Scottsdale Retreat and Board Meeting
February 16, 17, 18, 2006

Present: Jim Kohlmoos, John Waters, Marcia Knutson, Jane Petit, Wes Hoover, Carol Thomas, Doris Redfield, Ludy von B, Tom Barlow, Joan Herman, Denise Borders, Bernice Stafford, Gina Burkhardt. Later: Steve Fleishman, Glen Harvey, Paul Kimmelman. 

Welcome by Board Chair Carol Thomas, outlining agenda:

Critical challenges

GR goals

Branding and niche for knowledge [use]
New relationships: congress, media, other groups and associations
Current environment threatens individual organizations and NEKIA
Facing shrinking resources

Reauthorization of NCLB

The line between competitors and colleagues is fading
New players
What it means to be member of trade assn

We’re here to provide individual expertise to bring to the table to strengthen NEKIA and its individual organization members

Create a vision

Establish priorities

Look at operating issues for NEKIA over next year 

Jim Kohlmoos outlines issues about future

Quarterly memberships due to uncertain ED contracts
NEKIA’s not diversified, revenue focused on one source—dues

Acknowledge help in planning retreat

Jane Petit, Facilitator:  

On Phone interviews: 

What is role and purpose of NEKIA, seemed to be a hard question for people to answer 
Shared vision and passion
What about shared passion 

What we do for kids


On tasks for this retreat:
Future search process

Find common ground

Shared picture of reality

Explore and acknowledging not resolving differences

Discover new alignments

Find what we can do now

Outline working agreement

Ground rules

The 4 room  apartment: we can’t get to any room without going through the others: 
contentment

renewal

denial

confusion

Individuals share goals of meeting: 
Get out of confusion

John: Want to see what CEDAR people think about our future

Doris: to leave with a better understanding of what this organization is about
Joan: to find collective passion

Bernice: find intersection between private and public organizations; we’ve worked on it, but not sure we’ve found it. 

Tom: hope for agenda that those who are not here can support. 

Small group: Task to outline significant events on Personal, World and NEKIA levels. 

Large group review:

Gina: Personal doesn’t make a difference in this task

Doris: personal chart says we don’t want to share

Paul: since ’57 and Sputnick, we’re having the same discussions about education reform; we haven’t connected in a meaningful way
Bernice: we did do some good things in education; closing the achievement gap between black and white; we’re too hard on ourselves; corporations go through boom and bust periods, too 

On NEKIA events:

Bunch of names that people in this room don’t know personally; the consequence is that there is no institutional knowledge base in this transition period; don’t understand historical roots; lack of connection
Day 2:

Jane: Recapping last night

A lot of shared history

Common experiences

Chris finds in city council role that it is energizing to be in a group with difference backgrounds and experiences.

Review ground rules
Committed with implementation of what we come up with for the next 12 months

Differences acknowledged

Everything goes on charts

Jane: Summary from the phone interviews

Role of NEKIA – tough question or silence 

We all acknowledge the elephant in the room, but everyone has a hand on a         different part of the elephant

How is NEKIA going to realize greatness?
We have a unique niche
We need a shared view of where we’re going; one that we all agree on

Small group: Create picture of the world we live in and experience the whole together
Large Group: Mind map process: like huge brainstorming

NEKIA’S FUTURE:

NCLB reauthorization

Business opportunities

Substantive issues

Politics

Political relationships

CC’s 

Role in private sector

Tight budgets

Competitions
7 categories of trends

Meaning matters

Global plus local equals glocal

Inclusively
Generational synergy

Getting more

Learning culture

Transparency

Living organizations

TRENDS—from the Mind Mapping task:
Demand for increase productivity

Increasingly international world wide

Better results
Value added measures

AYP
Accountability

Transparency

STEM mastery

100% proficiency by 2014

21st century skills

Outsourcing

Organic growth

Transformation of educational opportunities

Alternative knowledge delivery systems

Technology

Distance learning

Isolationism

Flattening

Using the international dimension to spur international growth

SBR

Unplanned dissemination
Capacity building

New models

Stagnating creativity

Narrow focus

New players

Best evidence

Best practice
Competing standards

Rethinking education
Innovation diff from creativity

Higher education

Cultural diversity

Fundamental 

Accountably in higher education
Remediation

Opportunities 

Affordability

Unwillingness to change

Virtual schools 

Two way learning

Paradigm shift

Advocacy

Partisanship

Collaaborati0n building

Reduced funding

Political =auth and $

Online learning

Certification 

Faculty prep

Increasingly international; view of US in the world

0-5 year olds and higher ed: how they impact more things in K-12

Impact of foreign policy
Trends that impact k-12

Shift USAID closer tie to AID funding (state Dept) and dept of Ed and domestic funding programs
Time to market

