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NOAA Education Council Meeting

Date/Time:	April 18, 2012 (1:00–4:00 pm)
Location:	SSMC3, Room 14836
Dial-in:	866.901.0711
Passcode:	8134683
Contact: Luis Leandro (202) 482-3139; Erin Sams (202) 482-9183

 Adobe Connects Link to Meeting: http://connectpro46305642.adobeconnect.com/edcouncil/ 
**Important Note Regarding Audio: Unless you have a PC headset with a microphone, please remember to mute or turn off your computer speakers when you call in to avoid sound interference. If you have a PC headset, you will be able to connect directly through your computer and participate in the meeting as normal, without needing to dial the number above through your phone. Detailed instructions on how to set up your audio in Adobe Connects are available here: http://www.oesd.noaa.gov/council/Audio_AdobeConnects.pdf


AGENDA 

1:00    	 Welcome/Opening Remarks

1:10	NASA Education Overview - Jim Stofan (Informational)
	(15 min presentation/25 min discussion)

1:50	GAO Brief on Survey Results - Ryan Siegel (Informational)
	(20 min presentation/20 min discussion) 

2:30	Break

2:40	Einstein Fellows Project - Allan Phipps & Remy Dou (Input requested)
	(15 min presentation/15 min discussion)

3:10	Updates & Announcements


Next Council Meetings: 

April 18, 2012
June 20, 2012 
July 18, 2012
 

Attendance
In person: Louisa Koch (LK), Marlene Kaplan (MK), John Baek (JB), Christos Michalopoulos (CM), Rochelle Plutchak (RP), Bronwen Rice (BR), Steve Storck (SSt), Kate Thompson (KT), Chelsea Lowes (CL), Molly Harrison (MH), Jennifer Hammond (JH), Paula Keener-Chavis (PKC), Lindsay Glotzer (LG), Carla Wallace (CW), Luis Leandro (LL), Brian Doss (NOAA Audits)

On the phone: LuAnn Dahlman (LD), Shannon Sprague (SS), Atziri Ibanez (AI), Peg Steffen (PS), Nina Jackson (NJ), Susan Haynes (SH), Robert Hansen (RH)

Presenters/guests: Jim Stofan (and his mother), Ryan Siegel, Bill Keller, Remy Dou, DaNel Hogan  

Welcome/Opening Remarks (LK)

· Luis’ last Council meeting  Stay tuned for SS happy hour in coming weeks. Erin Sams will be filling in for the time being.
· Tri-Agency PI meeting is happening this week, so a lot of folks are out. 
· CoSTEM inventory is on its way.
· Senate appropriations subcommittee markup happening today.
· White House Environmental Education Summit. Great event.  Established an EE Task Force. However, many eliminations across the Federal government, so unclear what the task force will have to do. Recommendation to increase funding

NASA Education Overview - Jim Stofan (Informational)
See PowerPoint.

· PKc: How many education programs are in the agency?
· Stofan: 2011 data system has 132 different investments, working to consolidate. Definition of “investment” is based on CoSTEM. 96 investments above $300k threshold.
· CM: Great and timely presentation. We are implementing eval plan, revising strategic plan. Question: in ensuring a program will be successful and responsive, need more than one administration, many of your drivers are admin specific. How do we negotiate this? Need to be true to mandates of agency, and need to align to admin priorities that may be fleeting. How do you balance that need?
· Stofan: focus on STEM seems to be continuous throughout administrations. Recognition of underserved/underrated. Hopefully designing strategies that can be adjusted to fit the needs of future administrations. Previous model collapsed under shrinking budget. Now new model is more flexible, or should be.
· MK: Struggling with reporting outcomes and demonstrating accomplishments. Successes at NASA for this?
· Stofan: Not successful yet at documenting STEM engagement activities. An area where we are doing well: documenting ability to move grad and undergrad into the workforce. Collecting data on this. 
· MK: Very interested in this, would like to use some of your instruments.
· Stofan: Another success is in shifting APGs away from random metrics from OMB examiner. E.g. minimum 40% underrepresented/underserved participation in our internships and fellowships. Shifted to tie to science indicators that NSF puts out. New goal to meet or exceed underserved/underrepresented participation around the nation. Some success here. Baseline against other agencies. Moving away from ‘random numbers’ and arbitrary goal.
· CM: Performance monitoring division: resources? How many people and how much money? Also, 5 outcomes, include performance metrics? Who developed, how many per outcome?
· Stofan: 5 outcomes and 5 Annual performance goals (APGs) one indicator for each outcome. Staff: division director, evaluation manager, supported by professional evaluator who is a contractor. Technical contract staff that help with data systems. Portion of time from each center as a point of contact for evaluation and performance monitoring. Evaluation division budget is about $8M, covers national evaluation, not project management. Data system, data collections, 3rd party independent, budget to run data systems. Maybe $4M specific for evaluation and performance monitoring.
· PKC: In response to difficulty demonstrating engagement. As a scientist, can’t not do STEM when doing research. That is something that is not communicated/understood by those collecting the data. 
· Stofan: Summer of innovation program as a pilot. When first rolled out, measure effectiveness of pilot, OMB believed that intervention would directly impact student achievement later on. Huge leap of faith. Now have to go back and re-engage and more realistically set expectations for outcomes and what can be measured. 
· Stofan: to Louisa: Offer opportunity to job-swap.
· LK: Clearly along same path. Very informative.

