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I. Teacher Internship Subcommittee Report 

This report explores the possibility of a partnership between the Enfield School District and a university‑based teacher internship program as a way to enhance the Enfield substitute teacher program. After discussing Enfield’s current substitute system, the report will present the Teacher Internship Model. It will then describe two Connecticut teacher internship programs and how those programs are used by five Connecticut School Districts. A discussion of the potential educational benefits and estimated cost savings will follow. Subcommittee recommendations will complete the report. 

II. Teacher Internship Subcommittee Research Resources

The research for this report was gathered from the following sources:

· Internet 

· Email  correspondence with Bristol school district

· Meetings with: 

· Craig Cooke, Human Resources Director for the Enfield School District

· Nick Maiorino, Coordinator of Internships and Recruitment at the University of New Haven 

· Telephone discussions with: 

· Representatives of the following school districts: Wolcott, Southington, Plainville, Milford 

· College administrator from the University of Bridgeport

· Site visit to Newington High School, satellite location of the University of New Haven Teacher Internship Program 

· Research conducted at Asnuntuck Community College and the CT State Department of Education Resource Center in Middletown, CT. 

III. Enfield's Substitute Teacher Program 
The members of this subcommittee met with Human Resources Director, Craig Cooke, in April, 2008. Our understanding of Enfield’s substitute program is based on the information that Mr. Cooke provided then and subsequently. He provided a list of the number of substitutes used for the period that began in September 4, 2007 and ran through April 18, 2008. According to that list, an average of 33 substitutes teachers were used in the district per day. Ignoring the first week of school, the number of substitute teachers ranged from eight to 63 per day. Mr. Cooke reported that most substitutes are used for short-term assignments of five days or less. They are paid at a rate of $90 per day. An assignment becomes long‑term at day six when the rate increases to $99 per day. Mr. Cooke said that he believes the $90 rate is comparatively generous, allowing Enfield to draw qualified substitutes from Enfield and surrounding towns with a 95% fill rate. The substitute budget for the 2007 - 2008 school year was $569,139. As of March 31, 2008 the total substitute expenditure was $469,281. This number can be extrapolated to approximately $670,000 for ten months. 

According to Enfield's Substitute Teacher Handbook, a substitute applicant must provide college transcripts with evidence of at least two years of college, fingerprint documentation and a state waiver for less than four years of college. Upon being hired, substitutes are given a handbook which explains the responsibilities of a substitute such as expected arrival times and the necessity of following the absent teacher’s lesson plan. Substitutes are asked to report back to the teacher through the use of a note in the teacher’s plan book or completing a form provided in the handbook. Substitutes receive their assignments from a “sub caller.” If a substitute is new to a school, the principal will be notified and either the principal or department head will meet the new substitute to explain basic school procedures.

The subcommittee believes that Enfield has a substitute program that consistently places substitutes in the classrooms. There is good administrative control over the placement process with close cooperation between administrators, principals and the sub callers. However, it does appear that substitutes receive only minimal training upon being hired and minimal support in their day-to-day work. Although a substitute evaluation form is included in the hand book, this subcommittee understands that evaluation relies mostly on student reports and informal principal observation. There does not seem to be any process for the substitutes to provide feedback to principals and teachers about their substituting experience and how it could have been improved. There is increasing information available that addresses all of the issues given above (Armenta & Darwin, 2007; Association for Career and Technical Education, 2007; Brunner & Dennis, 2005; Henderson, Protheroe, & Porch, 2002.) Finally, there is no easily accessible data that can be used to monitor how substitutes are used. For example, data was not available as to the number of short-term versus long-term subs used, nor was there data to document for what purpose they were used. Maternity leave, short‑term illness or approved pre-planned time for activities such as PPT’s, CMT preparation and teacher training are all legitimate instances to track.

There are a variety of solutions to the observed shortcomings with Enfield's substitute program. After doing some research, the subcommittee would like to propose that the Board and Administration consider the Teacher Internship Model as part of the solution. The subcommittee believes the Enfield substitute program is run as a traditional system. However, our research suggests that there are programs and services now available that could refresh and enhance the program. 

IV. The Teacher Internship Model – Background
State alternative teacher certification programs were the original impetus for the development of university teacher internship programs (Walsh & Jacobs, 2007). The state alternative certification programs are well established. In 2007, all 50 states and the District of Columbia reported that they were implementing some type of alternative route to certification (Feistritzer, 2007). The original intent of state alternative certification programs was to provide an accelerated path to teacher certification during a time of teacher shortage. Universities responded by developing accelerated teacher preparation pathways for teacher candidates. There has been widespread concern about the adequacy of teacher preparation by alternative certification programs (Honawar, 2007; Humphrey & Wechsler, 2007), especially by the university‑developed programs (Walsh & Jacobs, 2007). Universities have responded to such criticism with studies that show not only the adequacy, but the relative success of their programs (Masci & Stotko, 2006) and how the programs can be improved (Ledoux & McHenry, 2008).

