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Abstract

This article describes how a team of juvenile probation officers in Yamhill, Oregon changed its culture 
and co-created a practice model. A practice model is a shared set of integrated evidence-based 

practices that an agency believes will result in better public safety outcomes. The practice-based 
evidence of staff was combined with a new integration of evidence-based practices called COVE. 

COVE stands for Coaching Options that are Versatile and Effective. The paper describes the COVE 
model. The Yamhill team used the National Implementation Research Network’s three-part model 
of implementation to achieve implementation success. Early results indicate that staff and client 

wellbeing increased.
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Introduction
This article tells the story of how a team of juvenile probation officers co-created a new context 
of wellbeing in their agency. The new context fostered individual and team growth and made it 
possible for the team to successfully implement a practice model. A practice model is a shared set of 
integrated evidence-based practices and principles that an agency believes will result in better public 
safety outcomes, when supported by the agency and followed with fidelity by its staff (Bogue & 
O’Connor, 2013). The practice model we describe combined the practice-based evidence of staff with 
a new and innovative integration of evidence-based practices called COVE. COVE stands for Coaching 
Options that are Versatile and Effective. Because the probation team used a three-box model of 
implementation to guide its work, we tell this story in three parts.

A farming analogy explains the three-
box model of implementation. First, 
in order to implement something new 
you must till the soil or “enable the 
context”. Every agency’s current context 
is perfectly suited to producing what it 
already has. You must change the soil 
or context if you want something new to 
grow. Even the best seed will not grow in 
unprepared or rocky ground. Second, you 
must choose good seed, the right kinds 
of evidence-based practice that will 
work in your context. Third, to ensure 
a lasting result you must sow the seed in the right way with effective methods of implementation. 
Just throwing the seed on the ground will not work. When all three boxes (figure 1) are skillfully 
tended their contents multiply, resulting in tangible outcomes that benefit staff, clients, and the 
community (Cusumano & Preston, 2017). The National Implementation Research Network (NIRN) 
believes that agencies who make full use of implementation science and this model dramatically 
decrease implementation time and increase implementation success. Agencies go from implementing 
an average 14% of an innovation after 17 years of work, to implementing 80% of the innovation after 3 
years of work (Balas & Boren, 2000; D. L. Fixsen, Blase, Timbers, & Wolf, 2001; Green & Seifert, 2005; 
National Implementation Research Network, 2019e) . 

All agency staff members play an important role in our story, but we focus on John Lynch for 
his central role in the narrative. John is the juvenile probation supervisor in the Yamhill County 
Department of Community Justice in Oregon. John helps lead the department with his manager, Dana, 
and director, Jessica. He supervises six probation officers – Alfredo, Becky, Jackie, Jondee, Kati, and 
Laurie - and works closely with the agency administrative staff – Vicki, Kamren, Lisa, and Sarah1. The 
remaining characters in our story are Tom, Brad and Samantha, three of the authors of this paper 

1 Yamhill County is one of 36 counties in the State of Oregon which is in the Pacific Northwest of the United States. 

The county seat is McMinnville. The origin of the county name is probably from an explorer’s name for a local Native 

American tribe, the Yamhill, who are part of the North Kalapuyan family of tribes. The full staff names are Dana Carelle, 

Jessica Beach, Alfredo Madrigal, Becky Neumann, Jackie Lee, Jondee Rivera, Kati Foster, Laurie Taylor, Vicki Wood (admin 

supervisor), Lisa Hanes, Kamren Weller, and Sarah Everett.
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and the external coaches who assess, support, and challenge John and the Yamhill team2. The story 
begins when John asks Tom about his work with Brad to help agencies create and implement their 
own “practice model”.

Perhaps like John at the time, you are curious and asking yourself “What the heck is a ‘practice 
model’?” Whether you are a probation or parole officer, or a correctional staff working in a prison, 
you already have the basic elements of a practice model within you. Its roots can be found in your 
daily practices – the things you do to help your clients live well and crime free, satisfy your boss, 
judges, politicians, and members of the public, and prevent further crime. Your practice model emerges 
from the habitual ways you interact with fellow staff, complete paperwork, manage your caseload, 
and keep yourself motivated. It also comes out of the ways you build rapport with, assess, motivate, 
challenge, and sanction clients, or link clients to resources in the prison or community. 

Even though you have all these practices, it is probably difficult for you to name which precise 
elements of your practice foster change. The complex nature of human beings means practices with 
people are never static. They evolve and shift depending on which colleagues you talk with, how 
you are feeling on a given day, the size of your caseload, which trainings you attend, failures and 
successes with your clients, and the constant flow of daily experience. You and your agency have all 
these practices, but you probably do not have a practice model. A practice model explicitly names 
the causal factors or elements that lead to client growth and it links these elements into a coherent 
whole. A practice model is shared, understood, agreed to, and practiced - with appropriate variation 
for role - by all the staff in an agency. A practice model is the common practice you believe has a 
direct impact on achieving your agency mission. It describes the practices that all staff should follow 
to prevent more crime and promote the social and human capital (rehabilitation) of people under 
supervision (Bogue & O’Connor, 2013). That is the kind of practice model John wanted to know more 
about.

Since 2012, Brad and Tom have been testing 
a method of helping correctional agencies 
develop and articulate a “home grown” 
practice model. Their method combines 
the “practice-based evidence” (PBE) of 
staff with the “evidence-based practice” 
(EBP) of research (figure 2). It is important 
for agencies to use EBP, but we also 
believe in the power of being a “reflective 
practitioner” (Schon, 1982) and helping staff 
to draw on their own PBE. Every day we 
interact with and try different things with 
our clients. This practice is influenced by EBP, but it is also unique to each of us and our context. The 
individual and collective practice in an agency gives us an ongoing and extremely relevant body of 
evidence to learn from. 

