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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

BACKGROUND

The ability to read, write, comprehend, compated problem solve are essential for people to
succeed Across the auntry,communities are coming together to explore the benefits of
collaboration around the issue of low literacy skills. The power of these collaboratives comes
from the alignment of civic leadership, the funding commuyiaityl the networks of service
provision working together with a shared vision of 100% literacy through 100% community
engagement.

Communities come together because they decide that literacy is essential:

for families to promote education and learning within the home

for children to sucaed in school

for people to become employed, sslifficient and climb a career ladder

for people to make informed decisions about civic, environmeridlhealth issues

for people to navigate in this new information and technological era
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for communitiedo combat the forces of poverty and crime
1 and for employers to grow their businesses

This report is a companion piece to two other repgotte Needs Assessment and the Funding
Analysis. The results of the Needs Assessment confirmed what many in the mityratvready
knewi that there is an urgent need to form effective partnerships to increase literacy in the area.

Low literacy in Oneida County is a crisis:

1 An estimated 92,000 adults read at or below thgrade level in Oneida County. 35,000
a d u | teracydlevélsiare critically low meaning they are at or belof grade level.
However, only 2,000 people enrolled in adult education services in 2007/2008.

1 As many as 30% of youth drop out of Utica and Rome high schools with limited skills
and no diplma and this number rises to 42% for those with learning difficulties.

9 Utica has high levels of children living in poverty and these children are at risk of not
having the prditeracy skills necessary for kindergarten success. In 2000, Utica reported
44.3% of children under age 5 living in poverty; this rate is double the state average.



1 Areas of Utica with the lowest literacy levels are those with the highest levels of poverty.
The small African American population is concentrated in this area as are fdiag with
limited English language skills.

PURPOSE

The Communityroundatiorof Herkimer & Oneida Counties, Inc. commissioned this report to
assess current literacy services and their effectiveness and impact on the community. This
report highlights the@pd work currently being accomplished by literacy service providers, as
well as identifying:

1. needs of service providers
2. gaps in services

3. strategies for improving services

ANALYSIS

Literacy services reach a very small percentage of those in need.

An estimated 92,000 adults read at or below thgy& ade | evel I n Oneida Col
literacy levels areritically low meaning they are approximately at"ag@ade levelHowever,
only 2,000 people enrolled in adult education services in 2007/2008.

From earlychild care environments arkindergarterreadinesstandard$o meeting employeés
current workforcaequirementspeopleneed more literacy skills. Literacy providers and the
network of organizations around thevanta better way to meet theseatlenges.

Specifics of strengths and gaps in the service delivery system are detailed in the following pages.

FINDINGS

1. Thereareagrowingnumber of adults with limited literacskills that underscores the
importance of investing in effective servigaghe teenage years to prevent students from
dropping out of high school

2. The two key ways to measure service effectiveness and capacity are through (1) access,
referring tothe ability of the system to reach and enroll new students; and (2) program
and sgtem quality. As a coordinated structure is develpiwse two aspectsill
strengtherthe planning discussion

3. English proficiency is a major issue in th
agepopulation (1864) speake n gl i s h | e sk .catégaryof thdvadonay we |
Assessment of Adult Literacy [NAAL)
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4. There is no centralized tracking or coordinated evaluation of the impact of local literacy
services. Each funding silo comes with its own accountability system; the systems are not
easilyintegrated to provide a standardized evaluation picture. It is not possible to fully
determine return on investihematr nefr sdi &t h ene fa
until all information is centralized and evaluated using compatible measuresoésnd t

5. The outreach efforts of providers are fragmented and insufficient to attract the interest of
substantial numbers of learners.

6. The community at large is not familiar with either the issues or the impact of limited
literacy on the local economy.

7. Retation of learners once they are enrolled in programs is the major concern of all the
providers.

8. Training and curriculum support is available from BOQB8ard of Cooperative
Educational Servicgsind the Rgional Area Educational Networkpt usually only
those funded by that funding source have access. Many providers need training in
targeted curricula and best practices for workplace, health, financial, famay
computer literacy.

9. Many provider sites have empty classrooms and could expand theieséehtteey had
additional staff and funding.

10.0Oneida County has a higher than avemagmber of parolees the community and no
corresponding literacy services to reduce risks and costs.

