NOAA Education Council – February 2008
Bennett Logic Model Workshop
Agenda

Day 1

9:00
overview timeline for creating new Education Plan, and drivers for goals 

10:00
break 

10:15
elaborate Bennett Framework 

12:00
lunch

1:00
walk through an example 

2:30
break

2:45
breakout groups focused on behavioral outcomes

4:00
breakout groups report out

4:30
wrap-up and adjourn

Day 2

9:00
re-cap and discussion

9:30
continue breakout groups on next levels in Bennett

10:30
break

10:45
report outs

11:15
continue breakout groups on next levels in Bennett

12:15
lunch

1:15
report outs

1:45
general discussion of where we are

2:30
break

2:45
synthesize 

· see how these programs/efforts fit under logic models for goals

· adjust goal statements accordingly

4:15
wrap-up and next steps

4:30
feedback and adjourn

Attendance

Day 1: Louisa Koch (LK – Chair), Matt Chasse (MC), Karen Eason (KE),  Jen Faught (JF), Sami Grimes (SG),  Jennifer Hammond (JH), Bob Hansen (BH), Ginger Hinchcliff (GH), Atziri Ibanez (AI), Nina Jackson (NJ),  Marlene Kaplan (MK), Mike Liffmann (MLi),  Miguel Lugo (MLu), Carrie McDougall (CMc),  John McLaughlin (JM), Liz McMahon (LM), Christos Michalopoulos (CM), Jeannine Montgomery (JM),  Bruce Moravchik (BM), Frank Niepold (FN), Tina O’Connell (TO),  Bronwen Rice (BR), Jacqueline Rousseau (JR), Stacey Rudolph (SR), Bob Steelquist (BS),  Kate Thompson (KT), Carla Wallace (CW)
On the phone: Shannon Sprague (SS) and Paula Keener-Chavis (PKC) (briefly)
Day 2: Louisa Koch (LK – Chair), Matt Chasse (MC), Karen Eason (KE),  Jen Faught (JF), Sami Grimes (SG),  Jennifer Hammond (JH), Bob Hansen (BH), Ginger Hinchcliff (GH), Atziri Ibanez (AI), Nina Jackson (NJ),  Marlene Kaplan (MK), Judy Koepsell (JK), Mike Liffmann (ML),  Miguel Lugo (ML), Carrie McDougall (CMc),  John McLaughlin (JM), Liz McMahon (LM), Christos Michalopoulos (CM), Jeannine Montgomery (JM),  Bruce Moravchik (BM), Frank Niepold (FN), Tina O’Connell (TO),  Bronwen Rice (BR), Jacqueline Rousseau (JR), Stacey Rudolph (SR), Bob Steelquist (BS),  Kate Thompson (KT), Carla Wallace (CW)
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Discussion

Day 1:

Welcome/Opening Remarks, Drivers, Overview Timeline for Creating Education Plan – Marlene Kaplan and Bob Steelquist

· In this new plan, we want to see better connections between what our activities and our goals; linking this to performance metrics

· In our analysis of strategic drivers, we should focus on how we can influence Public Values and Operational Capacity

· In sample logic model, we started with initial goal statement and quickly realized that it was not working, so created a new SEEC statement.   We then filled in other areas and a populated logic model fell into place.   We would now need to identify a critical path through this model.

· The NOAA Strategic Plan is in a stage of minor revision right now and our goal is to be well situated for when the new planning process with the new administration starts. The 20 year visioning component of the new plan is critical however, we should be careful not to try to focus on predicting what things may be like at an arbitrary point in the future.  Using our judgment and vision we have a sense of what will be happening in the future.  Now is the time to change portions of the plan if there are areas that do not seem appropriate for a 20 year horizon.  This should be a rigorous process at each of the tables.

Elaborate Bennett Framework – Bob Steelquist

· A background on Bob Bennett and why/how he did evaluation including the Bennett hierarchy with the seven steps

· Exercise:  small scale project or program details.  Write 2-3 of indicators of success in that program and put them on post it notes

· These are outcomes we are really hoping to achieve.  Each of these things can become adequate criteria for our program

· The important thing is not all indicators are equal and are nested hierarchically.  Some are of a general nature and some are specific.  Our job in creating program logics has to account for those differences and differences of hierarchical order.

