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Directions and Minutes
At the beginning of the meeting, Mr. Brown confirmed that everyone was a part of the phone conversation and gave directions if anyone had to mute the conversation for a moment.  He then asked if everyone received the minutes of the last meeting, which everyone confirmed.  Dr. Sharon Brennan made the motion to approve the minutes, and Dr. Dick Roberts seconded the motion.  The minutes were approved.
KTIP Slots
Mr. Brown next reviewed the intern slots available at each university:

· Kentucky State
12.5

· Morehead

  0.
· Murray

50.
· Northern

17.
· Eastern

25.
· UK


  1.
· UL


67.5

· Western

67.
All the available slots will go into a pool on October 1, and the slots will be re-allocated on a first come, first served basis.  There are 240 slots remaining, with approximately 68 interns waiting to be placed when the pool is created.
At the previous meeting, the Task Force discussed letting districts decide which professional learning community (PLC) model that would be best for them.  In addition to that, so many times the personality of a person in a supervisory role is more important than the role itself.  Districts ought to be able to decide the qualifications that are important to their programs and that the dispositions/skills of the person in the supervisory role are conducive to mentoring, evaluating, and leading.  A department chair could be a potential candidate for head of a PLC.  The ensuing discussion focused on separating evaluation from mentoring and establishing criteria for the teacher educators (TEs).  The comment was made that TEs need to have an active connection with schools if they are going to be an evaluator of an intern, as some TEs may have been out of the classroom for some time.  In addition, the following possible TE qualifications were suggested:  
· 100  documented hours in a school or classroom setting over the previous two years

· a master’s degree

· 10-15 years teaching experience

· experience with evaluating or coaching teachers

A survey was sent to all current and former resource teachers (RTs) asking their opinions about separating evaluation from mentoring.  Preliminary results indicate that the RTs are in favor of this separation, but more complete data will be available for the October meeting of the Task Force.  A question was asked about how Continuing Education Option (CEO) portfolios are evaluated.  The evaluators are teachers, university personnel, or from the cooperatives, and they are trained by EPSB staff with very specific criteria for evaluating.  
After a short discussion about training issues, the conversation turned to re-designing the structure of the KTIP program, more on the criteria to be a TE, and the responsibilities of the resource teacher (RT) for mentoring and evaluation.  The point was made that interns come with a variety of needs.  Some are well-qualified and need very little in the way of supervision, coaching, or mentoring, while others progress much more slowly.  It was suggested that it was better to provide a great deal of support on the front end of the internship with the idea that if the intern didn’t need as much supervision or mentoring, the committee could back off a bit.  On the other hand, if an intern did need more intense mentoring, the structure would be in place to provide it.  One possible way of doing this would be to have committees of varying numbers; i.e., 3 committee members at the outset of cycle 1, two members for cycle 2, and the TE would perform the evaluation for cycle 3.  The number on the committee would be predicated by the needs of the intern. 
 Districts would have to be trained to differentiate between mentoring and evaluation.  The point was made that there will not be an increase in funds for next year and quite possibly will be further cuts of 4% at the beginning of 2009.  There will have to be a redesign of the KTIP program.  To that end, the following cost-saving measures were suggested:
· train district personnel to train committees
· use district TEs

· establish a stipend rate for RTs having 1, 2, or 3 interns

· district to copy materials and distribute

Interns are apprehensive as they begin their internships, and committee members need to be in a position to allay their fears.  RTs and other committee members need to provide support and take the evaluation component out of the equation.  Currently, interns know that the mentor is grading them and therefore are reluctant to try anything innovative or different.  If the evaluation is taken out of the current equation and the RT is primarily a mentor, the intern could then feel free to be more creative.  Then the evaluation could be the responsibility of the TE or the principal.
The discussion returned to the idea of having a PLC and a cohort of interns, and meeting with several interns at once, rather like the National Board cohort of candidates.  If professional development (PD) for interns could be set up early in a semester, interns would benefit in knowing what the expectations were and everyone would hear the same message.  As classroom management is one of the most difficult aspects of teaching, this topic would be a perfect one for PD with interns.  Also, clustering interns could prove to be most useful to them as they would have collegial support from peers as they progress through the internship, and capacity could be built quickly.

In the time that remained, budget issues were discussed.  Several concerns were raised: 

· Would electronic evaluations provide a generous savings?
· Could training be done on line for uniformity of message?
· How much money could be saved by having cohorts of interns?

· Will the Board be willing to look at a new internship model?

· Could a district be given a set amount of money to run a cohort of interns?

· Could some of the ideas discussed be initiated by 2009-2010 school year?

At this point, Mr. Brown stated that by the next Task Force meeting on October 28, EPSB should know how many interns were not able to be placed in a slot and would have to wait until August 2009.  He also stated that he would have this information and the minutes of this meeting sent to Task Force members for review and comment before the October 28th meeting.
He asked that before the next meeting Task Force members should be looking at PLC models, thinking about using RTs as mentors only, and considering the qualifications for TEs.

With that assignment, the meeting ended promptly at 11:30.
