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Budget Report

Chairperson Carmel Borders announced that the meeting would begin with Dr. Juan Olivarez’s Budget Committee report.  She said doing so would give Board members a vision of how the budget works as they listen to reports from Dr. Sandra Baxter, the Institute’s Director, and other staff members. Ms. Borders said Board members should regard the budget as a driving force behind the Institute’s work.

Dr. Olivarez, the Board’s Vice Chairperson, gave an overview of the budget process, discussed budget planning and linked it to other Institute matters.  He said the 2005-2006 budget is on target.  Authorities have approved the Institute’s salary and discretionary funds.  Dr. Baxter is working on items that, after approval, will be spent mostly through contracts.  Dr. Olivarez said Dr. Baxter has assured him that the contracts would be awarded by the Sept. 30, 2006, deadline.

Dr. Olivarez said the Board must focus on the multi-year funding stream: items that are in the works and money that is being spent from previous years.  He said the Board also should keep in perspective what percentage of Institute dollars the agency is spending on its various goals.  He said most of the Institute’s money is directed toward disseminating high-quality information and resources. The second largest chunk is earmarked for translating research into practice, followed by dollars for supporting vigorous research, and then high-performing programs, practices and policies.

Board Secretary Carol Gambill joined the meeting at 8:45 a.m., which constituted a quorum.  Ms. Borders called the meeting to order, and Ms. Gambill called the roll.

Dr. Olivarez resumed his report.  Using a flip chart, the Budget Committee Chairman delineated the budget process.  

2005-2006 Current Budget

2006-2007 Spending Plan (due June 2006)

2007-2008 Budget Request . . . 2007-2008 Spending Plan

2008-2009 Budget Request . . . 2008-2009 Spending Plan

First is the current 2005-2006 budget.  The next cycle is the 2006-2007 budget, which Dr. Baxter will have to submit in June 2006 for approval.  Dr. Baxter explained the difference between the budget request and the spending plan.  She said the budget request is a broad, narrative summary of the Institute’s plans and how the agency plans to spend its money.  The spending plan is a detailed description of the organization’s activities.

Dr. Olivarez drew a circle on the flip chart, illustrating how the Board should work in synch with the government’s budget cycle.  He identified four steps.  He called Step 1 the Vision Stage, in which the Board would conduct environmental scanning to assess where the field is headed in terms of early childhood, K-12 and adult education.  Moving clockwise, he marked Step 2 as the Strategic Planning Stage, which would concentrate on how money will be spent.  Step 3 would be Budget Planning.  Step 4 would entail a Review of the entire process before the cycle resumes at Step 1.

Dr. Hiller asked for an explanation of the Institute’s spending authority under the Workforce Investment Act (WIA) versus the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) appropriation.  Dr. Baxter said a significant portion of the WIA money goes into overhead, salaries and expenses because the funding supports the administrative structure of the Institute’s programs. The NCLB funding, on the contrary, cannot be used for administrative purposes.  Thus, the Institute has more discretion in spending WIA funds. But the WIA amount can vary from year to year, unlike the $5 million in NCLB funding.

Dr. Olivarez said the Institute must examine the impact of its work, saying leaders must ask: “What is changing [in the literacy field] because of the work of NIFL, or do we just keep putting money into programs and maintain them because we’ve always done them?”  He advocated that the Board meet quarterly to stay focused on the budget process and asked for feedback from his colleagues.

In addition to Dr. Olivarez’s four-step cycle, Dr. Hiller suggested that the Institute consider an inner circle of players who influence budget outlays, such as the Interagency Group and the National Institute for Child Health and Human Development.  Ms. Osborn and Dr. Hiller cited other factors, such as the adolescent literacy initiative and the congressional reauthorization process.  

Following Dr. Wagner’s suggestion, Dr. Baxter said the Institute could develop a budget blueprint similar to the crosswalk that would show the proportion of funding for each goal area and show multi-year activities.  Dr. Olivarez stressed that the purpose of this planning is to more sharply focus the Institute’s work, not to create more projects.  “That should always be our focus,” he said, “not how many projects do we have, but really what is making the difference?  What is really our niche, becoming our niche?  When will we know that people recognize us as a leader in the field?”

Ms. Osborn asked:  “How do you identify those important topics, and who do we get to help Board members do that?  How do we stay on top of where the field is going?”

Dr. Olivarez suggested the Board consult futurists, whom he described as experts in areas other than literacy research.  Dr. Baxter said the Institute’s staff could serve this function.  Dr. Wagner and Dr. Baxter said the crosswalk should reflect the agency’s objective to exert influence and provide leadership in the field. 

Ms. Borders asked for the status of the budget process.  Dr. Baxter said the Board could discuss broadly the budget request for 2007-2008, but that the bulk of the work would be done after the current Board meeting.  Dr. Baxter said she would give Board members an overview of the 2006-2007 spending plan for their review before it is due in June 2006.  She added that the spending plan would include the Institute’s new activities without the dollar amounts attached to them to prevent contract bidders from having inside information.  But Board members insisted on knowing the proportion of spending earmarked for specific content areas.  As a compromise, Dr. Baxter said the Institute could combine money from the agency’s two funding streams before providing the proportions for the Board’s review.  Dr. Olivarez said the budget discussion could help bring cohesion among the Board’s Budget, Strategic Planning, and Programming committees.

Director’s Report

Dr. Baxter discussed recruitment and hiring, the National Early Literacy Panel (NELP), the need for consensus on research priorities, and the Interagency Group.

She reported significant progress in hiring.  She said the Institute had identified nine positions to be filled but decided there was no need for a Human Resources Officer.  After three recruitment campaigns that began in August 2005, four applicants have been hired:  Susan Boorse as Budget Analyst/Executive Officer, Andrea Grimaldi as Project Officer in Early Literacy, My Linh Nguyen as Associate Director of Communications, and Heather Wright as Dissemination Specialist.