Demographic shifts

Adult ed and ESL

Special populations

Where the funding center is for ed (fed, state local , philanthropic)

Increased immigration

Increased Latino

Older population

Gap between have and have nots

Equity gap

Access

Funding center

Difference types of competitions and diff types of relationship

Role of public education where competition is being introduced to draw pop and resources away from public education

Choice, supplemental services==money away from public schools to private sector

Equity issue is polluting, new definitions of equity so children get served no matter who serves them

How to measure equity

Gender ed issues

Shifting foundation priorities

Greater concentration in ED over NSF, etc.

Who is setting funding and funded agenda

Greater segregation

Funding sets academic agenda

What kids need to know and be able to do in the 21st century: thinking, problem solving

Health and nutrition

Increased influence of fundamentalism

Global war terror health issues

Renewed interested in citizenship, what it means in 21st C. r 
Character ed
Service learning

Role of schools in preparing citizens

All talk no investment

Faith based investment and solutions

Pipeline of ed leaders for next generation?

Trend; increased corporate involvement in setting ed agenda

Dept of commerce rating schools

Corporate voices=non educators setting agendas 

Entry of business trends in education marketplace

Value of humor in ed process

Separate research v. policy (like throwing out stuff because of religion)  intell design

Fear v. fact

Global warming of education

Raise voice about what is known and what is not known

Body of knowledge-laying out there or impacting achieving
Competing conceptions

Fear

Security concerns

Suppressing voice

Complicity of media

Changing results to conform with needs—ethics values morals play a role
Pressure to change from spun facts

Is evidence bad or selective use of it?

Technology as own trend  

Maintaining democracy and freedom

Changing consumer of education, not parent, but the kids

After school

Hyperactive (drug) 

Kids hate school—school relevance to kids

Alternative learning paths

Force feeding methods that don’t work (Tech)

Technology: new ways of doing things replacing things we though would be there forever (like Amazon and Borders)
Swimming upstream in what people want to embrace (parents wanting things to stay the same)
Takes a cataclysmic event to change things

Need to open our eyes

How do we hang on and grow at the same time? Hold harmless mentality,

Do we follow or do the driving?

Break

Dot exercise on the Mind Map; people put their dots on the chart on issues that they think are important for NEKIA
4 major clusters

Demand for increased productivity-20 
Gap; equity; access; 17
New way of doing things (technology) combined with respect for experience and wisdom 19, rethinking education

NCLB 18

SBR/capacity building/competing standards 15

Partisanship lobbying funding 12

What does doing things in a new way mean? Technology growth in the world, knowledge use. Clash between old ways and emerging ways-new opportunities. What is the line of teaching and learning and making it happen and shaping the future?
Small group—Focus on the present 
Perspectives on external trends

Find out what we care about what we are doing now and what we want to do

Start with Trends:

Denise: what can we learn from other industries that have had major, major changes in the way they do business. I.e. auto industry—some things same, but totally different product. What we eat. Fundamental change and what’s stayed the same. What can we learn from consulting firms, nimble quick, younger leaders

Steve: challenge opportunity to address things, in different ways. Marketplace, how we play in it. Our challenge to play in changing marketplace. Gap and inequity; is there something moral in the work we do. Be clear about that. We are information providers how can we contribute to new trends. SBR is tied up in all issues. New environment increasingly complex—professional development component?
Wes: only thing I can be passionate about is the gap in equity. All else works to that goal. SBR brings knowledge to bear on that issue. That leads to demands for increased productivity. New way: have had inequity issue for a long time, if there are new ways to close the gap, how do we do that by bringing in what we have learned when we haven’t been successful in doing that. NCLB designed to deal with those inequities

Bernice: cadre of creative people that have passion and know how. And have courage to stand up to the naysayers. 

