jobs 
reported during the first of the pandemic. Nevada was the hardest hit for unemployment in the first 
few months of the pandemic due largely to the loss of hospitality jobs.  

 
 

3. Integration with One-Stop Partners  Describe how the State eligible agency, as the entity responsible 
for meeting one-stop requirements under 34 CFR part 463, subpart J, carries out or delegates its required 
one-stop roles to eligible providers. Describe the applicable career services that are provided in the one-
stop system. Describe how infrastructure costs are supported through State and local options. 

 
The State will delegate its required One-Stop role to eligible providers. Nevada has only funded 
seven local providers in the last two competitions. Applicants are required to provide a response in 
the narrative of the application as to how they will integrate with the One-Stop system. 
Designations have been made in two ways, one being primarily geographical and the other based 
on previous work in developing satellite sites with space provided by a funded Title II provider. The 
One-Stop in the northern part of the state was staffed by two of the local providers in PY20 and the 
director of a third sits on the local workforce board. In the southern area, a partnership between a 
Title II provider, the Las Vegas Clark County Library District, and the local board has resulted in 
satellite One-Stop centers in multiple library locations with adult education classes and staffing co-
located. Another southern local program provided office space for One-Stop operations to be 
conducted onsite, laying the foundation to increase partner activities and referrals.  
 
Intake and orientation are provided to all Title II prospective students, including those referred 
from partner agencies. Title II providers conduct initial intake services within the One-Stop and 
schedule assessment and orientation for prospective students entering through the One-Stop. At 
this time, assessment is not typically conducted at the One-Stop location. The State Director has 
provided TA on local programs fulfilling this requirement through direct communications and 
participation in quarterly partner meetings. Program monitoring includes required responses to 
how the local program is fulfilling this requirement. Title II, at both the state level and local 
programs, join in cross-training and the local programs participate in referrals between agencies 
and the One-Stop and affiliate sites. Therefore, resources will be spent by Title II to share in One-
Stop infrastructure costs.  
 
The infrastructure costs will be covered using the local option with programs that have been 
designated to fulfill the One-Stop role. Both workforce areas have Infrastructure Cost Agreements 
in place and Title II local providers co-located with Title I, III, and IV partners through either the 
One-Stop or affiliate sites. Infrastructure costs are determined by co-location and staffing FTE. 
Along with the core partners, the Title II State Director was involved in the negotiations and has 
reviewed both agreements. The Memorandum Of Understanding (MOU) for the northern local area 
is signed directly by the two local programs designated as the entity responsible for meeting One-
Stop requirements. The southern local area MOU is signed by the Superintendent of Public 
Instruction for the Nevada Department of Education. The MOUs are handled differently because 
the portion of the southern local area infrastructure costs for Title II are covered by in-kind 
expenses and not charged directly to the designated Title II program. In addition to detailing how 



7 
 

the program will address workforce system integration in all funding applications, either 
competitive or continuation, local programs are also required to address integration in an annual 
narrative report.  

 
4. Integrated English Literacy and Civics Education (IELCE) Program (AEFLA Section 243) 
Describe how the state is using funds under Section 243 to support the following activities under the 
IELCE program: 
 
 

• Describe when your State held a competition [the latest competition] for IELCE program funds 
and the number of grants awarded by your State to support IELCE programs. 
 
A competition for Integrated English Literacy and Civics Education (IELCE) funds was held in the 
2019-2020 program year for funding for the 2020-2021 program year and four programs were 
funded.  
 

• Describe your State efforts in meeting the requirement to provide IELCE services in combination 
with integrated education and training activities; 
 

Both Basic and Section 243 funds have been used to develop IET programs. ESL students are served 
within IELCE standalone programs, as well as in combination with ABE IET. Efforts to meet the 
requirements of IELCE have centered around training for local programs in development of 
occupational training around high-demand career pathways and in understanding all the necessary 
components. Challenges still remain in partnering with postsecondary training providers for non-
profits and for the adult education programs housed in community colleges to work with their own 
Career Technical Education (CTE) departments. We have found that additional work is needed at 
leadership levels to effectively partner within and between institutions.  
 
Training was conducted that included best practices in developing career pathways and 
implementing IET/IELCE. Subject matter experts from A.I.R. and other states were brought in to 
present on required components and how they are integrated into the programs. Our PD contract 
includes the services of a national expert on IET who has provided systemwide training, as well as 
individual program TA.  
 
All of our current IELCE programs have dedicated local staff to provide career navigator services 
and/or career counseling. Programs have worked to expand the access for students to occupational 
training information.  
 
The number of participants receiving IET services through IELCE has increased slightly but did not 
increase as much as the IET received by ABE/ASE participants. Much of the IET was provided 
through virtual learning during PY20 and this may have negatively impacted the ability for IELCE 
students to participate.  
 
Students were served in concurrent IELCE, IET programs in the following areas, construction, HVAC, 
certified administrative assistant, and Certified Nursing Assistant through the four programs 
awarded Section 243 funds. Enrollment of IELCE participants in IET within these programs increased 
slightly with 22 participants in IET through IELCE in PY19 and 27 in PY20. 
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• Describe how the State is progressing towards program goals of preparing and placing IELCE 
program participants in unsubsidized employment in in-demand industries and occupations that 
lead to economic self-sufficiency as described in section 243(c)(1) and discuss any performance 
results, challenges, and lessons learned from implementing those program goals; and 
 

A significantly higher percentage of IELCE participants achieved an MSG than the rest of the 
program participants. Based on the National Reporting System (NRS) Table 9 the overall MSG for 
IELCE participants was 54.69% while the overall MSG for the state was 50.57%. In addition, 
programs are providing concurrent enrollment opportunities in in-demand occupations such as 
construction, HVAC, medical administrative assistant, and Certified Nursing Assistant. Enrollment of 
IELCE participants within these programs increased slightly with 22 participants in IET through IELCE 
in PY19 and 27 in PY20. This increase is considerably less than the increase seen in IET enrollments 
for ABE/ASE students.  
 
