NOAA Education Council – June 2008
Agenda

12:00
Welcome/Opening Remarks – L.Koch

12:05   Overview of Education Plan Discussion – J. McLaughlin/ S. Storck 
12:15
Walk-through of Plan – S.Storck
12:30   Discussion of Previously Identified Issues with Ed Plan – J. McLaughlin/S. Storck 

2:00     Discussion of Additional Issues with Ed Plan – J.McLauglin/S.Storck 

2:30     BREAK
2:45
Metadata – C. McDougall/B.Rice (Input requested)
3:30
Updates & Announcements

4:00
Adjourn
 
Attendance

In person: Louisa Koch (LK – Chair), Jason Chasse (JC), Jen Faught (JF), Ron Gird (RG), Doria Grimes (DG), Molly Harrison (MH),  Atziri Ibanez (AI), Nina Jackson (NJ),  Jamie Krauk (JK), Miguel Lugo (ML), Carrie McDougall (CM), John McLaughlin (JM), Christos Michalopoulos (CM), Jeannine Montgomery (JM), Bruce Moravchik (BM), Frank Niepold (FN), Rebecca Reuter (AK Fisheries Science Center),  Bronwen Rice (BR), Jacqueline Rousseau (JR), Stacey Rudolph (SR), Peg Steffen (PS), Steve Storck (SS), Sharon Walker (SW), Jimmy Waddell (JW),  Marci Wulff (MW) 
On the phone: Michiko Martin (MM), Sarah Schoedinger (SS)
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Discussion

Louisa Koch-new director of _______named

Overview of Education Strategic Plan Discussion  – John/Steve
TIMELINE FOR THE PROCESS
· July 14 out for public comment

· June 24 comments and edits on the Plan from the Education Council are due to Steve Storck
· July 14 the Plan is posted for public review

· August 29 Final comments due from public

· September 17 - Education Council discussion of comments received

· September 30 - Education Plan finalized

· October - begin preparing Implementation Plan

· LK implementation plan to be written later

· Revisions to presentation last minute-print outs handed out 

· Objectives for this session

· Discuss calling this education strategic plan and the implementation plan an education implementation plan

· When it goes out for federal register notice we will notify congressional folks that we welcome their comments

· MK to give presentation at NMEA asking for their comments-will definitely help us

· LK that is why we have made the July 14 deadline

· BH is their a longer term projection fo rhte implementation plan

· JM/LK at the july meeting we will be looking for timeline for implementation plan and we can discuss that next month

· SS mismatch between goal 2

· We will discuss perf indicators and ACC metrics

· Decide on text to get rid of “NOAA related” 

· Revise vision from 2004 plan

· Steve hand off

· Steve is the writer and listener 

· Want to focus in on the content version first

· This version has no formatting and no pictures-is numbered to encourage comments

· This is a planning document for us internally and folks looking at it externally 

· Title page delete “Meet NOAA’s Mission Goal” sounds more like doing for selves so delete byline “Meet NOAA’s Mission Goal” EDIT 1
· Preface:  

· MM:  Line 31 and 32:Remove any reference to NOAA Education Council and also on page 3 lines 27 and 28 strike out any reference to Education Council versus NOAA

· What is review process (JK)?  Will go to virtual NEP and NEC

· Do we want to strike it all together-is there going to be a credits page? EDIT 2

· LK think there should be a credits page with list of names of members of ed council

· If we reference the education council-is there a need to have an org chart that discusses the role of the education council in the appendix

· LK likes showing NOAA as an integrated whole but show their roles in the text of credits page and not using org chart

· Table of contents

· Next 3 pages are the general introduction

· Reference to new legislation and new NOAA acts; other policy
· DG/ss all have a reference with url in the references section

· SW: two little boxes-statutes and supporting directives-are they by law number or year-best to start with most recent and go to oldest, right side was done chronological EDIT 3

· NOAA’s Education Priorities Section:

· Educational Settings and Methods Section (definitions section):  

· JK: suggestion for this section-recent Science Advisory Report-and Engagement-may want to include a definition of Engagement in this section EDIT 4

· CM:  change the title as well?

