Education Council Planning Session for NOAA’s Education Plan

Friday, December 14, 2007

SSMC3, Room 10836

Attendees:

Jason Chasse (JC), Jen Faught (JF), Kola Garber (KG – Facilitator), David Ginsburg (DG), Ron Gird (RG), Sami Grimes (SG), Jennifer Hammond (JH), Bob Hansen (BH), Molly Harrison (MH), Atziri Ibanez (AI), Liza Johnson (LJ), Marlene Kaplan (MK), Louisa Koch (LK), Meka Laster (ML), Mike Liffmann (MLi), Jon Lilley (JL), Michiko Martin (MM), John McLaughlin (JM), Jeanine Montgomery (JMo), Frank Niepold (FN), Stacey Rudolph (SR), Peg Steffen (PS). 

Actions:

All
Send any important Feb dates to JL to help with planning for Feb meeting
All
Review WG assignments and let JL know of any changes
JMc
Ask Bob Steelquist for guidance/materials that might help the WGs
JMc

Send out Bennett’s definitions of outcomes, strategies etc.
All

Review WG ‘issues to consider’ beginning on page 4

Steer Com
Look at overall timeline and revise if necessary.

MK
Reference different sections of the public (page numbers in Weigold) when sending out working group assignments.

Steer Com
Map out the topics areas
WG Leads
Email JL with meeting dates. JL will post dates online.

Steer Com
Look at operating principles (know as standards in the existing plan) in terms re: the big picture. WGs to look at them as see if they fit into their groups.

Steer Com
Look at NRC NASA study for information regarding why Federal agencies should be involved in education.

Goal 1:
Existing language:

Promote environmental literacy by increasing understanding and use of NOAA data, information and programs.

Suggested changes:

Promote environmental literacy by increasing understanding and use of science data and information related to NOAA’s mission goals.

Discussion:

Comment about the use of the term ‘NOAA’ in Goal 1 – if we only focus on the NOAA data we’re going to have an incomplete data set to work from as other agencies also have useful data and information. Instead we should focus on the topics that were set out in the America COMPETES Act. Especially from the climate point of view, we really need to be more interagency focused. Interconnectivity between NOAA and other agencies would be of great benefit – NOAA certainly doesn’t have all of the data.

Instead we could say we want to promote science, data & info related to NOAA’s mission goals.

NMSP use this approach by saying that they aim to promote environmental literacy through the Sanctuaries.
Could include some more specifics in the goals, e.g. America COMPETES language, NOAA’s mission goals. Agreed this needs to be included but would be better later in the plan, maybe in a separate section.

Who is this document for – internal NOAA or external audiences? If both then we might want to call out NOAA’s mission goals. Also should we pull out stewardship as a separate goal?
Group decided against pulling out stewardship as a separate goal but agreed that we should list NOAA’s mission goals in a separate box.
Should we define what we mean by environmental literacy? Different audiences might interpret this term differently. Would be preferable to do this rather than putting stewardship and environmental literacy in the text of the goal – need to be careful not to have too long a goal.

General agreement that we need to state what we mean by environmental literacy. Can use the definitions we are working on – will need a definitions page somewhere in the document.
Goal 2:

Existing language:

Build NOAA’s capability to engage audiences and enable informed decision making.

Suggested changes:

To engage audiences to make informed decisions and take responsible actions that sustain our environment and communities to manage and adapt to the changing environment.
Comment that we need to separate out building NOAA’s capacity and enabling informed decision making. Don’t want the stewardship piece to be lost and not sure whether informed decision making covers it.
Are we talking about internal capacity or external capacity? When the first plan was written we were talking about internal capacity – maybe this isn’t as important as it was a few years ago? Depends on which part of NOAA we’re talking about, some areas still require a lot of training and it would be a shame to lose our ability to train NOAA employees. Is capacity building a goal or is it a means to an end? Could put it as an objective rather than a goal. Dropping capacity down a level would make the document more externally focused.

Do we want to change the words ‘enable’ and ‘engage’ – do we want to make them stronger? What audiences are we looking at – teachers, students, general public? We need to be aware of the SAB’s requirement for an engagement plan. Do we want a section on who our audiences are? If we include engagement would we need to add more people to the Council? Don’t think we can talk about changing the Council membership at this point but think we should keep the word engagement in the plan.