Employment outcomes for IELCE have decreased significantly from PY19 to PY20. IELCE participants 
employed second quarter after exit decreased from 32.3% to 25.39% and fourth quarter after exit 
decreased from 36.6% to 25.02%. Part of this decrease can be attributed to the exclusion of those 
individuals without a release in uploading the match data into the data system.  
 
Programs are using the Career Ready 101 curriculum, as well as the Employability Skills for Career 
Readiness System developed from Career and Technical Education. WorkKeys assessment leading 
to the National Career Readiness Certificate is also being used and the Las Vegas area is designated 
as a certified ACT Work Ready Community. All WIOA programs are encouraged to use WorkKeys.  
 
All programs report the need for documentation as a challenge with the population served. 
Employment outcomes reported through surveying are far lower than outcomes reported through 
data match. The expected negative impact of COVID-19 on performance and, especially 
employment outcomes, will not be known for quite some time.  
 

 
• Describe how the State is progressing towards program goals of ensuring that IELCE program 

activities are integrated with the local workforce development system and its functions as 
described in section 243(c)(2) and discuss any performance results, challenges, and lessons 
learned from implementing those program goals. 

 
The state office sent the local area workforce boards the section on alignment for each application 
for funding prior to the review committee convening. The feedback received from the local boards 
was considered during the committee review. However, limited feedback was received and did not 
include significant findings in most cases. Our one extremely rural program has struggled with 
alignment due to a lack of resources in the rural community. One local non-profit program has 
received Title I Out-of-School Youth funding through their LWDB and has a staff member located at 
the program providing services to out-of-school youth, including those in IELCE. Two IELCE funded 
programs in Northern Nevada have co-located with the One-Stop to coordinate services to all 
eligible participants. Referrals are still much fewer than we would expect, but efforts are continuing 
to build relationships and communication. Work on the state plan led by the AEFLA State Director 
has helped facilitate discussion among partners about the development of a statewide referral 
system. Cross-training occurs on a monthly basis in the southern workforce area which includes 
almost 75% of the population of Nevada.  
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Performance results have not been specified for IELCE participants within the One-Stop system to-
date. At this time, only one of the Title II representatives on the local board represents IELCE, as 
well as Basic Instruction. 
 

 
5. Adult Education Standards 
If your State has adopted new challenging K-12 standards under title I of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965, as amended, describe how your Adult Education content standards are aligned 
with those K-12 standards. 
 

• Optional – Describe implementation efforts, challenges, and any lessons learned. 
 
Implementation of the College and Career Readiness Standards (CCRS) aligns the Nevada Adult 
Education content standards with the Nevada K-12 standards. The Nevada State Standards are 
based on the Common Core Standards. The state provides policy and guidance on the required use 
of the standards through the Nevada Adult Education and Family Literacy Act Handbook and the 
online New Teacher Training module. Annual monitoring includes required documentation on how 
the standards are implemented within the program and samples of lesson plans that include 
standards-based instruction. Program monitoring includes class observations to determine if the 
use of standards is evident in instruction.  
 
English language learners at lower levels were not adequately receiving instruction that included 
core academic content, which was evident during the SIA Curriculum Review project. We 
discovered that the curriculum used in multiple locations did not do a good job of providing this 
content along with the English language instruction. Nevada does have strong examples of core 
academic content being provided to those English language learners at the more advanced levels 
with a focus on transition to ABE. Work is continuing to address this issue and provide additional 
supports for English language learners. Additional training was provided to all programs in PY20. 
The success of the training can be seen by the significant increase in MSGs for the lower-level ESL 
students.  
 
We have sustained the work of the SIA Curriculum Review project completed during PY19 by using 
the teachers that received the training to deliver training to the rest of the state. The PD contractor 
has developed and published an online module for the SIA curriculum review process. All programs 
are required to use this process prior to purchasing new curriculum. There was also an online 
training module developed for CCRS and English Language Proficiency Standards (ELPS) to be used 
as a refresher for current staff and initial training for new staff. An additional module is under 
development to go more in-depth on implementation of the CCRS and ELPS. 
 
State Leadership also continued the integration of CCRS by incorporating standards content within 
the new teacher training online system. Helping the teachers learn how to implement the CCRS has 
paved the way for students to make easier transitions to postsecondary education and training. 
Furthermore, the implementation of CCRS has helped to align ABE programming with workforce 
and career readiness that leads to certification and credentialing, and to support short-term 
certification for high demand job sectors based on current Nevada Department of Employment 
Training and Rehabilitation (DETR) local labor market data. 
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6. Programs for Corrections Education and the Education of Other Institutionalized 
Individuals (AEFLA Section 225) 
What was the relative rate of recidivism for criminal offenders served? Please describe the methods and 
factors used in calculating the rate for this reporting period. 
 

During the last program year, no AEFLA funds were used for Programs for Corrections Education 
and the Education of Other institutionalized Individuals. The competitive RFP released in 2020 
included the option to apply for corrections funding but no applications included such activities. 
State funding not connected to AEFLA has been used for Corrections Education. We will continue to 
explore the options for partnering with the existing state funded corrections education program 
during the coming years.  
 