· SS: should we be embracing the word or moving aweay

· JK:  Engagement is an umbrella term for a whole variety, communications, extension engagement

· LK:  we have an outcome used to define how we are participating in this

· SW:  Don’t personally like word engagement if we don’t have a definition for it; ex: extension-what does it mean; we need some qualifiers for engagement-how we use it in the title makes sense to me; would prefer us never using the word engagement without qualifiers

· Partnership and Collaboration Section:

· NOAA’s Education Standards

· MM:  Substance points on education standards

· CM: group that is heading up standards that CM is leading up with MM-they define standards and come back to council with edits EDIT 5

· SW wants to be in the group

· MM comments then

a. Align with…perhaps say “Align with NOAA Education Mandates

b. Align with national take out national-so we have just state education standards

c. 5th bullet-replicable in consistent quality and sustainable-“ designed to be sustainable” on line 30 EDIT 6

· SW:  want to make them all parallel with verbs which MM just did

· Any other items that should be in intro

· MM:  Page 6 wording of goal 1 and page 5 lines 5 and 7 “Ocean coastal and weather climate science”  did we already discuss wording of this

· Falls under issues to discuss under NOAA related-phrasing to replace noaa related and will be discussed later

· CMc:  no reference longest standing education program mandates in the beginning ex: specific reference to nerrs and seagrant in intro sanctuaries

· SS: do not have specific examples of historically what they have done EDIT 7

· LK:  graphics and pictures will be included to highlight but not enough

· SW/CMc-not generally well developed in intro and do we want to have that level of specificity

· NOAA’s education legacy, teach at sea…that is a good title 2 paragraphs? Provides that touchstone EDIT 8thumbs up thumbs down  everyone except Molly Harrison: not that pressed about it but not seeing need-more something you might put in an outreach product 

· JK:  NOAA’s mandate for education: when we say America COMPETES act compliments existing legislation-do they have standing legislation or programs that back that up?  So add it in that section rather than saying “aren’t we great”

· DG: could also be a sidebar in the layout 

· SS:  Address it in the mandates; a lot is in the history-do need to strengthen the intro with this

· MM: LK’s comment about images-need to include pics of programs that public is really familiar with and make sure we use those pictures-blend between spectacular photos and programs EDIT 9

· To all council members:  please add suggestions for photos in your edits

· MM:  for example b-wet

· SS:  when go through potential layouts-will look at this as well

· Jennifer Hammond just joined the call

· Next two sections are two goal sections: are laid out by goal itself and then background on the goals, outcomes and general strategies for outcomes

· SS have put in potential perf. Indicators and this will be a topic of discussion later

· Each section has supporting examples

· Intro has 4 themes: stewardship,etc…

· Outreach:  worked hard to integrate outreach into this more

· 6 outcomes section:

· JK: structural overall for all outcomes-like the idea of introductory text, goal then outcomes; what thru me for loop is example text after outcome; switch example text and outcome box she will send her edits on this

· JK Outcome 1.1 change body of knowledge: rather cutting edge education research
· JM: we have format for this document and we took it out of that template to be able to add line numbers-this is not the final layout-we can work on the ideal layout

· JK: more of a structural vs. layout

· LK:  think intended that text comes first so switch it around EDIT 9

· DG/bm: send email to check that wording of it-to see where it came from don’t recognize it EDIT 10

· MM: 1.1 JM-under line 20 3rd bullet can you please explain-will discuss Perf. Indicators later-this has to do with strategy c contribute to educational research-could be called more of an output than an outcome-contributing to educational research-

· JM:  struggled with how to label this

· Outcome 1.2 section:

· Which env lit principles to use? 

