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Wednesday October 4, 2006

Plenary Session 1

Welcome, Introductions of New Members, Agenda, Status of Actions from Last Meeting 

Dr. William Brune, Chair, AC/GEO, called the full plenary session to order at 9:00 a.m.  New members were welcomed and introduced.  Additional nominations for the AC/GEO were invited.  Introductions were made.
Dr. Brune reviewed the action items from the spring meeting, updated their status, identified the items that remained, and reviewed the agenda for the current meeting.  He asked for approval of the minutes of the May 2006 meeting. The minutes were approved and accepted.

Orientation for Members

Dr. Margaret Cavanaugh, Deputy Assistant Director for Geosciences directed new members to the meeting materials for the Federal advisory Committee Act (FACA) guidelines.
Reports on the Directorate for Geosciences
Dr. Margaret Leinen, Assistant Director for Geosciences provided an overview of the Directorate for the members. 

NSF Budget.  The current FY07 budget is proposed for a 7.4% increase in the Senate and a 7.9% increase in the House.  Part of the increase reflects the commitment of the Administration and Congress to the ideas that come out of the American Competitiveness Initiative (ACI) and a need for investment in basic STEM fields.  NSF is operating under a continuing resolution until the budget is passed.  There is potential for an omnibus appropriation bill which is often accompanied with a rescission in budgets across the board.  Under a continuing resolution there are no new starts which would impact the Ocean Observatory Initiative (OOI) and the Alaskan Research Vessel (ARRV).  The FY2008 budget has been submitted to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB).  OMB provides guidance about what NSF can ask for and NSF is pleased with the submission.  

NSF Strategic Plan.  “Investing in America’s Future” the NSF Strategic Plan for FY2006-2011 has been officially approved.  The process for input worked well.  Our thanks to GEO/AC Members who submitted comments.   OMB provides guidance on the plan which is for five years, but updated every three.  The plan does not prescribe science, but sets strategic directions in terms of themes.   Directorates within NSF will then look at their activities within the context of the NSF Strategic Plan.
NSB/National Hurricane Research Initiative: The National Science Board (NSB) has completed a draft report “Hurricane Warning: The critical Need for a National Hurricane Research Initiative” which calls for a $300M initiative in research, a data initiative, and a hurricane test bed.  The report is available for comment on the NSB portion of the NSF website.  

Geoscience Update.  Dr. Leinen introduced new staff within the GEO divisions.  
GEO-wide activities include the Geosciences Beyond 2000 subcommittee and a subcommittee to review the Earth System History (ESH) program.  This was done in response to the AC/GEO’s call for a scientific review of specialized programs like ESH.  GEO is looking forward to feedback for how this process has worked.  There is also a workshop on computing applications for the geosciences requiring petascale high performance computing planned.  

Interagency News.  The joint subcommittee on Ocean Science and Technology (under the National Science and Technology Committee, NSTC) has drafted an Ocean Research Priorities Plan which is posted for public comment.  Near term priorities (2-4 years) include: 

· Forecasting the Response of Coastal Ecosystems to Persistent Forcing and Extreme Events

· Comparison Analysis of Marine Ecosystem Organization

· Sensors for Marine Ecosystems

· Assessing Meridional Overturning Circulation Variability: Implications for Rapid Climate Change

Climate Change Science Program (CCSP).  Several synthesis and assessment products have been funded and are scheduled to be released in the next six months:
· Temperature Trends in the Lower Atmosphere: Steps for Understanding and Reconciling Differences – document that policy makers and decision makers can understand.  
· North American Carbon Budget and Implications for the Global Carbon Cycle

· Climate Models: An Assessment of Strengths and Limitations for User Applications

· Effects of Climate Change on Energy Production and Use in the United States

What we are Watching.  NSF has a contest every year for scientific visualization.  Dr. Leinen also noted that the film “An Inconvenient Truth” on global warning became a popular documentary.  People found the media format to be very accessible (for those she talked to).  A science-based documentary can become a part of the popular culture – there is a willingness to hear what science has to say.  She encouraged Members to talk to the public about their science.  
Discussion:

Q:  What is the mechanism by which these publications [i.e., the NSB National Hurricane Report] are produced?  
A:  The CCSP synthesis and assessment products began with a request or proposal to generate them based on the CCSP Strategic Plan.  A prospectus was generated by a committee and reviewed by an oversight scientific committee and the agencies.  When approved, then the committee goes out and develops a draft.  The draft is reviewed by scientific community and the agencies.  The CCSP and NSF wanted the documents to represent a consensus of government science, not just the views of a few academics.  They also wanted to make sure the documents were accepted and valued by the community as science documents.  Allowing for public response to the draft met this need.  It was a difficult negotiation to develop and obtain agreement to this process but it adds tremendous value to these products.   
For the NSB hurricane report, felt the quality was remarkable and the speed with which is was done was impressive. How does a federal program relate to state programs?  In hurricane research, many state agencies overlap with NSF research interests.  Where is the NSB positioned in that area?  Dr. Leinen said NSB did not have time to do an analysis of best practices in federal, state, regional, and local interactions.  There are a lot of models out there.  She urged the AC/GEO to point this out if they feel it is a weak point.   
The Members discussed related topics and resources for outreach and sharing science.  The noted that often catastrophic data is being presented in an alarming rather than a positive light.  The balance should be considered along with the information on general public opinion in regards, for example, to climate change.  How should the GEO research communicate information on hazards?  The Public Broadcasting System often uses formats that are effective.  

American Geological Instutute (AGI) and American Geophysical Union (AGU) had a leadership forum on communicating geosciences to the public last year and developed a list of resources and will also be developing a handbook on “Communicating Geosciences to the Public”.  This should be available on the web in six months to a year.  

Dr. Brune suggested the AC/GEO respond to the draft Hurricane report and provide comments
 to Dr. Pirone to consolidate on behalf of the AC/GEO.  

Reports on the Divisions

Atmospheric Sciences (ATM)
Dr. Jarvis Moyers provided an update on recent highlights in ATM.   A new Science and Technology Center (STC) has been awarded on Multi-Scale Modeling of Atmospheric Processes.  On April 14, 2006, the COSMIC satellite was launched and all six are up and data coming from them is of very high quality.  The HAIPER T-REX first mission has been completed and a video of the first use of HAIPER was shown to the AC/GEO.  The Advanced Modular Incoherent Scatter Radar (AMISR) is continuing to be developed.  The ¼ face of the dish built so far is operating well.  The MAC Observing system obtained and outfitted 3 small remotely controlled aircraft and carried out experiments this past summer looking at cloud interactions, flying in formation above, within, and below the cloud deck.  This will provide very unique data.  NCAR has been approved with the upgrade of the supercomputing system.  The new system will increase the computational capabilities by more than a factor of 2.5 or 3.  Nuggets from science programs were shared.  

