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ABSTRACT )

«.The U. S. Department of Energy sponscIred an energy-
educaticr comnnmunications network frcm August, 1980 through November
.1981 for educators and information specialists who deal with K=-12
students, vocational training, adult and postsecondary e€ducatior, and
the general public in Illinois, Indiana, Mlnnesota,\chlc and '

- Wisconsin. As a final report, this document summarizes the tasic
workings of_the MidweétZZnergy Education Consortium model and
includes recommendation evaluatien, and future direction. 'The
enthasis of the program was on sharing 1?format10n atout énergy
education materials, wﬁrkshops, prcgrams, resqQurces, and funding’
opportunities. Channels used were periodic and special mailings, .
teléphone calls, and quarterly meetings. Members concluded that the
Consortlum was a cost-effective, valuable service, should be
continued and expanded to ‘include other st ates, and shculd tave more
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Brief Overview:” { . -

' Midwest Energy F}ducation'gonéortium

¢
.

Purpose: a) To stimulate development of energy education programs, materials, and
delivery strategles for, K-12, post-secondary, and adult levels; b) To create a

way to encourage sharing and 1nteractlon among the membershlp .
Dates: July, 1980 - November, "1981 Y, : ;‘\\ _ _

. /
Costs: 450,000 grant from U.S. Department of Energy, $9,000 from participating
sta;?ﬁ (I1linois, Indiana, Mrnnesota Ohio’, and Wisconsin) :
A - a .
Adminigtering Agencv Minnesota Environmental SC1ences Foundat1on, Inc. (a private,
’ tai-e ﬁﬁmpt envirohmental educat1on organ12at1on), Room- 312 Security Building, '
2395 University Avenue, St; Paul, MN 55114, ‘Edward Hessler, Executive Director.’
. Staff: Mol1y. Redmond, Coo.éinator, full time; Judy Thornton, Adminiskrative Assist-
‘ance/Clerical, part-trnz . '

- . /
Acoogpllshments /
, a) Put together a network of educators and information specialists responsible

. . for energy education for K- 12, adult /post- secondary, and general pub11c (con-
, sumers) ; /
R b) Shared substantial amounts of information by phone, mail and quarterly meetings;
¢) Broadened the information- shaglng network beyond the original group of educa-
. tors, and built a base for_ an expansion into other states, and for inclusion
o of private séctor energy educators as 1ntegra1 menbe¥s of the next stage of the
Consortium; - @
d) Oxganized and implemented a 10-state meeting of 75 energy educators both pri-
vate and public.sector, for the National Science Teachers Association, November
i : 13-14, 1981, M1nneap011i. ]
& & . s .
Pub11cat1ons ) ) % - '
‘1) Two b1b11ograph1es of K-12 energy education materials
2) Bibliography of adult/post-secondary education materials
4~ + 3) ‘Inventory of energy education programs '
4) Inventory of community energy projects | >
5) _Bullet1n§ to members: October, 1980, and January, February, March April, May,
Jine,' July, August, September, November of .1981
) 6) Four quarterly reports and onie final report
- - ) .

General Evaluatlon Members character1zed the Consortium as a valuable, costseffective
service, which increased their access to information about energy education programs
and materials, and thereby helped them cut “deve lopment, and dissemination costs for
materials and programs in their own states. They, with the Coordinator, are inde- ¥
pendencly seeking fumding for continuing and expanding the network. ////
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IL. Summary > e ) C -

~ - - -

,

<
[y

The U.S. Department of Energy sponsored an energy education commmica-

~

 tions nétworf from August, 1980 through November, 1981 for educators.
and jnformation specialists .who deal with K-12 students, vocational

e
- training, adult and post secondary educat1on and the general public

. v

in Ill1no1sg Indiana, Minnespta, Ghio and W1scons1n. The emphas1s was .

on sharing information about energy education materials, workshops,

programs, resources, and funding opportunities. Channels used were

'periodic"and special mailings, telephone calls, and quarterly meetings.

