Education Council Planning Session for NOAA’s Education Plan
Tuesday, November 13, 2007

SSMC3, Room 10836

Attendees:

Janice Beattie (JB), Chris Donovan (CD), Jen Faught (JF), Kola Garber (KG), Ron Gird (RG), Sami Grimes (SG), Jennifer Hammond (JH), Molly Harrison (MH), Atziri Ibanez (AI), Nina Jackson (NJ), Liza Johnson (LJ), Marlene Kaplan (MK), Paula Keener-Chavis (PKC), Sue Kennedy (SK), Louisa Koch (LK), Jon Lilley (JL), Michiko Martin (MM), Carrie McDougall CMc), John McLaughlin (JM), Christos Michalopoulos (CM), Frank Niepold (FN), Jacqueline Rousseau (JR), Stacey Rudolph (SR), Peg Steffen (PS), Sharon Walker (SW), Carmella Watkins-Davis (CWD).
Actions:

FN 
Check whether the NASA plan includes outreach.

CMc 
See whether the Smithsonian plan is available online.
JL 
Arrange follow-up meeting in the second week of December.

All 
Send JL any relevant materials they have ASAP.

JL 
Place all materials on the Council’s website.
All
Send JL any potential names for the Stakeholder Advisory Group along with their areas of expertise.
Education Plan Concept Map:


Drivers:

What will be the main driver of our plan? Is it going to be the America COMPETES language (which is more focused on STEM education) or is it our old plan? What will be the effect of STEM legislation on the plan? Also shouldn’t forget about the ACC report – we s till need to report back on that and would be good to have some measurable outcome to report back here. Suggestion that we need to have a visible STEM thread in the plan.

Suggestion that the Council should use some of the existing education plans (e.g. NERRS, Sea Grant, 2003 NASA, NSF, Smithsonian) to develop our document. When Sea Grant revised their plan, they looked at everything that was out there and used that as a starting point. Collated everything that was done from a top-down perspective into one document.

Suggestion to pull all of these plans and other related documents into an ‘All Drivers’ report. This could also include reports such as the IOOS Needs Assessment.

What will be the effect of the SAB report on the Ed plan? The plan needs to meet several of NOAA’s needs – we need to look at what SAB is saying and see what they say is the way forward. We’re the drivers and this is our plan so it needs to have in there what we want to do. Although we may not be able to address outreach and extension in the plan, we should state how they are connected to education and the Education Council. How much leeway we will have with the SAB report – do we have to take onboard everything they say or can we pick and choose which recommendations to endorse? Thought that we will need to go before the NEP/NEC and say what we do and don’t endorse.
Where did the September deadline come from and who do we present the plan to?  The deadline is ours and is based on balancing the needs for thoroughness and timeliness.  We will post the plan online and send up to hill.  We also need it soon to help inform the NAS study.

Accountability & Stakeholders:

Who are we accountable to?

· America COMPETES Act

· Congress – House Science Committee STEM report: need to be part of this
· Academic Competitiveness Council
· Science Advisory Board:

· Extension, Outreach & Education report: engagement strategy

· Resource issues: climate & coastal integration – working groups?

· NRC study – reviewing NOAA’s Education Programs (early 2010)

· Target audiences
· Transition, new administration

· 20 year goals

· Resource assumptions

· Revise plan every five years

Who do we think will hold us accountable to the plan? We weren’t held accountable to the old plan, will it be different this time? This might affect what we put in there. Suggestion that we are accountable to our audience. We want to put some things in that are goals 20 years out from now, will need to make assumptions about our resources but should try to keep it at a general level. Not sure if anyone will come back and ask what we’ve done. Would like to see a list of clear accomplishments that we’re going to deliver. Need to account for the $100M that NOAA spends on education each year.

What groups are we meant to be focusing on? Language talks about both ‘enhancing public education’ and ‘formal and informal’ education – one is very much broader than the other. Taken within the context of the Act, it looks like it should be focusing on formal and informal education. A lot of informal programs reach the general public (e.g. aquaria and science centers).

Who are our stakeholders?

