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Background

The Child Welfare Symposium originated in 1997 as a result of the work of Alberta Ellett and others who recognized the need for Child Welfare (CW) to be represented in the CSWE Annual Program Meeting.  There was also a concurrent need for a central venue for networking and sharing information related to child welfare, and particularly to Title IV-E Child Welfare Educational Partnerships.  This is the third year of the CW Symposium Special Meetings.  This year it was structured into four components:  

1. Child Welfare Stipends:  what is known and what is not?

2. Child Welfare Curricula, Learning Activities and Certificates

3. Evidenced-Based Outcomes of Title IV-E Partnerships

4. The Child Welfare Symposium Meeting/Future Directions

The symposium began at 9:00 a.m. and ended at 3:30 p.m. Each section lasted one hour, with breaks and lunch structured for the remaining time.

There were approximately 65 persons in attendance at each meeting from 43 universities represented, generally by Title IV-E directors and faculty, from 23 states and the District of Columbia (California, DC, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Texas, Vermont, Virginia, Washington, Wisconsin, and perhaps other states).  It appears that the majority of participants stayed for the four Special Meetings.

Introduction:  Bert Ellet

Dr. Ellet welcomed everyone and asked everyone to sign in on the sheets provided.  She discussed the list serve for Title IV-E partners and asked those participants who want to be included in the list serve to indicate this on the sign-in sheets.  

Meeting 1:  Child Welfare Stipends:  What is known and What is not?

Monit Cheung and Trish Taylor, Facilitators
Dr. Cheung and Ms. Taylor had constructed a survey related to stipends and payback requirements, and had asked members of the list serve to voluntarily complete the survey.  They obtained responses from 17 states and 26 programs, and compiled a matrix that depicted the results.  Stipends vary from state to state and program to program within state.  MSW programs reimburse for all or part of tuition costs, books, fees, etc. or stipends ranging from 3,000 to 10,000 per academic year.  BSW stipends also varied, but generally included reimbursement for tuition, fees, and possibly books or a stipend ranging from $2,000 to $9,000 per year.

Dr. Cheung emphasized that information could not be generalized from the matrix at this point, because there was limited representation, particularly from Midwest states, and some universities in states were not represented.  Dr. Cheung circulated a master list to allow those present to correct any inaccurate information, and encouraged everyone present to provide their information and if possible ask others to respond in order to obtain a more complete assessment of the issues.  It was noted that responses from the state were more complete than those from individual universities.  It was also noted that 16 Pennsylvania universities participated in Title IV-E, but that there was only one administrator for the funding; corrections will be provided to Dr. Cheung. 

There was an extensive discussion of the work obligation formulas, centering on several issues:  length of work obligation period, work obligation allowance in private vs. public CW agencies, provision of education in one state and payback in another.  It was noted that some universities had agreements to educate students from other states, waiving residency requirements; students then paid back their work requirement in the state of residence.   This is allowable if there is agreement between states.

Q:  Does federal government require work obligation?

A:  Ed Sites (Univ. of Pittsburgh): the federal regulations clearly provide that states can only require one to one work obligation for current employees.  While there may be different interpretations in different states or federal Regions, the regulations are that work obligations is “an amount of time equal to”; we cannot require more.  However, there is leeway for those preparing for employment.

A discussion followed, comparing state requirements.  

Q:  Does work obligation make a difference?

A:  It seemed to be general consensus that if employees get respect, opportunities for advancement, etc. they are more likely to remain employed in public child welfare agencies.  Two people stated that their programs were designed to provide the potential employee with exposure to child welfare, and that the work obligation provided a period of acclimation.  They “got hooked” into the system by working in the system.  The general consensus is that the work obligation does make a difference.  Illinois, for example, discussed a 5% “bolting” rate.  One state discussed a system in which students who accept a stipend for their BSW and MSW programs ended up staying with public child welfare for 6 years.  By that time, a career in child welfare was already started.  