11.0Out of school youth have few programming alternatives.

12.There is no sstematic communicatiorftsansition plarbetween schoolgarly child care
centersand parents to communicate kindergarten standards and expectations thus
ensuring asuccessgor the child.

13. An early childhood literacy program for child care centers, prevehoperadin
Madison County by Midrork Child Care Coordinating Council, has not been introduced
into Oneida County.

14.There are opportunities to increase the number and effectiveness of after school programs
tying the acti vi tteraeysandsdhaokneeds. t o t he chi | doés

15.There are fewocational and workplace training programs even though there is a demand
by employers for skilled workers.

RECOMMENDATIONS




Literacy providers are unanimoturstheir support of a collaborative approach to addressisg t
community crisis. Focus group participants and interviewees, all 115, were engaged in
developing innovative ways to address the issue.

RECOMMENDATIONS FGR( ) , $2%. 63 :, ) 4 %2 ! #9

1. Increase the number of family literacy programs available

2. Increase childa@ programs in adult literacy locations

3. Train childcare providers to help parents
4. Build literacy learning environments with lots of pesding support materials

5. Increase numbers of volunteers to read to children

6. ExpandtheMiYor k Chi |l d Care Coordinating Council
Oneida County

7. Create a system for universal fhieadergarten

8. Create kindergarten visits for staff and children to make smooth transitions and maximize
literacy skills with teacher understiing of needs and expectations

9. Provide opportunities for early childhood program teachers, parents and kindergarten
teachers to meet and plan childrends trans

10.Train prekindergarten teachers in state standards and provide suppetptihem meet
those standards

11.1dentify and provide support to hoAbased providers

12.Create an incentive system for caregivers in this network

13.Develop creative timing and scheduling opportunities for training

14.Develop a materials and resource partnership thig¢ library for rotating collections
15.Increase the capacity of programs that offer home visits

16. Train home visit specialists in supportingpeading skills

17.Get books into the hands of children in these families

18. Support the school districts plans thatiarplace to increase kindergarteners skills
19.Explore prekindergarten summer school forrak children

8



20.Increase the numbers of volunteers trained to read to children in kindergarten

21.Work with civic and nonprofit afteschool providers to infuse literaayto all after
school activities

22.Provide additional literacy training to afterhool teachers

23.Train arts and sports organizations to include literacy as a part of the activities they offer;
assist in developing curriculum

RECOMMENDATIONS FOSDULT UTERACY

1. Develop a coordinated literacy infrastructure to increase the number of adult students
who are recruited, retaingand complete their course of study.

2. Priority attention should be given to the following in developing the community literacy
plan:

ESOL and \6cationalESL services

o &

High needs sections of Utica

Workplace and vocational literacy programs

a o

Financial literacy services
e. Health literacy services and network
f. Computer centers and instruction

g. Services for the incarcerated or newly released



RECOMMENDATIONSOVERARCHING

As actions for increasing access and quality development take place, programs that are ready to
build their capacity and increase service levels will probably need the following:

1. Staff development and training
Effective evaliation and accountability procedures
. Volunteer recruitment

. Classroom expansion

Marketing

2
3
4
5. Centralized tracking and coordinated evaluation
6
7. Establish shared standards

8

Infuse literacy activities into other community programs
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INTRODUCTION

Mohawk Vdley, Oneida County, and Utichould be one of the most prosperous and successful
regions in the United States. Blessed with the charm of a small town and the vibrancy of a large

city, Utica has a plentiful supply of affordable housing, a unique mixltiral and ethnic

diversity, as well as a wide variety of recreational opportunities. It is located in an area of great
natural beauty, centered within 500 miles of 17 of the largest U.S. markets, numerouds world

class metropolitan areas, and mostofrthet i on6s top educational i nst

So what makes the Mohawk Valley different from Silicon Valley? To be sure, a vast number of
complex and interrelated factors exist. However, this report focuses on the factor that may be the
single most powerful anget the most often ignorediteracy. Communities are made up of
individuals, and literacy is the al skill for individual success throughout the lifespan. Low

literacy levels pose an enormous challenge for the Utica area.