· CMc:  NOAA is about behavior change and must ensure behavior change; that is the whole purpose of our products and if we don’t do that we fail.
· GH:  This is very education centric but there are certain social, economic, & environmental conditions that cannot be achieved with just education so we need to recognize this is our part of the equation.  There are many other actions that need to happen in concert with this.

· BS: This certainly is an organic process.  Jot down your assumptions and label them as such on sticky notes.  These products you generate are going to be the outline/the guides for the plan writers.  We want to capture as many of these things as we can.  Today/tomorrow is about thinking as widely as you can and organizing this into a single body of work

· JM:  SEEC-the green crab example in your power point, is that really a SEEC they discovered because they didn’t originally monitor to see if there were green crabs? 

· BS:  The monitoring program was way to determine if this was achieved or not.  The fact that we know there are no green crabs we can attribute to the volunteers doing the work

· BS:  attribution is sort of a trap-we want to make sure we can make the best logical models of this.
· BS:  Our strategic plan is a score card for each of these models within our plan.  In 5 years we’ll be able to say because we’ve embedded metrics on this first goal, we have a ways to go but we’ve achieved x or we’ve done well on this and grand slam
· FN: We need to think about the cause/effect with goals/logic process.  It is important to measure these
· BS:  We also have to ask ourselves, are we the ones that should be doing this and can we prove that we are being effective at this? That is an annotation

· FN:  We have a role but no one should get the impression that we are the only factor in this equation and our success is relative to the larger parts of NOAA and other things that we don’t know. Ex: Inconvenient Truth and people’s attitude/awareness of Climate Change
· SG: how do we know that brochures impacted kayakers?
· BS:  We have no way of measuring that it had any impact but if we had not gotten in their hands we have no way of knowing that they would change their behavior either.
· GH:  Each of those levels, can this activity elicit this reaction and then knowledge and skill and behavior change? That’s when other models come in like Hungerford Volk.  You need to delve into the behavioral science. Then we can use the best science to create those if/then statements that Bob is trying to connect.
· MLi:  This is really a tool for making an inventory of what we are doing but doesn’t make any conclusions about us making behavior changes.
· BS:  In one detailed program, yes, it does tell us our effectiveness with a metric.
· MLi:  It doesn’t tell us how effective it is, it just tell us we didn’t find green crabs

· BS:  We make some assumptions that monitoring is an effective tool of measuring whether or not we are at this set of conditions.  If we want to question the validity of monitoring then other things like data for observations would also be suspect so we have to make some good faith assumptions for future conditions and how we would decide if we are at that state or not.
· GH:  Would you recommend then level 1-which is about resources-some standard mechanism that we are using, even when we get up to higher levels ex: # of volunteers, staff time, dollars spent i.e. some common metrics up the ladder? Yes

· CM: when KB presented this to the Education Council that was exactly the recommendation that we sit in groups: inventory what we do, common metrics, inputs, outputs, etc so we can aggregate data to indicate success.
· GH:  Does that impact what we are doing in next day and half?
· CM:  No because that is evaluation phase.  Right now we are talking on design phase.
· BS:  Be mindful of indicators because we are writing strategies/goals. When writing objectives, you should be saying to yourselves when you are writing in your groups  “How would it be measureable” despite the fact that we are not doing that now

· FN:  There are experts that do know how things could be measurable-may be worthwhile to council with them so we don’t throw things off that should be there

· BS: note to goal writers!
· FN: It would be good to have those folks in the room.
· AI:  What is it we are trying to do? Build up or down?

· BS:  Working groups were tasked with specific goals-we are working down.  We are going to find things that are off the critical path and we are going to find that we can park some things elsewhere too.  Design phase is usually sequential

· CMc:  The existing framework struggle and where things are now vs. where they will be in twenty years and what about the 20 year vision?  What if these are not the right goals and how do you determine how much comes out of that?  How much do we want to stick with the existing goals the way they are written?
· Start with existing goals and work through the process and if goals don’t make sense we will rewrite goals.  I think there are opportunities to add things we are doing now vs. things we are going to be doing in 20 years or if we are going to grow what would those things look like.   
· MK: Look at both scenarios.  Fine to say we want to do this but don’t have resources so what do we need to grow resource wise in order to do that

