What You Told Us: 

An Evaluation of MPPI’s Mandatory CPL Program (Year One)
MPPI concluded its first reporting year of mandatory Continuous Professional Learning (CPL) on December 31, 2006.  As part of MPPI’s ongoing service to its membership to ensure that the CPL program meets member’s needs, this program has now been evaluated.  The following evaluation results are based on the findings from surveys completed at the time of the 2006 AGM, as well as from one-on-one interviews with 15% of the membership (not including student members) in March 2007*.  
*This report is a summary of those findings; however a more detailed report is available upon request.
Membership Information
We asked members to indicate their primary reason for being an MPPI Member. Of those who responded, the majority (43%) said it was to maintain professional accreditation.  Other lesser reasons included: networking, education, MCIP designation and general interest.

Events

When asked what their primary reason for attending MPPI events/learning activities was, the majority (63%) of members who responded said it was to increase their knowledge. At a distant second was networking (22%).

Members were asked what types of MPPI learning opportunities/events they would like to see more of. Those who responded ranked Breakfast Seminars (29%) and Evening Lectures (25%) at the top of their lists.

Continuous Professional Learning Program

Of the CPL activity formats listed, members ranked conferences (20%), half-day workshops (19%) and full-day workshops (13%) as their most preferred.

When it came to indicating which CPL topics members were most interested in, surveyed members rated their top 3 as being: sustainable development (13%), urban design (10%) and public consultation (10%). 

About 75% of the respondents used the CPL Program Guide and 94% found it useful or somewhat useful.

For those with zero to partial compliance, most said it was either time constraints that limited their ability to meet the requirements of the program or that they didn’t understand the reporting requirements.  (It is not clear if they were unable to meet the requirements or if they fulfilled the requirements but did not report them). Most felt that the program requirements were realistic and expected to meet them during the following year.

Of the fully compliant members, most found it easy or fairly easy to meet the program requirements and expect to be able to meet the mandatory Learning Unit (LU) minimum the following year.  There was mixed reaction on whether the number of LUs was realistic at 18 per year – some felt it was too low; some too high.

In terms of the member’s understanding and comprehension of the reporting requirements and whether to categorize LUs as organized/structured or independent, there was mixed levels of understanding from those who felt it was generally quite clear to those who said it was difficult to categorize activities.  

The same comments applied to the eligibility of activities for credit.  Some members found it difficult to decide which activities can be recorded for credit.  The Guide provided some assistance but it was still unclear whether an activity could be classified as a LU if it was part of day-to-day work or if it was a non-MPPI sponsored event.

Most members found the on-line reporting system for entering LUs relatively easy to navigate, although there is room for improvement.  Most found the system accessible, the format clear and the instructions useful.

Almost 75% of respondents felt that LUs have been appropriately valued for each of the various activities listed in the CPL Program Guide.  There was one suggestion to keep a running list of activities/events on the MPPI website as a sample for members to refer to when calculating their own LUs.
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