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Mr. Mike Carr welcomed the Certification Task Force (CTF) at 9:35 and introduced Dr. Phil Rogers, Executive Director of the Education Professional Standards Board.  Dr. Rogers thanked everyone for being a part of the group.  He said that he hoped the group would approach problems with out of the box thinking, focusing on the mission of getting the best in the classroom we can possibly have.  He noted that EPSB staff can benefit from the input of those that know what is happening in the real world and that the group should focus on how it can assist districts while not diluting quality.
Mr. Carr gave an overview of the task force and asked each member to give an introduction.  He noted that it was the first time in memory that a group of this type with members from such diverse entities has been convened for the sole purpose of looking at certification in general.  
After introductions, Mr. Carr reviewed the CTF Notebook materials and provided insight as to how these materials would help guide some of the group’s work.  
· Background information
· Charter

· Changing Face of Certification Presentation 

· The origin of the CTF came from this presentation to the EPSB during the board retreat in June.
· Alternative Certification Options

· Alternative certification presentation
· Option 7 statute

· Mr. Carr stated that Option 7 has not been widely used by the university system.  It is a way that any provider can seek board approval.  There are private providers out there that are interested in coming in to KY through this route; current EPSB regulations restrict some of this (i.e. regional accreditation requirement)
· Grade level Expansions for Current Certification
· Letter from the West KY Education Cooperative

· Mr. Carr said this letter illustrated districts looking at the possibility of allowing 5-9 middle school certifications to go up in some math content areas to 10th or 11th grade.  Other content areas could be discussed as well
· Certification by Testing/ TC-HQ Information
· TC-HQ information and application

· KY does not allow cert by testing; TC-HQ allows an individual to add a certification area with the Praxis test and HOUSSE (no coursework). 
· CTF may want to look at tweaking the TC-HQ as a viable option for veteran teachers

· Survey from NASDTEC member states re: certification by testing only

· Most states in south region allow certification by testing in some way; some with and some without restrictions.
· All states only talking about currently certified individuals adding a new area.
· Considerations for the CTF include issues related to teachers moving to and from states where testing only is allowed.
· Alabama plan
· This is one state’s specific plan for adding certification via testing (shared with group)
· Emerging areas of certification

· Literacy task force

· Some are asking for a literacy coaching endorsement.  
· Autism endorsement
· The CTF should all the ramifications of creating new endorsements, especially in special education.
· Occupation based areas
· In many areas, fields are changing or evolving.  i.e. engineering

· Proficiency evaluations

· Regulation

· Survey

· Mr. Carr said that universities would want to make sure a solid procedure is in place.  He said the CTF may want to modify the regulation to give specifics as to what a university should look for.
· Reciprocity

· Regulation

· Statute governing the Interstate Agreement

· 2004 NASDTEC agreement

· It was stated that “reciprocity is the most misunderstood topic in the history of teacher certification”.  Mr. Carr reminded the group that it does not mean “if you’ve got it there you get it here”.  Dr. Paul Wirtz asked what the steps are for someone coming from a NASDTEC Interstate Compact state.  Mr. Carr stated that KY is reciprocal based on completion of a teacher preparation program.  If an individual has completed an approved teacher preparation program in another state, KY will recognized it. The problems come up with testing only and alternative certification programs, especially district run programs.  KY grants the most equivalent certification possible. 
· Mr. Henry Lacy asked how the Troops to Teachers program falls into this.  Mr. Carr stated that it is an alt route; we use degree and years in military to grant the certification.
After reviewing the notebook materials, Mr. Carr reviewed the CTF charter as approved by the EPSB in August.  He clarified the definition of “endorsement” – in KY it is a rider on a base certifications; other states call any area an endorsement.  Ideally, the task force should complete its work by February.
Next the CTF took a closer look at the Changing Face of Certification document that was presented to the EPSB in June.  This document was the stimulus for the formation of the CTF.  Mr. Carr emphasized that the district university relationship should be a partnership.  He will present the Changing Face of Certification to KASHRM (HR directors’ group) in September and as for input to help guide the CTF’s work.  