· MM:  could you reference the oceans life for geography 2003 EDIT 11

· JK:  didn’t get what are the env. Literacy principles-need to have section what we are calling out as env. Literacy-climate ocean and those specific documents

· JK also principles is not listed anywhere else

· CMC: another word to replace principle with b/c if don’t know we are referring to climate and ocean lit brochures is confusing

· SW:  on page 5 lines 16-18 talks about essential principles of ocean and climate literacy; maybe if there were some def’s in page 4 and sidebars-that would be helpful EDIT 12

· SW:  2003 geography principles may be included there a well

· SS:  put a side bar in or an image of the brochures side by side so it’s very clear that these documents are what we are referring to 

· SW maybe on page 4 on page 9

· FN Page 4 URL for the documents

· SS: again I have the URLS in the references EDIT 13

· FN:  Think this is an issue we need to address: refer to it as env, lit principles and they don’t exist; this idea of how we are going to get env. Lit principles

· JM; further address how to reference principles

· Outcome 1.3 section:

· ML: quick section: can we add Great Lakes –will discuss later in how to replace NOAA related

· Outcome 1.4 section: 

· CMc:  couple of places in the plan where we say “provide opportunites” as major action does any think that is too weak?

· SS:  alternative is develop and support 

· CMc:  seems rather passive

· AI:  we did have a discussion with that

· JK:  can you encourage participation with

· DG: delete opportunity? Page 11 line 3&4

· Cmc: it is nice and broad and covers a lot of ground; just such a huge diversity of activites

· SW:  maybe because we started out discussing life long learners doesn’t bother her

· SS: key is to make sure those sciences are in there

· MM: places here where is it loosy-but it is 20 year plan and we do have opportunity to create implementation plan

· SS: I did have folks back off on more specific language too for that reason
· Outcome 1.5

· MM: what is triangle picture trying to depict a hierarchy? FN

· MM: better as a pie

· FN:  more decision makers than public so that’s why gets smaller as go up

· JK: a communicationisy audience target that I understand; saying we want to target a variety of audiences

· SS: description goes in box with triangle-guess we need to be better of depicting those levels in the triangle; would make it not seem so much like a hierarchy

· Outcome 1.6

· Want to be a very big player across gov’t 

· CmC: this one might be something that applies to goal 1…applies to both goals

· LK: also outcome 1.1

· SS: I like it because it has specific goals and strategies

· AI: is there a particular reason we wanted to call it out? 

· JM: mk presented this to the interagency working group and they felt that interagency wasn’t called out as well as should so that’s why we have this specific outcome

· FN:  as far as I know it’s currently education focued

· SW: page 5-I wrote this section too long: had a lot of what was on page 13; could fit on page 5 under partnerships and collaborations

· LK:  interagency items called out in nep/nec; enough tension about NOAA’s role so need to call it out that it’s clear we are involved in interagency group and need to take more of leadership role in climate and ocean sciences

· LK: thought outcome 1.1 also needs to bridge both

· CM:  I really like calling it out ; interagency harps on that we need to call out how we play in interagency

· AI; want to be on conservative end; we still have quite a bit of work to do: just worried

· CM: agree to disagree and those priorities are set for us by others

· Interagency issue up for further discussion-discuss later

Start Discussion of Goal 2

· SW: Goals need a verb to make them make more sense to the reader. Not complete thoughts.

· JR: agree, add “Develop” to goal 2

· SW then goal one needs verb

· JM: according to Bennett model, goal statements should be a SEEC, statement of condition, conditional statement. Reason why goal statements do not have a verb

· CM: goal states long-term end state. Verbs captured in strategies and outdcomes

· CmC May write it “The goal is a ____”

· LK: Cards, vote. 

· FN: appreciate the end state, but if it is a future workforce, assumption is a gap… we want to address the gap, “fulfilled, complete… workforce”
· MM: Put “NOAA wants____” in front of goal statements and that completes the sentence.

· CM: FN’s point is a different issue

· LK: goal statement as written
· FN:  we need to close the gap

· MW: is “future” the issue. Can we just say “workforce”

· LK we are talking about educating employees of the future

· SS: vote on whether or not to use a verb in goal statements

· JR: question: JM’s explanation makes sense, but will it to the reader?

· JM: will not be referring to Bennett

· CM: can say goals refer to end states

· LK: but where?

