Key questions/issues for anyone reviewing this draft:

    * It's turning out longer than we had originally planned, but that may not be bad if it is organized right and the info is useful. So it would be useful for Tony to know: 1) Is there too much detail, and if so where? 2) What is hackneyed?

I think there is a lot of information here, but a lot of it is critical. Inserting some kind of graphic/more detailed table of contents that could help the reader keep track of how what they’re reading relates to the rest of the text would be helpful. 

Additionally, the length of the “new realities” section makes it really difficult to link past/present/future as we think of potential game changing actions. Many MC members are already aware of the tools within this landscape: it could be useful to pair present with possible future iterations to make reading flow better and to guide the reader through a pathway to new projects/paradigms. 

Some of the best practices are a little buried as well: by sinking the competencies at the end of the new realities section, some critical links to how to “do it right” are lost. This could be remedied by leading with P.34’s chart rather than leaving it to the end of the section.

So, in short, the length is OK as long as we can avoid repetition and make sure that the reader is well-oriented at all times. 

* Are there any inaccuracies or assumptions that are off?

I’ve detailed it out below, but I am concerned that info on philanthropic funding is broken up into too many sections to provide a cohesive look. As this is a significant source of funding for our members, I think it’s really important to be able to look at foundation influence, issues of philanthropic competition and audience support in one to two sections. 

    * Are there other examples (particularly of other TMC members, but also from others) that I could make brief reference to in places?

Regarding book publishing, Berret-Koehler is doing some interesting work in the digital distro/loss leader realms. They’re also working on some really interesting models for micro-payment distribution of published content via intuitive search.  For example, they’re breaking up books into PDF white papers that can be purchased according to the length of the excerpt. They’ve started with business books and are looking to move into current affairs. This content is particularly valuable to international audiences. 

I also think that the Uptake are a great example of the Journalpreneur—they’ve been enormously successful using citizen journalists to help cover both the RNC in St. Paul and the Coleman/Franken race in MN. In fact, I would say that their coverage was leading/guiding mainstream reporting on the Coleman/Franken race for the last 8 weeks. 

    * Is there anything glaringly missing so far?

Regarding the rise of consumer power and measuring the depth of audience as active community, I’d like to see some info on strategies folks are using to cultivate that degree of participation. I know the report touches on crowd-sourcing, but there’s more to it than that. Most of the anecdotal evidence in the report right now seems to focus on audience involvement as an “is” or “is not” constant, rather than a strategy that is undertaken. How are people who are successful at cultivating dynamic communities doing it? This is especially critical on page 29, when you discuss the changing nature of affiliations.

    * Any other comments or criticisms that could improve it, of course, would be great to hear. 

It’s so great to have a detailed account of what we are working with today. I think there’s some work to be done to integrate our “next steps” into today’s platform—at least start introducing those ideas early on to help ease readers into them. It will help the lengthy mapping process remain current and relevant to the reader. 

EBP Feedback 

notes made using page#.graf# structure, i.e. 2.3 for page 2, graf 3
Exec Summary: Reads well overall, like use of italics to set key terms apart. Planning to offer definitions as well?

1.5: This reads a little too jargon-heavy and is dissonant from rest of exec summary. I’d simplify this language a little more, as I had to read a few times to distill meaning.

Introduction: I think this works overall, but I would be really, really careful to tie complex definitions to real examples within the media landscape here. It gets a little difficult to link around the causes of dissonance section. 

3.1: Would like a simpler explanation/specific example of Meadow’s leverage points as they relate to journalism institutions.

3.3: Really like this point as it relates to mission-driven organizations and self-marginalization. In fact, this entire section is key to creating a cooperative working-system among many different orgs w/different ideals and motives.

4.2: I’d like to see the area of opportunity for MC members linked to here: this time of strategic dissonance is key for us to reach a new paradigm for operations. Would be helpful to see it stated.  I am also a little foggy on the definition for strategic recognition—what is “unequivocal environmental feedback?”

5.1: Would like a real life example to explain 2nd causes of dissonance.

5.6: Nice.

Understanding the Past: Might be helpful to make the watchtower/watchdogs separations noted in graph. I didn’t know how to read the indy media vs. mainstream at first glance. Overall this is a pretty solid section that covers all of the bases.

7.7: Great point here. 

New Realities: I really love the use of “my ideas” as a defining source of value for the new landscape.  This section is a little lengthy, however. I recommend compressing the definitions for existing tech within the “user participation and empowerment,” “growing value of immediacy” sections.

Like the structure of “Basis of Competition” section.

10.1: Might want to define net native platforms as a footnote.

12: Convergence section can be edited down. There’s a lot of info re audience desires that is repetitive.
13.6: Database of intentions is super interesting as a concept—but how does this relate to the production of journalistic content?
17.5: I feel like this is a pretty bare bones exploration of philanthropic support—doesn’t touch on readers as investors, etc. It’s actually pretty vital to our members business models and could maybe use a little more buildout here, or at least a note mentioning that more comes on P.20. This would also be a good spot to integrate philanthropy info from page 22. 

18.7: Info on About.com’s annual models and expenses is a little too much. Could trim down to 1-2 sentences. 
20.7: Would like to see more info about the kindle, e-readers explored here. This section can also be edited for length. 

21.4: Again on philanthropy: since this model is becoming more “popular,” what are the dangers for MC orgs that are now going to be relying on a more competitive rev. source? 

22: I think the “Metrics: Performance based” section should be integrated with the previous sections for clarity. Most of the advertising data here feels a little repetitive.

23.8: This graf can be edited down for length.

24.3: Just a factual note here: I think Prosper is defunct for the time being, as they didn’t have some key licensing items in order.

30.8: Really like this comparison b/t railways and newspapers.

32.1: Some orgs are already mobilizing communities around blogging/journalistic content: Care2 and Change.org.

