U.S. Climate Change Science Program Planning Workshop

Session 24: Reporting and Outreach

Rapporteur: Genene M. Fisher (U.S. Climate Change Science Program)

January 14, 2003
The Reporting and Outreach Session was held on December 5, 2002 from 8:30-10:30 am. The session was divided into two parts. In the first part of the breakout session, the panelists presented their critique of Chapter 13 (Reporting and Outreach). The second part of the breakout session was devoted to questions and comments from the workshop participants. Rick Piltz (U.S. Climate Change Science Program) moderated the session. Kathryn Parker (EPA) gave an overview of the chapter. Her presentation, along with the panelist presentations, are available on the CCSP website.

Panel members included:

Michael Spranger (University of Florida)

Patrick Michaels (University of Virginia)

Janine Bloomfield (Environmental Defense)

William Hooke (American Meteorological Society)

I. PANELIST PRESENTATIONS (SUMMARY NOTES)
Michael Spranger

Michael Spranger noted that the chapter acknowledges the importance of the involvement of stakeholders. However, he felt the chapter lacked depth and rigor and he is concerned about the gaps. He suggested CCSP redefine the following terms: 

· “Reporting” refers to providing and transmitting scientific findings to scientists, decision-makers, resource managers, and other stakeholders through print and electronic media

· “Outreach” refers to reaching out and actively engaging decision makers, resource managers, and other stakeholders in the identification and development of information tools and products that result from research activities.

· “Education” refers to formal transmittal of basic knowledge, and scientific research findings into the formal K-12 structure, as well as into the classrooms of higher education.

Spranger emphasized that neither the chapter nor the strategic plan define “effectiveness” or how the program plans to develop criteria for effectiveness.

The majority of the examples in the chapter on reporting are one way communications. They do not embrace actively engaging stakeholders to find out their needs. We need to work on a local level. 

Spranger emphasized that there is no “general public,” only “general publics.” So, if CCSP plans on holding briefings for the public, it needs to define which public. 

There is a need to have “information brokers” in the outreach process who are skilled in bringing scientific information to the various “publics.” In education, there is a need to target the teachers. 

There is an art and science to conveying information to the end users. We need to train scientists on how to bring science to the community and how to bring the best information out. It is important to take the information to where the public is located. For example, bring information to zoos, museums, aquariums, public access television, etc.
In K-12 education, there are a lot of efforts taking place, but American children are still not adequately educated in math and science. We need to involve educators, scientists, and agencies in the training process. Not every school has access to Internet, so we need to also go low-tech.

The plan needs to state how information and training will be provided to the teachers. The chapter did not mention pre or in-service training. We also need to evaluate tools and effectiveness of the materials. 

Spranger closed by making summary points:

1) Reporting and outreach is an involved process, not just preparing materials. It has to be treated as a scientific project.

2) Evaluation assessments should be built in all reporting, outreach, and education projects.
3) CCSP needs to involve stakeholders in the outreach planning process. 

4) Recognize that results in reporting, outreach, and education will take time. Allow adequate budgets to provide a long-term strategy in the development of materials and training of educators.

Patrick Michaels

Michaels emphasized “bulletproofing your outreach.”

He discussed the National Assessment and U.S. Climate Action Report. There is controversy on model selection—is this how we should do outreach? He said there seems to be an algorithm--start with a model, look at the impacts, and then produce a document. The first lesson is that we must have diversity of informed scientific opinion driving outreach.  The controversy would not have happened if the steering committee was more diverse. 

Also the Virginia State Climatologist, Michaels discussed how state climatologists would like a new national assessment. It should include scientific norms—the models need to work and be verified. He mentioned that diversity of models does not mean diversity of ideas.

Michaels expressed that a problem in outreach is the “herd mentality.” It is right because everyone agrees, so therefore it must be right. He cautioned that we must be careful when we all agree, since it is possible that we may all be wrong. We need a diversity of opinion. 

Some groups are good at getting information out. We need dedicated media people who know the town. Media is a young-person’s network and the community needs to pay attention to that if we want to get the message out. 

Michaels concluded by emphasizing major points: 1) diversity of guidance is essential, 2) be careful that tools for outreach work, 3) rely on diverse expertise, and 4) understand that communication is a young person’s game.

Janine Bloomfield

Bloomfield mentioned that a large challenge of her job is communicating information and engaging people. Scientific literacy is essential and we need to increase it.  Outreach is usually left at the end of the research process when all the money runs out. Many scientists are not familiar with outreach and it is usually given to someone else.

