Advisory Board Meeting

October 25-26, 2006

Meeting Notes

Wednesday, October 25, 2006

I. Call to Order and Roll Call

Attendees:  Advisory Board Members: Carmel Borders, Juan Olivarez, William Hiller, Richard Wagner, Donald Deshler, Liza McFadden, Timothy Shanahan, Blanca Enriquez, Carol Gambill. Institute Staff: Sandra Baxter, Director, Lynn Reddy, Deputy Director, and Mary Jo Maralit, Andrea Grimaldi, all Senior Project Officers.  Elizabeth Hollis, Shelly Coles, Steve Langley, all management and administrative support staff was also in as were several visitor. 

II. Approval of Minutes

The chair, Mrs. Carmel Borders, opened the meeting.  The June 6-7, 2006 Summary Minutes were approved by unanimous vote by the Advisory Board.
III. Overview of Strategic Planning for the Institute

Juan Olivarez presented a one-page overview of the strategic planning process and explained the purpose for this Board meeting, stating that the presentations and discussions of the next two days were designed to prepare for the forthcoming January 2007 meeting.  The January meeting will be devoted to Board deliberations that will result in consensus and recommendations on the Institute’s future goals, including a strategy and action plan to achieve the recommended goals.

IV. Overview of the Institute’s Role and Accomplishments 

The Director briefed the Board on the Institute’s past activities and accomplishments, including an overview of the Institute’s legislative mandate.  Her report, entitled “Envisioning the Future”, also identified and described external influences, past and present that shape the Institute’s mission. She also discussed work initiated as the result of the Board’s recommendations over the past three years.  She concluded her presentation, stating that the information provided was not intended as an exhaustive list of activities and accomplishments, but was developed as a point of departure for Board discussion.  She opened the floor to Board discussion, asking members if there were other accomplishments they thought were important to include.

V. Board Discussion

Advisory Board Comments
The discussion opened with a Board member asking about the Institute’s role in policy.  In response to that question, Dr. Baxter stated the Institute’s role has been limited in recent years in response to pressure from some officials within the Department of Education who sought to de-emphasize, even eliminate the Institute’s role in policy, despite the WIA mandate that the Institute coordinate policy across federal agencies.  She further explained that the view of some past Department officials was that only the Department should address policy issues.  Pointing out that there was a dearth or information available when WIA’s reauthorization was taken up several years ago, Dr. Baxter stated the Institute needs to strengthen its capacity to provide timely, fact-driven information to federal policymakers. She also reminded Board members they had recommended to the Interagency Group that the Institute provide such information for policymaking purposes. She stated the Institute is currently funding a policy study that will help re-establish the Institute’s role in this area. 

Other comments by Board members were related to the impact of the Institute’s work on its customers.  Advisory Board members commented on effective strategies that have worked in their organizations.  Examples of such strategies included blast email messages to target audiences, use of the Internet to reduce costs and counter the public’s short attention span, incorporate ownership or devise a way in which other agencies can lead the charge; and produce audience- friendly versions of publications to provide information.

(Dr. Baxter provided copies of the QED newsletter as an introduction to and example of other formats used by the Institute to disseminate information.)

Other ideas suggested and discussed by Board members included seeking partnerships 1) help with the dissemination of information, and 2) with agencies/groups that have a role in the areas in which the Institute will focus its work:

· use formal and informal approaches to include other organizations that do not focus on reading, but have target audiences to whom the service is relevant, 

· partner with national offices of community-based organizations, such as Boys and Girls Clubs, and other organizations that interfaces with children and families

· seek ways to link the business industry with the Institute

· partner with foundations – UPS, Verizon, Microsoft -- or other corporate giving programs on research and best practices 

· find ways to involve business/industry

-       focus on workplace literacy issues of today and the future

-(The Administration’s American Competitiveness Initiative may provide an opportunity for the Institute for the Institute to move into this issue)

· Use software programs that help to quickly identify where the Institute’s goals and how well it is doing in getting there—examples given were the Dashboard, a tool in current use in the private sector and nonprofit community

The Board turned its attention to the Interagency Group and its involvement with the Institute.  Board members asked: “How proactive is the Institute’s involvement with the Interagency Group?”  Dr. Baxter stated the Institute has been more proactive, but there is room for improvement in having the participation of all members of the group. Overall meeting attendance has increased and the Institute is using alternative means, such as conference calls, to encourage Interagency Group members to participate.  

