IMPAC North Regional Meeting     
Child Development & Educational Studies

January 21, 2006   Westin Hotel

Because there were many new participants, Marlene began our breakout session with an overview of the IMPAC goals and objectives, and the work that has been done so far in terms of course descriptors, learning outcomes, and articulation agreements.

Carol Lee, Articulation Officer, introduced the LDTP (Lower Division Transfer Pattern) as “simply another admission alternative”.  Her explanation reviewed the acceptance priorities available to a CSU, that a student can only sign 1 LDTP contract, and its limitations as an admission alternative.

Marlene then reiterated that the strength of the LDTP, as seen by many people in the room, is as a lower division pattern that can be recommended to Child Development Students to minimize their likelihood of taking unnecessary or unusable courses.  Before Christmas, Marlene was invited to the statewide LDTP meeting at which the 39 units for breadth GE and 6 additional major preparation units were approved.  She carried with her the recommendation of the Southern Regional IMPAC meeting that the 6 units be drawn from child growth & development, child family & community, and/or observation & assessment courses.  The decision of the group was:

Child & Adolescent Development

Child & Family Studies
45 units is the system wide agreement; the 39 GE breadth, and the 6 units major preparation.  15 additional units are up to each individual campus to determine – they can be prerequisites for upper division courses, lower division major preparation, or simply other lower division courses that are believed to be  necessary to the success of the student.  

As individual faculty committees develop LDTPs at their campuses, we will eventually be able to compile a packet that we can give to students and counselors to use in educational planning.  This information will also be available on the CSU web site.

Transfer has been the primary goal of the last two years of IMPAC work; if the Preschool for All bill passes in June, the number of students who will desire transfer will probably increase – perhaps dramatically.  To complete the morning discussion, Marlene encouraged everyone to develop some kind of an advising sheet for students that delineates an effective transfer pathway for students.  She distributed copies of an example from Cabrillo College, which used the NAEYC Associate Degree Standards as a guideline.
AFTERNOON DISCUSSION
The group decided not to break into individual workgroups but chose instead to participate in large group conversations on a variety of topics.  The following is a mélange of these topics and some of the views expressed.
AB172 may change our lives and our programs in June -- are there work groups in the state preparing for this change?  Yes. CCCECE has been meeting regionally, and will be reporting out at two half-state meetings after Christmas.  This community college professional organization was explained for the benefit of the CSU participants, who were encouraged to join.
Then an invitation was issued by a CSU East Bay participant to come together for a meeting in March for that purpose.  A group exists – but is not active -- for the 4 yr people:  California Association of Early Childhood Educators.  No specifics were decided upon.
How do we prepare our students for the CBEST?  No clear answer.  Instead:  Is CBEST for the pre-school person?  No – we are mixing causes, as many of us prepare K-12 teachers as well as early childhood teachers.  Back to the new credential – it was felt that this credential, reflective of the legislation, should focus on children under 5.

Perhaps there will be a turf war when it comes down to money.   Everyone seems to want to develop the new credential. Could it be the pot of money?

Word of opposition about universal pre-school passage.  Voters want the benefit of the system.   Polling says it is more likely to pass if this is “universal”.  This isn’t necessarily the best thing for our children, or our students.  For example, rural areas my suffer hardships.

Is there published data on how many new members of the workforce we will need to prepare?  Where will they come from?  Many are frightened by the BA.  Obstacles --  time and money.

CAEYC has funds - we need to continue the communication between 2 and 4 year college faculty.  County Offices of Education should be at the meetings with local groups. In what ways can we influence these groups-   Best groups to get on committees.    

Who goes to local planning councils?  California Preschool Instructional network is another group to be involved with.

Work with CTA  --  conversation is essential..   They are doing forums.

How would we use a LISTSERVE?

Perhaps have meetings scheduled.

Talk one on one with people.   Speak with Deans, Curriculum Committees, Academic Senate.  

Talk to community and have speakers from different areas.

Communicate with the Department of Education on campus (four years?)  

Access to one another and ideas is important.  Is there a link that could be placed on the server so that we get information?
What have people done in different areas of the state?

Solano County has a large network of people that work well together and they are working with First 5.  

Alameda County is looking at 0-5 credential work.  

East Bay -- ECE taskforce has been set up --  people brought in to inform people in the community --   revamped ECE options.  Needed outside funding;   First 5 was very helpful --  helped develop a consortium with 4 or 5 community colleges .  

Credentialed teachers have to come back- to get courses.  Where do we send them?
Some people suggested that we look closely at the 24 unit package that will be part of the new credential – what do we want to recommend?
We have to recognize this is for ECE – not K-12.
Look at colleges and the course competencies/classes.

Many issues will be created by the new credential – even more barriers for our students:

There need to be many paths to the new credential.   
What should the standards look like?  What are the qualities of the teaching and learning standards?  Is there a formal position statement to be put forth by this group on this issue?
The four year program should build on the 24 units but often students need to take other courses beyond those 24 (and besides general education) to transfer. There was a real concern that transfer in of more than the minimum number of units will cost students more money.  

We still need still need teachers with an AA.  We don’t want to lose them to K-12.  
Many students need to take a lot of prerequisites.  According to the counselors[at one community college] the classes in the 100 series count.   We have a lot of immigrants and first generation students.   Some of our students have taken over 80 units.  Unit limitation all levels 175 units.
We have a lot of students with language problems.   Many may have been teachers in the other countries of origin.  There may be some who do not want a BA degree.

An Early Childhood BA degree will not be possible in all SCU systems – for example, CSUMB.  We need to think more broadly -- human development.

NEXT STEPS?
Next IMPAC meeting: May 6, LAX Radisson.  Please register now on the IMPAC web site. (www.cal-impac.org).
Can we meet at CAEYC Anaheim?  Perhaps instead of IMPAC?  Marlene will look into that possibility.
CCCECE Regional meetings:  February 10 Long Beach; March 17 Solano College.  Invitation to CSUs repeated.  We  have discovered that we are all bowing to the same “gods”.  In addition to our usual articulation and transfer conversations, we need to focus this year as well on the new ECE credential if PFA passes in June, and on the tremendous workforce development this will require.
Closing remarks by Marlene: Over half of today’s participants are new to IMPAC.  Hopefully you have learned something about the issues of transfer, and will return with stories of the successes on your campus.  
Meeting ended 3 pm.