There was some discussion of sending graduates into private sector to meet their work obligation for the IV-E stipend.  One participant indicated that private sector work obligation should only be allowed if there was a hiring freeze or other extenuating circumstances.  One state indicated that they received a ruling that private sector work was allowable in agencies whose services are purchased from the public sector.  This was a reversal of a previous ruling.  However, a participant said that the IV-E regulations are very clear that work payback in private institutions is not allowable.  It was then stated, “federal regulations are whatever the federal officer in your region says they are.”

There was a discussion of liability for funds when federal regulations are interpreted differently from previous interpretations.  One person who was very experienced in Title IV-E said that the liability was most definitely the states’, since the states have to apply for the funds, discuss how they will be used, and the universities contract with the state under their regulations.  However it was noted that contracts in Texas specifically state that all federal audit exceptions will be passed to the respective universities, even if the state approved the contract, and even if the state instructed the university in the contracting.  Because they are “pass through” funds, the university is always responsible.

A discussion ensued concerning the amount of stipends awarded.  Ultimately the university chooses the amount based on estimated or actual costs and other factors the university deems important.  It was noted that part of the reason for differing amounts for stipends is that there are different kinds of students:  full-time vs. part-time, BSW vs. MSW, MSW advanced-standing vs. non-advanced standing, public child welfare employees vs. prospective employees. 

Q:  Do you have to show actual cost?  

A:  There was a statement that federal regulations say that Title IV-E reimburses for actual costs of employee education.  However, determination whether the payment exceeds actual costs is the student’s responsibility.  If the stipend is spent on completing the degree, it does not have to be reported as income.  In an audit, it is the student’s responsibility to prove costs, not the university’s; the student will be liable for taxes on income, and the student’s records would be audited, not the university’s.

Pennsylvania discussed its arrangement with the state to provide Masters education to its employees.  They keep their full salary and benefits (permitted by regs), seniority, retirement and are maintained as employees “on the books” while they attend school full time with benefits protected.  The counties then bill the university for the expenses.  Even the salaries and benefits are paid by the university, drawing down indirect costs for them!  Since the employee is being paid a salary (approximately $30,000 per year), tuition, books and fees (another $30,000), their payback in dollars vs. work is $60,000 per year, and defaults are therefore very rare.  BSW students, on the other hand, are preparing for employment in public child welfare.  The state civil service requires a social service casework intern to complete 975 hours of training before being eligible to begin employment as a Caseworker II without examination.  The BSW program provides these hours, and therefore there is a “no fuss” straight transition for the students to Caseworker II’s upon completing the BSW.  The stipend is then based on the required 975 hours @ $7.00 hour (arbitrary), providing about $6800 for their senior year only, and covering tuition plus books.  The IRS has ruled that a stipend is not income (again if it reimburses for actual costs).  Therefore it is in the university’s best interest to set a flat amount for the stipend, so that it does not appear to be wages for work.  

Q:  Can international students be IV-E stipend recipients?

A:  The criterion for IV-E is eligibility to work; we can’t award a stipend if the student can’t meet the work obligation.  This has serious repercussions for diversity in the child welfare workforce, since there is a great need for social workers with immigrant populations, young people interested in social work, yet not able to work because of immigration status.

Q:  Where are students required to work?  The same state?  Anywhere in the state? In regions?

A:  Some states allow stipends for universities in other states.  Washington/Idaho—requires students to be listed on the statewide register for work and be licensed in the state of Idaho, even though they attend school in Washington.  They receive a waiver to be eligible for in-state tuition (see matrix). Kentucky requires the student to accept employment in a sub-region of choice.  California requires the student to accept work within a 75-mile radius of his/her residence.  However Native Americans can fulfill their post-master’s stipend work obligation at any Indian reservation in the country.  In Illinois, the state analyzes employment needs and determines where they believe future vacancies will be, and determines the required locations based on this analysis.  Wisconsin is a county run system (therefore with 72 employment agencies), different freezes, etc.  They recruit, but they can’t have their recruitment tied to available jobs. In addition, since so much of the child welfare work is contracted, they allow students to pay back their commitment by work in contract agencies.  North Carolina requires students to work in public CW any where in state.

Q:  How long must a student be available for work?