Dr. Baxter summarized their credentials and described their roles at the Institute.  Ms. Boorse, who has been with the Peace Corps for the past eight years, has worked on the program and administrative sides of the budget.  She will help members of the program staff monitor and plan their budgets.  She also has literacy experience as a VISTA volunteer.  Ms. Grimaldi was a training manager for professional development for the Public Broadcasting System’s Ready to Learn Program, a cooperative agreement between PBS and the U.S. Dept. of Education that prepares children for school.  She will be focus on disseminating results of the NELP report and developing material for early childhood educators.

Ms. Nguyen (pronounced nwin) has experience with the media and community outreach.  She will be the agency’s spokesperson and writer.  Ms. Wright will develop an agency-wide distribution plan for Institute products and devise strategies for specialized dissemination projects.

Dr. Baxter said the Institute still seeks and Senior Project Officers for Workforce Development and English Language Learning (ELL).  She said an ideal ELL candidate, a New York City resident, declined the Institute’s job offer after considering the relocation costs.  She said the candidate might serve as a consultant until the position is filled.  She said the Institute is interviewing for a Contract Specialist and negotiating salary with a candidate for Associate Director of Programs.

Ms. Borders asked whether the Institute is interviewing junior-level candidates who could be groomed for the upper-level positions.  Dr. Baxter replied that she has sought seasoned project officers who will be able to work with high-ranking officials and bring credibility to the Institute.

Dr. Baxter said her office has developed an orientation program for newcomers and is creating a core-training program so that staff members “are all operating in the same framework.”

She then discussed the NELP, which she described as “our problem child.”  She said the report, which had been expected for release in late May or early June 2006, is now scheduled for late September.  Dr. Chris Lonigan and Dr. Chris Schatschneider, the principal researchers on the project, will meet with the panelists at the Institute office in June 2006 to review the results of the data analysis they are conducting.  Dr. Lonigan and Dr. Schatschneider will brief the panelists on the interpretations of those analyses, and the panelists will complete the writing that has not been finished.  

Once the panelists finish writing the chapters, Dr. Lonigan and Dr. Schatschneider will review them, the report will be assembled and put through peer review.  Dr. Baxter said talks continue regarding a peer review by the Institute of Education Sciences (IES), but the Institute will probably convene its own group of three to four reviewers.

Dr. Baxter reminded Board members of their March 2006 discussion regarding a consensus on research priorities across the lifespan.  Since that time, Education Secretary Margaret Spellings convened an ad hoc interagency group to explore how the federal government should respond to the results of the National Assessment of Adult Literacy.  Meeting participants agreed on the need for a research agenda for adult literacy.  Knowing that the Institute had begun doing that work, the interagency group asked the Institute to lead the effort.

Dr. Baxter said the Secretary’s interagency group would meet in June 2006 to discuss research needs and better understand the research each agency is conducting.  Then a panel of researchers will meet for a day to discuss the issue and develop an agenda, which will be reviewed before it is finalized.

Dr. Wagner said the project provides the Institute with a prime opportunity to exert leadership.  What will be the outcome of the agenda, he asked?  Once released, will it have legs or just sit on a shelf?  Dr. Baxter said she has met with Dr. Russ Whitehurst of IES and Dr. Peggy McCardle of the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development about the agenda’s impact.  She said Dr. Whitehurst did not promise to fund everything but would consider making a priority the research topics the agenda identifies.  “So I think we are in a good position to not only produce it but also to suggest a strategy for moving it into implementation,” Dr. Baxter said.

Dr. Baxter discussed the Interagency Group that governs the Institute.  Because scheduling conflicts have prevented representatives of the Secretaries of Education, Labor, and Health and Human Services from meeting face-to-face, she has opted for teleconferencing with them individually.  She and Mike Manenthelzer, the Dept. of Health and Human Services emissary, discussed ways to tailor the NELP report to the Head Start community.  She has plans to brief the new Head Start commissioner on the latest developments.

When she meets with the Labor representative, Dr. Baxter said she would discuss the status of their interagency memorandum of understanding that outlines their plans for working together. That conversation will cover ways in which the Institute and Labor can collaborate on workforce development issues, particularly for out-of-school youth and youth who are learning disabled.  She spoke of plans to bring to that conversation Bob Wise, president of the Alliance for Excellent Education, which focuses on adolescent literacy.

Institute’s Programs Update

LINCS

Mary Jo Maralit, senior program officer for Technology discussed developments in the LINCS system and technology projects.  She said the LINCS team is continuing to work on the next phase for the website redesign. This includes the Adult Reading Profile project website (crosswalk item 2.1A).  The Institute recently produced a DVD of the Adult Reading Components Study (ARCS) with Dr. Rosalind Davidson and Dr. John Strucker.  The DVD was distributed at the Coalition for Adult Basic Education (COABE) conference in Texas, and 500 copies were shared with the National Center for the Study of Adult Learning and Literacy to disseminate with the organization’s ARCS reading study circle guides. 

She also discussed the Literacy Research Initiative (crosswalk item 3.1A), a new initiative focusing on the latest information available on literacy related research. Ms. Maralit is working with Tanya Shuy on this initiative. This will be a three-phase project that is in the planning stages.  Phase 1 includes information on research the Institute is funding with NICHD and IES.  The web pages will have information about the research abstracts and updates on the status of the research.  The Institute plans to provide abstracts, updates and information for the research studies.  Phase 1 should be complete by the end of July or early August 2006.  Phase 2 will be a systematic literature review of the available research, looking for the gaps in the research, to inform the Institute’s future plans.  Phase 3 will translate the research for practitioners’ use.  Ms. Maralit expects the entire project to be launched by June 2007.

She touched on other projects, such as the technology support and maintenance contract (crosswalk item 4.2A), which expires Sept. 30, 2006.  In the meantime, the work is ongoing.  The Institute launched the new design of its web pages April 28, 2006.  The LINCS technical team has revamped the navigation, keeping it consistent on every page so that users are able to access the major navigation links.  She said users find the new pages easier to navigate.  The team is also making changes to the Institute’s secondary web pages.

The grants for the LINCS Regional Technology Centers (crosswalk item 4.3A) and the LINCS Special Collections (crosswalk item 4.4A) are in a no-cost extension until September 30, 2006.  Once the grants have been closed, the Collections web pages will be archived.  In the future, material considered for inclusion in the Special Collections will be subject to more rigorous, scientifically based standards. The final reports for these grants should be delivered by December 2006.  The LINCS team will review the major highlights of the centers and collections from these reports. 

