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Report on the SAESC National Workshop 

 14 and 15th May 2012, Lebone 11 
 

DAY TWO – 15 May 2012 
 

Day Two kicked off under the heart of the 

school at the iconic “tree” – the Lekgotla 

space - and Amphitheatre at Lebone, with 

George Harris leading a tour of the school.   

 

 

The delegates were shown around the pre-

/primary school and secondary school 

facilities, before being taken through a 

video presentation and discussion lead by 

Thebe Morake. 

 

 

SESSION 5: Classroom Observations 
  

Murray provided all the delegates with a map of the classrooms available, and invited 

Coalition members to feel comfortable in joining any of the classrooms on the map.  Lebone 

embrace an open door policy with teachers free to join and observe other classrooms as 

part of the continuing professional development and teacher appraisal processes.   

 

Mona reminded the instructional developers in the room that we need to be focused in our 

classroom observations.  With Lebone’s focus on cognitive development, the observations 

to be undertaken should be on student centredness and differentiation (“how the teacher 

affects every student in the classroom individually, so how as a teacher each student on 

their own is learning and growing at their level”).   

 

Mona reminded everyone about the approach to taking notes for the classroom 

observations – literal notes – suggesting that take a page, divide it in half, use one side for 

“what does the teacher do” and the other side for “what do the students do” – so that you 
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can see how much ‘work’ the teacher is doing and how much ‘work’ the students are doing 

in the classroom.   

 

Both John and Mike then also talked a little about how to ‘see’ cognitive development and 

differentiation, and the need to view classroom at a meta-cognitive level.  E.G. by looking at 

the types of questions the teacher is asking the students – does this demonstrate 

differentiation? And then to use this in the reflection back to the teacher – “why did you ask 

that student that question in that way?” AND what are the types of questions students are 

asking each other and the teacher, and how they are answering the questions. 

 

[Classroom Observations] 

 

Mona and Murray then facilitated the debrief on these classroom observations, and these 

are captured below.  The group first gave feedback in smaller groups and then a few people 

shared with the larger group. 

 

Those observations shared with the larger group are as follows: 

� Scaffolding – seeing the way the teacher engaged different students differently and 

individually and did not take control of the questions – but used the technique to ask 

students to address questions to each other by activated the peer voice by pushing 

the question back to learners; 

� How are race dynamics tackled in the school - there was racial differentiation in one 

of the classrooms as there was a learner who was of a different race who sat apart 

from the rest of the class and even the teacher did not turn their attention that way; 

� One comment made was around a concern about making the differentiation issue a 

racial one as there was one class where the class was predominantly black and there 

were black learners who were also on the outskirts of the class - need to 

acknowledge the difference between racial differentiation and differentiation for 

other reasons;  

� How do teachers check for understanding – otherwise students just check out and 

you can see it when the students are not prepared for their opportunity to feedback 

to teacher; 

� Need to see how a teacher checks for leaner engagement and how that teacher can 

engage learners who are not fully participative in – on the outskirts of —a class;  

� Is difference being engaged in the classroom – is there a platform for honest 

engagement in the classroom;  

� Can you use engagement in a classroom for differentiation (especially in a life 

orientation classroom) – some students may be more talkative and talk maths (or 

whatever content is being taught) and others may not - is this a good basis for 

differentiation? 

� Observation from a Grade 7 Science Class: learners were in groups of 3 and they 

were each asked to define energy. SAESC members observed that this promoted 

peer work, ensured that all learners were engaged. The teacher only put her answers 

up in the list in the last few minutes of the class; 

� Global Studies classroom – felt that there was no real focus on differentiation, 

questions directed out to the whole class, and responses measured by chorus more 

than individual understanding.  Teacher then moved around the class, and students 

worked in groups.  Was there deliberate action in the group set-up: was that 

intentional? But teacher did not completely address the lesson outcome – human 
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rights.  Students could not remember the lesson at the end.  Students could not 

answer why they were studying the topic.  Could not see lesson objective, but there 

was could interaction and high student engagement and student voice, but the 

teacher was not listening into the conversation to gauge where the students were at.  