2 Yamhill County hired Tom O’Connor, Brad Bogue and Samantha Collins, the first three authors of this paper, as consultants 

to help staff develop and implement a practice model. Tom and Brad are the originators of the COVE model explained in 

this paper. Given this, the authors have a personal, professional and financial investment in this paper.
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For many reasons, we often fail to get feedback from or reflect on our own practice-based evidence. 
As a result, we do not learn from our practice. Think of your own typing skills. You probably type 
every day, but your typing skills have likely not increased much since you first learned how to type. 
Practice is not enough to grow in skill, it must be deliberate practice. When deliberate structures of 
feedback, reflection and coaching are built into our practice we improve in skill and our clients have 
better outcomes (Lambert, Whipple, & Kleinstäuber, 2018; Miller, Hubble, & Duncan, 2007). Brad and 
Tom draw on Bas Vogelvang’s work in the Netherlands because his Building Blocks Method provides 
a way of including both PBE and EBP in the creation of a practice model. The Building Blocks Method 
enables staff to name, co-create, and test the elements of their practice model. The staff begin with 
a theoretical practice model that has different elements.  The staff then use each element and gather 
their own data on whether its use was a “hit” (worked for the client) or a “miss” (did not work for the 
client)3. Over time the staff know if they should keep or drop that element from their model. 

This ensures each element of the practice model works in their unique context. It also helps those 
elements become shared elements of practice (Vogelvang, 2006, 2012; Vogelvang & Bogue, 2012). 
Importantly, the staff co-create their practice model in a “top-supported, bottom-up” approach. The 
model is not built outside and then installed in the agency in a “top-down” manner. Implementing a 
practice model is an adaptive change, it requires staff to develop new mindsets and new skills. Top 
down methods do not work for adaptive challenges (Ronald A Heifetz, 1994). So, Brad and Tom act 
less as the experts with the answer and more as coaches who help staff discover the right questions 
and then their own answers. The staff are the experts in their own field and context, and theirs is the 
fundamental expertise that guides the project. Just as clients have autonomy over what they do, staff 
have autonomy over what they do, and implementation must support that autonomy.  

Box 1: Tilling the Soil - Enabling the Yamhill Context
The more John explored the idea with Tom, the more 
intrigued he was at the prospect of co-creating a 
practice model with his team of officers. At the same 
time, John was keenly aware that everyone on his 
team would not simply embrace this idea. John and 
the probation officers had a healthy skepticism of 
implementing EBP models. They had recently taken 
part in a largely failed attempt by all the county 
juvenile probation agencies in Oregon to implement 
the Effective Practices in Community Supervision 
(EPICS) model. EPICS is one of the “pre-packaged” 
models currently available in corrections (Labrecque, 
Smith, Schweitzer, & Thompson., 2013; Latessa, 
Smith, Schwietzer, & Labrecque, 2013). Another such 
model is the Strategic Training Initiative in Community 
Supervision knows as STICS (Bonta et al., 2009; 

3 Staff also track “roadblocks” and “finds”. A roadblock is something that prevents the use of an element.  If this roadblock 

cannot be overcome, then the element is useless in the model. Often, however, the roadblock can be overcome and then 

the element can be tested to see if it is a “hit” or a “miss”. A find is the use of an element that is not in the model but was a 

“hit”. A process of testing the find ensues to see if this element should be included in the practice model.

Enable the Context – Till the Soil

Set the right context by developing the kind of 

cultural story, dialogue, teamwork, values and 

assumptions that are necessary to support 

change. Create a holding environment that will 

safely allow people to engage in the hard work, 

anxiety, discord and loss that is part of the 

change process. Practice how to distinguish 

between adaptive and technical change. Develop 

yourself and your people, because systems 

develop to the extent that the people running 

the system develop. One must till the soil to get 

it ready (enabled) to receive the new seeds of 

change that come from combining practice-based 

evidence and evidence-based practice.  
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Bonta et al., 2010; Bonta et al., 2011). EBP models tend to be set before they reach staff and are thus 
designed for a top down or expert installation method of implementation. The EPICS implementation 
process in Oregon had not done enough to “till the soil” in preparation for receiving the new seed. 
There were other implementation problems too. Many officers felt the model was mechanical and was 
not individualized to the unique needs and skills of either the officers or the clients. Despite having 
good content, the EPICS model was only partially implemented and has gradually faded. This and 
similar experiences of failed efforts to introduce something new, had induced implementation fatigue 
and wariness in the team.  

Furthermore, like many probation officers around the world, each officer in Yamhill tended to work 
in a “lone ranger” mode. Everyone’s practice was largely independent. Staff got along in general, but 
they were not particularly effective at a team or collective level. Staff had points of unresolved conflict 
and role disagreement with each other, the management, and the administrative staff. On a personal 
level, John was struggling. He was a new supervisor who was used to being on an equal power level 
with his fellow officers. Now he felt caught between his new and old roles and the power dynamics 
of the office. As a committed member of the Yamhill community, it had been John’s dream to work 
as a leader in his community. But now the internal and external discord in the office left him feeling 
discouraged, and he considered looking for work in another county. Clearly, before John could help 
much with meeting agency level challenges, he had to meet his own. The challenge for John was to 
develop a more complex identity so he could be a more complex leader. He needed to grow internally 
and learn how to be more independent of what was going on in his surroundings. 