Wes: SBR how to bring knowledge to bear to implement doing a better job for the kids who need help. Increased productivity; by having stronger accountability will force us to attend to it in a way we haven’t before. 
Glen: passion used to be around equity gap, but don’t think we need to close the gap. [Referenced the women’s movement—women wanted to be like men, wrong goal.] What is the gap, what are we really looking at; not productivity, but better results. Everyone learning more and gap closes around that. Higher quality learning is the passion—new ways of helping people learn. Maybe we’re doing it all wrong for everybody; cliché between excellence and equity. Gap is indicator of how well you’re doing things. If you close the gap without changing way do business, what is gained?
So there are two or three gaps

1. Inequity within current definition. Some are further away from goal

2. Different end goal—everyone getting to wrong place, not where we want to get.

3. What we think kids ought to know. They know how to read, but they’re not reading what we want them to. How to capture energy and redirect it to more social activities.  Drug dealers have knowledge, but needs redirecting. (Bernice)

High growth industries—teachers don’t know about them. We don’t pay attention to them. Look at end product. Kids successful and productive. Kids can do things and teacher doesn’t know how to direct and challenge that passion. Are we washing that out because of poor implementation. 

Will lead NEKIA to make strong value statements. 
Reporting out into large group:

Wes: Group 2

 two conversations--Passion for inequity gap, others mechanisms to deal with that. NCLB was the federal way of getting to achievement gap. SBR another mechanism. We need a better knowledge base. Productivity, as demands from NCLB, pay more attention to productivity standards and can we deal with that. New ways of doing things. How to take knowledge over time and put it to work with inequities. Then worry about what gap is around. Is the gap around the wrong things? We are preparing kids to go the wrong way. How to we tell where kids need to go. 

GINA: group 3

Talked about how easy it is to find passion around all of this. Our conversation was: what about NEKIA in all of this. As an organization, selecting one of these as overarching issue and we can figure out how to put the pieces together. Work like NGA and their high school focus. NEKIA would take on a role to do in 3 to 5 years; develop core issues. For example kids for greater productivity in the world. We take up policy; how do we do that; dollars for education, implementation for a goal. Creates collaboration in the group—not everyone would be targeted to same realm of implementation. Strength of commitment plays to membership in NEKIA. Longer term core issue as larger umbrella and knowledge implementation 
Joan: group 1 

Paul on generational synergy; How do the things relate and what is NEKIA’s role? SBR in concert with demand for productivity created new way of doing things that result in kids being better equipped for the world. NCLB does fuel SBR and productivity, but really addresses inequity. Influenced by Socio economic market forces. NEKIA: application of knowledge to help the picture reduce inequities: research, application of data; technical assistance; other Knowledge utilization functions. NEKIA not doing knowledge across the membership; good at creating partnerships out of the association. Maybe more with inside groups. NEKIA makes the case for KU, but hasn’t made case for passion and outcomes for what KU should be. 

Discussion:

Gina question: what does group 1 mean by application of knowledge? We’ve done that. Can you think about moving that application around critical issues. 

Gap NEKIA: creating role, vision. Put knowledge to each box. 

Steve: two end states. More people use knowledge. More people use knowledge towards a particular end. Then are we as association or individual organizations shaping or responding to the marketplace?
Chris: Connection; we might be more of a central player in three years.

Gina: If the knowledge market place can ebb and flow with constituency. 

Nancy:  not really about NCLB but the end game. We shape the marketplace, hence we shape policy
Glen: agree with the passion around kids. If the trade association takes the front role in saying what is good, that would be very political and huge political issue. 
Nancy: time is right for us. 

Steve: Some value statement, some instrumental statements. If we have end goal, we can show how we help people get there—as opposed to making value statement, Example, higher quality learning around math/science for all kids

Gina: big picture: closing gap; short term:  on math. 

Chris: some initiatives with organization are preparing partners to play role

Steve: can’t put aside knowledge helping to get to end role. 