Was she trying to teach the skill of content analysis (dense text) or the content of the 

lesson itself – potentially very rich lesson.  Lot of the students were highlighting – did 

they know how to do that – or accidental.  Call-a-friend, hang-ups.  Teacher 

mechanics 

� One observer made a point to mention the story of a learner who sat through the 

class playing with putty. At first the observer felt that the learner was not engaged 

but later discovered that the teacher had given that learner the putty as that 

particular learner has issues with concentration;  

� Missed opportunity re differentiation was the acknowledgement of prior knowledge 

– teacher did not catalyse on this – how could this student have been engaged 

differently in the classroom – stretch the student, while others were grappling with 

the topics.  If you focus on the whole group, you miss the small group/individual 

encounters.  May have been differentiation in the way she composed her groups 

� One teacher, when asking questions, always ensured there was a follow up question. 

This catered to the different levels of understanding in the class and showed that the 

teacher knew what the different levels were. This teacher also paired learners up 

according to their grasp of the English language so that there could be peer 

assistance as learners with a good grasp of the language where paired with learners 

who did not have as good a handle on the language 

� Differentiation in terms of visual cues around the classroom: stop light, etc. Folded 

pieces of paper – for students to use to structure the questions and assignment.  

Each question had at least one follow-up question, and it was clear that the teacher 

had a clear idea of where each of the students in the class was, and how they could 

connect to other students in the class.  Dictionary activity – paired – deliberate – use 

student who can sound out phonetically matched with someone who was not able; 

� Level of order of questions – differentiation strategy – first engaged the students, 

then open-ended questions, but could have used more concrete questions en route 

to the open-ended might have structured the lesson better; 

� Lack of practicality – practical demonstration – use of pictures and 

visual/kinetic/movement.  Use of this, as opposed to auditory input, is also 

demonstrating differentiation – by acknowledging that the students have different 

learning modes 

 

At the end of the feedback session, there was a question around whether observers should 

engage in the class or whether we should just watch/observe.  It was said that the coalition 

must agree on this and the school that is being visited and observed must set the 

parameters.  That having been said, Lebone II said that they encourage observation. 

 

This next section of the Notes will cover discussions in each of the work-streams, before 

journeying back to the instructional practice teachings led by Lebone and COSAT. 
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SESSION 6:  

A. Financial modeling and school funding approaches 
(PARALLEL SESSION) 

 

This session was lead by John Gilmour, and began with each of the schools attending the 

session talking through their dominant funding models, some of their challenges with 

sourcing and then looking to sharing with each other what has worked.  

  

Some of the common language used included:  sponsor (any individual who is paying for a 

child’s fee), parents, employer (offering fees for his employees children), student bursaries, 

project-funding (from foundations, corporate donors), trust funds of deceased parents, 

direct corporate sponsorships of individual children. One of the streams of work to be 

considered should include a mapping of revenue streams for different schools. 

 

{SEE TABLE OVERLEAF} 

In a brief discussion following each of the school presentations, a quick question on the 

adoption of Section 18A status by schools was asked but not addressed in the discussion.  In 

addition, EdVillage presented their project in schools whereby they have started teaching 

students about financial literacy, and then lets the students get experience by doing books 

for small companies, and so using this to bring in revenue for these schools (as an 

outsourced book-keeping service) 

 

One of the comments raised during the discussion was the question of “when to say no”, 

addressing the concern that constant sourcing of funding could put the school at risk of 

diluting the focus of the school, or being driven by other agendas. It was suggested that 

schools need to keep in mind that one should not or cannot chase the project for the 

project’s sake, but by keeping in mind the teaching and learning outcomes, and the values 

outcomes for the school. 

 

Continuing into the second day (15 May 2012, during the classroom observations), the 

conversation touched on the need for a project that addresses all fundraising and all funding 

sources for SAESC schools – creating a map of the revenue streams.  

 

Other questions asked included: 

“Do I have fudgeable money – money that I can move from materials to bursaries?” 

“Who are you leveraging to do the ask that you can use for asking for funding?” 
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 Funding model –

Harvest High

 

School on government property 

years (at no cost). Then government asked for 

buildings back - which required the school to 

source additional funds.  Currently building on 

the basis of an interest-free loan which needs 

to be repaid. 

Low fee income. Day school only.

http://www.harvestschools.org.za

Lebone II 

 

Cost to run the school R40m per year, R10 

collected from fees.  There is group of 

students that do not pay full fee.  Use a 

means-and-needs assessment to negotiate 

the fee that is paid by the students on a 

sliding scale.  All parents complete.  No 

contribution from NW province education.  

