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Introduction

The meeting was called to order at 12:30 pm by Hanne Mawhinney. Nancy Carey and Margaret Pfaff shared session highlights from the recent NSDC meeting with the Council. The day’s agenda included the following items:

· Discussion of findings and recommendations on the role of school-based coaches 

· Discussion of observations from a review of Master Plan Updates 

· Discussion of overall structure of the report 

Discussion of findings and recommendations on the role of school-based coaches 

Bruce Haslam reported on a study in progress by the Wallace Foundation surrounding school leadership. Dr. Haslam noted that one aspect of the study underscores that with the emergence of the role of coaches as a driving factor, as an organization, the way schools learn is changing. 

Both Ms. Carey and Dr. Haslam reported on the reaction of the Professional Development Coordinators to the School-Based Professional Development Staff in Maryland: Summary of Preliminary Findings.  Ms. Carey reported that the PD Coordinators requested time to double check district data with the appropriate central office staff before the report was made public. They also asked that the job function be clarified. Dr. Haslam mentioned that the original estimate of 2,700 teachers in a coaching role may have seemed too large at first but now has been supported as more districts say that they may have seriously under reported the number of people in those roles.

Carol Corwell-Martin shared an example of a very sophisticated Level One Evaluation (in the Guskey framework) from Washington County. She noted two recommendations: consistency in coaching across grade levels, and broadening the scope of coaching to include collaborative in-classroom roles. 
The Council broke into small groups to discuss the following three questions: What are the PDAC’s observations about school-based coaches on the profiles? What else would we like to know? What recommendation should be included in the upcoming report? What else about school-based coaches should be included in the report?  The groups’ reports noted the following:
· The definition of coach is still not clear enough. Perhaps the word “coaching” needs to be revisited.
· The salary reports do not appear to be consistent across the districts. 

· In some of the larger systems there may be some inconsistency in the data because of the various numbers of persons reporting and submitting information.
· It was not always clear if the evaluations being reported were for a position or for the program. 
· There need to be some indicators of success. There does not appear to be a correlation between systems which are doing well and how they use their coaching positions. There does not appear to be a clear evaluation model or a good profile of the structure of the coaching models. 
Discussion of observations from a review of Master Plan Updates 

Colleen Seremet reviewed the Master Plan Update process and then directed the Council to consider the following in their small group discussions: What messages from the master plan update review should be included in the upcoming report?  Where are we on the state of use of the standards and the planning guide and the state of Maryland? The groups reported the following:

· The reference to the planning guide should be more prominent in the master planning guidance. 
· There should be samples/models throughout the master planning guidance that refer directly to the planning guide.
· It is difficult to get a clear reflection of professional development in the system based on what the master plan guidance asks for.

· There is a clear need to follow through with the planning guide and to follow through with the evaluation guide.
· There is a need for consistent reporting format across all counties to facilitate sharing that information with stakeholders.

Discussion of overall structure of the report 

The report will take the form of an oral report with some hardcopy backup. Dr. Haslam gave the following is a brief outline of the proposed content of the report:
Begin with a discussion of the coming together, five years later, of the reauthorization of NCLB, and the continued and strong interest in professional development. 
 
Next, review the overall charge to this group, the history and processes of the PDAC, and then summarize the three major areas of work that the PDAC is doing.

1. The planning guide and what we’ve seen in terms of progress.  
2. The state of the art of evaluation

· More than there was the last time we looked 
· A fair amount of the evaluation that is done is focusing on teacher perceptions of their experience of professional development 
· It has not gotten to a rigorous look at these experiences on teacher performance and student learning outcomes 
· Include some statement of the recommendations that are in the evaluation issue brief probably boiled down to one or two or three big-picture recommendations with some points under so we get the whole list, if that’s what we decide to do

· An evaluation guide is being developed by a consortium of five districts.
3. The role of school-based professional development standard in working with teachers to improve instruction.  

· There is a large but undetermined amount of money being spent on professional development - what we did to profile these things; here are some things that we saw.  
· A very broad set of responsibilities.  
· The distribution of the challenges that were identified
·  It appears to us that there are more of these positions at the elementary school level. 
· A fair amount of evidence of training for the school-based professional development staff that work in schools and help teachers but not a lot of training for principal support. 
· Regular, ongoing reviews of their performance which their work with other professionals is reviewed 
· Few districts have conducted or are even planning a more comprehensive evaluation
·  The districts and MSDE probably working somehow in concert in some areas where we need to know some more 
· One of the challenges is establishing working relationships with teachers 
· Point to some good examples
Dr. Mawhinney concluded the meeting by reminding council members that there are two very important meetings in January during which the Council must come to consensus on the content and language for the report to Dr. Grasmick which is due the beginning of February.
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