
 

Report on the SAESC National Workshop 
 14th and 15th November 2012, Vuleka North Riding 

 

DAY ONE: Introduction and welcome 
As is part of the SAESC community methodology and culture, John welcomed members back to the 

circle, and asked members to share their contribution (“why are we here? what brings us back? How 

are we feeling?”).  Some of these contributions included: 

 Excited about the platform it provides for us to share any and everything 

 Excitement about forming relationships with peers 

 Always believed in coalition and enjoying that we are forging ahead 

 Here to learn and share new stuff 

 Coalition has been an exciting process—now two years later it remains a special space 

because of the people met; and practices learnt that can be shared back at school 

 Great to find out what’s being done at the various schools—as a funder, don’t get to hear 

much. 

 Interesting to see how different the other schools are and to hear what’s happening 

 Great laboratory to do bold things like programme assessments, and serves a model for both 

government and other schools 

 Getting together with like-minded people who are trying to achieve change in SA and learn 

together 

 Exhausted by continuous regulations, feels that government is not seeing independent 

schools as partners  

 Like talking to people about teaching 

 Always go back to school inspired 

 Feels so much hope and support because of the Coalition—when you’re alone you feel like 

you’re working alone. “If you want to walk fast, you walk alone. If you want to walk far, walk 

with others” and this is what coalition is  

 Blown away by meetings at COSAT and Cape Academy: seeing level of commitment of 

principals and staff and the kinds of things being done to uplift learners from disadvantaged 

communities 

 Value that all are here to help children from “humble homes” 

 Here to listen - Blown away by how much work people in the room get done on a practical 

level. 

  

In closing this reflection, John reminded the members about how and why the word “coalition” was 

selected -  the word was chosen because it’s about sharing, and hearing voices and combining them 

in a coalition and use those combined platforms to claim what is rightfully children’s’ entitlement.   



People attending a meeting for the first time were reminded to not let their voices be soft, but to 

bring in their contributions, and not second-guess what should be said.  

 

As a lead-in to the next session, the members were invited to get up and introduce themselves to 

someone they had not met previously.  

SESSION ONE: Introduction to Vuleka 
After a walking tour of Vuleka, Melanie talked to the members 

of the Coalition about some of the key programmes for 

intervention at Vuleka for the children of the school.   

 

Speaking passionately about the school, Melanie reminded the 

Coalition that in terms of primary education, South Africa is 

ranked 132 out of 144 schools globally.  Vuleka uses the new 

CAPS curriculum as the minimum, and then builds upon this 

until they find a happy medium.  The school believes that every 

child should be given the opportunity in primary school for a 

quality education – and although the school does assessments 

of the learners, this is only for the purpose of placing children in 

one of the Vuleka venues.   

 

Vuleka prides itself on creating a reading generation, and the 

learners participate in a range of activities that builds a love for 

reading.   With their sports programme, the school prioritises 

swimming, soccer, netball, cricket and athletics. Many of the sports and cultural activities are 

facilitated through partnerships with NGOs, the Anglican/Methodist churches who work with young 

children and that the school is affiliated to, and volunteers.  Melanie introduced one of the strategic 

plan objectives which aims to develop parents into partners through parenting education, living with 

technology initiatives and exploring social issues with parents.  

 

Some questions from the floor – 

 Where does the reading laboratory come from? Play and SchoolRoom 

 Is there a teacher intern coordinator and how does this work – do they get more than the 

UNISA material? 

 What is the financial model used by Vuleka in terms of the contribution by the students and 

the additional fundraising done by the 

school? How much could the 

contribution from the state change the 

picture for these schools? 

 John commented that schools seem to 

be spending a lot of time in validating 

the work of the schools.  If the 

ownership of the output could be 

shared with the state, then  



Shifting the focus from questions to shout-outs: 

1. Classroom spaces and libraries – lots of pictures, charts, vibrancy 

2. Outside space – beauty and peace for the children 

3. Parents involvement is vital – school is achieving some balance with bringing parents in 

 

SESSION TWO: MSDF Presentation – The Naming Project 
Caitlin reflected on the initiation of the process at Lebone to collaboratively determine descriptive 

names for the movement that these schools are working through.  At the August meeting, the 

communications group tested potential three names with the group with one of the three names 

dominating the feedback.  Subsequent research led to a confirmation of the naming of “impact 

schools”.  