-,

Members concluded that the Consort1um was a cost- effect1ve, valuable

al ~ v

serv1ce, should be cont1nued and expanded to include other states, and_.

~

/
should have more pr1vate sector 1nvolvement and 1nformat1on exchange.

g

This report gives an overyiew of the basic workings of the Midwest

Energy Education Consortium model, and includes re commendati'ons which

might aid others in setting up a similar network.

[y

i

II. Observatiopsj Networks ~ ‘ " ’ .

A. Some Characteristics of Networking

Networks tend to be made up of diverse participants, brought to-

i ) - . *

-gether over a specific common objective. Several types of networks

“are poss1ble with vary1ng levels of formal1ty and commitment.

a, P

They can range from those hav1ng very specific goals (development

» . \

"of a program, passage of leg151at1on) to those which serve pr1mar1ly

as commun1cat1on links, keep1ng members informed of developments

x . .

‘and opportunities in a spec1f1c field.

) ! ‘.:&
S,
To stay al1ve networks, ho ever informal, need s1m11ar tending.

: 18,

: )
. ' ) N
. ) P .
. . .
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They need some type of fairly regular internal communication,
Qhethér by phone, mailings, or meetings. They need to remain
open to new idea§, menbers, strategies and, perhaps, new goals.
If they remain closed in 'all these areas, they tend to stagnate

and lose their value to the individual participants.

N s
¢

-

They need some level of formal:coordination to pinpoint responsi-

bilities for network commumications, tasks, and organization.” In

~

geperal, this need is filled by a coordinator - paid or volunteer,

part or full time, dependihg on the needs and means of the nétyprk.

. B . ’
This is really a critical role, for the ‘coordinator becomes the
. ' . . .
focal point for communication, and can influence whether the net-

work will succeed at all, will move forward as needs and interests

¢

shift, or will stagnate and cause members to drop away. 1In a
network made up of.peopié with _extremely diverse needs and in-

terests, the coordinator has be to.a generalist with strong or-
ganizational skills plus an ability.to analyze individual needs
S - - ‘f‘ .
and match them with internal network réSources.
. < '

-
s

Networks tend to be voluntarys organizations. Members will stay’
¢ A |
active as long as some of thgir needs are met. Different members,

having varied needs aﬂﬁ-backgrounds, will share in different ways.

Needs will probably shift, and the network will havé to determine «

whether it will shift‘iis focus to meet. the changing needs ‘of the

p . - . - N
participants, or whether it will continue to serve itsToriginal .
,

function, but change its members. A network should be viewed

as an active process, as well as an organization. . e

o <o ". - & .
/‘ o - 7 ' 4
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) o B. Some Special Strerigths of the Midwest Energy Education Consortium
- One of the greateét strengths of the Consortium has been_the !
« . ) [
diversity of participants. Although there are loost networks
2 ° .

., which include K-12 energ} educators as a group, and adult/post-

secondary educators-.as a group, and general public information .

specialists as a group, there is no network which includes them= '
P grouyp, t (

all. The 'benefit of loosely allying these groups throughithe

Consortium is that many energy-materials or programs.developed by

« T,

one group can be adapted fof\ggéiby'ihe 6§h§5559’0ften, for example,

. materials developed for K-12 can be modifiegd for post-secondary
~ ‘
vocational programs. Or materials developed for general public

programs can be used as background ﬁateria1§ for classroom programs.
R .

Another significant strength of the Consortium has been its re-
, ‘

gional focus. Although networks with a smaller base (state).or a
.larger base (national) can also be valuable, the regional focus
allows more possibilities for information sﬁaring than does the

smaller state network simply because there are more agencies, or-

> géni;atioﬁs, companies, and individuals available, that .wish to
develop and share materials. The regional approach has had the

advantage of bringing together states trying to meet similar cli-

4 K . .
matic, geographic, and economic problems. It allows a concentration

> on specific issues which a national approach would preclude. In
. .
addition, it keeps the number of participants "manageable," in the

sense that it can remain a working group. A national network that
. /
included these three different educational sectors would probably

~

include several hundred people; and would: be difficult for one person
{

% to coordinate successfully. ' In addition, organizing the Consortium

.