The 1992 National Adult Litey Survey estimated that 24% (16,500) of Utica residents and

18% (35,300) of Oneida County residents were at the very lowest level of literacy. People at this
level are unable to use a bus schedule effectively, calculate change at a restaurant, cghplete a
application fom, or read the information on a prescription bottle. Fully 47% of the county
population 92,714) were in the lowest two levels. When the survey was repeated in20@3
National Assessment of Adult Literaayationwideresults showd minimal improvements and

even regression in some are&fo currentdata is availabléor the local area.

11



IMPETUS FOR STUDY

The CommunityFoundatiorof Herkimer & Oneida Counties, Inc. has recognized low literacy as

a critical issue in the Utica araead is ready to help develop strategies and build solutions for the
issue. The Foundatiorwould like to see the community draft an ambitious comprehensive plan

to address the problem, and encourages all community stakeholders to unite and work together t
increase literacy skill levels. TH@undatiorcommissioned this report to assess current services
and their effectiveness and impact on the community.

The Foundatiorbelieves that working together is vital'hus far, iteracy providers working
sepaately have been unable to reverse the negative literacy situation, despite many years of
trying to address the problem. This current services assessment, conducted by Literacy
Powerline, seeks to determine the reasons why past efforts have not meicadtssand make
recommendations to guide the future planning process. Literacy Powerline is a nationwide
consulting network that assists communities in assessing local needs, sanddesding.

Literacy Powerline supports communities in building tteg and structures to increase

literacy, developing strong communitywide collaborations that have measurable positive impact
on people's lives and communities.

The scope of the study was to identify the broadest range of literacy services provision. As f

the term Aliteracy, 0 this report uses the Wor
individual's ability to read, write, speak in English, compute and solve problems at levels of
proficiency necessary to function on the job, in the family oftmed i vi d u al and in s

This report highlights the good work currently being accomplished by literacy service providers,
as well as identifying:

1. needs of service providers
2. gaps in services

3. strategies for improving services

12



BACKGROUND AND METH@LOGY

This document is one part of a three part report on literathyei@reater Uticaarea The other
two parts are the Needs Assessment and the Funding Analy@<Community Foundatioof
Herkimer and Oneida Counties, Inc. commissioned these reporfsassod the literacy
initiative beginning to take place in the community.

A Current Services Assessment is a critical tool in understanding existing services. Its purpose is
to determine the capacity and effectiveness of the current system, theqahyg tieé community
determine how best to improve services to meet the needs outlined in the Needs Assessment.

This study focuses on: 1) the existing programs that offer literacy services; 2) the needs of the
learners, instructoygand administrators in tise programs; and 3) the capacity for expansion and
growth within the current system.

The following steps were taken to complete the project:

TASK A: IDENTIFY PROVIDERS

The United Way maintains a database of human service organizatom® entity mairgins a
literacy provider directory. Theadded suggestions, as did local community members.

TASK B: DEVELOP PROVDER SURVEY

The survey questions were @éoped by the consultants. Amtérnetbased online survey tool
was used to administer the survey.

TASK C: DISTRIBUTE SUR/EY

Providers received notification by email describing the need for the survey and requesting that
they complete the online version. Providers were given a time limit for responses. For sites
requesting it, surveys were mailed, faxedcompleted by phone.

TASK D: SITE VISIT EELECTION

The consultants and The Foundatti@termined site visit locations, and arranged the visits
ensuring a wide range of representative program types, geographi@ackage groups served.

TASK E: CONDUCTLEARNER INTERVIEWS AND SITE OBSERVATIONS

Consultants conducted site visits at-pohool, family literacy, adult educaticend English for
Speakers of Other Languag&SOL) locations throughout greater Utica. Consultants observed a
wide range of instrumnal models and conducted interviews with learners, instryctods

program administrators. Interviews were also conducted with people who did not have high
school diplomas or GEDs and weret enrolled in literacy programs.

Consultants were not able it all service providers, although all known providers were
invited to participate in the survey and in the various focus groups.

