Centers Council Meeting Notes

January 15, 2005

Present:
Monica Osborn



Donna Reid- Houston (CFG Support for A+ Challenge)



Margaret MacLean- Vermont



Daniel Baron



Frank Honts- Devon, MA



Scott Powers, Portland, OR



Gail Lucey- convened Open Space session



Gina Kaplan

Accountability in Facilitation

1. How do we make our own work public?

2. How de we hold each other accountable to do good work?

3. How do we support each other?

Assumption: No one knows my own work better than myself.

Concern: What opportunities do I have to share my work (my portfolio)?

Goal: Set up Peer Observation requirement i.e. every 2 years formal observation

*Combine with Critical Friend/Coach relationship at Winter Meeting?

What does it take to become a National Facilitator?

1. Centers would generate Regional Facilitators, then invite to National.

2. No one becomes a National Facilitator without “interning” coaching.

Issues of Standards, Excellence, Documentation

· Is Facilitating a Seminar/Training the evidence?

· Is the documentation needed?

· Yes- and reflection and growth.

What are we afraid of? Set standards:

	Do
	Don’t

	Exclusionary

We will become “like the rest of them”

Jumping through hoops

Real work/real money

Opened up to too many people- “turf” issues

“Status and Prestige” is what’s driving the need for NSRF Facilitator label


	No focus

(Why do people want to become NF’s?)

Fear of isolated coaches

(Pair facilitators for Coaches’ trainings but not for CFG Coaching)


1. Peer Observation

2. Portfolio Presentation

3. Development of Standards

Put systems in place to support this (above) plan as applied to becoming National Facilitators.

What if at this years’ Facilitators Meeting participants created an agenda/concept of sharing Facilitator work (agenda, feedback from Coaches’ training, national facilitation- feedback from someone who doesn’t “know” you)

1. Using the Peer Observation and Portfolio Presentation as a way of making the work of National Facilitators public and holding each other accountable to do good work.

2. Discussed the idea of setting the guidelines of what a person has to go through to become a National Facilitator

3. What do we fear if we do this/don’t do this?

Centers Doing Ongoing Support: Deepening the Work of Trained People

1. How can Centers support one another?

2. How far and wide can one center be effective?

3. What is National’s role in supporting centers?

4. How do Centers do ongoing support of trained coaches in order to deepen the work and work on quality of the work?

· Surveys, ongoing dialogue- keep current database with current contact info

· Emails

· Monthly chat

· Personal phone calls!

· Coaches clinics

· Regional one-day workshop for trained coaches

· Purpose- why do this work?

· Go to sites and work with individual coaches: what do you need, how can we help?

· Call coaches to do the work- public validation of the work

· Train administrators with their coaches- may encourage “umph” behind it.

· Propose staff development money

· Pete’s model- WOW- partnerships who get it, get to be trained ($500/yr)

· Partner with others in the area- who else is doing the work?

· Pair new people with  mentor people

· Email- monthly email newsletters- how people use CFGs

· Vet attendees of institutes- to be trained as a coach, you  must commit to being in a coaches’ cfg (monthly), for a year OR Three year commitment

· Five day training plus 1 day plus one day = seven days OR 12 days over 2 years

· How can Centers support one another?

· How far and wide can one center be effective?

· What is National’s role in supporting centers?

· How do Centers do ongoing support of trained coaches in order to deepen the work and work on quality of the work?

Open Space Session

1. What might be a coherent and rigorous NSRF research strategy that both documents and informs our work together?

2. What can we do now?

3. What concrete measures can this group take now? 

4. What role NSRF National and the Centers of Activity should play in coordinating and supporting this effort?
· Group considered the complex nature of connecting, in a rigorous and public way, CFG work to student learning. 

· Many variables such as the content of the work, nature of the training, support from the district, the CFG’s ability to transfer team learning to organizational learning – the list went and on – and no obvious methodological strategy that could help us look into this stack of “black boxes.”  

Finding ways to address these methodological challenges.  

· Ethnographic and less “mechanical” approaches were offered as possible ways of beginning to craft a research strategy.  

· The work of Anthony Byrk documented in Trusting Schools was mentioned as an example of a methodology that effectively tackled similarly complex issues by using multiple measures and a well- crafted research strategy.

As the group considered methodological issues, it also began to wonder, “What we can do now?” This was a passionate discussion as some of the members of the group felt that a window of opportunity was closing on the work, and that after 10 years as a national organization, we should have a better handle on these issues.

The group next began discussing exactly what were the issues on which we should have a better handle. 

· Data collection (how to do it and what kind to collect) 

· Measurement of different levels of learning (student, teacher, group and organizational) 

· Coherency of research strategy (are there good instruments already in existence that could be helpful, especially if used in a coordinated fashion?) surfaced in many ways.

Concrete measures this group could take. 

· Pooling of resources (a Research CFG?) or research conference attached to the NSRF Winter or National Facilitators meeting.  

· Could be a call for papers around the questions “What is NSRF?” and “What differences does it make?” 

· The idea of defining what the work of NSRF is in a more rigorous conceptual way, and then seeing how that work made a difference in the learning of students, teachers, CFGs and schools seemed to make sense. 

· However, many members of the group also felt that we need to be more aggressive and intentional in pursuing a research strategy. We need to do more than share our work

· Members of the group argued that it would be important to develop a coherent research strategy sooner than later, and many members made commitments to help with this work, coordinate their research with other members of the group, provide doctoral students to help with the effort and even begin to search for funding for this work.

The group adjourned having made some public commitments to each other about continuing to this conversation, but without having answered the question around which the group convened. 

 2006 Meeting Location 

Concerns regarding how to choose a site:

· Building capacity with coaches

· Convenient to travel to 

· Honoring what has happened in 10 years and focus on equity

· Intent and concern for inclusiveness (good ole’ boys club)-reach out to new people

· Center of Activity strongly connected to NSRF

· Consider centers with ethnically diverse center of activity

Reports from sites considering hosting next winter meeting:

Denver

Reasons:

· Excited about momentum in state

· SW region feel excitement

· Stevi Quate retiring and wants connection with university

· Lots of facilitators and sites available

Seattle (Julie Hudson)

Reasons:

· Flexible

· Lots of good work with Gates and SS

· Lots of good facilitators

· Restaurants near hotels and convention center

· 14-15 people here this meeting

· having facilitator and participant capacity

Chicago (Lois Butler)

· in the middle

· 10th anniversary-get as many people as possible

· hotels and restaurants

· where is best site for 10th anniversary ?

Dallas

· no offer

Florida

· good weather