 

Key points highlighted during the 

presentation included the following; 

 Impact Schools best describes 

what coalition is and what it’s 

trying to achieve 

 Each name reviewed had its 

own connotations—names have 

personality and so critical to get 

this right 

 “accessible”—schools provide 

learners from disadvantaged 

backgrounds in different way 

 “Innovative”—all schools are 

laboratories for innovation 

Caitlin presented the seven promise attributes of the name, and defined each of these promise 

attributes as part of the sector personality of the name. 

 



Caitlin asked the group for some feedback: 

1. Suggested that we change the descriptor from co-operative to collaborative as this sounds 

less like compliance and more like the working togetherness 

2. Do we have a defined concept around disadvantaged communities? Each of these schools 

has a different model for thinking about disadvantage – children marginalized by history and 

economy (word has too many negative connotations – need to find a way of refining the 

language of the communities we serve) 

3. What characterises the schools in this sector is that they work towards accelerating learning 

for children who had been slowed down as a result of history and economy. Helping children 

“catch up” 

4. Should it not be a high quality education for ALL, not just disadvantaged groups – how we do 

take students who have lost out on educational opportunity and give them disproportionate 

academic acceleration to beyond mediocre (is there an opportunity in the definition to talk 

to the end-state vs. the now of the students we work with) 

5. Focus on the ethical base of these schools as it speaks to the character and the personality 

(schools are ethical and that’s part of what makes them so good) 

 

 
“Impact schools” is a descriptive name and not a brand name. Means always in lower case form. It 

was suggested that if your school is proud to be a member of the impact schools sector, to add this 

to your signature. Twitter #impactschools. 

 

Shout-outs for this session included: 

 Excited to see and be involved with the process. Can see the description fits what they are 

doing at his school and that’s exciting. We all do it, and now we have the language to talk 

about it 



 NB that the identity is true for everyone—scalability will be possible if there is that 

consistency 

 Insistence on this process is teaching us something about what happens when we don’t use 

high-level processes—from this process we can go back and discuss what terms mean to us 

e.g. “disadvantaged”. NB to take time and process to do this. 

 John thanked the MSDF for putting the coalition through this process 

 The role that we play in this framework of the coalition (as participants) is a gift—few of us 

engage with funding partners so strongly and deeply grateful for MSDF’s ongoing rigour and 

the depth and detail in which they go to make this partnership impactful. 

 

SESSION THREE:  

Part A: SPR Reflection  
Judy facilitated this session, and introduced the school peer review (SPR) as a tool for the Coalition – 

using a fresh lens and fresh set of eyes to look into each of the school spaces.  She reflected that 

through this process, each team member takes away learning and experiences, and brings in 

learning and experiences to the process.  

Fiona then presented an overview of the SPR, and part of this presentation has been loaded to 

YouTube – see links:  http://youtu.be/g1dteJYl-qc   and http://youtu.be/x7hjS5uZr8k?a 

 

 

 

 

 



The presentation gave an overview of strengths 

and what worked well (precise praise), key 

areas for improvement, and some of the 

potential big rocks for the Coalition.  

 

Judy presented her story and reflection on the 

review process. Having been involved in four of 

the six reviews (in different roles), Judy shared 

that receiving a review is very different to being 

in a review team.   Having had Allison coaching 

her in her role as team lead for the first review, 

Judy expressed her gratitude for this deliberate 

support.  However, as the school lead for a 

school that had been reviewed, Judy described the significant impact of the review in her school in 

the short time since the review, and underlined the importance of the honesty and openness.  