Nancy: connecting NEKIA role to SBR. If we change thinking about outcome we may change other thinking, like accountability, etc. 

Denise: If we do focus on STEM, I hate to leave out literacy. 

Max: Branding implications for NEKIA—KU for the outside world; don’t want to lose some of the bigger picture. 

Chris: if we have the what and the how, other orgs would want to join.

Steve:  where all the pieces fit in. 

Paul: role of NEKIA? Embellishing initiative. STEM is already there, NEKIA could drive funding and opportunities by demonstrating KU and SBR by members. 

Chris: we may want to broaden our definition of STEM

Denise: Keep KU alive. Repackage what is out there.

Gina:  capture trends and influence them.

Small groups: Emotional feelings about what we’re doing: Question: Proud and sorry about NEKIA and our role in it. 

What are you doing now that you are proud of in relationship to NEKIA

Wes: proud of Chuck Russell and his coordination with NEKIA/PAG

Glen: agree PAG, and players are valuable relationship for us. Mutual  relationships. Make and get contribution

Steve: pride in advocacy
Wes: synergy in NEKAI PAG work

Glen also proud of KU work

Communication much more mixed. 

Steve: we send people to nekia website. We are proud of our part in NEKIA and the work they do. Refer own people to NEKIA website

Glen and Bernice also proud of group that is shaping the agenda. Wes and Steve. Also proud 

Steve: proud of relationships with other organizations within NEKIA, would like more. Competitions—there are winners and losers. It’s ok, but still feel sorry about it. 

Denise: trying to establish relationships that aren’t impeded by competitions.

Glen: NEKIA needs to keep safe environment. 
Bernice: NEKIA hasn’t helped happen moving beyond competitions stage into the marketplace. Want more ways to collaborate but not in competitions. 

Steve: have to make a comfortable place.

Glen: Diversity in membership can be a sorry and a plus. Sorry we haven’t capitalized more on the diversity and in some ways creating diversity without knowing how to mine it.  Meetings shifted to who they’re for. Like to see people, but not always element that interested in. 

Steve: would like better induction process.  
Glen: too

Glen: meetings better tailored to different roles. Playing to the mean doesn’t help anyone.

Wes: institutional member 

Bernice: when issues v. challenges at board meeting group tries to deal with that. Talk about all those things, but it’s ultimately about implementation. Need more robust conversations about it. There aren’t too many organizations dealing with implementation at classroom level. Implementation isn’t getting its due. Glen agrees.
Glen: proud of what got in budget this year.  

Wes: hope that doesn’t cause us to back off on advocacy.

Glen: nice to be in position to have opportunity to be complacent. 

Highlight most important;
PAG synergy

Budget 

Care about more diverse membership and haven’t capitalized on it.

Contributions of member on moving agenda

Induction 

Large Group Report outs: 

Doris: Proudest of shift in the level of conversation in the past  2 to 3 years, now more voices; Levels of commitment of member organizations to come together; the Policy Forums; the way we’ve handled ourselves during the competitions; Sorry that not all members at the table; NEKIA to be more representative of more organizations and issues. In some ways we don’t have a passion; products over time causes some to question  about membership; REL members sorry they’re looked at as labs not whole organizations

Wes: PAG synergy. Two way street. Success side—moving agenda forward like on KU; more diverse relationships; feel good about getting in budget. Sorry side—not getting to know enough about individual members to create a safe environment, mostly because of lack of knowledge about each other; we need better induction; sorry we haven’t capitalized on diversity

Joan: Proud—memberships broadening and expertise; knowledge utilization advocacy; our appropriations in tough climate; attempts to consider business development; good professional relationship environment; Negatives: Broadening membership; role of associate membership; lack of engagement by some members; financial concerns; less representation in NEKIA by some groups; clarity of focus; not able to capitalize on synergy
Next task. Where do we want to be in 4 years: 2010
What are our key accomplishments since 2006

Think back to year 2006 what was major barrier to overcome to get to 2010
Present vision of presentation 

 
 Feasible, desirable and motivated. 