Although there are many nuances to the teacher internship programs as developed by various universities, the basic model is as follows. A university and a school district establish a contractual partnership agreement. The university agrees to recruit and present to the district qualified candidates who, if approved, will work in the district for about one year. The interns work during the day in schools and attend classes at night. When at school, they can perform any duty a teacher, paraprofessional, substitute or instructional aide might perform. The university agrees to support the intern through field supervisors and other university program staff. The district agrees to provide the intern with the opportunity to engage in a variety of teaching experiences. The district also agrees to provide adequate supports to the intern in the form of work space, supplies, lesson plans (if substituting), and supervision. Sometimes districts are asked to assign the intern a professional staff member who will act as their mentor. The district pays an agreed upon amount to the university, typically in one to three payments, to supplement the cost of the intern’s tuition. 

V. Connecticut Teacher Internship Programs  

Connecticut school districts have a long history of partnering with universities in providing teacher internship programs as described in the model given above. The Fairfield School District has collaborated with nearby universities for more than 25 years in operating their Graduate Internship Substitute Program (Henderson, Protheroe, & Porch, 2002). Fairfield, Quinnipiac and Sacred Heart Universities all provide teacher internships in the southwestern Connecticut area. More recently, universities have begun partnering with districts closer to the Hartford area (Hartford Courant, 2006).These include programs offered by the University of New Haven and the University of Bridgeport. In order to better understand the particulars of university intern programs in general, the subcommittee investigated the program at the University of New Haven in depth. 

The University of New Haven program provides an intern a full-year internship experience in a local school district. Interns work September through June or January through December The teacher candidates are required to have a bachelor’s degree with a GPA of at least 2.7. Currently, the average GPA of the UNH candidates is above 3.0. The internship program leads to a teaching certification and a Masters Degree. Concurrent with their work in the school district, interns must attend classes three evenings a week. The UNH program provides three locations for this coursework. The closest location to Enfield is in Newington. Student teaching is completed after the year of interning, and there is no expectation that the student teaching would be performed in the same district. 

 Unlike most substitute programs, prior to starting, interns are required to attend a three-day Training Session designed to prepare the teacher candidates for their initial classroom experience. Training sessions include Special Education Issues, Legal Issues in Education, Using the Substitute Manual and the Code of Professional Responsibility. In addition, UNH interns are required to take their first one-credit course, Introduction to Education, which introduces them to the elements of classroom instruction. 

During the internship, the intern can be assigned to perform multiple educational tasks including, but not limited to, substituting, tutoring, working with special needs children, and monitoring classrooms with teachers. The interns receive formal evaluations by an assigned university supervisor three times during the internship. A professional staff member from the district is assigned as a mentor and meets with the university supervisor regularly. Interns are required to keep a journal about their experiences. These journals are reviewed by the supervisors and reflected in their grades. Finally, the interns are required to produce a Teaching Portfolio reflective of their total internship experience. Interns are allowed a maximum of five individual days of absence for the school year.
Information about an intern is provided to the district. A representative of the district will interview the intern and has the right to reject the recommended intern. The UNH believes they recruit high quality candidates, but the district has the final decision on accepting an intern. The University works closely with districts to resolve any issues related to the interns and their work. However, if an issue cannot be resolved, the district can request the removal of an intern. It has been the experience at UNH that this rarely happens.

The University of New Haven charges school districts $11,500 for each intern for a full school year. This rate is discounted according to how many interns a district uses. For example, if a district used eight interns, the rate would be $9,500 per intern. Billing occurs three times a year. 

The subcommittee also looked at the intern program at The University of Bridgeport. It is a “sister” program to that at the University of New Haven. It began in 1981. The University of Bridgeport places interns in over 65 school districts in CT and New York. There are classroom locations for coursework in Bridgeport, Stamford and Waterbury. The internship location cannot be more than one hour away from the class location. Admission requirements are a bachelor’s degree with a minimum GPA of 2.67, an essay about why a candidate wants to teach and experience with children. A prospective intern will be interviewed by the director of the intern program and the school district. Support for the intern is provided by program staff, field supervisors, academic advisors, school staff and other interns. 