Ms. Maralit briefed the Board on the discussion lists (crosswalk item 4.4C). Three discussion list moderators conducted a presentation titled “Professional Development from Your In-Box” at the Coalition for Adult Basic Education conference in Texas.  The moderators provided updates on the current topics and guests who have been featured recently on the lists.  Some of the participants wanted to learn how they could use the lists as a professional development tool in their states.  The moderators will explore the matter at their next meeting in August 2006.  Dr. Lennox McClendon, Executive Director of the National Adult Education Professional Development Consortium, has been invited to talk about how this information can be dispersed to state directors. 

The Institute recently created a new Special Topics list.  The first discussion, held in May 2006, focused on the Adult Reading Components Study (ARCS).  David Rosen moderated the discussion with Dr. Davidson and Dr. Strucker.  About 180 people participated.  In addition, the Institute launched the ARCS DVD, which participants can view online or on DVD.  Upcoming discussions will focus on the GED and the National Assessment of Adult Literacy reports.  Other topics are under consideration.

Ms. Maralit said she hopes to have a final report on the Distance Learning Project Review (crosswalk item 6.2E) by the end of June 2006.  The report will yield information about the Institute’s future investment in adult education professional development, including the potential for online courses, as well as other opportunities to increase professional development opportunities for practitioners.

Lifespan Literacy Methodology Project

Lynn Reddy, the Institute’s Deputy Director, said experts convened at the Institute in March 2006 to talk about ways to develop a framework to guide the creation of a methodology that would identify high-performing literacy programs for all ages (crosswalk item 3.2A).  

She said the next step is two-session online discussion that will pursue some methodological issues in detail and explore the factors that would explain why a program would be identified as high performing.  Jeff Valentine is scheduled to moderate the methodological discussion; Bryan Cobb will moderate the second part.

The framework should be developed by mid-August 2006, after which the group will create a methodology for adult literacy programs.  Dr. Baxter said the project serves two purposes:  One is to increase the body of knowledge about the successful components of adult programs. The other is to share that information while literacy experts are testing those models so that practitioners have a sense of what they can do in their own programs.  

If the architects successfully create the methodology, the U.S. Dept. of Education’s Office of Vocational and Adult Education (OVAE) will decide whether to use it.  She said the Institute might consider writing a report about the findings of the study and suggest to ED and other policymakers ways to incorporate it into law.  In the meantime, Dr. Baxter said, the Institute will load information about the initiative on its web pages to make it widely available.  

She suggested sharing the results with the Interagency Group because of its connections at the policy level of government.  Ms. Borders suggested that the Institute partner with foundations eager to fund best practices.  Dr. Hiller said businesses are looking for effective adult education programming that they can provide in the workplace.

Dr. Baxter reminded the group that the best way to get federal partners is to approach them while they are planning for the 2007-2008 and 2008-2009 budget cycles.  The group also acknowledged that this project underscores the importance of reliable data collection.  “The big problem,” Dr. Baxter said, “is that most people think that what they are doing is effective, but very few people have the data to demonstrate that.”

Evaluation of Bridges Training

Ms. Reddy said the cost the Bridges evaluation – 7 percent of the Institute’s total WIA and NCLB appropriation – is far higher than she anticipated but is reasonable, given the scope of the project and the longevity of the Bridges program. 

She said the contractor evaluating the Bridges to Practice training programs (crosswalk item 6.2D) has developed OMB-approved survey instruments that are used in the training sessions.  The contractor will attend the training sessions and will deliver a final report at the end of June 2006.  

She said the Bridges training program might undergo some changes.  To cut the costs of travel involved in face-to-face professional development, future training might be offered online and would probably cost less than updating the five manuals.  Fortunately, she said, the Institute has already paid for the cost of experts in learning disabilities to review the literature and to review the Bridges materials.

The group then discussed quality assurance.  Dr. Baxter said in the past few years the agency has turned to expert panels to improve the quality of its products, though travel costs and honoraria can be expensive. Ms. Borders and Dr. Olivarez asked Dr. Baxter to describe the checks and balances in place to assure that contractors heed the experts’ advice.  Dr. Baxter said the Institute reviews the contractors’ response to the experts’ comments.

Bridges Training

June Crawford, senior program officer for Learning Disabilities announced her plans to retire from the Institute at the end of 2006.  She said her final report at the October 2006 Board meeting will include recommendations about future Bridges programming.  

Ms. Crawford said the Board and the Institute must weigh the necessity of training a large number of new trainers each year or training one group once a year and then providing follow-up institutes for those already trained.  In 2006, a summer institute is serving as a follow-up to the three national training sessions being conducted in 2006. The institutes are key for people in the field to get updates on research and practice in the field of learning disabilities.  For instance, the 2006 summer institute has three strands: 

· In Strand 1, Dr. Christopher Lee of the University of Athens in Georgia will focus on technology and accommodations for people with learning disabilities and will draw parallels to the use of universal design in the classroom.

· Strand 2, features collaboration among the departments of Education, Labor, and Health and Human Services, and the goal is to help students educated under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act to transition to college and the job market.

· Strand 3, combines the expertise of Dr. John Kruidenier, Dr. Rosalind Davidson and Susan McShane, who will link the issue of dyslexia with adult reading research for the Bridges trainers and will explore ways to groom other leaders to carry out the work of this trio and combine the Bridges work with that of the adult reading projects at the Institute.

Technical Assistance in Adult Reading 

Ms. Crawford described the Zeigler documents, tests of teacher knowledge about adult reading being developed through a sub-contract with Dr. John Kruidenier.  Many adult education instructors are not trained to teach reading, and these instruments will assist in the improvement of reading instruction by providing evaluation materials for professional development.  

Dr. Ziegler’s original instrument is based on Kruidener’s adult education book, the Adult Reading Components Study, and the reading profiles used on the Institute’s website for reading diagnosis.  The instrument was used in the OVAE STAR Project but was available in just one form.  The new pre- and post-forms will be correlated to the original but will provide more options for the measurement of teacher knowledge.  Researchers hope to have the assessment ready for reviewers by Dec. 15, 2006.

