Training Quality Committee

Meeting Summary

April 10, 2006

Attendees:   Colette Brown, Kim Cardona, Brent DeMoe, Colleen Dyrud, Dell Ford, Robin Hill-Dunbar, Merrily Haas, Beth Hogeland, Patsy Kohout, Monika Kretzschmar, Heidi McGowan, Linda Nelson, Mary Nemmers, Sue Norton,  Sonja Svenson, Rosetta Wangerin, Bobbie Weber.
Minutes – corrections.    Change Judy Collings to Judy Collins in the grid.   Accepted with corrections.


Announcements

ODE EI/ESCE – Infant referrals / natural environments – Dell updated that EI/ESCE wanted to increase infant/toddler referrals and increase placement of children with disabilities into natural environments.    Staff needed some descriptive information and get it out to family child care, centers, and R&Rs.   It will take a little while to develop the materials.   Staff are also willing to come to TQC to discuss the materials once they are ready.   Linda suggested it would be interesting to make this presentation to provider groups, licensing staff, and R&R staff.   June 13, 14, 15 are the Child Care Division, All Staff Training; resource tables are available.   The agenda is pretty tight so there really isn’t room for a presentation.    Mary added that EI/ESCE staff could attend the R&R director’s meeting; next one is in May but July would be better.    Dell was hoping they could come to TQC, then the information would be transmitted to stakeholders.    Rosetta recommended they wait until the written materials are available and then make a TQC presentation.    TQC agenda is pretty full for the next three months but Dell will find time for them.

OAEYC – spring conference on April 28 and 29.   Lane CC in Eugene.    Merrily passed out a flyer with the website info.   

Collaborative System ad hoc workgroup  – having two more meetings.   Still plan to present that information in June.   Dates are April 12 1-4 p.m. and May 2 9-12 p.m.

Work Plan Review / Revisions

Bobbie would like to see aggressive recruitment plan for the Oregon Registry.   Think big, who needs to buy in, how do you reach your audience.  The Oregon Registry needs to pick up 2-3,000 providers every year.  A good example for incentive would be to require centers to have their employees on the Oregon Registry and working up the steps.     Patsy stated that the Center/PSU has a recruitment plan, just need to put it on paper and formalize it.   They may not wait for the evaluation piece to start the recruitment plan development.    Heidi added the Center/PSU should think about where else the recruitment plan needs to go to.   

The child care system partners have many projects that can require centers and family child care providers to have their staff on the Oregon Registry and working on the steps before they can participate in any initiatives funded with CCDF.    Patsy stated it is one thing for the Center/PSU to come up with recruitment plans, but being at the TQC table is an opportune time for all members to explore where the Oregon Registry fits with conferences.   Example – eight teen parent sites funded through ODE must have their staff on the Oregon Registry.   Dell agreed the issue is timing.    In agreement, Heidi shared that the recruitment plan and requirement for staff on the Oregon Registry is about six to twelve months too late in some cases (example is CFCC moving from 12 to 16 children).   We need to get something in place fairly quickly.     

Rosetta shared that the one thing that helped her was articulating the four or five areas where being on the Oregon Registry should be a requirement.    Mary inquired at what step does a provider have to be intentional; it isn’t automatic.   We need to be clear in the child care system that people need to move up the steps and not stay at one level.     

ACTION:   Patsy bring numbers and a rough draft of their recruitment plan.   

ACTION:   TQC members bring creative ideas on where the opportunities are to increase the number of providers on the OR.     Heidi would also like to know what strategies have been successful thus far.

Workplan – Dell asked that arrows have a date on them for future completion – a month and year.    Also, put a projected date in the product column where there is more room.  The workplan should also reflect the real work; not what was put down on paper two years ago.
Professional Development Database – need to separate out the Training Calendar.  Bobbie felt the objectives no longer match what the work group is really doing.    Keep 5.2; could have its own objective and own timeline.
ACTION:   Mary will develop new objectives and strategies with timelines for the Professional  Development Database Workgroup.

ACTION:  For 5.2, revise to reflect reality and send the changes to Sonja.

7.1.2 - Is the R&R system evaluating all trainers that are conducting training sessions?   Bobbie – I don’t think you have to report on what you found; I think we assume it is happening and we want to know that it is happening.    Robin – we are talking about standardized trainers, not all the trainers in the system.    We collect data only on those training session – there is nothing in writing that requires the R&R to watch all training sessions.  The evaluation of trainers overall is part of the Professional Development Standards subcommittee.   The OCCRRN looks at CCHS sessions – the evaluations help when the curriculum is reviewed.
Bobbie – the purpose statement should reflect that this group reviews standardized training and trainers.    Why are we separating a review of training and trainers?  Review of training curriculum is done at the state level; evaluation of trainers happens at the local level.
Quality Issues

Dell – we will have to look at several states to do a comparison on performance standards.  We wanted to see program quality standards, accreditation, and then how it relates to our Early Childhood Foundations which are really child outcomes.

Bobbie – not sure what direction we are going in; what are we going to use this information for?  Discussion on why TQC started talking about quality rating scales, standards, and accreditation ensued.   Will continue this discussion at the May meeting.   

Assessment Tool Grid –  Bobbie has not completed because she doesn’t understand why it is needed.
Accreditation Crosswalk –  Different states seem to have different pieces of accreditation;  Oregon will have to create its own to get the information we need.    Example is Illinois which compares Head Start standards to Illinois licensing standards.  Most states do the crosswalk between Head Start or NAEYC with their own state standards.  Additionally, many states are looking at standards and we wanted to look at accreditation. 

Bobbie – the research base that tells us what is good for a group of children is the same if you are in Head Start, FCC, or centers, or other programs.    Performance measures may be different for each of the standards (for example, group size) depending on the program; but, all agree that group size is a standard.    We need to talk about research based standards versus regulatory standards.    Almost no states can get to research based standards – they default to licensing standards.

ACTION:  Bring quality issue back to May meeting.
Other Business

Rosetta – Cheryl Reece wants to know if there is any way or any plans for any way for CFCC to create a credential (like a Director’s Certificate) that can be attained.    Merrily is part of the advisory committee; they do not yet know if it is feasible.  Also, do not know if there are Master Trainers that have the experience upon which to based their training and lessons.   We have a pilot project for center directors.   They don’t have to be a center director but they do have to work in a certified center.    CFCC is a residence, a home, not a center.    The advisory committee does not feel the current curriculum matches the needs of a CFCC.    They want to do one more cohort of the current model before they begin exploration of a CFCC credential.   Mary asked why not accreditation instead of a credential?   Why wouldn’t they pursue that instead?    The center director training could be used toward the 90 hours that would be required for accreditation.    Linda Nelson – we did say in rule that Step 8 of the Oregon Registry for CFCC would qualify
Standing Subcommittee Reports - None
Next Meeting – May 8, 2006

Future Agenda Items

June – School Age Integration ad hoc workgroup report

June – Collaborative System ad hoc workgroup report
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