Dr. Olivarez stated the Institute must make BOLD moves to address workforce preparation and readiness.  Suggestions made by Board members in support of Dr. Olivarez’s position included identifying skill sets that enable one to have complex thinking and communication skills and partnering with labor, the Chamber of Commerce, fortune 500 companies, and programs such as the Partnership for 21st Century Skills.

The Board agreed that the Institute’s primary strategy should be partnering with other entities and serving in the pivotal role of bringing the partners together to obtain their buy-in to activities pursued by the Institute in this area.

VI. Understanding the Institute’s Target Audience

The Institute’s Deputy Director, Lynn Reddy, briefed Board members on the Institute’s target audiences, highlighting the audiences named in the WIA and NCLB (see attached list).   She stated that WIA legislation allows for broader funding opportunities.  Ms. Reddy posed two questions for the Board’s consideration: (1) what and how does the Institute measure its success in reaching its targeted audiences? And (2) what are the appropriate goals for each audience or should there be appropriate goals for each audience or are they the same or can they be used interchangeably?

Advisory Board Comments

The Board responded that the literacy field’s perceptions of what it needs may play a role in determining the level of expectation that the Institute is able to meet or not.

Other considerations for the Institute:

· the adult literacy community no longer perceives the Institute is serving its needs because several long-standing projects are no longer funded by the Institute  

· The Institute has launched new work in K-12, is this where the Institute needs to be? (There are many providers of K-12 information already—or more needed?  In addition, other well-established pre-K groups may not want the Institute’s help.)

· the Institute no longer perceived as addressing gaps in the adult community

The Institute’s Director stated the Institute continues to focus its work on adult literacy—a review of the funding allocated to adult projects bears this out.  However, because the Institute ‘s projects often had higher visibility than the Institute--any of the projects were known by name and no association was made between the project and the Institute—and some of those projects are no longer funded, the adult literacy field perceives a loss of focus on its issues.  Better communication with the field is needed to correct this problem.

Comments from the Advisory Board: 

-
Gaps need to be identified, specifically in the areas of adolescent literacy and ELL--there is not enough research to provide advice on what to do.

· Identify agencies with a similar mission to help address knowledge and awareness at all levels and to help to define how to teach reading skills to children. 

(Dr. Baxter stated that hopefully the environmental scans being done would help the Institute to do so.)

· Provide an analysis of the gaps and be the catalyst for providing the knowledge and awareness of the gaps that exist and partner with other agencies or organizations to provide technical assistance.

· Recognize limitations.

· Leverage partnerships to obtain data.

· Present benchmarks to obtain state and foundation buy-in.

Dr. Baxter stated that it is important to obtain a commitment from Executive Branch and Congressional leadership. She also noted that there are other external factors to consider.  For example, how long will the Administration’s interest/focus on a particular issue last?

Finally, Dr. Olivarez stated that it would be good to develop a matrix that identifies the gaps, benchmarks and technical assistance products needed to address the gaps.  

Dr. Hiller stated that it is important to identify who will stand up for the Institute if funding dollars were to disappear.  Once identified, the Institute must partner and determine ways to ensure its value.  