Returning to our three-box metaphor, it was clear that the soil in Yamhill was not ready to receive a 
new seed no matter how good that seed might be or how expertly it might be planted. With Tom’s 
coaching, John began to work on himself and with his team to prepare the soil. The challenge for the 
staff, as a collective, was to improve how the members communicated and resolved difficulties. The 
staff would have to develop a new collective 
story – one of greater trust, collaboration, 
feedback and reflection. The staff needed to 
create a new culture in their agency. 

Creating a new cultural context presented an 
“adaptive” challenge for John and the team 
that could only be resolved through staff 
development (Helsing & Lahey, 2010). It was 
not a “technical” challenge that could be met 
by the usual technical means of problem 
solving. Technical challenges can be fixed by 
an expert or a top-down approach, because 
the problem to be solved is clear and the 
know-how for solving the problem already 
exists. Technical problems are external to 
us, so solving them does not require that we 
change. Yamhill’s real problems were internal 
and were part of its “soil”. Solving these 

Adaptive change is “distressing for the people going 

through it. They need to take on new roles, new 

relationships, new values, new behaviors, and new 

approaches to work. Many employees are ambivalent 

about the efforts and sacrifices required of them. They 

often look to the senior executive to take problems 

off their shoulders. But those expectations have to be 

unlearned. Rather than fulfilling the expectation that they 

will provide answers, leaders have to ask tough questions. 

Rather than protecting people from outside threats, 

leaders should allow them to feel the pinch of reality in 

order to stimulate them to adapt. Instead of orienting 

people to their current roles, leaders must disorient them 

so that new relationships can develop. Instead of quelling 

conflict, leaders have to draw the issues out. Instead of 

maintaining norms, leaders have to challenge “the way 

we do business” and help others distinguish immutable 

values from historical practices that must go.” (Ronald A. 

Heifetz & Laurie, 1997, p. 124)
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adaptive problems depended on people changing and growing. John and the officers needed new 
mindsets and skills they did not already possess. John realized this and asked his superiors Dana and 
Jessica for their facilitative administrative support. Facilitative administration is a key implementation 
driver where the administration listens to identify emerging organizational needs and is willing to 
move things around to create hospitable environments that support new ways of working (National 
Implementation Research Network, 2019c). With that support John and the staff were well positioned 
to embark on a journey of development and adaptive change with Tom’s guidance. In turn, Tom was 
guided by his colleagues Brad and Samantha. 

Tom used his COVE developmental coaching 
model - described below - to assess, support and 
challenge John in his growth as a leader. The COVE 
process helped John to identify his “leading edge of 
development”. He set a new goal for himself - “to have 
more mental and emotional bandwidth”. He wanted 
to replace his anxiety producing patterns with habits 
of internal space and freedom for clear thinking. 
Then John captured an image of what it would be 
like when he achieved his goal and began working on 
a plan to get there. John was a willing coachee and 
followed through on every aspect of the plan. Part 
of the plan was for John to work through a process 
called “Immunity to Change” (Kegan & Lahey, 2009). 
The Immunity to Change process proved to be pivotal. 
It enabled John to name, reflect on, and get new 
data that shifted the unconscious assumptions that had been guiding his old patterns of behavior. 
As a result, John made a significant change in his mindset and moved into a more complex level of 
personal development. This change dramatically increased his “mental and emotional bandwidth” and 
hence his capacity as a leader. John developed a more secure identity that was internally grounded 
and independent of how others saw or related to him. His identity was more “self-authoring” 
(Kegan & Lahey, 2009). John could now take a more nuanced approach to his leadership role and his 
relationships with others. The discouraging aspects of the agency’s context remained, but John was 
no longer thrown off by them. 

Inspired by John, the staff began working on their own development and the development of the 
team. Tom used the COVE coaching model to guide the team through a process of assessment, 
feedback, and new practice. Each staff member took the Kantor communication and team behavioral 
assessment. Tom facilitated team meetings to explore the results of this assessment and discern the 
“leading edge of development” for each person and the team. How could each person’s and the team’s 
unique pattern of strengths be further developed? 

The Kantor assessment of structural dynamics (Kantor, 2012; The Kantor Institute, 2014) 
is a behavioral rather than a personality assessment. This means its findings can be used 
developmentally. It is difficult to change our personality; however, we can always change our 
behavior, especially with coaching and deliberate practice. The Kantor assessment helps people 

Immunity to Change

The Immunity to Change coaching process, 

developed by Harvard School of Education 

researchers Bob Kegan and Lisa Lahey, is a 

profound method for helping people make the 

changes they desire but are unable to make. 

The process has been featured in the Harvard 

Business Review (Kegan & Lahey, 2001), the 

Oprah Winfrey Magazine (Brubach, 2009), and 

the New York Times (Singer, 2012). Peter Senge, 

author of The Fifth Discipline says, “Immunity 

to Change is a wonderfully original approach to 

a familiar problem: why many crucial change 

efforts fail”
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see the patterns in how they tend to interact, make 
meaning, and communicate with others at work and 
at home. It reveals the structures of communication 
that underly team dynamics. Do you often give voice 
to ideas and thus bring momentum to a team? Or, do 
you tend to listen more, support the best ideas, and 
bring them to completion? Perhaps your pattern is 
to respectfully oppose ideas on the table and help 
correct them? Or maybe you prefer to observe and 
help the team to see its own habitual patterns of 
behavior? The team part of the Kantor assessment 
reveals the actual patterns of interacting, making 
meaning, and communicating in use by the team. 
Often a team’s patterns are limited and do not foster 
effective dialogue. Often too, the team patterns do 
not match up with the individual strengths of the 
team members. When this is happening, it means the 
cultural context is producing and reinforcing limiting 
patterns of dialogue. Seeing the existing patterns of 
dialogue allows for new patterns to be coached and 
practiced. 