Although many of the big rocks had been identified by Judy in her self-evaluation report, she said it 

was still difficult to hear them reflected back to her and her team, and that her staff had to “pick 

themselves up afterwards”.  One of the key things Judy commented on was the need to “talk directly 

to the person, look at them and direct it to them so it is not generic”.   Using the LEAP circles 

approach, Judy and her staff have explored some of the key findings in the review report: one of her 

teachers had commented that the review report should have teachers’ names so that you can work 

on your weaknesses. 

 

Then breaking into groups, the Coalition asked for feedback on the peer review 

from four different perspectives: 

 Review team leader’s perspective on what needs to change 

 Review team member’s perspective on what needs to change 

 Host school’s perspective on what needs to change 

 What a school that has not been reviewed yet would like to see 

 

Part B: SPR Feedback 
Using a conversation circle, John asked that this session of feedback on the school peer review is 

used to claim the collective view on the process and model.  Without too much explanation of the 

why, Coalition members were asked to distill key points from the smaller group discussion. 

 

 



From the team lead point of view:  

 Leaders needed a clearer job specification – overwhelmed by how much 

involved esp. irt to writing of the report 

 Leaders needed a clearer idea of the leadership model of the school, and 

where responsibilities for different aspects in the school lies 

 Leaders need to share more openly the feedback from the school leadership to 

the review team (open communication in the process so that the report is not in conflict 

with the team members) accountability of the leader of the team to report back in more 

detail to the  

 Leader to debrief with the team at the end of the review process 

 Leader having more interaction with the school leader on the self-evaluation form to clear 

up misconceptions and provide clarity to the school leader on the process (checklist on 

things that could be sorted prior to this) 

 The writing of the report is a huge obstacle that creates reluctance to lead again – 

accountability down to each word to ensure that there is no hidden judgment in the words 

 Team lead needs to be prepared for the report and the time it takes and the support role of 

the coach – is there a process that makes the report writing good enough while not intense 

(masterpiece) 

 If you are a team lead, agree that take another day out of the school and do it within 12 

hours while still fresh and it becomes a much longer process 

 Only variations – outside person to the team lead – to write the report 

 Got to find the right balance of a good enough report to the time needed by the team lead 

to write so does not need an external person to do (as this is a cost and may not be 

replicable) – peer part – getting a report from a peer who knows who you are 

 Having to wait 4-6 weeks for the report – would like written report sooner 

 Could whole team look at the report together? 

 What happens three months after the report – script the work together with the school lead 

– school writes a response to the report – or deliberate conversations between the school 

lead and the team lead post-review to check in and see how things were going (follow-up 

support) 

 In the coalition, opportunity for school leads to share the big rocks and what has been done 

– get support from the broader group – coalesce around rocks that are common 

 Have resisted being prescriptive about how and who the report  is shared with – if get 

feedback on what the impact has been on the school – then can suggest what kind of follow-

up needs to be in place  

 Would be nice to know what other schools have done with it  - build this into the process – a 

document that keeps building – how people have used their reports 

 As the process is refined and new things are bought in would be nice to share that – if only 

been on one – your yardstick is what you know – worthwhile to keep everyone on the same 

page (preparation more organized) – no surprises 

 Cumulative process where peer review one informs peer review two, and so on for the next 

peer review – using same tool and instruments 

 Time period between being reviewed and what has changed to find a way to share and 

communicate that so that it can  be documented and create a platform on the impact of 



having a peer review (the shifts without having the reports) – document story so that model 

the process,  

 Iterative – school development plan from the first review, then a follow-up review on the 

school improvement plan (one day check-in, get the feedback raw straight after the one-day 

review) – offer and volunteer basis (6 months to 18 months), will it be the same team – 

pro/con to both the models (same team or different team – that team has an understanding 

of the team – for consistency and for context – maybe core elements and one/two new 

voices) 

 Process of doing the review changes the team members 

 

Commentary from Allison and Jana included the following: 

Allison queried whether the above can be formalised, like the KIPP review process – identify the 

frequency, purpose and nature of follow-up reviews.  In the UK, reviews are every 3-5 yrs and some 

schools need to be reviewed every year until they improve. Allison recommended that the Coalition 

should develop its own system.  It was suggested that Coalition schools should say what they want 

to be reviewed on in next review e.g. “come back in yr 2 to focus on strategy ONLY”.  Further it was 

suggested that when the review team returns, there should be some consistency with the first team 

and that the core members of the returning team are the same with a few new faces.  Jana 

commented that in the schools she works with in the US, each school is reviewed every year: new 

schools are reviewed for three days, and schools in the second/third year are reviewed for two days.  