Earth Sciences (EAR)
Dr. Art Goldstein reviewed the overall health of EAR, EarthScope, the IRIS Renewal, CZO solicitation and drilling activities.  The last few years have seen an increase in the number of submissions to EAR with a flat budget -- resulting in a lower success rate.  He hopes this will change with future budgets.  EarthScope is about halfway through the construction phase and is on target for instrument installation.  Remarkable data is being produced from several types of observatories and several samples were shown.  They are beginning the transition from the construction phase to the operation phase even though construction is not complete because data is beginning to come in and science results are being achieved.  The Incorporated Research Institutions for Seismology (IRIS) project was recompeted this year which is the largest program funded in EAR ($12M/yr).  Key components of the program were listed.  $86M is approved for another 5 years.  Critical Zone Observatories (CZO) is a new somewhat experimental solicitation with a closing date of 12/15/06.  Dr. Goldstein highlighted several drilling projects supported by EAR (ICDP, Deep Observation Sampling of the Earth’s Continental Crust (DOSECC), SAFOD, Hawaii Scientific Drilling Projects, Iceland Deep Drilling Project, and Lake El’gygytyn Drilling Project.  

Discussion:

· The AC/GEO Members asked a few questions about the drilling projects shown.  The also asked what the legacy for EarthScope might be.  NSF is working with the states to maintain/keep some of the observation stations.  As the equipment has to go to a new site, the infrastructure that went in can be handed off to the collaborators and they can maintain the stations they are interested in.  
Ocean Sciences (OCE)
Dr. Julie Morris provided an overview of the OCE Division.  Budget priorities for FY07 include: Natural Hazards, a NSF Science and Technology Center (STC) for Coastal Margin Observation and Prediction; Non-Equilibrium Ecosystem Dynamics; and the network of Centers for Ocean Science Excellence (COSEE) and other ocean education programs.   Specific project data was highlighted.   Facilities were reviewed to include UNOLS Fleet Utilization, the proposed Alaska Region Research Vessel, and the Scientific Ocean Drilling Vessel for IODP.  Priorities for FY07 include the Ocean Observatory Initiave (OOI) for coastal, global, and regional cabled observatories and several high priority science themes.  The Major Research Equipment and Facilities Construction (MREFC) project for OOI has a panel set up to review the conceptual design but the project is looking at a likely delay to FY08.  Dr. Morris highlighted the Ocean Research Priorities Plan and the Societal Themes-Research Priorities.

Discussion:
· The AC/GEO noted the importance of coordination with NOAA and GEOS for OOI to avoid duplication of effort.  Data compatibility and transparency is an important way to link those systems together.

· The AC/GEO said there has not been an explicit linkage between NCES and other research centers.  The research community should be engaged in helping link these communities more richly.
· The AC/GEO requested information on the criteria GEO used to identify the near-term priorities.  

· Concern was expressed about the potential to cut into the research budgets with the increasing facilities and operating costs.  

Discussion of GEO2000 Follow-on Plans
Dr. Brune recapped what has happened since the October 2005 and May 2006 AC/GEO meetings related to discussions of updating the GEO2000 document.  The AC/GEO concluded that GEO2000 was still a relevant document but much has happened since it’s publication in science and in new technologies/capabilities.  A new vision document is needed that builds on GEO2000, with a more immediate time-scale.  The AC/GEO concluded a Working Group should be established that would include AC members.  

Dr. Leinen summarized the desires of the AC/GEO in developing a follow-on version of  the GEO2000 document.  In August and September, Drs. Leinen, Brune, and Spence held conference calls with potential Working Group members.  A summary of those discussions were provided in the meeting materials.  The new planning document should be completed by February 2008 and the Working Group has been asked to use their expertise to come back with a proposal for a process of how to accomplish this and how they will interact with the community.  A full working group conference call was held late September 2006 and with a meeting planned for December 2006.
The AC/GEO discussed the process and how they would like to be involved:
· Have regular discussions and updates with the AC/GEO and use the AC/GEO full membership to help as needed.

· Involve Project Managers in the process.

· Link to the other NSF directorates (e.g., Mathematics and Physical Sciences, Biological Sciences, Social Behavioral and Economic Sciences, etc.).  

· Have persons on the Working Group with expertise on larger forms of life (not just microbial scientists).

· Have outreach activities to get input from AGU, AMS, etc.  
· Identify emerging areas that have substantive financial and political potential.

· Bring in outside expertise as needed, but don’t make the group too large.

· Consider having someone from the science journalism community provide input.
Division Subcommittee Meetings
The AC/GEO held individual Division Subcommittee meetings for ATM, EAR, and OCE.

Plenary Session 2

Dr. Brune reconvened the meeting at 4:30 p.m.  
Committee of Visitors (COV) Reports
Updates were provided on the COVs that were held since the May 2006 AC/GEO meeting.

ATM – UCAR and Lower Atmospheric Facilities and Oversight Section

Ms. Maria Pirone summarized the August 2-3, 2006 COV findings for ATM on UCAR and the Lower Atmospheric Facilities and Oversight Section.  The COV looked at about 5 contracts that were in place over the past three years.  They found that ATM was handling the oversight very efficiently and management was excellent.  The program is complex with a lean staff that does a good job with initiatives.  NCAR went through a major management review and the process was carried out well.  The proposal-centric COV template did not work well for a facility review.  There are a few challenges with the competition of the NCAR management coming up for renewal.  

The AC/GEO formally accepted the ATM-UCAR and Lower Atmospheric Facilities and Oversight Section COV report.  

Ocean and Marine Section

Dr. Mary Jo Richardson summarized the June 26-28, 2006 Ocean Sciences COV which reviewed the Marine Geosciences Section and the Ocean Section.  Dr. Richardson briefly reviewed the tasking of the COV and the process which was improved by e-jackets.  
The COV found that research programs are well managed and support innovative, high quality science and education projects.  OCE management team members are high quality, dedicated and capable individuals doing an excellent job in facilitating and managing oceanographic research and education.  Balance is needed between MREFC support (for SODR, AARV, and OOI) and core science funding (recent trends show a decrease in core funding and an increase in facility funding).  There are inconsistencies in the substantive content of the mail reviews, panel review, and the review analysis among sections.  There are different practices regarding resubmissions and increased reviewing pressure on the scientific community.

The GEO response to the 2003 COV report was summarized.  Most of the issues have been addressed.  Areas that still need attention or are in progress include IPAs, participation from under-represented groups, and MREFC and core balance.  The panel summaries needed improvement, and risk-metrics.
Recommendations from the COV were:

· Emphasize basic research rather than mission-oriented science

· Grow core funding which has been decreasing since 2003

· Align Ocean Science Education with research programs

· Provide more guidance for rotators

The AC/GEO accepted the Ocean and Marine Sections COV report.  

Preparation for Discussion with the NSF Director

Dr. Brune asked AC/GEO members to write down or present any questions they have for the NSF Director during their discussion time.