· NMEA

· NSTA

· CELC network

· EDEN

· MTS

· AGU

· ASLO

· NAAEE, NEEF – environmental educators
· Media/communications

· ASTC (Association of Science and Technology Centers)

· CSSS (Council of State Science Supervisors)

· AARP

· AAAS/NRC

· Other Federal Agencies (NASA, NSF)

· NERRS, Sanctuaries, SG, WCMs

· COSEE

· AAIA

· National Business Council (21st Century skills)

· Nation – general public
How to reach interested members of the public?
· Conferences/Engage Education Community – e.g. AGU, AMS, NSTA

· Federal Record notice

· Important to get plan out to many groups – need to market the plan

· Small stakeholder groups – Council gets comments from groups.

· Ground truth with stakeholder meetings (e.g. 21 Coastal Ecosystem Learning Centers)

· Strategies – enhance public awareness vs. formal/informal?
· Internet – email, blogs, web.
Council members agreed that the new draft plan should be sent out for public comment (rather than sending out the current plan). It was noted that is will be important to get the draft out to as wide an audience as possible so people are aware that the document is out for comment. This can be done a number of different ways:

· Place an announcement in the Federal Register (need to allow 30 days for comments). Given the time this process will take it was agreed to begin the process while the draft plan is being written.

· Engage stakeholders through conferences

· Send out the plan to various listserves (e.g. CELCs, COSEE, NMEA). It was agreed that Council members would send the draft to their various networks and collate any comments that they receive before passing them on to OEd.

· Need to develop one format for people to submit comments. Could design a webpage for this – would allow people to type their comments and categorized them by subject area. We will need a process in place to deal with the comments, especially if we get comments both through the web and through other channels.

Suggestion to hire an external contractor to help with the plan development but there are not any funds for this. The only money available for plan development is what OEd is providing. Should ask an external group (NMEA, COSEE) to run the comments process? Agreed that we’re integral to this process and need to be involved. As long as we have the Federal Register notice we’ll be covered regarding public involvement.
Process of plan creation:

1. Collect all drivers, reports & original Education Plan

2. Ask stakeholder advisory group for input

3. Internal working group will produce draft plan

4. Ed Council Review – endorse draft (at least two iterations of steps 2-4)

5. Send out for external and internal stakeholder comments

a. Circulate among groups and have volunteers coalesce feedback (PPI has used a Web site to solicit feedback).

b. Federal Register Notice (need to check on legal requirements for posting a notice in the FR: minimum length of time that needs to be posted, requirements to how we must respond to comments, and how long to prepare for sending out)

c. Host roundtables at NMEA, etc.

d. Hold a distance learning discussion?

Stakeholder Advisory Group:
Suggestion to have a stakeholder meeting at the start of the process so the plan is not created in a vacuum. Decided that this won’t be necessary as we have a plan to work from and are not starting from scratch. Will put together a small stakeholder advisory group to work with the Council throughout the process. It would be helpful to have continuity with NAS study so we should try to suggest Academy members if possible.

What is the role of Stakeholder Advisory Group? Can they draft the plan? Consensus that it is most appropriate for us to draft internally and use the group as part of the advisory process. Idea is this will be an iterative process – at least a couple of drafts will need to be sent to the group. Suggestion to include members of the training/extension/outreach community on the group. To form the advisory group we will use ORRAP process. This approach does not allow us to select members but we can make suggestions. The members of the group should be experts in their areas familiar with our efforts and able to provide high level guidance and advice, as well as look for gaps in the plan. The ORRAP group should include non-ocean focused people – some concern that it might be too ocean focused. What if they decline to participate? Most likely they will agree but if they don’t we have other options – could go back to SAB advisory group, but this is not ideal.

Other suggestions for members of the advisory group:

· Systems thinking expertise who could help identify potential partnerships.

· Visioning experts.  We need forward thinking on developing components based on future needs in education.

· Business community – they were heavily involved in ‘Rising Against the Gathering Storm’ so their involvement in this plan would complete the circle.

· Department of Education – are they doing thinking about future learning?