· BS:  We are starting at a point in time so that we can use a shorthand approach to see if plan really works for us in this conceptual structure and if not, we can go back and tweak those things that don’t work.  Do folks fit in these goals somewhere or do these goals not really represent “One NOAA?” And can all the things we do ultimately support those goals?  If a program at the table is nowhere in this plan, then we modify that to see where you fit/operate with confidence.  This is sort of a both end exercise to see how much stuff actually makes it in to these goals

· CM:  perhaps today we are not functioning as effectively or utilizing our resources and then we need to evaluate and determine what that ideal state might be
· JM:  Programs that are needed and what we want to do in the future-might find gaps in that path
Walk Through of Example Model

· BS: Discussion of the trial run in the downtown office for the Bennett Model with  Carrie, John, Marlene, Christos reconstructing the process with the logic model 

· GH: “Embrace ambiguity”

· JM: As preparation for this workshop, we did the questionnaire in the office and then filled out the Bennett model. Our issue was what scale of program, small or NOAA education-wide? We attempted this for the large-scale program “NOAA’s informal education portfolio.” More of a focus on informal science work done through the Office of Education. We found there were quite a few major differences between post-its and questionnaire

· CM: Our first task was to determine what is the end goal? Environmental literacy in the context of NOAA’s vision? GOAL 1. But this includes a verb, more a behavior than a condition. Decided it wasn’t lofty/big-scale enough. Therefore we focused on NOAA’s vision. “Informed society” = “environmental literacy?” Also included the other two goals from plan, which are engagement and workforce. Then switched from SEEC to behaviors.
· BS: What does that look like?

· MK: But we changed it all at the end, back to participants

· CM: Initially we found this was too broad, focused on informal education audiences. Issue of primary vs. secondary audiences, institutions themselves or their audiences? Harder to demonstrate direct effect on those visiting institutions, limit to institutions.

· FN: Metrics experts?

· CMc: We may deal with that in the evaluation
· MK: what do we want to report out on? Getting them (institutions) to do this and evaluate and report on this. We want to reference that each group is doing this. Examples, though we may not do it in every case

· JM: NOAA as wholesaler not retailer. As a behavior change for the institutions, show evaluations so that they can show their results. (List of behavior changes from example exercise). Now, what activities do we need to do to get to behaviors? Started with current, not the 20 year future. Building capacity for evaluations.

· CMc: requiring it in grants

· FN: Is this institutions’ behavior change, not visitors’ behavior change…can you  get there in 20 year plan?

· CMc: We put that in the assumptions, backed up by research. We need to identify assumptions that lead to impacts on audience

· MK: we are working with these institutions; it’s easiest to demonstrate effectiveness focusing on them, plus actual and implied data.
· CMc: We are getting more specific about what we want them to be measuring, expectations being raised.

· CMc: So how logical are our assumptions? We need to examine them and address them.  This is an iterative process
· NJ: Did you do “if …then” for each of these steps? For the example?

· JM: It was straightforward at the beginning. The higher up you go the more difficult it gets; behavior to SEEC is difficult even with rigorous evaluation. You may be able to show through existing research, but does it connect? Leads to an activity: funding research??? You have to address that connection.

· CMc: or work with NSF to develop a program to address this gap.

· JM: That’s part of the 20 year plan. Seeing a gap, in resources. We have data and visualization resources that science centers want to use, but gap in access to data, getting it out to them has been a problem. So another potential activity would be to create a more robust manner for serving these resources to the customers.

· MK: And, are there direct benefits of grants for exhibits or programs, and/or additional benefits beyond initial grants? Partnerships, networks, bringing NOAA science into these communities. Beyond initial grant are additional benefits.

· CMc: focusing related participants, e.g. place based internal sanctuaries, NERRS, not 3rd party. Does it fit in same model? How big the framework is for adding related groups, some places to expand, but some worked well

· CM: The more logical the model, the more you can rely on it when you have to justify your activities. We have no problem justifying NOAA’s informal up to behavioral change, and ultimately SEEC, based on the model. (for funding etc…)

· JM: This represents 4+ hours of work. Then we ground truthed it- compared it to the questionnaire. To see if the theory incorporated key elements. 

· BS: Any questions?

