Virginia DECA Board of Trustees

October 19-20, 2006

English Inn, CharlottesvilleVA

Thursday, October 19, 2006

CALL TO ORDER

Board members in attendance: Mike Foley, Sharon Acuff, Pat Gilliam, Debby Rogers, Jean Draper, Amy Granahan, Jen Hendrickson and Mickey Kosloski, Virginia DECA Specialist.

Board Chair Sharon Acuff called the meeting to order at 6:55 p.m.

REPORTS

Minutes were reviewed from the previous meeting.  A motion was made to approve the minutes; seconded and passed.

Financial Report

Clarification provided by M. Kosloski about budget items titled “Leadership Training Conferences”.

Report reviewed and accepted.

VA DECA Foundation Update

Currently has approx. $45,000; looking for more sponsorships.  Need 5-7 more business/industry contacts to be on the Board.  Will be contacting National DECA to get ideas from National Board members for Virginia contacts.  Margaret Kirby has been contracted to do work as a consultant for the Foundation.  

Larger companies are asking for a professional package of materials that include financial reports, operation budgets, mission statements in order to consider VA DECA Foundation for donations.  Web site continues to be updated.  Linda Amburn is president of the VA DECA Foundation Board, Rick Calhoun is Vice President and Danny Saggese is Treasurer.  Working towards having enough money to set aside for an income revenue generating account that can fund a recurring scholarship in the near future.

Board Rotation for 2007-2008

Will elect someone to take Sharon Acuff’s position for the last year of her three-year term. Concern about Western Area candidates for the Board—need to approach possible candidates personally.  

OTC 2006

Number of participants at Roanoke and Richmond OTC’s were reviewed.  Roanoke participation low due to SAT scheduled the same day.  Really good reviews traditionally from both venues; very polite students and really appreciate that the event happens.  Are Fall circumstances an issue behind attendance?  Discussion about whether to charge by individual or chapter.

SONAR 2006

VA DECA anticipates 125 participating.

ICDC 2007

Location/Lodging: Orlando, FL—Rosen Plaza.  Next to Convention Center.  Directly next to Center—but long of a walk through the Center.  Closer to the restaurants.  Gorgeous hotel.  Trolleys up and down I Drive.  Concerned about rooms for SLDA kids due to the extra competition slots.  Extra slots in written events (20) which means taking Top 6; creates a room crunch with a potential extra 60 students.

State Officer POW for 2006-2007

POW is available online.  DECA flip flops will be on sale for $9.95 with all proceeds going to the VA DECA Foundation. 

There has been overwhelming support for the Hygiene Kit project.  Shipping can be an issue; many northern area chapters are having difficulty getting supplies downstate.  Decided that schools could make local drops to help community.  Mickey Kosloski asked chapters to keep track of what they had done so it could be reported at the state level.  

VA DECA Membership for 2006-2007

Teachers do not like the new online system through National DECA; though we do not have an option to change.  Reports include that the process is too time consuming.  National DECA system allows for anyone to create a chapter even though Virginia DECA requires a curriculum tie.  National DECA has made some accommodations for a few issues for Mickey Kosloski.

Board wants to encourage help within Areas so that membership becomes smooth.  Virginia DECA could take a significant membership hit because of this system. Mickey will send an e-mail to advisors to follow-up on procedures.

OTHER REPORTS

None

Friday, October 20, 2006

8:35 a.m.—Call to order.

Unfinished Business

None

New Business

A. Lifetime Honorary Membership Considerations for SLC 2007

Board considered several recent retirees for honorary membership.  Mike Foley nominated Linda Amburn for the honor.  Motion was seconded and passed.  

B. Students taking tests later at SLC

Issue brought to the Board from the Northern Area for consideration.  Advisor would like to know if, in special cases for spring athletes, if DECA competitors who arrive late could take tests later.

Board felt that if an exception is made, it needs to do it for everyone and that is not possible for many reasons, including geography.  The Board appreciates that this is difficult and it forces students to make choices but that is a part of making a commitment.  This choice has to be made for our students for a variety of commitments.

C.  Minimum competency score given for written manuals

Issue brought to the Board from the Northern Area for consideration.  Advisor would like to know if the Board would consider a minimum competency score for written manuals.  Board members were made aware of the extenuating circumstances behind this request.  An addendum to these Minutes will be attached to explain.  

Board agrees that a valid quality check system is in place for the judging of written events and no changes will be made at this time.  It was emphasized that advisors have a direct responsibility to place written events in the correct topic area for their students.

D.  Other New Business

New Chairperson

Mike Foley was nominated to take the position of VA DECA Board Chair at the May meeting, as Sharon Acuff’s new position requires her to step down. The motion was seconded and passed.

Board Assistance for Online Membership

The Board discussed the need to be helpful among schools in their areas as teachers work to learn the new online membership system.