The Changing Face of Certification document listed several issues with regards to the current climactic conditions surrounding certification issues:

· Ongoing regional shortages – referenced the letter from the West KY Educational Cooperative
· Another need brought up was that districts need endorsement programs for ESL – maybe in the form of a probationary certificate
· Call for new types of occupation based/career tech areas

· Legislature and alternative routes

· Mr. Carr noted that the legislature is not passive on this issue 

· STEM bills, focused at getting engineers into teaching
· SB 64, HB 619

· Private providers – CTF needs to look at how we address these groups (i.e. OVEC and Option 7)

· Private vendors

· I Teach Texas – This group is seeking approval in KY and several other states; EPSB staff is working with them to see if they can get proper accreditation to pursue state approval
· They do not use same structure that the universities do – they use mentoring, master teachers etc. 

· ABCTE

· The federal government funded this program to get a national certification.  Certification is granted via a testing process.
· 8-10 states have approved ABCTE as a method of certification
· Mobility issues especially with testing only certificates

· Reciprocity issues
· How do we deal with it?
· Recent change of out of state online programs regulation may have an effect on mobility issues
· Mr. Carr talked with the board when this regulation changed – move ins will be ok for most part.
· Current KY teachers limited to institutions that meet the more stringent requirements
· Best in class loans funding eliminated

· This loan was used for many pursuing special education certification through Option 6

· Special ed emergencies have been greatly reduced

· Lower state $$ + lower raises = more retirement

· Proficiency Cases (Latin, agriculture etc)
· Mr. Carr noted that some universities have policies that prevent doing proficiency evaluations 
· Ms. Kim Alexander stated that it can be hard to get people to put their name on it or even look at it.  Some don’t think it is legal.
The CTF reviewed the possible responses to these issues listed in the Changing Face of Certification which include a focus on the TC-HQ and possible modifications to that with testing options.  Mr. Carr reminded the group that we don’t want to have a negative impact on teacher quality.
The group then began a discussion on the most effective way to deal with some of these issues.  Mr. John Marks asked, in talking about examining current needs, regulations, etc, especially as related to CTE, are we assuming that the process we are using now is working in terms of preparation?  He said, for him, there are some real concerns there.  Mr. Carr said that issues like that are within the scope of what we can discuss.
Mr. Kevin Hub stated that the more information and numbers we can gather will help move our process along and will help focus our work.  Ms. Melodee Parker suggested that we get a needs assessment from co-ops, superintendents, and other stakeholders and then prioritize those needs.  Ms. Kricket McClure said data may be needed regarding projected retirements and how it will impact our needs.  
Mr. Pete Galloway shared a situation from Graves County last year.  Graves County needed a math teacher and had an alumnus with an engineering degree; they couldn’t get him certified because he needed a lower level math class that was only taught during the day.  Graves County met with Murray State University education and math departments to look at the situation.  For the math department, it was a case of numbers – not enough people to justify offering the classes needed at night.  Mr. Galloway said he didn’t “know that chemistry and math will ever take care of itself, but we don’t want to lower the bar.
Dr. Russ Wall said the strength of the secondary program is the major; teachers know their content; the weakness of the program is also that they have a major – they can go to industry and make twice as much.
Mr. Hub said we need to remember the challenge of meeting NCLB requirements, too.  Dr. Wirtz asked what the speculation is about what will happen to Highly Qualified.  Will it disappear? Mr. Carr said no; Ms. Cindy Godsey said the term evolving to Highly Effective Teacher, but the concept is still there.
Mr. Carr noted that it appeared the group wanted to get input from as many groups as possible.  He asked Mr. Marks and Mr. Lacy to with contacts within CTE.  The primary concerns, especially with regards to university input, are:
How are we going to contact them?
What are we going to ask?
When do we want it back?
Dr. Wall said the CTF should try to get as much data as it can get its hands on.  The group may also want to check with certification officers for day to day common problems.  He has been told that we are over regulated. Mr. Hub recommended also involving the teacher education committee from the universities; these groups include education and content personnel.  Involving this group may also help with using proficiency evaluations.  Mr. Carr noted that content areas also have their own groups and that this may be a place to use of KDE content specialists.  Dr. Wirtz said that every college has to have a teacher ed committee with representation from all content areas; these groups also include a practitioner.  He recommended we take a survey to them and KDE content area groups.  Mr. Carr stated that, right now, a survey should be as broad as possible.  The group agreed.
Dr. Wirtz asked how teacher shortage areas are projected.  Mr. Carr said it looks at retirements and number of teachers being produced.  He stated that the definition of shortages may differ; it can be a balance of teachers or it can be vacancies.  Mr. Roger Johnson commented that the number of applicants can vary greatly depending on school locations.  Mr. Mickey Rice remarked that it used to be we just talked science and math with regards to shortages; that is not the case any more i.e. English has become a problem now. Demographics can be an issue as well as job availability for spouses.  Mr. Carr gave the example that no matter how many you prepare in physics, you may not have that one person to apply in a remote district.  Statistics show that 80% of teachers teach within 50 miles of where they graduated.
Mr. Hub suggested an alternative focus for survey; maybe it should start with the issues listed in the Changing Face of Certification document.