4 ) 8 :
g s , ¢ . A .
. ) . . e 2% ‘%’ 74




T —
7~ . .

Lon.a ;égional basis made it easier to assémble people for periodic
.meetings.

]
-

] b ©a t
- . . ) 9 . »
C. Overview of Accomplishments of the Consortium Network

First, the Consortium has put together a working network of a lot -

_bf different eéj?ators, no two of whom have the same responsibili-
v ., F-2 .

ties. Over the year, ind{viduals worked out the ways each would

share information with and &xtract information from the group. The

)

. o . .
unanimoqs opinion of those attending the final meeting in June, 1981,

was that the Consortium was a valuable service which should be con-
* t

Ve

tinued (See Appendix D for specific comments.)

-

i The Consortium has shared a lot of information. This incluges the
tasks originally agreed on with, DOE (bibliographiés; inventori;s,
bulletins) plus many gther interchanges via letter, phone, Fpecial
mailings, and meetinés (See Section III G - "Activities" for spe-
.cifics.). People in the different states have greafer access to

. each other,both directly and through the Consortium.

- | :

This ‘access has resulted in several in;tanées of matérials and .

programs beiﬂg adopted oé adapted by other ;tates. (Curriculuy de-

® .
velopment is an expensive process. In Minnesota, for example, the *

El

. . ¢ ”~
K-6 energy materials development’ cost was $20,000.) Some bf the
- B . Y
larger state projects in energy education-which have been directly

influenced by the Consdértium (or by the four preliminary six-state

»

meetings) include; . .
. . -

* Wisconsin used Michigan's building operator's program materials

as the cornerstone for its own building operator's program,




3

o W1scons1n used ., 1nformat1on fz;om other states (wh1ch was L |

passed along at a Consort1um meetxng) to set up its Res1-— . |

dent1al Conservat1on Service (RCS) cert1f1cat1on program.

~b

- * W1scons1n modified the Roc.hester MN, Vocat1onal.Techn1cal a

bo verse wam o L]

Ins;t1tute home aud1t program into a do-it-yourself home aud1t
N program, now widely used in the1r vocational’ techn1cal program.

-

M * Ohio modelled its analysis of the Oh1o National Energy Conser-—

hd -«

vation Pohcy Act school prpgram on the study and analysis

7
.

done .in Illinois.
"N . . -
* Early.Cons‘ortimn planning and pre¢liminary mee,t‘ings sparked the

— initiation of Ohio's energy education programs. Those appointed
[N T e

-1 - .
. .

by the Ohio Superintendent of Education as.the Official-Ohio
, _ 3
Energy Education Team, ‘This group includes people from the '

Ohio Department of Education, the Ohio Energy Office, universi-'
- e —_ o . , . . . ’
g ties, and the utility industry.  They have been very active in

Oh1o, and have already done a statewide teacher survey. on

energy educat1on held a stateW1de teacher conference, .and

~

are develop1ng energy curriculum mater1als for COhio.

‘\/‘780w1ing Green: State University, Ohio,  uses energy matrices

’ deve loped by M1‘nnesota 1n its elementary workshops. These

** The matrix developed in the early plannmg days of the Consor- ‘

- tium was used to help develop elementary workshop mater1als ‘

used by Bowling Green State Un1vers1ty. *

materials identify energy concepts and teach1ng\opportun1t1es

m four major elementary textbook' series.

]

* Minnesota and Wisconsin cooperated on thé Joint Minnesota-

<

Wisconsin.Indusfrial Energy Needs Assessfnen;.