· CmC: what about hanging first line “NOAA’s goal is….”

· SW: Carrie do you see goal 1 and goal 2 as parallel? Goal one has “develop” in it. Goal 2 lacks…

· CmC: “skilled” is the corollary. Could replace “Goal 1” in the box with “NOAA wants”

· LK Voting: work “is” into goal statements

· MH: won’t people reading a strategic plan be familiar with a goal statement?

· MM: can we refer to some other strategic plans and be consistent with other plans

· LK: vote on MM’s suggestion

· Yes, Council agrees, delegate to STEVE to align with other strategic plans EDIT 14

· JK: Can we just say on P 14 L 15 “people are NOAA’s most valuable asset” nix “identified” EDIT 15

· BM Lines 37/37: bold statements, better indicators?

· SS: will look for “will”

· JC “Shall”?
· MM: future workforce representative of population/underrepresented groups? Don’t like the wording “particularly underrepresented groups”

· SS: references ACC

· MM: “particularly” is the problem. End state vs. how wer are going to get there

· LK lets take a look at it and see how we are going to get there

· JR: replace “particularly” with “including”? Takes away from what we are trying to do? Underrepresented all-inclusive

· MM: “future diverse workforce”

· LK: end state vs, strategy to get there?

· JK: reflective of the population?

· MM: will take offline and come up with some examples, if council agrees

· LK: good to come up with alternative proposals

· PS: landscape or the nation will change over 20 years. Better to say: “reflective of the nation”

· LK: Vote on Michiko doing some work on alternatives: council agrees YES

· SW: 2.3 the only outcome underthis goal that is a complete sentence. Not parallel! 
· Cmc: none of these should have periods. Consistency EDIT 15

· SW: letter e under strategies, “evaluate” only place it is found

· JR: also under 2.4e “assess”

· SW is evaluation for both goals parallel? Are we accountable to the same level

· LK do we have a specific suggestion?

· SW: Now but I can look it over and come up with one?

· LK yes, please

· SS: evaluation is a quality standard

· FN: Can we use our “NOAA_related” term in 2.3 line 6  EDIT 16
· MM: is it impied that all of NOAA’s programs are continually evaluated? When we say it up front? Or do we need to build it into goal 2?

· LK Sharon will look into it and see if we ccan make it more aligned with goal one

· FN: can we use “the public” (line 27 p 17) instead of the “general” public? EDIT 17

· PS: be careful of using acronyms. MSIs etc… 
· SS: has been corrected in subsequent versions

· PS: Check 1.3 for abbreviations and acronyms EDIT 18

· Glossary in the back of acronyms/terms?

Strategy for Implementation

· Jason: Why aren’t we using PPBES?
· SS: more generic, want ot cover bases in case it isn’t he future method

· LK plus avoiding internal NOAA terminology in public document

· JM: Education “Strategic” Plan? Then with future “Implementation” plan.

· FN: is strategic, I support it

· SW: should be in title

· CmC: Strategic plan for Education?

· SW: NOAA’s Education Strategic Plan?

· JK: Education may mean to people “Education Office” but we mean for the whole agency. Need to be clear that this is what we mean.

· LK: Vote: NOAA’s Education Strategic Plan?

· Council agrees: YES: NOAA’s Education Strategic Plan EDIT 19

· FN so strategic plan + implementation plan= “Education Plan”?

· SS: goals and strategies (strategy) and programmatic actions (implementation)
BREAK

· JM: Specificity issue: issues?
· SW: some of MM’s stuff, and my Eval piece, will help with equalizing specificity

· BM: workforce section, text in narrative doesn’t necess.a gree with outcomes in strategies, needs review

· LK: Specific?