VII. Assessing the Institute’s Competitive Advantages

Dr. Hiller asked the group to complete a SWOT analysis of the Institute.  He asked the group to provide comments, based on their own knowledge and today’s discussion and to think about short, medium and long-range goals.  He grouped the analysis into four categories: strengths, challenges (weaknesses), opportunities and threats -- as appears below:

	Strengths
	Challenges

	Opportunities (Interesting)
	Threats


Upon completion, he asked group members to state what they wrote.  The following is a compilation of Board members’ responses by category:

	Strengths

· -New – a lot of unknowns

· Advisory Board expertise

· Advisory Board committed

· Work with Executive Director

· Committed staff

· Record of achievement in adult field -emerging other areas

· Strong leadership resources

· New mission

· Working relationships

· Established partnerships

· Organizational infrastructure

· Branding strategy

· Passion for literacy

· Publications (history on process)

· Mandated by laws

· Education Secretary leadership

· Dissemination
	Challenges

· Developing a shared picture of the field

· Reactive to needs of other external forces

· Not as quick and nimble as we should be

· Can’t be all things to all people

· Contractor accountability

· Staffing – fellowships to be revisited; and capacity to do the work

· Interagency Group - leadership needs to bring and keep them at the table (also an opportunity)

· Advocacy – how to manage

· Use of scorecard, dashboard for appropriate measures, evaluate success and impact

· Process to emulate across other entities

· Small – not subject to federal regulations, 

· Department of Education rules and regulations

· Challenges exist because we are beholden to others and laws



	Opportunities

· Business leaders – workforce development and early education

· Interagency

· Leadership – DOE and Labor, current opportunity to lead literacy agenda for adult education

· Customers – be BOLD

· Gaps in ELL, dropout and adolescent piece

· Flexibility to create opportunities and leadership role; non-bias partner for many groups

· Within the law

· Administrative hurdles; reading and education reform

· Definition of literacy

· Synthesis of the research

· OVAE

· Strengthening and developing partners

· Closing the gaps – achievement – raising the bar

· Foundations – Bill Gates

· Charter schools

· Building the brand

· Overarching attitudes 
	Threats

· Decrease funding

· Not diversified funding streams

· Staffing capacity (limited # of staff)

· Shift national dialogue away from literacy (math/science)

· Political/legislative landscape

· Extension - separate entity

· Reauthorization – definition

· Mediocre board – government

· Bad publicity - adult education and internet

· Reactive—last resort; how many booklets

· Proactive—leadership; influence

· Misunderstandings: lack of audiences/clients/values/roles

· Attitude – what can do ourselves

· Reading reports; teacher alienated, Reading First; $5 million going away

· Capture results (PART)

· Lack of knowledge/understanding of clients

· Small thinking

· Failure to deliver


VIII. Overview of Institute’s Current and Planned Work

· The Institute’s Director briefed the Board on the Institute’s current and planned work, first presenting an overview of spending by age group.  She stated that excluding the $2 million the Institute provides to NICHD for the six adult reading research studies, the Institute’s 2005-06 funding was allocated in the following way: 40% of its appropriations went to adult projects, 33.8% went to children’s projects, and 29.9% went to lifespan projects that address literacy issues for both children and adults.  She also stated that the Institute has successfully broadened its adult literacy only to issues across the lifespan within the past three years, noting that was a rapid expansion of mission.   She noted that Institute staff currently manages 38 ongoing projects that are expected to yield at least 101 new products.  These products include meetings, as well as expert groups for planning new work. 

Also, September 30, 2006, concluded the 2005-2006 fiscal year and October 1, 2006, began fiscal year 2006-2007.  The Institute was required to submit its spending plan for fiscal year 2007-2008 in June 2006. The plan was shared with the Advisory Board.  The spending plan included new lines of efforts – to produce more publications in Spanish; technical assistance to be directed at parents and to conduct a teacher survey to determine what they know about scientifically based and evidence based research. (See 5.1a. of the Crosswalk) on a national level.  Other work to be continued would include identifying high performing programs and effective reading programs at the LEA and SLA levels. 

(At the Board’s request, the Director agreed to provide a copy of the Institute’s spending plans to newly-appointed Board members.))

In fiscal year 2007-2008, the Institute’s expert planning groups will conclude their work and make recommendations pertaining to new work the Institute should undertake in the following areas: (1) adult English language acquisition,  (2) workforce development and basic skills, (3) out-of-school youths’ literacy attainment and work readiness, including accommodations for those with disabilities, and (4) adult literacy. The Institute’s Director noted the recommendations on ELL and adult literacy are likely to call for significant new investments.  She further stated that the expert recommendations in those two areas should be available to the Advisory Board by its January 2007 meeting.