Bloomfield provided some general comments, such as the chapter is a good start, but it can and should identify existing stakeholder groups and distribution networks to build on. Continuity is important. 

Outreach to decision makers described in Chapter 4 should be closely linked to Chapter 13. Stakeholder networks are a two-way street. 
· Input to Researchers: identifying priority regional, sectoral, business and policy concerns, providing expertise, identifying adaptation and mitigation options

· Output to Publics: using and disseminating  information
Outreach should include new findings of CCSP and relevant previous work under USGCRP. Decision makers and the public still need basic information on climate change science potential impacts and choices. A lot of good work over the years has been done through IPCC and USGCRP and that should not be neglected.

Build on existing stakeholder relationships. For example, stakeholder groups should consist of local and federal governments, energy/utility industry, business, tourism, insurance, NGO’s, educators, and scientists. We need to build on existing relationships—it saves time and money. These stakeholders are already familiar with regional sector priorities, vulnerabilities and adaptation options.
Build on established education networks. Direct engagement of the scientific community with existing informal educational institutions is an important and effective model for education outreach.

Build on existing media distribution networks. For example, broadcast meteorologists are the primary public source for information on weather, climate, and how it impacts our lives. Continue providing information through the AMS, public, cable, and network TV.

CCSP should allocate enough funding to allow partnerships with media outlets to provide the public with the most credible and up to date science on climate change and our options for response.

Build on established public-private partnerships (e.g. ICLEI established relationships with local officials and have a wide coverage over the U.S.)

In summary, Bloomfield emphasized that outreach should 1) build on existing stakeholder relationships, 2) involve stakeholders early on, and 3) continue to use basic findings from earlier studies to raise the level of public discourse.

William Hooke

Hooke said he liked the report, but it is important to integrate public information and outreach considerations at an early stage. Public information and outreach considerations are being treated right at the beginning. The comment process itself is an excellent form of outreach. 

Hooke emphasized that we need better definitions and terms.  It is very important to be clear on what outreach means. Outreach is about building societal awareness of the impacts of climate-related decisions. Outreach is about internalizing climate change considerations into the decision making process. We are trying to make appropriate climate decision-making as natural to society as breathing. 
The goal of outreach is not just to preach to the “choir” but also the “congregation” as well as to the “unchurched.” Globally, we need to target locally and individually.

In the chapter, rather than distinguishing between stakeholders, we should realize there are a lot of similarities. The goal is to help stakeholders integrate climate change science into broader, more immediate concerns. 
Hooke emphasized the need to integrate reporting and outreach for decision makers with the decision support tools material in Chapter 4. 
Recognize and treat media as decision makers in their own right.  Media are the most powerful people in our society. The policy makers on Capital Hill are looking to the media for what the public is concerned about in the next election. 
Recognize and treat K-12 educators as decision makers in their own right. Educators have a lot of science material to share with students. Why should they teach climate change? We need to approach them with the same kind of deference. 
II. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION (NOTE THAT THIS IS NOT VERBATIM)
1) Mike MacCracken, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (retired): If you go back in the early USGCRP there was a time when there was an education outreach group that did some very interesting things (i.e., project Earthlink). It had a major conference that brought representatives of 49 of the 50 states’ departments of education here. It would be very important to go back and evaluate what went on earlier, how effective it’s been. 
One of the things that turns out to be difficult is to get research program managers to say “I want to fund communications instead of a research program.” It almost violates the congressional guidance that they are given, so they tend not to do that. What you have to do and what was done successfully before was to get other parts of the agencies, other than the science parts of the agencies, involved. Sometimes the other parts of the agencies don’t like to be involved because they don’t like to be run by scientists. 
Now I want to offer a couple frank comments about the National Assessment. First, regarding what Pat Michaels said. While we agree and did test the models, the test he proposes is inappropriate. The notion that you want all scenarios to be identical is absurd. The whole idea of testing vulnerability is to look at a range of possible conditions. If all the models agreed, then nobody would believe that either. 
To be blunt, the whole plan has not been open, transparent, or objective in dealing with the issue of assessments, but has really covered it up. The major activities in outreach of the program and all the science activities have been the IPCC assessment. The National Assessment was another activity. The U.S. Climate Change Action Report happens to be the official position of the U.S. government on all these things and yet the science is not agreed to. If that Climate Change Action Report submitted to the UN is not the official U.S. communication, then when the review comes up in a couple of months, they better say that. The number one stakeholder has not been mentioned—Congress. They wrote the law and said “we want assessments.” The didn’t say decision resources and support tools, they said assessments. There are strengths and shortcomings to the National Assessment. 
The other general issue with respect to the plan is the strategy. In the past what the agencies did is support good science and then we had an external open mechanism for coming to agreement. So we have the IPCC international process and we have the National Assessment process. The agencies supported it, they encouraged it, they set some of the rules, but it was an external process. It did have a diverse group. The tone in this plan that is the CCSP is going to pull the decision making and collecting of information internal to the program, as if the agencies are going to prepare the materials. That was a big debate in the National Assessment. Should you let government laboratories who feel they have the expertise put out a report or should you set up a very distributed regional and sectoral system? The only way you can be credible is to involve the stakeholders and give up the control. You have to be careful in this plan of the tone of the report of pulling it inside. 
Response from Michaels: The problem was that the two driver models in the National Assessment could not simulate U.S. temperature changes in the lower 48 on 10 or even 25 year running mean time scales. The point is that a more diverse Assessment team would probably have not gone forth with either of those models or would have been very candid about their behavior. The problem is that we impune our outreach. The National Assessment was a noble thing. But we denigrate a lot of good things when we allow glaring and controversial issues in something like an assessment to come out after the assessment process. All I’m asking for is increased diversity in the assessment team.
2) Ann Fisher, Penn State University:  I applaud the effort to include more outreach in climate science activities. I have a strong plea 1) for better specific objectives for what this outreach is to accomplish and 2) does it have evaluation. I strongly support the notion that the objectives ought to be efficient in involving a wide range of decision makers. I also add the caution that it is tough to measure whether the information actually is being used. And it turns out that if it is being used, we in the climate change community may not like some of the decisions that are made. It may be that we convince local decision makers to include climate considerations in their decisions. But because they face so many goals, so many constraints, and such limited budgets, they may decide the information is not important enough to influence their decisions. That is an effective example of outreach, although we may not like it and we must be prepared for it. 

