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Mr. Mike Carr welcomed the Certification Task Force (CTF) at 9:40 and went over housekeeping details.  He then reviewed where the group was in the overall process and gave a general time line for completing our work.  Based on the work done to date, he hoped the CTF could finalize recommendations today and complete its work.  Mr. Carr introduced the two guests from the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE).  Joe McCowan, Mathematics and Sciences Branch Manager with KDE’s Office of Teaching and Learning, and Charma Linville, KDE Math Consultant, were joining us to provide insight and guidance regarding the issue of expanding permissions for 5-9 Math certified teachers.

Mr. Carr reviewed the issue brought to the CTF in its charter regarding extended permissions for 5-9 Math certifications.  The issue before the CTF is whether or not to extend permissions for this certification to include specific content areas up to grades 10, 11, or 12.  Mr. Carr shared input he had gathered from a variety of sources since the last CTF meeting.  He met with KACTE and outlined this recommendation.  Very few had concerns with what the CTF was proposing.  He had heard from staff at some universities with mixed support – some were supportive of extensions for Algebra 1 and Geometry but not as many were supportive of extensions for Algebra 2.  Mr. Carr also met with the Middle Level Higher Education Network and they were comfortable with these extensions.  Overall feedback has been that extending permissions for Algebra 2 would not be as well received.  It was noted that the EPSB Math Taskforce did not deal with this issue, although they did request that the CTF look at the possibility of adding an Elementary Math Endorsement.  Mr. Carr asked if any other members had received any feedback on this issue.  No one had anything to share.
Mr. Carr asked Mr. McCowan for guidance and input from KDE on this issue.  Mr. McCowan noted that the Committee for Mathematics Achievement, headed by Dr. Bill Bush, meets monthly and would be a good group from which to gather additional input.  He noted that increasing capacity is important now that high school students will be required to take four years of math courses.  There is also an increased push for more rigorous math courses at that high school level, an important factor in this discussion.  
Mr. McCowan shared some of the issues his department and leadership staff had discussed internally.  Questions asked included: 

· What undergrad courses are required for Middle School certified teachers versus high school certified teachers

· What about the Praxis exams?  Would the High School content exams be needed?

· What issues are there regarding child development issues?  

He had also posed this issue to Dr. Bush of the Committee for Mathematics Achievement.  Dr. Bush indicated that his committee is working on a national recommendation to prepared teachers across child development levels.  Dr. Bush did have a concern about opening up middle school certifications to work with all high school students.  Mr. McCowan pointed out that middle school level teachers have indicated that they feel comfortable teaching Algebra 1 content but have expressed hesitancy with Geometry and Algebra 2 content.  He stated that he doesn’t have an official KDE position on this issue because his branch has not talked with their board about it.
Ms. Charma Linville provided an overview of the content for Algebra 1, Geometry and Algebra 2 as compared to the Praxis exam for middle school math teacher certification.  She noted that the middle school math Praxis exam covers only part of the geometry content and very little of the Algebra 2 content.  She also noted that the Praxis requirements in Kentucky for high school math certification includes two exams, one that covers the higher level Geometry content required by the Kentucky Program of Studies.  Mr. Carr summarized that Algebra 1 is covered in the Praxis exam for middle school math certification, but Geometry and Algebra 2 are not.  Dr. Russ Wall stated that this is a similar issue raised by faculty at Murray State University.  With a 24 hour middle school program, the faculty says the students are prepared for Algebra 1 and Geometry, but the high school test covers much higher level math, such as Calculus, for which they are not prepared.  He noted that expanding middle school permissions would free up higher level teachers for the higher level math classes.
Mr. McCowan stated that he felt extending Algebra 1 would be OK, but was not comfortable with Geometry or Algebra 2.  As the state is trying to increase the rigor of Geometry classes at the high school, it is important to have teachers that are fully prepared for advanced Geometry concepts.  Another issue related to this is that Algebra 1 is considered a “gateway” course – if students get a good foundation here, they are better prepared for Geometry and Algebra 2.  Mr. Carr noted that some teachers with either middle school certification are teaching Geometry to 8th and 9th grade students.  Mr. McCowan stated that it is more frequent to have high school teachers doing this because the middle school teachers aren’t as comfortable with this content.  Ms. Linville stated that, although some middle schools offer Algebra 1 and Geometry for high school credit, students still need to have 4 years of math coursework at the high school level.  