Purpose of group:

· Provide high level guidance and advice

· Identify gaps, topics, priorities, drivers

· Visioning – what’s on the horizon, use of technology, needs of education, future trends/direction

· Systems thinking, leverage, partnerships, resources

Suggested areas of expertise needed:

1. K-12 Education (e.g. NSTA, COSEE, AAAS )
2. Higher Education (e.g. Council for Deans & Directors, UCAR, NAML)
3. Informal Education (e.g. ASTC, Aquaria, COSEE)

4. Environmental Education (e.g. NAAEE, NEEF)
5. States (e.g. CSSS, Jerry Lieberman)
6. Scientific Organizations (e.g. AGU, AMS, ASLO, MTS, Consortium for Ocean Leadership, AAIA, NCAR/UCAR)
7. Workforce (e.g. MATE)
8. Underrepresented Groups

9. Evaluation – inc. research & logic models (e.g. ILI)
10. Standards (national/state)

11. Training/extension (e.g. Sea Grant)
12. Business community
13. Communication/media/technology

14. Other Federal employees
15. Literacy initiatives

Potential members of advisory group:
	Name & Affiliation
	Areas Covered

	Denise Stephenson-Hawk (NCAR)
	2, 3, 4, 8, 9, 14

	Frank Owens
	1, 2, 3, 7, 8, 10, 11, 14

	Matt Gilligan
	2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 11T

	Jerry Schubel
	3, 4, 6, 11T, 14

	Jeff Reuter
	1, 2, 3, 7, 11E, 13

	Paul Ruscher (FL State)
	1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 11, 13

	Lisa Bacon (AAIA)
	1, 3, 4, 14

	Paula Arvedson (Cal State LA)
	2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 14

	Vernon Morris (Cooperative Science Centers)
	

	Linda Hayden (Elizabeth City State &  IGARSS)
	1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 8, 11, 15

	Paul Boyle (AZA)
	3, 4, 9, 13

	Edie Widder
	6, 12, 13, 1

	Blanche Meeson (NASA)
	1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 14

	Susan Soloman
	

	Jo-Ellen Rosman (AAAS)
	1, 2, 5, 6, 9, 10, 15

	Judith Comacho (SACNAS)
	1, 2, 4, 7, 8

	Aaron Velasco (SACNAS)
	1, 2, 4, 7, 8

	Dave Smith (AMS)
	2, 3, 6, 11T, 14

	Deb Sliter (NEEF)
	3, 4, 12, 14

	Craig Strang (Lawrence Hall, Berkley)
	1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 10, 13, 15

	Peter Tuddenham (College of Exploration)
	1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11T, 13, 15

	Mike Spranger (Fl SG)
	1,2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 11E, 15

	Beth Day-Miller (Bridgewater Consultants)
	1, 2, 3, 4, 9, 10, 11T, 13

	Lynn Dierking/John Falk (OR State)
	3, 4, 9, 13

	Lisa Guggenheim (AMNH)
	3, 12

	Phil Mote (University of Washington)
	2, 5, 6, 7, 14

	Dan Barstow (TERC)
	1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9, 10, 13, 15

	Janice McDonald (COSEE)
	1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9, 10, 13

	Laura Cantrel (JOSI)
	12, 13, 5

	Jerry Lieberman
	1, 4, 5

	Larry Robinson
	2, 4, 5, 7, 6, 8, 14

	Iris Weiss (Horizon Research)
	1, 2, 7, 8, 9, 10

	Orbry Holden (Texas business community)
	1, 2, 3, 5, 8, 11T, 12

	Brian Day (NAAEE)
	1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 11TE, 13

	Chris Dede (Harvard)
	2, 6, 13

	Worth Nowlin (Texas A&M)
	2, 5, 6, 11, 12, 13


Do we need an advisory group? Agreed that a formalized advisory group would ensure a committed group of external stakeholders and would meet the requirement of involving the ‘interested public’ in plan development.  Sanctuaries have used this approach with success in the past.

Suggestion to send the advisory group our draft plan in advance then bring them together for a day and split them into groups and have them answer questions. Agreed that this could be a backup plan but we would need to pay travel and hosting costs.

Scope of 2004 Education Plan:
Thoughts on NOAA’s current Education Plan:
· Generally held up pretty well but too vague and it doesn’t contain any performance measures or benchmarks we need to have a better vision of where we’re going – what are we spending our $100M on? The Council is much more established now and could add much more content to the plan. Is good to have the current plan as a base though.
· Seen as containing generic guidelines for best practices, not very specific, but do have broader goals and targets. It would be good to update existing definitions and add some new ones. Need to better define e-lit, extension, outreach, education. Want to move people beyond simple awareness and understanding to behavior change. Who is our target audience? Need to define our topic priorities. Need objectives with measurable outcomes.
· At the time the plan was appropriate and did it’s job but now it’s outdated. We need to be clearer about what audiences we’re working with and provide some background on what NOAA’s role in education is. Where are we with education? What is our vision for e-lit? We are a research agency so we also need to address education research practices. Lastly, we need to define some priorities topic-wise – what are going to be some of the major drivers.