 

View from the reviewers: 

 Deeper, more conscious investment in understanding the context of the school before – did 

we spend too much time in the calibration and not enough time in understanding the school 

(e.g. COSAT worked through with the school leader) – gives teachers more confidence in the 

outcomes of the report as the reviewer understands the school and its context before 

reviewing 

 Felt much safer when a school leader had been on a team and then have a member of that 

team member lead a review in your school – trust relationship built (better than hearing it 

from a stranger?) 

 Push the reviewers to claim their biases – what do you focus on when you go into the 

classroom – keep each other accountable and therefore more balanced reviewing – how to 

filter and use the biases as an internal monitor to the team 

 

Some of the reflective questions posed during this conversation were as follows: 

(although these were not all addressed in the discussion, they are important to note 

as part of the story of how the peer reviews develop over time): 

 When understand the context, when there is a relationship – does that not 

bring in a bias? (Do we soften the blow when there is a relationship?)  

 if you make the framework of the coalition about honest discourse and do that with rigour 

then there should be no hesitation in going into another school to be more direct in the 

communication – only true if the safety of the coalition framework holds 

 “only your best friend stabs you from the front” 

 there is risk in review – high risk – deal with the dark spaces 



 difficult process to unlearn 

 recognize not about comfort but don’t want people walking away feeling that the 

experience is hostile 

 How do you make it safe? You don’t.  But learn more about doing more preparation, more 

patient feedback. Do it better. Will get easier with time 

 if more time spent in the debrief, then might work through some of the rough patches 

 There should be MORE discussion afterwards/more time in debrief—recurring theme 

o Team leader says “this line isn’t saying x, it’s saying y and this is why” 

o The debrief can help us through the process 

o Would value the opportunity to have a discussion after the presentation—recurring 

theme 

View from the schools hosting (school lead and school staff): 

 More time spent preparing in advance – if the school knows what to brief the staff on, 

communication all the time so that know what to expect 

 Going through the document with the staff for a few weeks beforehand, domain-by-domain 

– do the teachers know what the coalition is, and what it is for? 

 Then the 10 minutes with the staff would mean much more and the 20-minutes in the 

classroom would be better received by the staff (teachers to be clearer about what the 

reviewers were looking to see) 

 School leaders need to consider to what extent this prep would be useful – what does the 

school expect – and what do the teachers expect 

 Deeper/more conscious understanding of the different circumstances of each school - 

balancing time, understanding above makes you more alert to the subtle nuances that 

school and this will give teachers more confidence in the reviewer 

 PUSH BACK: by saying your environment is x, then you set yourself up with an excuse, 

sometimes having a good relationship with the reviewer may make the reviewer less honest 

in their choice of language 

 Need to get to the best place and best way of giving feedback - why are we needing the 

report – as a school leader, useful to get the verbal feedback with some notes so that can 

take notes but the picture perfect written report is useful for a different purpose) (give over 

the precise praise/areas for improvement written for the close out report) 

 Feedback felt safer when host school was reviewed by someone with whom they had 

worked on a previous review—NB of developing relationships and spending more time and 

engagement for final feedback 

 Suggested that schools include a bigger forum of staff, proposed and nominated certain 

people to come into the feedback and then had a very engaged hour with the staff on the 

report).  Allowed the conversation to direct itself towards the big rock naturally and then 

have discussion on the way forward.  

 On a practical level – Should the review team members stay overnight with the staff of the 

school? If one wanted to do a deeper debrief with the staff, is there a catering cost 

 school lead to be very clear about what to expect – context of the review and the context of 

the school 

 maybe timing is quite important – maybe not the last term 

 



Focus on Student Assessment Data 

An analysis of student performance data needs to be brought back into the review focus. Otherwise 

there could be disconnect between student achievement and instructional practice.  Deep dives into 

actual assessments. A rigorous analysis of student achievement data was missing in the first couple 

of reviews (this did improve over the reviews)—what can we ask a school for, what do they have? 