Ms. Crawford said plans are underway for a three-day workshop with Kruidenier, Davidson and McShane and about 30 adult education teachers in New York State.  From this pilot project, organizers will learn how much material can be covered in three days, how they can use the Zeigler tool and what needs to be done to put the workshop online and create an in-person training program.  Ms. Crawford indicated that the use of research, assessment, and instruction as one package is the goal and the key to making the Institute the resource for adult reading instruction.

Ms. Crawford said she is working with Tanya Shuy to envision what the Institute can do regarding the adult and adolescent reading initiative over the next five to 10 years.

Adolescent Literacy

Tanya Shuy, the program officer for Adolescent Literacy, said the summary document that identifies what teachers should know about adolescent literacy has been completed.  The document covers decoding, morphology, fluency, vocabulary, text comprehension, reading assessment, writing and motivation, and it will spawn products for parents, teachers and administrators. It is an interagency effort, she said.  

As for new works, she pointed to the MDRC: “Meeting the Five Critical Challenges of High School Reform.”  The report, supported by the Bill and Melinda Gates and Irvine foundations, concluded that structural changes and instructional improvement are two pillars of high school reform and suggests transforming schools into learning communities and assigning students to faculty advisors who can increase the student’s family connectedness.  It advocates extending class periods, creating special catch-up courses, high-quality curricula and training on the curricula so that the teachers can improve student achievement.  The report also encourages school/employer partnerships that include internships and career awareness activities to boost student earnings after high school.

Ms. Shuy said she attended the Carnegie Foundation’s Adolescent Literacy Funders’ Forum in which participants agreed to create a matrix of all the adolescent projects. The matrix will help leaders identify the gaps in the field.  She also has been working with the Campbell Collaboration methodology group to develop structured abstracts in the education/behavioral sciences areas and could be used online as part of the Institute’s Literacy Research Initiative.  She also is working on copyright issues with the Campbell Collaboration.

Board members and Institute managers discussed the various projects.  Ms. Shuy said the Dept. of Education is working on the research initiative.  Ms. Osborn asked whether a booklet containing the information collected would be developed and whether the information would be presented at conferences.  Dr. Baxter said planners are beginning to think about the next steps.  She asked Board members for suggestions on ways the Institute could have an impact on adolescent literacy.

Dr. Hiller and Ms. Osborn suggested that literacy leaders conduct reliable assessments of the skills of adolescent readers and provide professional development for teachers. Ms. Osborn and Dr. Baxter said the next steps should be to evaluate the effectiveness of professional development and make the necessary adjustments.  Following Ms. Borders’ suggestion, the group agreed that partnering with foundations and other organizations would be the best way to implement change.

Dr. Wagner asked the group to name the federal programs that address adolescent literacy.  Ms. Shuy said under the Dept. of Education’s Striving Readers program, school districts in eight states have received funding for professional development.  Striving Readers is a discretionary grant program designed to raise the reading achievement of students in middle and high school.  Dr. Baxter identified ED, Labor and the Dept. of Corrections as key stakeholders who would benefit from working together.  “At some point, they are all thinking about literacy issues,” she said.  “But they are not thinking together.”

Ms. Crawford suggested that the group examine the extent to which Susan McShane’s work with adult learners has applications for adolescents.  She also suggested bringing the Dept. of Homeland Security to the table of federal players, given the agency’s focus on English and the civics exam for newcomers, which would fall under the umbrella of adolescent and adult literacy.

The group agreed that online professional development would be the most effective way to reach teachers. Dr. Baxter cited the National Governors Association and the Institute and the National State Association of State Boards of Education as viable partners.  Dr. Olivarez summed up why improving adolescent literacy is vital.  “One, I think it is a economic imperative for this country,” he said.  “Two, it is a national security issue.”

Approval of the Minutes

Ms. Osborn said the minutes from the March 2006 meeting, written by Institute staff assistant Steve Langley, were “very well written.”  Ms. Borders called them “grammatically gorgeous.”  Dr. Hiller asked Board members not to lose sight of their plan to return to the discussion of the process of evaluating the work of the Institute, a comment on page 5.  

The Board agreed on these corrections to the March 16-17, 2006 summary minutes:

· Page 5 in the third to last paragraph above Strategic Planning: “Ms. Maralit said the contractor is also comparing what the RTCs are doing with the activities of other distance learning projects to determine if there is a continued need” for the Institute’s project.

· Page 18 under Special Announcements: “She intended to meet the members in person.”

The Board agreed on this insertion:

· Page 12 under item 4: The Board supports Dr. Baxter if she must hire candidates without doctorate degrees and train them to fill the senior staff positions.

Ms. Osborn moved that the minutes be approved as amended, Dr. Wagner seconded the motion, and the minutes were approved.

Personnel Committee

The Board went into closed session at 12:23 p.m. to discuss personnel matters.

The Board resumed open session at 3:38 p.m.

Joint Committee Reports

Strategic Planning

Dr. Hiller pointed out the changes to the Crosswalk, noting that the Institute staff had added a column to include the milestones and reconfigured the Crosswalk to break it out by lifespan.

He updated the Board on matters discussed at past meetings.  President Bush has appointed a panel to address the math initiative.  Through the America’s Competitiveness Project, the President also has called for a cross-agency examination of math and science.  The What Works Clearinghouse put an analysis of middle school mathematics on its website.  Dr. Hiller advised his colleagues to stay tuned to those discussions.

He reminded the Board that during the March 2006 meeting the group mused over what the Institute would like with $9 million.  He noted that such an amount could be allocated beyond the standard budgetary avenues that could include contracts and partnerships.  Referring to the priorities Dr. Baxter presented at the previous meeting, he said, “If I were to have the operating strategic plan, I would just overlay her sheet on top of the Crosswalk and continue with the work until there would be more futuring done.”