Would we want to change the word ‘build’ to ‘improve’? Could say that we’ve built quite a good program and it’s more about improving it. More of a consensus for ‘expand’ rather than ‘improve’. Need to be aware that this goal can easily turn into ‘how’ we do something rather than ‘what’ we intend to do.
Need to think about what we’re going to do under each of our goals – what comes under informed decisions? We’re going to need to come up with outcomes and metrics for these goals, going to need to show progress. Engagement and training could go here. Engagement needs to be more than just working with decision makers – the SAB uses the word in a different way. From the SAB’s point of view all of what we’re talking about is engagement.
Goal 3:
Existing language:

Increase the number of people, particularly in underrepresented groups, who choose education and careers supporting NOAA’s mission.

Suggested changes:

Ensure a future workforce, particularly in underrepresented groups, reflecting the nation’s diversity and trained in disciplines critical to NOAA’s mission.

Discussion:

Where do we want to go regarding the difference between ‘underrepresented groups’ and ‘diversity’? EPP prefers the ‘underrepresented groups’ term.

Workforce is a key issue, and different to engaging the workforce. We need to figure out what our workforce will be like in 20 years. Do we want to broaden this beyond NOAA’s workforce – e.g. Wall St. brokers, accountants, construction workers? We don’t just want more environmental scientists, we want more people who work understand environmental science. The goal was originally intended to include people outside of NOAA who work in related fields. General consensus that the broader workforce issue falls more under the promoting environmental literacy/engagement goals and this goal deals more with NOAA-related fields. 
Moving Forward:
We need to think about both the next 5 and the next 20 years – think about what are our strengths & weaknesses, and what are the opportunities and threats to us getting to this vision we’ve come up with.

Some discussion about whether the above should be our new vision but consensus that we prefer the one sentence version we have – simple and easy. Suggestions however to broaden it past NOAA’s products and services, and ensure people know what we’re talking about when we say environmentally literate.

Comment that our vision isn’t how to get down the road, rather it’s where we’ll be in 20 years.

Comment that the goals are more a framework of how we do our work. Suggestion that one goal for us is to develop models (smart tools) for authentic learning. We have a responsibility for taking complex science and getting it out there in an understandable manner. General agreement this is important but that it should be banked under something else. We haven’t got much to offer there at the moment but what about in 20 years time?

Steering Committee members: Marlene Kaplan, Meka Laster, Christos Michalopoulos, and Sharon Walker. 

Working Groups:

Agreed to allow the working groups to wordsmith the language of the goals. General consensus that the three goals will focus on environmental literacy, engagement, and workforce.

Environmental Literacy – issues to consider:

· Formal and informal education – learning & teaching styles, age appropriateness

· Teacher professional development

· Partnerships with informal (zoos, aquaria, museums) and formal (school education systems) groups – NASA report mentions use of external partners.

· Review products and materials

· Outreach related to environmental literacy e.g. NWS awareness weeks (hurricanes, rips, air quality)
· Emphasize atmosphere, ocean, coasts and inland seas as laboratories and application of data (COOPS, IOOS, and AWS Weatherbug)
· Translation of data

· Educational research

· Audience differentiation/age/culture

· Innovative strategy and technology

· Training the trainers (more of a tool)
· Infusing and infusing classrooms with science. Influencing state standards (not easy) and assessments – systematic reform

· Evaluation (need to be in all three working groups)
· Continuing interactions with our partners (need to take more of a systems approach) – NWS models, NOS

· Leads:
Molly Harrison
Members:
Frank Niepold


Peg Steffen
Atziri Ibanez/Michiko Martin


John McLaughlin

Sami Grimes


Carrie McDougall?


Sharon Walker?
Workforce – issues to consider:

· What should be in this goal? NOAA’s workforce, US workforce? World? Environmental Sciences?

· have a lot of current capability in our fellowships, scholarships & internships programs, and IPAs – need to think about how this can be of benefit in the future. Sea Grant can easily measure this too.

· NOAA’s HR hasn’t assembled a strong vision for what fields NOAA needs to be in (e.g. social sciences) haven’t got much to go on re: stating what fields we want to focus on.