How can we use this to inform the process e.g. report says teaching is good but data says learners 

can’t read.   

 

Key overall trends shared by EdVillage: 

What is working well? 

 Most schools employ teaching interns 

 Professional development is evident 
across all schools 

 School cultures are varied but strong 

 Overall student results are strong 

 Strong, visionary and, in most cases 
reflective leadership 

 Foundation Phase teaching is strong 

 Students recognize the value of the 
education their school provides (and a 
lot of parents do as well) 

 Most teachers are committed to the 
vision and mission of their schools 

What can be improved? 

 Home-language (mother tongue 
instruction) instruction 

 Differentiation for both slower and 
faster learners 

 Assessment and use of data to inform 
instruction 

 Preparation of teaching intern or young 
professionals 

 

Big Rocks 

 Language Instruction 

 Differentiation 
 

Big Opportunities: 

 Teaching Interns 

 Adult Leadership Development 

 Language Instruction 

 Differentiation 

 Assessment and its “utility” by teachers 

 

In closing George commented that school peer review is a huge 

milestone to achieve, but it is there and “we have done it”!  

Worthwhile celebrating!!! 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The meeting closed on Day One at just before 6pm. 



 

 



Day Two 

 

WELCOME AND INTRODUCTION TO THE MEETING 
After a joyous piece presented by some of the students from Vuleka, John gave everyone an 

opportunity to go to three different people (2 mins each) and find out more about that person.  

Coming back into the circle, John asked people to volunteer information about somebody that they 

had learnt an interesting bit about – Judy, Mike, Siobhan, Nolo, Gladys, Murray, Zanele, Oscar 

shared.  

 

John reflected briefly on a piece he was reading by John C. Maxwell about the law of stretching: an 

elastic band has use which only comes into action when stretched, but has no function when not 

being stretched.  Relating this to the Coalition, John commented that “if we stop stretching and 

feeling stretched, then we do not grow”. Discussions on peer review and the contexts of normal 

school life – stretches us, often a difficult stretch – and in the discomfort of the stretch, that growth 

really happens. 

 

John welcomed Benita and she briefly introduced herself and the room – Benita commented on the 

energy in the room when she arrived. 

 

Feedback on the Steering Committee meeting previous evening: 

1. Referenced MSDF as the core funder but currently only funder – although it is acknowledged 

that the schools are carrying a cost for all the SAESC activities.  Currently Bridge is doing the 

fundraising on behalf of the SAESC, by carrying the SAESC as a key activity of Bridge.  Put 

proposals to funder. Zanele gave a high level view of Bridge’s strategy, and noted that Bridge 

has done proposals to three funders. The greatest cost in the fundraising has been that of 

the project manager salary.  It is necessary to explore possible activities going forward for 

the Coalition that could generate revenue for the project (ICT, peer review) through a 

diverse set of funders so not all eggs in one basket.  It was noted that a decision had been 

made to hold off on appointing new project manager until funding secured and then 

redefine project management role.  In the short-term, Bridge will hold the administrative 



reigns – take this over from Fiona and hold that with a view to passing onto new project 

manager.   

2. John indicated that Fiona has been asked to submit a cost structure for the peer review – 

per peer review for this role for the continuity in the interim. EdVillage committed to taking 

SAESC through to the end of the peer review process for this financial year – through 

Millenium Trust – and it was noted that through this funding, EdVillage is effectively cross-

funding into the SAESC.  Did not factor contribute from the ORR foundation ($15 000) into 

this baseline funding of the SAESC. But also need to cost the school contribution 

(accommodation, travel, time, catering). 

3. Will strive to run 7 peer reviews in the next schools – SSB, Dominican, Ridgeway, Harvest 

High, LEAP 2 and 3.  It was suggested that schools could fundraise for their own peer review 

– inside their own fundraising portfolio?   