A:  The federal regulations state that students must be available for two months after completion of the degree and graduation.  However, some states have different requirements, up to six months.  Some questioned whether this was allowable, since the federal regulations are clear that the state has two months to offer employment.  It was also mentioned that in Louisiana there were budget cuts resulting in hiring restrictions hiring at the time of graduation for the two months post graduation, resulting in the loss of half the IV-E graduates from the job pool, since vacancies could not be filled.  Since May graduation is so close to the closing of the fiscal year in many states, this can be a problem, and a real loss.

Q:  How is public agency training handled?

A:  Several states work with their civil service and/or their state agencies to credit students with course work and field instruction, to either take the place of initial in-service training that would otherwise be required, or to qualify the student to be hired at a higher status (Kentucky and Louisiana and other states).  

Summary:  

Dr. Cheung reiterated that she would like to have more participation from universities in order to be more representative and therefore allow for greater generalizability.  She asked for suggestions for additional items to be included in the matrix.  Recommendations were:  number of years for stipend, separation of current employees from prospective employees, full-time and part-time, advanced standing vs. non-advanced standing.

The group was very grateful to Dr. Cheung and Ms. Taylor for their hard work, generosity and preparation.

Meeting 2:  Child Welfare Curricula, Learning Activities and Certificates

Ed Sites, Facilitator 
Dr. Sites began by describing the model used in Pennsylvania, at the request of Dr. Ellet.  For agency employees obtaining the MSW, the university(ies) requires one or two internships in child welfare and two child welfare courses among major electives.  The second HBSE course and the second social welfare course are both offered for IV-E students within a child welfare context.  The courses are very popular; they have to run 4 sections a year because other students want to take them.


There are 14 universities participating in Title IV-E education at the BSW level.  Because of differences in accreditation (generalist), small programs, some of which are in rural areas, and limited resources, there isn’t room for a large curriculum.  There is therefore only one child welfare course and one child welfare placement.  In addition, students have to complete the state’s competency based training for all child welfare employees.  This training is required by PA statute.  Each employee MUST be certified for that position, with 60 hours of pre-service training and 20 hours of in-service continuing education.  Employees must have their certificates within 18 months of employment or they cannot remain in the job.  The required internship is 975 hours long; competency based training is required IN ADDITION to classroom training (and is paid for by the agency).  

In-service training is a very large operation in Pennsylvania, and the IV-E consortium provides it for the state.  There are several components, including a core for the first 8 hours, followed by specific training modules.  Each employee completes a yearly individual training needs assessment, and they are expected to complete identified training prior to the next year’s evaluation.  There are eight regional training sites, with individual training modules packaged within a sequence.  While employees have the option of taking a specific training module, they have the incentive to complete the entire sequence (track), because certificates are offered for sequences (i.e., sexual abuse, adoption, etc.).  There are 20 3-credit child welfare courses, described as what the university consortium “can afford financially and achieve politically.”

Q:  What is the certificate?

A:  The university grants a certificate based on its evaluation of the content for continuing education purposes, but it is primarily a certificate of completion of a concentration, not assessment of competency.

Q:  How does state identify deficits in training/performance?

A:  There is interaction with public child welfare.  There is a full time staff of 20 people who analyze the identified needs and develop and test curricula.  They assure that the courses offered match the need.  Courses are available in all 8 regions to address needs in an accessible location.

Q:  Is anyone using certificates for current employees without social work degrees as an opportunity to upgrade skills, and a stepping stone to social work degree?

A:  Washington/Idaho is offering a course on substance abuse as continuing education, but the student has the option of paying for it as a course for university credit. It can be used as an elective in the MSW program.

Q:  Are there advanced child welfare electives?

