2 Rounds Protocol
Source: This protocol is a variation on The Descriptive Review of a Child by Pat Carini at the Prospect Center in Bennington, Vermont, for reflecting on students and their work, as described by Kelly (1996). This protocol is also based on ideas from Marilyn Wentworth and others at The Fulton Academy of Geographic and Life Sciences and Fort Pitt Elementary School in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; Vanessa Turpin, Trish Rygalski, and Jerome Morris of the Summer 1997 CFG Coaches Training Workshop; Steve Hoffman of the Alternative Community School in Ithaca, New York; and Steve Strull of DuSable High School in Chicago.
Overview: This protocol is very similar to the Tuning Protocol, except for the participant discussion, which consists of three rounds. During the first round, participants simply describe what they've seen in the student work examined. During the second round, participants reach some conclusions or generalizations about what they have described. During the third and final round, participants base a set of recommendations (both cool and warm in nature) on what they have concluded and generalized from the second round. Note that the descriptions in the first round of discussion should be objective. It is often hard for educators to describe rather than evaluate a work.
Other Uses: This protocol can also be used to understand a student through his or her work; in fact, this was the purpose of the Descriptive Review of a Child, on which this protocol is based.
Number of Participants: 8–10 participants, a presenter, and a facilitator. This protocol can also be done with multiple concurrent groups, each with its own presenter and facilitator, or with one presenter and multiple concurrent groups.
Time Required: Typically 45 minutes to 1 hour
Steps (suggested times based on a 60-minute session):
Step 1: Introduction (first time only, 5 minutes)
· If participants don't usually work together, they briefly introduce themselves.
· Facilitator briefly introduces information about and guidelines for protocols, and establishes time limits for steps.
· Participants explore the assumptions that are important to making protocols work (see p. 13).
Step 2: Presentation (10 minutes)
· Presenter sets the context, describing the teaching/learning situation, while participants remain quiet and take notes.
· Presenter shares materials related to the teaching/learning situation described, including student work. When student work is being presented, presenter should allow participants time to examine the work.
· Presenter poses one or two key questions about the teaching/learning situation.
Step 3: Clarifying Questions (5 minutes)
· Participants ask nonevaluative questions about the presentation (e.g., "What happened before X? What did you do next? What did Y say?").
· Facilitator guards against questions that approach evaluation (e.g., "Why didn't you try X?"). Participants who ask evaluative questions may be invited to rephrase the questions as clarifying, or to save the questions for the participant discussion step.
· It is entirely possible that the group will not get all its questions answered—there is never enough time!—but participants should have enough information at this stage for the protocol to be productive.
Step 4: Individual Writing (5 minutes). Both the presenter and the participants write about the presentation, addressing the key question(s). This step helps each participant focus and have something to say during the participant discussion.
Step 5: Participant Discussion (15 minutes). The participants move through the following rounds. If possible, a recorder writes what participants say on chart paper. The presenter remains silent and takes notes throughout. 
· Round 1: Description (5 minutes). In round-robin style, participants describe what they do (or do not) see in the work (e.g., "The student indents for new paragraphs"). Participants can pass if they have nothing to add.
· Round 2: Generalization (5 minutes). In round-robin style, participants make generalizations about what they do (or do not) see in the work, based on the descriptions from the first round (e.g., "The student uses indention erratically"). Participants can pass if they have nothing to add.
· Round 3: Recommendations (5 minutes). In round-robin style, participants make recommendations based on the descriptions and generalizations from the previous two rounds (e.g., "The student needs to learn the rules for forming paragraphs"). Participants can pass if they have nothing to add. The group should make every effort to offer warm and cool recommendations; warm recommendations indicate what works and should be continued, and cool recommendations indicate what needs improvement. The group should also make every effort to address the presenter's key questions about the work.
Step 6: Presenter Reflection (15 minutes)
· The presenter reflects aloud on the participants' discussion, using the issues the participants raised to deepen understanding and reflecting on possible answers to questions posed. The presenter can also suggest future actions, questions, dilemmas, and so forth, and may correct any misunderstandings.
· Participants silently take notes on the presenter reflection.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Step 7: Debriefing (5 minutes)
· The presenter discusses how well the protocol worked and thanks the participants for their work.
· Participants discuss how well they think the protocol worked and thank the presenter for bringing the work to them to be tuned.
· The presenter and participants engage in more general discussion of both the situation examined and the protocol process itself.
· The facilitator engages participants in discussion of the three rounds and why they are important.
Critical Elements:
· A balance of warm and cool feedback (unless the presenter has declared a need for more of one than the other)
· Attention to the presenter's key questions
· Thoughtful, provocative, and substantive discourse
During the participant discussion, the facilitator may also help the participants to stick to nonevaluative descriptions in the first round, and base both generalizations and recommendations on these descriptions. If participants make generalizations or recommendations that are not based on previously made descriptions, the facilitator should encourage them to come up with relevant descriptions.
Tips for the Facilitator: One of the best activities the facilitator can engage participants in before starting this protocol is practice with description. For example, the facilitator could start by asking participants to describe the room they are in. If a participant says, "It's crowded," the facilitator could gently point out that this is a generalization. Participants should simply describe the size of the room, its furnishings, the number of people in it, and so forth before concluding that it's crowded. Similarly, if participants say that the room is cold, they should first establish the temperature; if they volunteer that the room is noisy, they should first describe all the noises in the room. As further practice, they might then try describing a piece of student work that is not being used for the protocol.