3) Blair Henry, Northwest Council on Climate Change/University of North Dakota: I’ve spent about 6 years on the National Assessment process. This proposal does not pass the straight-face test. I could walk into any court and it would not fly with any judge or jury on what is being proposed here. The reason I say that is because there has been approximately 2-4 billion dollars spent every year on this project for roughly 8-12 years, far less than 1% of those funds have done anything to take this information out to the decision makers.

My job is taking this information and putting it in plain English for elected policy makers, I’ve spoken to 200-300 elected leaders in the last 12 months and we asked them what is your source of information on climate change. No one has ever said the federal government was there source of information. I want to assert that all efforts have been for naught. I know reports have been published, but is anyone reading them? And who is reading them? What feedback are you getting? 
This can’t be taken with a straight-face test unless there is a budget for outreach and very specific measurable results of the outreach designed ahead of time before the outreach is designed. The K-12 program is a red herring. To turn this over to a bunch of kids--they won’t have enough time to handle this. By the time they get old enough to work in policy decision-making and handle the problem, atmospheric stabilization days are gone. So please do not dump on a bunch of young people expecting them to handle this issue. Do not rely upon that to solve the problem.

4) John Christy, Univ of Alabama Huntsville: After about two months of interviews with Time Magazine, I was developing a big story on global warming. The reporter was quite impressed with all the information that we provided for this issue. At the end of the day, they came back and said the editor only allows two sentences. He said “the tone of Time’s package is slightly alarmist and designed to pressure the Bush Administration on global warming.” That is the kind of information people read, not what comes from government. Is there a way that you could see a role for finding these misrepresentations and provide a way to correct them? We correct them by calling the New York Times and telling them it’s wrong. Have you thought of a way for these kind of misrepresentations to be assessed?
Response from Michaels: The way you deal with that is very difficult. The think tanks are very good at countering that via the op-ed or their media placement people. I urge that if we are going to get in the business, we recognize there is a subculture and we have to work with that culture.
Response from Bloomfield: The strategy we need to use is not as direct, but stronger in the long run. We have to raise the level of public discourse. People need to be able to understand the science in enough complexity that they can understand which part of it is political and which part is science. We have to be able to make decisions in this situation. Take the example of the Kyoto protocol. The science part of it is: the amount of emissions would be reduced is small compared to the amount we need to get. The political discussion is how do we get there? Do we get there by starting an international agreement that engages the international community? Or do we use a different method? You can separate the political discussion from the science discussion and an educated public will begin to see that. 

Response from Spranger: We need to try and educate those in the media. Another example with Time Magazine--last year was the year of the shark. It wasn’t based on science, it was based on alarmism. We held workshops to bring the best science out. So it was an education effort. Immediately after our programs there was more reliable information out in the public. So that is one area we need to target. The media is a public we need to deal with to make sure the best science is brought out. It is an uphill battle.  