Negotiating the fees payable 

conversations between Finance 

Officer/Business Officer with parents and 

headmaster. 

Means-and-needs assessment available on the school website:  

Sekolo sa Borokgo 

(SSB): 

 
 

About 30% of the students are on 

scholarships, about anot

revenue comes from corporate. Balance of 

the fee payers are on a sliding scale.  Lower 

end of the scale, students pay R300/month, 

maximum R17 000/year.  Have a self

unit at the school for pre

GDE supposed to give 

received in last quarter. 

 http://www.ssb.za.net/ 

– key features Challenges 

School on government property – last 19 

years (at no cost). Then government asked for 

which required the school to 

source additional funds.  Currently building on 

free loan which needs 

Low fee income. Day school only. 

Now have premises but serious 

need for hostel facilities. Have 

started engaging with business in 

Ladysmith to build the skills of the 

students, and need to see if they 

can begin exploring working this 

into fundraising revenue for the 

school. 

Don’t have a serious default of non

from parents 

fee-payers, and the school implements strong 

consequences for the non

fees. 

http://www.harvestschools.org.za 

Cost to run the school R40m per year, R10 

collected from fees.  There is group of 

students that do not pay full fee.  Use a 

needs assessment to negotiate 

the fee that is paid by the students on a 

All parents complete.  No 

contribution from NW province education.  

Negotiating the fees payable – by 

conversations between Finance 

Officer/Business Officer with parents and 

Getting the right people paying the 

full fee and attracting the right 

students for the full scholarships.     

While the school has to have 70% or more 

students who are Bafokeng 

paying, while others are on full scholarships, 

but the school has not had to hold places for 

the Royal Bafokeng Sch

has been the one

parents 

priority on the parents’ monthly payment list, 

and the school has

out” mentality many parents have.  

sment available on the school website:  http://www.lebonecollege.co.za/pdf/Lebone_MeansNeeds.pdf

About 30% of the students are on 

scholarships, about another 10% of the 

revenue comes from corporate. Balance of 

the fee payers are on a sliding scale.  Lower 

end of the scale, students pay R300/month, 

000/year.  Have a self-funded 

unit at the school for pre-university courses.  

GDE supposed to give subsidy but not 

 

Strategic Board appointments are 

critical to the success of any school 

fundraising activity and finding the 

right people for this remains a 

challenge.  The school owns 2 out 

of 3 properties that it functions 

from (rent third), but need to 

consolidate into one campus.  

School is concerned about 

sustainability. 

Fee collection has improved this year because 

have appointed dedicated personnel for this 

function.  
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What has worked? 

Don’t have a serious default of non-payment 

from parents – have good contact with the 

payers, and the school implements strong 

consequences for the non-payment of school 

 

While the school has to have 70% or more 

students who are Bafokeng – some are full fee 

paying, while others are on full scholarships, 

but the school has not had to hold places for 

the Royal Bafokeng Schools.  What has worked 

has been the one-to-one engagement with 

parents – as education has not always been a 

priority on the parents’ monthly payment list, 

the school has had to break the “hand-

out” mentality many parents have.   

http://www.lebonecollege.co.za/pdf/Lebone_MeansNeeds.pdf 

Fee collection has improved this year because 

have appointed dedicated personnel for this 

function.   
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Inanda Seminary 

 

Low fee subsidy, government subsidy of less 

than 15% of costs.  About 25-30% of students 

are funded by somebody other than the 

parent.  Fee payments only cover operations – 

not enough for capital expenditure and 

infrastructure so has to come from outside 

sources.  Fairly substantial alumni community 

putting money into school.  

Expensive to have full boarding. 

Last entry point is grade 9, so 

grade 8 is very over-subscribed.  

Need to manage the alumni 

contribution better.  Challenge is 

managing funders who each have 

own agenda for what they are 

going to give to school as 

contribution. 

If not paid in previous term, then not allowed 

back in – so therefore have registration every 

term.   

http://inanda.org/2011-10-28-08-19-55 

LEAP Schools 

 

Each school has different funding models.  EG. 

Limpopo school partnered with Anglican 

church in Limpopo, another schools’ partner is 

an organization that wants to own school.  

85% of funding from corporate support.  No 

subsidy from GDE schools but there is a 

subsidy from WCED – about R6000 per child. 