Programs Committee

Dr. Wagner and Ms. Borders noted the Crosswalk indicates that a number of projects are complete, but the question remains:  What’s next?   “What can we do now to make a difference beyond just producing” products, Dr. Wagner asked.  Dr. Baxter explained that some of the projects are phases of work that has not been completed.  In some cases, the Crosswalk does not show the final results.  Adding all the steps into the Crosswalk would make the document too cumbersome, she said.  Ms. Reddy said that the next version would have all the 2005-2006 new contracts that have been awarded with the dollar amounts attached.  

Dr. Wagner raised concerns about the delays in producing reports of the NELP and the Commission on Reading.  He suggested that the Institute might benefit from meeting with the National Academy of Sciences, which produces numerous reports annually.  Dr. Baxter recommended that the RMC Research Corp., the contractor on the reading commission project, also be invited to the meeting.

Orientation of New Board Members

Ms. Borders remarked that the Board’s streamlined briefing book sent to current members was “full of good information.”  Board members then shared a draft of another handbook, this one designed to orient the four newcomers expected to join the panel.

Dr. Hiller said the goal in assembling the material is to provide current and historical information.  Included are key forms that must be completed, including financial disclosure reports and ethics documents.  Included, too, are summaries of recent Board meetings and the Crosswalk.  To ground them regarding the Institute’s history, newcomers will get the “Report on Activities and Accomplishments, FY 1993 to 2002.”

They also will receive the role and function of the Institute, the Interagency Group and the Board, as well as the Institute’s organization chart.  He said the group must decide whom newcomers will meet with and if their meetings will occur the day before a scheduled Board meeting or at a separate time.  Ms. Borders suggested mailing the handbook as soon as the appointee is approved, with a follow-up call from a mentor, who can answer the new member’s questions.  Dr. Hiller said the handbook should be reviewed and updated regularly. 

He and Ms. Borders thanked Elizabeth Hollis, Dr. Baxter’s Special Assistant, for assembling the material.  The Board agreed to adopt the draft as an official handbook.

Foundations and Education: A Role for the Institute?

Dr. Baxter said Ms. Shuy, who has a “powerful interest” in foundations and their link to education, represents the Institute on the Carnegie Foundation’s Adolescent Literacy Funders’ Forum.  Through the Carnegie arena, the Institute is becoming well known in the foundation world, Ms. Borders said, a development that opens the door for the Institute to become a leader in coordinating philanthropic efforts.

Setting the tone for the discussion, Dr. Baxter asked:  “What role should the Institute be playing with foundations?  Are we looking to influence their agenda?  Is it that we are pursuing them for funding or for a public/private partnership?”

Ms. Gambill said even if the Institute does not receive funding, it is important to advise foundations on supporting projects that are educationally sound.  Dr. Baxter said she has heard that strategy echoed in other parts of the Bush administration.  Verizon and the United Parcel Service were cited as companies involved in literacy.  

Dr. Hiller said foundations are particularly interested in early childhood education and best practices in international literacy.  Dr. Olivarez suggested that the Institute partner with the Grand Rapids (Michigan) United Way, which is committed to early childhood education and literacy.  Dr. Baxter said with plans for a research agenda and a community literacy summit, the Institute could invite some foundations to participate in these projects.

Ms. Shuy distributed a handout of her PowerPoint projection.  She said foundations could make a huge impact.  She said the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation teamed with Oprah Winfrey in April 2006, and Time magazine did a spread on dropouts. National foundations are expansive in scope.  Local and corporate foundations invest mainly in scholarships and programs close to home.  

The landscape for giving has changed over the past few years, Ms. Shuy said.  In 1998, Annenberg, Lilly, Packard, and Kellogg were the top givers, accounting for 30 percent of all giving from the top 50 donors.  They were concerned with curricula reform, professional development, and community participation.

New congressional rules regarding financial accountability led many funders to shift their attention from elementary and secondary education to pre-K, after-school and higher education.  In recent years, the Gates, Broad and Walton foundations have entered the picture.  Unlike their predecessors, they ask tougher questions, want results and are more hands-on.  

She said the Broad Foundation works closely in the K-12 urban arena.  She said Eli Broad, not Bill Gates, is most responsible for raising alarm bells that public education is in a crisis and is failing to prepare students for a competitive global economy.  The Broad Foundation’s projects focus on leadership development, training and improved data analysis.  Specifically, the Broad group funds workshops that attempt to influence local school boards.

The Gates Foundation has focused on curriculum development in Chicago and Oakland, post-secondary education and employment, and local and state policy. The Gates group expects to improve the knowledge base of education in 10 years.  The Walton Foundation has worked on charter school reform and for school choice in Arkansas.

Ms. Shuy said the Institute could use foundations to support initiatives, as well as conferences, publications, travel, exhibits and websites.  She advised the Institute to raise its profile in the foundation arena.  Ms. Borders said rather than seeking funding, the Institute should make presentations at conferences and encourage foundations to use the organization as a resource. 

Dr. Baxter said the agency has begun building those relationships by including foundation representatives in various planning groups.  She said the upcoming release of the adolescent literacy and NELP reports represents a prime opportunity to invite foundation representatives to the Institute to strengthen those connections. “We want to approach them when we really have something to offer,” she said.  “It’s one thing to say we have information, look at our web page, but it is another thing to say here is this new report that everybody is talking about, here is your chance to interact with some of the panel of experts who produced it and hear the staff at the Institute who are working on it.  We want to be at your service.”

The meeting adjourned for the day at 4:46 p.m.

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 7, 2006

The meeting was called to order at 8:00 a.m.
Board Discussion: Future Directions of the Institute’s Work 

Ms. Borders began the brainstorming session by asking, “What can NIFL do to propel it into the future as a leader in literacy?”

Ms. Osborn said technical reading, reading in science and math, and reading comprehension are becoming increasingly important.  Ms. Borders and Dr. Hiller agreed. Ms. Osborn noted that the most-recent issue of the AST Journal had been almost entirely devoted to the vocabulary needs of at-risk students.  Ms. Osborn said she would send a copy of the journal to Ms. Borders, who, in turn, said Dr. Baxter could make sure other Board members receive it.  

Dr. Wagner had two thoughts.  He suggested that Board members identify specific areas of increasing interest in the future, or that they determine to what extent this potential activity propels the Institute to the forefront as they consider what they will take on. It is important that the Institute have impact in its leadership role, he said.