VI. Districts Using Teacher Internship Models 

A large number of Connecticut school districts are taking advantage of internship programs. Five districts were contacted and interviewed regarding their use of teacher interns from the University of Bridgeport and the University of New Haven. Two of the interviewed districts, Wolcott and Plainville, are in Enfield’s District Reference Group. The other three districts contacted include Bristol, Southington, and Milford. In each case, the point of contact was an administrator from the school district. Four of the administrators were interviewed through a telephone conversation. One administrator responded by email. Each administrator was asked to describe their use of teacher interns. The administrators were also asked to give their opinion as to the benefits, cost savings, and any problems associated with using teacher interns.

The five school districts interviewed have been using teacher interns from the University of Bridgeport, the University of New Haven, or both, for six to eleven years. Generally, one intern is placed in each school. The most frequently cited use of interns was as substitute teachers. Interns were also used for assistance in special projects, coverage when teachers are in meetings, paraprofessional coverage, and helping specialists such as speech pathologists.

The districts reported high degrees of satisfaction with the teacher internship programs. The two most cited benefits were the consistency of coverage in the buildings and the opportunity to view the work of possible future teachers. The administrators also indicated that the universities do a good job with the logistics of the program, i.e. recruitment and support. The only problem consistently reported was a need for more candidates at times. One district did report that “once or twice” an intern “just did not work well in the classroom.” That issue was resolved with the university program.

Four out of five of the programs reported a cost savings with the use of interns and the fifth believes substitutes and interns cost about the same per day. All of the districts have lower sub pay rates than Enfield, ranging from $70 to $85 per day. The amount of savings seems to depend on how extensively the districts use the interns as substitutes and any discounts they receive for using a specified number of interns. All five districts plan to continue using interns from the university programs. 

VII. Educational Benefits   

This subcommittee believes that the primary strength of the Teacher Internship Model as implemented by university programs lies in the educational benefits provided to the students they serve. These benefits include the consistency and flexibility of coverage they provide, the immersion of the intern into the school culture (interns are often regarded by students as faculty members), the quality and preparation of the interns and the benefits that arise from a district and university collaboration. 

The benefit most often reported by the districts was the consistency and flexibility of having an intern for the daily building coverage. The districts reported that principals valued having someone they can count on being there every day. While the primary use of the interns was for substitute coverage, the district representatives liked having the interns available for special projects as well. One district reported using an intern as an assistant for a month in classrooms where a Chinese language program was being developed. Interns are also valuable for incidental coverage, i.e. teacher meetings, PPT’s, or temporary classroom assistance. The availability of the intern can contribute to a smoother running day for the principal and staff members. 

Additionally, over the course of the year, interns become immersed in the school culture. One district reported that some interns have become so committed to the students that they have volunteered for after-school clubs. Administrators reported that students come to respect interns more as “regular teachers” because the students see the same intern having daily interaction with the principal, teachers and other staff members. According to the interviews, this enhances the learning environment for students and staff alike.

Another cited benefit was the quality of the teacher interns. The districts reported receiving “excellent, top-notch” candidates who are very committed to the path they have chosen. They felt that the opportunity for principals to choose the interns that they believed would be the best candidates for their schools further enhanced the selection process. They valued the opportunity to contribute to the educational preparation of these future teachers whether or not they were later hired by the district. However, all of the districts did report hiring former interns. The committee believes that there may be current Enfield substitute and paraprofessional employees who would be good candidates for the teacher internship program.

The subcommittee envisions benefits to the Enfield substitute teacher program that would go beyond the program itself. The committee believes that the experience of the 12 school mentors, who are working with the interns, could be used to develop better substitute training and supports. After a year, the teacher mentors and the interns should have some helpful insights about the subbing experience and what could make it better. For example,  

· what was helpful at the intern’s initial training that would be good to have in a district‘s own substitutes training, 

· what should be the standard format of a good classroom sub folder, 

· what could make the communication with the teacher better. 

The interns, mentors and current substitute teachers could collaborate to develop procedures and processes to improve the training and support of substitutes. 

VIII. Cost Savings 

As discussed above, four out of the five districts reported a cost savings from using interns. Most of the districts based this opinion on a comparison of their per diem sub rate versus the daily cost of using interns. One district contracts with the University of Bridgeport based on a university per diem rate specifically so they can “cost out” the use of subs versus the use of interns. That contractual rate for interns is $61.95 as compared to that district’s base per diem substitute rate of $70 per day. Please note that the $90 Enfield short-term substitute rate is $20 higher than this district’s substitute rate. If this district sees cost savings at the $70 rate, Enfield could reasonably expect to see some cost savings at its higher rate.

An attractive feature of the University of New Haven cost plan is the discounts received based on the number of interns used. The rate for one intern begins at $11,500, but decreases to $9,500 per intern when eight or more interns are used (See Appendix A - UNH Flexible Rate Schedule in the back). If Enfield placed an intern in each school, as most of the contacted districts do, the cost to the Enfield School District would be $114,000 as compared to the $195,480 cost of twelve substitute teachers at the $90 rate. This represents a savings of approximately 42%.

