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[bookmark: _Toc483391138][bookmark: _Toc927776]Introduction
The Montgomery County Department of Parks (MCP) within the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC) has made it a goal to “maintain a highly motivated, professional, skilled, and engaged workforce.” To reach this goal, a comprehensive understanding of the existing workforce and their needs is necessary. Montgomery County Parks partnered with the Eppley Institute for Parks and Public Lands at Indiana University to undertake a comprehensive training needs assessment. The needs assessment consists of two phases; phase 1 includes a training program analysis while phase 2 encompasses a training gap analysis.

This report focuses on the results of training program analysis in phase 1. The training program analysis included the compilation and analysis of information regarding the vision, goals, concerns and needs of the workforce, existing training, and existing competency frameworks. Through analysis of this information, a better understanding of training in Montgomery County Parks was able to be determined.






























[bookmark: _Toc927777]Methods
[bookmark: _Toc138480032][bookmark: _Toc137535804][bookmark: _Toc134846175][bookmark: _Toc264638014]The information for the training program analysis was gathered through stakeholder interviews, stakeholder identified training, and performance evaluation documents.

[bookmark: _Toc927778]Data Collection
Thirteen one-hour group interviews were held over three days in April of 2018 with 44 individuals from M-NCPPC in the following positions and divisions:
· Director of Montgomery County Parks, 
· Deputy Directors of Administration and Operations, 
· Management Services division, 
· Public Affairs & Community Partnerships division, 
· Park Development division, 
· Park Planning & Stewardship division, 
· Enterprise division, 
· Facilities Management division, 
· Horticulture, Forestry & Environmental Education division, 
· Northern Parks division, 
· Southern Parks division, 
· Employee Services division, and
· Information Technology division.
In addition to the stakeholder interviews, the MCP Training Manager provided data on training offered at MCP from 2014 through 2018. Ten divisions (Enterprise, Facilities Management, Horticulture, Forestry & Environmental Education, Management Services, Northern Parks, Park Development, Park Planning & Stewardship, Public Affairs & Community Partnerships, Southern Parks, and Information Technology) also shared performance evaluation documents containing the most current position competencies. Approximately 140 positions were identified from these.

[bookmark: _Toc927779]Data Analysis
The answers to the interview questions were entered into Microsoft Excel by question type and generalized to enable the identification of patterns across respondents. Themes across the interviews and unique or interesting responses were noted and reported. 

The data concerning existing training was split into two categories: internal training and external training. The internal training data provided by the MCP Training Manager was analyzed separately. 

The performance evaluations from the divisions were reviewed and considered in terms of the existing competency framework and differences within and between divisions.

[bookmark: _Toc264638018][bookmark: _Toc483391141][bookmark: _Toc927780]Results
[bookmark: _Toc927781]Vision and Goals for the Workforce
When looking toward the future, stakeholders focused on understanding the existing training system through outlining the training required for each position, identifying necessary training pre-requisites, identifying training costs, and tracking training. They also wanted training policies, including approved training types and allowable frequencies, an understanding of training priorities, as well as a funding model for training, and a comprehensive training plan. Effective communication of training opportunities was also sought. Another goal pertained to succession planning and developing employees and providing opportunities for promotion. Multiple divisions felt that employee understanding of the organization and the divisions was a goal. Technology and a better understanding of how it can be used to increase efficiency was a priority as well.

[bookmark: _Toc927782]Training Concerns
The most prevalent concerns related to money and included not enough funding for training, no way to determine the amount spent on training, the expensive nature of training for specialists, the difficulty of funding unplanned, reactive training, and the need to separate training and conference line items. Another large concern was the inadequacy or inconsistency of existing training. Respondents reported that purchase card training and onboarding did not cover all of the necessary material, the timing of training was often too far in advance, too slow to keep up with system launches, or too short to cover the topic. The need for succession planning emerged again and employees’ lack of interest in training and finding time for training were also concerns.