Dr. Baxter added that the Institute must find a way to bring future plans to the table in an organized way.  With 37 projects on its plate, the Institute might be losing the capacity to have a major impact in any one area and might need to focus its efforts. Ms. Osborn and Dr. Wagner suggested bringing in reading researcher Isabel Beck, Sharon Baud of the University of Texas, and Barbara Foreman as consultants to help determine the organization’s goals. 

Dr. Baxter emphasized the need to find a way to document and demonstrate the impact of the Institute’s activities. Ms. Borders suggested that the Institute begin discussing how it will be evaluated as it moves away from programmatic roles to leadership roles.  But there’s a Catch 22, she observed:  If the organization is evaluated primarily on program data, it may be difficult to prove effectiveness as a leader. And a poor PART evaluation could result in the Institute’s demise.

Dr. Wagner suggested that the Institute look at what other organizations in leadership roles are doing in terms of addressing the federal government’s PART evaluation.  To accurately document impact, Dr. Baxter suggested working with Harry Hatry of the Urban Institute in Washington, D.C., and Joseph Wholey in California. Dr. Hiller recommended the Casey Foundation in Baltimore, which measures impact by creating a framework. Dr. Olivarez suggested examining impact studies conducted by the United Way. 

Dr. Olivarez said the Institute must leverage its resources and convince government evaluators that, even with a small budget, the organization is valuable. Dr. Hiller said it is sometimes easier for a small agency to fill gaps.  Dr. Wagner said one way to measure impact would be to count the number of times the Institute’s work, such as the National Reading Panel Report or the upcoming NELP report, is cited by respected scholars. 

Dr. Baxter raised the issue of the Institute’s accountability to the community it serves, and suggested that, as they think about future efforts, Institute managers consider where they can leverage impact to help improve practice. With regard to the agency’s constituency, Ms. Borders said the Institute had held a stakeholders meeting two years ago to seek their advice and is now acting on this advice.  Dr. Olivarez suggested a follow-up stakeholders meeting.  Ms. Gambill recommended using William Sanders’ value-added assessment system.

Ms. Borders said that the Institute should examine its adult and adolescent literacy projects to see to what extent they can propel the agency into a leadership role.  She and several Board members agreed that future projects under consideration should pass through this filter.

Dr. Baxter suggested that they think about which age group might be able to leverage the most change across the lifespan.  She advised a renewed emphasis on adult literacy, since adults with better language skills increase their children’s ability to learn.  She and Ms. Borders said the bookends between early childhood reading and adult literacy must be connected and that visionaries should be brought in to explore these matters before future begins get off the ground.

Dr. Peggy McCardle of the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development agreed that they ought to look more at the intersection between adult literacy and pre-school emerging literacy.  Ms. Borders said information on this topic that will be available online should be put it to practice.  Dr. McCardle emphasized the need to focus on oral language and vocabulary skills. Dr. Olivarez said that, although addressing adult literacy is important in developing children’s literacy skills, adult education is a priority neither at the state nor the federal level.  Dr. McCardle suggested that one way to make it a priority would be to leverage discussions about immigration. Dr. Olivarez emphasized the need to work cooperatively to bring the issue of adult literacy to the forefront as a matter of national security and economic imperative.  Dr. Baxter added that the Institute could be a drum major in changing the misconception that adult education is a second-chance system for those who did not get the proper skills in their K-12 years. Doing so could help improve literacy across the lifespan.

Dr. McCardle envisions the Institute continuing to serve as the convening body that helps coordinate the efforts of federal agencies involved in education and literacy-related health and labor issues.  Ms. Borders said that is one of the Institute’s mandated roles.  Dr. Baxter said the Institute started convening a staff-level interagency meeting a few years ago, but finding the time to get everyone together has been a challenge. However, these meetings did result in discussion of the intersection between the priority areas of the agencies.

Dr. Baxter said the Interagency Group agencies also discussed ways to leverage dollars to support each other in accomplishing a larger goal.  But Dr. McCardle said the Institute experienced difficulties reinforcing its role as interagency coordinator because of turf tensions.  Ms. Borders predicted that those tensions would ease as the Institute becomes known as a leader. 

Dr. Wagner asked for ways to connect these ideas regarding the future to the previous day’s discussion of the Institute’s budget request and spending plan priorities. Ms. Borders suggested that the group address the matter in a follow-up meeting.  Dr. Baxter recommended a private, online discussion as she formulates the fiscal documents.  Dr. Olivarez suggested the group consider not only the 2006-2007 budget request and spending plan, but also about how to impact future budgets. He also suggested that they consider how that day’s conversation might influence preparation for the October 2006 Board meeting and volunteered to take the lead in this discussion. 

Presentation - NICHD Update

Dr. Peggy McCardle

Chief, Child Development and Behavior Branch

Center for Research on Mothers and Children

National Institute of Child Health and Human Development

Dr. McCardle began her presentation by giving an overview of what her branch does. Although reading is only a part of its function, everything else relates to reading, since motivation is so important to learning to read, she said.  Thus, parent relationships, for example, are important. The branch also is interested in cognitive development, learning disabilities, the bilingual bi-literacy issue, math and science cognition learning and learning disabilities, and health literacy.  Dr. McCardle further emphasized that reading comprehension is not just about skills, but is about the whole context, including learner characteristics.  The branch is interested in the foundational psychology of reading across the lifespan.

Dr. McCardle said that the branch needs the Institute’s help in taking its research into practice, since dissemination is important when doing an application for the Dept. of Education. She lauded the Institute for publishing “Put Reading First: The Research Blocks for Teaching Children to Read.”  The branch is approaching the issue of dissemination with a lifespan effort.  It now had six research networks. These network researchers meet in Washington, D.C., once a year to collaborate and integrate across projects.  However, the branch will not have many solicitations over the next several years because the National Institutes of Health has flat-lined her branch’s budget.  Although the branch is funding $120 million to $130 million in grants, the pay line is less than half of what it used to be. However, the branch is committed to bringing investigators together in networks where they can form logical groupings that make coherent sense for science. 