13



PROVIDER SURVEY

To understand the range and scale of programs in the community, consultants designed a survey
to gathera wide variety of information from a broad salmof service providers. The

Foundatiorsent providers invitation letters explaining the reasons for the survey and requesting
participation. The survey was distributed electronically through an intbeset! service to fifty
providersbelieved to offer literacy servicemnd sixteen responde@f the 34 who did not

complete the survey, some explained that they do not offer literacy services.)

The survey and focus groups included questions regarding:
Organizational information

Services

Staffing

Volunteers

Learners

Funding

= =_ =2 =4 4 -4 -

Transportation
1 Challenges
A copy of the survey is included in an appendix.

Providers had ten days to respond and reminder phone calls were made at the end of that time.
The process afommunity data collection identified additional providers that had not been part
of the initial community literacy dialogue and also some social service providers that included
literacy activities in their broader mission. Additional providers wereadwid participate in the
survey as consultants learned of their services in the community.

14



STRENGTHS

In the greatetJticaarea many of the most effective programs are those providing contextualized
curriculum specifically developed to meet criticaflarmation and education needs, and in many
cases are not even billed as o6l iteracy6 progr
programs as good examples of collaboration and best practices, including:

EARLY CHILDHOOD

T Read t o Me atngcmter pravidikgedwsbooksifor newbiorns

1 Story time programs at Utica Public Library that also brings families into the learning
environment of the library

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

1 Utica Volunteer Reading Tutoring Program in elementary schools, includingtheyR
supported program at Columbia Elementary.

1 Parents as Reading Partners encouraging families to share the joy of reading

SECONDARY SCHOOL

1 Young Scholars Program helping students to effectively transition from school to college

AFTER SCHOOL PROGR&M

1 Kernan Elementary School program in collaboration with the United Way

OUT OF SCHOOL YOUTH

1 Parenting programs at Catholic Charities that support parent education and presented in
context with easily readable materials.

1 Workforce Solutions, the Workforce Intasent Board programs building employment
skills and job training

T Johnson Park Centerds neighborhood based ¢

15



ADULT LITERACY

1 Financial literacy and home buyer education at NeighborWorks HomeOwnership Center.

1 Board of Cooperative Edational Services (BOCES) adult education programs attained a
high performance rating on the New York State Report Card

T The Mohawk Valley Refugee Centerdés numerou
workforce training and preparation, literacy and languskijés and life skills.

All these programs represent just some of the outstanding work being achieved in the
community. Utica has many of the puzzle pieces to dolvditeracybut it has yet tdoring

theseprograms to scale.

16



PROGRAM QUALITY ANBCESS

Issues of program quality and access are shared by various types of programs. Only a small
portion of the children, adults, and enftschool youth in need of services are enrolled in
programs. Issues of outreach, marketing, and retention indicatbe¢haeeds are greater than the
current service capacity. Strategies for staff development, program improvement, marketing,
fundraising, and evaluation can all be undertaken with a collaborative approach that is less
costly, more effective and has provarccessful in many other areas of the couriingre is o
centralized tracking or coordinated evaluation of the impact of local literacy setuitentlyin place.

Many of Uticads current providers have | i mi
providers range from those who can complete numerous sophisticated grant application
processes to those that rely on only one or two resources to maintain program operations. Some
programs do not provide the tr adstréeamsg buathey 6 o u
do document success in terms of client achievement and oth#raddional outcomes.

Traditional outcomes typically refer to the completion of a grade equivalent reading level,
number of hours in the program (not necessarily linkeshty accomplishment), advancement up
the Adult Basic Education (ABE) and General Equivalency Diploma (GED) ladder, and
advancement toward work. Ndraditional outcomes may have as much, if not more, impact and
might include such things as learning todvele a checkbook, understanding a rental agreement,
developing strategies to help a child succeed, learning a computer program, or engaging with
program participants in literacy activities to improve health or safety in the community.

What are the strengiland weaknesses of Utica providers?

Providers in Utica cover the full range of lifelong learning and a broad scope of diverse program
services. There are some creative partnerships that are very successful, on a limitdthescale.
providers came togedh to discuss the possibilities of the Literacy Zone Application, a state
funding opportunity for a coordinated literacy initiative in Utica, there was a strong spirit of
collaboration.