· MLi: how did you chose informal?
· MK: It was somewhat representative?
· CW: Extension to focus on audience? Would this require another model?

· CMc: Yes, rigorous evaluation then requires a logic model within programs, ultimately the same SEEC

· GH: Goals need to be doable, so after changing your focus to institutions, did you have to go back to change the SEEC?

· MK: No, but we were thinking that this is one piece of the goal. Maybe with other pieces we have the goal statement written properly.
· GH: Are there assumptions in the goal itself?
· CMc: The conversations we have had are about the “social and economic” decisions, not environmental. Environmental literacy is not implicit!

· MK: logical leap there. 

· CMc: We would like to flesh out goal statement more

· JM: How would a logic model for environmental literacy tie to workforce for example? Visitors to science centers are exposed to careers, so is it related?
· MK: Another option is to put 3 goals at the front, with programs feeding into the 3

· JM: Our example hits on more than one goal

· GH: Did you go back and look at resources? Adequacy? In terms of behavior changes you articulate? Is this appropriately scaled?
· CMc: no numbers!

· MK: If we would want to be more rigorous, we would need data from the programs. This would be an iterative process where we could make the necessary changes.

· BS: There is a substantial accounting exercise required by this plan. There is a certain degree of precision, i.e. where resources are, lots of uncertainties about money resources. We need a way to do the accounting for one NOAA. What’s 100%?  Ultimately the responsible thing to do: this strategic plan has a cost column. We need to be able to tell people what we need for what we plan to accomplish.

· FN: but given that, our resources inform what we can achieve with our goals/what we can plan for as a goal. You’re changing tactics to accomplish goals.
· JM: The question is how to require informal science centers to do these evaluations? Some we have funding relationships with, so can demand evaluations, but others now are not in the pipeline, showing NOAA data but not funded by us per se.
· FN: As we are now re-writing climate goals, I have to ask why does it have to be NOAA products and services? Others are accomplishing this as well, the ultimate objective is broader.

· CMc: Well, with SOS, this has internal impacts as well-increase of capacity and awareness w/in NOAA. Starting to see scientists populate library, feedbacks, making behavior changes easier. We would like to articulate organizational changes that this causes that will help us move forward

· JM: It’s easy to track successful proposals, but even unsuccessful proposals generate partnerships which can be an asset, that we can’t really capture.

· BS: Any further questions? Ok, here are the instructions for this activity.  Does everyone understand the goal statement you are working with?

· CW: It seems to me some of the language is confusing, and needs to be clarified. What is the mission goal?

· BS: Marlene is the lead on clarifying

· MK: The education strategic plan is a good starting point. There have been some wording changes to the goals. All have verbs, so they may need to be modified to be a SEEC. After the other pieces are in place the statement will be revisited again. So it doesn’t need to be perfect.
· Breakout groups to go over goal statements

Preliminary Report-out
Environmental Literacy (Goal 1):

· JM: lots of components to this: including understanding, promoting environmental literacy, the use of products. There are too many verbs for that could be used for this SEEC. Our focus is on environmental literacy. We adopted a definition of environmental literacy which has two components: The first is understanding and the ability to deal sensibly; the second part is part of a second goal! Perhaps there is an uber-goal that all 3 are working towards- and that is the environmentally literate public as defined above.

· For SEECs, we listed desirable conditions. We decided to focus on educators, possibly expanded to informal educators.  We also identified 4 behavior statements. We also began to look at KASAs.  We still have questions on the ultimate SEEC. Do we want to have one for each-formal and informal, or one for both?
· BS: Or, one SEEC, two logic models.

· FN:  With extension to social decisions making a better environment?

· BS: Comments?

· CMc: What about the proposal that environmental literacy be an uber-goal? Different goals in education plan- just building environmental literacy in different audiences? 

· GH: all the goals contribute toward environmental literacy
Engagement (Goal 2):

· MK: SEEC focuses on professionals and other stakeholders/resource users/people who make their living off of resources and/or make their living off of resources/emergency managers
· BM: Why not focus on the public? They do receive our information.
· AI:  Or a combination of outreach people and discrete audiences. The question is do you need to separate and have two logic models like environmental literacy group needs to. Perhaps for outreach and some other specific group.  
· MK: Outreach is ill-defined.  Does it need to be a separate thing or is it imbedded in what we are already doing.  We focused on the pieces we could define.  Outreach spans from awareness at NOAA.  We pulled outreach out and put it in a parking lot. We were worried about overlap between the two groups.