All students pay a fee – only R250 per child 

per year, plus uniform and transport 

contribution (works out to about R600 – R800 

per month).  Where cannot afford, do 

subsidise that. 

All children from poor 

communities – none from ex-

model C or private schools.  

Worked out that need to enter 

into an endowment fund and have 

worked hard to put money into 

such a funds, so therefore a % of 

the running costs has to be a 

contribution to an endowment 

fund to build sustainability.  

Have a team of fund-raisers – both for local 

and international fundraising.  This has helped 

school go from begging-bowl thinking to a 

more strategic fundraising drive.   The 

contribution from fees also used to recycle 

back into community projects that the 

students are involved in.   

Partnership with Deloitte – unconditional 

funding if their employees do at least 2 hours 

of community service in the LEAP framework.   

www. http://leapschool.org.za/community/partners/ 

Dominican Convent 

 
 

Low fee, small subsidy from government. 

Introduced a development levy to try to 

maintain the building (old school).  Full fee 

(entire matric) R30 000 per year and goes 

down as lower grades, primary school an 

average of R600 per month.  

Keeping relationships with 

corporate is difficult.  Small alumni 

but trying to go onto the net to get 

contributions from external one-

on-one funders.  Finding that with 

the parents, three years of 

schooling is as much as can afford 

so high intake in grades 9 and 10, 

dropping in grade 8. 

Have developed good relationships with 

corporate partners.   Approximately 20% of 

students are considered “vulnerable”, and run 

a programme outside of the school for parents 

who earn less than R2500 per month.   Collect 

letters from students who have been 

sponsored.    

http://www.dominican.co.za/news/entry/foundation_for_the_future/ 
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Cape Academy 

 

State school, government pays teacher 

salaries, operational costs are R5,7m of which 

WCED contribution is R1,7m.  This has to 

cover capital investment as well. 90% of 

students are in residence – 350 students. 

About 25% of the learners come from 

households with annual income of less than 

R10 000.  School fees are R3000 and hostel 

fee is R10 000 (R30 per student per day).   

Shortfall needs to be recovered 

from philanthropic organisations 

or CSI or corporate involved with 

the school.  Some individual 

funders sponsoring existing 

students.  Old building (more than 

70 years, some parts 112 years 

old).  

Idea being implemented and constantly 

explored is to identify projects within the 

school that need to be funded, and use the 

performance of the children within the 

projects to attract funding by external parties 

(eg. Funding provided in return for offering 

Mandarin as language of learning at school, 

and as part of the Confuscious Classroom). 

www.capeacademy.co.za 
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Allison shared some of his own perspectives, from the wide experience he has in 

fundraising, making some of the following suggestions to members of the workstream: 

 

� When speaking to a funder – say to the funder – I don’t want to use you on your own 

– who else do you think would be interested? Get them to vouch for you personally, 

professionally and your organization. Starting with who you know. If they can give, 

can they give more? If not, do you know who can give more?  Allow them to give you 

criticism – what did we not do right? Relationship management is critical; 

� Needing a stakeholder management plan ----- Colour code your stakeholders – how 

much time you spend with them, all potential, colour coded to suit the school.   

� Four stages to fundraising – I) identify and gather information/know your funder, 2) 

cultivate the relationship – need to understand the funder priority and matching it, 

3) then the ASK, and then 4) the service – what do they need, and what do you need 

to do it.  Freed me to the thinking that why should they impose their wants on me. 

� Stop thinking about the morality of the funder-fundee relationship.   

 

Liz Gibbs (USAID) added her perspective by commenting that “if you believe in what you are 

doing, you are helping out the funder to invest in something worthwhile”.  She supported 

Allison’s view that schools need to get inside the head of the institutional funder – to 

understand their incentives and their motivations – so that you are helping them to do their 

job.  She noted that it was important to set expectations.  

 

It was suggested that one of the future activities (workshop later in the year?) for the 

Coalition may be to focus on the following:  

$ stakeholder management plan;  

$ fundraising strategy (“Fundraising 101”) 

$ profile of funding entities and a profile of the people who work in that funding 

entity; 

$ mapping of revenue. 

 

TAKE-AWAY POINTS: 

� Key to the success of any fundraising activity is collecting the data about the funding 

and the students benefiting from the funding.   

� Corporates tired of funding “boutiques”, they want “formation flying” – the Coalition 

is that formation flying.  If we can strengthen that – can become the leverage for 

that.   