She said the bilingual initiative started as a major project.  Over five years, the branch has set aside $32 million and funded nine grants, which translates into 14 projects, many of which are still in their second no-cost extensions.  These projects mainly involve analyzing data and writing but also included studies on young children.  Many of the publications that have come out of these projects are available online. The branch is funding both medium-sized research project grants, all of which are Spanish-English, as well as some smaller grants dealing with other languages.

The branch also has funded measurement development in other areas besides bilingual literacy. The Windsor and Pena grants, for example, were funded under a solicitation done with the Deafness Institute for measures that could be used to develop language phenotypes for genetic investigations of language and language disorders. The Miccio grant was made through the branch’s pre-school measurement development. 

As for other activities, the NICHD had a symposium on learning disabilities in English language learners in 2003, which the Institute co-sponsored.  A summary document of this symposium is posted on NICHD’s website.  The agency also held several workshops on Native American students as English language learners.  The Institute provided the transcriber for these workshops. 

Dr. McCardle expressed concerns about the future of adult literacy research.  She said the Institute’s funding stream for adult education is running dry.  If the work is to continue, the Dept. of Education might have to supplement the flow.  She said the adult education community must find clever ways to convince the public and the agencies of the importance of this area of research.

Dr. McCardle next highlighted the Susan Levy project, which is a health literacy project spanning Illinois.  She suggested that Board members invite investigators such as Levy to the meetings to show their findings. She then said, without the Institute, this network would not have been possible. 

The adolescent network has four co-funders: NICHD, OVAE, OSERS, and IES.  The Institute is also a major supporter of this network.  Dr. McCardle said the network regards the Institute’s Ms. Shuy as the “go-to person who’s got her finger on the pulse of all the activities across government and non-government in adolescent literacy.”

Dr. Baxter asked Dr. McCardle to explain how results from NICHD studies get into the literature. Dr. McCardle replied that they get into the literature through peer review journal articles and presentations at professional associations.  But this process can be tricky.  When researchers seek more funding, Dr. McCardle said, their productivity is judged primarily on the number of peer-review journal articles they have had published during their funding period.  Because the journals often refuse to publish data that have been published previously on websites and in other publications, researchers guard their work closely.

Dr. McCardle said that the Interagency School Readiness Consortium is part of the Early Learning and School Readiness program, the director of which is Jim Griffin.  The Consortium focuses on children aged 0 to 5 in Head Start or pre-K programs. The Consortium looks not only at literacy, but also at all aspects of child development across the network. This will yield much information that the Institute can use.  A second solicitation of nearly $30 million over five years resulted in an Interagency Consortium Outcome Measurement. 

The oldest of the centers is a Learning Disabilities Research Center. The other three centers – the Florida Center for Reading Research, the Texas Center, and the Kennedy Krieger/Johns Hopkins Center –are new.  Several of these centers are looking at genetics and neuro-imaging, and all of them are looking at response to intervention. IDEA, the new legislation, allows one to use response to intervention for the identification of students with learning disabilities for special education. The network will play a key role in getting the evidence that will show how this will work. Dr. McCardle concluded by saying that she is a major supporter of the Institute, and that the Institute plays an important role in coordination, which could not be played by another agency. 

Dr. Wagner asked Dr. McCardle to discuss the process of looking forward at the branch. Dr. McCardle replied that the branch has finished its 2008 planning and has been told not to ask for solicitations. However, she believes in pushing forward, and said that the learning disabilities research centers should be a continuing focus with a recurring solicitation. And although the branch is very interested in longitudinal studies, recurring initiatives do not always study the same people. 

Dr. McCardle then emphasized the many advantages to bilingualism and said that this is one of the areas where she will push for research focus. She also hopes that the branch can find a balance between the other seven programs, because she wants people to know that her branch does not only narrowly focused reading research, but also on lifespan literacy research, including reading and writing, motivation, and health research. 

Ms. Borders asked Dr. McCardle how her organization approaches foundations. Dr. McCardle replied that public/private partnerships have been encouraged under the Bush administration through such entities as the Adolescent Literacy Funders’ Forum.  Dr. McCardle said she is open to joint solicitations with foundations.  The forum is looking at coordination and non-duplication of function.  She said her agency would leverage research wherever it can. 

Public Comment Period

Leila Plassey, Executive Director

National Coalition for Literacy

Ms. Plassey said the Coalition is a membership organization whose members include Pro Literacy Worldwide, state directors of adult education, the National Even Start Association, the National Coalition for Family Literacy, and the International Reading Association.  The Coalition’s primary interests are pre-K literacy, and adult and family literacy.  She said the organization would like to see take the Institute take a strong stance in these areas as well. 

Ms. Plassey said that there is always an open dialogue between the Coalition and Dr. Baxter, and that the Coalition had contacted the White House to recommend Dr. Cheryl King and Dr. Jo Ann Crandall, an ESL researcher, for the Institute’s Board.  However, regardless of what happens, the Coalition hopes that the Institute fills its vacancies as soon as possible. The Coalition has also been considering strengthening its ties to the Institute’s Board.  One way to do this would be for both bodies to meet in Washington, D.C., around the same time. This could increase communication between the two organizations, which would benefit both, since they are working towards many of the same goals. 

In terms of legislation, the Coalition has been seeking an increase for adult education funding, as well as the re-institution of full funding for Even Start. The Coalition also is supporting the re-funding of the grant that paid for the Adult and Family Literacy Research Center. The Coalition is interested is ESL, and held a membership meeting in May which featured a roundtable discussion that helped members learn about how other organizations perceive immigration legislation and ESL. 

Ms. Plassey said anyone interested in learning more about the Coalition could look at its two-page update, which comes out the second Wednesday of every month in the form of an email newsletter.  Dr. Olivarez asked how the Coalition is funded. Ms. Plassey replied that the Coalition is a 501(c)(3) organization that receives membership dues and grants from Verizon, Dollar General and other organizations. 

Ms. Borders clarified that Board members have no power in deciding who is chosen to fill the vacancies on the Board. 