Advisory Board Comments:  Board members asked if the National Early Literacy Panel (NELP) would recommend new research and whether or not NELP dissemination activities have been funded.  In both cases, the response by Institute staff was yes.  Other questions included a request for information on the status of the Early Reading First program evaluation and reports on successful programs and elaboration on the work undertaken in connection with the teacher survey.  

Dr. Baxter responded, stating that the Institute for Education Sciences, which conducted the Early Reading First national evaluation, has not released sufficient information for the Institute to determine if it will be able to base its reports on the data collected in the evaluation.  She further stated that No Child Left Behind required a report to Congress from IES on the finding of the evaluation by September 30, 2006, but IES did not issue its report by that deadline and the latest information available from IES staff is that the report is slated for release in January 2007.  

Dr. Baxter then responded to the questions about the teacher survey, reminding Board members that the teacher survey project originated in an Advisory Board recommendation.  She reported that the Institute is in exploratory discussions with the International Reading Association (IRA) about partnership opportunities—the IRA is conducting a similar effort and neither organization wants a duplicative effort, but would like to build on and extend one another’s efforts.  She also reported on a possible partnership with the Department of Education’s Parent Information and Resource Centers (PRCS) that would provide technical assistance to parents to improve their knowledge and skills in supporting their children’s’ literacy development.  

Other comments from the Advisory Board included suggestion that the Institute:

· Pursue the partnership with the Department of Education’s  PIRCs—it is a good opportunity as most of them will be new and will focus on NCLB, after-school activities and reading and literacy

· Partner with the National Center for Family Literacy to help lead the parent education effort

· Consider, a web-based dissemination effort as opposed to print product distribution, if costs of producing publications in Spanish are prohibitive.

Dr. Baxter noted that the Institute is providing funding to support content on reading to the WETA’s Colorin Colorado website for Spanish-speaking parents through a grant to the Department of Education’s Office of Special Education.  Currently, this is the Institute’s primary investment in information dissemination to Spanish-speaking parents.  She added the Institute needs to expand its efforts in this area.

A Board member questioned whether the Institute’s FY 2006-07spending plans can be revised and asked what is the latest deadline for revisions.  Dr. Baxter stated that the most recent information she obtained from the Department indicated the spending plans have not been reviewed as of yet by the Department or Office of Management and Budget (OMB), despite the Institute’s submission of both the NCLB and WIA spending plans in conformance with the Department’s July 2006 deadline.  She further stated that there may be some opportunity for revisions, but suggested the Board should look to the FY 2007-2008 plans as the budgets for major new initiatives.  She advised the Board that any changes to the Institute’s FY 2006-07 plans would have to be made before January 2007 to ensure timely review at the Department of Education and OMB. 

Finally, the Advisory Board requested that projected available monies from completed projects be included on the crosswalk.

XI. Meeting Conclusion

Dr. Olivarez asked whether there were any questions or comments or closing thoughts related to the day’s meeting agenda.  Dr. Donald Deshler replied: “Dr. Baxter did a masterful job in bringing the new members up to speed.”  

Dr. Olivarez noted that this meeting was helpful to him as a continuing Board member. He stated that discussions held were worthwhile for the Board as a whole and noted that while the Board serves in an advisory capacity, it has a great amount of involvement in the Institute’s planning and work, concluding  “we can always expect that the board will have a vision, but also expect that the Institute’s staff to be visionary”.  

For the January visionary meeting, the Board has requested a facilitator.  Ms. McFadden indicated she knows someone who would do a good job and may be willing to provide pro bono services to the Institute.  She will provide a recommendation to Institute staff. 

It was further discussed that the January “vision” meeting could be shortened to one and one-half day.  Board members agreed there would be need for a closed session for budget discussions, as these discussions will include information about future procurements.  The Board also requested that staff obtain a copy of the Program Assessment and Rating Tool (PART) plans for each member of the Institute’s Interagency Group.  Board members also requested that the Director plan a public comment period at the beginning of the January meeting for the purpose of having representatives of the adult literacy community have input to the “visioning”.  Board members suggested invitees include NAEPDC and COABE.  Ms. McFadden indicated she will provide additional suggestions to the Institute’s Director.