. \"/ ..‘

* Minnesota adopted Wisconsin's residential enexgy conservation

o 10 s o,
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pamphlet "First Thihgs First."
. ;

[y
-

f)\Wi*sconsin Energy Extension Service has used materials on

worklng with local governments developed by the Commun1ty

Ll - s ws o= -
- LR L TN . -

Services, Department of the N&nnesota Energy Agency. -~

~,

~

-

(/_—\‘\elementary students, and prov1ded 1deas for the format.

-

VA (Il.l'hno‘ls modell\qd its Energy Informatlon ‘Hotline. and Clear-—

~ - ‘ . . )
1nghouse on Minfiesota's. . -

* The Ill1no1s Energy and Natural Resources /Department Indus-
trial Djvision, has modelled 1ts waste heat recovery fxﬂxanualn'

and program on M1nnesota s materlals

¢

* Ind1ana has adapted %mnesota 's senior, h1gh Industrial Arts

energy materials for their own use.

»

B - v : .
* The Indiang Energy Education Cadre, a network of teachers

»" teaching other teachers about energy‘education, was developed
- ‘as a result of exchanging ideas with other states at pre~ -

o

a

liminary Consortium meetings.' \\
* Indiana used research data from Ohio and Minnesota to help .
-determine teacher.needs in energy education. Endi_ma thereby

_did not have to do its own_ statewide.teacher needs assessment.,

- .. 0y

.* The Consortium ’se"f'ved as a catalyst for the deyélopment of

.
[

Wisconsin's Energy CATS (Change. Agent Teams) matenals for

e

-

* Michigan has modelled its energy m1n1-grant program for -
- teachers on Minnesota's program. o

. \ ‘—..-

The network has thus proved to its members that it is an eff1c1ent,

kY
)
cost-effective way to share resources, thus making tlfne, money, and
. * , /

personnel .go further in these days of limited"budgets, and changing

.

priorities.
» * . 1 1
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The Consortlum has aLso\broadened 1ts network _contacts to manyf o,
& ‘ N . v i >
more educators than the oragrnal e1ght per-part1c1pat1ng state. .

o - -8 -

These contacts include moﬁoﬂ}n participating states, plus several °

.

in adJolhlng states. Both private aﬁd public¢ sector educators

have expressed 1nterest ‘in this type of ggrma11zed reglodal o i
L3 - )

-

sharlng . . N ' .
: € LT
. . » ’ . Ed
- e i B . o-'.'\ a . ~ * ) ¢
} !

As part of th1s expan51on of network contacts, we organlged and - :

1mp1emented a ten-state reg1ona1 energy educators meetlng for the ’

National Science Teachers Assoc1aﬁ;on (NSTWQ 1n Minneapolis Novem-

ber 13-14. Minneapolis. was ehosen for the first of f1ve reglonal

L] L4 -

meetings specificabl& because the Consortium network was-already '

a s ’ |
in place. Th1s meeting included pub11c sector employees for K-12 .
- and general public educatlon and 1nformat1on . plus- pr1vate sector .
\

“

educators from energy supplx companLeSjand utilities. Public

sector invitees included representgtives_of state education departf
p L : /

ments and energy off1ces, pr1nc1pals‘ associations,?sociaﬁ studies

-7 . ) .
11alsons, Council on Economlc Educat1on presenﬁdtives and otﬂers. .
i

4 Y

The education liaisen for Northem States ower Company was on the

local planning committee for this meeting. SP.co-hqsted the meet-~
ing with the Cpnsortium, providing meeting rooqs, refreshments, vy

L) g

and other support seryices. , , .
WO SRR RS Sy 1
g | "‘ - ‘ ) b |
Thé Consortium has thus set the stage for evolving into a network -
PR , . . ', 3 [

X .
that is broader in area and scope. Enérgy companies and utilities
" R . ) : - |
are placing more and more emphasis on energy education.{\In many
/

states, joint enexgy education projects are already being developed

by priﬁate/public sector partne&ships. The type of information

t - ’
012 : .
4 -
o P . - . ¥

ne



III. Project

A

14 ~ -

‘.

exchange typified by the .first stage of the Consortium provides

an ideal way to share 1nfd¢mat1on between pr1vate and ppbllc

*

segtor educators. Addlng more states w1th1n the conflnes of

the common regional focus would also greatly enrich the ;&forma-

tion exchanges already taking place. (See Section yI - "Future.")

