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Call to Order/Approval of Minutes

Chairperson Borders called the meeting to order at 8:38 a.m.  She urged Board members to go through the minutes of recent previous meetings to help them recapture past discussions and serve as a transition to the current meeting.   

To underscore her point, Ms. Borders said Board members must follow up on several matters raised at the November 2005 meeting, including the adult and adolescent literacy projects.  She noted that the math initiative is in the planning stage.  She reminded Board members that the specifics of the proposed Institute-sponsored summit must be addressed.  Among other issues, it must be decided whether a national gathering or a series of smaller regional events would be more effective.

In addition, Ms. Borders asked Board members to carefully study the Institute’s review of the Bridges to Practice program, since October 2006 is the deadline for a final decision on the Institute’s continuing and future role in the area of learning disabilities.  She said Board members would review the latest developments by the National Early Literacy Panel, the Commission on Reading Research, and LINCS. 

She then opened the floor to comments.  She and Dr. William Hiller agreed that the group must revisit the foundations issue, which has been discussed at several meetings.

Ms. Borders called for a motion to approve the summary minutes from the November meeting.  Dr. Hiller made the motion, Dr. Enriquez seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

Board Chair’s Report

Ms. Borders gave an overview of the day’s upcoming agenda.  She said Institute staff members would report on the progress of their work, correlating their reports with the Crosswalk, a table that identifies the Institute’s goals, programs and funding.  Ms. Borders said doing so would help the group familiarize itself with the document.  She said linking the staff members’ work with the Crosswalk also would help Board members stay abreast of the Institute’s progress and help set priorities.  She added that the Crosswalk represents a tremendous amount of work spanning multiple years.  She urged colleagues to “pay attention to the priorities, pay attention to the timelines, pay attention to the things that we feel are essential to move forward.”

She said Sean Dent, an attorney with the U.S. Dept. of Education, has assured her that Board members are “on the right track” in avoiding conflicts of interest.  She urged the Board to consult with him when ethics matters arise.  

Ms. Borders said she is pleased to know that the Board is also headed in the right direction in its advisory role.  She pointed to Tab 5 of the Board members’ briefing book, which contains a copy of the Federal Advisory Committee Act.  She said Item 3 under the Workforce Investment Act assured her that the Board is doing its job in providing “recommendations in the planning of goals of the Institute and in the implementation of programs to achieve those goals.”

Director’s Report

Dr. Baxter reminded Board members that she had submitted a written report prior to her oral presentation.  

She first discussed personnel, noting that the Institute had mounted a very successful second recruitment campaign that yielded 95 high quality candidates for the open positions at the Institute.  The Institute will reopen the Human Resource Officer position the week of March 19 because the current pool of candidates do not have the relevant experience that this position requires.

Dr. Baxter distributed a list of five recommendations and asked the Board to “endorse the following programmatic and management priorities for 2005/2006.”

1. Creating a strong infrastructure to ensure successful project implementation and achievement of the Institute’s mission.  The goal would be to increase the staff from 11 to 23 to accommodate the Institute’s expanded focus on literacy across the lifespan. She said hiring is her top priority.

2. Developing a strategic plan that clearly articulates the Institute’s goals and priorities for mission accomplishment and ensures maximum return on investment of the Institute’s resources.  The Institute is planning to consult with other organizations and expert groups to get recommendations on how the Institute can develop programming in the areas of English-language acquisition, adult literacy, workforce and basic skills development, and youth with learning disabilities in the employment arena.

3. Establishing the Institute as an authoritative source of information about literacy attainment in the United States (and in comparison to other nations) and providing factual information that will be useful to practitioners and policymakers.  She said the results of the National Assessment of Adult Literacy should lead to a renewed dissemination on issues pertaining to adult literacy.

4. Establishing the Institute as an authoritative source of information about evidence-based practice on teaching reading and other basic skills.  The Institute is examining ways to coordinate its separate efforts on adult literacy into a single comprehensive initiative and is following the Board’s advice to devote more attention to adolescent literacy.

5. Strengthening and expanding the Institute’s infrastructure for disseminating high-quality research and information.  The primary vehicle for achieving this goal would be through the redesign of LINCS and the development of an evidence-based collection of information that would reside on the LINCS pages.

Without these priorities, Dr. Baxter said, “we run the risk of getting involved in activities that are nice to do but don’t necessarily help us carry out the Institute’s mission or have a significant impact in the areas in which we’re working.”

Dr. Richard Wagner and Dr. Juan Olivarez, the Board Vice Chairman, considered the plan reasonable but wondered whether the emphasis on information dissemination is “short-changing an opportunity [for the Institute] to provide national leadership” as mandated by the Workforce Investment Act.  Dr. Baxter said recommendations from the federal Interagency Group partners and other literacy leaders would address the leadership role.  She also said her document is a one-year priority list.  She said she would present a new set of priorities for the Board to consider in December 2006 or January 2007.

Dr. Hiller said he favored the strategic planning aspects of the priorities but warned that the Institute must be careful not to alienate researchers at the U.S. Dept. of Education and the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development (NICHD) who have raised concerns that the Institute is overstepping its bounds and encroaching on their territory by attempting to conduct research.  

Dr. Baxter said that current law supports the Institute’s involvement in research and that the organization’s renewed relationship with its ED and NICHD partners has mitigated those tensions.  She and Board members agreed that the Institute would be on solid footing as long as it helps facilitate the dialogue regarding research but does not launch research projects.