Board members discussed their perceptions of the adult literacy community’s expectations of the Institute after a Board member raised the issue in a question.  At the conclusion of the discussion, the Institute’s Director indicated she would talk with key leaders from the field about this issue.  In particular, she said she would speak with Lennox McClendon, Dale Lane, Marsha Tait, and Sherry Claiborne.  Dr. Hiller suggested the Director solicit letters from the key stakeholder groups about their expectations for the Institute—he likes to see things in writing, which holds one accountable.

Thursday, October 26, 2006

I.
Introduction of Guest Speaker

Rick Wagner introduced guest speaker, Dr. Michael J. Feuer, Executive Director of the Division of Behavioral and Social Sciences and Education, National Research Council, The National Academies.

II.
Presentation by Michael J. Feuer, Ph.D.

Dr. Feurer gave an overview of the history of The National Academies.  The Academy fits into the ecology of think tanks and research organizations.  President Lincoln granted a charter for the Academy, which included two provisions: (1) a private organization—that would respond to the requests for information from the government; and (2) an honorific society that would give its advice to the government on demand for free—pro bono.  The Academy is a private non-governmental organization with 501©3 status and is exempt from FACA, which means it can hold meetings closed to the public, but has the tendency to hold public meetings to encourage debate.  The Academy provides scientific input/advice to government for use in policymaking to reduce commercial or political influence on scientific knowledge.  

Dr. Feurer stated that one of the obstacles to efficient study is the contracting/procurement process.  Studies are usually expected to complete within 18 months to two years.  There are three important components to a successful review panel—chair, staff, and members.  There is no framework for reaching/facilitating consensus.  The most important part of the Academy’s work is making the results more than individual reports—trying to force people out of “silos of science.”  Having standing boards helps to marshal ideas and to keep up with knowledge.  When a committee is formed, expectation is that the committee will author the report, is independent, and the chair and staff will edit the report.  With respect to staff’s role, staff plays a critical role:  have a reasonable level of fluency with topic; provides reading materials—challenging the positions; and have a good working partnership with the chair.  

Board Discussion with Dr. Feurer

Dr. Feurer discussed how to avoid problems relating to panels needing more money and more time.  A key strategy is to  remind them that there are deadlines and a budget.  You should not start a study until 70% of funding is in place.  Funding matters greatly on how study questions are scoped out—more specific, but not too narrow questions are the goal.

III.
Status of National Early Literacy Panel (NELP)

Dr. Baxter said the NELP analysis is completed. Chris Shatschnieder and Chris Lonigan will write the analyses and consult with the panel members who are writing report chapters. The report then will go into the peer review process. Dr. Shanahan, chair of the NELP and newly appointed Board member, provided additional information. Dr. Shanahan reported on interventions said the Panel found approximately 150 studies that provided evidence on the effectiveness of interventions.  The preliminary questions were answered—most interest in what works.  He reported the data are categorized in 5 sets and named the NELP panelist(s) responsible for writing the findings pertaining to that category:  

1. Print – ABC’s, print awareness, phonological awareness, decoding skills—60 studies (Chris Lonigan)

2. Reading to Children – by parent or teacher, 20 to 30 studies—(Anne Cunningham and Chris Lonigan)

3. Characteristics of home-based/parent interventions to improve literacy—(Dorothy Strickland and Kathy Escamilla).

4. School-based interventions—(Victoria Molfese).

5. Language Development – teach kids vocabulary on more complex language—(Janet Fischel and Susan Landry drafting a detailed outline).