Description

The Consortium Model )

One of the charges to the Consortium from the DOE was to develop~
a model for a regional energy eductation network. To satisfy that
charge, this }eport includes an overview of the composition and

ogéghtions of this pilot project, plus some specific recommenda-

-

tions which we feel would make such a network run more smoothly.
Thus, the Project Description section plus the Recommendations
section could be used as guidelines for others interested in

forming a regional network.

Congortium Background
In April, 1978, theJReglon V Office of the U.S. Department of

sEnergy convened a geeting in Chicago for energy educators ang

information specialists from Illinois, Indiana, Micﬁigan, Minne-=
sota, Ohio, and Wisconsin.
of Public Instructlon Bnergy Offlces, University programs Energy
Extension Services, ‘educational consultlng-flrms, and other educa-
tional institutions.
"and the U.S. Office of Education Energy and Action Center also

attended.

.. -.:. 1:3

Attendees came from state Departments '

kepresentetives of the D.0.E. in Washington

A
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The group reviewed energy~educat10n programs tak1ng place 1n the

‘Adult) to-discuss prlorit1e§ and future d1rect1ons _The USQE-
for the Eroup to ‘develop its joint plans and projects.

Subéeouently, the group met in May, September, and November,_anﬁ

produced the following items: . ¢ ) \\;’T‘ -

» "+ The ourposes of the Consortium as expressed ist the original pro-

b 2

. different states-and.met in subgroups (K- 12 and Post Secondary/-

2

_Energyvand Educat1on Action Center agreed to fund./more meet1ngs

~

.
» - . . ® .

=

b .
* a matrix for K-12 energy €ducation (from K-12 Subcommittee) ;

* a priorities schedule for technical and non-technical energyv‘:
education (érom the Post—Secondary/Aduat*Subcommittee),
particularly,%h#teohnician-agditor training;

* a proposal to establish the Midwest Energy Education Consor-

tium. (from the entire gronp).

-

$ ]

’ .o ‘ . .

) LA f .
This propusal was ultimately funded by théﬂhppartmént of Energy

for $50, 000 in Jufy, 1980. Participating states also agreed to

‘:gontrmbgge $2,000‘each. A Coordinator was ‘hired in August 1980,
. r »

and* started September 1, 1980.
& - . . R

>

&

I3

Purposes of the Consortium o .

»

A
-

posal are: , ,

"to stimulate activity in the development of programs, materials

and delivery strategies at all aeyels, from Kindergarten through

Post- Secondary.and Adult levels;" .. .

-

"to create a structure for and to emcourage interaction and sharing

among members both in ‘the program operat1on and p1ann1ng process "

.

14 - y

f&;
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allows-agencies to save developmental,ménéy and time, and to make

-Participating states each égreed to contribute $2,000 to the DOE's = Y

16

The general goal of stimulating increased activ?ty in energy educa-
tion was approached bf giving p;mberg lots of information about,pro-
grams and resources 'available.’ (prhaps the mos."c'important,bart of
this‘infofﬁation exchange came iﬁé}he_qua%teriy mqet}ngs.‘ People

. : . ‘ : . T
were inQreasingly intgrested in discussing programs -operating in . ’

othef‘states. These round-table and- small group exchanges character-

PN €

~

istically led.people to mention more and more programs, often in-

cluding prbgrams they, had neglégted'to mentibn by phone or in written

correspondence.,) When people are mdade aware that materials serving

a specific interest exist, it is often much easier for them to

5
LR

‘ L . \ l‘ L3
adopt or adapt thém for programs in another state than it is -for
them to develop brand new materials. In-.additibn, such adaptation
5 ] " ’
much.more efficierit use of their pers&ﬁnel.

a

The structure that was created yas the network structure, with the

v ° a -
Coordinator in the central office,'relaying information and answer- .

ing requests, Members were also kept updated as to each other's

addresses and phone numbers, and there was substantial direct con-

’ v
- .

v

tact between Consortium members.