Dr. Olivarez and Ms. Borders said they would prefer to table voting on the priorities until Board members hear all the meeting presenters and finish the agenda items so that they would have a better understanding of how all the components fit.

The Board took no action on the recommendations.

Dr. Baxter then distributed a written recommendation that the Institute “contract for a periodic, independent evaluation of its major programs and activities to provide information on progress toward accomplishing its legislatively mandated mission and goals and for federally funded reports.”

She said the evaluation would help provide “public accountability for what we’re doing with taxpayer funds” and fulfill Congressional and Office of Management and Budget’s Program Assessment and Rating Tool (PART) reporting requirements.

Board members supported the importance of an evaluation, but Ms. Borders and Drs. Enriquez, Olivarez, and Wagner raised concerns about the cost, scope, and amount of time an external evaluation would take and whether the evaluation would yield information that could be gathered from an internal assessment.

Dr. Baxter offered to table her recommendation, rewrite it, and present it at the June 2006 Board meeting, but members deemed that matter too important to postpone and decided to narrow her recommendation to just the initial stage.  Dr. Olivarez made a motion that “the Board support the Director to move forward with the first step in looking at the process for evaluating the work of the Institute. The first step would be to solicit and work with a consultant and to then bring back to the Board the findings of that work.” 
Ms. Osborn seconded the motion, and Board members approved unanimously. 
Following the advice of the National Early Literacy Panel, which met at the Institute in February 2006, Dr. Baxter recommended releasing the findings of the Panel in a single report, rather than publishing the results of Research Question 1 and Research Question 4 together and publishing the results of Research Question 2 and Research Question 3 as a separate package. 

Dr. Baxter estimated that a draft would be available in June 2006, followed by a peer review conducted by the Dept. of Education’s Institute for Education Sciences. She said that she expects the final report in October or November 2006.

All agreed that the literacy field eagerly awaits the report.  Dr. Wagner and Ms. Borders said the report represents an opportunity for the Institute to exert leadership.  Board members said the Institute must make certain that the Panel, which has been working on the project for three years, stays on schedule and that the report gets high visibility. Dr. Baxter said the Dept. of Education and the White House are interested in what the report will say.  She said the Institute has been building relationships with key stakeholder groups and education leaders who are primed to publicize the report after they examine its findings.

The Board voted unanimously by voice vote to accept Dr. Baxter’s recommendation. 

Dr. Baxter responded to Board members’ questions regarding the Crosswalk and her written report.  In the Crosswalk, Dr. Baxter noted that products such as Susan McShane’s “Applying Research in Reading Instruction for Adults: First Steps for Teachers” that are in bold font have been completed.  

Dr. Baxter asked Institute staff member Mary Jo Maralit to explain the agency’s review of the adult professional development online project.  Ms. Maralit said the Institute has hired a contractor to examine an online platform that a group of instructors use to teach adult education.  Ms. Maralit said the contractor also is comparing what the Regional Technology Centers are doing with the activities of other distance learning projects to determine if there is a continued need for adult education teachers.

Strategic Planning Report

Dr. Hiller thanked Dr. Baxter and Ms. Maralit for attending a literacy conference in Cleveland, his home city, in February 2006.  He said they had spoken twice during breakout sessions and that Dr. Baxter had spoken in the morning, at lunch, and sat on the dais.

Dr. Hiller said alignment is the key work for strategic planners.  He said over the past four years “we really have changed the scope of the Institute across the lifespan from more of an adult literacy focus.”

He directed Board members to Tab 4 in their briefing book, which he said would bring them up to speed on the status of strategic planning.  He identified the steps his committee took in developing the plan.  His committee drafted an early version of the strategic plan during Congressional reauthorization of the Institute.  Then the group focused on the Crosswalk.  Dr. Hiller said he decided to retain the goal that members established at the Board meeting Nov. 2-3, 2005.

Per suggestions at the November meeting, the Crosswalk includes a column that indicates products and quality assurance statements as well as timelines associated with the products.  Then came a new wrinkle:  Dr. Hiller and Institute leaders met in December 2005 and decided to make the Crosswalk the premier document that identifies the goals and activities of the Institute.  He distributed background information that showed this evolution.

Dr. Hiller said he told the staff in December that the 12-page Crosswalk gave the mistaken impression that all the information was of equal importance.  He noted that the Institute’s budget includes $6.5 million under the Workforce Investment Act and dollars that surround work with its Interagency Group partners.  In order to give items their proper weight, his handout showed columns for criteria, customer value added, and Interagency value added, as well as listed projects. The revised Crosswalk is coded to indicate which projects the Institute “initiates,” “facilitates,” “complements,” or “partners.”  These distinctions are significant, he said, because the Institute will be evaluated on projects that it initiates and, thus, must be certain to demonstrate effectiveness in this area. 

Dr. Hiller said this Crosswalk, in effect, is the Institute’s strategic plan, which he compared with those of the Institute’s Interagency partners: the U.S. Depts. of Education, Labor, and Health and Human Services. He said the Institute’s plan is better than a long narrative because it spells out in table form what the agency is doing. 

Board members were pleased with the Crosswalk.  Ms. Borders complimented Dr. Hiller on the easy-to-understand format.  Dr. Enriquez said the document lays a good foundation for the evaluation work that must be done.  Dr. Hiller said the Crosswalk might help the Institute avoid engaging in activities that should be left to its Interagency Group partners. 

Drs. Olivarez and Wagner asked whether the Crosswalk could include a timeline to show the progress of major projects.  Rather than a cumbersome timeline tracking the Institute’s more than 40 projects, Dr. Baxter and Dr. Hiller agreed to develop a companion spread sheet that lists the major products and their due dates.

