Training Quality Committee

Meeting Summary

June 12, 2006

Attendees:  Bev Briggs, Colette Brown, Kim Cardona, Lorinne Day-Reynolds, Donalda Dodson, Pam Dunn, Colleen Dyrud, Dell Ford, Merrily Haas, Robin Hill-Dunbar, Beth Hogeland, Patsy Kohout, Chris Kuran, Heidi McGowan, Linda Nelson, Dianna Pickett, Sonja Svenson, Bobbie Weber, Kim Williams.
Guests:  Michele Fleener, Sarah Kolsky, Sue Kramer.

Minutes – edits and corrections

Page 2, paragraph, instead of levels should say ‘steps 1 and 2’

Page 3, paragraph 2, should say ‘was surprised that very few members of the virtual degree project….’.   Remove sentence that starts “thought we should be working

Page 3, paragraph 3, such as “ for example, contacting community colleges that run….

Page 3, paragraph 5, “it” means training on Oregon Registry and professional development activities
Page 4, paragraph 4, last sentence is not accurate.  Robin suggested that the enrollment forms for trainers and the Oregon Registry could be the same.   This sentence was an example of a recommendation.

Page 4, Step 8 for one year certificate; one year Associates Degree is Step 9; Step 7 for a CDA which is 12 or more credits.  Patsy would have to work with community colleges on any higher steps depending on the hours in their certificate programs.   

Announcements

RRCAN Train the Trainer session was on May 9 .  17 attendees; 7 Spanish, 1 Russian, 1 Vietnamese, and 1 in both Vietnamese and Chinese.   Newly translated materials were also given out.

Eco-Healthy Child Care EPA grant –  full grant application was submitted on June 9 and there is a 98 percent chance that it will be fully funded.   Final notification will be received in mid-August.

Discussion on Oregon Registry and Community College ECE graduates

Two issues:  1)  where is the intentionality of being on the Oregon Registry?   2) What about the confidentiality of students?    
A likely process for moving recent community college ECE graduates onto the OR was described.  All students would fill out the registration form for the OR with their college liaison.   That college liaison would help student fill out the enrollment form, liaison would be responsible for verifying the student has completed the degree, send in the forms to the Center at PSU.   The enrollment would be “good to go” and Oregon Community Foundation scholarship fund would cover the $10 enrollment fee.   The student would be issued a letter of approval and notification of their appropriate step on the OR.  
Email went out to all community colleges that are working on the virtual degree program.   Laurie Potts, SWOCC, and Randy Fishfader, CCC, contacted Patsy Kohout to test out how this works for their ECE students.   Intent is to create a model for the next group of students that graduate.    Linda is working with Randy on the  class and hope to have four students from that class.   
If we create a model of how this looks, can use throughout the year not just in June – whenever they complete, it becomes part of their graduation materials.   Robin – thought the discussion ended with community college students being intentional and folded into the OR and be tracked as they move up the steps and levels.   What is different than that conversation?   Merrily – in order to track at that level, we need their name, SSN, other personal information to be tracked, and the student’s permission to get that information.

For FCC, Step 1 is registered providers and Step 2 is enhanced rate providers and all the required training.  Why make community college students go through more steps than newly registered providers that go on the OR automatically?  Bobbie – my concern is that the more process we put into place, the more people opt out of participating.   The likelihood that adjunct faculty take on more tasks, the less willing they will be to help students.   Merrily – this process puts the onus back on the student.   Linda – I wanted to build this into the class as professional development and provide the opportunity for them to do it.   Bobbie – when we ask them to change their curriculum to add this, they less likely they will do it.   Linda – hopefully, we will meet in the middle.   

Dell – we had a motion that passed last time and now it is different?   Patsy, we had a motion but another piece was added to it to for implementation.   Beth – I thought we had decided that a list of students would be sent to the Center to add these students to the OR.    I then asked Sue not to send the list because not everyone had heard the motion the same way that I heard it.   Dell – let’s put this on hold because we did not plan to have this discussion at this meeting.

School Age Integration Panel

Linda Nelson and Colleen Dyrud volunteered to pull together a workgroup to integrate school age care into the work of the Training Quality Committee.    Panel participants in addition to Linda and Colleen were:  

· Michele Fleener, Child Development Director, YMCA childhood development centers.   Supervises five program directors with 130 staff, serving 700 children per day.    
· Sarah Kolsky, 5 staff       
· Sue Kramer, Child Care Division Licensing Specialist.   Prior to this job was a Head Start teacher and a RFCC and CFCC provider.
Panelists responded to the following questions and described their programs and activities.