Don’t consider difficulty or cost

The community we really want in four years (small group): 

More people, same old people, but new people, too

Has taken role to deliver bold statements of what children need
Dept has consulted NEKIA before policy making process

Who are stakeholders? Key Industry groups, ED, NSF, DoL, Congress, DoC, White House looking at NEKIA as thought leader, NCSL, NGA 

Recent SOU address education portion will have been influenced by NEKIA as valued informant

Leading org that is first place people come to for info on X. we have to decide what X is. 

How knowledge is used, how it’s created, translation, implementation, application, evaluation. 

To impact policy to what end?

NEKIA as umbrella and organizations are strings falling from it. Knowledge is the umbrella. Sector groups are inhibiting this. 

Knowledge: i.e.: Defined, created, used, evaluated, applied, access, transferred, R&D, valued (functions, categories of things that work)
Operational changes. Example; congressional office calls and wants info, 

What are we learning from other countries. Who knows about these partners. Example: Define area where we are experts

Do we define areas of knowledge—members drive this. System has to take whatever the knowledge is and the trade assn is seen as the place where people go for information on education policy and practice.  

Focus on knowledge. We have the best knowledge in education. Bring your own passion (members). 

So do we just let anyone join? Barrier, how to create membership rules so people committed to highest quality knowledge use. 

We broke the barrier, figured it out and will say no to some people. We need an industry standard for operation behavior, commitment. We can learn from for profit sector on this. 

We’re exclusive. 

Establish industry guidelines and method to make them grow and way to let members adapt to new systems as they emerge.
Application process for membership would be professional development opportunity for organization i.e. internal audit. And commit to improve a professional development plan. Meet minimum standards and continue to improve. Thru orientation and induction would have continuous line of improvement
And who’s doing the assessment. Should be self assessment, but supervised somehow. 
Evaluation would have to be organizational. Is it UCLA or CRESST. Obviously not UCLA. But the evaluation would have to cross all levels of their work.  Like not just work for ED but for Defense, too.

Will affect recruitment efforts, too

Should we give an award? Going thru the process and being eligible for membership would enhance value of such. 

Should advertise that we are NEKIA members. And that means something as seal of quality. Awards within income brackets;  recognized for excellence. 
Highly respected, worried about how many people we let in. don’t become elitist or myopic. 

Our meetings would be dramatically different. People would want to come. Focus on new knowledge 

Would have to overcome budget issues. How can NEKIA not be so dependent on dues? 

Transition time. Existing members would have time to comply with the new guidelines. 
Major barrier: How to get started, funding strategy?

Pick our theme and although we wouldn’t be limited to just that work, we would  use that as theme.
We have so much relevance and rigor we won’t have to fight that hard for money. 

NEKIA is the representation;  the members are the voice, 

Bernice: analogy to Dept of Defense and its relationship to the defense industry. Dept goes to industry to learn about latest developments. We need to take negative energy and make it positive. 

What we want: Solutions to enduring problems. Knowledge and commitment to translating to policy and practice to improve kids’ outcomes. 

Presentations of future scenarios
Group 1 Jim as Pres and SOU address

Vision functions organization

Using knowledge for a change

Advance cause of knowledge use 

Honest collaborative partnership with IES

Go to organization for knowledge use in the US

Best advocacy org in DC

Redefine and clarify SBR

Financially viable 

Culminating four major dimensions


Advocacy


Industry leadership, reshaping ed marketplace


Building capacity with orgs and around country advancing use of knowledge in solving problems in teaching and learning

Membership base expanded


Continuing Bus Develop

Activities of pride

Initiative for report card for knowledge use at state and national level

Pub major papers on KU

Process of creating new standards for KU for orgs to gauge their own KU

Process of issuing validation process for KU

Seminars, etc on KU

50 members of top flight orgs in country

Engaged in expanded partnerships with other organizations, CCSSO, NGA, etc.  focus on specific problems

Engaged in regular process of renewal 

NEKIA has branched into two organizations: The advocacy 501c6 arm and the Nekia center for knowledge use: programmatic activity

Group 3: Board meeting of the future

State of the art technology – international 

Feds come to us to buy our services

We’ve done a good job of closing the achievement gap.