5) Beth Raps, unaffiliated: We want kids to know about climate change, but don’t think about them too much when they grow up. I want us to reconstruct in the plan who is a citizen, who is a decision maker and who is a stakeholder. We all have a stake, a shared stake in doing the right thing in climate change. The plan talks about needing a well-informed citizenry and I think why? Because there is not much of a two-way street. There is not too much democratic policy making implied in this plan. How do we propose people respond? That National Assessment allowed people to respond. 

People learn about stuff from their friends, churches, and community groups. We tend to think about people not in this room. There may be soon an organization of parents on climate change. There is already a climate justice movement. For the people who are not in the room, we do not know what their questions are. What is missing from the discussion--we don’t know. The National Assessment seemed to be an important tool to be used and be broadened.

6) Barry Rock, University of New Hampshire:  It pleases me very much to see a section devoted to outreach. But before we congratulate ourselves too much, we need to recognize that the outreach chapter is only five pages long. It is a very small part of the overall effort. We need to be careful to be certain that outreach is incorporated in the entire document. Our job in outreach is to translate data into information. We need to be able to make the data, tables, and list of numbers useful. The web is like the Library of Congress with all the books lying on the floor. Teachers don’t have time to search the web. The kind of information we provide should be standards based, so information used in classroom meets standards otherwise they won’t look at what we provide. 

Outreach has to be local. The New England Regional Assessment is a very useful document from a wide variety of standpoints. This formed the basis for states in formulating legislation and basis for New England governors. It is very useful and it came from the local perspective.

7) Michael Fortune, Climate Change Forum: I want to encourage the panel and the writers of the strategic plan to involve not just the large media outlets, but also the independent press, to involve a diversity of information sources, newsletters, and definitely to include K-12 outreach. As an earlier speaker said, most people make up their minds through news they have heard from family and friends. To not involve the students in a major way would be a mistake. 
Response from Bloomfield: One other way that children are involved is that this a long term issue. We are talking about the world of our children. A strong motivation for people is thinking what the affect of our decisions are on our children. When we educate children, we are educating families. 

8) Russell DeYoung (NASA Langley): Global change is a very fuzzy issue in American public life. They don’t even know if it is an issue. So we need to get their attention first. And unfortunately in our culture, using celebrities is a way more issues get mentioned. So we need a celebrity, rock star, or group of movie stars to take this on as an issue. 

Second strategy, a number of organizations, like AARP, religious offices, etc. need to be targeted. For example, they could have an information kit on preserving the environment for our grandkids. So a strategy is to find ten organizations and prepare packets for them. Help them to integrate the information and communicate the information to Congress. 

9) Jay Tanski, SUNY/NY Sea Grant: I think you are going to have to tie the research with the outreach if you want the stakeholders to buy in. We need to figure out how to break down walls. Those involved with monitoring and observations say we need data with better spatial and temporal resolution. We need that in outreach extension too. Politics is local and education is local so we should be looking at the same type of resolution and same funding. 

10) Ron McPherson, American Meteorological Society: It is true that most researchers do not want to be involved in outreach. There is a very good reason for that--they are not good at it. They don’t speak the same language. One of the big problems of getting researchers involved in this is communications training. You are going to have to train a bunch of people who have the background in the science to be able to talk to ordinary people. 
Response from Michaels: I think you are right and what amazes me is the inability of many of my colleagues, who may disagree with me, to effectively communicate. The only way I see this changing is that the rewards structure in academia must somehow be tweaked so participation in the public process of science, as well as doing science, garners reward. 

11) David Douglass, University of Rochester: I’m confused. I’m not sure what we are selling. Janine wants to reduce carbon emissions and sequester, but I’m not sure if that’s universal. If we are confused about what we are selling, then what is the point of a lot of this discussion?
Response from Bloomfield: When I discussed greenhouse gas reductions and sequestration, I discussed it as choices the public is going to have to make. I think the Administration has talked about this as well. We have a large technical program looking at how we can reduce emissions and how we can store carbon. I feel the public needs to see these as choices and have a level of scientific and political understanding so they can help to make decisions under uncertainty.

Response from Michaels: I think there is a spectrum of informed opinion on this issue that ranges from intervention to adaptation to a lassiez-faire analysis of it. I’m not saying what is right. I would argue that effective communication communicates diversity of opinion. Not including the diversity makes the public communication process very bullet-susceptible. 

-End of Session-