1.
What does the day in the life of a school age program.   
2.
What makes school age care unique and different from early childhood?  

3.
What challenges do you have in running a quality program for schoolagers?
4.
What is the typical school age employee like?
5.
Is there any change anticipated with a change in the day for kindergartners?   

Distribution of School Age Report – Linda did not go over in detail and asked for time on the September agenda to talk about the report and discuss recommendations.   Linda will make sure that TQC members that are not in attendance today will receive a copy of the report.   
ACTION:   Homework for TQC members is to read the report, review the recommendations, and come prepared to discuss them at the September TQC meeting.

Open Dialogue Forum

Complementary Professional Development System - 4 handouts

Outgrowth of discussion on centralized vs. decentralized training systems and is their duplication in the child care training system.   Pam, Bobbie, Kim, Mary, Patsy, Bev, Dell, Rosetta, and Sonja met on this issue.    TQC needs to articulate the training system in a way that is not complicated and understandable by people outside the child care system.

In the initial discussion at TQC, Dell started the conversation with a collaborative system, but the group ended up with a complementary system.  
Handouts:   

1.  Child Care infrastructure:  Four outcome areas for the child care system - quality, health and safety, affordability, accessibility.   
2.  Oregon’s Plan:   Policy in the center with the four outcomes.   All the definitions are very broad.

3.  Quality – Program Level Outcomes:   Six elements

· increased structural quality, decrease turnover, providers use best practices, increase supply of trained and educated providers, providers have increased knowledge of child development, increase provider compensation commensurate with training and education.

4.  Implementation:   Nine spokes on the wheel – how we attain the outcomes for quality.    This was developed to get everyone on the same page.

5.
Grid:  Oregon’s complementary system for the professional development of the child care workforce

These documents help this small group get on the same page.    

Grid – shows all the child care partners and their responsibilities.   1) all the ways the workforce is trained or 2) how CCDF funds are spent.   What is the training and professional development system we are trying to improved.   Focus on CCDF dollars and how they are spent on or how everyone in the system trains and educates this workforce.
Grid was an attempt to identify anyone who provides education and training to the child care workforce.   The word complementary was not easy to come up with (versus collaborative or coordinated).   Many of the entities on this grid don’t know we exist, not interested in TQC or its work, touch the child care workforce but it isn’t their focus, or don’t know they help train the child care workforce – very small part of what they do.   

Grid listed all the professional development activities – all the needs of a professional development system – and who does them.   Our best guess at who does each piece.   Some question marks in some areas because we aren’t certain if some entities really provide the training or services.    The question of whether there is duplication – not duplicative if one organization is targeting same services, but it is to an audience that isn’t being served.   Matter of opinion on whether some of the services are duplicative or not.   In some areas, there is only one entity providing a unique service or training.    Beth suggested that wording on the third entry on the list are directed to the OR.    
Changes to the grid:   
· Need definition of duplication

· Purpose of the workgroup – short term?  YES
· Add community colleges to:  manage scholarship funds
· Add OAEYC:  manage scholarship funds
· Add a line on roles and responsibility:   distinguish between primary responsibility and a short-term or temporary responsibility.

· Helpful to show what is intentionally funded with CCDF.   Other x’s for that activity would show other funding or responsibility that is outside of the child care system.   (Pam – this brings up the question of our sphere of influence – if another entity develops a mentor program that serves child care providers with non-CCDF dollars, then do we care if that happens?   What we really care about is duplication with CCDF dollars, but we want to incorporate other parts of the system so that we can work with other entities more closely.)
· Combine the second and third lines regarding elements of the Oregon Registry.

Robin questioned how she would use this information.  Bev and Bobbie – this is an analysis of the training system and to understand what is really complementary vs duplicative in the overall child care training system.  Helpful for new people to the TQC to understand what partners do.   Left the discussion and will resume at the September meeting.   The grid needs more review and some additional wordsmithing.   
REPORTS
Infant/Toddler training – issue brief of Training Review workgroup.  Robin has replaced Mary as co-facilitator for this workgroup.   Workplan has due dates and decisions need to be made today on some issues.   

ACTION:   Adopt the issue brief as written and move forward with implementing the core training as recommended by theI/T Workgroup of the Training Review Subcommittee.

Infant/Toddler credential – Professional Development workgroup –  Information
Secondary Trainers evaluation – Professional Development workgroup – Information

Oregon Registry Trainer Program – two handouts.   This summary is only for community-based training, not training through community colleges or universities.
Work Plan Overview and Approval – Deferred to the September Meeting
Adjourn
NOTE:    All handouts from this meeting are available upon request to Sonja.Svenson@state.or.us or 503-947-1243.
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