8/6/2019
8:30-10:00
Gil opened meeting with summarizing the results of ranked interests expressed by participants. 

A. Responding to current students expectations regarding entitlement and expectations
1. Bill explains to students the due process regarding grievance, also reinforces professor discretion in determining grading
2. Diana, escalation occurs when students approach faculty, begin conversation early as a professional development issue in talking to professors. How to approach conversations.
3. Matt shared own experiences regarding response to authority figures and different cultures, clash of cultures. Find new ways to think. 
4. Megan suggested variation among groups of students, different cultures between psyd students and other professional training programs. She begins with meta-communicate regarding professional culture. When they have a concern, do they want to mediate vs. arbitrate? Clarifies pathways. Reinforces professionalism. Little concerns can escalate to provost. Teach students how to access resources within program. Whole other level of commitment to conversations.
5. Gil, whole different way to responding to disagreements. Could some of be influenced by political climate?
6. Crystal, past 4 years she has moved to a model where she runs a professional development seminar in 1st semester during which she lays groundwork for expectations. Also helps to know her as a person, also brings in advanced students to bring in additional perspective from students who have navigated the system. Impact is that students come to her directly. Opens up opportunity for bi-directional communication. Model conversations to see how it happens. Communicate that conversation is available. 
7. Gil encouraged others to send ideas and he will create a compendium of ideas.
8. Lorraine, how system reinforces students’ approach including influence of litigious overlay, shows reactivity to student protest. How do you keep it in the realm of conversation? Avoid higher level of intervention. 
9. David, systematic aspect. Don’t know what they don’t know. Problem avoidance, will go to someone else to kiss the boo-boo and make it better. Need internalized sense of my problem. Plural of anecdote is not data.
10. Stephanie, students (system?) may go to litigious stance much more quickly. 
11. Lavita, we do some of the same things as other programs. Uses Student govt so they have a voice. They meet with her Assoc. Dean to communicate the due process. Suggests another thing that has changed is that faculty may not be open to feedback in ways that faculty may have been.
12. Cheryl continues discussion around culture, highlights both a multicultural student body and the culture of psychology and students must be willing to acculturate to the expectations of the guild. Need to acculturate to profession or you’re not a good fit.
13. Sandra, “social justice” is used as a vehicle to express/justify concern.
14. Bill highlighted importance of unintentional impact of pedagogical system. Consider looking at the impact of point system. Create greater spread in grading. Greater spreadk makes is obvious where students are clustering, avoid too tight of range because students are more likely to argue if one point differentiates between grade. Concern around aligning psychometrically.
15. Mary initiated a program where not only faculty are held to a standard of civil conversations and problem solving at closer to level of conflict, but students are participating in a “train the trainers” to work with students in strategies of problem solving.
16. Wendy is working on issue of “jumping rank” going to straight to president. Talks to Ray and he will proactively re-direct student back to the right level. 
17. Shannon uses micro-skills to facilitate conversation between faculty and students. Including conversation that leads reconciliation.
18. LaPearl responded to Bill’s remark. Expressed concern about attrition, consultant is coming to train faculty how to respond to students’ different learning style to explore culture and value differentiation based on generational or cultural differences.
19. Fran raised concerns of culture and class. Students of color may do the opposite of majority culture students. Diverse students to not express concerns. Class influence may have similar aspect.
20. Megan suggested current situation may be influenced by culture of adversarial approaches to conversation. Thinking intentionally around how we address the reality of students with an incoming belief that authority cannot be trusted. Not just generational but culture has amplified. Does the idea of power differential infer oppression?
Gil summarized by encouraging everyone to send him their ideas. These are relevant issues and raised the idea of a potential book.

B. Differentiation of Masters vs. Doctoral training.
Bill provided overview that subcommittee is working on differentiating competencies. If APA is accrediting Masters’ programs, need to develop standards, meet expectations of CHEA. Pushed by rising power of CACREPP, moving to not-psychology identity and will only hire newly minted faculty from counseling programs. 
Raised idea for leadership from NCSPP engaging in this process because perhaps their intention to serve a more diverse population aligns with our traditional values regarding serving a diverse community.