· GH: Sea grant extension-public and extension might have more room here for professionals plus broader group

· CMc:  I thought we decided education was not going to be expanded to include those other items

· LK:  The engagement goal is to “engage to make informed decisions” and what does that mean and how do we address this?
· GH:  Not to include the broader piece on the education council and the education plan

· AI:  Goal #2 should capture that goal-somehow we need to capture that part of the plan

· CMc: That is in conflict with what the education council defines

· LK: SAB wants an engagement strategy.  We can make it a separate piece.
· CM:  Under our current resources, we cannot be responsible for that. As long as we make it clear that we do not have the resources to do this unless there is that expectation that we take it on.

· MK:  Some decision is going to be made with NEP/NEC and it may not be our decision

· CM:  It is not clear

· MK:  Specific to goal 2 and engagement-in our prior round we did not support that.
· BS:  We are testing goals to see how they really adequately reflect what we are doing.  We are ground truthing the adequacy of these things

· MK: SEEC reread and why?? The “8 year old question” because it is clear that this is an instrument to something.

· GH:  We wanted to go with a social condition rather than an environmental one.  Social one is they have skills and abilities.

· BS:  Let’s describe the society that we want

· GH: If they act that way, what would the society look like?

· MK:  A society making decisions that have these qualities, that create this kind of balance or this kind of sustainable state but a society that is using decisions to…
· JM:  break that definition down the middle- a public with a fundamental understanding…there is overlap.
· GH:  If you say society-it is a social condition and we are going very broad.  We do need a piece of society vs. broad society

· AI:  That’s why we have an “uber” societal goal but that’s why we need to be more specific.

· BS:  Trying to push you as far as you can when and when you can finally look at this statement and it’s not an instrument to something else but is a desirable state within the scope of our abilities then we have identified a goal and we can build the other component/instruments to get us there.  We’re describing the conditions so whatever we put far on the right is the highest level of attainment that we can achieve.  The set of conditions that describe the future of what we want. 

· CMc:  But what about the scale? Getting the conditions more real

· FN:  When we get to that condition we’re coming to the same condition.  Do we have to describe our SEEC of how our condition is contributing to the overall condition of Environmental Literacy?

· BS:  The inspirational concepts that this boils down to-there should be an uber goal where all this comes together.  There are components of this that break down.  JM found the overlap and non-overlap parts of it that I like and can see where it would overlap.  Decisions are an important piece of that overall vision.  The substance of that may be another piece of that.

· GH:  Can you give me a good example of a societal condition that plays on educational strengths

· BS:  Workforce folks: a society that makes informed community and environmental decisions that contribute to sustaining oceanic and atmospheric resources

· CM:  we have to make a decision-are we doing education plan or environmental literacy plan?
Workforce (Goal 3):
· MLu: Workforce group discussion

· BM:  What academic level are you focusing your changes? All levels?

· JH:  We did these individual sticky notes not as a group consensus but a brainstorming vs. lets all agree

· BS:  The scale is manageable.  If we’re thinking about the role in NOAA education influence NOAA workforce in the future-where would the entire K-12 piece fit into the piece?  Is this a 20 year vision/SEEC?
· JH:  The under-represented group(s) may change from now and then

· GH:  Was there a discussion about constraints? Ex: degrees that are needed for NOAA, where it is located, pay scale?
· JM:  There need to be ties in between formal education and where it plays in to workforce management.
· LK:  Workforce has more of a undergrad/graduate focus and your group has a  K-12 focus.
· JH:  That is our current capacity but where do we go in the future?
· CMc:  The environmental literacy group would contribute to the workforce SEEC, and the workforce group would contribute to the environmental literacy SEEC but we don’t want to get stuck in the audience based analysis of it. K-12 and other things will contribute
Day 2:

Opening Remarks – Bob Steelquist, Louisa Koch
· BS instructions for day two:

· Break out into small groups today

· LK:  For the Environmental Literacy and Engagement tables we recognize that there are challenges.  Awareness table is precursor to both workforce and making informed decisions 
· The engagement table is dealing with issues outside of what many would consider education and outside the realm of education-one of the pay offs of education but outside the education plan and Office of Education; so the engagement team is part of what we are doing right now we will just let logic models play out . Options are to keep as it is or to throw out engagement piece or to revise the education  plan with goals one and three but have an engagement plan that has environmental awareness and workforce and engagement so environmental literacy would include all 3.  Environmental literacy means awareness plus informed decisions

· Discussion of education council decisions-we did not want to weaken focus or momentum and become engagement council but embraced all 3 goals.
· Engagement connects with all 3

· GH:  I’m glad that we can move forward on this and not necessarily assume it’s part of education council but we at least need to deal with it for the SAB report but not necessarily education plan/education council and appreciate you not forcing it

· LK: Yes and we also have the regions-I would argue that regions are where we could include engagement but at least if we address it we know better how to deal with it

· MLi: What is education council made up of?
· LK: The Education Council is made up of lead educators in programs plus LO representation

· BH:  Should outreach remain in engagement or new logic model only for outreach

· BS:  Let’s see where we get in the course of day.  If this category embraces enough information that it makes its own category then that answers that question

· GH:  We were struggling in group 2 anyway- if we do a separate model for outreach and look at parallels into and if there are enough synergies then we can merge but if not then that argues for separate pieces.
· CW:  NWS has no mandate for education

· FN/CM:  You do now.  America COMPETES

· MK: Going through this exercise might be helpful to us to explore and understand it

· BS:  Are the right people in the room? One of our colleagues won’t be joining us because this isn’t about outreach

· BS:  let’s work on this and see where we are early on this afternoon

· FN: I’m uncomfortable with bifurcating outreach.   A lot of the definitions that we have in Climate are non formal education.  A good chunk of what we’re understanding extension to be is Goal 1.  We’re having this struggle with audiences and then we’re calling it the beginning of environmental literacy?
· MLi (?):  Definitions when you get out into the field are really moot.  When rubber meets the road we dispense with this Silver Spring dialogue.  It doesn’t matter who does it, we don’t put it in these bins.  I assure you it will get murky by the time it reaches the field and they’ll have plenty of room to do whatever they want

· FN:  But I’m sure we could support you out in the field.
· MLi: This dialogue is nice but extension is extension education; define things and we’ll make it work

· BS:  What I am interested in is getting this done-these logic models.  Reconnect in groups and review where we got to at the end of the day yesterday and check against definitions piece and evaluate that and we’ll reconvene in 40 minutes.
Group Report-outs

Engagement (Goal 2):

· Need to build on existing relationships/partnership

· Look at best practices/sciences

· Expect outreach as activity to be included

· Engagement definition-the mutualism and why we would want to engage-influence decisions at a government or policy level- influence individual decisions, leverage money, bring others in

· Resources: may not be comprehensive-groups that may already be out in the regions

· KASA:  in reach to NOAA and our partners; needs assessments; regional coordination to NOAA partners and our constituents

· We developed a condition statement: “Given changing atmospheric and oceanic conditions communities can adapt and the environment is sustained”
· AI:  “Communities adapt” sounds like a response to natural hazards and not as a change in attitude.
· LK:  difference between reactions and sometimes KASA and sometimes behavior change

· Reactions? Vs. attitudes??

· MK: reactions to activities

· BM:  one message from LK this morning and different message here

· GH:  Do you think this is inconsistent with what you gave

· LK: I don’t see it inconsistent.  What we wanted this group to do is explore engagement and see where it takes them and put up on a map for us to see and then assess it and they’ve run with the regional piece and that it doesn’t take place in Silver Spring helps us figure out the path forward

· BS:  It fits in something that we’re going to make a decision on down the road that grows with more information but we’re not done growing and conceptualizing 
Environmental Literacy (Goal 1):
· JM: caveats-We did not get to the level of specificity that engagement group did-our SEEC  is an environmentally literate public.  We discussed changing environmentally literate public to environmentally literate nation because don’t want just pockets of environmental literacy.  We focused on K-20 teachers.
· AI: The scale levels here are different.  In certain categories you may find that they are the same and then you may also find that they are different

· BS:  We are operating at a cosmic scale, almost at destiny and I’m asking you to take it to that expansive scale

· MC:  Was one of your assumptions that the teacher’s administration would support NOAA programs and activities? yes

· JM:  This is where we struggled with audience and scale and which participants are we going to focus on

· BS:  We know we are at a really good point if we look at the end-can we say-did we really get there? We got 1200 teachers but should we examine at a different scale

· JM:  Some of these things that we said are very general

· AI:  The need to get from where we are to where we are going i.e. needs assessments/pedagogic approach to how we are doing things

· MK:  In our original plan, we had a standards section and we said it would be aligned to state standards.  Let’s  leave it in for now and we can change it later

· MLi:  K-20 but really K-12 is that really where you are going?