· Plan provides a good baseline for where we now.

· Plan does a good job of outlining long-term goals but doesn’t have anything on nearer term target. Also we’ve had discussions about language and we need to spell things out better regarding what we’re looking at.

· When it was written the council was in it’s infancy and this was what we wanted to do. Now the Council is much more mature with stronger underpinnings. One option would be scrub the plan and instead bring in some of the language that we’ve been talking about.

· The old plan is vague when it come to programmatic actions. It is very important for NOAA to define it’s niche – what are we uniquely positioned (and uniquely required) to do? We also need to be aware that some programs have specific mandates that tell then what to do.

Updates needed to 2004 Plan:

· Climate

· Ocean observations

· Oceans and human health 

· Re-engage other offices (show with engagement strategy)

· Engagement connected but outside Education Council

· Clear accomplishments

· Look at current plans for ideas and input (NERRS, Sanctuaries, WCMs)

· Inputs/outputs – e.g. Bennett Model

Issues to consider when revising the plan:

· What is NOAA’s contribution to education? What is NOAA’s role? What are we positioned to do? What are we mandated to do?

· What are the best management practices in education and education research?

· In the PPBES Program Plans people’s definitions of e-lit are very different to what we have in mind. Agreed that we need to do a better job on definitions but even is we do it perfectly people will still use them as they like.

· Could broaden the plan to include WCMs and the training that they provide. How do we maintain existing programs? Often they wither and die. Also what is our strategy for developing new partnerships?

· The requirement for looking forward 20 years will challenge us to see whether we have the resources that we need to complete our mission and achieve our vision. How are we actually going to do this in a way that’s responsive to the charge? What’s NOAA’s role in education? What do we do that is different from our partners? Should we be writing curriculum or helping develop existing curriculum?
· The vision piece will most likely be the hardest to address. We have some troubling gaps in Federal environmental education programs re evaluation. Need to try and think outside the box in terms of where we want to be in 20 years with considerations of 5, 10 and 15 years out.  Would be really bold for NOAA to state that this is where we want to be in 20 years time. Feel we have a strong foundation on which we can build.

· It would be helpful is we can tie the plan back to the research that is done in the agency. How can we support research and science. NOAA is a science agency, how does our work fit in with that? Also how does our work fit with federal STEM activities? In the current plan we have goals and outcomes but nothing in between. How is the plan evaluated? How often? How does this cycle back and how is the whole education portfolio looked at over time?
· Must also remember that NOAA’s main role is service and educating the public is a big part of that. We justify our research through it’s benefit to society).
· We could look at a business case – expectations of a business model, how will this benefit us? Have to talk to the right people. If it’s going to be one NOAA then we need to look strategically at this. Communications – how do we communicate the plan when it’s put out to the masses?

· We need to make a better argument to our own agency of the role of education to the mission. NOAA’s mission isn’t complete until people understand and they understand through education. We’ve heard from a number of NOAA employees who want to do education but their supervisors wouldn’t let them. Training is a key issue here – if we more researchers to education then need to give them resources and training.

· This plan will be a document that will be used in a transition process so the document should be both hard hitting and precise.

· We need to see what other agencies are doing and see how we can complement them. Also effective use of media is key – will help us greatly over the next 10, 15, 20 years – how do we communicate the plan to people when it’s done? NOAA has never used media all that effectively in the past. We also need to be talking more with the Office of Communication as they’re not hearing this conversation. We need to get a media rep from Communications on the Ed Council.
· We need to think how to integrate education into broader science – all scientific groups have conferences which we could have an education them at. We could also produce one-pagers which list our terminology so people can understand what we’re talking about. Important to match mechanisms and tools with audiences.
· We should consider learning progressions. Have a continuum along which people can move and we’re trying to take them along that path. How far they go will depend on who they are and what their interests are. How broad should be go as the language talks about ‘science education plan’.

· It would be good to include something about messaging. We need a consistent message for people to give at conferences, public events etc. We want to become a household word in the area of education. Feel that the one word should be NOAA. Every time we get up in front of the public, we should state that we’re from NOAA..