Committees Report Out:  Wrap-Up/Next Steps

Ms. Borders requested that the Board members turn their attention to the National Institute for Literacy 2006-2007 Spending Plan Overview, which is to be submitted to the Office of Management and Budget at the end of June 2006. The spending plan is different from the budget request in that it is contains detailed activities. A budget request has broad placeholders.  Once the OMB approves the spending plan, any changes the Institute makes over a certain dollar amount must be re-submitted for OMB approval. 

With regard to the allocation for website maintenance and technical services in the spending plan, Ms. Borders asked if this includes only regular maintenance, or the redesign of LINCS, as well.  Dr. Baxter replied that the contract that will be awarded by Sept. 30, 2006, for LINCS would be from this year’s budget. Fiscal year 2006-2007 will be the second year of continuation of these grants.  The Institute is looking at three funding mechanisms for year two: one for the centers, one for the development of content, and one for redesign.

Ms. Borders asked if the online adult literacy training is included in this year’s budget. Dr. Baxter replied that the online reading is not included in this year’s budget. However, it is accounted for under ARCS, and the Institute is planning to move towards the online project. The planning work will be done under the Adult Reading Components Interactive Website grant. 

Dr. Baxter pointed out that, for most of the line item activities included in the spending plan, the Institute is considering exercising an option year on a multi-year contract. The organization will be moving into implementation with the online professional development activity. There may also be new activities within the larger line item, such as the addition of new pages to the website. 

There will only be one new large activity:  secondary analyses of the data that has been collected as part of the National Assessment of Adult Literacy.  The Institute would like to establish priorities for this program, accept proposals, and then fund only the proposals that fit within these priorities.

Ms. Borders asked for feedback on how this activity would propel the Institute, and what its impact will be.  Dr. Baxter replied that there used to use a business case format to evaluate the importance of potential impact, and said that format may be used again. Ms. Borders asked for the next steps towards implementing this plan, as well as how long it will take.  Dr. Baxter said she would email Board members this information.

Dr. Baxter explained the rationale for the secondary analysis.  She said that, after the 1998 assessment of adult literacy, the Institute conducted a synthetic estimate of the number of adults with basic and below basic literacy skills.  She called the project “incredibly important” to the field because it provided data that had never been collected at the state and local level.  She said the effort propelled the Institute into a leadership position.  She said there is a dearth of data on adult literacy and that the Institute is filling a void that no other organization will fill.  Now that there is a current data source on adult literacy, it is important to get as much from this data as possible. 

Ms. Borders suggested that the Institute conduct a synthetic estimate, as it did after the 1998 assessment. Dr. Baxter replied that, much to her disappointment, the Dept. of Education is already doing the work that the Institute pioneered.  Ms. Borders asked if the Institute could partner with the Department on the secondary analysis. Dr. Baxter replied that OVAE is interested in the project, and that NCES has already agreed on a partnership. 

Another new activity included in the spending plan will be the piloting of a methodology that identifies effective reading programs.  Dr. Olivarez suggested that a meeting with constituents be included in the plan as a placeholder. Dr. Baxter said she would include a placeholder in the line item for a working group of reviewers. 

Dr. Baxter said the Institute should find a partner for the methodology project. In other words, the Institute will pilot the project and hope that OVAE, Pro-Literacy USA or another organization will continue it.  Dr. Baxter then emphasized the importance of freeing up the Institute’s money. 

Ms. Borders asked if the website project will decrease in price as it continues. Dr. Baxter replied that this project might end up costing more as it is expanded, particularly if the Institute does more web casts. The Institute is also deciding what the reading clinic will look like, and how long the organization will need to conduct it. The Institute also is deciding on its future role in learning disabilities.  

With regard to the online reading program, the Institute is trying to find ways to build in sustainability while reducing its financial commitment. One way of doing this would be to structure the solicitation or the application for funds in such a way that the Institute would have a decreasing federal share. The Institute could also write in a requirement that the institutional organization that has the grant have a plan for sustainability, which will ensure that the Institute’s initial investment is not lost.

With regard to the policy piece, Dr. Baxter said that, once the study is published, the Institute would have some idea of the next steps. Some ideas for the policy piece also came out of that morning’s discussion.  The Institute might want to run the national adult literacy assessment over two years. Dr. Baxter questioned whether it is sufficient for the purposes of policy and programming to do an analysis of adult literacy every 10 years, because the data is not useful seven years after it has been collected.  Ms. Borders said that it might not be possible to do the analysis more frequently, because it takes five years to review the collected data.

In terms of NCLB, the Institute is continuing support for projects that either have not been completed, or are moving into a new phase, such as dissemination.  While awaiting a federal ruling, the Institute has been sitting on four unsolicited proposals for more than a year. However, the Office of the General Counsel has resolved the matter, and the Institute will notify grant-seekers that the organization will issue regulations for consideration of unsolicited proposals. Until then, the Institute will accept no more unsolicited proposals.  This will allow the organization to make a decision on these activities.  If a panel of reviewers decides not to fund the projects, the money will be moved to other line items.

Ms. Borders said that, in trying to determine the impact that the Institute is making, it is important that the group look at the spending plan to see where the focuses are. Currently, the Institute is funding the new adult methodology project pilot, as well as the NAAL secondary analysis, which also deals with adult literacy. Learning disabilities is also a major focus in WIA. 

Dr. Olivarez said planners must begin working on the 2007-2008 budget.  Dr. Baxter replied that she already has submitted the 2007-2008 budget request.  However, that spending plan will not go in until June 2007.  She said the Board and the Institute should start thinking about holding places in the spending plan for big picture items. 

Board members next discussed when they would meet in 2006-2007.  They agreed to gather in mid-October 2006.  In 2007, they agreed on mid-January, late March, early June, and mid-October.  Ms. Borders recommended that they post this schedule on the website, so that potential Board members would know to save these dates. Dr. Olivarez said the schedule cannot change for new members and also suggested that Board members stay on this same cycle every year.  He also suggested that they identify what business needs to be conducted at which meeting. This will also help the staff to prepare for the meetings.  Dr. Olivarez said that he would take the lead, along with the Chairs, in setting the agendas for these meetings. 

The meeting adjourned at 11:12 a.m.
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