The Resource Center for Independent Living provides a good exanthke\aflue of building
programmatic and wraground service partnerships. Johnson Park Center is building integrated
supports for families in Cornhill, for instance, and developing collaboration with nonprofits, state
agencies and civic organizations.

As aresult of the survey and provider interviews, it was clear many did not have the support
needed to build strong intgerogram pipelines, and fragmentation led to lack of coordination
and few strong pipelines between programs.

t e

t c

The following chartidentif es Ut i cads | iteracy service provi
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Many providers commented that they were tied by funding restraints and did not have the needed
resources to work more closely with intake programs and transitional progféieie was very

little follow-up after a student exited from one program and either enrolled in another or dropped
out. Some programs do not have full classrooms, while others start the semester with a full
complement of students but do not retiiem fa program completion.

Utica providers suffer from the financial issues of limited cash resources to rent space (though
empty buildings are plentiful) and a lack of funds to administer programs. They also suffer from
lack of coordination and collaboratiom leverage dollars. This would increase capacity at both

no cost and low cost. For instance, the Johnson Park Center brought students to a neighborhood
computer learning lab funded by the Workforce Investment Board (WIB). This fully utilized

WIB resouces which had previously been undgitized.

During discussions with providers and as a resutuofey datait was apparent thaeseral
programs noturrentlyervisioning themselves as literacy provideralized that they were
indeed providing coeit area programs, pags in the arts or sports aremduere literacy could
be infused in teachinand training.

For exampletheMohawk Valley Center for the Arts doemt offer any programs through their
own facility, but daesrun a youth writers cordrence yearly called Pen in Handtica Zoo does
not haveany formal literacy program$utit does offemumerous educathal programs that are
literacy-basegnot onlyto stimulate an early interest in animals and naturealsotto promote
reading as way to explore the world through book3ther organizations are planning programs
for the future, such as the Root Famvhich is considering development oRe&ading and Riding
program.

The process adssessingurrent services identified far more piders than waanticipatedand

also encouraged organizations to look at their educational programs from the point of view of
adults and children with limited literacy skills, plain language presentatimhcontextualized
learning.

20



ASSESSMENT OF LITERXSERVICE PROVISION

Survey data made dlear that although there are good service providdtseitutica community
there arealso manyopportunities for improved quality and expanded programmiiigs graph
provides information captured from the survesgults.

Number of Utica Literacy Providers
Offering Each Type of Literacy Service

Early Childhood
Parent Education
Homework Help
Family Literacy
Subject Tutoring
Compulter Literacy
Financial Literacy
Volunteer Tutoring
Other
Health Literacy
Citizenship
English as a Second Language (E$
Out-of-school youth literacy program:

Service Provided

On-Site Workplace Literac

GED Instruction/Test Preparatio

Adult Basic Reading and Writing (AE

Literacy Testing

Vocational English as a Second Language (\

Basic Math

Learning Disability Tutoring

Learning Disability Assessme

GED Testing

Literacy programming for Incarcerated Youth & Adu

Native Language Literac

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

® Number of Providers

Il n spite of Ut i c anéladingconeams fmomemptoyees that they glie rsot,
have enough high quality applicants for job openitigsie were very few workplace én
vocational literacy progranevaiable in the community Many programs that did provide
vocational support were part of broadsed services that did not necessarily focugenacy
skills acquisitionand tley alsohadtime limits for participants to get jobsob training
programghat offered preemployment training and life skills were funded primarily through
Workforcelnvestmenict Title | and offered servicesnly to students reading above thigth or
seventigrade level. Those reading at a lower level and needing jontyairere not able to
access services.
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There were also fewer Vocational EngleshSecond Language opportunitieasn might be
expected with the high immigrant and refugee population. Hawmamny of those students
wereenrolledat BOCES which is thiargestof theserviceproviders

None of the programs responding to the survey offered special services for the incarcerated or
newly released i nmates, dldosvgvertsene progeamslikedhe 0 s
Job CorpsJohnson Park Centard Rescue Mission do serve-eKenders.

In another survey questionigviders identified the needs with which they would like assistance.
Of all the neds faced by literacy providersylunteer recruitmenwas the most criticarea they
would like to seexpanded.