[bookmark: _Toc927783]Training Needs
Organizational development training needs, including organizational information, onboarding, ethics and refresher training were mentioned by respondents. Technology training, such as computer literacy, new technology, and software training were thought to be important. Communication skills, namely customer service, networking, public engagement, presentation, and writing training were needed. Training on human resources policy, Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance, purchasing policy, and harassment training were brought up. The need for technical, management, and leadership training were also mentioned. 

[bookmark: _Toc927784]Existing Training
All the divisions and the Training Manager shared information on existing internal training in the interviews which included previous training and available training opportunities. Technical training that covered outdoor management strategies and skills was a frequent category of training offered by the divisions and was also offered by the Training Manager. Safety training opportunities came up multiple times. The Facilities Management division’s “Pause for Safety” program was a big piece of this. Many of the safety trainings through the Training Manager were first aid and CPR classes, but some were general safety training opportunities. A large portion of the training offered through the Training Manager from 2014-2018 was aimed to improve employee health and wellness. These programs were usually recreation-related, but also included health assessments and self-defense opportunities. Technology, policy, and organizational development related training emerged as well. Technology training was frequent and included information technology topics, Microsoft Office, some enterprise asset management (EAM) training, and  SmartParks training. The policy trainings included ADA, MCP purchasing policy, equal employment opportunity training, and training regarding MCP policy. The organizational development category covered onboarding efforts and agency and division information.

The external training that the divisions were participating in was largely technical. This training included certifications and environmental management strategies that required specific outside experts and peers. The providers of the technical training varied widely. The other large category of external training was safety. The safety training that divisions participated in was varied and ranged from blood-borne pathogens to chainsaw safety. Other prominent external training categories included recreation, sustainability, career development, and technology.  

[bookmark: _Toc927785]Existing Competency Frameworks
All of the divisions shared competencies. There were two similar versions of universal competencies used across the positions. The first set included 10 universal competencies: (1) Observation of Commission Policies Regulations, Rules and Practices, (2) Public Service Orientation, (3) Dependability and Responsiveness, (4) Team Work, (5) Productivity, (6) Problem-Solving and Judgement, (7) Communication, (8) Management, (9) Supervision, and (10) Affirmative Action Effectiveness. The second version included eight universal competencies, which did not include Communication, Management, or Affirmative Action Effectiveness, but did include Safety/Security.

The job-specific competencies per position ranged in number from 1 to 34 and were last revised between 2003 to 2018 depending on the position. They varied in topic. Some of them were more general such as “Completing Assignments” whereas others were more specific such as “Turf Maintenance.” Several appeared to have multiple knowledge, skills, abilities, and characteristics within one competency. A few of the job-specific competencies overlapped with the universal competency items. Some divisions were more consistent in the way the job-specific competencies were written across positions, however all of the divisions had some inconsistencies.

[bookmark: _Toc483391143]Many of the divisions appeared to have the same positions. The job-specific competencies for these positions were similar but did not match in language. Approximately 12 positions were listed twice within one division. Universal competencies for these positions were the same, however in some cases the job-specific competencies were different. Many of the duplicate listings were revised in the same year, suggesting that multiple people hold the same position, but are responsible for different duties. In two cases, the job-specific competencies were exactly the same which may indicate the document was simply shared twice.

[bookmark: _Toc927786]Discussion and Recommendations
[bookmark: _Toc138480057][bookmark: _Toc264638032]The Montgomery County Parks training program is diverse and offers a wide array of opportunities to employees. The vision and goals from the stakeholder interviews outlined some key direction for training in the organization. Developing consistency and standards across the divisions as it relates to training is an important future focus for MCP. Whether developed through a comprehensive training plan or another review and decision-making process, having something in place could help clarify training possibilities and priorities for managers and employees. The stakeholder interviews also identified succession planning as a goal. Retaining existing employees can decrease costs for hiring and training new employees, be beneficial for preserving institutional knowledge, and improve employee morale (Hurd, Barcelona, & Meldrum, 2008). Finding ways to further develop employees to be competitive for future openings should be considered and implemented when possible. 

