Evidence submitted to the Lifelong Literacy Inquiry by Leicester Adult Skills and Learning Service
Moser’s report ‘A Fresh Start’ 
 stated that ‘Roughly one in five adults has low literacy skills’ equating to a level of literacy below that of the average 11 year old, or Level 1 in the then Basic Skills Agency Basic Skills Standards. Since the level of ‘Functional Literacy’ that Leitch
 proposed 95% of working age adults should attain by 2020 is designated to be at this same level, how far have we moved on since Moser? A recent NIACE report for Leicester Adult Skills and Learning Service contained information for Leicester stating that 16% of Leicester’s population has literacy skills at Entry level; not many percentage points below that one in five yet. 
Key challenges

· Appropriate qualifications – not just to meet targets but to prove real skills acquisition 
· Marrying the use of technology and Functional ICT with Skills for Life

· A realistic balance between funding available and time allocated for course – so they don’t just become a qualifications conveyor belt

· Sufficient support for learners who have additional needs e.g. dyslexia so they can succeed and maintain skills

· Realistic links with skills taught and acquired and skills needed at work

What works? What evidence is there?
Professionalising the Skills for Life (SFL) workforce has been a huge step forward; as a practitioner who has worked in the various incarnations of SFL since 1983, when ‘anyone’ could ‘teach’ literacy learners – and frequently did – the view that teachers needed both teaching and subject specialist  qualifications has meant that the quality of knowledge, skills and self esteem has risen. SFL teachers should now know how language works, what are the most effective and investigative strategies to progress learners and so on. I say ‘should now know’ – because where is this evidence? The 2008 NRDC
 study ‘Impact of the Skills for Life strategy on teachers’ provided interesting details and analysis regarding the better qualified workforce from a teacher’s point of view as did the comparable learner study; but a detailed correlation between teachers who are qualified and those who are not relating to learner achievement – is this evidence available?  
Enabling learners to gain accredited success through nationally recognised awarding bodies and qualifications has meant, for many learners, that they are able to gain self esteem but also move forward into work and further education. Prior to Moser, there was some accreditation – but it was patchy and not necessarily recognised as having credibility for employers. Promotion of such qualifications and their place in the targets for SFL has increased the profile and ‘Level 2’ does not now mean just GCSE. Learner feedback – see previously mentioned NRDC Learner study
, for example - endorses this, although there were, of course, mixed views. Focused provision, learning as a group (rather than behind closed doors or bookshelves, individually) has meant that the learner experience has been more positive, more open and less likely to promote a feeling of shame and embarrassment, as was evident in the past. Needing to improve literacy has become ‘respectable’ as so many people come to embark on this. The very public and government agenda for SFL has raised the profile for learners and tutors alike. 
What doesn’t work? What evidence is there? 
Although, as already stated, National tests provided a means of accreditation which has become accepted as ‘Level 2’ evidence of ability level by both employers and by some other educational establishments alike, for the majority of literacy colleagues in my own networks, they do NOT provide sufficient evidence that learners really do have those skills. The same would ring true for numeracy although more numeracy tutors favour the National Test format than literacy tutors. Learners may have the certificate –but not the skills. I have encountered learners who have passed level 1 or 2 qualifications but still could not write a letter, don’t really understand punctuation or spell confidently. The National Literacy test is one of reading, not writing, not speaking and listening; the evidence for that lies in the fact that in ESOL qualifications, the test is the ‘reading’ element; ESOL learners are tested separately on the other skills. In addition, the National test is not the appropriate format for ESOL learners, who do not have the schema to understand many of the nature of the texts that a British born English speaker does. Functional Skills, although not perfect, would provide the better and more comprehensive preparation for and proof of skills acquired – yet there has been delay after delay on the decision whether these will replace the current National tests. 

Targets are inevitable – not just in SFL – but the focus on success (qualified as a qualification) puts pressure on both teachers ( who find their creativity stifled) and learners and in some cases there is an emphasis on ‘teaching to the test’ because lack of success means a cut in funding. National tests are easiest to ‘cram’ for – not so Functional Skills. With high expectations stated in the Leitch report, cynically, are multiple choice tests, which can be the end result of quite short courses, the most straightforward measure to use? Again, I am not aware currently of a survey to prove this – but if one does not exist, perhaps this should be part of the inquiry. 

Time and target pressure can lead to a lack of support for individuals. Learning support is, of course, fundable; but this is not the answer to those learners who have additional needs as opposed to cognitive learning differences. Learning support is just that: support. It is not teaching, something for which the SFL workforce has been trained. Time pressure does not allow for learners who need a little extra to succeed.  My own specialism, learners with dyslexia, is a good example. Dyslexia does not go away; it cannot be ‘cured’. That does not mean people with dyslexia do not succeed; yet many learners who come to SFL literacy classes in adult education are often recognised as having dyslexia for the first time and need more to support them than a 16, 20 or even 30 session course. Funding, for the most part, however, is built on accredited success which can be a longer term goal for these learners. 
There is now a lack of acknowledgement of what used to be term ‘soft outcomes’; the growth in confidence and self esteem that most SFL learners acquire through achieving not just qualifications but also sharing their ‘successes’ and steps forward with tutors, peers and families. Without this growth in confidence, learners won’t achieve; yet how are these targets ‘SMART’?
What areas of action should be prioritised over the next few years?
· Increased partnership working to provide the most effective service for the locality

· Rationalisation of literacy and ESOL qualifications and requirements 

· Focused training for tutors, drawing on the long term workforce’s expertise – there will be a large number of retirements in the next few years from staff who still exist from the early basic skills days. This should include contextualised PTLLS. 

· Development and support of blended learning 

· The opportunity for creative approaches to planning and delivery
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