Dialogue is a way of thinking and talking collectively 
that fosters cultural change and growth (W. Isaacs, 
1999). Its impact can be seen in the Virginia Department of Corrections. In 2010, when Harold Clark 
became the director of the Virginia Department of Corrections (VDOC), he found a largely hierarchical 
agency with a somewhat punitive mindset. Harold believed VDOC needed to become a collaborative 
agency with a healing mindset. To achieve this cultural change Harold had his executive team trained 
and coached in the skills and practices of dialogue. VDOC then trained and coached its successive 
levels of staff until all the nearly 12,000 employees who run Virginia’s prison, probation, and parole 
systems knew how to engage in dialogue. They gained a set of skills and a common language for 
thinking and talking together. These dialogue practices led to extensive cultural change and the 
department saw a steady realization of its goal to collaboratively create a healing environment. For 
three years running, Virginia has had the lowest recidivism rates across the 43 US states that report 
three-year reincarceration rates. In 2018, Virginia’s rate of recidivism was 23%, the lowest point on a 
continuum that reached 64% in the state with the highest rates (Virginia Department of Corrections., 
2018). Importantly, the cultural changes at the VDOC also resulted in steady improvement on all 
measures of staff engagement and wellbeing (Clarke & Williams, 2018).

People like Bill Issacs, David Bohm, and David Kantor have helped us understand how a “dialogue” is 
different from other forms of conversation such as a debate or a discussion (Bohm, 1996; W. Isaacs, 
1999; Kantor, 2012). To have a dialogue, everyone must have psychological safety, an equal voice, 
and be willing and able to suspend their assumptions. So, while dialogue is possible, it does not come 
easily. It takes training, feedback, coaching and deliberate practice.  

Dialogue

“Dialogue is a skillful way of talking and thinking 

together that establishes a common meaning 

amongst a group of people. The spirit of Dialogue 

is to understand rather than to convince, and the 

process changes the ground out of which the 

various relationships arise. Professional Dialogue 

is a transparent way of learning together and 

humanising an organisation or community. 

Through Professional Dialogue organisations 

and communities are able to engage the 

collective intelligence of the participants to 

make better decisions, and to realise the creative 

opportunities inherent in any problem. The 

ongoing practice of Professional Dialogue at a 

systemic level generates sustainable strategic 

and operational change. In a Dialogic Organisation 

or a Dialogic Community this is underwritten by 

the ongoing regeneration of its culture, including 

shifting historically-stuck patterns of behaviour, 

for the constructive benefit of the whole.” Peter 

Garret, Academy of Professional Dialogue 



Article 1: Staff Development and Practice Models: When We Get Better Our 
Clients Get Better

17

Tom and Samantha provided the training, feedback and coaching. The Yamhill team did the deliberate 
practice. The officers began using the skills of dialogue to think collectively and have more effective 
and productive meetings. Each staff member knew their own profile on the Kantor assessment, 
as well as how it compared to their colleagues. Taking a strengths-based approach made it a fun, 
insightful, and challenging process for everyone. People gradually began to work safely through 
points of discord and reach a place of greater trust, vulnerability, and cohesion. Everyone had a 
common language in which to talk collectively about their own adaptive challenges and help clients 
with theirs. Yamhill was becoming a “dialogic organization” with “dialogic leadership” - an agency that 
is skillful at co-creating new meaning to address the ever-evolving and complex needs of the agency 
and its clients (W. N. Isaacs, 1999). The COVE coaching process - explained in full below - aligned with 
the Kantor process - enabled the officers to co-create a new cultural context that was open to new 
seeds and ready to take on the hard work of developing a practice model.  

Box 2: The Right Seed for Yamhill
As with enabling the context, developing a practice model takes work. There are common elements 
to every practice model, however, that come from the evidence-based literature of our field. Agencies 
need to develop their own practice model, but it is not necessary or wise to leave them to their own 
devices to reinvent the wheel. Brad and Tom spent years collaborating with teams of probation 
officers and supervisors in San Diego County in California, and in Ramsey, Anoka, Dakota, DFO (Dodge, 
Filmore and Olmsted), and Isanti Counties as well as the Department of Corrections in Minnesota, to 
identify the elements field staff felt were necessary in a practice model (Bogue, Diebel, & O’Connor, 
2008; Bogue & O’Connor, 2015). They then used their 60+ years of combined criminal justice 
experience to synthesize a set of core evidence-based elements into a coaching practice model that 
seeks to evoke rather than install change in the coachee. Brad and Tom called their coaching model 
COVE which stands for Coaching Options that are Versatile and Effective. COVE integrates, sequences 
and blends a set of evidence-based practices from four existing literatures: 1) role clarification; 2) 
Motivational Interviewing; 3) cognitive-behavioral skill practice; 4) coaching and learning. The model is 
versatile and effective in any kind of coaching relationship such as manager to supervisor, supervisor 
to staff, staff to client, or peer to peer. We think the model works if you have five, fifteen, or fifty 
minutes to coach. We also believe the model could work in all human service contexts.