A:  Florida International offers a specialization certificate for mental health services for children in the child welfare system, with an advanced course on substance abuse and child maltreatment.  The University of Wisconsin at Madison is offering an experimental course, Family Practice (advanced MSW curriculum); it is designed to address the needs of multiply challenged families and includes practice strategies, a knowledge base, development of community resources and neighborhood partnerships.  The University of Houston (Texas) offers in its Child and Family concentration courses on issues, policy, and practice (families) as part of the concentration, and, electives including family violence, families in transition (adoption and foster care), preventive intervention and a new course entitle “Self”— an examination of life foundations, dealing with the student’s own issues.  It started as an independent study course, and is now part of the curriculum as an elective. In Kentucky, all the universities collaborated to design two electives with the same syllabi, assignments, etc., provided simultaneously across the state at all 10 universities, with interactive television.  Every participating university with the BSW program AGREED to offer and provide the course.  Illinois, on the other hand, could not get their universities to agree on a common course, even though the state tried for three years.  Public child welfare said that they would provide the necessary instruction themselves over the summer.  Pennsylvania was also unable to achieve a uniform curriculum and syllabi.  However, specific agency required training is done in field.  The University of Houston (Texas) offers the required public agency training as an elective required for IV-E recipients.  In New York the universities are still discussing a uniform course.  The University of Louisville (KY) is examining the intersection of core worker training and BSW education to determine if it can use pre-service with three exams on site.  It also offers a bridge course (2 or 3 hours) with the specific purpose of differentiating for students training vs. education and expectations for graduate education.  It becomes a culture shift into education. San Francisco State (CA) found it hard to get child welfare classes into curriculum because of schedule conflicts, so it provides one child welfare policy course and one child welfare practice course on weekends.  The University of Houston (TX) does not require stipend recipients to take electives only in child welfare, since this might hurt other social work electives.  Therefore, UH is trying to offer the courses in the children and family concentration both in the daytime and at night.  Southern University (LA) requires 19 elective hours for its undergraduates, 10 of which must be in social work; child welfare stipend recipients are required to take at least 12 hours of child welfare (independent studies, children and family and family violence).  Southwest Texas (TX) has a child welfare sequence, requiring one child welfare elective, one elective that can be chosen from several allowable child welfare possibilities, and Spanish for social workers (or must already must prove Spanish proficiency) before applying for the stipend.  Louisiana used a list of 87 state agency child welfare competencies from which 58 were selected distilled for universities to design their child welfare education.  The 7 Louisiana universities differed on their approaches to delivering the education needed to incorporate the competencies into their curricula.  Some integrated them into existing classes, some designed specific courses to provide them  The University of Louisiana at Monroe worked out an agreement with nursing and pharmacy to offer a course on abuse and neglect for all students.  This is most appropriate, since their students also see child welfare clients.  The Univ. of Georgia offers a course on Abusing & Neglecting Families (a knowledge focused course) including two texts and its own course pack of readings, etc.  A second course on Foster Care and Adoption is a survey course focusing on practice.  Copies of both syllabi were distributed to those present.  

Q:  Is there a way to coordinate all of the different BSW course designs so that we all have access to all these syllabi, perhaps on the list serve?

A:  Barbara Tomlinson volunteered to coordinate the syllabi and construct a matrix of course offerings.

Minnesota is a predominantly rural state with a large Native American population.  It offers an advanced generalist master’s program.  Their IV-E program offers field experiences and special training opportunities with seminars that parallel course work.  One course integrates traditional social work with particular Native American practices & learning circles.

Distance learning was discussed.  Probably about one-fourth of the participants indicated that they are engaged in distance learning.  Florida State or FIU is in the process of developing distance learning.  Some use web assisted models.  Kentucky has used ITV for 5 years and has found it somewhat difficult, especially with 10 universities.  Evidently, there is one course simultaneously taught at all ten participating universities.  The course is agreed upon, assignments and lesson plans set, and specific class structure determined well in advance, so that all universities would be covering material at the identical time.  Responsibility for teaching the ITV portion rotates, resulting in a distance education version of team teaching.  There is an instructor at each of the ten sites, and the class alternates from the broadcast to local exercises or speakers (partial ITV and partial time for work in class, adding a blackboard system).  The local instructor is paid by his/her university, is responsible for the course at that university, including grading and alternate activities if there are technical problems in a given class.  Kentucky discussed the development of this course and the content as collaboration, not just between the universities, but also with the administration of public child welfare, including the secretary of the cabinet.   Kansas uses a compressed video that coordinated course content; they contract with teachers of record on each campus, who structures what would be done, grading, guest speakers, etc.  Not all instruction is from the video. 