Should we continue with that or get a new goal

NEKIA is the “go to” organization on KU

We figured out how to really make it happen

Financial: report continue initiative how to with 60% money based on dues

Income from forums and what really works clearinghouse

Can we undergo one more process of change

Next Task: Finding common ground, activities to get there and functions not agreed upon

Projects;

New recruitment process implied

Branding process

Development of standards

Awards

Audit protocol

Forums 

Fee for service-alt sources of revenue

What is the function of a central theme/goal for KU, shouldn’t focus on specific problem. Does the concept of KU need to be married to something else to carry us forward. Do we need an exemplar. But we need a passion. Will help figure out partners, etc. 
“Projects” take us in wrong direction . really how are we going to achieve. Implementation, not project implementation
What are the practices? One theme is closing the achievement gap—don’t just use as catch phrase. 

Not just KU also concerned about development of new knowledge. Exemplar—careful to get too tied to one. 

Exemplars (plural)

It would be helpful to take action to make the work that we do and principles we believe in concrete, so that we can:
Organize internally

Explain our work publicly

Gain recognition

Recruit members

Paul: not talking enough about advocacy; nice to have the Department look to us as tool and not obstacle. Inside the tent we are all passionate about knowledge use, but doesn’t relate to outside, so the exemplar is way to tie it to the outside world. We want to be the place to go to, but what do they come FOR. Our funder is becoming our competitor because people don’t know what we do. 

Jim; [outline our process for on putting on the forums and the parallel to this discussion. 
Group agrees, but  . . . .   what about self serving angle. We don’t want to put ourselves out there just for the publicity. We want to help education world. 

Approach is the thing. We don’t know if we are common in that. 

The principles don’t change. Approach comes under the principles. 

Multiple approaches to effective KU, even though they exemplify the same core principles. 

Day 3
Recap, what have you been thinking about since yesterday?
Steve: working on three agendas, third agenda is NEKIA, sometimes I thought yesterday we were talking about what we really want and not what NEKIA can do. NEKIA can’t do everything. Need to be clear about what it is and what it isn’t.

Joan: energized by vision of NEKIA, but what do we do tomorrow. Broader vision is fine but need to focus on more immediate issues.

Doris: how does the work of getting there get done. Staff can’t do alone, nor can individual members, they don’t have time. 

Bernice: last night over dinner. . . with Gina, Denise and Paul, I had reached that point at Plato and realized that it was beyond our competency and our lobbyist. Strategist put on a document to work internally and with lobbyist. Now I have a roadmap for lobbyist and for my staff –can do things at state house. So that’s where we are—beyond staff and internal consultants, so need outsider . . .

Doris: don’t want to have same conversation in a year. 

Denise: we almost got there on the precipice. But what is the barrier to getting to the next step. We have to get there and it means we all have to take the next step together. If we take knowledge and apply our principles—if we take our top five issues—take and walk thru and apply and see where we get. And others can put meat on the bones. Social marketing. Take the next step and trust each other. 

Paul: on reading Jane’s article. Cardio vascular metaphor. Sets a context being distinctive is possible, if break from past, do it clean. Measure output not by input; choose consistency not critical mass. Pass on temptations. Some one else’s weakness becomes our opportunity. 

Nancy: what we’re about is KU . We need to practice what we preach and share knowledge. We’re all the same age and tired of watching people not doing anything. Pick something we can all hang our hat on so all can commit- staff and members-we can’t do it unless we commit to a mission (not an organization)

Chris; on precipice point, how large we make the problem/challenge. Other ways of thinking about it. If really have shared values, behaving in small ways to the new shared values. Why is it hard? We don’t do enough in our own org. we haven’t built our tech of sharing in orgs in the way we were talking about yesterday. Do feel I can adequately do my part, but I’d try. Shifting grounds, methods we formally used. Kind of lost that. . . institutional part we have to integrate vertical integration. Barriers, but we can begin to behave that way, invest in big vision. Maybe big vision too much for us now
Carol: a strategic plan can’t even start with vision these days. (on her recent board meeting) new was of operating. Ownership in decision. Step forward, one more step today.
Bernice: add—we take risk sometimes we win, sometimes we lose; refer to board coup at Plato. Board was good at acquisitions, but didn’t know how to proceed from there. Sat down and talked about culture problems. Translation problem. So built 3 year plans, needed to train critical mass of employees. Big risk to train employees to new way of doing things. Stage gate approach. Exec leadership team became the review board. Making lots of people in the company own up to the company. So NEKIA ready for big risk of some sort.