· BM: will add in comments. Whole workforce section. E.G. outcome 2.1: awareness of edu activities, specific language in lines 37/38 not reflected in listed performance indicators. More specific performance indicators to align with strong language
· BM: outcome 2 page 16 line 24, not listed in any strategies. Lack of agreement between narrative text and performance indicators

· SS: workforce used narrative to look at specific tasks. We attempted to make it more generalized. Please do look at this with more scrutiny to align with first goal, which is more general

· LK move forward vote: YES

· JM: Performance iNdicators issue.  Practicalities of measuring some of these things…? Calling these “potential performance indicators” for public review draft? ACC report indicators?

· FN: in 2nd ACC report, some talk of cross-agency performance measures…

· LK the ones spelled out in first report

· FN: since process (of developing cross-agency metrics) isn’t finalized supports use of “potential”

· LK: agencies did agree on metrics. Not necess. All on board, ,but have been determined. 

· FN: then I would support moving to ACC metrics.

· JM: in time for public comment? Incl. appendix calling out 
· FN: qualify :” potential”

· CM: call out specific relationship to ACC

· Jason: what work has been done to coordinate data at this point?

· CM: this is part of the move to move away from specific indicators at this stage. Commiting may be premature, hence “potential’ We do have ACC report.
· Jason: reference the ACC path but need to engage in study as part of iomplementation planning?

· CM: what do you mean by study

· Jason: need a verification study to look at what we have done and align with what we plan to do

· LK: need to foreshadow the implementation plan effort in the strategic plan

· CmC outcome 1.1 encompasses that effort, “ developing a framework” need to keep in mind future alignment with ACC

· LK need alignment between goals, maybe something up fron?

· JM: standards section?

· CmC: do we need to strengthen “framework” language? P. 8. line 11/12 1.1 strategy B

· SW: original question: put performance indicators in appendices?

· JM: yes and whether to link to ACC
SW: would rather see in the body of the text.  Helps wpeople understand the rationale. But we need “potential” Sets the stage for implementation plan, Can we add applicable ACC metrics in current formatting?

· JM: space issues. Probably not. 

· LK leave tehm in text, AND include appendix with potential indictors and ACC metrics. Need to demonstrate connection to ACC, but don’t need complete alignment?

· FN: is there a coding system in ACC?

· SS. Unfortunately no. 

· LK: FN is saying to link it at a lower level

· JM: alignment is not there in all outcomes

· JK: discourage from getting down in the weeds of crosswalking/ colorcoding etc. And maybe talk a little about ACC somewhere? 

· SS: two places for it but it is not there yet
· JK: Certainly with America COMPETES you want to cal lthis out

· Jason: keep it at a higher level.

· AI: t his really is a discussion for the implementation plan

· JM: potential perf indicators where they are now and appendiz with applicable acc metrics included?

· PS: like language used in acc metrics-ours would be stronger if we used some of their lang.  gen’l public doesn’t want too much information.  Strategic plan should be simple; adopt some of phrases in ACC

· FN:  would you recommend being transpartent that we are using acc; driver of how we developed the ed strat plan

· MH: think it is valid about rewriting it, just don’t know if we have the time.

· LK: tackle between strat plan and implementation plan and do that for time in between the two

· AI:  if we are going othave a follow up meeting- I don’t know if we are going to have time

· LK: do acc metrics go into appendix?

· Cmc:  eliminate potential perf indicators all together-strengthens  the strat plan.  We shouldn’t think about strat plan changing too much but implementation plan will change and we don’t know how long term these indicators will be

· CM:  I would argue take them out and then in appendix put we will consider acc in our perf metrics and here are examples of specific cases

· JC:  why don’t you propose perf. Indicators for further study to implement-all of the ones that you want to look at

· FN: I support that

· JM:  appendix along lines items steve gave except propose as potential perf indicators in appendix except in boxes so both applicable acc metrics and the suggested ones

· CM: strip all out together 

· BM:  remove indicators where they are and then put nod to acc in strategy for implementation plan and put in potential text there

· LK: vote pull potneital pef indicators out of boxes, no appendix devote to indicators and in strategy for imple, discuss acc and indicators and applicable acc metrics nod to acc-voted-consensus

· SS: generally shorter term strategic plans have perf plans and objectives-

· SW- need to look at other plans and see what they do

· LK:  Have acc, have brainstorming, all needs to be factored in here but we are not ready; they will be in noaa’s education plan just 