It was requested that distance education syllabi and descriptions of the technology used be indicated on matrix of syllabi. 

Minnesota uses ITV courses, allowing faculty 1.5 workload credits for distance education; the courses are offered on weekends.

Meeting 3: Evidenced-Based Outcomes of Title IV-E Partnerships

Nancy Dickinson, Facilitator
The following were identified as points of discussion:

Population—students entering, admission criteria, selection processes, attributes that were linked with successful outcomes

Measuring change as a result of the education process

a) What do students know (pre and post)?

b) What they can do (pre and post)?

What difference does it make in agency (culture, delivery of services)?

How do we know it makes a difference in lives of children and families served?

How do we measure these changes? (Comparison groups, etc.)

What are evidenced-based criteria?  How do we generalize across differing criteria?

1) Population

Do student characteristics relate to retention?  What are qualifiers for high potential candidates?  Louisiana uses a joint selection process between faculty and local agency stafff.  What pre-admission criteria?  There are two journal issues devoted particularly to IV-E partnerships; they will be placed on the list serve when they are issued (in press).
There are a number of confounding variables—professional education vs. experience, increase in awareness of other opportunities once child welfare staff obtain a masters degree; variation in agencies & quality of work experience (quality of supervisory relationship, etc.).  One state found that previous experience in child welfare increased retention; the assumption is that the student already working in child welfare knew that’s where he/she wanted to be.

One state, because it was pursuing accreditation through COA, required supervisors required to obtain the MSW degree.  They found the supervisors often had GPA’s that were lower than those of other previous students; but they found that they were very successful both in school and in practice.  Several states engage in some sort of awareness exercises so that stipend recipients have some experiences in or with child welfare before committing to the stipend.  Nebraska has a videotape related to child welfare, and have found some students, after viewing the tape, selecting out of the program.  Another state provides potential stipend recipients opportunities to meet and talk with child welfare staff before committing to the stipend (over lunch, for example).  This has heightened awareness helps students determine whether child welfare is a good career choice for them.  Other states have self-awareness activities built into the application process.

Q:  What is a positive outcome?  We keep referring to increased retention of child welfare staff as a positive outcome?  Is it truly a positive outcome?  How is it measured--by meeting the stipend obligation?  By exceeding the obligation?  Perhaps we should be asking clients what a positive outcome would be? 

There was a lengthy discussion that ensued relating to retention and other outcomes.  Kentucky measures behavioral changes in students with clients, identifying behavioral anchors, examining interpersonal relationships, joining with the family, adhering to the law, and other factors.  They use a mentoring process for training, which also allows for measurement of student behaviors.  They relate the data to ASFA outcomes of permanency, safety and well-being. Service outcomes are operationalized by linking performance with ASFA outcomes.

Q:  Are we looking at our programs?   

A:  The graduate’s performance can only be as good as the school and the education.  There are many kinds and levels of performance, and we need to examine what we’re actually doing, gather baseline, exit and follow-up data related to student perceptions of competencies and to performance criteria as measured by faculty perceptions (which are then used to check the validity of the student perceptions). 

There was a discussion of the evaluation process in Texas.  Texas will examine the job performance of Title IV-E recipients employed by public child welfare as rated by their supervisor, compared with the performance of non- IV-E CPS employees on 10 variables (annual evaluations).  The researchers will control for length of time working in child protection, rural/urban location, degrees… and other variables.  It was requested that the scale be posted on the list serve. California is in the process of examining student performance and competencies in the university setting.

New York is engaged in an extensive study examining intent to leave/stay, which is known to be highly correlated with actually leaving behavior.  They are surveying workers in the 14 highest turnover counties in New York state, and will repeat the survey every 4 years, comparing those counties to counties with the lowest turnover rates on organization, supervisory variables, pay, personal/family/life choices, etc.  This is only one part of the research they are conducting related to performance measures in child welfare.  The counties are eager partners, and collaborated in the construction of the survey.  New York is also examining the child welfare curriculum, including courses, kinds of advisement, length between field instruction and job entry, and transitions back to casework positions.  They have some questions about reliability and validity of instrument, which they are currently examining.  They reiterated the importance of obtaining evidence related to outcomes produced by Title IV-E.  It is important to document the influence it has in professionalizing child welfare.  The information will be used by the field agencies, universities, and the public child welfare agency to revise and improve education, organization and services.  The instrument is public domain and will be posted on the list serve with appropriate citations.  

