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The meeting began at 10:00 a.m.  There were no minutes of the previous meeting read and approved.  Mr. Brown began with showing a PowerPoint presentation in which he summarized the proposed changes to the KTIP committee structure which had come out of the previous Task Force meetings. These changes include the roles of the resource teacher, the principal, the teacher educator, and evaluation changes.  Then the Task Force spent the rest of the morning discussing several of their concerns.
The proposal is that the resource teacher’s role might change in the following ways:
· The RT’s sole responsibility is that of a mentor.

· The RT performs observations using the IPR and provides support for the completion of the TPA.

· The RT updates the principal on the intern’s development based on classroom observations and progress on the PGP.

· Works collaboratively with the intern in a professional learning community with other resource teachers and interns

· Uses the majority of the out-of-class hours analyzing student achievement data in the PLC; uses the data to support the completion of the TPA

· The new plan allows resource teachers to serve more than one intern by using the PLC for intense mentoring.

· Each intern will receive 50 hours of mentoring.

· 40 hours could be in a PLC; 10 hours could be individualized for observations, post-observations, and the development of the PGP.

· RT works collaboratively with intern through the PGP to determine the use of the 20 hours in-class time.

· Intern’s 20 hours of in-class time are approved by the internship committee prior to classroom visits as indicated in the PGP.

· In addition to the observations by the resource teacher, the intern may use several hours observing master teachers who demonstrate skills identified in the PGP.

· RT documents the in-class and out-of-class hours into the Intern Management System (IMS).
The principal’s role might change in the following ways:

· The principal is the evaluator on the committee.

· The principal uses the TPA and confers with the resource teacher concerning the intern’s strengths and areas for growth.

· The principal records all observation determinations into Intern Management System (IMS).

· The principal completes the Summative Evaluation.

· The principal confers with the resource teacher in the development of the PGP and provides opportunities for the intern to complete the 20 hours of in-class time.

The teacher educator’s role might change in the following ways:

· A Teacher Educator (TE) will not be assigned to all committees as in the current model.

· For struggling interns, a learning coach is identified utilizing the skills of university or district staff.  There was concern that this would be difficult for a university staff member to complete successfully if asked to convene during the middle of an internship.  It was suggested to use a TE at the end for external scoring.
· The EPSB will host annual reviews of the TPA, using review teams consisting of university and district staff.

· To meet the needs of interns, learning coaches can be provided for specialized academic areas, i.e., Career and Technical Education (in-service teachers) and Interdisciplinary Early Childhood Education (IECE).

The evaluation process might include:

· The RT is removed from the evaluator role.

· The principal is sole evaluator on the committee.

· Struggling interns are provided a learning coach for additional support during the internship.

· For interns identified as failing, an external evaluation committee—comprising university, district, and EPSB staff—will be convened at the EPSB to review the TPA and documentation of additional support provided by the district.  

· The external review team provides feedback to the principal prior to completion of the summative evaluation.
· EPSB will continue to provide an appeals process.
In the conversation that followed, there were many concerns expressed, but mostly the Task Force was concerned that the intern teacher not be put under a microscope but be supported in a collaborative manner.  Also there was a concern that some principals may not know how to evaluate with the best possible approach.  The point was brought out that the resource teacher (RT) and the principal would be the committee for the intern, and the teacher educator (TE) would not have the same role as in the past.  Instead, the TE’s role would have to be re-conceptualized.  There was a great deal of conversation about how to produce data on the internship program.  The data is there, but no one has tried to collect, organize, or analyze it.  It was suggested that data on interns be collected with the use of technology whenever the reports are sent to EPSB and through the TPA, and that a mechanism needed to be designed that would feed data to the universities on all interns.  Another suggestion for collecting data was to require interns to fill out the New Teacher Survey before they finish their internships.  Otherwise they would not get their teaching certificates.  There was also discussion about creating professional learning communities (PLCs) and how to do this.  
Another point brought out was that focus should be on the leadership of the school and the evaluation of the school.  The focus should be on how the system is working for the good of the intern and the good of the school, not how much the teacher is working.
In discussing PLCs, it was agreed that the focus should be on student learning rather than teaching.  There were three major ideas brought forth:  1) Ensuring that students learn; 2) Creating a culture of collaboration; and 3) Providing a focus on results.  There are many examples of how to create a PLC in a district, but it was agreed that each district would have to create its own, particular to its own culture and community.

Training issues were also discussed.  It was agreed that there would need to be training for the RT which would include components of the PLC.  In addition, principals would have to be trained in evaluation techniques particular for interns and in the components of the PLC as well.  Preparation would also encompass product and process training for RTs, principals, and TEs.
Then the Task Force discussed the qualities for TEs.  If TEs are to be used, they must have teaching and evaluation experience, 10 to 15 years teaching experience, and must have at least 100 hours in the school or classroom setting within the past two years prior to becoming a TE.  Also all TEs and KTIP Coordinators must be KTIP trained.  
The Task Force was reminded that all the changes suggested would have to come gradually; they could not all happen quickly or simultaneously.

By the end of the meeting, there were several recommendations proposed by the Task Force:

1. Change primary purpose of KTIP from a certification focus (still must complete KTIP in order to be certified) to a job-embedded professional growth for new teachers putting more focus on the PGP to identify the standards needing continued growth.

2. Change the level of successful completion.  

3. Establish a model that utilizes RTs exclusively as mentors and not evaluators.
4. Establish a model that provides a professional learning community (PLC) experience for all new teachers.
5. Establish a model that supports district level flexibility in the support of new teachers.

6. Establish a model that utilizes public institutes of higher education (IHEs) to support the induction and mentoring of new teachers.
7. To meet the needs of interns, learning coaches can be provided for specialized academic areas. e.g., Career and Technical Education (in-service teachers) and Interdisciplinary Early Childhood Education (IECE).

8. Recognize that the IECE program continues to need support.
The meeting ended promptly at 2:00 p.m.
