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), Jennifer Hammond (JH), Molly Harrison (MH),  Atziri Ibanez (AI), Nina Jackson (NJ),  Jamie Krauk (JK), Miguel Lugo (ML), Carrie McDougall (CMc), 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 (SSc)
Opening Remarks- L.Koch
	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


New EPA Education Director announced Ruth McCully - Director of Children's Health and Environmental Education
TIMELINE FOR THE EDUCATION STRATEGIC PLAN PROCESS
· June 24 – Education Council comments and edits on the Education Strategic Plan are due to Steve Storck
· July 14 -  the Education Strategic Plan is posted for public review

· August 29 -  Final comments due from public

· September 17 - Education Council discussion of comments received

· September 30 - Education Strategic Plan finalized

· October - Begin preparing Education Implementation Plan

Some notes about the timeline:  

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

· MK to give a presentation at the NMEA conference in July and will be asking for their comments as well

· At the July Education Council meeting we will begin discussing a timeline for the Education Implementation Plan

Overview of Education Strategic Plan Discussion – John/Steve

· Discussion of the objectives for the session including items previously identified for discussion as well as additional items that may come up during the discussion

Overall EDIT:  
Discussion and proposal (unanimously approved by a vote) to call the current plan the Education Strategic Plan (Plan) and the implementation plan (to be developed after the Education Strategic Plan) the Education Implementation Plan.  Goals and strategies (strategy) and programmatic actions (implementation).  The two together are to be called the Education Plan
(SS) Reminder that this version of the Plan 
· has no formatting and no pictures (these will be included at a later date)
· is numbered to encourage comments

EDIT 1: (JK) Title page delete byline “Meet NOAA’s Mission Goal” (edit supported by Council)
EDIT 2: (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 (edit supported by Council)
· (JK) Questioned how NOAA will be reviewing the Education Strategic Plan- (LK) Will be reviewed by a virtual NEP and NEC

EDIT 3:  (LK) Proposal that there should be a credits page with list of names of members of the education council (edit supported by council)
Discussion following this proposed edit to determine whether or not an organizational chart (not supported by the Council) and further information on the role of the Council in the appendix was necessary as well 

EDIT 4:  (SW) Statutes and Supporting Directives-(box) please make both sides consistent by listing items in chronological order (edit supported by Council) 
EDIT 5:  (JK) Educational Settings and Methods Section (definitions section) suggestion to include a definition of Engagement (supported by Council) 
Discussion ensued regarding what engagement means.  SW expressed concern that if the word engagement is to be defined we need some qualifiers for engagement- and would prefer us never using the word engagement without qualifiers

ACTION ITEM FOR CM:  Partnership and Collaboration Section: NOAA’s Education Standards

· CM heading up a group that is heading going to define standards and come back to council with edits (MM suggested/encouraged to join CM in this group) SW requested to be included in this group; AI to be included in this group as well
EDIT 6: (MM) edits suggested for CM group (above) to review:
a. Page 5, line 26, perhaps say “Align with NOAA Education Mandates” instead
b. Page 5, line 27, take out national in “align with national” so we have just state education standards
c. Page 5, line 30 change “replicable, consistent in quality and sustainable to read“ designed to be sustainable” 
EDIT 7:  (CMc)  Need to reference and give examples (more well developed) of  the longest standing education programs in the beginning ex: specific references to NERRS, Seagrant, Teacher at Sea, B-WET and Sanctuaries in the introduction and what they have done historically (Council supported with yellow card from MH) –MH felt that her yellow card not that much of a cause for concern but that she did not see the need-more something you might put in an outreach product 

EDIT 8:  (JK) NOAA’s mandate for education-when we say America COMPETES Act compliments existing legislation-do we have standing legislation or programs that back that up?  So add it in that section rather than saying “aren’t we great” 

(SS concurs)  We do address it in the mandates and a lot is in the history but we do need to strengthen the introduction with this

EDIT 9: (MM) Images-need to include pictures of programs that public is really familiar with and make sure we blend between spectacular photos and programs (supported by Council) (SS) when we go through potential layouts-will look at this as well
ACTION ITEM for all Council members:  please add suggestions for photos in your edits

GOAL 1:  Environmental Literacy
EDIT 9:  (JK) structural overall for all outcomes, likes the idea of introductory text, goal then outcomes but was somewhat confused by the example text after outcome.  Her suggested edit is to switch example text and outcome box (LK supported this change)
Outcome 1.1 Section:

· MM: Outcome 1.1, line 20, 3rd bullet, can you please explain? (JM) We will discuss performance indicators later-this has to do with strategy c (MM) “contribute to educational research-could be called more of an output than an outcome-contributing to educational research” (JM) we struggled with how to label this
Outcome 1.2 Section:

EDIT 11: (MM) for environmental literacy principles, could you reference the oceans life for geography 2003? (supported by council) 

Discussion regarding environmental literacy principles and that the general public may not be aware that we are talking about the climate and ocean literacy brochures.  There was discussion regarding replacing the name “principles” so that the general public is aware that we are referring to.  JK noted that the principles are not listed anywhere else in the document. FN suggestion to put the URL’s on page 4 however, SS mentioned he has the URL’s on the reference page
(JK) didn’t get what are the Environmental Literacy principles-need to have section for what we are calling out as Environmental Literacy-climate, ocean, etc. and those specific documents

EDIT 12: (SW) suggestion to add some definitions on page 4 or page 9 and sidebars or an actual image of the brochures for the Ocean and Climate Literacy Principles and include the 2003 Geography principles there as well (supported by Council)

Outcome 1.3 Section:

Discussion of adding Great Lakes but tabled that conversation for a later discussion including what to use in place of “NOAA related”

Outcome 1.4 section: 
Discussion of changing the language of “providing opportunities” CMc feels is too weak however others felt that the language was fine
Outcome 1.5 Section:
Discussion of having triangle included MM felt that triangle is trying to depict a hierarchy and suggested a pie chart however the Council felt that because there are more public than decision makers, that is why the triangle is smaller as you move up.  
EDIT 13:  (SS)  the box goes with the triangle but that perhaps we need to do a better job of depicting those levels of the triangle so they do not appear to be a hierarchy
Outcome 1.6 Section:
Discussion regarding why this particular outcome was called out. Explanation is that MK presented this to the Interagency Working Group and they felt that interagency wasn’t called out as well so that is why we now have a specific outcome for this. LK mentioned that the NEP/NEC specifically called out interagency items and with enough tension already about NOAA’s role, we need to be clear how we are involved in the interagency group and we need to take more of leadership role in climate and ocean sciences.  In addition folks mentioned the similarities (and lack thereof) between this Outcome and Outcome 1.1.  The discussion of Interagency issues is up for further discussion later.

Goal 2

Discussion of Goal statement SW felt that goals need a verb to make them make more sense to the reader. Not complete thoughts. JR agreed.  JM stated that according to Bennett model, goal statements should be a SEEC, or conditional statement and that is the reason why goal statements do not have a verb.  Voted on whether or not to use verbs in goal statements.

EDIT 14:  (MM) Delegate to SS to refer to other strategic plans and be consistent with other plans-(i.e. add in a verb) (Council voted/supported by Council)

Discussion of “future workforce” wording and whether or not “future” is necessary.  
EDIT 15:  Page 14, line 15, JK change text to “people are NOAA’s most valuable asset” and nix “identified”
Discussion regarding language “particularly under-represented groups” and being responsive to the current state of the nation as well as the future state of the nation and coming up with language that reflects that.
ACTION ITEM MM:  will take suggestions above offline and come up with some examples/alternative suggestions for wording (Council voted and supports this)

EDIT 16:  Outcomes should not have periods.  Some outcomes are complete sentences and others are not.  Need to make them consistent.  SS to make all consistent
Discussion regarding evaluation of NOAA’s programs. MM questioned whether it is implied that all of NOAA’s programs are continually evaluated or do we need to build it into goal 2?

ACTION ITEM SW:  is evaluation for both goals parallel/aligned? Are we accountable to the same level-SW to look it over and work to align goals one and two and come up with a specific suggestion for this.
EDIT 17:  FN: Can we use our “NOAA-related” term in 2.3 line 6  
EDIT 18:  FN Can we use “the public” (line 27 p 17) instead of the “general” public? 
EDIT 19: PS: Check 1.3 for abbreviations and acronyms 
Strategy for Implementation

Discussion as to why we are not using specific PPBES terminology (JC).  LK  explanation that we are avoiding internal NOAA terminology in public document.
BREAK

Performance Indicators.