AR [}

[y

. Membership : ')}ﬁzr - - .

.
<

z:V‘4

sum of $50,000. This $2,000 came from various sources within tite’
~ " ’
states, and each state handled this-item a little differently.

< . . - . L
Contributing agencies were state energy-offices and various divisions

of state departments of education. "~ ! ¢




2

Each participating.state then sglected four delegates (with alter- U
: L

nates) to represent state.education departments, state energy offices,

and post-secondary institutions (including technical/vocationial and

college/university). Other participants included the DOE-Chicaéb, .

v
project manager, the Region V energy education liaison from the U.S.
L

: . \
Department of Education, the Executive Director of Minnesota Environ-

[}

mental Sciences Foundation, Inc., and two affiliate members.

4

The membe;ship category for affiliate members enabled other individuals
or organizatiens interested in energy education te contribute $150'and
becomelnon-vdiing members. The two organ?zations which joined as
affiliates were Northern States Power Company and Mid American Solar
Energy Complex (MASEC). (A complete list.of mempers is attached in -

Appendix A). AN

E. Location/Fiscal Managemeni

The‘full time project coordinator has been housed at Minnesota Environ-

mental Sciences Foundation, Inc., a private, non-profit, environmental

"education organization. In addition to providing office space, MESFI

has provided the fiscal management and employed the’ coord1nator. .
C1er1ca1 support was handled‘by 1ncre351ng the hours of MESFI's part-
t1me secretary MESFI charged a management fee of 106 of the total

>~ budget. It was felt that locating the project at an indepeaeent-or-

- . . * . :%, .u;‘“ - ¢ R
ganization would keep it'from‘appea%ing to be too closely tied to any

- >, . - .
single state agency, and would ths contribute to the sense that the
&

‘A o & . . R - i \
Consortium was truly a regional, rather than a state network.
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Consortium Organization N .
. . - .

State delégates and affiliate members formed the Steering Committee.

N

. The Steering Committee divided itself into two working committees:

«
o

~th§ Yoqth Prograhs Subcom@ittee and the qut-Secondary/Adﬁlt Sﬁbd . .

committee. . The Youth Programs subcommittee was concerned.wj h‘yrgw

. ’ . 1 4 -- ‘ g
grams and -materials for pre-school to 18 year olds, in school apd S ;o

non-school settings.. They were also conceinéd with education for,

teachers or leaders of these groups. The Poét-Sepondarj/Adul;.sqb.

)

committee dealt with a wide .range of audiences and delivery systems

in formal and informal educdtional settings. These audiences\fﬁT " 0
13 ~

cluded general public, occupational groups, social/economic groups,,

people being trained or retrained in different occupations, pro- ,////,,//
fessional groups, and others. -, - . P

An Executive Committee manage& administrative and policy activities.
. . . -~
‘Fhis group consisted of: one delegate from each state (which in- .
. .. [ 3 B . .
cluded the chairpersons of each subcommittee), the project diréctor,
4 4 . -
Id

the Executive Director of MESFI, and the0ligisons from the Depart-

] I

ment of Energy and the U.S. Department of Education. Tﬁe delegate . \

from each state also served as_the lead contact for the Consortium

o
within that state and could convene the membership within that //)4~\
. . ‘ b g
state, and when necessary, could help the Coordinator spread infor-
. mation quickly.: . v ¢
Activities '

¢ «
+

Ongoirig activities of the Coordinator included seeking out

. LY

‘tion on energy education programs and materials, answering phone and

mail inquiries about energy education, and sending out information

) = 2

SR 13




to the members about workshops, pending legislation, materials,
funding opportunities, etc. In addition, the Coordinator con-
stantly attempted to reinforce the network concepp\- encouraging

‘members to use each other as resources whenever possible. Other ;

specific activities included: ‘
a) arranging for quarterly Consortium meeéﬁngs during the.
year of the program. This included making all meeting’

arrangements, notifying people, and helping set the agenda.

