Training Quality Committee
Meeting Summary
February 13, 2006
Attendees:  Beverly Briggs, Colette Brown, Kim Cardona, Joanne Contini, Brent DeMoe, Pam Dunn, Colleen Dyrud, Dell Ford, Merrily Haas, Beth Hoagland, Patsy Kohuot, Chris Kuran, Heidi McGowan, Linda Nelson, Mary Nemmers, Sue Norton, Rhonda Prodzinski, Kathy Seubert, Sonja Svenson, Rhonda Urben, Rosetta Wangerin, Kim Williams.
Minutes Approved – with corrections:  Page 2, change great to grand; page 3 Professional Standards work group instead of ,  Page 4 School age care network, change to out of school time network; Alison Laughlin has only one l in first name; 

UPDATES
· Grand Articulation Summit – Friday, February 17 in Eugene.   Agenda will focus on the Virtual Degree program and articulation of community based training to a two-year Early Childhood Education degree.   Anyone may attend; OAEYC is handling registration and coordination.
· Seat time versus Content – was assigned to the Training Review Subcommittee.
· Organizational Chart and Ad Hoc Workgroups Revision – Sonja provided an updated chart.

· Child Care/Head Start Training Coordination -  Mary and Alison will meet to discuss how this coordination can be more effective and provide a report at a later date.   
AFSCME (Child Care Union)

JaNell Welker was contacted by Mark Anderson, Sonja Svenson and Brent DeMoe to give a presentation on AFSCME’s proposal for child care training.  Dell will contact JaNell to reschedule a presentation to TQC in March or April.

SECONDARY TRAINERS

Motion approved to continue the current process until June 2006; review of the process and analysis of what works/doesn’t work will be done at that time.   Questions include:

· Is there any data on how many secondary trainers are in the system and how many have been used?  Beverly Briggs will bring this data to the Training Review Subcommittee.  There are continuing questions on whether the secondary trainer process dilutes the integrity of the training system. Training of Trainer (TOT) does not necessarily guarantee quality of the trainer or training. Conversely, there are highly qualified trainers that may not need to attend a TOT to deliver quality training.
· An issue brief was accepted in November 2005 on the Secondary Trainer process.  This process was put into place to ensure the deliverers of training meet the training standards.  Joann Contini is the contact for any questions.
OPEN DIALOGUE FORUM FOLLOW UP - COLLABORATIVE SYSTEM FOR CHILD CARE AND EDUCATION CAREER DEVELOPMENT

Report out delayed until March.   Small group will meet once -  including Mary Nemmers, Donalda Dodson, Beth Hoagland, Dell Ford, Rosetta Wangerin, Kim Cardona, Bobbie Weber, Pam Dunn, Joanne Contini, Sonja Svenson.  Discussion will center on centralized vs. decentralized service delivery within the child care training system.
OPEN DIALOGUE FORUM

CHILD CARE QUALITY DISCUSSION – Program Standards, Accreditation, Licensing, Assessment.
The logic model developed under the leadership of the Child Care Research Partnership should be the supporting document to identify the gaps discussed.  The model brings together what is happening in the child care system and what system partners want it to look like.  The model also outlines steps on how to achieve goals.  The Essential Elements also include good information on indicators of quality; it is posted on the ODE/Head Start Collaboration website.   Dell will provide copies at the April meeting and provide the link to TQC members.

Ensuring quality in the child care system

1. Are we going to make statements about NAEYC accreditation?

2. How will we build on what is already in place to move quality standards forward?   How do we build on standards and monitoring that is already in place?

3. How can we use the continuity of federal Head Start Performance Standards and the comprehensive monitoring system that is already in place (one report that has been adopted by both the state and federal systems)?

· Eight state PreK programs exist in Oregon and must adhere to federal Head Start standards as well as scholl-based Prek programs funded through Title I – provides consistency statewide.

· Gilliam, Wheeler and Sherman Counties have preschools and child care centers (very small) that now receive state Head Start PreK funding (some are three days a week, 3.5 or 4 hours).  They built up to meeting the federal Head Start standards.

· Self-assessment is done annually using parents and community partners; indepth monitoring occurs every three years.
4.
Goal is to build a system for all children using existing standards, monitoring, children in natural environments.    Head Start cannot keep taking such large numbers of children with disabilities; need to increase the capacity of family and center based care to provide care for all children.  This issue was included in the logic model as a gap.