Ms. Parker asked if it were unreasonable to have a “blank” probationary type certificate.  She raised the possibility of having general requirements to do probationary, endorsements etc.  Mr. Carr stated that we didn’t want to reverse from being a standards based state to a course based.  Some of these issues may be mitigated if we have more endorsement programs online.  Dr. Wall stated that try to do a lot of extensions; the problem is that they identify courses needed but those courses aren’t offered at a convenient time and there aren’t enough people to offer it at night.  Mr. Carr suggested that this may be a good way to use PD instead of content courses via the TC-HQ.  
Mr. Hub asked if moving principal preparation program back to post masters would help; would it allow content courses to be offered at better times?  Dr. Wall sated that the masters re-design will hopefully move teachers out of administration and counseling and back into content focus masters.  Mr. Marks brought up the national movement to encourage to teachers to get 18 content hours at the graduate level to allow for dual credit.
After lunch, the group reviewed the survey Mr. Carr will be using on September 10th at the KASHRM conference.  Dr. Wirtz recommended a comments and elaboration area on section 2 of the survey.  It was noted that the survey would need to expand/change for university and CTE personnel.
Mr. Hub commented that the group had talked a lot about district level folks but principals may be interested too and may have some valuable input.  He recommended the use of an online survey site and using the global address or the state organizations to send information to the principals.  Mr. John Hall, Mr. Bill Eckels, and Mr. Johnson all commented that, in their districts, candidate screening happens more at district level so contacting principals ay be duplicative.  Mr. Carr asked: if we send this to superintendents, principals, and HR directors, who else do we want to include and what questions do we ask?  Dr. Wirtz said to contact the teacher education committees go to the deans and chairs. Mr. Marks and Mr. Lacy agreed that they could tweak a survey for their group.  It was recommended that the survey attempt to get the most general data possible from the widest variety of people.
The focus then changed to what the group wanted to ask in the survey.  Mr. Hub brought up that the CTF is focusing on two basic questions:  what are the problems and what are the solutions.  Mr. Carr asked if the CTF would rather just ask what the issues are and then develop solutions from there.  
Mr. Marks commented that CTE recently did a survey asking for feedback from 1-3 year teachers.  They got a lot of good detail regarding preparation.  
Mr. Galloway stated that responses this year may be very different from last year.  He also emphasized that we need to make sure districts with problems are responding.
Mr. Carr reminded the group that the CTF should focus on what the problems are in certification, not necessarily in hiring or preparation.  Mr. Hub and Ms. Godsey suggested using the CTF Charter objectives as a starting point for the survey.  Questions that came from objective one included:
Do you understand alternative certification?

How much are you using alternative certification candidates?

How effective are alternative certification programs?
Mr. Lacy asked if the group wanted to expand beyond the six objectives.  He brought up the issue of the value of Rank 1 and 2 and asked if it was something that this group should discuss.  Mr. Carr stated that the EPSB has recently gone through a three year master’s redesign that restructures master’s degrees.  Based on this work, the EPSB plans on keeping Rank 1 and 2 and hopes the redesigned master’s programs will result in increasing their value.  Mr. Lacy also asked about dual certification areas - can universities look at encouraging or requiring people to pursue multiple certification areas.  Dr. Wirtz noted that universities are pressured to get people out with around 120 credit hours within four years.  Mr. Hall noted that middle school programs have trouble getting applicants in dual track areas.  Mr. Carr stated that the CTF may have more success looking at how we can expand certification of current teachers to add new areas.
Mr. Marks asked if we wanted to know if teacher preparation programs are adequately preparing teachers.  Mr. Rice stated that they get a lot of good people out of programs by screening at district and keeping people that should be there.  He said that some of the responsibility has to fall on the districts but that screening at the university level needs to be stronger.  Dr. Wall said it has to do with dispositions.  Mr. Hall remarked that KTIP is supposed to help weed out ineffective teachers, but it may not be doing that.  Many districts pass an individual on internship but non-renew them.  Dr. Wirtz noted that, for accreditation purposes, more screening is now involved and has gotten significantly better.  Dr. Wall agreed that the requirements are now much harder.
The focus returned to the survey.  Dr. Wirtz suggested that links to the EPSB website and regulations be included for definition purposes.  The group took a closer look at the third question on the KASHRM survey and how it relates to the CTF Charter objectives.
On a 1-5 scale, with 1 being little or no problem and 5 being a critical problem, please rant the following certification issues facing your district:

a. Not enough alternative certification programs in KY

b. Problems in getting candidates enrolled in current alternative certification programs

c. Difficulty in getting currently certified teachers in university course work to add a new certificate area

d. Difficulty in getting out of state teachers certified in KY

e. Other than the above issues, please list and rate other major issues that you would like to see addressed by the EPSB Certification Task Force:

It was determined that question (a) addressed objective #1, (b) addressed objective #1, (c) addressed objectives #2 and #3, and (d) addressed objective #6.  Mr. Carr brought up the issue of getting CTE teachers especially in new areas.  Mr. Marks asked if preparation programs were a part of this group of questions.  He has particular concerns with the 64 hour program for occupation based teachers.  There was some question as to if the CTF survey should address Objective 3.  Mr. Carr questioned if the group really wants to know about teacher shortages or if the focus should be that the CTF wants to know about what isn’t working in certification.  The CTF’s  job is to tweak regulations to get quality people in the classroom.  He asked if maybe a better way to put it in the survey is to ask what the barriers to certification are.  Dr. Wall asked if there was a way to see what areas are needed statewide. 
Mr. Hub state that he felt the survey should tell the CTF which of the six objectives should be our focus.  Mr. Carr drafted five sample questions/issues using a 1-5 rating:
1. Access and/or availability of alternative certification programs to prepare teachers in your geographic area.

2. Lack of entry into alternative certification programs at the time that new teachers are needed in school districts.

3. Adding or expanding certificate areas or grade level areas for existing certified teachers.

4. Availability of career/technical education teachers.

5. Enabling out of state teachers to become certified in Kentucky.

Respondents would be asked to rate each on a scale of 1 to 5 as related to being a critical problem.  Mr. Hub pointed out that question three covers several of the objectives.  Dr. Wall asked if we wanted to look at increasing the pipeline as part of the group’s tasks.  Everyone agreed that if there was a big idea missing from the objectives, we want to make sure we get it by asking “are there other areas of concern” and “do you have any creative suggestions/ideas”.  

Mr. Hall pointed out that some of the big problem areas in hiring are the sciences, because they are so restrictive, and Moderate and Severe Disabilities.  He asked if these were EPSB decisions or university decisions.  Mr. Carr stated that the general science certification was eliminated several years ago and split into the four areas.  Prior to that, there weren’t enough candidates interested in pursuing general science certification because of the volume of credit hours and the testing requirements.  Mr. Hall pointed out that this would be a great area to use a testing option for adding certification.  
Mr. Lacy asked if there is a “perfect” system out there.  Mr. Carr responded that no state has all of the answers.  Dr. Wall pointed out that in many places it is a Quality versus Quantity issue.
Mr. Marks asked if question 4 was too specific and if it was really what we want to ask.  Dr. Wirtz suggested the survey include directions to answer this question only if the respondent works with CTE programs.  The group decided to word it as “need for in emerging and present areas”, but then modified it to read “for new or emerging areas of certification”.  It was decided that the question would not be limited to just those that work directly with CTE schools.  
Mr. Carr said that he would use Zoomerang to send out the survey as soon as possible.  Mr. Carr asked how the group would like to structure the October 10th meeting – as small groups or continuing with the large group for now.  Dr. Wall stated that he would like to hear from additional people that may have an impact on the work of the CTF.  Mr. Rice and Mr. Marks both stated that they liked hearing from the larger group.  It was decided that the October 10th meeting would stay in the large group format to review the survey results and determine the direction of the CTF from there.  Mr. Carr pointed out that, as the group begins to formulate solutions, we’ll need to vet those solutions with “experts” such as university personnel or KDE curriculum specialists for consequences.

The meeting was adjourned at 2:37. 
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