Dr. Hiller reminded Board members that they serve in an advisory role and must be careful not to micromanage the Institute.  “Our role and function,” he said, “is to stay at the visionary/major project arena so that we have clearer direction.  And then also that we are tied into personnel evaluation as well as budget items.”

Ms. Borders noted that Carol Gambill joined the meeting in progress.

Program Committee Report

Dr. Wagner, who is replacing former Board member Douglas Carnine as head of the Program Committee, said he would use this meeting to bring himself up to speed on the committee’s work.

Institute’s Programs Report

Before delivering the Programs Committee report, Dr. Baxter followed up on a previous discussion regarding the peer-review process for the National Reading Panel Report (NRP) and the National Early Literacy Panel (NELP) Report.  She said the NICHD contracted out for the NRP peer review.  The contractor solicited names of potential reviewers.  The report was reviewed, revised, and sent back to the reviewers after the revisions.

She said an unidentified panel would review the NELP report if the Institute reviews it through the Institute of Education Sciences.  If the Institute mounts its own peer review, the Institute would know the identity of the reviewers but would not share that information with the Interagency Group members.  She said Lynn Reddy, the Institute’s Deputy Director, would probably serve as the editor.  Ms. Reddy said later that a contractor would develop practitioner-friendly products similar to “Put Reading First.”

LINCS

Mary Jo Maralit, who heads the LINCS project, stated that LINCS is a “primary information source for the literacy field, providing the first ever access to a centralized comprehensive Internet database for adult education practitioners.”  She said the Institute created LINCS to help practitioners teach and learn using the resources.

RMC Research Corp. provided the final report for the comprehensive review of LINCS in September 2005.  RMC determined that the services LINCS provides are more cost-effective than comparable services from for-profit firms.  “Without NIFL funding,” she said, “it is reasonable to conclude that comparable systems would not be provided.”  

RMC found that LINCS contains valuable information in one specific place but that the site should be restructured to become more user-friendly.

 RMC found that the discussion lists established a broad network of adult literacy educators who now consider themselves more connected with each other.  In October 2005, the Institute switched to a fully moderated format, which gives the agency more control over the content of the discussion lists and allows for guest speakers, more in-depth discussions, and more focus on upcoming research cases.

Ms. Maralit said the Regional Technology Centers have spread the LINCS resources through the state and local levels, introducing new technologies to the classroom, and fostering staff development.  RMC has recommended that the centers become better aligned with the Institute’s priorities.

Ms. Maralit continued to discuss upcoming program plans for LINCS in the upcoming fiscal year, including changes to the Institute’s websites.

Following the RMC recommendations, the Institute is planning to shift the focus of the Regional Technology Centers from technology-based units to making them resource centers that assist in adult education, professional development, and state leadership.  The Special Collections grants will also meet the agency’s new priorities, with a focus on scientifically based resources, instruction, and evidence-based instructional materials.

The Institute is looking into a review of the AE Pro Distance Learning Project to determine if there is a need for adult education online professional development opportunities. 

The discussion lists have changed to fully moderated forums.  Moderators have experience leading national discussions online, and they also are well-versed in the topic areas. The moderators review postings for relevance before releasing the posts to subscribers. In addition, they can schedule guest speakers and summarize the discussion so that readers can get the big picture regarding what was discussed. 

Ms. Maralit said the Institute is examining ways to update and refine the information in America’s Literacy Directory.  She said the online publicly accessible database lists programs for children, adults, and persons with disabilities, as well as opportunities for those who wish to volunteer.  She said the Institute is working to update the program information.   

Lifespan Literacy Methodology Project

Ms. Reddy said the goal of this project is to develop a framework for methodology that will identify high performing literacy programs across the lifespan.  About 14 panelists had their first meeting in March 2006.  A list of panelists was attached to the Crosswalk.

She said the panelists discussed the next steps. Prior to this group, work had been done to identify successful reading programs in schools. This panel will examine ways to identify common elements across the lifespan.  Rather than trying to arrange a face-to-face meeting, the panel is experimenting with discussing the project online.  The goal is to have a framework by May 2006.  This framework will create a yardstick for identifying successful adult literacy programs.  That deliverable is planned for the summer of 2006.  Dr. Baxter said the panel is working toward developing papers that could be published.  


The discussion shifted to another topic: Identifying Effective Reading Programs Based on Scientific Research.  Ms. Reddy said the Institute is organizing an expert group that will provide advice on effective classroom activities.  She said the Institute has some panelists in mind, and the contractor has recommended some names.  Two interim reports on reading proficiencies and methodologies will be published before the project is complete.  

Bridges to Practice


June Crawford, director of the Bridges to Practice Program, said the Institute has invested many years into Bridges to Practice.  Ms. Crawford said the project has been funded by grants in the past.  This is the middle period of in-house work, and the Institute has been training others in the literacy field.  

Because all of Bridges’ outcomes are measured, she considers the program essential to PART.  She said the Bridges team does daily, weekly, and follow-up evaluations, as well as questions for PART.  A contractor handles the logistics.  Ms. Crawford said that she sends a letter to adult education directors every year, asking if they would be interested in sending a team of members to the training.  In turn, trained members are expected to train others in the state.   

The trainers are required to give at least 16 hours of training to 30 people, though they surpass this minimum, she said.  The trainers send reports after their sessions, making the Institute a technical advisory committee for the Bridges project.  Last year, the Institute conducted four two-week training sessions.  This year, three sessions are planned, and there will be a three-day summer institute for certified trainers.