Dr. Brune thanked everyone for their presentations.  With no further discussion, the meeting adjourned at 5:43 p.m.
_________________________________________
Thursday October 5, 2006

Education and Diversity Subcommittee

The AC/GEO Education and Diversity Subcommittee meeting was called to order at 9:00 a.m.  Dr. Robert Harriss, chair, provided an update on actions from the last meeting.  He noted that the presentation by Tribal Colleges at the last meeting has resulted in successful efforts to fund outreach efforts.  There is strong interest in organizing educational guidelines for Earth system science education with some interagency support.
Update on GEO E&D Program

Dr. Jill Karsten, Program Manager, Education and Diversity, introduced several guests including Drs. Robert Ridky (USGS), Luisa Koch (NOAA), Jack Kaye (NASA), and Mark Ruzek (NASA).  They were invited to share some of the interagency coordination activities for GEO education and diversity later in the meeting.  
Dr. Karsten provided an update on GEO’s education and diversity programs and provided a context for new AC/GEO members.  Several programs are within the Office of the Assistant Director and each Division also has education and diversity activities.  Programs include:

· Geoscience Education (GeoEd)

· Opportunities for Enhancing Diversity in the Geosciences (OEDG)

· Global Learning and Observations to Benefit the Environment (GLOBE)

· Geoscience Teacher Training (Geo-Teach)

· Cyberinfrastructure Support for Geo Ed (i.e., DLESE)

GLOBE and GEO-Teach just held competitions in FY2006 and OEDG has a planned solicitation for FY2007.  Dr. Karsten provided details on the programs.  Other E&D program activities include a close out of the DLESE projects, Advanced Placement (AP) Environmental Science re-design, cross-NSF programs (Ethics Education in Science and Engineering (EESE) and CI-TEAM); and a Dear Colleague Letter regarding Post-Docs/Grad Student Mentoring.
Dr. Karsten said GEO has had recent success stories of improved numbers of women and minority PhD graduates in the Geosciences.  A COV is being planned for January/February 2007 to review the E&D Programs from 2003-2006, chaired by Dr. Harriss.  The American Competitiveness Council will provide guidance on conducting evaluations.  A report will be produced.
Upcoming issues include:
· Strategic planning and alignment of GEO E&D program portfolio

· MREFC E&O activities

· Re-issue of GeoEd and OEDG solicitations

· Future sustainability of GLOBE programs (NASA is ramping down funding)
· Strengthening interagency collaboration/coordination

· Earth System Science Literacy efforts

· New FY08 initiatives under consideration include supplements for high school student research and competitive co-funding for MREFC E&O efforts

Interagency Coordination of Geoscience E&D Programs

Dr. Ridky, USGS, provided an update on interagency coordination.  Geoscience has really led the way for integration of education and science.  USGS has a 127 year history and understands the importance of integration of education and research. There are large numbers of education activities that are done by scientists without budgets or materials to support them, demonstrating the importance of the connection to education.  It is important for agencies to work together in restricted budget environments with a small percentage of the population in the geosciences but enormous areas of research.  There is a need for enhanced national literacy in Earth science and partnerships are important.  Education partnerships with societies help develop instructional materials.  The USGS programmatic priorities in education include continued development of redesigned education; competitively based, cost-shared initiative; and discipline-based leads.  The USGS web site (http://education/usgs.gov/ has links and other useful information.
Dr. Louisa Koch, NOAA Director of Education, talked about activities NOAA is undertaking in geosciences education.  NOAA is making progress in presenting itself and working as in integrated agency with education across all aspects.  The NOAA goals for education include an informed society, a well informed public, a climate-literate public, environmental literacy, and public understanding.  NOAA has several major education programs.  NOAA resources to support education are extensive and diverse.  Dr. Koch focuses her time on strategic opportunities.  NOAA is pleased to be working with NSF, USGS, NASA and others to promote Earth system science.  
Dr. Jack Kaye, NASA, said NASA has a role and responsibility to support public education and has a unique opportunity with the “cool factor”.  Satellite images and improved visualization can demonstrate to people what we are learning.  Earth science education goes beyond what any one agency can do.  NASA is encouraged to do things collectively in addition to the agency message. NASA has implemented education and research in Earth science with some formal programs that were separate from research.  Space science tended not to do that.   Dr. Kaye contrasted several of the Earth science/space science programs at NASA.  Centers have education offices and education is a major thrust of several programs.  

Earth System Science Literacy

Dr. Martin Ruzek presented on Earth System Science Education from NASA’s Universities Space Research Association (USRA) perspective.  Earth systems, simply put, include air, water, land, and life.  The sun and our position in the universe is also critical.  Dr. Ruzek reviewed definitions of Earth system science.  At NASA, the Bretherton Report in 1988 was the basis for their Earth system science approach.  Earth systems operate at all scales and time frames.  NASA has divided its research efforts into six areas.  Dr. Ruzek talked about ways of approaching Earth System Science (ESS).  ESS is one of many pathways to Science, Technology, Engineering and Math (STEM) literacy.  ESS is accessible, relevant, and compelling.   A different perspective to the “pathways” to STEM pipeline is to look at it as a transformative process – if people leak (drop out) during the process, what is the knowledge/experience that they take with them?  

The NASA Earth System Science Education for the 21st Century Program (ESSE 21)
Dr. Ruzek provided details on ESSE 21 which is a collaborative undergraduate/graduate Earth system science education program sponsored by NASA and led by USRA.  Small competitive grants are offered to developed Earth system science courses, curricula, and degree programs.  The goals of the program were listed along with details on the number of participants, funding amounts and lessons learned.  The ESSE program has been sustainable.  Seed money funded courses that continue after the funding is gone.  The last ESSE meeting came up with a Design Guide for Undergraduate Earth System Science Education which is a web-based resource for faculty from multiple disciplines who wish to develop courses or expand upon existing offerings to establish Earth System Science Education programs in their own institutional settings.  Examples of the content for the website were given.  
Dr. Karsten noted that there has been progress at the undergraduate level but more progress is needed for K-12 level and public outreach.  By harnessing early efforts and coordinating what is being done to in a unified effort across geoscience fields, there will be more impact.  Opportunities include:

· Increasing importance of GEO-related economic drivers (energy, water, hazards, environment)

· Increasing public interest in GEO-phenomena (“Above the Rising Storm”, etc.)

· American Competitiveness Initiative to improve STEM education and related legislation

· AP Environmental Science revisions as catalyst

Proposed Activities:

1. Defining Earth System Science Literacy

· Defined by scientific community, based on current knowledge

· Community consensus essential

· Major guiding concepts mapped to K-12 standards

2. Establishing a Roadmap for Reforming Earth System Science Education

· Evaluate status of current situation at state and local level

· Include state level administrators, politicians

· High profile activity – National Academies? (conference – convened by all three boards of the National Academies if possible).  

Dr. Karsten requested comments and feedback on these two suggestions from the AC/GEO.
Other Discussions and Future Directions

Presentations demonstrate that ESS can be organized in many different ways.  An interesting drill would be to capture how geoscientists think about the Earth and Earth systems and have that drive K-12 and other educational experiences.  

The outcomes for improved literacy and an educated public and educated decision makers should be identified.  As a research community, we need to ask what it is that our students should know about the Earth and what is critical to know.  The education goals should be based on scientific knowledge.

· What is happening now and in the future that will get more underrepresented minorities involved in Earth Sciences?  If what we heard will not be doing this, we need to be thinking about something else too.  Dr. Karsten said that minority student communities are not being exposed to Earth sciences before choosing to go to college and often choose disciplines that are known to be lucrative.  Efforts to strengthen the teaching and K-12 exposure will help with diversity issues to some extent.
· Earth sciences can be very attractive to students – it has societal implications and provides a good entrée into other sciences.  It can serve as a “funnel” to other sciences.