Agency Areas of Greatest Need

46.7%

50.0% -
40.0% -
30.0% -
20.0% -

10.0%

0.0%

Percentage
B Volunteer Recruitment B Fundraising
m Staff Retention H Clientele Recruitment
® PublicRelations Planning
Staff Training/Development Record Keeping

Evaluation and Accountability Procedures Space

VOLUNTEERS AND MENTRS

In site visits program directors expressed interest in being able to reewtolunteers
especially if they were trained to maximize value to programstherinterviews, however,
sud aswith theLiteracy Volunteers of Americ.VA) Mid York adult literacy program
concerns were expressablout the ability toetain existing volunteersLVA Mid York
volunteers work with about an even split of ESL and hésiacy students, with mosf the
basic literacy stdentsbeinglearningdisabled people whose needs had not beerbyneiore
traditional systemsThe volunteers were providedth only 3 hours ofspecialtraining to work
with thespecial challenges ééarningdisabled studenté\s a resultL VA found that it was very
hard to retairvolunteersMany left within a few monthsand the process had to start over again.
However, Rotariansvho watched Utica school children thrive with attention and tseemed
to staydedicatedo thar literacy volunteer commitments.

22
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EVALUATION AND ACCQUABILITY

The second@reatesheed according to the provider survayasfor more effective evaluation

and accountability procedures to ensure learner success at everyristreictorsneed to know

that they are using the most effective practices and curriculum materials to support student gains.
Theyalsoneed to be able to assess progressderto make course corrections and adjustments

to maximize learning experiences.

No centralized trackig or coordinated evaluation of the impact of local literacy services is in
place.

MEASURING PROGRESS

Assessment procedures varied according to prograen tggMadison County, Mid York Child
Care Coordinating Council has employed successful tools ingady childhood programdn
theseclassroorbasedorograms PreKindergarten assessments were ygeduding the

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PRM) whichassesses language, expressive
communicationand auditoy processing and comprehensiosweell ashe Early Language and
Literacy Classroom Observation (ELLCO) which hdlfeacy programsssess the quality of
both the classroom environment and teachers' practices. With ELLCO, educators gather the
essential data needed for professional greent and program improvement that lead to better
literacy outcomes for young childreffhis same program has not yet been introduced in Oneida
CountyOtherprograms have develop#tkir ownin-house tools customized to program and
learner needs.

Ford ement ar y c h i, Brigancetestngwaptheaongst ammsonly used because it

also complies wittiederal legislation such ase IDEA Amendments of 1997 and No Child Left
Behind(NCLB), whichrequirethat students, including students with the nsastere disabilities,

must participate in state and district assessments. NCLB also requires that all students in Grades
3-8 be testedn the areas of reading/languages and math. The criteriereferenced focus of

the Brigance Inventories can be letkto the NYS Learning Standards and Alter@aade

Level Indicators (AGL), the District hdividualEducationalPlansand the District EReport

Card. The criterionreferenced framework can be used by staff to drive instruction and also to

help identifyappropriate New York State Alternate Assessment (NYSAA) Standards@inid

Other assessmestieing used includkAdult Child Interactive Reading Inventory (ACIRI),
Parenting Education Profile (PEP) and theBcbool Language Scale PLS. Providers also
report that in prepost testing for schoage childrenschool report cards are used if the program
partners with the school district.

In the adult programshe Test of Adult Basic Education (TABE) was used for basic skills and

GED students. The BESTUB was usednost ofterfor ESL students. More than half the survey
respondents did not ptest studentsAdult learnes were also given satisfaction surveys,
although one f ocus (¢ heywgre soneetimmE®tradninsteredereryt ed, AT
effectively. @rograms not using the TABE repeaita variety of toolsincludingsimulations of
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real lifetaskssuch as askingtudents fill out ampplication, whichs read by staff to roughly

determine writing skills level. Other assessments incthéeSlossomiagnostic Screening Test
standardized reading assessmeaiputerized vocabulary assessments such as WordSmart,

reading level assessments such as Har&tedkV a u g h n REadihgdSkKills Inventorytests

of ability to use computer programs such as bBoit Office, and math assessments such as the

