                                                        OSEP-OESE Leveraging Resources Meeting
April 13-14, 2010

IMPROVING EARLY LEARNING WORKGROUP

INTRODUCTIONS BENEFITS OF WORKING COLLABORATIVELY
	· Shared knowledge and expertise
· Shared ideas, work, messages
· Shared learning
· Opportunity to learn
· Additional brainpower
	· Building trust
· Building on strengths
· Synergy
· Long lasting friendships


	· Shared vision and conceptual framework
· Clarity (as a goal)
· Consistent messages to clients
	· Opportunity to take risks
· Power sharing
· Innovation, especially at local level

	· Greater access to TA
· Single point of entry
· Coordinated strategies
	· Maximizing resources
· Avoiding duplication
· Shared workload

	· Adding value to states
· Expanding opportunities
· Implementation
· Children realizing potential
	



FEDERAL UPDATES

Jennifer Tschantz, OSEP
· Joan Lombardi and Jacqueline Jones have been providing great leadership for real collaborative activities
· Focus in on birth through Grade 3 
· Department is committed to EL Challenge Fund…. nothing to share yet.
· Federal study groups for systems building (standards/curriculum/assessment, program quality/QRIS, workforce/PD, health/MH promotion, family engagement, data systems) all plan to have useful documents for the “EC 2010” Meeting

Jim O’Brien, Head Start
· Pat McMahon is the new Director of Head Start TA
· New state TA contracts are now being reviewed for funding, awards to be announced soon.
· Handout with excerpts about (1) early learning from the Blueprint (Head Start Roadmap to Excellence); (2) grants forecast requiring collaboration; (3) information on state Head Start T/TA Centers

Questions/Comments
· How will new national Head Start Centers tie in to OSEP TA Centers?  Hopefully applications will feature collaboration.
· To collaborate, projects must devote time and resources that aren’t in the projects budget. Recommendation that collaboration among TA agencies should be written into the project work scopes; put language to that effect into RPF as it costs time and dollars to collaborate; this would be an indication of federal recognition of how much time it takes. 
· It can take a long time (8 years) to develop true collaborations so that projects can really have shared vision, materials, work plans.
· Rural Institute on EC – an excellent meeting mostly about local level, not much discussion around TA;  Joan and Jacqueline were dynamic speakers
· Need for initiatives that really look at dealing with culturally responsive PD; and PD around engaging families important if we are going to look at positive outcomes.
· Migrant and Seasonal EC TA providers – an underexplored collaboration; Angela & Gail Houle proposed a webinar for TA providers

DISCUSSION ABOUT COLLABORATIVE TA

· Value of relationships
· Re-purposing materials developed by other projects in the past but with a new set of instructional resources. Has worked really well.  Generosity of folks, relationships, trusting each other.  
· Shared vision and conceptual frameworks; values and beliefs of the TA organizations that collaboration is an expectation; so even if different staff members from TA projects are working together within a state there is the expectation of and support for collaboration. 
· Value of relationships since it takes more than 3 or 5 years to build the relationship among TA providers to develop true working relationships

· Are results and outcomes obvious/evident in the TA projects annual performance reports to feds?  
· There has been an external evaluation of Expanding Opportunities supported by ADD/UCEEDs.
· Other projects have external evaluators too that look at collaboration. 
· There is more work to be done in shared evaluation activities by ECTA Consortium members.
· Julia Martin-Eile and Lynne Kahn have been looking at how to revise performance measures to look at long-term systems change.
· Documentation data shows that ~70% of NECTAC TA is collaborative although NECTAC measures changes at state and local levels regardless of whether TA is provided collaboratively or not.
· OPRE under HHS is sponsoring a meeting May 23-24 for researchers on how to measure and evaluate collaboration.
· Special Quest has evaluation tools with 15 indicators that measure change at both state and community levels (10 states, 80 communities) on perceptions of how inclusion is happening in their community.
· Can you show through the data that collaborative TA makes an impact?
· Colorado has an initiative to build and sustain SpecialQuest & CSEFEL; 3 CO agencies wrote an RFP to carry the work forward; awarded to Barbara Smith; 5 sites.  Linking collaborations at all the levels to child outcomes is a stretch but it is time to look at how cross-agency work impacts child and family outcomes.

· How to make links to APR indicators? 
· With no LRE indicator it’s hard to make movement toward inclusion.  No sticks or carrots.  Approval from OMB for data collection takes time; they keep a tight rein on how much data the feds can ask states to submit [data collection burden] so work has been happening to rephrase the indicator.
· APR is trying to move away from just compliance and shift emphasis to include results. 
· Need a structured way to look at improvement activities that can link to various TA efforts, and beyond OSEP.
· Link from TA providers to child outcomes is tenuous. Our effort should be to support systems that can change the policies/practice
· MSIP might be able to ask questions about performance related to LRE even if B6 isn’t out yet. 

