DRAFT MINUTES

NATIONAL EDUCATION KNOWLEDGE INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION

BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING

April 7, 2006
WestEd
730 Harrison Street
San Francisco, California
The following Board members or their representatives were present: Denise Borders, Chris Dwyer, Glen Harvey, Joan Herman, Steve Fleischman, Paul Kimmelman, Jim Kohlmoos, Max McConkey, Doris Redfield, Carol Thomas, Ludy van Broekhuizen, Jay Moskowitz, Laura Lefkowitz
Overview of the Meeting 
Carol Thomas opened the meeting at 9:41am and reviewed the agenda. She extended special thanks to WestEd for hosting the meeting and providing breakfast, lunch and refreshments.
Minutes

The draft minutes (for the February meeting and conference calls for December, January and March  were unanimously approved as presented in the board materials after a motion by Max McConkey and seconded by Doris Redfield. 

Retreat Follow Up

Jim Kohlmoos reviewed his memo to the Board about the follow up to the decisions made at the retreat. He indicated that progress on most of the items has been good and deliberate. 
Work Plan Review

Jim Kohlmoos reviewed his report in the Board materials. He noted that a number of key items were still in the early stages of implementation including advocacy activities for appropriations and comprehensive market planning. He also indicated that the work plan itself still needs some refinement, particularly the development of indicators for each priority.   

Budget Review

Jim Kohlmoos presented a progress report on the current budget situation.   Kohlmoos projected a potential revenue budget shortfall of up to $100,000 revenues resulting from a decline in institutional memberships. Several potential new members who are currently contemplating membership would significantly reduce the shortfall. In anticipation of a shortfall, Jim has frozen up to $60, 000 in budgeted expenses (including consultants and travel). If the membership does not increase in the next month, Jim will work with the Executive Committee to institute a number of additional remedies which may include cutting staff costs, allocating additional costs to the NEKIA Center for Knowledge Use, and raising more funds for the policy forums.  The Executive Committee is also working closely with Jim to address any immediate cash flow issues that might arise in the coming months.  As requested, Jim will provide the Board with a time-phased budget report.    
Membership

Jim reported that current membership levels are 16 institutional members and nine affiliate members. As outlined in the board materials, the membership task force (composed of Chris, Carol, Denise, and Joan) has been implementing a more aggressive and targeted recruitment effort involving over 15 prospects. Paul, Laura, and Denise reported on their positive discussions with the North Central Association. NCA has expressed a strong interest.  The board was asked to continue to explore additional prospects and work with the task force and Jim on recruitment activities.      

Aspen Retreat

Jim reviewed current plans developed by the planning committee (Carol, Nancy, Paul) for the agenda of the Aspen retreat involving potentially three presenters/discussants, a working session on knowledge use standards, and opportunities for informal discussions among members.  Because of limited space and the desire to keep the retreat intimate, the planning committee established a limit of two spaces per institutional member for senior executives. All board members attending the meeting indicated their plans to use both of their allocated spaces. NEKIA will send out registration materials and logistical information to the Board within a week...   

Chris Dwyer volunteered to serve on the Aspen retreat task force.       

Standards of Quality and Knowledge Use

As a follow up to the February retreat, Carol reviewed a process for developing standards for knowledge use. To kick start the process, Carol broke the board into small groups to generate new ideas for the process. The groups addressed the following questions:

1. What kinds of quality standards and quality assurance policies do our member organizations currently have in place that might be adapted for the trade association’s efforts?

2. What should NEKIA quality standards look like? What types of exemplars and indicators should be linked to the standards? How should the standards relate to the Principles for Effective Knowledge Use?

3. How should these standards be used?

See addendum for the notes from the small groups
Proposed Conference in 2007

The Board reviewed Jim’s memo proposing the launch of a planning process for a NEKIA conference in 2007. Several member expressed concerned about the upfront risks, time commitments, and cluttered conference market. After considerable discussion, the “sense of the Board” was to:

· Not launch a planning process

· Have Jim work with Steve to identify “piggy backing” opportunities

· Evaluate how the Aspen retreat might become a marketable revenue-generating gathering.

· Consider options in the 2007 work plan   

Group sharing

Each Board member made a brief presentation about new developments within his/her organization. At the end of the roundtable sharing, Steve suggested that NEKIA consider how to better promote individual member’s events or developments. Jim will consider this suggestion in designing the marketing plan for NEKIA. 
Dues Structure
As another follow item from the retreat, Carol divided members into discussion groups to address three basic questions about our dues structure. The questions were:

1. Is it desirable or necessary to change our fee structure? Why?

2. In changing the structure which is the most important consideration? Fairness? Long term marketability of NEKIA? Financial stability?

3. Based upon the ideas presented in the Board book, which option (s) seems best for NEKIA? 

See the addendum for a summary of the notes. 

The membership task group will develop a proposal for dues for the June Board meeting.

Advocacy 
Current situation---Jim reviewed the current climate in Congress and status of the appropriations and authorizing processes. Jim expects that the Labor HHS Education appropriations bill will not be acted on until after the November elections during a lame duck Congress. Most of NEKIA’s work should focus on the committee mark ups in House in June and in the Senate in July or September. Jim commented that our overall position was greatly enhanced by the President’s request to fund all of our priority programs except for small learning communities and CSR. 