Dr. Harriss thanked everyone for a very rich discussion.  The Education and Diversity Subcommittee meeting was adjourned at 11:35 a.m.
Plenary Session 3

The full AC/GEO meeting was reconvened at 11:40 a.m.

Division Subcommittee Reports

Atmospheric Sciences (ATM)
Dr. Roger Smith summarized the discussion with the ATM Division subcommittee.  Updates were provided on the ATM facilities to include AMISR, the Science and Technology Center at Colorado State University, the UAB project, COSMIC, NCAR, and ICESS.

Updates were provided on the UCAR and Lower Atmospheric Facilities Oversight Section (ULAFOS) report and the next COV plans were discussed.  A discussion of IPY and the Geoscientists’ involvement took place.  GEO plans to apply $5M of grant funding to projects deemed to be IPY as well as highly evaluated in their sections.  

NCAR is being recompeted.  It is currently run by UCAR.  Pre-proposals are due January 2007.  The group discussed a new operating organization that would have guidelines from NSF and the universities.  For high performance computing, an NCAR workshop had positive sentiment for NCAR to have increased computing capacity to become a geoscience enterprise.  The next step is an implementation plan.  

The National Space Weather Program is 10 years old and has been a major interagency effort.  A review committee was established and concluded that the program has been very successful.  They began the Space Weather concept.  One finding was to realign the National Solar Observatory within NSF, possibly to include it as a facility for ATM.  
The group felt the GEO 2000 Working Group had sufficient representation and consultation with representative groups within GEO.  A discussion item for later is the possible decline in aircraft support for atmospheric science despite having HIAPER in place.  
Earth Sciences (EAR)
Dr. Raymond Jeanloz summarized the discussion from the EAR subcommittee.  The group talked about the Critical Zone Observatories solicitation and was informed about the EarthScope solicitation.  

EarthScope is moving from the facilities infrastructure to a science structure (from construction to O&M).  The solicitation is using a MARGINS-like model (with a moving office every 4-6 years) that has been successful in OCE and may be optimal for EarthScope.  Local engagement will be encouraged.  The group recommended that the community must be involved with developing the plan and have community leaders “sell” their vision to the community.  NSF should stay flexible about the EarthScope Science Office.
Results of the first Geoinformatics Competition found that the EAR and GEO are moving forward energetically and effectively toward petascale capability.  The interface with NSF’s OCI is not clear at present.  The group recommended that a review be conducted across EAR/GEO with the upcoming Instrumentation and Facilities COV.  GEO/EAR should leverage OCI and vice versa (and avoid cross-purposes).  NSF needs to plan ahead for success/implications of success:  there may be multiple centers at multiple scales; what are the validation needs?

Post the Earth System History (ESH) program, how are research proposals in this area being handled?  The group found that top-quality research is being conducted and a successful research community has been established by ESH over the past 10-15 years.  Accomplishments are under review internally and EAR is looking at the best way to continue.  The group supported this approach.  
The group talked about the COV to take place in the summer 2007 and possible AC/GEO members that could participate.  They had great ideas and advice from the subcommittee.  The EAR Director and Program Directors were thanked for their willingness to provide details and be open and direct.

Ocean Sciences (OCE)
Dr. Larry Mayer summarized the OCE subcommittee discussions.  The group was pleased to learn that OCE is now fully staffed with the exception of one position.  They were pleased to see a modest increase in success rates in FY2006, but it was coupled with a significant decrease in the size of awards.  Funding available for core research is steadily declining.  The group heard a report on OCE CI activities and is excited about the possibilities that new capabilities will provide for the research community.  They would like to see these capabilities brought to the broader community to create a sustained investment for tools (middle-ware).  A better understanding of the process OCI and GEO communities work together was requested.  The subcommittee validated that OCE is a vibrant and well-run division and the OCE staff were thanked for their hard work and for taking the suggestions to heart.

Funds were shifted to FY07 to bring ship days up to 2500.  This is still far from the 2900 day target but a positive improvement.  The group is very concerned about the large swings in days from year to year.  It might be better to have consistently more conservative estimates.  Operators can’t plan as well.  It was recommended that OCE explore this as best they can with the goal to stabilize the planning process as much as possible.

The group was please to hear a formal review for ESH was being done.  They were also pleased to see that NSF is being proactive in terms of permitting and environmental impact statements with a person in place at NSF to focus on this. 

OCE has three MREFC projects.  This is a credit to the community and the division, but it comes with a high cost and burden on the core budget.  OCE needs to keep a close eye on the balance with core funding.  As the MREFCs are coming on line and a more realistic budget is being developed, they may need to look at descoping for some.  At what point does this descoping result in the MREFC no longer being transforming?  If the budget keeps on track, OCE can keep this balance, but if something goes wrong (catastrophic impact on facility), then they may have serious issues to address.  

Outgoing Member Presentations

The AC/GEO has a tradition of hearing presentations from outgoing members on their research.

Dr. Robert Harriss presented “Design for Excellence/Resilience” and shared examples of his work at NCAR with a focus on designing for excellence with disaster dynamics.  The key to designing is to make it entertaining and fun (i.e., physical games, simulations, dynamic information spaces).  They use collaborative problem solving by getting all the stakeholders together.  Other examples of disaster planning were shown (e.g., hurricane in Galveston, TX).  Computer gaming is an important tool they use (http://www.dd.ucar.edu).
Dr. Roger Smith presented  “Recent Advanced in Auroral Research: aspects of auroral stimulation of vertical winds”.  Instrumentation allows complicated data to be collected.  They used a rocket to capture data measurements.  Current computer models are too big to predict the findings.  Getting petascale computers will help gain a better understanding of what happens in the auroral atmosphere.  
Dr. William Brune presented “Five Easy Pieces of Advice” with examples/specific advice given for scientists and for NSF:
1. Work on concepts, not numbers.  Numbers change.

2. Value = results/cost is a false productivity metric.  If you drive cost to $0 then even useless results would appear to have great value.

3. Pull is better than push - for junior people, having a mentor helps.  For a leader, engage partners.  For GEO – engage legislative reps, etc.

4. Scientists should present evidence both for and against their hypotheses. 
5. A story about Mr. Smith…

Preparation for Visit from NSF Director and Deputy Director

Dr. Brune presented the list of questions that had been forwarded to him from AC/GEO Members.  The group identified individuals to raise them in discussion with Drs. Bement and Olsen.
Discussion with the NSF Director and Deputy Director
Dr. Arden Bement, Director, NSF, accompanied by Dr. Kathie Olson, NSF Deputy Director, welcomed the AC/GEO members and thanked them for their participation.  He noted the FY07 budget is currently under a continuing resolution but NSF is optimistic about the final appropriations.  
He discussed the NSF Strategic Plan, noting that it is not an operating plan.  He was delighted to learn that GEO is working on developing a plan based on this.  NSF is now looking to implement the Strategic Plan starting with the FY08 budget request.  NSF initiatives in the plan will be submitted at the guidance and request level.  Geosciences are in almost every one.  Initiatives are cross-foundation and will involve interdisciplinary activity and were crafted with input from the community and Acs – for budget success.  