· Early Childhood 2010 Meeting (formerly The EC Summit)
· Content sessions at EC2010 are by invitation only. (health/let’s move; research/innovation; program)
· How will information from the study groups be disseminated to people who are not in attendance at the summit?

GUIDING PRINCIPLES
Key elements in comprehensive system building --- so that families are strengthened and children are thriving.  Principles of collaborative TA reviewed.  Need to consider how to initiate collaborations with projects not yet engaged.

American Indian and Alaska Native TA Project (Head Start)
· The issue of missed opportunities for collaboration was raised. There is a need to include tribal perspective in development of resources; when state teams are selected, try to require that they are committed to including tribal leadership. Same issue for migrant population.  
· SpecialQuest has addressed the problem with children in tribal programs not getting special education.  State leadership teams have invited tribes on to the team.  They have also worked with BIE to support their T/TA system.
· They have access to the communities; Head Start is sometimes a good place to get things started; they could identify places where collaboration is likely to succeed as well as places where collaboration would really benefit the population.
· NCCIC evaluation conducted 2 case studies in terms of state-tribal collaborations (MI, WI) related to subsidized child care. Head Start collaboration provided a point of contact with the tribal entities.  Case study is a good way to go.  

Equity Centers have some skills that they can offer even though they do not work in EC. 
· PD/TA on language acquisition.  Best practice/strategies about different kinds of children – English, bilingual, native speakers. They learn differently. Many of the materials are applicable to 3-4 year olds.
· Parent involvement- ability to communicate in their language. www.bueno.org 


COMMUNICATION SMALL GROUP (bullets 1&2) – Karen, Manuel, Janice
Communicating with each other about current and future TA
· Regular/periodic reminder about the website since we’re busy and forget 
· Monthly calendar of TA events – could be on website.
· Periodic newsletter

Communicating effectively with states about collaborative TA opportunities
· Marketing strategies – flyer to email out to states
· Poster sessions at meetings
· When state requests TA, recommend that TA project mentions and invites other TA organizations from the beginning
· Establish state contacts around collaborative TA


SYSTEM BUILDING SMALL GROUP (bullets 3&4) - Christy, Ada, Patti, Martha

Common messages and materials to promote systems building
· Stakeholder group with broad representation – good way to get message out to everyone.
· Different processes being used
· Concerns-Based Adoption Model- CBAM as a process. Stages of concern, systematic. Shirley Hoard & Stigomyer – 8-10 years ago – CBAM web resources 
· Working systemically approach – 6 yrs ago, collaboration with U TX
· NECTAC approach to long-term systems change/systems building
· Systems Thinking Priority Team assessment document
· Explore the different processes, review print materials on processes; look for commonalities and essential elements; consider developing a users guide.

Cross-sector collaboration to enhance system building
· SEDL (Ada Muoneke) supports states with a “working systemically approach.” The issue is looked at all levels (4) – national, state, district, school; identify competencies of the system; components of the system (re: RTI implementation); competing priorities at different levels of the system; spend time dealing with why people are at the table and always ask who else may need to be included.
MS statewide system of support for RTI; helped with pre-planning; used an external facilitator at the beginning of the effort; eased in the TA project; then state took over the work and TA project was able to pull back.  What needed to be developed was a statewide delivery system of support.  
· American Indian TA (Patti Greenstein) - They focus on integration, and how the parts of the system are connected to each other. Help break down silos.  Look at relation to other tribes and to the state.
Special populations, e.g. tribal, migrant, homeless (who don’t always access the resources; would be more likely to access resources if they were part of the plan development from the beginning, especially if  not the squeaky wheel.
· NECTAC (Martha) – also look at levels of the system (5) – state infrastructure, professional development sector, local/community/program administration, providers, families; broad stakeholder group with representation from all sectors identify challenges, articulate desired outcomes, develop a plan with strategies/activities/benchmarks that gets implemented over several years with TA support.  The model was evaluated and validated; findings about what characteristics resulted in better outcomes.


EVALUATION SMALL GROUP – Lynne, Barbara, Ann, Pam, Dawn, Rhonda, Rob, Linda, Melissa, Julie, Juli
· Focus on what is really pertinent
· Difference between taking credit for a single center’s work, or looking at the success of the state/community as a result of receiving collaborative TA.  
· Identify outcomes at several levels, not sure how to tell if the benefit is more than it would have been without collaboration;  
· Won’t try to attribute results to individual centers but this has implications to how we report data in our performance reports to the feds.  How do we differentiate or demarcate our contribution, or do we need to?  Need OSEP/federal input regarding this issue.
· Collaborative TA is not everything that a center does.  Will evaluate own work.
· Pulling together those interested in evaluation to agree on how to evaluate collaborative work.
TACC is interested in pursuing that line of thinking across all ages of TA.
· Melissa Brodowski has hired an evaluator to look across 40 funded centers – what TA is provided, what is the nature of TA, and what is the cross-over.  Would like to find out what more about what they are doing.