Dr. Shanahan further discussed the positive results for all categories, except category 5.  He noted that pre-school  material is powerful on reading and writing, but not on teaching oral language.  He said that the hard part of a meta analysis is coding abstracts/articles.  NCFL hired a graduate assistant for coding/categorizing information and panel members reviewed it.  Had staff member who searched literature—panel members approved searched literature.  Ms. Borders asked the question—“what can we learn from this”?  Dr. Shanahan replied “NELP did not have a methodologist, and eventually got one when the need was apparent.”  More staff was used to do the library/search work and the problem was trying to set up a searchable database.  NELP found the database cumbersome and could not be used in a sensible fashion.  Hence, the NELP Panel lost a year of its work—Chris Shatschnieder manually retrieved data from the database.  All of the national panels experienced delays and run over their deadlines, but good pre-planning can help prevent this.  It was suggested to bring in Susan Burns to talk about what she did in preparing for the National Research Council’s Preventing Reading Difficulties (PRD) panel.

IV.
Commission on Reading Research

Dr. Baxter briefed the Board on the Commission’s origin.  She said the original task for convening the commission was included in the Institute’s dissemination contract with RMC Research Corporation.  RMC will provide administrative and logistical support for the Commission.  She said methodologists, experts in research design, and reading researchers in a various expertise in the content areas are among the researchers the Institute is soliciting to serve on the Commission..  She said the Institute is also considering consultants who could support and contribute to the Commission’s work.  She also reported that  RMC’s researchers are doing a preliminary review of the literature.     

Dr. Baxter discussed the Board’s role with respect to the commission.  She said the Institute is working closely with Drs. Russ Whitehurst of the Institute for Education Sciences and Peggy McCardle of the National Institute for Child Health and Human Development.  She stated the  Board can best serve as an advisor to the Institute and this interagency group that is supporting the Commission.

Dr. Baxter said the Institute is taking steps to ensure the scientific integrity of the Commission and to bolster its credibility.  These steps have included conducting a transparent process for obtaining Commission member nominations, a process that included opportunities for the public to nominate potential Commission members.  Approximately 144 nominations were obtained as a result of this process and members will be carefully screened for conflicts of interest.  The Commission’s final report will be peer-reviewed by a scientific panel and there will be no interagency review of the report or its draft.  

V.
Board Discussion: NELP and Commission on Reading Research

Dr. Baxter said the greatest challenge the NELP faces is determining the peer-review process.  She and the Board agreed that six reviewers would be ideal.  Members of the Interagency Group would be able to nominate reviewers, but the Institute would decide who is appointed to the review panel.  To expedite the review process, the Board suggested reviewers be given the methodology chapter as soon as possible and receive the other five chapters separately as they are completed.

In response to a Board member’s question, Dr. Baxter said 10 researchers/methodologists would be invited to serve on the Commission.  The Commissioners will be asked to commit two years to the project. The Institute expects the Commission to use one year to issue its update on the findings of the National Reading Panel  and spend the final year reviewing and reporting on other topics it recommends to supplement the National Reading Panel work.. The Board discussed the scope of the commission’s work, agreeing that a larger number of individuals examining a smaller set of data would be more efficient than having fewer individuals studying large pools of information.  The Board stressed that the key is to focus on gaps in knowledge.  
VI.
Meeting Wrap-Up

Drs. Wagner, Hiller, and Olivarez agreed to work with Dr. Baxter to plan the Board’s January 25-26, 2007 “vision” meeting.  Dr. Wagner suggested a venue other than the Institute’s office in Washington, D.C.  Dr. Enriquez suggested El Paso, TX.  Board members agreed to submit their suggestions for a meeting venue and Institute staff will determine if an off-site meeting can be held.  Dr. Baxter suggested the Board begin its work with a dinner meeting on the evening of the Board’s travel date, arriving on or before 5:00 p.m. if possible.  Board members were amenable to the suggestion.

The Chair adjourned the meeting at 12:00 pm.

Approval of Advisory Board Summary Minutes, October 25-26, 2006:

The Secretary acknowledges receipt of the summary minutes and recommends approval of the National Institute for Literacy’s Advisory Board Summary Minutes of October 25-26, 2006, to the Chair and Vice-Chair.

________________________________

January 25, 2007
Carol Gambill, Secretary
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The Chair and Vice-Chair of the National Institute for Literacy Advisory Board approves the Summary Minutes of the Board.
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_____________________________

M. Carmel Borders, Chair
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