In terms of an agency’s practice model, 
COVE is like the chassis of a car. Every car 
has a chassis or fundamental framework 
that provides the basic four-wheel 
structure of a car (figure 3). A Ferrari 
looks very different from a Ford, a Toyota, 
a Chevy or a Mercedes. Yet each of these 
cars has a similar chassis. Each agency’s 
practice model should have a distinctive 
body and look that matches its unique 
context, resources and needs. At the same 
time, each agency’s model will have a core 
underlying chassis or framework that is 
similar. The COVE or COVE-like part of an 
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agency’s model acts as a chassis and ensures the agency is following evidence-based practices. COVE 
saves an agency a lot of time because it gives it a framework on which to build its own unique practice 
model.  

The literature on staff development suggests that coaching become an integral part of every 
probation, parole, and prison system (Joyce & Showers, 2002). We take coaching for granted in sports, 
because we know it is key to ongoing growth and success. Every top athlete or team has a coach. Few 
of us in corrections have a coach. Coaching is an evidence-based practice for leaders, but most leaders 
do not coach (Goleman, 2000). Coaching is also one of NIRN’s eight “implementation drivers”, and 
it is often the most underused driver (National Implementation Research Network, 2019b; National 
Implementation Research Network & Fixsen, 2004). A recent article usefully contrasts two metaphors 
to explain the role of a probation officer: the probation officer as referee versus the probation officer 
as coach (Lovins, Cullen, Latessa, & Jonson, 2018). We agree with the premise of this article. The 
probation/human service relationship is best characterized as a coach helping players to play instead 
of a referee blowing the whistle when the players fail to follow the rules. Making this shift requires 
us to develop a coaching mindset and set of coaching skills (Bungay Stanier, 2016; Keller, 2001). If 
coaching were a routine part of how we develop ourselves as leaders, our staff as change agents, 
and our clients as good citizens we think it would have a significant impact on client recidivism and 
success rates.  

COVE has four broad sections with 14 distinct elements (figure 4). Each element sets up and flows 
into the next element, so the 14 elements form a single structure. However, COVE is not a linear 
model. The coach can and should choose the right point of entry into the model depending on the 
client’s context and how much time they have. Every conversation between a probation/prison officer 
and a client takes place in what we call a “discretionary space”. The staff member and client have 
complete discretion to take their conversation in any direction. This discretion is necessary because 
of the complex nature of human interaction, the coaching relationship, and the variation involved in 
the desistance journey. Yet staff also need a way to bring structure to the space, for without some 
structure both the coach and coachee can easily become confused and lose the flow of meaning in 
the relationship. COVE structures and maintains the discretionary space. Once the flow of COVE is 
mastered, the coach knows where they are and what is happening in any conversation. The coach can 
thus more easily match the conversation to the client’s path of rehabilitation or desistance. 

Section 1: Role Clarification is based on Chris Trotter’s work in Australia (Trotter, 2006; Ward & 
Trotter, 2012). There are two elements in this section. First, the coach articulates the specific context 
of the conversation and what their role or job will be in the conversation. Second, the coach asks the 
coachee to talk about how they see their role or job in the conversation. If done well, this section 
helps the coach and coachee to establish a partnership. It signals to the coachee that they have an 
active role and fosters agency. It also helps to distinguish the coaching conversation from other kinds 
of conversation such as supervision, condition setting/monitoring, or sanctioning. 

Section 2: Motivational Interviewing (MI) is based on Miller and Rollnick’s work. We divided this 
section into the four processes of MI: 1) Engaging; 2) Focusing; 3) Evoking; and 4) Planning. We then 
weave six elements into these four processes that come from Michael Bungay Stanier’s work on “The 
Coaching Habit”.  Later in the model we use a seventh element from Bungay Stanier (Bungay Stanier, 
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2016). Bungay Stanier wants people 
to adopt what he calls a “coaching 
mindset”. This allows coaching to 
take place in the very busy lives of 
managers and staff who often only 
have five or ten minutes to have 
a conversation. Bungay Stanier 
recommends coaches ask seven 
open-ended questions in service of 
“being curious”. We discovered that 
six of the seven questions, when 
used in an MI adherent manner, 
help staff to move through the four 
processes of MI. The six questions 
are a great fit with the spirit, skills 
and processes of MI. Staff can put 
the questions in their own words 
provided they keep the intent of 
each question and keep it open-
ended.

The first MI process, Engaging, is 
fostered by asking the first two 
of Bungay Stanier’s questions: 1) 
“What is on your mind?”; and 2) 
“What else is on your mind?” These 
two big open-ended questions 
allow the coachee to express what 
is on the top of their mind and then 
go deeper. The open-ended nature of the questions allows the coachee to choose the direction of the 
conversation. The answers let the coach know (assess) what is going on.

The second MI process, Focusing, begins when it is time to ask Bungay Stanier’s third question: 3) 
“What is the real challenge here for you?” By engaging, the coach has just helped the coachee to 
express everything that is on their mind. This next question helps the coachee to sift through and find 
the real issue of concern and growth. In MI terms, question 3 helps the coach and coachee to identify 
the right target behavior or mindset to focus on for change. The desistance journey often represents 
a series of adaptive challenges for the client. In asking this question the coach is helping the client to 
identify their adaptive challenge or leading edge of development.

The third MI process, Evoking, emerges when you ask the next two of Bungay Stanier’s questions: 
4) “What do you want?” and 5) “How can I help?” Asking “What do you want?” helps the coachee to 
imagine what it will be like when they have met their challenge. Another way of asking this question 
is to say “What will it be like when you meet your challenge?  It is often difficult for people to answer 
this question because they cannot imagine things being different. Once they get a glimpse of what it 
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would be like it is very motivating. When the coachee has a vision of what they want, the next element 
simply asks them “How can I help you get there?” This second evoking question helps to keep the 
focus on the coachee doing the work while also giving the coach great feedback on how to play their 
part in the relationship.  