“We continuously talk about what we know about reading and dyslexia, and how we can combine those two areas – the adult reading projects that we’re doing and the learning disabilities projects,” she said.

Ms. Crawford answered questions from Board members.  She said the material used in the training is based on the work of Daryl Mellard at the University of Kansas. She said the material is excellent but is becoming dated and added that she is eager for the Institute to adopt something different.  Much of the research in learning disabilities is on children, she said, yet adults comprise the largest population of those with learning disabilities in the country.  More research is needed in education, the workplace, and health and human services areas.

Ms. Crawford explained that Bridges is reaching beyond its base of state trainers – and beyond the bounds of the education field.  Several years ago, clients who were unprepared for the workplace because of their learning disabilities sued the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program in Massachusetts.  As a result, Bridges trainers, with the help of an attorney from the Office of Civil Rights at the U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Services (HHS), developed a videotape with guidelines on what TANF employees must do to screen for learning disabilities. HHS distributed that videotape to every regional TANF office, and Bridges trainers also distributed the tape widely.

By June 30, 2006, TANF civil rights attorneys will present a new set of rules, Ms. Crawford said.  She has offered to post these tentative guidelines on the Institute’s learning disabilities discussion list and have the attorneys serve as guests for public comment. Seeing the link between education, labor and law, Ms. Crawford said, “It’s quite an interagency approach to things.  It’s not just the education arena.”

Ms. Crawford noted the need for this approach in working with adults because their lives are far more complicated than those of schoolchildren. 

Adult Reading Initiative


Dr. Baxter said the Adult Reading Initiative is the culmination of several efforts that began at different times with somewhat different purposes.


With the December 2005 release of the National Assessment of Adult Literacy, the Institute determined that there is a need and an opportunity to bring under one umbrella these separate pieces: the work Ms. Crawford is doing in updating the report on adult reading research, Susan McShane’s “The Teachers Guide to Teaching Reading” and the Adult Reading Components website, which is a diagnostic tool for assessing reading problems.  Ms. Crawford and Tanya Shuy, another Institute staff member, are developing a coherent body of work with these and other elements.  Dr. Baxter said more concrete details would be available at the next Board meeting in June 2006.


Dr. Baxter said U.S. Dept. of Education Secretary Margaret Spellings has asked the department’s Office of Vocational and Adult Education (OVAE) to coordinate an interagency task force that will address the issue of adult literacy, looking for solutions to the problem.  Dr. Baxter represented one of about 14 agencies that met in March 2006 to discuss this collaboration.  They decided to create a website that all would contribute to. 


Ms. Borders raised concerns about a duplication of effort.  But Dr. Baxter cited two checks and balances that should prevent such duplication. She said the Institute communicates frequently with OVAE and the other agencies, and is part of the team that reviews OVAE’s spending plan, which presents another opportunity to identify any areas of overlap.


Ms. Crawford said the “most exciting” development over the past few years has been the increased research in adult reading.  She said OVAE’s STAR project and Susan McShane’s book emanated from the work the Institute has done with Dr. John Kruidenier, who authored “Research-Based Principles for Adult Education Reading Instruction,” from the Strucker/Davidson research (Adult Reading Components Study) and the website that Dr. Davidson developed for the Institute.  A shortened version of the Kruidenier book that explains what the research says is now available for teachers. This condensed book, combined with the website and the McShane book, form the beginnings of a strong training package in adult reading.


“In adult education, we do not have a lot of people trained in reading,” Ms. Crawford said. But “I’m excited at this point because I think in the adult field we’ve actually started to see the products of all these things that we’ve been working on for quite a long time.  And we’re putting together the pieces in order to change teaching across America.”


Ms. Crawford said the goal is to combine LINCS, the reading profiles, and the other elements into an on-line reading clinic where teachers can present problems and get help.  Carol Gambill suggested that the site be phonically interactive so that instructors can learn to teach phonics.  Ms. Borders emphasized the need for coordination among the agencies.  Dr. Baxter said the Institute is striving toward more internal cohesion by assigning staff member primary and secondary areas of responsibility so that they work in teams and communicate across disciplines.

Adolescent Literacy

Ms. Shuy, the project director for adolescent literacy, said her group is developing a summary document – “What Content-Area Teachers Should Know About Adolescent Literacy,” which has gone out for peer review and come back with comments.  The reviewers are “very excited” about the document, she said, though they noted the absence of information on English Language Learners.  Ms. Shuy said that area would be addressed in the future.  In addition, the group has solicited comments from focus groups comprised of parents, teachers and administrators on what types of products would be most helpful to them.


Ms. Shuy said she and Ms. Crawford have received numerous calls from people who have attended Reading First presentations across the country and want more information regarding adolescent literacy.   


Key players say more research is needed.  Ms. Shuy said the National Adolescent Coalition, made up of associations, has recommended a national research agenda on adolescent literacy. She said Diane August has done an executive summary of the National Literacy Panel for Language Minority Children and Youth Report, which can be found online at the Center for Applied Linguistics.  The full report is being published by Lawrence Erlbaum Inc. in May 2006 and will be titled “Developing Literacy in Second-Language Learners.”  Ms. Shuy said Tim Shanahan, the incoming president of the International Reading Association, “sees the need for an adolescent literacy agenda that emphasizes reading instruction throughout middle and high school, and that provides added support for struggling students.” 


Dr. Hiller lamented that adolescent literacy is often neglected in national discussions on math, science and high school reform. Board members said they are eager to see the completed summary report, which Ms. Shuy said would be ready by fall 2006.