Questions:

Can you share with us what you think are the defining strategic characteristics of theGEO community and what you think the community can harness for the country?  
Dr. Bement said Geosciences are often categorized as observational sciences, but this doesn’t do justice to the field.  It is really an interdisciplinary science that is involved in all of the physical sciences as well as life sciences.  It is an ideal testbed for K-12 education because it integrates many basic appealing principles.  It could also be a vehicle to show the exciting things scientists do.  In the past, we communicated this to young people in a passive way – we now need to engage them with technology.  We are entering an era of a virtual global community in addressing these issues.  Dr. Olsen said challenges exist on a world basis (earthquakes, natural hazards, etc.) and a basic understanding of geology plays a role in understanding the mechanisms of all these things.

Given the apparent shift in federal funding supporting geosciences, and the role placed on NSF by the President to lead the developing American Competitive Initiative (ACI), how do you think NSF should plan to maintain and develop the geosciences in the coming years?

Demands on the field are increasing and it is not just related to global climate change research.  The changes in the physical nature of the ocean and the impacts on ecology and the environment (storms) are linked to societal and economic impacts that will affect our sustainability over time.  NSF has to respond to that.  The directorate has been a modernization program with investments in infrastructure (new ships, new airplanes, etc.).  With these facilities investment reaching a peak, the question being asked is what is the balance between R&D in proportion to the O&M costs.  GEO will continue to grow with the NSF.  The ACI does put a spotlight on the physical sciences and also engineering.  As NSF’s budget increases, GEO will follow.  Another priority is a need for more research on water.
The peer review process is by nature a relatively conservative process.   How do you suggest NSF guard against risk-adverse, overly conservative evaluation of proposals? 

High-risk is a relative term.  Reviewers need to balance benefits with the risks and they need to look at the science frontier with an international perspective to leverage funds on a global basis and make wise investments.  NSF has to pay attention to stewardship.  There should be a sense that there will be a payoff/outcome at the end of the day.  These are judgment factors and have to be evaluated by peers.  In order to encourage more risk, NSF has a process that enhances panel recommendations.  Approvals happen at a higher level (Program Officer and then Division Directors have final approval).  Properly advising panels of expectations helps get around conservatism as does advising the Program Officers of NSF’s expectations and then being sure to give them flexibility to make the best possible decisions.  There is a sense in the community that NSF is not an agency that will support high-risk research so they don’t submit proposals in the first place.  In a low success rate environment, PIs have every reason to have that perception.   Dr. Olsen added that the Small Grants for Exploratory Research (SGER) mechanism allows for 5% of NSF budget to be used for creative ideas.  
We would like to commend the NSF for the National Science Board report on Hurricane Warning: The Critical Need for a National Hurricane Research Initiative.   The AC/GEO will be making comments on the report.  What do you think NSF’s role will be in this multi-agency research effort?

There is a fair amount of cooperation that exists through the NSTC and there is a subcommittee on Hazard Reduction which is putting out their own report on Extreme Weather.  Agencies have been proactive on this issue and are working together.  The question is how do you run a program?  Do you give funding to one agency?  It is inappropriate for an agency like NSF to get heavily mired in housekeeping activities like managing databases.  A lot of the research questions that need to be answered are already in part in NSF programs.  Scale is more the issue.  NSF will take this very seriously.  

The hurricane report emphasized relationships between basic science, emergency management, and societal aspects.  Can you speak to that? 

Lot of components in that report and they need to be assigned appropriately to the federal agencies that have a stake (weather – NOAA, building codes – NIST, standards development – states/local agencies, State emergency planning - FEMA).  There is a lot of substance in the report but also a complexity on how to develop partnerships between states, federal government, and standard setting societies.  The working group will be looking at how to spell this out.

The AC/GEO is going to engage in preparing a follow-on document to GEO2000 and would like to obtain comments from the scientific community.  Do you have any advice as to the methods NSF used to get input in the Strategic Plan.

Dr. Olsen said NSF started with a very open process in the beginning.  The previous version was sent out for comment and used to prepare the first working draft.  Internal comments were gathered.  There was open discussion and a second draft prepared.  The third draft was provided to the Advisory Committees.  Dr. Olsen suggested going to some key scientific society meetings for inputs.  Dr. Bement said the mark of a good plan is degree to which the different fields can see themselves in it.   

As CyberInfrastructure (CI) goes to petascales and beyond, and more communities begin to use these systems, how will the access to those resources by the various Directorates be determined?  How will GEO and OCI interact to ensure access by GEO? 

If you look at information technology broadly, CI is only a part of it -- although an important part.  The Office of CyberInfrastructire (OCI) has the responsibility to put  infrastructure in place and do it in a balanced way (not just all teraflop, but also special needs at petaflop range).  NSF is also looking at a diversity of architectures in order to solve the wide variety of problems in the most-effective way.  They are investing in performance curves, not peak.  Benchmarks are borrowed from other agencies to look at spectrum that we can provide.  That’s the shared infrastructure part.   CISE’s job is to look long range and worry about future generations and ensure that NSF is providing leadership.  

NCAR has been funded by NSF (and other agencies) for over 40 years and managed by UCAR.  This program is about to be recompeted for the first time.  What impact might this competition have on NCAR’s mission and its relationship to universities.?
Dr. Bement said NSF openly competes these major programs to ensure they have the best management structure in place.  From time to time, there is a situation where there is a better way of going forward.  On the other hand, if changing a contractor or shifting geographic locations is not in the best interest of the community, NSF makes that known.  We should be moving in the direction of improvement, not causing damage.  The community’s interest is the focus.  Dr. Olsen said that often the process of recompetition causes the incumbent to focus and look ways to do better.  

There are two review criteria that are used: Intellectual Merit and Broader Impact.  What is your view of the relative importance of these criteria?
Dr. Bement said that both criteria are equally important.  If a proposal does not address broader impact, it gets sent back.  Dr. Olsen said about 325 proposals were sent back last year.  Dr. Bement said NSF gets annual reports that only address scientific activities with no accountability for what was achieved under broader impacts.  They are putting the research community on notice that they need to be accountable for the broader impacts as well and have to report back on the outcome.  NSF is taking the balance seriously.  They continue to have a challenge of improving communication to the community – not only what broader impacts means, but why it is important.  NSF leaves it to the investigators to define their proposals, but once defined, they have to be accountable for it.
There is a concern that there may be an attempt or a desire by Congress to earmark funding for NSF.  Can you comment on this?
Dr. Bement said this is a consequence of excellence.  NSF is held in such regard by Congress it is sometimes assumed that NSF can solve every problem.  In the course of the year there will be as many as 30-40 authorization bills that will lay down an expectation bill for NSF.  It doesn’t mean NSF gets the money to do it.  It is challenging to rationalize the intent of Congress.  NSF spends time paying attention to this.

A large part of the increase funding NSF is looking toward is tied to the American Competitive Initiative (ACI).   What are the expectations of Congress?  Can the AC/GEO help define the accomplishments that might meet those expectations?