Jim expressed concern about the level of activity and scope of our outreach to members of Congress. For a variety of reasons, attendance at this year’s policy institute was very low. He indicated that NEKIA is doing a gaps analysis to ascertain states and Congressional districts that may need extra attention. NEKIA staff will also be contacting each NEKIA member about advocacy plans. 
Max, Carol and Laura expressed concern about the value of the bi-weekly PAG conference calls, particularly about the duplication of information with the Washington Update email and the lack of strategizing and info sharing among members. Jim will work with Max, Laura and Paul to make adjustments.         
Structure --- Jim and others discussed the possibilities of organizing joint advocacy efforts among groups of NEKIA members focusing on specific delegations or program areas. This bundling effort was effectively done in California and Oregon two years ago. Jim will work with members to pilot additional bundling efforts. Jim also discussed the value of doing smaller scale PAG institutes. Max and Paul mentioned that, while attendance at this year’s institute was quite low, there was added value to having more intimate discussions with key staffers. Jim will explore doing an additional PAG institute for a smaller group later this year. 

Kimmelman reception --- Jim congratulated Paul Kimmelman for organizing a well attended reception for his new book. Jim indicated that the reception serves as model for working on and nurturing relationships with key staff and Members of Congress. 

Reauthorization --- Jim and Paul reviewed Jim’s memo regarding NEKIA’s ESEA reauthorization plan. Several members expressed satisfaction with the overall strategy, the principles and the bill language. Joan and Steve suggested that an additional principle be developed emphasizing the importance of using evidence to make corrections to some of the problems with NCLB (e.g. supplemental services and AYP provisions). The task group will develop the principle for board review.   
The meeting was adjourned at 3:57 p.m.

Follow-Up/Next Steps
1. Staff will send the Board time phased budget and year-to-date status

2. Staff will send out detailed information about the Aspen retreat and survey members about spaces to be reserved.

3. Joan will compile a list of education-related standards from (ISO-9000, What Works Clearinghouse, IRB, NSDC, etc)

4. Carol will synthesize the list and identify those that NEKIA could use.

5. Doris and Chris will develop overall plan for the standards project.
6. Jim will work with Steve in exploring opportunities to piggy back on existing conferences.

7. All board members will send Jim additional names of prospective members.

8. Jim will conduct survey of members about reasons for being a member.

9. Jim will convene a conference call with Laura, Max, Paul regarding improving PAG calls.
10. Jim will organize a pilot group for “bundling” advocacy efforts for specific delegations.

11. Jim will add to our reauthorization principles the concept of using evidence to shape changes in the law.      

Addendum
Notes from small group discussions

Standards of Quality and Knowledge Use

As a follow up to the February retreat, Carol reviewed a process for developing standards for knowledge use. To kick start the process, Carol broke the board into small groups to generate new ideas for the process. The groups generated the following ideas for each question:
What kinds of quality standards and quality assurance policies do our member organizations currently have in place that might be adapted for the trade association’s efforts?

1. Most NEKIA members have process oriented standards for the internal review of materials.

2. Gather all relevant existing standards in education and adapt or use those that fit within a knowledge use rubric.

3. Don’t reinvent good existing standards.
What should NEKIA quality standards look like? What types of exemplars and indicators should be linked to the standards? How should the standards relate to the Principles for Effective Knowledge Use?

1. Establish a proper level of specificity for the standards. The standards need to be sufficiently specific to have clear meaning and sufficiently general to reflect a broad range of interests within our membership.

2. Further define knowledge beyond the descriptions in our principles.

3. Keep the number of standards manageable --- not more than 10.

4. Include knowledge production and practical knowledge in the standards

5. Consider having two sets of standards---knowledge use and knowledge production

6. Need to decide whether the standards should be generic/content free or specific to certain content areas. 

7. Strike a balance between empirical evidence and professional wisdom in defining knowledge.   

8. Focus attention on relevance and feasibility.

9. Quality standards can focus on external reviews or efficacy testing

10. Create standards within the framework of our principles and provide examples.

11. Keep instrumentation simple and measurable.

12. Make evaluation built in from the conception not an afterthought.

13. Standards should be aspirations with examples of how they are to be achieved. 

14. Focus on NEKIA’s distinguishing edge i.e. knowledge use that makes a difference in student achievement.

15. Consider different levels of standards: theory, evidence, science.   

How should these standards be used?

1. Use the standards as a good housekeeping seal in promoting and advocating for knowledge use.

2. Look for patterns in the collected standards. 

3. Need to decide what the standards will be applied to: services, products, research, operations, or all?

4. Need to decide what the standards will be used for: awards, NEKIA membership eligibility, or promotion?

5. Advocacy.
6. Statement to funders.
7. Professional development for staff of members.
Dues Structure

The common practice of most membership organizations is to have a differentiated dues structure involving different fees based upon organizational size and/or benefits received. Should NEKIA change its one-size-fits-all structure? At our meeting we broke into small groups and generated the following ideas to three basic questions. 

Is it desirable or necessary to change our fee structure? Why?

1. Need structure to allow more university based participation.

2. Need to create a bigger difference in benefits between affiliates and institutional members

3. Need to address “sector” group needs and alliances.

4. We have an over reliance on dues for such a small organization.

In changing the structure which is the most important consideration? Fairness? Long term marketability of NEKIA? Financial stability?

1. If growing membership is a goal, we will need to change the governance structure and thus the benefits structure.
2. Fairness and marketability are similar. Need to be fair to current members and make membership attractive to new prospects.

Based upon the ideas presented in the Board book, which option (s) seems best for NEKIA? 

1. Consider introductory offer or trial membership at reduced rate.
2. Consider bundling services/benefits but with a core membership fee.

3. Full members are venture capitalists.
4. Affiliate membership for one year trial and then graduate to full membership.  
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