3

b) organizing and implementing a 10-state meeting for energy

educators involved in K-12 education. This feeting,spon-
L4

sored by the National Science Teachers Association’, also
»
featured strong involvement with the private sector. [t

was held in Minneapolis November 13-14, 1981.

. [aad

¢) producing bibliographies of turriculum matefhals and soches.

The Coordinator compiled three bibliographies: two for K-12
materials and one for adult]po%t-éecondary materials.
d) producing inventories of energy projects in the region.

Two inventories were-produced: one for education projects
b -

and one*for communlty projects. ™

Y

e) 'producing periodic bulletins, witﬁ 1nformat1on about work- f'

shops, resoqgges, fynding, and'pIOJeCtS. Bulletins were

produced in October 1980 and January; February, March, Apr11 D }

May, June, July, August{ Septeube;b and November of 1981

\é’ Bulletins for October, February, May, and September were = - >

;! “,’fr : ?

'; . mailed to-every state energy off1ce in the U.S., in add1t1on

lé.ﬁ

v

to the Consortium membership.
f) mailing out special notices about' funding opportunities,
1 . .

. M 1.

workshops, and_(on request) energy legislation, plus reprints
L. W .

’ “ . e
-~ . ) . . v
. ) o ) . ’ |
. . T .
. .8
\ P - .
Lt
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. “ of en%rgy'aryicles and bibliographies from other sources.
g) pfqggfing the sharing of materials between states - both
membér»and non-menber., |
h) writing quarterly report; which were mailed to the member-
ship and the-DOE. l
i) working to extend the life of the Coqso}tium (and to expan&
. its membership and scope). Twelve proposai§ were produced.
- . ‘ _ Several of these are still peAding. More will be written
‘ under the aﬁspices of MESFI after ;he grant period has

\ ) ‘ended.
14

LS
LS

j) ‘coordinating as mucha%s possible with other networks. Some
of the networks contacted inclyde: -

Energy and Education "Action Center (u.s. Educatlon Dept.)
National.Science Teachers Association
Mid American Solar Energy Compleéx (MASEC)
Energy Network Project (Minnesota)
. East Central Network .(formerly East Central Curriculum
. " Management Center)
B ‘Education Commission of the Statés Energy Project
R Neaghborhood Information Sharing Exchange (NISE)
Stimulating the "Neighborhood Action Process (SNAP)

LT ' Minnesota Adult Post -Secondary Energy Educat1on Advisory °
= . Committee " i
- . ' Wisconsin Vocat10na1 Technical Adult Educat1on Energy

Liaison Committee
The American Vocational Association

Self Reliance Center (Minnesota) . 4/
’ :
.. H. 'Changes From Originai Grant B
. . ., o . ‘ ~ ’
<. ., 1. There was a change in participating states. In .September,

Michigan‘decidqd,tO'drop 6ut3 citingla.chanép é& pfidrities of
the state Energy Administration. | .
2. The Illinois Department of Energy and Natural Resources con-
| tr1buted $1, OOd'to‘%he Consortium,- as originally planned. _The

f v, ; Illinois State Board of Education did hot share in funding the

oo 19




- projeet. - ' o .

e

3. Clerical support for the project was‘handled by extendmg the

- - hours of MESFI's part t1me segretary,*

] \

! someone specifically to work on the projec‘t.
Y .

rather than by hiring

»

< 4, The grant was given a no-cost extension‘z,}.qnd ran its office
from September 1, 1980, through Novepber ‘30, 1981, with an,

. 3 ' |
organigational meeting scheduled in August,‘QQSO, immediatély

. after the Coordinator was hired. ' .