· JR: if implementation plan can’t have potential indicators have to have indicators or may fully develop to performance indicators

· CMc:  Outcome 1.1 in strate plan line 11 page 8 #b do we want to bring in ACC here-metrics consistent with ACC

· Ps:  No, acc is one part of it but I hate to tie our tails to ACC

· LK:  I think acc report currently out is problematic-keep away from it

· JM: noticed quite a few problems in acc metrics and overall; have specificity issue too

· FN:  Need to discuss interagency alignment

· SS: 1.6

· FN:  Strategy b should not be just educational research should be interagency common measure but stay away from acc

· CM:  leave the outcome as is and add for strategy b consistent with interagency evaluation efforts EDIT 12

· BM:  fine to list within implementation plan 

· CM:  but that does not pay your bills; every new effort gets stopped with DOC; we are trying to say we are being consistent with whatever mandates you put forward

· BM:  not disagreeing wihtyou but put it in implementation section rather than implementation plan

· BM:  proposal to leave as is

· CM: add before or after educational strategies

· JM: we have to decide what to do with 1.6 

· CMc: wording is for informal env. Education

· Voted to table discussion

· FN:  yellow card-this is a strategy for a reason-belongs in strategic plan and implementation plan

· JM: jump to outcome 1.6 interagency partnerships- suggestion to eliminate as an outcome

· One suggestion to leave it where it is

· One suggestion remove it and then put very specifi language strategy  in outcomes that is applicable

· Or wrap up in intro section in partnerships and collaboration section intro

· FN: put in partnerships and collaboration section; also take the strategies and spread across where it makes sense across goals 1 and 2

· PS: advocate leave as is because based on 100 slide harmonic report; indicated that env. Ed needs some leadership and we should callo out noaa’s opportunity here to call out environmental education; change strategy d to be a little less and take out informal and 

· FN: what would you do about goal 2?

· Ps: ADD ANOTHER outcome to goal 2 if it fits; probably doesn’t fit all of it;

· AI: like franks’ suggestion; think in this case we are in different scenario than perf measures; we haven’t done enough work on this yet-advocating being conservative; capture some of ideas where they fit; concerned that we are pushing where we don’t belong

· CM: agree with peg, we have IOG

· AI: happening at top but not at bottom levels

· CM:  one of the first things NAS said is demonstrate a leadership role in agency

· AI: different point

· JK: it’s happening here-you mean corporate level but not at program level

· JK:  This outcome is ok if ‘ts actually happening at the agency level because you want the agency involved at level

· AI: I can give you a clear example of that IWG had a lot of discussion of how you bring groups together; nobody at field level pushing how we work together to push good education projects

· CMc: but that’s why you wnt a 20 year plan

· AI:  there is work that we need to do in house first; don’t think we should commit

· JM: Outcome 1.6 I think this is an outcome that we want to do in the 20 year future

· Cm I think we are already commited nothing here we don’t’ already want to do

· PS: starting with baby steps but would like to see assets around table get recognized for what we want to do

· FN: I rescind my proposal and couple that goal 2 if they feel an outcome like this worded diff would work good in goal 2

· JR: no, some discussion of interagency working group but leadership concerns

· CM: do they need this at the outcome or strategy level;
· JR: “in disciplines critical to NOAA’s mission” I think calling out some of strategies in goal 2 apply but calling it out as a specific outcome no

· LK: Outcome 6 cannot talk to what other federal agencies do; think we should call it out as NOAA

· LK:  agree with AI; MK has taken Ocean education out there and don’t under estimate challenge

· AI: concerned that we are just talking at a very high level an dit is justnot happening and will not see any results 

· JM: maybe a strategy for implementation plan…

· AI:  we don’t even have a clear identification of priorities-still feel there is more work that needs to be done

· SW: bullets on page 13 lines 30-39; those examples only things lacking are CELC; we may be on beginning edge but I do think it is happening in pretty big way; don’t disagree that its notdown here but it is down here more than it was 5 years ago and I see it getting stronger every time we do implementation plan