Personnel

Dr. Enriquez posed four “critical” questions:

1. Has there been timely implementation of the search and hire process since the Board meeting in November 2005?

2. Is there something in place to assure continued progress in a timely fashion?

3. Is the Board satisfied that the Institute has followed up on the Board’s recommended candidates?

4. Are there any improvements or other modification that the Board would like to suggest to improve the hiring process?

Question 1 – Dr. Enriquez cited positives and negatives.  On the positive side, the Institute has advertised the positions well and has done so within the legal parameters that federal law has set. On the negative side, the hiring process is far behind schedule.  Critical vacancies should have been filled in August 2005 and the remaining in Feb. 2006.  Because no applicants have been hired, the task does not appear to be getting the priority it deserves, she said.

Dr. Baxter conceded that hiring had not been her priority from June 2005 to Sept. 30, 2005, when she was focused on procurement and program matters.  After that, other challenges emerged.  The first wave of recruitment in October/November 2005 did not yield a good candidate pool, requiring the agency to reopen the competition with a closing date of Feb. 10, 2006. 

Since November 2005, Dr. Baxter said she has stepped up the effort.  She has delegated some projects to the deputy director and other staff members, giving her more time to concentrate on hiring.  She also has enlisted staff member Shelly Coles, who has personnel experience with the State Dept., as her recruitment point person.  The 124 applicants have been whittled down to 95, and Dr. Baxter has screened all the applications.  She and Ms. Reddy have interviewed 20 jobseekers.  All nine positions should be filled by May 15, 2006.

Question 2 – The May 15 timetable troubled several Board members.  Dr. Enriquez asked why hiring could not be done sooner, fearing that top candidates who applied in February would likely find employment elsewhere.  Dr. Baxter and Ms. Coles said the Institute had to establish the positions through the Dept. of Education first in order for the newcomers to get paid and receive benefits.

Besides the procedural impediments, Dr. Baxter cited other factors that scared off many qualified candidates. The salary cap is $143,000, far below what many senior officers earn in the private sector. The biggest obstacle is that the positions are 13-month appointments.  After much discussion, she and the Board agreed that the Institute would negotiate longer terms for senior staff members. Dr. Baxter said the rules are unclear on whether the Institute can hire career employees. She said she would purse this option as a last resort.

Question 3 – Dr. Enriquez said she is satisfied that the Institute has followed up on Board-recommended candidates, though not in a timely manner in some cases.

Question 4 – Board members encouraged Dr. Baxter to move expeditiously and hire the best candidates available, even if it’s a second or third choice, and offer training if necessary.  “Some aren’t going to work, perhaps,” Dr. Olivarez said, “but all of us take that risk, and you’ll make your best judgments.  But don’t worry about that.  Just do the best job you can in hiring.”

National Literacy Research Agenda

Following up on a previous Board discussion, Dr. Baxter said she had spoken with several leaders about developing a national literacy research agenda. The group included Russ Whitehurst, head of the Institute of Education Sciences; Peggy McCardle of the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development; and Brian Cobb, a Colorado State University researcher who is also a member of the Institute’s Lifespan Literacy Methodology Panel.  The group discussed the need to map the research to identify the knowledge gaps. 

Dr. Baxter asked Board members: “What is your level of urgency you feel around developing this agenda?  Is it important that it be done quickly and maybe not quite as comprehensively?  Or would you feel that we need to develop a more comprehensive agenda that’s built on several steps of work, for instance, a mapping of the literature? How much impact do you want to have?”

Board members concluded that a public-private partnership with foundations would be the best approach and would present an opportunity for the Institute to exert its leadership.  They favored assembling a group and moving forward on the idea.  In addition to Drs. Whitehurst and McCardle, they suggested collaborating with Mike Pressley at Michigan State University and Larry Stupski, founder of Sun America.

Board members suggested several foundations and corporations that might be receptive, including Verizon, Nellie Mae Foundation, Carnegie Foundation, Irvine Foundation, the Annie E. Casey Foundation and the FedEx Corp.  Dr. Baxter said she would follow up with an email to Board members with a list of names and next steps that should take place.

Advisory Board Orientation

With the departures of Douglas Carnine, Phyllis Hunter, and Mark Yudof and the impending departures of Carol Gambill and Jean Osborn, five new members are expected to join the group, according to Ms. Borders.

The Board discussed ways of bringing newcomers up to speed.  Dr. Hiller said he studied Board orientation and sent Dr. Baxter an orientation framework. He said one component is a common message that comes from one to three people. Another element is a compendium of documents critical to the organization’s functioning.  

Board members suggested that one or two veterans spend a day with a newcomer, going over the briefing book that includes the Crosswalk and other final documents as well as an ethics briefing with Sean Dent, an attorney with the Dept. of Education.

Federal Advisory Committee Activities

Dr. Baxter introduced Karen Akins, the new FACA representative from the Dept. of Education.  Ms. Akins replaces Gloria Mounts.  Ms. Akins said she was attending the meeting as an observer who oversees Federal Advisory Committee activities.  Ms. Akins said: “You’re definitely a vibrant, active Board doing great work.”

She thanked Dr. Baxter and her special assistant, Elizabeth Hollis, for helping to renew the Board’s charter.  Ms. Akins said her office oversees about 12 advisory committees in the Dept. of Education.  She invited Board members to contact the Committee Management Office at 202-401-3677.