· Define audience

· Address diversity 
· Address underrepresented groups

· STEM – one interpretation of workforce could be the STEM field, then classify general workforce as engagement/environmental literacy.
· Current NOAA workforce (training). NEP/NEC is looking at how workforce and education work together. Would need to involve the Human Capital Council to some extent. Could talk about changing the culture in NOAA – more of an engagement issue. However, must keep in mind who the audience is – don’t want to get too internal.
· Expand synergy 

· NWS training

· All of the above could fit as performance measures

· Lead:
Meka Laster
Members:
Miguel Lugo


Jennifer Hammond

Engagement – issues to consider:

· Link across spectrum of education, outreach, extension, training to engage audience. Use the EOE working group SAB definitions. Terms ‘engagement’ and ‘education’ mean different things to different people – external partners will be confused by our terms. Will need to add definitions for whatever terms we use (as defined in SAB report).

· Evaluation

· Build partnerships across the spectrum of education – mobilize networks
· Regional approaches, effectively reaching geographic audiences – need some means to measure and capture this.
· Change culture of NOAA (inreach) scientists need to realize that education is as equally important as science
· Define audiences (will apply to all working groups)

· Collaborative structure – need to connect back to the other goals and our overall vision. Need to think about the what and the how.
· Employ innovative technologies and strategies to reach audiences, can we look out to 20 years on this?
· Lead:
Marlene Kaplan
Members:
Ginger Hinchcliff




Paula Keener-Chavis




Dan Pisut




Bob Hansen




Jim Murray




Atziri Ibanez




Frank Niepold




Ron Gird




Mike Liffmann




Jamie Krauk




David Ginsburg

Suggestion to use the Bennett model as a guide for the working groups. Agreed to work in groups through mid-February. Will see if we can get any input from Bob Steelquist then go back into groups and report back in March Education Council.

Although it would be good to try and get something into the OCRM meeting it is unlikely to happen as the meeting will take place in February and we won’t have a draft by then. However, we will be able to have a draft ready by NMEA.
Standards:

Is the education training mentioned in the original plan mandatory? Current language makes it sound like it is.
How do standards fit into the logic model? Would fit under the activities section in Bennett. We need to have and follow best practices and each working group should develop best practices for their goal.
Suggestion that the word standards may be throwing us off a bit – maybe use the term ‘basic operating principles’ instead. Question of whether we need operating principles? Group consensus – yes.
Suggestion to state ‘using the state of the science’ rather than ‘based on NOAA’s standards.’ Climate can’t do this as much of the data they use in non-NOAA.
What about partnerships? Agreed to include section of partnerships in operating principles section. Suggestion to seek out opinion from the audiences we serve – obtain some feedback. Use of research based methodologies, using research to inform activities, decision making. Suggestion to use the word ‘inclusiveness’ as we are trying to bring everyone in.

How do we ensure we have operational sustainability moving on? Suggestion to have the flexibility to test an approach by conducting research. Reference to Wiegold’s Communicating about Science paper – will be used in the working group. Have a body of work existing out there that we need to reference.
Suggestion that the working groups use the same terms for the different parts of the general public – science-attentive, science interested etc. We will need to add these to our list of definitions.
Making the Case/ORRAP
There is some good material in the NRC NASA study stating why Federal agencies should be involved in education – the Steering Committee will look at this. Comment that the NASA study only focused on K12 so the Steering Committee will need to look more broadly at this issue.
We could go back to ORRAP and ask for assistance but would need to be put in the context of a science/management agency rather than being specifically NOAA-focused.

Comment that the NRC study assumes that NSF has the lead in science. Have multiple agencies with strong interests – we need to figure out how they work together. NSF funds experimental research that often doesn’t become operational. How can we work better together across all agencies? Certainly with regard to ocean education, NSF doesn’t have the lead and don’t think many people think that.

Suggestion to ask ORRAP to look at the different topics that need attention and ask them how do we decide which federal agencies should be leading which issue? If we took a topical approach then ORRAP could start by giving agencies specific leads. If we were to do this we should start to discuss internally what our main topics are.

Where are the connections with the work we’re doing in science within NOAA? We must be careful not to get too far away from our mission. Suggestion that the working groups keep in mind NOAA’s mission and make sure we don’t stray too far from it.
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