 The savings are only approximate, however, because an intern would not be replacing substitute everyday. A substitute may not be needed in a school on a particular day, or the intern may be engaged in activities other than substituting. UNH has previously looked at the percentage of days that an intern spends substituting and found it to be approximately 75%. Taking this into account, if twelve interns could replace the cost of twelve substitutes 75% of the time, the estimated cost savings would still be approximately 17%. It was difficult to estimate the potential cost savings for Enfield based on actual substitute costs. As noted earlier, no detailed information was available regarding the number of long‑term substitutes used on a daily basis. Therefore, the actual cost may be higher on some days than is reflected by the $90 rate. UNH interns can work up to 10 consecutive days in the same assignment. An assignment longer than that would have to be approved by the UNH program directors.

IX. Conclusions 

This subcommittee believes Enfield has a good substitute system in place to address the needs of its faculty and students. We commend all the dedicated administrators, teachers, and substitute teachers who make that system work so well. However, we believe that there are ways to make that system even better. One of the possibilities that might strengthen the program is to establish a partnership with a university with a teacher internship program.

X. Recommendations 

Based on the subcommittee's observations and research, the members wish to make the following recommendations to the Board of Education and the Superintendent. 

	RECOMMENDATION #1 – Explore the Feasibility of Using Interns in Enfield

· Finding: The subcommittee's research indicates that an intern program can make available quality substitutes at a cost-effective rate. The districts consulted were highly satisfied with the program. Although cost savings were cited, it was the quality of the interns recruited and their consistent presence at the schools that received the highest praise. 

· Conclusion: Establishing an Intern Program in the Enfield School District may help to address some of the recognized shortcomings of substitute programs in general and Enfield's in particular. 

· Recommendation: The Board should direct the Superintendent to investigate various intern programs at universities to determine if a partnership would benefit the substitute program. 




	RECOMMENDATION #2 – Track & Report on Substitute Usage

· Finding: Data and reports on substitute usage were not readily available or easy to produce. 

· Conclusion: Tracking substitute usage and, as a corollary, teacher absences are critical administrative functions. “You can't manage what you can't measure.” How can you consider using something that you might think is better when you do not have the figures to properly document what you have? 

· Recommendation: The Board should charge the Superintendent with having a procedure developed to track substitute usage and teacher absence system‑wide, by school and by reason. Usage reports should be produced on a monthly basis for the Superintendent. The Superintendent should periodically summarize this report for the Board and bring the Board’s attention to any unanticipated trending. 



	RECOMMENDATION #3 – Improve Substitute Training 

· Finding: There is no formal training for substitutes beyond being issued the Substitute Teacher Handbook. 

· Conclusion: Training for substitutes is inadequate for the responsibilities associated with the position. 

· Recommendation: The Board should direct the Superintendent to investigate the benefits of a training session for new substitutes. The Substitute Teacher Handbook should be annually reviewed and updated with input from principals, teachers and substitute teachers. The handbook should be updated with references to resources relevant to improving substitute skills. 




XI. Observations for Future Consideration 

The Subcommittee found one area that we thought was of interest but was outside out our original scope and we did not have the time to pursue. That was the per diem rate of $90 that Enfield offers its substitute teachers. It appeared to be on the high side when compared with the rate of other school districts that we encountered in our research. If a future Audit Subcommittee again looks into the substitute program, we would suggest that they compare Enfield’s per diem rate with those of other districts in the area.

Appendix A – UNH Flexible Rate Schedule

University of New Haven Flexible Rate Schedule

	Number of 

Interns Placed


	Cost to 

District
	Sub @

$90 for 181

school days

	1
	$11,500
	$16,290

	2
	$23,000
	$32,580

	3
	$34,000
	$48,870

	4
	$44,750
	$65,160

	5
	$55,250
	$81,450

	6
	$65,250
	$97,740

	7
	$74,750
	$114,030

	8*
	$76,000
	$130,320

	12
	$114,000
	$195,480


*Rate is discounted to $9,500 per intern 

Appendix B – Resources
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District Contacts

Bristol Public Schools, Laura Jackman

Milford Public Schools, Carol Altieri

Plainville Public Schools, Ewa Heppner

Southington Public Schools, Kim Hunt

Wolcott Public Schools, Irene Turek 

University Contacts & Websites 

University of Bridgeport, Harriet Klineman, (203) 576-4219 http://www.bridgeport.edu/pages/3562.asp 
University of New Haven, Nicholas Maiorino, (203) 932-7009 
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