ANNOUNCEMENTS
· Inclusion Institute – May 15-17 in Chapel Hill
· Information sheets on what NECTAC is about, evaluation results – 2-4 page documents that summarize and work and can be shared
· April 29 – webinar – Karen Heying – will be posted soon
· Link to Melissa’s website  

 OUR FUTURE AS A CONSORTIUM
Workgroups with areas of common interest worked well.  The topics over the last two years were: recruitment/selection, evaluation, planning processes, CoPs.  Decision was made to form new or renew old workgroups.

Steering Committee – Martha Diefendorf, Julie Shuell, OSEP rep, anyone else?
· Get strand participant list and distribute/post to website


Topics for upcoming year

1. EVALUATION – continue and expand.  Sharing methods and measures.  Feedback from states about how collaborative TA worked for them. Projects can put something similar into their evaluation plans. Core set of questions. SpecialQuest has 2 years of data on this (report will be posted on website); NPDCI has questions.
Members:  Carol Trivette,Lynne Kahn, Ann Cox, Rob Corso, Linda Brekken, Friends

2. PLANNING PROCESSES – methods, processes, models of planning, guidelines, tools; working systemically both vertically and horizontally; making linkages beyond special education
COMMON TERMS.[time limited, similar to recruitment group; a first step for Planning workgkroup] Language/terminology – talking the same language.  TA projects at FPG have come together to talk about concepts and definitions.  Systems change, PD, TA, knowledge utilization; framework, model. Acronym list.  Goals, outcomes, indicators. Reach consensus for communicating among ourselves and for communicating with states.
Members:  Pam Winton, Sharman Ada, Karen Heying, Guadelupe, Patti

3. DEFINING OURSELVES, VISION, MISSION, MEMBERSHIP, resources, expertise.
Types of projects that are members of the EC TA Consortium; defining parameters (evolving)-- national projects, working in states on systems building, early childhood
Put down in writing what brought group together, what was hoped to be gained. Can be reviewed and expanded upon. Is current intent beyond the original intent. Will help keep us grounded.  It evolves depending on the politics and economic times.
· Talk to Norena Hale about North Central Region Collaborative, their experience and white paper.  Vision statement, logic model, theory of action.
· CoP indicator list was developed and could be used by ECTA Consortium to think about if we are a CoP. 
Members: Martha, Julie, Shelley


Potential future workgroup

· SUSTAINABILITY WORKING of “collective brain/wisdom /knowledge of EC TA”, 
· including types of TA projects (focus, length) and how they fit together and support each other; 
· intentional about bringing new projects up to speed on history and current work
· content and process



Membership
· TA projects with a focus on early childhood that work intensively with states on building/improving systems.
· Identify other projects to actively seek out that fit our vision/mission.
· People in “both worlds” (EC and school age) to translate concepts down and up; e.g. Comp Centers. How to take what is good from early childhood and have it trickle up to school age. Discussions around school readiness. Making appropriate links for a more coherent system. Build EC into topics such as turning around low performing schools.
· Bring in state expertise about the national TA they have received; learn from the grass roots. 
3  Points of Consensus
· We agree that workgroups provide an effective structure for working together, and will have 3 workgroups.  Each group will have a planning call and should be thinking about what feedback to give to OSEP/HHS that can form what is included in our “bold”recommendations.
· Overall recognition that we want to bring others to the table and will intentionally explore potential members.
· We will meet twice a year in person – at the time of the Leveraging Resources/TA&D Meeting and at the August EC Meeting/OSEP Mega Leadership Meeting. Conference call between now and August

2  Remaining Uncertainties
1. Time
2. Money

1  Bold Step
1. Make recommendations (include concrete, specific ideas) to the federal agencies based on TA experience about what it takes to do collaborative TA and what they could do to support its effectiveness, e.g., future TA contractual structures, RFP language.  

Related question: What is the balance and time commitment between collaboration and doing other project work.   What proportion of time do projects now devote to collaboration?  Do projects have data about this? 
NCCIC has collaboration as a Contract deliverable – how much time, with whom; committee who meets monthly; lead for each partnership, monthly updates to staff; state by state specific implementation.  How to document collaboration.

What worked about this meeting:
· A lot of time together (more than 2 hours)
· Everyone had an opportunity to participate; good structure for conversation
· Facilitation was good
· Organization was good
· Will be held accountable

What can we improve
· More advance materials/background materials for people registered via AED
· Leaving without a specific date for next call (Carol will initiate selection of date)
· Way for those on phone to participate in small group activities
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