� The dialogue amongst donors currently is about systemic funding and alignment in 

their funding.  But the fatigue out there is the driving of the results which are 

available.  

� Fundraising is both strategic (thinking through who the best partners are and selling 

the story) and relationship management (building relationships to get the money). 

� What we need to do is lift the fundraising bar from talking about the small projects 

to talking about the education landscape.  Deal with the CEOs and not the CSI 

practitioners. 

� Leveraging around a multi-forum – Cape Town Donors Forum, Education Summit, etc 

 

There was broad consensus amongst the group that we need to find a way to take this 

forward practically so that gets the separate focus that it needs. 
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SESSION 6 (14 May 2012):  

B. Psycho-Social-Economic and External Conditions of 

Learning (please note name change) 

 

This session was lead by Fadia Williams. The group felt that the previous “name” did not 

address the issues that needed to be tackled by this group.  The discussion began with an 

overview of what needed to be achieved in this discussion – centred on the next workshop 

in August 2012: 

� What the group will be doing for the presentation; 

� Who will be doing it; and 

� How it will be done. 

 

Some of the ideas explored included the following: 

� Some kind of social development—group preferred the word ‘responsibility’—outing 

to a township in CT (either Langa or Khayelitsha) 

� Looking at CPDs 

� Discussing vulnerability, what kinds of vulnerability exist, how schools are addressing 

these issues, what works and what doesn’t work (sharing best practices) 

� What is happening inside and outside the curriculum that makes learners feel less 

vulnerable 

� Looking at impact on vulnerable learners – socially, psychologically, financially, 

academically 

 

Then the various schools represented at the workstream briefly discussed their policies on 

how they approach OVCs. 

� SSB: The teachers are all informed about these learners and can refer them to the 

psychologist 

� DCS: OVC learners have to go to the psychologist. Also, they loan Matric dance 

dresses and suits to OVC learners.  DCS is now designing a selection tool for 

vulnerable children 

 

It was suggested that a possible agenda for presentation could include a definition of 

intervention, and some examples of what hasn’t worked and why, as a way of identifying 

how to do “intervention” better. 

 

C. Instructional Practice  
 

This session was lead by Mona Ewees and touched on Classroom Observations at Host 

schools.  The objective is for us to grow as observers. Some of the points raised included the 

following: 

� Practice Feedback - how to grow as people who do classroom observations 

� Pair Observation - help teach us how to give feedback 

� Giving feedback models – what does the theory say 

 

The leaders at the host school will set the parameters for the school visits.  
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It was suggested that before the next workshop, the classroom observer needed to do some 

homework before the next meeting:  

� Classroom observation (video or presentation) 

� Construct a template or notes for us.  What am I looking for-evidence (to prepare 

themselves for taking literal notes, so as to remain objective during classroom 

observations – write what you see) 

� Teach how to give feedback 

� Classroom Observation 

� Practice giving feedback 

� Feedback on Feedback.  

D. ICT in SAESC schools 
Notes from this workstream are not available. 

The session was co-convened by Greg van Schalkwyk and Quinton Davies. 

SESSION 7: Instructional Practice Fair-Share 
(PLENARY SESSION) 

 

Mike introduced the two fair-shares for this morning, and handed over to COSAT. 

Centre Of Science And Technology (COSAT) - Using ongoing assessment, 

tracking and reporting 

 

Merunisa presented COSAT’s approach to ongoing assessment, tracking of student 

performance and reporting as one of the key tools COSAT use that has contributed to their 

Grade 12 success.  Rationale: gather information on student’s academic performance. 

 

COSAT teachers complete 7 reports per learner per year, each learner has a report file that 

learner keeps from Gr 8-Gr 12.  This system has a number of merits of this system: 

� Builds Motivation amongst students 

� Inclusive 

� Teachers are able to provide directed ongoing support 

� Can easily identify learners who need help 

� Encourages whole school approach to assessment 

� It’s a targeted intervention 

� Helps identify student who are at risk before it is too late to help them 

� Process of constant feedback 

 

Learners are allowed to take their report file home when they get a new report but they 

must return it and it is filed and stored at the school.  However, it does have a number of 

challenges and struggles – experienced by both teachers and students: 

� Intimidating for a learner to get a report 

� Learners perform well in the smaller tests but do not perform as well in the 

exams and so the tests are not a proper indication of their skills levels 

� The number of reports (7) 

� Planning and overseeing is required for remediation to work 

� Not a seamless process 

� In being results driven, do we lose the point of education? 
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Merunisa thanked Mike for his visit to COSAT as this helped her see what they do that is 

different to others schools.  The session was then opened for questions and answers. 