4. In respect to the budget for the SAESC, it was noted that this should include the schools 

contribution quite clearly.  Use technology to reduce costs …. If this a possibility?  Could 

EduNova facilitate this? Assess value of this. Local schools could be together and then 

conference three venues in (to test as a pilot). Model how we do this as the SAESC so that 

can bring this experience back to the schools.  

5. Projection for meetings for next year – while funding challenges – believe that plan for three 

fly-in meetings: 

a. 6-7 February meeting scheduled around Mike Feinberg’s visit in February (JHB – 

hosted by one/more schools).  This is to coincide with CDE discussions. Structure a 

session on instructional practice.  Include the Matthew Goniwe Leadership project – 

could this Coalition of leaders be one of the reflection circles that they use for their 

project? 

b. 15-16 May (possibly Inanda or Limpopo) 

c. 1-2 August (Inanda or Limpopo) 

d. For the Inanda meeting - to focus on peer review and others (what are the best 5 

pieces the Coalition would like to focus on),  

e. For the Limpopo meeting – build programme around topics related to running 

schools in remote spaces (all bus together from airport) 

SESSION FOUR: Monitoring and evaluation 
 

Giving an introduction to M&E for the Coalition, 

Benita reflected on M&E within school contexts 

with which members should be familiar. 

She then asked the Coalition to do a DO-NOW 

(see adjacent).  These questions were reflected 

on again later during the presentation. 

 

 



 

Benita then asked the Coalition to pause and reflect on whether the question written in the 

beginning has been included and addressed within the framework. If not, it was commented that the 

framework may then be missing something in evaluation. 

 

Opening the conversation to the Coalition, Benita then asked members to share their questions: 

- Has participation helped improve the way the member school is running or how teaching 

and learning happens? (effectiveness) 

- How does what happens here filter down to every single teacher in the school? (not 

addressed) 

- How is the structure of the Coalition impacting on the effectiveness of the Coalition – 

optimal for the objectives of the Coalition? 

- What is the effectiveness of the methodology of the community? 

- Does the structure and methodology employed by the Coalition support it to achieve its 

objectives? 

- Is everybody in the Coalition clear on long-term and short-term objectives of the Coalition? 

- Do the participants feel that the structure, methodology and objectives (caution – squeeze 

out the energy and spirit of the Coalition by methodology? Principles that underpin 

methodology) 

- How do you sustain the oral tradition of the Coalition?  Accessing the oral tradition of the 

Coalition as new members entering in? 

- Build in an organic component to the M&E …. (the personality) 

- How many schools of excellence join or belong because of how the Coalition puts itself out 

there? Attractions of belonging? Benefits of belonging? What are we doing to make it more 

accessible to schools that are not part of the Coalition now - Quality or Quantity – do the 

people in the schools in the Coalition know about the Coalition – level and depth of 

interaction within the Coalition? 

- Impact of the Coalition on leadership development? 

- Interfacing Bridge outcomes with the framework:  To what extent is the methodology 

(rituals, common practices, repeated practices which builds around principle and practice) – 

through the Bridge outcomes – of how the Coalition is facilitated assisting the Coalition in 

achieving its’ objectives? 



- Need to have a measuring what it takes to bring people into the framework, how long it 

takes.  

Benita then presented some of the results of the survey (see attached presentation for results). 

QUESTION: Is the evidence around the SAESC convincing? 

No comment 

SHOUT-OUTS: 

- Gives us a starting point – we will need to be arguably more 

definitive in the questions and in the data we need to 

collect, stretch into more hard data 

- In the Coalition space, no one wants to tread on toes and say “this is right” and this assists 

that.  

- Going forward we need to be more conscious about getting concrete data. 

- There is definitely a next step – this could help us in terms of determining where need to 

place more emphasis 

- Look at the concrete leverage of the M&E – in terms of donor/collegial support, skills shared, 

practices changed (“energy in the room and then what?”) 

John: SO take a dipstick to celebrate what the Coalition has changed?  (What has happened since the 

last meeting at your school that has happened specifically as a result of a Coalition activity?) 