Louisiana also has examined outcomes.  Multiple-choice questions related to various child welfare program content were submitted by faculty from the 7 participating universities.  In a process that took 3-4 years, an instrument was developed for use as a pre and post-test to measure child welfare knowledge.  Students selected for IV-E scored higher on both the pre and posttest; non-IV-E students had greater gains.  It was thought that their gains might have related to a bleed over effect from information shared from the IV-E students as well as non-IV-E students taking child welfare courses.

Retention:

North Carolina has 10 BSW programs, with 93% retention beyond 2-year requirement; supervisory evaluation of performance was higher for IV-E recipients, compared with non-IV-E.  IV-E recipients felt they were better prepared and they stayed longer in employment.

Q:  Are there other workforce studies?  

In Illinois supervisors were required to return to school to obtain their MSW.  They went back most unwillingly (kicking and screaming).  But there was an incredible metamorphosis, with supervisors starting study groups, and enjoying their education.  

Montana discussed problems finding field instructors to supervise MSW students, since there were too few MSW supervisors especially in rural areas. 

Q:  How are BSW and MSW students acting differently in agency?  Do they perform different tasks, or the same tasks differently?  If there were not a difference, why would we go to the trouble of training MSW’s?  How are we measuring this?

A:  BSW’s in Kentucky are mostly front line workers, while MSW’s are supervisors.  

How are agencies utilizing MSW degree most effectively for that agency?  How does agency culture change?  In New Mexico there is no pay differential between BSW’s and MSW’s in agency, and BSW’s stay longer!  In Louisiana, BSW’s also stay longer, and it appears that the MSW education is as a stepping-stone for other jobs.  However, there is an increase in pay for MSW’s (10%), upheld in court.  MSW’s here and in other states were given harder, more complicated cases, could often be sworn as expert witnesses, and had certain tasks that only MSW’s could do, e.g. accept adoption surrenders, particularly those that could be reversed in court.

Pennsylvania studied retention of MSW’s and found that it has everything to do with how the agency uses the workers.

Meeting 4: Business Meeting:

Bert Ellett, Chair
This is the fifth year of the symposium.  Bert Ellet recognized years ago that with all the CSWE symposia, child welfare was not included, even though child welfare is the birthplace of social work.  There was concern that if IV-E funding for social work education for child welfare practice disappeared as did Title XX education funding in the early ‘80s, would child welfare content disappear in Schools of Social Work?  There is a national, untapped network with hundreds of IV-E Child Welfare/University Partnerships and no forum to in which to meet, network, exchange ideas and develop a national CW agenda.  Much has been accomplished, and so many interesting and diverse programs created that IV-E directors as well as those interested in child welfare education needed a venue to meet to share problems and ideas.  One answer is the Child Welfare Symposium Special Meetings during CSWE’s Annual Program Meeting.  Joan Robertson pointed out that “the Child welfare field is the only field that remains an exclusive domain of social work:  publicly funded, recognized—attributed to Al Kadushin”.

Abstract Deadline April 15, 2002
Bert recognized and thanked the abstract reviewers and asked for volunteers to review papers next year.  The deadline for next year’s abstract submission is April 15th.  Bert encouraged submissions, especially since only 40% of abstracts for papers submitted for a Symposium can be accepted.  This year only 18 submitted, reducing the number to 5 that could be accepted for presentation.  Substantially increasing the number of abstract submissions substantially increases the number of papers that will be included in APM next year and a minimum of 5 papers are necessary in order to remain a viable Symposium.  Abstracts accepted by 2 reviews after our CW Symposium 40% maximum was reached, were referred to APM for review for acceptance in regular paper sessions.
Kudos
Bert recognized and thanked Sherrill Clarke, list serve director, for her hard work and dedication on behalf of our Symposium.  In addition Kathleen Belanger, Shaaron Gilson and Evelyn Williams were recognized and thanked those taking minutes in this year’s Symposium Special Meetings.  She recommended that the notes be the basis for an article in the CSWE newsletter.  Members agreed that a summary of the meeting would be an excellent article for the newsletter.  Kathleen Belanger volunteered.
2002/3 CW Symposium Chair
Bert Ellet was given a rousing round of applause for her excellent service as CW Symposium chair this year and nominated for next year’s Symposium.  She had no choice but to accept. 