X3
b

l
.. -IV. Recommendations R . . . \1
r A l

A. " Written Agreements . . \

>

;)ne important step is to.ggf agreement in writing about finar;.e\ial
B ‘ support and participation from the parties that will’ be iqvo’lvc;‘d‘.,
This (s#g.nld help prevent situations such as those which occurred \
- " with Michigan and Ilhnms, and enable the project to be assured
of; its initial budget and part1c1pat1on support. An.example ‘of
an agreement for the Northeastern Vocatlongl Energy Educatior:‘Co"n-

w }\ —— . ’ .
sortium is included in Appendix C . : -

> - B Organization .
The organizational structure of the Consortium should ‘be-made some-
what clearer. In the Rrésent model, the Coordiina‘tor an.swers -
directly to the EXeéutiv,e Director of MESFI, the’ Pr'ojeé:t Director,
the Executive Connpittee (and its chairpers'bn), and the DOE Tepre-
sentative. The ﬁierarchy of how these groups and indi;riduals re-

late. to/rank with each other sheould be better defined. The fact

_—

. " that this rather vague diffusion of power did not present many

N o probiems wa} due to the'personalities involvgd. A better organiza-

-ERIC "+ o 20 A
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Y .
tional framewprk would, perhaps, be one in which it is "clearly

» stated that the Project Coordinator answers directly to only

" two individuals - the Project Director and the Executive Com-
mittee Chairperson. This would probably helpupreveﬁt the kinds
of ‘procedural "bogging down" which happened occasionally at the

quarterly meetings.-

C. Duration oﬁ'Pilot Project -

A}

To get. a network like this one built ahd operatiné efficiently.’

and well, more than a year is needed. (It stook about two months

after the grant‘was approved to hire the Coord%pator.l- Although

participants for this network had already been chosen by the time
, - X .

Pl -3 A3
the project started, many did not know each other, and most did
. b4
not knbw the Coordinator. There seemed to be a certain amount of
time (and meetings) necessary before people were working together

.efficiently. That is, people had'to.sort out their own roles in

_ relationship to the Coordinatpr and to thelrest of "the network._
- €. , :
They also had to determine their own levels of commitment to and
4 [4
part1C1pat1on in the sharing system of the network A factor which

may have extended the time needed for-the group to develop the
1 . P .
cooperation necessary was probably the bifrgme budget pressufe

felt in most Midwestern state agencies during the past year.

Peopié were reassigned within their agencies, théy had qugété”cut,
. ) 3 . )
and time priorities Wwere reallocated. .. S
r R < : -
14

Admlttedly, thlS Qbservatlon about the amount, of t1me needed  to

get a network working well is somewhat subjectlve and rather hagg

v to document, . However, 1t did seem .to the Coord1nator that it~

iy




tgok six to eiéht months untif'manx;particgygnts realized how the
! _ Consortium could aid them and what kind of efforts. they had to

contribute to make the_network operate. (For some, it geemed,

). z

once a Coordinator was hired, all individual responsibility for

sharing\infgfmatibn ended.)

‘x

A pro;ect in which the partlcipanfs had not even been chosen by

the project's beg;nn1ng would almost certainly need more time than

° ’

a

S

a year to be successful.
I3 1\- . : h . -
e ~ <
Another reason for needing Ynore time is that a task assigned the

¥

~

Coordinator was to search for ways to continue the network after -

DOE funding was withdrawn. Some "start-up" time was necessary to

14 . * [ .
get participants committed to this sharing system. In.addition,

sufficiént time was needed to p:bduce enough bibliographiesl‘

o invefftories, bulletins, etc., to demonstrate that the Consortium
o4

would be a worthwhile service and the kind of prOJeCt which other

. ~_’- L]
S . organizations. (such as corporatlons,or foundatlons) mlght be in-
e St
. terested in funding or_joining, ’
» ‘ . . , . 4

"D. Representation » <

£ fad -

The participants repiesenting\pubﬁic agencies should be carefully

. . N . ,
selected to be those who are truly active in the field og energy
education. These people are mueh more likely to contr1bute

%,
+