 Inanda flagged what she learnt from Paul Horn’s OVC presentation and they changed the 

profiling of the OVC from the school 

 Lebone – the HODs that participated in the school peer review have come back with a direct 

leadership impact in instructional practice  

 LEAP 4 - follow-up on instructional leadership and personal management by two of the 

school leaders following the SPR  

 LEAP 4 - learnt from the timetable structuring at Lebone (SPR) 

  Inanda students were offered the opportunity to go to Lebone for leadership school in July 

holidays at no cost to the school and other schools involved 

 At COSAT talking about classroom practice – practice of classroom writing – first 10 minutes 

in the classroom 

 Comment on student uniforms – COSAT – looking at this as a change 

 COSAT – staff development 

 Yusuf – LEAP 1 – focus on time management at the school as a result of the SAESC meetings 

 LEAP and Inanda – had a focused intervention on Life Orientation and likewise LEAP-COSAT 

 Dominican Convent was looking for good diagnostic tests for young learners coming into 

grade 8.  

 Dominican Convent -  August workshop on ICT – helping us to take this conversation forward 

with our teachers – workshop with teachers on using computer centres for learning  (Sugata 

Mitra) 

 Ridgeway – breaks the sense of isolation by Inanda visiting and impacting on instructional 

practice 



 Inanda – change the grade 8 curriculum with a focus on Global Studies – from the Lebone  

 Vuleka Randburg – disciplinary code of conduct shared from Lebone 

 Appreciating the diversity of stories – eclectic nature – strong place that is so diverse 

 Vuleka North Riding – Coalition sees the education process as their lives work – do it for the 

good of the children (affirming sense of belonging) 

 Dominican Convent  has been using the model of cell groups at Lebone to develop science 

lessons at school 

 Lebone -  looking at the young leaders and young interns – what is possible in the future –

intern programme and gift of transgenerational sharing 

 Inanda – looking at expanding and creating a satellite school has come from this space (the 

Inanda II) 

 

In conclusion, John reminded the Coalition of the relevance for the kind of work we are beginning to 

do and articulate – creation of hope and cementing of hope.  SAESC is one of the best examples in 

the country of walking together. Zanele did flags the lack of education department participation as 

something that she will take away. 

 

SESSION FIVE: Work stream Discussions 
 

For full content of the discussions, please see separate notes as provided. 

 

Key feedback to the group was as follows: 

Teacher Development Group: 

 The value of sharing 

 Interns going to other coalition schools 

 Integrating technology 

 “Standardising”/understanding of how SAESC intern programme 

 Deliberate around training teachers to be good mentors 

 Hope to create virtual platform 

 Taking: considering new teachers in same way as interns re: network 

 Swapping interns—1 year at a different school 

 Higher expectations of interns 

Funding and Fundraising Group: 

 Purchasing Association that happens at university – could be a useful way of schools saving 

cost by buying in bulk 

 Streamline bursary programme so coalition can position itself as a beneficiary 

 One-pager on impact schools—viable option for funding 

 NB to drop words like “third tier” and "charter schools” and we use “impact” so when we 

talk about “impact schools” could potentially get funding from govt 

 One-pager on coalition schools 

 How do we create a fundraising space that creates as many streams of income for the school 



 Publication that tell success stories about coalition school children—reflect on humble 

beginnings and what they have been able to achieve 

 Two great stories into a book with a list of coalition schools —online publications 

 

CLOSING 
 

 

In the final ice-breaker, the Coalition 

celebrated special events of 

significance for various members of 

the Coalition – births (children and 

grandchildren, weddings, birthdays). 

 

John led the Coalition in a final 

reflective session – personal precise 

praise - reminding everyone in the 

group to direct the precise praise to 

the person being thanked.  This was 

undertaken on a volunteer basis. 

 

In closing, John thanked Vuleka for 

their excellent hosting of the 

Coalition, and each member of the 

Bridge team for their convening and 

project management roles.  

 

The meeting closed at 2pm. 