Discussion of this issue and practicalities of measuring some of these things.  Suggestion to call them “potential performance indicators” for public review draft? Discussion of comparison to ACC report indicators.  FN mentioned in 2nd ACC report, some talk of cross-agency performance measures and since process (of developing cross-agency metrics) isn’t finalized supports use of “potential.”  LK: agencies did agree on metrics. Not necessarily all on board, but have been determined. FN would then support moving to ACC metrics.  JM questioned timing of this and getting done in time for public comment including appendix calling out specific relationship to ACC.
Data analysis discussion: JC questioned 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. Committing may be premature, hence “potential’ We do have ACC report.  JC stated we reference the ACC path but questioned if we need to engage in verification study to look at what we have done and align with what we plan to do as part of implementation planning.  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.  SW: put performance indicators in appendices? JM: yes and whether to link to ACC.  SW: would rather see in the body of the text-helps people understand the rationale. But we need “potential” because it sets the stage for implementation plan.  Can we add applicable ACC metrics in current formatting? Not because of space issues.  LK leave them in text, and include appendix with potential indictors and ACC metrics. Need to demonstrate connection to ACC, but don’t need complete alignment? JM: alignment is not there in all outcomes.  JK: discourage from getting down in the weeds of cross-walking etc. And maybe talk a little about ACC somewhere?  SS: two places for it but it is not there yet.  AI concerned that this is really a discussion for the implementation plan. JM suggested potential performance indicators where they are now and appendix with applicable ACC metrics included.  PS feels using language in ACC would make ours stronger, FN suggested being transparent that we are using ACC; MH not sure we have time to write them.  JC suggested all of the performance indicators that you want to look at proposing for further study to implement
EDIT 20:  (LK) vote to pull potential performance indicators out of boxes, no appendix devoted to indicators and in strategy for implementation, discuss ACC and indicators and applicable ACC metrics with a nod to ACC (Council supported-voted-consensus

Some discussion of the pros and cons of ACC metrics including overall specificity issues.

Outcome 1.6 discussion - interagency alignment

Voting Options:

a.  Leave the outcome as is and add for strategy b “consistent with interagency evaluation efforts” 
b. Eliminate it as an outcome then put very specific language strategy in outcomes that is applicable

c. Leave it where it is
d. Wrap it up into section on partnerships and collaboration section introduction then take the strategies and spread across where it makes sense across goals 1 and 2
Discussion:  PS advocates leaving as is because based on Harmonic report which indicated that environmental education needs some leadership and we should call out NOAA’s environmental education; change strategy d to be a little less and take out informal. FN questioned what to do about goal 2. PS suggests
adding another outcome to goal 2 if it fits.  AI: supports this and advocates being conservative; capture some of ideas where they fit; concerned that we are pushing where we don’t belong.  Discussion of corporate versus programmatic level of involvement.  AI: concerned that no one at field level pushing how we work together to push good education projects.  FN: rescinds his earlier proposal 
Council VOTED and AGREED to keep Outcome 1.6 as an outcome for goal 1 for interagency partnership 
EDIT 18:  add text “and consistent with interagency evaluation efforts” to 1.1 strategy b (Supported by Council)
Discussion of text to replace “NOAA-related” 

SS prepared a power point with a left and right-hand box showing two categories of text that relate to “NOAA-related” and those two categories are:
a. Environmental Literacy

b. Workforce Development
Discussion of how do we want NOAA-related represented on environmental literacy side.  Discussion of whether or not to specifically say Great Lakes although the assumption within NOAA is that Coastal includes Great Lakes.
JK:  what are overarching NOAA messages; climate going to be very central theme.  PS suggested to include a box which specifying how NOAA defines coastal to include Great Lakes.  JK suggested to call the “NOAA-related” items “relevant sciences” and define what that means to NOAA. SS noted that on the workforce side they define it differently.  LK suggested using a discussion box (which includes Great Lakes) which says “includes but not limited to…” but not a bulleted list.  SS mentioned that we try to address the scope of NOAA-related sciences in the introduction section and since we’ve defined it, use the appropriate mix throughout the document

EDIT 19:  (LK) Discussion box as discussed above to explain that it is a complex issue for us and leave at front (Council voted and unanimous support)
 LK:  Two monikers for the discussion section:  one for workforce, and one for environmental literacy.  Current workforce goal moniker of “disciplines critical” is acceptable as is.  LK appointed FN to work with SS to come up with moniker 

Discussion of NOAA Vision Section:

Options are:

a. existing vision from 2004 plan
b. alternatives 1, 2, 2a or 3
Discussion of alternatives for vision statement:  BM suggested that alternative 2 seems inconsistent.  In workforce we are not just looking inward.  JM suggested that we can work on the vision statement while the Plan is out for public comment.  Discussed whether NOAA’s vision should be our vision and if so, should it be placed on the cover of the Plan.  SS mentioned that 2004 Education Plan was different from NOAA’s vision.
EDIT 20:  (LK) include NOAA vision as it is currently written in the Education Strategic Plan but not on the cover (Council voted-all supported) 
AI:  Working Group 1 is currently working on missioning statements and
ACTION ITEM:  Working Group 1 to figure out how to reference the principles (Council supported) 

JM out of country for next two weeks, PS has agreed to take comments on the Education Strategic Plan
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