Glen: support investment and support parts of Bernice. Add; apply to trade assoc. understanding where we start. What is success for NEKIA. Difference about what gets me excited about participation and coming to meeting. But what would make me stay in NEKIA if my budget is slashed. That is different. We join trade association—what would keep NEKIA on very short list.
Carol: assume we have agreement, but some are quiet and walk away. If can’t agree, why not, what are barriers, what would it take to make you agree. And then deal with them. We haven’t done that in the past.

Chris: might join for consistent functions, but many things might get you more or less excited or committed. But in GR ,  3 tiers wouldn’t make sense, we would change things because of our conversation. Where are the collective interests. Even advocacy (core reason for joining) rethink direction of staff.

Glen: agree, pragmatic aspects. Not either or but both. Want to be part of an association that is growing money for education. But how do we get pragmatic and integrity and passion.

Denise: thought pragmatic aspects were defined. Thought we are focusing on the part that hasn’t been well defined. Go deeper with those parts—in addition. Didn’t think the other part would go away.

Glen: but without big investment with only 3 staff people, how can we do it all without new resources. Take chances and invest dollars.

Nancy: disagree. Take vision and work backwards. Example NEKIA communications; what would we do with more money. If we are really committed to KU if we can’t figure out what knowledge is, how can we be the “go to” place. Like the “what really works.” 

Jane; taking a risk to go to the place to have an open conversation when haven’t had the most trust for each other. As board members what do you want to do, what can you commit to? 

Gina; didn’t sleep trying to get thru process. Don’t know what “it” is. Lots of great ideas, but in reflection if you look at what we’ve committed to . West Ed and LPA have committed a lot to advocacy. Maybe the “it” for me is advocacy. And the other piece is what we push forward. I don’t want to do publications with the rest of the group. What is the payoff? I do know the advocacy pays off. Why do we keep going to the “something else” when the some thing else is a battle we can’t win. Hope to come out of meeting with options. Advocacy. 
Jane, first go to common ground: 

All agree on common ground:
1. Seen as resource for Fed government

2. Stand for quality. 

3. Financial stability 

4. Preeminent org for advocacy for resources to support KU increase.
5. increase membership

6. Advocacy – presumed advocacy for resources to support KU increase
Nancy: hard to implement the quality standards stuff

Joan: we had discussion about quality standards, but not necessarily applied to NEKIA membership

Steve: resonated in our group, if want to be effective advocacy org, have to be credible and that requires, bigger, more visible and we represent people who have strong commitment and the entry into the organization would be . . . also the audit function of the membership process. 

Chris: might make us look again about KU principles, what we expect. That’s where quality is. Others do a piece of that pie—so we need to think what it means to ascribe to our quality standards.

Steve: it’s the aspiration and commitment

Glen: our group is committed to quality standards, but that is four years out, not now. But essential 

Bernice;: if you make standards, you make it impossible for people like me to compete. Inconsistent in education setting standard. Quality standards start at assn. 
Paul: need to rephrase goal. Evolution 

Jane: Does it belong on common ground list?

Joan: NEKIA has to stand for quality. How the standard apply to membership remains to be seen. 

Max: issue with diversifying funding—move to disagree pile: On go to org: if you’re concerned about KU, NEKIA is the place to go.
Paul: We represent development of new knowledge and application of it. 
Jim: advocacy on Gina’s comment: it’s all tied towards advocacy, KU enhances our advocacy position. 

Gina: Organization is about advocating for KU and membership is the strength behind application of KU. NEKIA is how to do it. More funding more resources, more understanding of it.

Nancy: Not clear on advocacy what it is

Carol: advocacy job one, other one about KU advocacy. We want people to understand KU

Gina: those are same in my mind.

Members are preeminent, not NEKIA

STEP 2—How we’re going to get there. If we don’t do this we’re the same place we’ve always been. 