The fourth process, Planning, starts when it is appropriate to ask Bungay Stanier’s sixth question: 
6) “If you are saying yes to this what are you saying no to?”  Most often we do not plan, we add. 
We think that change is about adding something new to our plate. Substantial or adaptive change, 
however, always involves a loss of some kind. In choosing to say yes to new mindsets and behaviors, 
we are implicitly choosing to say no to old mindsets and behaviors that have worked for us in some 
way. Bungay Stanier’s sixth question helps the coachee to delve into this key aspect of change and 
enter real planning. The seventh of Stanier’s questions is asked at the end of COVE and we address it 
in Section 4.

Section 3: Cognitive-Behavioral Skill Rehearsal. This helps the coachee to begin practicing the new 
mindset or skills they want in their life. We move out of the purely intellectual process of change and 
start to put our plan into action. This is the point where MI stops because the person has resolved 
their ambivalence about change. We know we are at this point when we hear a lot of change talk 
in the conversation. COVE uses cognitive-behavioral literature to identify four elements or steps to 
support active change (Andrews, 1994; Burrell, 2008; Bush, Glick, & Taymans, 2002; Public Safety 
Canada, 2012). 

First, the coach discusses practicing a skill with the coachee that relates to their plan and then 
describes that skill. The skill usually involves putting a new mindset into practice such as 
collaborating, listening, having difficult conversations, or saying no to certain things. Second, the 
coach models the skill in question. It is very important for the coach to model the skill because the 
coachee gets to see the skill in action. This helps them form a mental image of the skill. Third, the 
coachee practices using the skill and gives themselves some feedback on how they did. Then the 
coach, with permission, can give the coachee additional feedback on what went well with the skill 
and anything they may have missed. Fourth, the coach asks the coachee to reflect on how this skill 
might transfer to other areas of their life. All four of these cognitive-behavioral steps in this order are 
important. These steps can often be completed in five or ten minutes.

Section 4: Learn and Carry. This section has two elements. First, the coach asks Bungay Stanier’s 
seventh and final question – 7) “What was most useful to you today?” This gives the coachee a 
moment to reflect on the session. Learning research tells us that the act of recalling something helps 
to move it from our short-term into our long-term memory. Recall makes it more likely we will retain 
the learning that just took place (Brown, Roediger III, & McDaniel, 2014; Coakley, 1990; Oakley, 2014; 
Oakley & Sejnowski, 2018). The answer to this question also gives the coach some important feedback 
about the session. We have been surprised at the high percentage of people who say the skill practice 
was the most helpful. 

The second element in this section (carry) transitions to what will happen after the coaching session. 
The coach asks the coachee to identify a simple next step that will keep the work they have just 
done moving forward. People often respond with a full project, but here we are literally talking about 



Article 1: Staff Development and Practice Models: When We Get Better Our 
Clients Get Better

21

just the next step in the project. For example, if someone wants to be a better listener, their next 
step might be to ask a friend to meet for coffee so they can practice listening. The next step is not to 
practice listening, it is to ask a friend to go for coffee. Simple next steps keep the momentum going 
because people feel they are doable. This is a key part of David Allen’s system for getting things done 
(Allen, 2015). 

This 14-step integration of a whole range of evidence-based practices was the seed the Yamhill staff 
decided to plant into their newly prepared soil or context. The team was ready to work in the third 
box. In doing so we had to be careful because a growing body of international research, often referred 
to as Implementation Science, has found that most efforts to implement evidence-based practices 
fail (Balas & Boren, 2000; D. L. Fixsen et al., 2001; Green & Seifert, 2005; National Implementation 
Research Network, 2019e). This pattern persists across different fields such as health care, education, 
business, criminal justice, childcare, etc. (D. Fixsen, Naoom, Blase, Friedman, & Wallace, 2005). 
Well-meaning efforts at implementing EBP often fail because agencies do not take a systematic 
approach to the implementation process. Rather, we tend to follow the “train and pray” method – 
send a bunch of people to a training and pray that something will be different when they come back. 
Yamhill decided to take a systematic approach to implementation.  It did so by using Vogelvang’s 
building blocks method and the five parts of NIRN’s “active implementation” framework (National 
Implementation Research Network, 2019a)4.

Box 3: Sowing the Seed in the Right Way
By working on their own development and dialogue skills as a team the officers had created a new 
context that opened fresh horizons and possibilities. Everyone had become curious about developing 
a practice model. John and the officers were ready to use their practice-based evidence to gather data 
on whether each of the 14 COVE elements should be a part of Yamhill’s practice model. Tom did some 
training on how Yamhill could use COVE as a starting point and chassis for their model. The team 
members decided to begin by trying out the different COVE elements to see if they were a “hit” or a 
“miss” with their clients. They also began documenting any ‘roadblocks” that prevented them from 
using any of the elements. They kept track when they had any “finds”. Finds were things staff did 
that were a “hit” with clients but were not in COVE. The evidence from their practice convinced the 
staff they were on to something. When they used an element with a client it was usually a hit. But 
they also found they were not and could not use some of the elements. For example, they struggled 
with the role clarification and cognitive-behavioral steps. It was also difficult to follow the flow of the 
14 elements. The positive response from clients, however, was motivating. It increased the officers’ 
motivation and desire to learn more and grow in their skills. This spilled over into staff meetings and 
became a collective desire to learn as a team. Because the team had created a level of psychological 
safety everyone gradually became more willing to enter the discomfort, vulnerability and struggle of 
real or adaptive learning.  