· Does the language talks specifically about us producing a ‘science education plan’? Felt that our mandate is broad enough and the language vague enough for NOAA not to just focus on science education. Agreed that we cannot come up with an Ed plan that is just science – but, do need to have a strong STEM thread in the plan. Some of our critics might read the language very narrowly and ask why we’re doing more than science. On the other hand, if we were just to focus on science education then other people would say that we have too narrow a focus.

· We have heard a lot about vision in this session. We need to think what we want someone to know or do in five years time and work back from there. What will happen in five years time is different from what is happening today.

· A quick word of caution – all of the above are interesting points but we’re not going to able to get to them all in the first year!
Timeline:
PPI recently went through a similar process to what we’re looking at when they redid their plan. PPI put a notice in the Federal Register but did not have an advisory board. Process took about two years (although PPI did respond to everyone who submitted comments). NMSP uses external advisory panels when the Sanctuaries revise their plans. Is a long process – supposed to take two years but some have dragged on for five.

What is the likelihood of Congress coming back to us with a date for the plan? It wasn’t in the legislation so unlikely they’ll do this. Think that a year to develop the plan is reasonable.

When do we need the plan? Need it for the NAS study, it would also go to OMB and feed into the PPBES process in the spring of that year. Some concern over having two external advisory groups at the same time, so the shorter the period of overlap between the SAB and ORRAP groups the better.

Should we wait until the NAS study comes out before writing the plan? Agreed that it is best to begin the process now. It would be much better to send NAS a plan from 2008 rather than from 2004 so they’re not basing their report on an outdated plan. Plus many organizations are producing plans right now so this would be good timing.

The first five year plan will most likely be a ‘draft’ version. We should layout how we will respond to new drivers that will come out in that five year window.  Plan to update the plan further in five years time when we have the results of the NAS study.

When the ocean literacy essential principles were written we had a web seminar to get people involved which worked very well. We could use this in addition to running sessions at conferences.

Work to do between now and when the stakeholder advisory council is formed:

· Produce All Drivers report

· Review vision/goal statement.
Need to be build in time for the draft to out to our own internal networks, such as NERRS and Sanctuaries. When we should send the draft to these internal networks?  At the first stage of the draft or after it has already been worked on a few times and is more complete?  Thought that the buy-in will be much higher if these networks are involved early on.
Important to keep in mind the need to produce a 20 year vision. This is a major undertaking, and we may need to solicit some feedback from people who think with this scope. This is far from a trivial undertaking. Suggestion to engage futurists in the process since things may be so different 20 years from now. It might be an interesting project to look at what classroom education and demographics in this country might be like in 20 years time. Suggestion to form a small working group to get started on some of the smaller sections such as NOAA’s role in education.

Suggestion to have an hour set aside at every Council meeting. Also require that emails be sent to the entire Council when the working group needs input at key decisional points. Suggestion to put the words ‘Ed Plan’ and the due date in the email header when these emails are sent around. Agreed that this would not be enough however – need some larger blocks of time to work on the plan. Agreed that it would be good to have a couple of large meetings at the start of the process. Suggestion for the working group to meeting the Thursdays after Council meetings.  Idea is for the smaller groups to work through specific issues and report back to the Council. Agreed to have a half-day meeting in December to begin work on a straw man. A small group will begin working on first steps between now and then. Suggestion to collate all background materials we have and place them on a dedicated web page on the Council’s secure website.

Suggested Timeline for Plan Creation and Key Dates (2007-2008):

December
- ORRAP Stakeholder Advisory Group established

- Ed Council half-day meeting

· Main elements

· Form small working (to begin work on a straw man)

· All Drivers Report

February
- SGA meeting (11th?)



- OCRM meeting
Late winter/
- ORRAP panel meets

Early spring

March

- NSTA conference



- Sanctuaries meeting
April-May
- Create draft plan

June

- Produce draft plan

July

- Comment period



- NMEA conference

August

- Respond to comments



- ORRAP & Ed Council final clearance

September
- Produce final plan

Better template? - 2003 NASA


- NSF


- Smithsonian





Original Ed Plan





Draft Revised Ed Plan





All Drivers Report: ACA, SAB, Line Office SPs, Program SPs, STEM Report, ORRAP Report, USOAP, USCOP, CoOL, Needs Assessment, NSF Indicators, Labor Statistics





Stakeholders (internal & external)
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