The stakeholder interview results revealed that several of the training needs identified by divisions are being met through internal training. Technology, technical, and policy training were all identified as needs and are all being provided by divisions or the Training Manager. Over the past four years, approximately 92 training events were technology related. Many of these events focused on the basic computer literacy and EAM training that stakeholders were seeking. Some additional software training could be useful as well. Cutting edge technology training that some stakeholders felt was needed, may be best met externally. Technical training is being offered through the Park Planning & Stewardship and Horticulture, Forestry & Environmental Education divisions and the Training Manager and meets that need. In instances where more specialized technical training was necessary, it was being met externally. Policy training is being provided, however some of the training needs mentioned (i.e., human resources, purchasing policy, and sexual harassment) are areas for improvement through more substantial and frequent training. Some additional training needs for which internal training exists but could be further developed include organizational development, communication, management, and leadership training. Since organizational development training emerged as a goal for multiple divisions as well as a training need, and could be easy to implement, it should be developed.

MCP has a competency framework with universal and job-specific competencies to perform the duties in the positions which aligns with best practices in the field (Campion et al., 2011). The universal competencies are specific, relevant, and well described, however there are currently two similar, but different sets of competencies being used. Many of the overarching job-specific competencies were clear and the competencies under them aligned well. Yet, some of the job-specific competencies were not current or did not reflect published agency or professional standards. This suggests an internal focus on the technical competencies of the staff, as they are hired, trained, developed, and promoted. Shifting this focus from the evolution of employee abilities within a division to a more external focus on department-wide standards that mirror those of other agencies and the park and recreation field could be beneficial for MCP.

[bookmark: _GoBack]
[bookmark: _Toc927787]Recommendations
The findings of the analysis have revealed several opportunities for Montgomery County Parks to improve their training, competency framework, and competencies to better meet the needs of employees and the organization.

1. Develop training standards and guidelines through outlining approved training types and allowable frequencies, the training required for each position, identifying necessary training pre-requisites, identifying training costs, and tracking employee training.

2. Consider additional internal training opportunities pertaining to technology, specifically software such as GIS, Adobe, and Microsoft Outlook, to align with organizational training needs.

3. Consider increasing training on human resources, purchasing policy, and sexual harassment in the workplace to align with the training needs of the divisions.

4. Consider increasing internal training opportunities related to organizational development for employees after they have received orientation. A focus on organizational information and structure, ethics, and accountability could be useful.

5. Consider reaching out to Public Affairs & Community Partnerships to develop more communication training opportunities to align with the training needs of the divisions and the values of MCP.

6. Consider other programs occurring within MCP and how they can be leveraged for training. Several courses are being developed for volunteer management which could be useful for other areas of the organization.

7. Brainstorm and implement ways to share and coordinate training occurring throughout the divisions and Central Administrative Services to promote awareness and efficient use of resources.

8. Choose one set of Montgomery County Parks universal competencies to ensure consistency among employees’ knowledge, skills, abilities, and characteristics and use these universal competencies for all documents with competencies included.

9. Set a consistent division-or department-wide date for revision of competencies to ensure the continued relevance of the items to any given position. Given the speed of change within the parks and recreation field, an update every five years is recommended (Campion et al., 2011).

10. Overarching job-specific competencies that are specific, concise, and singular improve clarity and ease of use. A review and revision of the overarching job-specific competencies to develop short one to two word topical phrases which describe the knowledge, skills, abilities, and characteristics to follow is recommended.

11. Less competencies can aid employee retention of them. For this reason, competency overlap should be minimized. A review of the job-specific competencies in regard to the universal competencies is recommended to limit redundancy.

12. Review the competencies under the overarching job-specific competency to ensure that the items are knowledge, skills, abilities, or characteristics and consider utilizing the present tense for competencies to ensure consistency, clarity, and ease of use.

13. Review the duplicate positions within divisions and consider merging any differing competencies between versions and removing any outdated competencies.

14. Consider the development of a standardized competency framework for the overarching job-specific competencies at the department level. This would improve consistency of competencies within and across divisions. 

15. Develop guidelines for the creation of overarching job-specific competencies and job-specific competency items under the overarching competencies to allow for easy development of new competencies as the need arises.
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