Presentation by:

Tom Luce, Assistant Secretary, Office of Planning, Evaluation and Policy Development, U.S. Department of Education
Mr. Luce, Assistant Secretary for the Office of Planning, Evaluation and Policy Development at the Dept. of Education, said his remarks were an outgrowth of a conversation he had with Ms. Borders and Education Secretary Margaret Spellings following the December 2005 release of the national adult literacy study.  

That study, the National Assessment of Adult Literacy (NAAL), showed no literacy gains over the past 10 years.  As a result, Dr. Spellings asked his office to examine what the department is doing and how it could aid efforts of the Institute and other agencies.

Using a PowerPoint program and an accompanying handout, Mr. Luce delivered the department’s key messages: that No Child Left Behind is working, especially in the early grades, but that education for older students must be improved, especially in math and science. He said the goal is to build capacity so that every child reaches proficiency by the year 2013-14 while creating flexibility on meeting No Child Left Behind requirements.

Garrett Smith, his assistant, explained the slides.  He said the NAAL showed that the gap between whites and blacks has begun to close but that the gap between whites and Hispanics is worsening as more immigrants enter the United States.

He said the Dept. of Education’s Office of Vocational and Adult Education (OVAE) has five policy priorities:

1. Bringing research-based practice to adult education

2. Holding states accountable for results

3. Advancing standards-based education in adult education

4. Assisting adults to transition to postsecondary opportunities

5. Increasing access (especially improving the use of technology in adult education)

Ms. Gambill asked whether the adult education field is as motivated as its K-12 counterparts to raise standards.  Mr. Luce replied that adult education’s primary motivation is to serve clients for humanitarian reasons, but that adult education leaders “don’t have the same focus on accountability.”  That reality will change, he predicted, particularly as programs seek funding.

Dr. Hiller reiterated his contention that the government often ignores adolescent literacy when discussing math and science.  He and Dr. Olivarez cited the need for alignment.  Mr. Luce said the lack of interagency coordination is a common problem, and Ms. Osborn and Ms. Gambill agreed that the link between literacy and math-science are crucial for students who want to succeed in the 21st century workplace.

Meeting Wrap-Up

Board members returned to a discussion of orientation of new members.  They decided that ideally five members would meet with newcomers a day ahead of the official meeting to review the:

· law that empowers the Board

· Board’s structure, including officers and committee duties

· chain of communication with the Chairperson, fellow Board members and Institute Director 

· Crosswalk, the Institute’s 10-year report and other key products

· Institute’s budget

· ethics laws with Sean Dent

Dr. Hiller agreed to email his ideas to the Board members and Dr. Baxter, who will work with the Institute staff on assembling an orientation binder as soon as possible.   The Board decided that the binder should include the summary minutes from the most-recent three meetings.

Ms. Borders asked about the status of the exit plan for the Bridges to Practice learning disabilities program.  Dr. Baxter said the plan had been to complete the Bridges evaluation and determine the Institute’s future role in the project.  She noted that if Bridges were to end, no comparable program exists. OVAE has said it is not ready to take up the mantle.

Ms. Borders said that the Institute’s Interagency Group partners should share the responsibility of running Bridges if the program continues.  Drs . Hiller, Wagner, and Baxter mused about the feasibility of increasing the Institute’s $6.5 million budget to $9 million to cover the agency’s expanded scope of literacy across the lifespan.  Dr. Baxter said now would be the time to seek a hike – to exploit the Institute’s rapport with Secretary Spellings and Mr. Luce.  The Board decided to discuss the matter, as well as Dr. Baxter’s priorities, in committee meetings that would be held the next day.

Ms. Borders called for a motion to adjourn for the day.  Dr. Hiller made the motion, Dr. Olivarez seconded, and the day’s proceeding ended at 5:16 p.m.

FRIDAY, MARCH 17, 2006
Chairperson Borders called the meeting to order at 8:00 a.m. and introduced Dr. Sheida White, the project officer for the 2003 National Assessment of Adult Literacy (NAAL) at the National Center for Education Statistics. 

Presentation by:

Dr. Sheida White, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES)

National Assessment of Adult Literacy Results

Using a series of PowerPoint slides, Dr. White discussed the significance of the assessment and how the Institute can participate in delivering its dire message.  She said the assessment provides “solid and scientific data on the state of adult literacy in America.”  

The initial slides gave background about the study.  She said the assessment measures English literacy of persons 16 and older (considered adults) in the United States.  But she noted, “It’s important to keep in mind that just because someone is not literate in English doesn’t mean that they are not literate in some other language.”  

The researchers conducted one-on-one interviews with more than 19,000 adults in households and prisons.  The NAAL defined literacy as “using printed and written information to function in society, to achieve one’s goals, and to develop one’s knowledge and potential.”


This definition focuses on reading for a purpose, which is different from school-based literacy in which the focus is on decoding words and reading for the pure sake of learning.  Adults want to learn to read for specified reasons: to achieve internal and external goals.

The researchers identified three types of literacy: prose, document and quantitative.  Prose literacy is reading connected with text such as in a news story, requiring decoding and comprehension.  Document literacy requires the ability to complete forms and read charts.  The reader has to find relevant information and understand cryptic phrases.  Quantitative literacy requires the ability to compute numbers embedded in the prose or document.

The researchers compared the results of the 2003 study with those in1992.  They found no significant change in prose and document literacy over the two periods, but quantitative literacy increased significantly.  The researchers divided reading levels into four categories:  below basic, basic, intermediate and proficient.