Dr. Bement said there is no guarantee that the NSF budget will double.  NSF is in competition with other agencies (NIST, DOD).  Outcomes and achievements are critically important.  The ACI probably would not have happened without a large involvement of the private sector.  The private sector has a stake as well.  NSF needs to pay attention to technologies that will have an economic impact over time and keep the US competitive.  It is harder for a fundamental research agency to demonstrate this year after year.   Dr. Olsen said NSF has been very proactive.  They are collecting the results of NSF research and what it means.  NSF has also dade some key hires in public and legislative affairs.  If the AC/GEO knows great things that are being done they should contact Program Officers.  
Drs. Bement and Olsen thanked the AC/GEO for their contributions to the NSF.  The grouped thanked them for their time.

Follow-up to Director’s Visit

The AC/GEO briefly discussed their impressions of the discussions with Drs. Bement and Olsen.  There were pleased with how the Director characterized Geosciences and his recognition of the appeal it has to K-12 education.  He noted that geosciences challenges are global in scope and require an international community.  This is extremely important and goes beyond basic science issues.  Members were impressed that Dr. Bement was aware of broader impacts of climate change and mentioned sustainability and wetlands.  They recognized that Initiatives are a way forward in terms of increasing the budget.  

CEOSE Report Update

Dr. Beverly Hartline, Committee on Equal Opportunities in Science and Engineering (CEOSE) representative,  provided an update from CEOSE.  She noted that CEOSE has been around for more than 20 years.  Dr. Hartline highlighted the history of CEOSE, first established by Congress in 1980, and some of the activities they have undertaken.  Their focus is to promote the full participation of women, minorities, and persons with disabilities.  CEOSE is required to submit a report to Congress every two years.  Members are appointed by Dr. Bement.  Dr. Hartline asked the AC/GEO for names of people (particularly women) that should be considered for CEOSE membership.  CEOSE reports and minutes are available on the NSF web site.  Dr. Hartline shared a summary of NSF trends related to numbers and investments for women, minority and persons with disability.  Recommendations made in the report were shown.  
CEOSE Priorities for 2006 were listed:  widening pathways, institutional transformation, assessment and evaluation, and communication.  The persistent challenges address “pipelines” and “pathways” from individual support to institutional transformation.

Dr. Hartline cited several opportunities for GEO:

· GEO has exciting science with high intellectual and physical challenge, genuine exploration, and real/imminent capacity to improve and save lives, enhance prosperity, etc.
· GEO has had considerable success in increasing participation by women.
· Broadening participation expands and enriches the idea base and the “culture”.
· GEO raises some key questions:  Why are there so few minorities?  What are the barriers to broadening participation?  Is it awareness?  Access?  Opportunity?  Interest?  Comfort?  Does the GEO community care?  If yes, how could GEO and community invite and enable broader participation?

· GEO offers challenges for intellectual merit AND broader impacts.

A final observation:  When you have people with different experiences and background in the room – you learn more.  
GEO 2000 Follow-on Planning Discussion

Dr. Guy Brasseur, chair of the Working Group for GEO2000 Follow-on Planning
 met with the AC/GEO to provide an opportunity for suggestions and input about the direction and scope and desired accomplishments for the Working Group.  The GEO2000 document is broad and has been very useful.  The plan has already been revisited in 2003 by the AC/GEO at which time they identified a number of emerging scientific topics that were not well highlighted in the plan to include:
· Coupled Human and Natural Systems

· Abrupt Climate Change

· Biogeosciences

· Water

There was also discussion at the time about the need to have more concrete infrastructure requirements for observing systems, sensor networks, CI, and how to conduct large cross-discipline experiments.  Need to strengthen partnerships.  Concerns raised at the 2003 review included the health of interdisciplinary programs, funding, and a lack of diversity in the geosciences community.  Program Officers in NSF also gave their view and listed a number of topics that needed more attention.
Since the 2003 review, a number of natural hazards have occurred.  There is recognition that more needs to be done and the document needs to be more concrete.  Many have stressed there should be more emphasis on education.  

Dr. Brasseur posed several questions for the AC/GEO:

· Is the structure of GEO2000 and emphasis (looking at the planet as a living body) still the image we want to give in the future plan?  

· Often geosciences deals with questions at the border/interfaces of other sciences.  It has been suggested that the next plan should focus on these interfaces and look at integrative issues like time and space/scaling, for example, that are highly interdisciplinary.  
· The GEO plan should be prepared in accordance with the NSF strategic plan.  Should it also focus on near-term issues?  Dr. Brasseur said he understands that the audience for the report should be mostly NSF – GEO, Program Directors/Officers/Managers in NSF – but it will also be a good window for others outside NSF.  

· How should they connect to the research community in preparing this document?  Perhaps it would be good to have a “Dear Colleague Letter” to explain the process and how the Working Group could get input.  
· To what degree do we use GEO2000 or do we start something new?  What are we going to do first?

The Working Group is established and has had one phone conference and plans to meet as soon as it can
.  There will be another co-chair to work with Dr. Brasseur
.  He is delighted that AC/GEO and the Working Group will work together.  He plans to report back at future AC/GEO meetings.  

Discussion:

· Dr. Leinen clarified that the reference to the GEO plan being more of an “operating” plan compared to NSF’s Strategic Plan.  The GEO plan should lay out the science, but not how much it will cost.  The budget request is another step of implementation.

· Members discussed the scope for the revised document.  GEO 2000 provided a very high-level, long-term vision.  The revised document should be more specific with a 5-10 year vision.

· It was observed that Dr. Bement sees geosciences clearly in the NSF Strategic Plan.  Consequently, it should be used as a framework for the update.  It was noted that GEO 2000 was organized to align with the then-current NSF Strategic Plan (i.e., People, Ideas, Tools).
· The new document should demonstrate connections to the NSF Strategic Plan and to ACI.

· There should be connections to societal dynamics and sustainable development.

· Where possible, stated goals should be measurable so that 5 years from now, outcomes can be assessed.
· The plan should take notice of the change in emphasis from excellent research to research that is important to the country.
· Members noted that “bottom up” input is the nature of the science.  Efforts have gone into a number of planning documents within the GEO Divisions where bottom up ideas have been essential.  We can make the community a part of the process by acknowledging and using these documents. 

· There is a huge international effort to establish an Global Earth Observing System of Systems (GEOSS) which didn’t exist at the time of GEO2000. 
Dr. Brasseur expressed appreciation for the interesting discussion and summarized how the Working Group might proceed:

· The revision should start from the GEO2000 document and highlight successes and what has been done since it was written.

· Other initiatives that have led to new documents and new plans should be reviewed.
· Information should be gathered from different groups within NSF/GEO on progress made from GEO 2000.
· Problems facing the country need to be addressed.

· The document should link to the structure of the NSF Strategic Plan and identify topics that could be on the agenda of the research community for the next 5 years or so.

· Other NSF Directorates should be asked to comment/provide input and perhaps invite them to discuss the draft at the AC/GEO meetings.

Dr. Brune added that the Working Group should also determine what the relationship should be between the AC/GEO and the Working Group and how they can communicate/stay informed and how to best reach out to the research community for input.

Dr. Brasseur would like continuous interaction with the AC/GEO with updates at meetings and via email between meetings to include input from the steering committees.  Presentations at town meetings and professional meetings can help engage the research community in a very active way.  The group talked about a common web site that the AC/GEO and WG could access with discussion/dialog capabilities.
With no further discussion, the meeting was adjourned at 5:15 p.m.  