GAO Brief on Survey Results - Ryan Siegel and Bill Keller (Informational)
See PowerPoint.

· MK: “Fragmentation, overlap and duplication.” Defined terms used as a standard? Congress understands those as well?
· Siegel: We defined in house. Congress did not define. We had some definitions of this already, did tweak accordingly for some sections. For each policy area, allowed some tweaks if necessary. For example, in STEM education we thought it was important to look at the program objectives and the target populations served, and the services provided to those target populations. Some variations. But some established guidelines and definitions, each has a certain threshold. Defined in first section of the report. 
· CM: Reality that we deal with: while being responsive to your inventory, OSTP did also, seemed duplicative, but enough nuances and differences that couldn’t be used for both. Felt redundant. Frustrating. What is response to this?
· Bill Keller: Different goals of the data collection efforts. OSTP looking forward, GAO looking at what has/is being done. Surveys were aligned, but needed to provide different info for each effort. Not totally separate efforts. We did coordinate quite a bit.
· Siegel: We worked with Michael Feder at OSTP to develop the surveys to try to make them as similar as possible. Couldn’t have a combined data effort. Goes back to who is requesting the info and what is the purpose. 
· Keller: Different branches of the government. Everyone at this level was very aware of the two simultaneous efforts going on. I don’t think they were duplicative, but I think it is interesting that the reports came out with similar findings. 
· KT: Question about the definition itself. Different definitions of STEM. Very confusing for later data calls as well, which definition to use.
· Siegel: One of the fundamental issues was defining a program. OSTP used investments. Other difference we couldn’t reconcile was funding, obligations vs. planning.
· CM: Definition of STEM was problematic. Informal and formal, outreach for education.
· Siegel: Was under the impression that definitions were more similar. We shared our definitions with OSTP. 
· Keller: Were instructions not clear?
· LK: Let’s move on with presentation, water under the bridge. Simultaneous data collection both a blessing and a curse. 
· CM: Good in that we were able to respond to instrument. Responsive to questions, so thanks for that.
· Siegel: Names of the reports and their contents (available on website: GAO.gov): Full STEM Education Report GAO12-108, Supplement with survey data is GAO12-110, Large Annual Overlap and Duplication Report (all areas of government) GAO12-342SP.
· MK: So when you have presented to the hill or OMB. What kind of reaction do you get? Looking for things to cut?
· Siegel: Have had several hearings that have focused on overall report. STEM is only part of whole duplication report. How Congress interprets what we’re saying, one side may interpret it in a different way than the other. We put the evidence out there, and if they come to us for questions than we will provide them with information. 
· Keller: I would say that most of the comments from the Executive branch and the Hill, really focused on the strategy, on the notion that there are so many players, so many programs and activities, maybe we should look to panel resources as constructively and creatively as possible. Most players that we talked to are looking to the strategic plan to provide some guidance. 
· MK: When CoSTEM came out with ‘no duplication’, but also “overlapping”. Seems like these are in conflict. Did people understand that they weren’t in conflict?
· Keller: Not everyone. I don’t think the two reports were that far apart. When you use terms like “similar”, and “the same”, 
· Siegel: this is our second round, and I think people are more familiar with the terms.
· LK: What are your plans? Will you do this again after a certain timeframe? 
· Siegel: Public Debt Limit law requires us to look across all of the federal government. Some leeway as to how this is done.  We’ve committed to first three years of this. Broke it up entire federal government over 3 years. STEM was in the second year. Third set for next year. 
· LK: Possibly every three years, but you haven’t really gotten to the second cycle? 
· Keller: Right. Strategically our recommendations are geared toward OSTP and OMB. So we need to follow up with them. We do update every year’s overlap and duplication report. But mostly through OMB. Waiting for strategic plan to be issued (OSTP). Will inform next steps. 
· PS: Appreciate the decision for us with terms “overlapping” vs. “duplication.” Is there some way for us/purveyors of this info to show the diversity of the topics being addressed by the ‘overlapping’ programs.
· Siegel: Agree things can appear duplicative on only the four dimensions reviewed. Tried to point out in report that overlap in and of itself is not bad, especially if there is coordination.
· Keller: Is the breakdown info in the supplement?
· Siegel: No. Unfortunately the survey instrument was kind of a blunt instrument. It was already pretty detailed, weren’t able to break out more than the 13 academic fields. Don’t believe OSTP was able to do that either. Would need a very large instrument for that.
· PS: Danger there that misconceptions get perpetuated if all earth sciences are lumped together. Needs to be cautionary notes. 
· Keller: Not well articulated yet, look to OSTP strategy for some of this. 
· LK: Thanks for working with us through the process, and thanks for coming.