Dr. White said 3 percent of the 2003 sample scored below basic in prose literacy, which translates to 30 million adults in the overall population.  This means one in seven adults have below basic prose literacy.  She said that 55 percent of them did not finish high school and that 61 percent of them are Hispanic and speak English as a second language.  Although 30 million adults are in the lowest category, only 2.7 million of them have attended an adult education program for at least 12 hours, according to the Office of Vocational and Adult Education at the U.S. Dept. of Education.

Literacy pays, Dr. White said. Adults with below basic skills in prose literacy had median weekly earnings of $433.  Adults with proficient prose literacy had median weekly earnings of $975.  If these same two group worked all year at these wages, adults who are proficient would earn $30,000 more than those in the below basic realm.

Next year, Dr. White said, researchers will study three new areas:  vocabulary, functional writing and computer literacy.  The vocabulary test will measure the number of words readers know and their ability to discern subtle shades in meaning.  The functional test will examine syntax and the ability to write for different audiences. The computer literacy tests will measure the ability to navigate the Internet, handle emailing and instant messaging, and handle word processing and spread sheets.

Dr. White said her organization would be happy to review any proposal from the Institute or other agencies that want to conduct secondary analysis and interpret the data for various audiences.  Dr. Baxter said a new interagency work group is examining what resources can be mobilized to address the issue.  Dr. Baxter said the Institute would web cast future data and is discussing further web casting with the NCES.  Ms. Osborn and Ms. Borders suggested a study of scientific texts as they relate to adolescent literacy.

Director’s Priorities

Board members resumed discussion of Dr. Baxter’s list of five priorities, for which Dr. Baxter sought their endorsement. 

Ms. Borders suggested that Board members identify the priorities as they relate to the Crosswalk.  Much of the discussion involved Dr. Baxter’s second priority: “developing a strategic plan that clearly articulates the Institute’s goals and priorities for mission accomplishment and ensures maximum return on investment of the Institute’s resources.”

Board members questioned the wording of this priority, contending that the Crosswalk represents work the Institute has already accomplished in developing a strategic plan.  The members and Dr. Baxter agreed that the Institute has reached 80 percent to 90 percent of its strategic goals.  Program measurement is all that remains.  They agreed to reword the priority to reflect that the organization is “finalizing” a strategic plan.

Dr. Wagner asked for discussion on whether the Institute should establish another priority: providing national leadership in literacy – in keeping with the organization’s first purpose stated in the Workforce Investment Act. “If that really is our charge, “ he said, “why don’t we try to make that a priority and just evaluate things we do by that priority?”

Echoing this theme, Dr. Olivarez suggested that Dr. Baxter revise the wording of Priorities 3 and 4 and Goal 1 of the Crosswalk to indicate that the Institute is “providing leadership” as a national repository of information.  Ms. Borders called for a vote on the amendments.  Dr. Olivarez made the motion to “support and endorse the recommendations as submitted by the Director for the 05’-’06 year.”  Dr. Enriquez seconded the motion, which passed unanimously by voice vote.  Dr. Baxter agreed to email Board members the revisions. She also distributed the executive summary of the LINCS evaluation report.

Public Comment Period (See Appendix)

Special Announcement

Dr. Baxter announced the presence of Lindsey de la Torre, the White House representative responsible for appointments to the Board.  Ms. de la Torre said she attended to meet the members in person.

Committee Report Out

Strategic Planning/Program

Dr. Hiller and Ms. Osborn proposed to combine the Strategic Planning Committee with the Program Committee.  The hybrid panel, which would be called the Strategic Program Committee, would reflect the merging of the crosswalk (strategic planning) with the programs.  Dr. Hiller and Ms. Osborn recommended loading the Crosswalk onto the Institute’s website. 

They also recommended thanking the day’s presenters for sharing their comments and assuring them that the Board would analyze their recommendations.  When appropriate, the Board also will link the presenters’ programs to the Crosswalk to assure the presenters of the Institute’s commitment to adult literacy.

Ms. Borders said she would check with Mr. Dent on the maximum number of members who can meet by committee without forming a quorum and forcing an open meeting.

Budget

Dr. Olivarez and Ms. Borders said they examined the Institute’s proposed 2005-06 budget with Dr. Baxter and found everything to be in order.  They said they would provide a full report at the June meeting.

Personnel

Dr. Enriquez said that the Institute would proceed with the mandate to hire with all deliberate speed and that the Board would be informed as hiring is done.

Ms. Borders said she would update the Board on all Institute developments by email.

Other Matters

Dr. Hiller lauded the staff for the meeting and thanked Ms. Borders for keeping the proceedings linked to the Crosswalk.  Ms. Borders praised the document and thanked the staff for anchoring the work to it.  She also said people in the field have high regard for the work Ms. Shuy is doing on adolescent literacy.

Ms. Borders made a motion to adjourn, Ms. Osborn seconded and the meeting adjourned at 11:55 a.m.

APPENDIX

Public Comments

1.
Liza McFadden

Volunteer Florida Foundation


Ms. McFadden, president of the Volunteer Florida Foundation, said her remarks would be a follow-up to the address her staff made at the Board meeting in Tallahassee on Nov.2-3, 2005, regarding family literacy.  She discussed family literacy, adult education and ways to successfully implement research into practice.


Ms. McFadden provided background about her organization.  She said the foundation oversees the Governor’s Family Literacy Initiative, the Florida Hurricane Relief Fund, the Florida Mentoring Partnership and faith- and community-based efforts in the state.  The foundation has full-time and contract researchers.  The focus is on improving local community programs.