5.
Need to recognize that Head Start has a very high bar for standards; combining with child care may be difficult because of the lack of funds.   Need to have a reality check on what is the optimum and then figure out where the child care system will invest.

Standards and accreditation – Joann shared a diagram that showed both quality program standards and training paths.    Accreditation standards are also included.     Sonja asked that school age standards also be included in the diagram.  Colleen will provide the Mott Foundation standards although they are targeted to 21st Century Learning Centers.    Dell added that any quality program standards should  include child outcome standards that link to curriculum.  All of those components must be present to demonstrate quality.   A presentation on NAEYC standards and other national standards would be beneficial.  TQC should have a conversation on what national standards we want to promote for the system.   

Dell asked members where TQC is headed with the discussion on child care quality indicators.  With the review of the Essential Elements and the continuing discussion on accreditation, a small group may be formed to make recommendations on standards, accreditation - what the incorporation process should be/look like of these two components into the logic model.  “We think for standards, we should be doing X; for accreditation, we should be doing X.”    Dell suggested a small group do a crosswalk of Essential Elements and the Head Start standards; then, do the same thing for accreditation.  Come back to TQC with recommendations.   Heidi suggested that CCECC, and TQC as a Committee, should identify quality indicators as one way we measure quality and accreditation is one component.    We may not have funding to fully implement, but have a plan in place when funding does appear (a second step after adopting recommendations).   If we can reach an agreement, hold up to the Governor and Legislators as the child care system plan; it gives us some leverage as we move from a fragmented system to really having alignment.
Quality Indicators Project:  Heidi McGowan  
Heidi shared documents that all providers in Multnomah County received regarding information that would be collected for the Quality Indicators (QI) project.   She also shared a draft document that parents received.   QI is one way to measure quality of child care.   When we go to funders, they also want quantitative information on quality; parents also want quantitative information on quality providers and R&Rs don’t have a standardized system that provides that type of information.
There are lots of quality rating scales out there; some use observers that do an assessment and give the facility a score.   Oregon has chosen not to do that because it is incredibly expensive; we need to invest in a rating system that works and is cost effective.    Research has found that structural indicators correlate to higher quality; thus, Oregon has invested in an effective way to measure quality that gets us quality information and is affordable.

Multnomah County Commission on Children and Families liked the Quality Indicators project and invested in the project so they could get data and information for future funding.   It will take approximately a year for all child care centers in Multnomah County to get the QI forms; information will be collected in family based care and in two rural counties in year 2.   Year 3 will be gradual expansion statewide.  
Rosetta stated that most parents would not know how to assimilate the data; how would they really get benefit.  Mary’s vision is that parents will receive a report explaining each quality indicator and how the child care facility in which they are interested is rated.   Each of the indicators will be described in a way that indicates why it should matter to the consumer and how the facility compares to the standards.  It is an educational tool.   Some indicators might be more important to one parent and not so important to another.

The prototype script/report is still under development and is an integral part of this process.  Getting buy-in from the centers is very slow as they want to see the finished product/report before they authorize a release of information to the public.   Only 17 percent of centers are on board.   A “push” marketing strategy will help raise center staff qualifications and use of the indicators because parents will be made more aware of what to look for in quality care and will begin to demand this from providers and from legislators.  
This project is extracting information that already exists and puts in into one place that is meaningful.  Much of the data is available from CCD and OCCRRN; compliance history is available from CCD.   Joann stated that licensing should be at the top of the list and then the other indicators.  Although Oregon has very minimal standards of regulation compared to other states, licensing does indicate that some level of quality exists.   Example:  Preschool aides can qualify to be a teacher after having been an aide for a year; it is not the choice of CCD to accept these standards, it is up to the legislature.   If the market can drive quality indicators more than legislation, then we have parents behind us pushing for higher quality care rather than using regulation.     
How will this effect legally exempt providers, including school age and preschool programs?   Colleen stated that there is such a huge variety of school age programs that it is hard to decide what is “child care.”   Linda’s criteria is, “Can the child walk out of the program and not be under supervision.”   If they can walk out, it isn’t child care.   There are school age programs that really skirt the line on whether they are “child care” or not and should be regulated.

Heidi has a list of accreditations that will be accepted and the forms provide space for this information.  A small workgroup is identifying the criteria that will be used for accreditation.   The goal is to accept more rather than less.