· AGREED to keep as an outcome for goal 1 for interagency partnership 

· Change fourth strategy 

· OUTCOME 1.1: strategy b

· Leave as written

· Include language as written to include  interagency evaluation efforts

· CMc strategy in 1.6 with informal education efforts need to change it

· VOTE: add text “and consistent with interagency evaluation efforts” to 1.,1 strategy b all voted yes-EDIT 18

· DG: third person vs. our/us

· SS-TEXT TO REPLACE NOAA RELATED

· Fall into 2 categories: environmental literacy and Workforce development
· How do we want noaa related represented on env. Lit side

· Coastal is often meant to include great lakes-

· SW:  within seagrant, hate having great lakes not included;

· DG:  really advocate climate

· LK: what are we going to substitute NOAA related for?

· LK: climate is overarching; don’t think climate cuts it any more

· JK; what are overarching noaa messages; climate going to be very central

· LK: coastal-different from Great Lakes

· SW: take a beating from everyone in Great Lakes

· PS: box which says NOAA defines coasts a different way

· JM: cold define noaa-related in front box

· JK: is there any way we could decide what it is and say “relevant sciences” and to us that means 

· SS: if you look on the workforce side they define it different

· FN: don’t mind mixing it around

· JK: I think it weird mixing it around
· BM:  I think it relates to many other things such as human health and economics

· LK:  in a box you can discuss it and say includes but not limited to; not a bulleted list

· CMc:  disciplines related to NOAA mission good for them but doesn’t translate well to us but don’t want to use it to replace it; works great in workforce

· Ss:  try to address the scope of noaa related sciences in introduction section and since we’ve defined it use the appropriate mix throughout the document

· LK:  discussion box? Explain that it is a complex issue for us and leave at front-everyone voted on yes;

· LK:  ok with a moniker for the discussion section-2; one for workforce one for environmental literacy: so on workforce goal ok with disciplines critical

· Lk; leading nation not just leading noaa; appoint frank to work with steeve to come up with moniker 

· SW/LK-great lakes will be in box yes

· JM:  NOAA VISION Section:

· 1.  existing from 2004 plan

· 2.  alt. 1

· 3.  alt 2.

· 4.  alt 2a
· 5.  alt 3

· BM:  alt 2 reads to me that we as an organization are looking outward or inward-doesn’t seem consistent.  In workforce we are not just looking inward

· AI: on 2a on envir lit public seems to me that it is a little bit looks as if it were the definition

· SS; fist paragraph on goal 1-intro define env. Li

· JM:  we can work on vision statement while ou for public comment

· MH:  our mission would speak to NOAa’s vision and thnk a mission statement as it relates to noaa vision more appropriate

· PS:  surprised that we get to develop a vision; we could say that this is our part of the vision-our mission statement-what we are all working or

· CM:  should we adopt something different from NOAA’s vision? Or adopt something different?

· SS: in 2004 education plan was different from noaa’s vision

· SW: in 2004 plan calls it a vision for education not an education vision

· LK: should have a vision statement in plan yes

· Adopt noaa’s vision statement in education plan: ppi has lead on that; no chance of review until new admin 

· PS: adopting NOAA”s vision but don’t have to put it on the cover
· FN: what is the box on the side-tag line?

· LK: include noaa vision as currently written goes in plan but not on cover all voted yes

· LK:  we already have a tag line on the cover where says “engaging educators, students and the public to meet noaa’s mission goals”

· JM: no tag line that goes out for public comment; noaa’s vision will be included

· CM: put the noaa vision on front page

· LK: doesn’t speak to education; and we may want to have amission statement that clearly identifies education

· Jm: think I added diverse workforce to alternative 2

· AI:  working group 1 work on missionng statements

· JM: John out of country for next two weeks, PS to take comments

· JM:  working group one figure out how to reference the principles as well all in favor voted
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Upcoming Council Meetings:

July 16

August 20
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