Mr. Mickey Rice state that this issue was more about getting middle school certified teachers able to work with 10th and 11th grade students within their current content permissions than expanding the content to other areas.  Mr. McCowan stated that it may be good to look at using middle school teachers to teach 9th and 10th grade basic courses to free up more high school certified teachers for upper level coursework.  Mr. Carr noted that extending Algebra 1 permissions would not need to go much above the 10th grade based on the new requirement that all Kentucky high school graduates must have Algebra 1, Geometry, and Algebra 2.  He asked how this worked with transfer students.  Mr. Roger Johnson raised the issue of border districts where other states have different requirements; if they come in as a junior or senior it can be harder to get those students on track.  Allowing middle school teachers to cover up through 12th grade would help with this.
Mr. Carr asked for comments from other CTF members.  When there were none, he summarized the discussion:  Algebra 1 would be OK to extend up to 11th grade – based on KY requirements 12th grade wouldn’t be needed; Geometry is an issue based on testing requirements and upper level Geometry concepts; Algebra 2 is definitely off the table as a possibility.  Dr. Wall asked Mr. McCowan if Dr. Bush had any concerns or comments regarding extending Geometry permissions.  Mr. McCowan said that he was very iffy about extensions for Geometry or Algebra 2.  Mr. Carr raised the possibility of requiring the high school math Praxis for adding geometry permissions; Ms. Linville responded that requiring one of the two tests may be appropriate.  Mr. Kevin Hub asked if the certificate was going to specify what courses could be taught.  Mr. Carr responded that any recommendation approved by the board would only change the regulation and in the certificate permissions.  

Dr. Wall raised the issue that colleges may also be guilty of “preparing to the test” – focusing on getting middle school teachers ready for the middle school Praxis test.  Many middle school teachers have difficulty with the high school math Praxis tests because there is higher level content. Mr. McCowan stated that this also brings up the issue of helping colleges and universities look at consistency in order to prepare teachers to help meet and increase rigor.  Dr. Wall stated that he has also been researching middle school certification and the pros and cons of offering a single area certification program versus a dual area certification program.  He has found that, while schools like teachers prepared in two areas, most teachers have a passion for one area and will try to teach in that area.  In a survey within the past few years, almost 80% of middle school teachers teach one content only.  
Ms. Kricket McClure stated that there was a question from the Committee for Math Achievement about the EPSB Math Taskforce’s recommendation to develop a Math Endorsement for Elementary teachers.  Mr. Carr stated that the Math Taskforce had recommended creating a Math Endorsement.  Teachers would earn this through a math specialist program and it would provide schools with teachers that have extended experiences in math.  He noted that this would not be a requirement but could give teachers extra marketability.  Mr. McCoawn noted that it would also give a focus area for teachers working in departmentalized intermediate level courses.  Ms. Melodee Parker wanted verification that this would not be a requirement to teach elementary math.  Mr. Carr verified that it would not be a requirement at this time.  

Going back to expanding middle school permissions, Ms. Parker raised a point about pedagogy skills.  She stated that Fayette County is having elementary teachers working with high school teachers to expand pedagogy skills across grade level lines.  Ms. McClure noted that elementary teachers receive more pre-service pedagogy instruction than middle and high school teachers.  Ms. Parker indicated her preference to extend permissions up to grade 12, which was affirmed by Mr. Johnson.  Mr. Carr reiterated that the 12th grade student needing Algebra 1 was a very rare situation, made rarer by the high school graduation requirements.  It was agreed that grades 10 and 11 would be more appropriate. Mr. Carr thanked Mr. McCowan and Ms. Linville for their valuable input.

Mr. Carr shared feed back received from other groups since the CTF’s last meeting.  He met with KACTE and shared the “Changing Face of Certification” information with them.  All of the information was well received and he has not had any follow-up feedback.  He did reassure KACTE members that the CTF was working within the current teaching force and there were no plans to revamp the framework for certification in Kentucky. 

He also met with members of the Middle Level Higher Education Network.  Their concern was the CTF planned to do away with middle school certification; Mr. Carr assured them this was not the case.  He shared with them the current availability of the TC-HQ to stretch certifications up or down depending on the circumstances.  They stated that they didn’t want to see opening all 8-12 certificates to automatically be 5-12 certificates.   Mr. Carr confirmed that this was not within the preliminary recommendations of the CTF.  

Mr. Carr asked if any members of the CTF had feedback from any of their stakeholders.  Upon hearing none, he moved on to other areas for discussion.  Returning briefly to the topic of the Elementary Math Endorsement, he stated that the Math Taskforce asked the CTF to consider including this within our recommendations to the EPSB.  Mr. Rice stated that he thought it would be a great idea.  He felt it would benefit those hiring teachers because they could target needed areas, similar to the Reading and Writing Endorsement.  Ms. Parked asked what impact this endorsement would have on the current Math Consultant Endorsement.  Mr. Carr stated that, while granting Math Consultant permissions, it would not replace the current endorsement.  Ms. Cindy Godsey noted that elementary teachers cannot currently get the Math Consultant Endorsement, only the Elementary Consultant Endorsement.  