Now it was time for another external coach, Samantha Collins, to get involved and take the 
implementation process to an even more rigorous level. Samantha is a colleague of Tom’s at 

4 The five parts of NIRN’s active implementation framework are: 1) have “usable innovations”; 2) take a “stages of 

implementation” approach; 3) use all eight of the “implementation drivers”; 4) develop an “implementation team” that 

understands and can use the science; and 5) complete “improvement cycles” based on the Plan, Do, Study, Act (PDSA) 

process
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Transforming Correction and a skilled coach. She has experience in using implementation science 
to help staff reach competency in EBP innovations. Samantha is also a member of the Motivational 
Interviewing Network of Trainers (MINT). The goal was for Yamhill to have its own sustainable 
practice model. This meant the Yamhill staff needed to become competent in using their model 
independently of Tom, Brad, and Samantha. John stepped up again and committed to becoming 
competent in using and coaching COVE. This would enable to coach the staff to competency. The six 
probation officers also stepped up. They wanted to learn to use COVE in an even more competent way 
with their clients. There are eight “drivers of implementation” (National Implementation Research 
Network, 2019d)5.  One of the drivers is having a fidelity or performance measurement system that 
lets you determine when staff are competent in using an agency practice model. Another driver is 
having a decision-support data system to track staff progress toward competency. Samantha showed 
Yamhill how to put both drivers in place.

As you have seen above, there are many moving parts in COVE (14 elements) and many advanced 
mindsets and skills to master. For example, it is impossible to navigate the MI section embedded 
in COVE unless you can move from a “fixing” mindset to a coaching mindset. You also must be 
able to embody the four spirits of MI - entering into relationships with clients that are based on 1) 
acceptance; 2) partnership; 3) evocation; and 4) compassion. You must also master the four MI skills 
of open-ended questions, affirmations, reflections, and summaries (OARS). Learning all this is a 
collective endeavor and necessitates an enabling context. It also calls for a lot of deliberate practice, a 
community of practice, assessment and feedback on skills, and successive coaching of skills according 
to measurable criteria of fidelity. Samantha worked on all these fronts with John and the officers 
Laurie, Jackie, Katie, Alfredo, Becky, and Jondee. Competency began to emerge when the team saw 
further positive results with their youth. There were deeper conversations and greater vulnerability, 
trust, transparency, and feedback with clients. Both staff and clients had a sense of progress. For 
example, Becky got this text from a young man, age 19, after one of her sessions. “Hey I just wanted 
to say thank you for the last meeting we had. I felt like I really got a lot out of it just sitting there and 
finding ways to help myself, so I just wanted to say thank you for that.”

At first, John was nervous about having Samantha sit in or listen to tapes of him coaching the staff 
using COVE. The staff were also nervous about having John sit in or listen to tapes of them coaching 
clients. Everyone was nervous about doing role plays with each other or sharing tapes of themselves 
with clients in their regular community of practice meetings. During one community of practice, Kati 
overcame a personal barrier and was the first to practice her skills in front of all her colleagues. The 
dam of vulnerability burst, and others followed suit. The staff have now become comfortable with 
sharing tapes of their conversations with clients, doing role plays with each other and having John 
and/or Samantha sit in with them in client sessions. They have created a skilled learning community 
where it was safe and therefore possible to learn. Although the officers used the same chassis, their 
unique approaches and individuality became more pronounced and celebrated. This allowed for more 
responsivity in matching clients to staff.

There have been many staff outcomes to this collective process of dialogue, assessment, coaching 

5 The eight drivers of implementation are: 1) leadership that knows the difference between leading adaptive and technical 

change; 2) staff selection; 3) staff training; 4) staff coaching; 5) systems intervention; 6) facilitative administration; 7) 

decision-support data systems; and 8) a fidelity or performance measurement system.
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and practice. Figure 5 shows 
the progress of staff in 
learning to use all 14 COVE 
elements in a session with a 
client. We set the threshold 
of competency as being 
able to demonstrate the 
use of 75% of the 14 COVE 
elements on two occasions 
with clients. Each officer 
took a different amount 
of time before they were 
ready to submit a tape. John 
(shown with the red line) 
was the first person to send in a tape. He was also the first to achieve competency. The chart makes 
it look like Becky (orange line) was the first to achieve competency, but she started at a later point in 
time than John. 

Figure 5 shows that every staff member begins their journey at a different level and progresses in 
a unique way. It took John four improvement cycles to reach competency for the first time. It took 
Katie six cycles, Alfredo six cycles, Jackie four cycles, and Becky three cycles. Laurie is growing in her 
skills, and Jondee, the newest officer, is getting ready to submit her first tape. Overall, the average 
trend clearly depicts a growth in mastery. To enable this growth Samantha listened to John’s tapes 
and gave him written feedback according to a set of fidelity criteria for each of the 14 elements. These 
fidelity criteria were created and refined by Brad, Tom, and Samantha with the help of coaches from 
Brad’s company6.  After John read his feedback, he would meet with Samantha to identify his growing 
edge and practice the COVE skills he needed to develop. John followed the same process in reviewing 
recorded staff sessions, as Samantha coached him on how to do so with fidelity. John and the officers 
found the coaching particularly helpful because the sessions were individualized to each person’s 
unique strengths and challenges.