Einstein Fellows Project - Remy Dou and DaNel Hogan (Input requested)
See PowerPoint.

· CM: Great effort. Very appreciative. Do you have guidelines for pre-screening the resources?
· Dou: We don’t have a framework for this, limited resources and time and excitement to get started, going pretty much on our experience as AP teachers. But framework or guidelines would be good for after we leave the fellowship.
· Hogan: Happening a little, but still just trying to see what is out there. We want to cast a wide net at first. As we put the resources together, hopefully we can do this in a way that will tell us which resources are being used the most, and the characteristics of the ones that are being used a lot.
· CL: Familiar with the Bridge? Parallel effort in some ways, could be a good resource to check out.
· Dou: Is a major undertaking. 
· LK: who is continuing fellowship next year?
· Hogan: I am. Working on energy literacy at energy. Will be some consistency to carry project over.
· LK: Worried about how this will get somewhere when many folks leave.
· Hogan, plan to stay in contact with emeritus fellows, and plan to get new fellows on board with project as they come on. 
· LK: NOAA offered to host, but good if College board hosts eventually so there aren’t issues about NOAA “ownership”
· Hogan: This is a temporary plan. College Board wants it eventually, but weren’t ready to take it on yet.
· LK: Are these 60 resources to the point that it makes sense to post and give access to the College Board so they can start using them in their environmental education training? Is there value now to the environmental education teacher in the field?
· Hogan: Needs a bit more work before it is opened up. 
· LK: Can we get something to the point where we can load over the summer and have it available for next year?
· Hogan: yes, absolutely. 
· LK: When does college board do its training
· Hogan: Over the summer, would like to get it up before then
· SS: NOAA Education website. Currently hosting the commenting would be challenging. Hosting the links not a problem. The Bridge could probably accommodate that is a shorter timeframe.
· LK: Planning for success; when do resources need to be available in time for summer trainings, and refine web dev strategy, given the desires and expectations of fellows and realities of NOAA environment.
· SS: biggest question is sustainability.
· Will ask Lindsey to follow up to set up a meeting of Einsteins and OED leadership and Steve to discuss further.
· MK: lots of enthusiasm and interest, tempered by reality. Need to recruit new fellows to continue effort.
· Hogan: will have time to devote to this, and to developing sustainability strategy
· SS: The bridge in Troll group has selection criteria, so may help establish guidelines
· CL: Lisa Ayers Lawrence a contact at the Bridge to set up a con call to discuss.
· SS: The CLEAN project that you have identified also has very clear guidelines. 
· Hogan: We are aware of them, trying to support them through Energy Literacy.
· LK: Department of Energy also has ScienceResources.gov, Science.gov, ScienceEducation.gov, so there is a lot of capability there too, not that we are backing away, but Dept of Energy may have the most advanced federal capability. 
· Hogan: Energy has own hosting issues. We struggle with hosting Energy Literacy. Will present to Michelle Fox.
· LK: Ranking is an important feature, if we can’t support it we need to find a place that can.
· CM: But having some guidelines about what makes a good AP resource is very important.
· Hogan: This is a much much broader problem. As teachers we are not lacking fro resources out there. But teacher recommendations are very important. The ones they use are recommended by other teachers.
· LK: Rubric is important as well, but task for next class. Need a tangible product for class of 2012.
· RH: Observation with the new incoming fellows, many were teaching AP Env Ed, more than we had ever seen.
· LK: So a good year to make more progress.
· SS: CBO manages, but the Bay Program hosts on our behalf (not on a NOAA server). Bay Backpack has star system 
· Hogan: A system like that is good because it allows even some of the resources that aren’t used very much to be rated, could only have 5 reviews but if they are all god, the rating will be good and they will get more notice.
· SS: And everything is vetted before it goes on there. The star system supplements that, though not very well used at this point.
· Hogan: At the same point with Energy Literacy. How to get folks to come back and rate things/follow up.
· KT: Incentives?
· Hogan: That’s always a good thing, works really well with teachers.
· KT: NOAA has a lot of materials and posters we could offer as incentives for those who rate.
· MK: College Board maybe a resource for reviewers
· LK: How does Bridge Troll system work?
· CL: They are self-nominated. No incentive there. They are involved every time a resource comes in, they review.
· LK: We might be able to get volunteer group of “trolls” through AP env sci. “APES”
· MK: Formal metrics point of view, you can track what happens. You can look at results on exams. Finite group of teachers.
· LK: Much bigger conversation here. Lower baseline scores indicate there are other issues.
· MK: Broader group of students that come to this test
· KT: NODE as a resource for GRAPES
· Hogan: this is becoming much more popular. Access to data sets that students can use for projects.
· LK: broaden and deepen later, let’s make it usable now.
· JB: In deciding where you go with website, make sure you have good analytics.

Updates and Announcements 

· (To be submitted)