1. Sharon, counseling is threat to clinical, at Masters level trying to influence the law regarding who can provide service for addiction etc. 25 states license at Masters level of psychology.
2. Wendy, clarifying question whether counseling and/or clinical  Masters’ program would be accredited with health service psychologist. Expressed concern about the ever increasing footprint of CACREPP.
3. Lavita, her program has had a Masters’ program but now huge pushback from CACREPP that limits their graduates’ ability to be licensed in other states who may be requiring CACREPP accredited program. New accrediting body (MPCAC) for Masters’ programs recently approved by CHEA. Perhaps represents an opportunity to partner with a group who may have already developed competencies. In some states, CSCREPP has changed requirements for supervision of students 
4. Lorraine, agreed about the threat to psychologists, incursion into positions previously held by psychologists now taken by Masters’ prepared.
5. Fran, named the “elephant in the room”, does this mean that NCSPP will open membership to Masters’ program? At winter, inviting ASPPB (?) that can quantify, differentiate expectation between Masters’ vs. Doctoral training to develop common language around training.
6. Cheryl, PA used to license at masters level licensure and organizations let go of psychologists who cost more than Masters program. Has MPCAC accredited, nice fit for social justice values of NCSPP. Trying to get on the train too late? 
7. Shelley, piggyback on Cheryl’s comment, we should use this in a way that is better for the public, not just to increase access but for efficacy in practice, training more effective providers who have deeper/broader skill set. Wondered if possible for MPCAC and APA to coordinate and share resources. Raised question again about welcoming programs. ED deans may not be supportive of CACREPP.
8. Gil suggested this is a good opportunity to clarify/articulate distinctions of doctoral training.
9. Diana not sure about where she falls on the licensing Masters’ issue, but liked Gil’s observation regarding need to define doctoral program level of training. Raised the question of which problem we are trying to solve? Found CACREPP a user friendly accreditation process. Seems to be a difference between working with CACREP vs. COA as accrediting body. 
10. Kathy participated in international committee. Canada wanted to move to total competency based system. Define practice according to competency in addition/rather than degree. Conversation was around measurement. 
11. Wendy not sure if competency-based assessments, register at Masters and Doctoral level. Quebec needed to have doctoral level of education. It’s both and very clear of who is doing what between Masters vs. doctoral very clear about competencies. 
12. Shannon said MI has clear differentiation between masters and doctoral services. State specific statutes. MPCAC is potential. 
13. Lorraine raised the issue of looking to other states or provinces to learn how they define/differentiate.
14. Mary asked if EC or other group could provide consultation and explore pros/cons and how to support.
15. Megan share the NCSPP process that Exec. Committee would create a task force.
16. Gil volunteered Bill to lead task force.
17. Wendy raised the issue that CACREPP supports online programs for Masters’ programs if they can do them well.
18. Crystal said lots of variation, not all programs do it well. 
19. Bill, raised the question of whether or not it would be scientist-practitioner (SP) model? Counseling programs are driving SP model. Important to include scientist-practitioner approach, translational or field science. Bill used primary care model, different professionals may begin with patients and then triage according to complexity. Other professions, differentiate technician vs. licensure. So we need to be clear about competency for licensure, translational science, sophistication for supervision etc. Some people may have individual skills but consider differences between scope.
20. Matt shared a phenomenological article. 71% of masters programs are CACREPP accredited, suggested it is a landside of accreditation. 
21. Lavita said when she looked at CACREPP accreditation they would have to alter program. The master’s program had to hire counseling faculty so half of their faculty couldn’t teach in their program. Raised concerns that CACRPP is going to licensure boards to have their accreditation to be required for licensure
22. Matt again, need to be clear that we’ve done the same thing with doctoral training.
23. Kathi encouraged NCSPP member to volunteer for committee involvement in these conversations, need to be assertive and be present to be involved in these committees, advocate for our involvement, need to have a voice.

Gil, summarized and asked if others would be interested in involvement in task force work to look at this issue?
Shannon agreed to chair, Bill will be involved, Lavita, David all volunteered.
Gil noted that we moved through two issues and invited others to identify other issues that need to be addressed in future meetings.

1. Fran requested we send information regarding the respective data management systems used by our programs. Data management not learning management. Data management and collection processes. Student learning outcome assessment, use software to help with that. 
2. Megan, in other words, how do you track and record student outcome data? How are we doing that? excel is not a data management system. Looking for how you assess and manage data.
3. Lorraine suggested that we look at pedagogy based on the current culture of students not reading books. 
Gil reiterated request for everyone to send him ideas and strategies for managing student behavior. 
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