She recommended that:

· the Institute fund, promote and discuss research that promotes competition in literacy

· the Institute emphasize research that supports  President Bush’s goal to better prepare students and workers in the 21st century

· the Institute capitalize on research’s effectiveness by implementing it into practice as quickly as possible

She said reading research has made “incredible improvement” in schools in Florida and the nation but has not done as well in the adult education arena.  She cited two problems: the numerous approved adult education assessments and the fact that the national standard for attendance is merely 12 hours – not enough time for a good academic outcome.  In addition, although the Adult Education Act calls for family literacy, no data is collected on the impact of the parent’s education on the child, she said.

She said Florida surveys over the past 15 years have shown that adults want three outcomes from family literacy programs:  to learn English, help their children in school and advance their careers.

Ms. McFadden said faith-based groups and community-based organizations are vital to the implementation of literacy programs.  She recommended that Institute leaders present research findings when these groups convene.

2.
Bob Bickerton

Massachusetts Dept. of Education


Mr. Bickerton described his credentials and his duties. As the Senior Associate Commissioner at the Massachusetts Dept. of Education, part of his job is to oversee the assessment program for K-12 students in the state.  He also approves teacher preparation programs, educator licensure and technology. Mr. Bickerton, the State Director of adult education for Florida, is also is chairman of the National Council of State Directors of Adult Education.


He thanked the Board for its work over the past few years and said that the Institute’s many products and policies have had a significant impact in the states.


Mr. Bickerton outlined some recommended “strategic investments” of the Institute’s dollars and attention.  He urged the organization to focus on math.  He said licensure tests indicate that teachers in Massachusetts have a “moderate ability” to compute but are expected to instruct students in math. He called for a focus on reading comprehension for middle school and high school students. 


As for the state of adult education assessment and training, he had harsh words.  “We have no good instruments for the assessment of early reading of adults,” he said.  He called the Test of Adult Basic Education “a disgrace at the lowest level of literacy” with  “no documentation.”  Compounding the problem is the high number of English-language learners in adult education programs.  He said few teachers are trained in structured approaches to reading and math. Adult education, he said, “for the most part is unlicensed.”


He advocated a greater coordination among agencies to help adults reach their potential.  “We’re not partnering with employment and training, health and human services, and with our partners in higher ed.  As people transition, we’re really leaving them in mid-stream. And that’s not the place they’re seeking to be.  That’s not the place to leave them.”


Mr. Bickerton closed with a suggestion regarding the Board’s composition. He said the group would be “well served” if a future member were a state director of adult education -- as had been the case in the past.

3.
Jason Walsh

Workforce Alliance

Mr. Walsh is the State Policy Director for the Workforce Alliance, which he described as a national coalition of local workforce development leaders based in Washington, D.C.  The coalition advocates for federal policies that invest in the skills of American workers.

Mr. Walsh discussed the social program Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), which is the nation’s welfare system.  Echoing Mr. Bickerton’s comments, he said improving the lives of TANF participants requires a multi-pronged approach.  Research has shown that the “most successful welfare-to-work programs focus on employment, but they make really substantial use of education and training as well as a mix of strategies,” Mr. Walsh said.  Conversely, “programs focused on either extreme – either on job search and rapid labor force attachment or on basic education without links to further job training and employment – don’t show strong outcomes.”

TANF replaced the previous welfare system, Aid to Families with Dependent Children, in 1996.  After much congressional wrangling, TANF was reauthorized in early February 2006 – with changes.

Mr. Walsh said his coalition sees danger and opportunity in the reauthorized legislation. The national average for work participation among TANF participants is 32 percent, but states now must reach a 50 percent rate.  His group fears that they will attempt to do so by reverting to “old habits,” such as reducing the size of their caseload – in effect, leaving needy families stranded without assistance.

On the plus side, he pointed to the potential of “bridge programs.”  He said: “Adult basic education is going to be a critically important work activity for TANF participants, but it’s insufficient by itself for long term success in the labor market without linkages to occupational training and career pathways in jobs that respond to labor market demand.  That is the definition a bridge program.”

He said an “exciting model” exists in Arkansas, where TANF participants get adult education that will lead to careers in business education, health care, manufacturing and welding.

How can the Institute help build these bridges?  He suggested that the organization promote linkages between literacy and other forms of basic education and occupational skills training that meet employer demand – whether at the policy or program level.

4.
Lennox McLendon, Ph.D.

National Adult Education Professional Development Consortium

Dr. McLendon, the executive director of the National Adult Education Professional Development Consortium, drew attention to two recent events he called “interesting and disconcerting:” the National Assessment of Adult Literacy (NAAL) and the President’s Competitiveness Initiative.

In response to these events, the state directors of adult education and the National Coalition for Literacy assembled a paper that he said was included in the Board member’s briefing book.  He called his comments a Cliff Notes version of that paper.

He said President Bush’s popular call for investment in innovation and research to spur U.S. competitiveness in the global marketplace “flew in the face of the NAAL study.”  Dr. McLendon said his coalition is asking Congress how No Child Left Behind, job training, welfare reform or any federal initiative can succeed if 93 million people have basic-skills deficiencies?

He appealed to Board members to help educate Congress about the pressures adult learners face.  He said the nation’s lawmakers don’t understand that adult education teachers must structure individual learning plans for the complex lives of their students.  “We don’t have a bunch of third-graders all sitting in the same room,” he said. “You have all these different levels.”

He called for more workplace education programs, fulltime teachers, access to community college and links between adult education programs and other agencies.  He also advocated an increase in federal appropriations and the re-establishment of National Center for the Study of Adult Learning and Literacy.

PAGE  
2