(Sidebar with Gina and Glen wants NEKIA to lead, not follow. Glen now all we do ties to the common ground)

How to get there:

1. operationalize KU principles

2. branding/marking 

3. NEKIA sponsor KU events e.g.  Seminars and symposia

4. recruitment

5. proactive partnering

Is marketing NEKIA or KU? Both, and marketing NEKIA is marketing the members

Jim; question of advocacy is lingering

Carol: have to have organizational indicators

Max: separation of advocacy. CEDAR was flawed because all the members lobbied for more money for themselves. NEKIA is better than that. We believe in the application of research based knowledge and have greater credibility on the hill because of it. 

Chris: do we need to be more explicit?

Glen: Jim should come up with indicators

Jane: action plan at April meeting

Jim: more to NEKIA than this. 

Gina: confused about the board member’s role in this. 

Jane: not unusual situation in small org. your decision on how much the board does and what Jim does. 

Carol: we’re setting policy direction—like a board should. Beyond that board needs to make decision how far to go. What are Gina’s expectations that aren’t’ being met.

Gina: set policy and procedures.

Jane: usually boards do vision and values

Glen: I don’t want my board to micro manage. Action plan conversation

Paul: look at brutal reality. In some ways moved in right direction. NEKIA is advocacy organization and we do high quality advocacy. An embraced vision of infusion KU as part of NEKIA’s role. NEKIA is more than that. . .passion with KU and advocacy are two focused priorities and now can build membership and then expand. 

Chris: lot’s of board/staff models. That’s another conversation. On the list, some staff and some with board involvement. 
Steve: on Paul’s comment. Then we can let go. . . what does that mean? 

Paul: Jim’s statement on other things nekia does beyond this . . .

Steve: still wants to know what those other things are. A: Prof. Dev. Bus dev. Nov meeting content. 

Nancy: reaffirm what Chris said. Usually have big staff with little board. This group needs help because staff is so small. 

Gina: didn’t get that out of Chris’ statement, but just looking at this situation. Reality here not comparison or contrasting. 

Jim: vision functions growth

On to board meeting:
Membership and Budget: 
The 2006 budget is based on status quo. We are 80% dues, industry standard 30 to 40 %; we have 19 full members, 8 in installment plan. (7 labs, 1 R&D center) Gina suggested getting a line of credit. Voted and approved to present to the Executive Committee. 
Max inquired whether there is a mechanism for getting any new labs people right away?

The Work plan was approved in November, but needs adjusting. [Jim will work on this.] Gina noted that “making the case” is not really reflected on plan, but is really important. 
Inflationary growth is one thing, but new pots of money are other arenas as in teacher quality and Math/Science. 
Steve suggested we look at making the R&D pot a lot bigger; expanding the entire pot and in areas that we are not specifically self interested in. Gina noted that is it not just what we can do, but what we have done. We could more and better if we had more money. Paul suggested using last year’s CSR money as seed money for KU. 
A task force was formed to look at this: Carol Thomas, Bernice Stafford, Paul Kimmelman, Max McConkey, Steve Fleishman and Nancy Ames. 
Per Carol’s instruction, we will summarize GR plan, revise with new categories and structure, look at current dollars and maintaining them as well as new opportunities within current and newly proposed programs, and expanding the entire pot of money. (Task for developing messages, coordinating messages, targeting audiences for messages. Work on Macro level with less attention to the smaller talking points.) 

On the ESEA Reauthorization, we are going to propose how to integrate KU into next reauthorization; and we need to reflect our new positions. 
Chris addressed the issue of pressure on contractors by the department to do non rigorous things because that’s what they (the department) wants. This is deeply connected to our implementation agenda. Is that a NEKIA thing? It is the ultimate irony of KU.
Membership Discussion

Before we go after targeted new members, we should do the tasks we outline for ourselves in this meeting. 
A membership task for was formed: Joan Herman, Chris Dwyer, Denise Borders and Carol Thomas. Their goal is to have a plan by the April meeting at AERA. For consideration: transitional affiliate memberships; tiered memberships and cafeteria plans;
fee structure

The board approved the affiliated memberships of the Oklahoma Comprehensive Center and the GW CC. 