ICDC Judge Procurement

At the 2006 ICDC a judge from Virginia was blatantly rude to event staff and knowingly judged an event and section that was familiar to the judge. Incident at ICDC was embarrassing to VA DECA as it made it look like Virginia was stacking judges in our favor.  Recommendation for National DECA that the judge tell name and state they are from and given instructions so that they are not judging someone from their state.

Board noted to keep this in mind for the state level.

Supporting New DECA Advisors

Can we establish a program to extend training to new teachers and DECA advisors to help understand the validity of DECA and what the organization means to the classroom?   Board suggested an overnight mini-conference for new advisors.  

Would allow new teachers (Years 1-3) an opportunity to network and get good information on a variety of topics.  Look at a late September meeting; Thursday to Friday.  Third or fourth week in September next year; Sept. 20-21 or Sept. 27-28, 2007.

Focus would stay on DECA—history, competition, why it is important, how do you use DECA as a tool for classroom management, etc.

Board identified committee members to help plan event: Amy Granahan, Jen Hendrickson, Debbie Rogers, Jean Draper, Mike Foley

Need to get experts in: Retirees? National DECA—Dawn Jones? Presenters could receive recertification points. Have DECA gear available.

Retirees

Get National DECA/Images—Dawn Jones**  New advisor help

Give them DECA gear

Possible Topic List:

Written Events

Participating Events Al-ML

Fundamentals

Officer Candidates

Scholarships

Awards

Advisory Committees

CMG

District participations

Conferences 101

What do I need to know
Ladder to build by year

How to incorporate Coop into DECA

Integrate into classroom; how to get it most out of it.

Committee will meet Nov. 17th to continue planning; place TBD.

The meeting was adjourned at 10:15 a.m.

Respectfully Submitted,

Jennifer Hendrickson

Appendix

Advisor request is in bold font.  Board responses are in plain font.

The struggle with the minimum competency score given for written events has been problematic over the past 3 or four years.  As a former board member I ask you to study the effectiveness of this policy and do a fact finding mission to determine if an amendment is needed.  

As I recall the original intent of the minimum competency number was to set a standard and prevent written events that were sub-standard from competition at ICDC.  
· It still is.

Last year a judge scored two written events below 70.  The judging coordinator explained to the judge that this number would keep the teams from advancing.  The judge felt in one case that the Chapter had miss entered the event (his opinion about topic) and scored the project below 20 points.  National DECA has no policy concerning minimum competitncy and my research reviled that  National DECA could not recall a time when a judge questioned the topic area or event entered.
· Last year judges scored dozens of manuals at less than 70.  However, to be aware that, in understanding the potential consequences, the Director of written events does approach each judge in the event of a low score, particularly if there are not enough manuals to fairly represent Virginia at ICDC.  They are explained what a score of 70 represents, and if they are so inclined, to “curve” the scores.  This is done to ensure that our best are sent to ICDC if they meet a minimal standard.  In this case, it was deemed by the judge that one manual was very poor, and the other not relevant to the topic at hand.  In nearly all cases, Virginia fills its full allocation of competitors to ICDC.

· National DECA has no policy for many of the things Virginia DECA has policy for.  For example, National DECA has no policy that states that students must be marketing education students.  Virginia does because it’s a co-curricular organization.

· There are many states that have no screening/minimum competency policy whatsoever for written events.  After their SLC, the state advisor looks at how many “gaps” they have in their allocation and asks, “Who wants to write a manual on so and so?”  Hopefully we never reach that point.  Meanwhile, I’d like to think that in Virginia we are only producing quality work to represent us at the national level.

· The manual earned a low score because it did not relate to the topic for which it was to be scored.  The judge (and everyone else who was forced to read this paper due to repeated questioning) all agreed that it was well done, and much work went into it.  However, it was impossible to score because it was not related to the topic at hand.  During the Q & A portion of the presentation, the judge told the presenters that he did not see the connection between this paper and entrepreneurship.  When he asked the students what the connection was, the students themselves told the judge that they agreed—it had little or nothing to do with entrepreneurship.

· National DECA has probably never had a time where the topic or event was questioned because between the local advisors and the state level, this type of error should be intercepted before ever making it to ICDC.  At least I would hope so.  (Many of the larger states screen their manuals at a district/regional level, as well.)

· The manual in question was clearly placed in the incorrect category.  Here are the people that, because the advisor wouldn’t take “no” for an answer, were asked to verify this fact:

· Mickey Kosloski, DECA Specialist

· Margaret Kirby, State Association Advisor

· A high level national DECA representative (name intentionally omitted for the sake of written records)

· Jim Gray (Assistant State CTE Director)

· Liz Russell (State CTE Director)

· It seems to me that this is a reasonably qualified panel, in addition to the judge.  In fact, even the parent of the competitor wrote a letter complaining, and referred to the project himself as “A PR campaign” in three instances.  The manual was entered in Free Enterprise.  It clearly had little or nothing to do with free enterprise, as was determined (ad nauseam) over the period of two months, by the people listed above.