The next issue Mr. Carr brought to the CTF was a possible change in the 2 year out of state KTIP and testing exemption.  During the last CTF meeting there had been discussion of changing this to a 1 year requirement.  The KTIP Taskforce is making a recommendation to change the 2 year requirement to a 1 year requirement, which dovetails with the CTF discussion.  The CTF had also discussed changing the temporary certificate from a 6 year certificate to a 1 year certificate as well as changing some of the wording, which could be requested when the statute is open for the above recommendation.  All agreed.
The next item for discussion were factors to consider when looking at veteran out of state teachers with a certificate and experience, but the teacher achieved the certificate via testing only.  The regulation states that individuals shall have completed a preparation program and curriculum approved by state of issue.  Mr. Carr presented a case study for a teacher that had completed a preparation program, but had 12 years of experience in another certification area gained through testing only.  He asked if the CTF wanted to make any allowance for situations like this when transferring certification to Kentucky.  An example would be looking for a certain number of years of experience combined with passing scores on the KY Praxis requirements.  Ms. Parker asked about the possibility of requesting an adjunct certification, but it was pointed out that most would not have a major in the content area.  Dr. Wall inquired about using the Option 1 Exceptional Work Experience Alternative Route; Mr. Carr indicated that teaching experience does not count towards the 10 years in this route.  Ms. Kim Alexander raised the possibility of doing a proficiency evaluation.  Mr. Carr stated that this would be a good idea, but Dr. Wall pointed out that proficiency evaluations can be very subjective.  Mr. Carr agreed that this is why many universities are not as willing to do proficiency evaluations, especially if the individual did not attend their institution.  Some institutions have or are working on procedures that will allow them to do this.  Dr. Wall indicated that he was very leery of opening the door to test only certificates.  He preferred using either proficiency evaluations or something along the lines of the HQ point system.  Mr. Carr stated that we would probably want to look at a set experience level.  Mr. Rice agreed that experience would be critical.  All agreed that testing only would not be a good idea.  Ms. Godsey raised the possibility of utilizing a modified TC-HQ process with these individuals.  All agreed that it would help answer a many questions.
The final item for discussion was the idea of limiting emergency certificates.  Mr. Carr stated that the federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act Highly Qualified (HQ) Teacher requirements ask states to reduce and/or eliminate the use of emergency certificates.  He pointed out that the use of emergency certificates in Kentucky has decreased dramatically over the last few years, especially with the increased use of Temporary Provisional certification.  Mr. Carr wanted input from the CTF on the possibility of limiting emergency certificates to be good for the current school year only.  Mr. Hub stated that he didn’t see a problem with this because there are so many other opportunities out there.  Mr. Carr pointed out that most emergency certificates issued now are for partial schedules only.  Ms. Parker and Mr. Pete Galloway both pointed out that most districts use emergency certificates only after every other avenue has been explored.  Dr. Wall asked what the advantage of changing this would be.  Mr. Carr indicated that it would be a good faith effort under NCLB; under NCLB it is a “problem” certificate if it doesn’t lead to full certification within a set time frame.  He indicated that it would be possible to allow a change in subjects, but this could lead to “career emergencies”.  It was noted that the dates for emergency certificates are not flexible.  One issuance can be for nine months or just two.  

After breaking for lunch, the group reviewed the preliminary recommendations developed during the last meeting.  These focused on the areas of 1) alternative certification, 2) expanded permissions for some current certificates, 3) adding new areas to existing certificates, 4) adding new/emerging certificate areas, and 5) working with out of state applicants and reciprocity.  Based on the morning’s discussions two additional areas for developing recommendations were added: 6) proficiency evaluations and 7) emergency certificates.  After lengthy discussions covering each topic, recommendations were finalized for each.  Mr. Carr recommended that these recommendations not be shared outside the CTF in their final format prior to their presentation to the EPSB at either the January or March board meeting.  A final draft of the recommendations will be presented to the CTF members for review before they are presented to the EPSB.  Members of the CTF are invited to be present during the meeting where the recommendations are presented.
As the meeting wrapped up, Dr. Wall commented that the CTF’s recommendations should provide relief for districts while still maintaining teacher quality.  Mr. Jon Hall concurred, stating that the good thing about the recommendations is that they are cut and dry and the CTF hasn’t “asked for the moon”.  Mr. Carr noted that we had addressed the needs EPSB staff had heard from districts and universities.  He thanked the group for their dedicated work as members of the Taskforce.  The group adjourned at 2:15.  