 

Q:  What does the report look like? 

A:  It is a normal report with subject, mark and the department graded scale. It includes 

a personal comment from each class teacher. This comment is detailed, encouraging, 

identifies weaknesses and strengths and identifies what the student has done well. 

 

Q:  What does the study time look like? 

A: Where remediation happens: 

� There is a study period during the week as well as on a Saturday 

� There is a team to assist “at risk” students 

� Mainly for Maths, Physical Science and Technology 

 

Phadiela shared that the intervention at COSAT for the students is not purely academic – 

but includes a counselor (life orientation teacher) and the students feel comfortable in 

coming to the staff with issues.  They also have a pastoral care approach in the school, and 

Phadiela is often approached by students.  Lack of academic performance is solved at school 

by extra lessons in a small group, and the afternoon programme is both for those needing 

enrichment and extension, and those who need more tutorial and academic support.  There 

is a list of students that one of the NPOs who provides a stipend to students battling 

financially.   

 

COSAT also has a Grade Team that consists of teachers from each grade  thus 5 teams -  

� There is a team leader for each grade 

� They meet and discuss the marks 

 

DCS suggested that they have now begun a process of including subject comments as they 

find this is more valuable — the class teacher tended to state what was apparent in the 

report.  This does take more time, and requires more care, but has definitely improved the 

learning and nature of reporting. 

 

Lebone II – Teacher appraisal 

“Instructional practice is the Merensky reef of 

teacher appraisal” – these six key words were 

then used to create six groups of SAESC members 

for later in the session.  

 

Murray then introduced Lebone’s approach to 

teacher appraisal, asking everyone in the room 

what they thought this picture was saying: 

- Let me out, I am trapped 

- I can’t see myself 

- What are we looking for 

- What does it look like 

 

“Mirror, mirror on the wall, 

Show me a list of two items tall” 
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There are three supporting documents to this presentation (to be sent as separate 

attachments). 

 

QUESTION: 

What structures and tools might one use to foster reflection and appraise teachers? 

What domains of expertise do you want teachers to grow? 

 

Murray introduced the story of teacher appraisal at Lebone – stemming back from August 

2010, when the school developed their approach which stated that “as a laboratory space 

and a learning organization set within a transparent architectural space, Lebone invites 

colleagues to exchange thoughts on instructional practice.  Lebone’s staff development 

must focus on teachers doing what matters most – reflecting on their classroom craft.” 

 

Using two scenarios to guide their thinking, the staff then developed a framework for 

teacher appraisal (the “tools”), - a standards-based rubric that would delineate. both 

domains and substandards that would be markers of excellent practice: 

- Characteristics of excellent teachers 

- Markers of a great lesson 

 

This backwards design mode, supported by reading material, was undertaken over a 

number of staff development sessions.  Looked at rubrics from Linda Darling-Hammond 

(domains) and Kim Marshall (University of Nebraska), the Accomplished Teacher. 

 

Each group (remember earlier??) was then asked to determine what would be on their 

rubrics for teacher assessment. Six different inputs were then provided (video material on 

these sessions is available, should any of the schools like a copy). 

 

Murray then took the group through the instrument attached, and you can view this video 

on the public Dropbox: 

https://dl.dropbox.com/u/44073167/Lebone%20Teacher%20Appraisal.MTS 

 

CHECK-OUT AND CLOSING 
John closed the session, with some of the Coalition members sharing the following check-

outs:  

• All members must take a copy of the MOU 

• A feeling of having grown as a teacher and as a person 

• A thank you to everyone for adding value to their work 

• A thank you to Lebone II staff 

• A thank you to Fiona for her organisation 

• A thank you to Judy : she is polite but direct and pushes people to think critically 

• A thank you to the teachers at Lebone II 

• A thank you to Carlene, Thabs, Allison & Jess and Liz Gips 

• A thank you to everyone for making an effort to come 

• A thank you to John 

• Taryn notified everyone about the MSDF blog and we should all check it out. 