The decision,  in effect to disqualify a team from International Competition is harsh.  If we need to screen a  projects topic---which was suggested by the Virginia Director of Career and Technical Education then lets do so.  The business of DECA is not to discourage students and chapters from competitive events.  

· Projects ARE screened every year.  However, they are not screened individually at the state level, as it would be a nearly impossible task logistically.  We depend on advisors to do a conscientious job with this for the sake of their students.  Every year the Virginia DECA office fields literally dozens of calls, asking for a determination on matters just like this one, and those determinations are made well in advance so that the students involved are positioned in the proper manner.  This was a chapter project, and there is only one entry per chapter permitted.  Trying to take a chapter project and fit it into a category just because all of the other spots are “taken” is providing a disservice to our students.  Students will likely believe whatever they are told by their advisors, within reason.  The advisor should be well-versed enough on the nature of all chapter projects (as well as other written events) that they can lead their students in the correct direction.  IF THERE IS A QUESTION OR A “GRAY AREA” OF ANY TYPE, IT IS INCUMBENT UPON THE ADVISOR TO ADDRESS THE VIRGINIA DECA OFFICE, IN ADVANCE, FOR CLARIFICATION.  This way, any risk is eliminated, and the only potential obstacle is if the event is misrepresented as to its true nature.  We would like to believe that this does not occur.

· Rest assured that Virginia DECA takes no joy or pleasure in turning away a manual, particularly one that is well prepared, well thought out, and an overall well done paper.  However, in this specific case on which this above comments were derived, all of the chapter’s allocated slots were taken in the remaining chapter events, and it had to remain in the category in which it was placed.  (This manual was clearly a PR event, but possibly could have fit into Civic Consciousness.  Both slots were already taken by this chapter.)

Verbal sidebar for the Board.

· Often times a judge would not be savvy enough to spot an error such as this one.  However, this judge did spot it.  While Virginia DECA was reluctant to provide the name of this judge to the advisor (for reasons that became apparent as the “stalking” became more and more persistent), the advisor DID dogmatically pursue the judge’s identity, and sent him a letter, questioning him all over again, even after the final determination was made.  This letter, dated 5/10/06—after the completion of ICDC—was an absolute attack on our volunteer judge.  Some of the comments in the letter were:

· I understand you took two projects out of competitive rating and national competition.  Is this your mission?
· I will agree that our EPP Darfur Project would have been a fine Civic or PR project.  The students and the advisors chose this as our lesson for EPP entry as we had other topics for the mentioned events.  
ALLOW ME REPEAT THAT ONE

· I will agree that our EPP Darfur Project would have been a fine Civic or PR project.  The students and the advisors chose this as our lesson for EPP entry as we had other topics for the mentioned events.  
· Please offer your opinion why we missed the opportunity to engage in activity (ies) that clarify and enhance understanding of entrepreneurship through training from an actual lobbyist using role play and then actual application in congressional offices.  Can you do this at ODU?
· I only can pray none of the administrative decisions were made out of political or personal motives.  
· There were many self-promoting comments throughout this letter, but the overall tone was one of insult and attack.  This is an offensive and unacceptable action on behalf of the advisor.  It cannot be tolerated.  Efforts had to go through Liz Russell, as well as Dr. Hassan Ndahi, (grant principle investigator) to eventually insist that the advisor to discontinue his pursuit.  ODU and its representatives had to acknowledge that action be taken if the pursuit continued.
· There were many people that were forced to intervene in this matter as a result of the pursuit of this advisor, and each and every DECA official agreed with the ruling.  This can only mean one of three things; 1), the ruling was correct; 2), all of our DECA officials, both at the state and national level, are incorrect, and the advisor has a better grasp on the matter, including those that write the events, or 3), there is a conspiracy whereby all of the people mentioned in the response are “out to get” this advisor and his students, as implied in the excerpts above.  While no one person makes the correct decision every time in every instance, it can be safely stated that the second and third options above are not correct. 
Looking for your guidance in this matter.  I might suggest that we survey several schools that have had manuals turned away and see it this served as an educational tool.  

· The survey would be a brief one, as no other manual has been entered into the wrong event during the tenure of the current DECA Specialist.  As previously mentioned, there are checks in place.  The advisor, however, must take responsibility for utilizing them.  A simple telephone call or e-mail would have sufficed.

An INORDINATE amount of time has been spent defending this decision, and it has gone on long enough.  It is important to note that the decision was eventually made by the Virginia CTE Director, the highest authority in the state. 

Finally, it is important to note that Virginia DECA does everything in its power to fill our complete allocation of competitive events slots to ICDC.  After the original scores are tallied, if we do not have a full slate of competitors, we take the scores back to the judges and ask them to “curve up” the scores.  Most judges, once the rationale is explained, are more than willing to do this.  In a few situations, however, the judge may not feel that the lower tier of projects are worthy of such consideration.  Virginia DECA does everything in its power to fill its slots, but ultimately has to let the judges judge.