DST Math diagnostic screening test and the Skémkghn ACCESS 21st Century and GED 21st

Century softwareOne program reporthatit continuously tests and obsesv®r improvement,

with regular giizzes andvandoutsvhich are graded and filed. Another prograsported thait

breaks each curriculum down into small achievable pieces and plgcegress chart in each
student 6s personal folder so students can tra

ELLCO s a unique assessmehatprovides a Literacy Environment checkligthich reveals a
picture of what literacy materials are available in each classréweschool instructorf
Onondaga and Madison countlesve found the listery valuable,yet unfortunatelyhere is no
comparable checklist being used in #dult literacy programs. Information from the Literacy
Environment checklists used by thseproject directors to inform decisions about the purchase
ard allocation of new material§or example, lassroomswvith fewerbooks were given more of
newly purchased books.

Because each program uses different assessment tools and measures progress in diffatent ways
is verydifficult to determinghe degree to whickach program is succeedinig addition, most

of the wick range of assessment toafs not corpatible with each other,third of the survey
participants did not useng tracking systemand an additional two programs reported
maintainingonly paper files. The school system uses the required NYS reportiogsgro

although there is also an independentiRatabase for early childhoathta The adult

education system uses ASISW8ich has not been able to report effectively sicapgraded

version was installed earlier in the ye&@me snaller programs se such tools as Microsoft

Access and Excglvhile programs that are state or national affiliates provide data to their head
offices where it is entered into a larger system

RECRUITMENT

Especially in the area of adult and -afitschool servicedearnemrecruitment was of concern to
providers. Due tolimited marketing, an entrenchéteracystigma poor prior classroom
experiencesand the many claims ann d i v tinteymany addilts who might benefit from
literacy programs do not considamrolling ina literacy progranto be a high priority.New

ideas about recruitment and service delivery are needed to make programs mordeaecessib
perhaps morévirtual,0 so that studnts might study in carefully supported programs at hame,
work, or at compur/technology centers

PROFESSIONAL DEVEL@ENT

Staff development and training was also identified as a keg.rdany providers, especially the
early childhood providers and afterhool providers, would benefit from more training
opportunitiesSchoolscolleges and BOCESrovide some needed trainifgut manyprograms
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did not qualify for those course&ometrainerswould like to see more customizations and input
from providers as training courses are developed.

Staff qualification and expertise was @sue raisgin several focus group discussions. In the
survey programs were asked about teacher certification. In the large state and federally funded
programsincluding Utica City SchodDistrict and BOCESmore than 95% of staff were teacher
certified. In the smaller program$ioweverfewer than 50% were certified. This is partly due to
the fact that there is no mandate for certification in early childhood progaachslso because

in the emerging fields of health, workplace, financial and adgerditeracy staff may come with
other credentials.In some programs, as many as 75% of staff were working toward a
certification.This isan area to explore furthdrecausedditional trainingcrosstraining, and

potential accreditation might be wadlue.

CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT

The literacy providers in the survey served a broad range of ages with the largest number serving
adults in many different programs types including adult education, GED, ESL, parenting,
workforce, healthcomputer and finandiditeracy.

Agency Service by Age Group
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Services were offered in nonprofit facilities, multi service centers, libraries, schools, colleges,
andchurchbased or other religiouwnters. Many providers not#tat they had thepaceo
serve more stughts but their limited resources did not allow for expansion. Others had space to
serve morgebut recruitment and outreach we@ditional costs natoveredby their funding
streans. Many providers did not have literacy as the prime mission
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Location of Literacy Services

More than fifty percent of providers surveyed not only offered services at their home location but
also provided satellite services in other locatidreyexpressed willingness and interest to
scale up service if resources wereikade.

An expansion of servicethough must be predicated upon the quality and effectiveness of
current services and the ability to maintain quality as a best predbcaight to scale. There
was discussion about ensuring programs met standardsstamelards were determined by age

group

One way to build capacity is to identify specific areas of need and focus efforts on those areas.
There is little servicenpvision in the county apart fno services in the urban areas of Utica and
Rome. In Uticgprogramsparticipants come primarily froitmnetwo Utica zip codes with
relativelyfew coming into town frm surrounding areas to take advantage of programs.
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