Figure 6 shows staff 
progress in one of the 
measures we used to track 
MI competency. In MI, it is 
important to have more 
reflections than questions 
to convey accurate 
understanding and empathy, 
and to reflect change talk. 
These skills are critical in 
helping people change. As 
we explained, COVE contains 
the seven open-ended 

6 Brad Bogue is the director of Justice Systems Assessment and Training (J-Sat).
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questions articulated by Bungay Stanier. To meet MI standards, staff must learn to blend in a lot of 
reflections with those questions to help the coachee go deeper into their answers and find internal 
motivation. The international standard for competency in MI is a ratio of having two reflections for 
every one question. Because COVE contains other elements in addition to MI, many of which are 
open-ended questions, we set the COVE-MI competency level at a ratio of one reflection for every one 
question. Once again, you can see that the overall trend for all staff is toward MI-COVE competency 
over time. Again, each staff member starts their journey at different levels and takes a unique path 
forward.

The final competency 
measure - Figure 7 - 
shows staff gains in a 
self-assessment of three 
behaviors key to good 
coaching. The Coaching 
Behaviors Inventory (CBI) 
is a validated instrument 
that allows people to 
self-assess their use of 
assessing, challenging and 
supporting behaviors with 
their clients (Noer, Leupold, 
& Valle, 2007; Van Dyke & 
Naoom, 2011). We have CBI 
data for four of the officers. The threshold for adequate use of these three behaviors is a score of 
70%. You can see that at the beginning of this project the staff average fell below the threshold on all 
three measures. Now, the staff average is above on all three measures. Before the project, staff were 
strongest in supporting behaviors, and now their assessing and challenging behaviors have largely 
caught up.

Section 3 on how to sow the seed reveals the complexity of the implementation process. 
Implementing evidence-based practices takes a great deal of work. This is the reason most 
implementation efforts fail despite the best of intentions. Take heart, however, from knowing it is 
possible to till the soil, and that the seeds and sowing practices are available. One sowing tool we use 
to help track all the moving parts of an implementation project is an online tool called the Stages of 
Implementation Completion (SIC). Dr. Lisa Saldana and her colleagues at the Oregon Social Learning 
Center developed the SIC. The SIC lays out eight implementation stages with a total of 46 universal 
steps that need to be accomplished in any implementation project. Agencies can dramatically increase 
the likelihood of successful implementation by completing most of the 46 universal implementation 
activities (Chamberlain, Brown, & Saldana, 2011; Saldana, 2014; Saldana, Chamberlain, Wang, & Brown, 
2012). 

We programmed the SIC to map its 46 activities to equivalent activities for implementing COVE. 
Whenever Yamhill completed any of the 46 steps, we entered that date into the SIC and checked that 
activity off the list of things to be done. So far Yamhill has completed 80% of the SIC activities. This 
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tells us Yamhill has a 91% probability of a full and sustainable implementation. We base this 91% 
probability on data from about 1,000 other EBP implementation sites that are using the SIC. It took 
Yamhill over a year to till its soil and commit to implementing COVE. From that point it only took 
Yamhill four months to have its first COVE session with a youth under supervision. From there it took 
John eight months to reach competency in COVE and it took the first probation officer 11 months. 

Learn and Carry: Summary and Next Steps
The three-box model of implementation posits that if you skillfully till the soil, choose the right 
seed for your context, and sow the seed in the right way you will multiply benefits for staff, clients 
and communities. This paper attempts to demonstrate skillful work in all three of these boxes and 
introduces COVE as an innovative new integration of evidence-based practices. COVE is valuable 
because it helps to simplify, structure and enhance the complex discretionary space between staff and 
people under criminal justice supervision. Clearly this paper draws on a multiplicity of moving parts. It 
is a story that requires complexity. Our goal is to articulate the meaning inherent in that complexity. 
As Oliver Wendal Holmes is reputed to have said “For the simplicity on this side of complexity, I 
wouldn’t give you a fig. But for the simplicity on the other side of complexity, for that I would give you 
anything I have.”

One next step in our story is to evaluate whether this work will result in positive impacts for staff, 
clients and the community. In this paper we have seen the beginnings of a positive impact on staff 
and clients. However, we know we need to do much more to measure this work’s concrete effects. 
Has Yamhill’s work resulted in more positive school, family, attitude, peer, and non-substance use 
outcomes for its youth under supervision? Has it reduced recidivism and fostered the desistance 
process? We cannot yet say. We are currently working with the research unit at the Oregon Youth 
Authority to develop an evaluation strategy to study the return on investment from the Yamhill 
project. We would like to examine the overall outcomes and recidivism trends in Yamhill over the three 
years prior to, and since we began. Our hypothesis is that the cultural change achieved by the Yamhill 
staff, and the skills they have developed, will have an impact on aggregate outcomes for the agency.  

The Yamhill staff, however, report great satisfaction with the outcomes of the process. They feel 
they have benefited personally and professionally, and their story continues to evolve. The officers 
show no signs of slowing down. Instead, they have asked John to coach them on their “leading edge 
of development” or adaptive challenges as leaders. This coaching is in addition to coaching for COVE 
competency. Inspired by Yamhill, two other juvenile probation agencies in Oregon - Malheur and 
Tillamook County - are in the early phases of co-creating their own practice model with the help of 
dialogue coaching and COVE. Several counties in Minnesota are using COVE elements as part of their 
chassis, as are mental health and probation staff in Hawaii and California. We hope the epilogue to this 
story will be the scaling up of these implementation practices and COVE in multiple jurisdictions to 
benefit staff, clients and communities. 
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