_________________________

Friday October 6, 2006

Plenary Session 4

The AC/GEO reconvened at 8:35 a.m.

AC/GEO Discussion of NSB Hurricane Warning Report

Dr. Brune asked the AC/GEO for their general impressions on the National Science Board (NSB) Hurricane Warning report.  Members commented:
· The report reflects the need for the NSB to be politically correct.  The research community has to be more effective in translating this to what is needed in the scientific community.

· A first step would be to find out what has already been done as far as research in this area.  

· A virtual center to bring together the different groups described in the report (sociologists, economists, business managers, emergency managers, scientists) could help communicate the information that already exists.
· The document should cross-reference other documents that exist.

· Communication problems are especially complex in the predominantly minority cities in the danger zone for the Gulf of Mexico hurricanes. Emergency responders assume people will take care of themselves for the first 24 or so hours.  The organizational aspects of responding in the first 72 hours are very important for our country – this is not being encouraged from the top down.  The strategy of neighborhood organization is very important in these areas.  Even media is not organized to reach these communities (i.e. Hispanic communities).

· The last summary recommendation is education.  This is an opportunity for NSF to exploit it’s experience in education and outreach in science.  

· NSF’s international reach can also be highlighted.  There is a lot to learn from other countries and their responses.

· The document is missing an assessment of what the cost savings would be for making this investment in research.

· About half of the 16 recommendations in the report apply to any other disaster.  The issues are bigger than just hurricanes. 

Dr. Brune asked what NSF’s role is this in the broader context.  Dr. Leinen said the AC/GEO should not be restricted in their comments.  Dr. Brune asked the AC/GEO members to make any other minor points via email to Dr. Pirone. A letter will be drafted and comments from the AC/GEO posted through the NSB web site.  Dr. Leinen added that any organizations that have specific talents (meteorology, etc.) should comment on the report as well.
Other NSF Topics

NSF Priority Area Updates
Updates were provided in the meeting materials on the NSF Priority Areas.

Cyberinfrastructure (CI)
Dr. Jose Munoz, Deputy Director, Office of Cyberinfrastructure (OCI), said the Cyberinfrastructure Vision for 21st Century Discovery document (available online) identifies four areas:  High Performance Computing (HPC), Data (security, access, and storage), Virtual Organizations, and Workforce Development.  An advisory committee on CI has been established and represents all of NSF.  In OCI, key activities include a recent announcement of a Track 2 award for HPC for $300M (4 awards) to acquire a petaflop system and O&M.  The first award went to the Texas Advance Computing Center for $59M.  There will be 400 teraflops operational by September 2007.  An FY07 solicitation will be in the same area.  The Track 1 solicitation closed and proposals are being reviewed for $200M in awards to provide significant CI capabilities for all of the sciences.  
The CIT program will fund $10M for creating a diverse CI workforce and broadening participation for underrepresented groups.  Of the 17 awards made, 4 projects were GEO-related.   In HPC Operations, OCI is looking at introducing additional systems to the teragrid.  Three GEO-related activities are funded in advanced support for teragrid applications.  Approximately $28M will be funded to these types of activities.  Other areas where program announcements are planned are in Strategic Technologies for CI and Software Development for CI.  Pilot programs for large data collection and data management are being considered as well as enhancing virtual organizations.  Petascale applications are also being planned for as the computer systems will be available in 2011.
In the Science Gateways program (intended to lower the barrier to using CI resources) five activities are geo-related (GEON, LEAD, NEESE, Earthquake project and the Earth System Grid).  

GEO is well-represented in OCI with Dr. Steve Meacham on detail from GEO/ATM and Dr. Cliff Jacobs as part of the HPC coordination group.  

Advisory Committee for Cyberinfrastructure (ACCI) Report

Dr. James Kinter, AD/GEO liaison to the ACCI, provided a summary of the first meeting of the ACCI held June 14-15, 2006.  Dr. Daniel Atkins is now the Director of OCI.  There is a great deal of science and domain expertise on the ACCI.  A main topic was the NSF’s Cyberinfrastructure Vision for 21st Century Discovery (July 20, 2006).  The charge for the ACCI was reviewed.  There was a strong emphasis on how OCI interfaces with the community and other Directorates at NSF.  Dr. Kinter summarized the agenda activities. 

Discussion:
Dr. Leinen said GEO invests about 10% of their budget in CI in a broad portfolio and varied in terms of large/small and that only about 25% of CI expenditures are funded through OCI.  CISE funds other R&D activities.  Within NSF, CI is being managed through the CI Council with members from all the NSF Offices and Directorates.  It is a well-informed group on what is happening and how things are playing out.  Each of the Directorates has a CI group populated by the Program Officers that have expertise in these areas.  GEO has a group of 8 people and they meet actively to look at GEO investments to ensure that they are well linked with OCI and CISE.  At the next AC/GEO meeting, this group can present their thoughts on managing the infrastructure in GEO.  

Environmental Research and Education Advisory Committee (ERE/AC) Report

Dr. Leinen said there is currently not an AC/GEO liaison to the ERE/AC
.  Dr. Leinen talked about the activities of the ERE AC and the ERE Working Group.  There are three different activities that are the current focus.  They include the issues of collaboration and coordination amongst the major observing systems that NSF is developing (OOI, ORION, EarthScope, NEON, a potential waters network) and LTER.  There are many common issues (i.e. data, interoperability, environmental permitting, developing simulation and synthesis).  ERE is also looking at scientific opportunities that arise with having all of these observatories.   Second, they are gearing up for a workshop on issues related to diversity and broadening participation in environmental science.  The environmental field is struggling with same issues that geosciences does.  They talked about the possibility of the two advisory committees meeting one after the other to have a common day to explore issues.  The third focus for the ERE AC is Water.  The ERE AC sponsored a major workshop about two years ago.  NSF supports $140M in research related to water but it is all disciplinary.  The ERE AC is looking at how to leverage expertise and capabilities to look at water as a system.  
The AC/GEO said the ERE AC produced a good report from a Water Workshop and has shown leadership in the area of water research.  They also noted the opportunity to coordinate observing systems and hopes NSF will demonstrate strong leadership and encourage this.  At the last AC/GEO meeting the Tribal community expressed interest in being part of these networks (they govern large amounts of land and it would also provide a great training opportunity).  The AC/GEO requested that Tribal Colleges be included in the planning with some of the working group (i.e., NEON).  

Government Performance Results Act Advisory Committee (AC/GPRA) Report

Dr. Harriss, AC/GEO liaison to the AC/GPRA, provided a summary of the Advisory Committee activities, their charge, and how they are organized.  Performance assessment is based on a number of inputs from several sources within NSF.
He summarized the recommendations for NSF made by the group:

· New Strategic Plan Objectives: NSF is encouraged to give thought as to how best to use the 2006-2011 plan objectives as evaluation tools.

· Nuggets – Recommended selection of “primary nuggets” should allow the designation across goal areas (e.eg., People and Ideas, not just one area). And help identify which indicator is important.
· Baselines – NSF should develop analysis on research and education trends with baselines indicating how NSF efforts are contributing to change.

· Stimulate Education Research – NSF is encouraged to do more to stimulate new and more in-depth research in teaching and learning.