· BM:  really think it is K-20 getting students to use NOAA data and knowledge

· MLi:  but who has a program focused on getting profs focused

· This is a 20 year plan so that’s where we are going

· BS:  thrust to that strategy-creative thrust

· GH:  KASA’s maybe behavioral change.  You talk about competent and comfortable teacher level - was that an assumption that it is NOAA’s responsibility to do that or are you looking at it as those pieces are important to get where you want to get? 

· FN:  Another aspect-we were looking at teachers at middle level and the state institutions above and the student below.  If research promotes it, it needs to happen but maybe it’s critical to do it but it’s going to be working at the level above the teachers; is that NOAA’s responsibility?
Workforce (Goal 3):
· MLu:  Goal is to have diverse pool of candidates to support NOAA’s

· BS:  general descriptors for NOAA; one assumption is that we really need to drive this with resources

· JH:  one of assumptions is that there will be a gap because there will be more people that are eligible for retirement and that is important to note
· MLu:  for Knauss and Hollings

· BS:  Is this all of the underrepresented groups? Need the other table to create more under represented groups so that when get to workforce table have already created the interest

· JM:  did you look at any long term pipelines and program where you could build them backwards-where you attract at a much younger level with field experiences so that you are building a pipeline back to NOAA

· NJ:  we just picked a particular program in this case so that we would have something focused to present

· MK:  the plan needs to point back to the K-12 kids from this-so they have that NOSB brochure or are available and aware of what is available

· GH:  one thing you could say is go back to individuals who have had involvement in NOSB so that they have that information/knowledge

· AI:  we are going to have to go back and capture those other activities that are going back in the reserves as well.

· AI:  How do we internally manage and understand what diversity means? I know we have a diversity group but somehow it hasn’t really done the work it needs to do and what does it mean to be diverse and capture underrepresented groups and we have some stovepipes.  We need to do things to become a more diverse institution 

· BS:  Do we not have an internal category that is participant NOAA?

· Assumption made by group: looking at current program.  Didn’t look at gaps (NOAA employees, underrepresented groups).

· CM: Looks like a timeline using the three groups: E-lit: working with youngest, therefore impact further away.  Workforce: preparing for matriculation.  Third group: immediate impact/immediate need for information.

Next Council Meeting: March 19, Room 10836 SSMC3

List of Commonly Used Acronyms

AMP

Annual Management Plan

AMS

American Meteorological Society

AOP

Annual Operating Plan

BWET

Bay Watershed Education & Training

CIO

Chief Information Officer

CMRP

Coastal & Marine Resources Program
CSC

Coastal Services Center

DOC

Department of Commerce

EGT

Ecosystem Goal Team

ELG

Environmental Literacy Grants

ERP

Ecosystem Research Program
ESS

Earth System Science

FACA

Federal Advisory Committee Act

FFO

Federal Funding Opportunity

IOOS

Integrated Ocean Observing System

IWG

Interagency Working Group

LO

Line Office

NAS

National Academies of Science

NCLB

No Child Left Behind

NSTC

National Science and Technology Council

NEC

NOAA Executive Council

NEP

NOAA Executive Panel

NERRS
National Estuarine Research Reserve System

NMAO

NOAA Marine & Aviation Operations

NSES

National Science Education Standards

OAR

Oceanic & Atmospheric Research

OEd

Office of Education

OEx

Office of Ocean Exploration

OMB

Office of Management & Budget

PART

Program Assessment Rating Tool

PD

Professional Development

PPBES
Planning Programming Budget Execution System

PPI

Program Planning & Integration

RFP

Request for Proposals

SAB

Science Advisory Board

SGEN

Sea Grant Educators Network

USCOP
U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy
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