Donalda wanted to know how we address child care businesses that are moving to for-profit status.   They are moving money from hiring quality staff to increasing profit.   Quality Indicators may help stop the degradation of some quality programs.   Linda did say that some for-profit facilities do provide very high quality care even if the cost is beyond what most families can afford.

Family child care indicators – a workgroup did look at research-based indicators, not as strong as for centers.   Ratio, group size, training and education, accreditation, compensation, turnover, years of experience in business, membership in provider organizations, substantiated complaints, certification were discussed.   A definitive decision has not been made.   Much of the research is very center skewed.   Kathy Modigliani was brought to Oregon to discuss indicators for family child care.
Patsy will be the point person for accreditation and will pull in content experts.   Example:  What does NAEYC accreditation look like – distill it down to a comparison chart.   Use it to inform TQC members. Pam suggested we bring accreditors to talk about this topic.   Dell thought this had already been done – is there something already out there.    We really just need to look at the seven Essential Elements, NAEYC, NAA, … the big accreditation programs.    Dell just wants a very brief overview so all TQC members are on the same page.   

For standards, look at Head Start program and performance standards and do a crosswalk.   Dell will convene but she needs help working on it – Kim Williams volunteered.

Professional Development Data System
Mary and Joanne Contini spoke about training records and the vision for sharing education and training data.  For years we have talked about the training database; always envisions two pieces, statewide training calendar and collection of data on the child care workforce.   CCD, OCCRRN, DHS, USDA food program – any program that has data on the child care workforce has been involved in the development of one web-based system that would collect data.  All individual systems (multiple organizations) would feed information into the system; entered one time in one place and multiple entities would pull out information on a single transcript.    The one repository for training and education data will be managed by the Center/PSU.
Mary handed out a document that described the system, who contributes data, and the type of information that would be accessed.    The child care workforce member would be able to access the database to provide information to DHS, CCD, OCCRRN, or another entity within the child care system.  AFSCME was specifically invited to the last meeting but the representative did not make any comments.   

Duplication of entries could be a problem if child care workers can enter their own data.  There are many staff in the ECE system that cannot participate because they don’t have the common identifier used by CCD, DHS, Center/PSU, and OCCRRN.   It works well for those systems, but not sure that ECE staff outside the system would be able to generate the unique identifier using the child care partner criteria.   Merrily stressed that people outside the CCDF funding system need to have access to the database for it to be beneficial for organizations like OAEYC.
Training Review Subcommittee – Joanne and Mary

This subcommittee is charged with looking at all the curricula and make recommendations on updates and schedules for review/updating.   See green hand outs for updates of what training now available will be reviewed and by what date.   The schedule goes out for three years until 2008.   Second page shows that Infant/Toddler development is to bring back the I/T workgroup and repackage the West Ed materials into shorter training session.   It was a priority because it needed to get done right away.   

Diana Pickett is working on updates for CCHS; the workgroup will review for life and death content issues and make appropriate updates.   Bev looks at the trainer materials.   A full-scale revision, reformatting of CCHS will not happen until January 2007.
RRCAN curriculum and training materials were changed in 2005; a mini-review with child welfare staff will be done in July 2006.   

Building Blocks:  Social/Emotional:   major content review may be started in January 2007.   Staff to work on the curriculum will be identified late in 2006.   Rosetta wondered why a full scale review would be done so soon on this curriculum; Joann meant a review of  the content, not a change in format or a complete overhaul.    We won’t know about any changes until a review is done.
Colleen and Linda are co-convening a group to discuss integration of school age activities into the work of the TQC.   She provided an overview of the agenda for four or five meetings.   First meeting is February 15.
Rosetta would also like to review the Guiding Principles and update them.    Joann requested a copy of the TQC workplan – it is on the web but it is in PDF.    

ACTION:    If subcommittees or workgroups have changes prior to the April work plan review, please email them to Sonja.

March 13 Meeting – Tentative Agenda Items

· Collaborative training system

· Presentation of information on Essential Elements and quality indicators

· AFSCME training proposal

April 10 Meeting –  Tentative Agenda Items

· Review TQC workplan – workgroups come prepared to discussion completion of work – explain requests for extension of time.

· Comparison (crosswalk) of accreditation
May 8 Meeting – Tentative Agenda Items

· Comparison (crosswalk) of standards