· Broadening Participation – Committee would like to see data on all aspects of “broadening participation”.

· Merit Review – NSF should establish supplemental guidelines and factors to consider in evaluating the “Broader impacts” criterion for proposals.  

· Alignment of Goals, Outcomes and Budgets – Committee would like to see information that links goals, objectives and priorities to budgets and outcomes across NSF.

· Innovation – NSF should provide a report on the most important innovations across the NSF directorates and embrace innovation as a fundamental element of its mission.

· Facilities – NSF needs to improve the management of large projects.

· Workload/Workforce – NSF should examine ways to reduce the workload that program officers continue to face.

· AC/GRPA Process: Committee members had 3-year terms that are staggered.  Reporting template should be established for templates to encourage consistency and completeness.  Decadal assessment to explore performance trends should be conducted.
The full report is on the NSF website.  It was noted that NSF is hoping for an investment in the “science of science policy” that will help identify metrics to measure success.  The AC/GEO suggested that a representative of SBE be invited to talk about this initiative at a future meeting.

International Polar Year (IPY) Update

Dr. Roger Smith provided an update on activities related to the IPY which officially starts March  7, 2007.  Internationally, things are warming up.  He recently attended a transatlantic meeting funded by Norway to talk about plans how Svalbard station would be shared internationally.  GEO has been sharing activities at this since 1971.  There will be a lot of openings and sharing of facilities which Dr. Smith thinks will become a legacy.  NSF’s Office of International Science Activities (OISE) will be a facilitator to help NSF projects.  There is broad cooperation.  
He noted that the International Polar Year also has significant relevance to lower latitudes.  It is important to translate this and point out how it relates to regions outside the polar region.  
Impact of Proposal and Award Management Mechanisms (IPAMM)
Dr. Jarvis Moyers provided an update on the IPAMM Working Group.  The charge is to identify best practices to achieve an appropriate balance between proposal success rates, award sizes, and award duration for individual, investigator-initiated grants.  This NSF Working Group was formed in response to concern over the declining success rate for proposals at NSF from FY00 to FY05.  The merit review process was impacted and there has been an increase in reviewer community and NSF staff workloads.  Research proposal success rates varied across the NSF directorates, however all experienced declines.  

Over a three-year period, the PI success rate is significantly higher than proposal success rates, but it is also decreasing.  This is masked by greater increases in proposal submission rates and in the number of PIs submitting.  Data on the NSF funding rate for competitive awards (only for research grants) was shown.  Starting around FY2000, the number of proposals received has gone up significantly.  The decrease in proposal success rates coincides with an increase in proposal submissions and average award size/duration.
Observations from analysis of the data were shared.  The number of PIs submitting to NSF increased from FY2000-2005.  There is a 29% increase in first-time submitters and a 30% increase overall.  There has not been a change in ratio of new PI proposals to returning PIs. There is a 30% increase in number of proposals PIs submit to gain a single award.  

Dr. Moyers listed several potential drivers affecting proposal submissions: 

· Increased use of solicitations with specific research foci (preliminary – accounts for about 40% of increase)

· Limits on submissions in specific cases

· Congress authorizes doubling the NSF budget (2002 200?)

· NSF budgets decreased or are flat (2004-2005)

· NSB calls for increased award size and duration

· Potential affect of PI fatigue

Next the IPAMM Working Group will look at case studies of various practices related to proposal submissions and they will conduct additional data analysis and obtain external input from focus groups with new rotators, an applicant survey to assess external drivers, and visits with advisory committees.  Dr. Moyers asked for ideas for questions they might ask in a survey or any other input the AC/GEO had to offer.
Program Review

Dr. Cavanaugh said the program review summary of Earth System History will be presented at the April 2007 meeting.  The review will be conducted in October with Ellen Druffel participating from AC/GEO.   Reviews for Carbon Cycle, Water Cycle, and Biogeochemical Cycles are not scheduled but are planned for February 2007.  A handout highlighted the process/approach GEO is planning a program review, which is different from a COV.  

Concluding AC/GEO Issues

Dr. Brune summarized some of the action items from the meeting.

He asked for Members to suggest names for the AC/GEO and for other liaison openings.
The Spring AC/GEO meeting will be April 25-27, 2007.  Suggested dates for the fall meeting were October 15-17, 2007
 (to overlap with the AC ERE meeting Oct 17-18).

Dr. Leinen recognized outgoing AC/GEO members:  Drs. Smith, Harriss, and  Brune.  She awarded each a certificate citing their service to the Committee.   She noted, in particular, her appreciation for the strong leadership Dr. Brune has provided for the group.  

Dr. Leinen announced that the new AC/GEO Chair will be Dr. George Davis.  
Since this is his last meeting, Dr. Brune thanked the AC/GEO for the opportunity to chair the Committee. 
With no further discussion, Dr. Brune adjourned the meeting at 11:30 a.m. 

Summary of Action Items

For Members:

· Provide comments on the National Science Board’s Hurricane Warning Report to Maria Pirone.  Ms. Pirone will consolidate AC GEO comments and email them for review by 10/13.  She will then post the final AC GEO comments on the NSB website.  The deadline for submission is October 27.
· Provide comments on the Oceans Research Plan to Dr. Hixon who will take the lead and help consolidate comments from the AC GEO.
· Provide nominations for new AC/GEO members to Drs. Leinen and Spence.
· Provide nominations for the AC/GEO liaison members to ERE/AC and to AC/GPA to Drs. Leinen and Spence.  Members would be expected to attend the other AC meetings each year and provide a report back to the AC GEO.

· Provide nominations from the geosciences community to be members of CEOSE to Dr. Spence. 
· Volunteer to lead or to participate in the program review on Biogeochemical and Water Cycles should contact Dr. Cavanaugh.  The obligation is similar to a COV.

· Submit additional suggestions for GEO Working Group members to Dr. Spence.

· Provide comments to Dr. Guy Brasseur on the GEO2000 Follow-on process.

· Stay in touch with the activities of the Working Group for GEO2000.  Once established, Members are encouraged to check the WG website routinely.

· Assist in efforts to describe the GEO2000 Follow-on process and document at professional society meetings.

For GEO staff:

· Establish a web site for AC/GEO and the GEO2000 Working Group.  Both groups should be notified when it is available to post communication/materials (Spence)

· Distribute the draft list of NRC reports for use by the GEO2000 Follow-up Plan Working Group inviting Members to suggest other reports that would be helpful to the WG (Spence)

· Consider inviting other directorate staff to discussions of the GEO2000 Follow-on. 

· Consider developing a topic for the next AC/GEO meeting on the development of a national research aircraft capability (Huning). 
· Invite Jeff Nesbit (OLPA) to the next AC/GEO meeting. 
· Provide an update on user access to nuggets (Lane).

�  Editorial note:  AC/GEO Member comments on the draft report were collected and submitted for consideration.


�  Now identified as the GEO Vision Working Group


�  The Working Group met at NSF on December 19 and 20, 2006


�  Dr. Gail Ashley, Rutgers University, and former member of AC/GEO will co-chair the Working Group


�  Dr. Ellen Druffel is currently the AC/GEO liaison to the ERE/AC


�  The fall meeting dates will be October 15 – 17, 2007.
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