List Serve Ideas
Ideas were generated for the list serve.  It was suggested that questions and answers to the questions be posted to the list serve, and gathered into one source in preparation for next year’s symposium.  Sherrill Clark at UC-Berkeley said that their system could not handle long dialogues or documents.  Crystal Collins of the University of Kentucky volunteered to collect the information into one source on a web site.

Barbara Tomlinson of Florida International University will post to the web site a method for gathering syllabi and constructing a matrix related to syllabi content.

Monit Cheung of University of Houston volunteered to revise the stipend matrix and encouraged submissions from other states and universities not currently included.

Chris Groeber, of the University of Kentucky volunteered to develop a website to send new information and post information that has been gathered.  He will find a technology contact for the web site.

Univ. of North Carolina-Chapel Hill (Nancy Dickinson & Evelyn Williams) will develop an evaluation matrix, with more details posted to the Web site.

Issues/Topics for 2003 Special Meetins
There was unanimous support to hold 4 Special Meetings at APM in 2003.  Issues agreed to for next year’s Symposium Meetings include:

· Cost allocation processes and IV-E funding issues

· Distance learning

· Field instruction 
· Business meeting

Small informal and interactive meetings following Symposium Meetings include:

· How do we involve private universities who can’t put up match?

· Sharing of skills & syllabi

· Foster adoptive parent training and staff training in addition to higher education

· Child welfare content infusion in curriculum  (could borrow from geriatric infusion models)

· How to set up research studies

Special CW Symposium Session 
It was also suggested that we would utilize the 1½-hour APM Special Session allowed to each Symposium as part of the regular program (not considered in the 40% of submissions).   It was agreed that the session would be a panel on the outcomes and results of CW Partnership research.  This topic will attract people, draw attention, and allow more time to be devoted to additional child welfare interests in our Special Meetings.  A workgroup composed of Evelyn Williams & Nancy Dickinson (UNC-Chapel Hill) Nancy Chavkin (SWT), Anita Barbee (Univ. Louiville), ?? (Univ. of Wisconsin), and Mary McCarthey (SUNY-Albany) volunteered to pull together compilation of research from all projects for submission.  

Other Business
There was a final discussion about the drop in cost allocation rates, as a result of the new interpretations from D. C. about IV-E penetration rates. In July there was a reinterpreted decision from 1992 regarding cost allocations and formulas.  The cost allocation in Wisconsin, for example, fell from 79% to possibly 52%.  The decision was to be implemented last July, but protests have delayed implementation, but not averted it totally at this point.  In addition, there has been a redefinition of the definition of “out-of-home-care” to exclude kinship care and prevention.  In addition, it had been thought, with the advent of welfare reform, that more children would be entering out-of-home-care.  However, the expected increase simply did not occur.  It was noted that the reduction was not directed at training but to the much larger issue of foster care dollars; however, training is impacted.  It was also discussed that eligibility is still tied to parents’ income when children come into care, even though the federal and state laws require service to all abused and neglected children without regard to income.  Child Welfare should be independently funded.  It appeared unanimous that this should be addressed by advocacy groups, particularly since some rates may drop 15-25 percentage points.  It was suggested that members might reference the July 1st memo on the Children’s Bureau Web site, and that members should lobby NOT to implement this memo since it is not yet in force.  Suggested contacts were congressman and particularly governors, since the states have so much to lose, and the governors were key in insuring that Title IV-E was not capped.  It was mentioned that reductions in the TANF workforce could shift unqualified workers to child welfare and reduce professionalism.  Finally, it was mentioned that New York state only draws down 36% of child welfare dollars; they therefore do continuous random moment surveys of workforce to determine allocation rate.  

The meeting was a resounding success, and adjourned.

