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Thursday, March 18, 2010
Following a new member orientation session, the Chair opened the meeting at 8:54 a.m. by welcoming everyone.  After brief self-introductions by all the members and other attendees, the Chair made some general logistical remarks, which included noting that a group of 40 students from the Minority Students Pursuing Higher Degrees of Success in Earth System Science [MSPHDS] would be joining the AC later in the morning for a presentation by Dr. Joel Parriott.

Briefing by Dr. Tim Killeen, the AD for GEO and the NSF Coordinator for Environmental Research and Education 
Dr. Killeen welcomed the Committee and then presented the 2011 Budget overview for the members.  He noted that the NSF is moving from an advocacy era to an implementation era, and that the AC should now see evidence of their prior input, and noted an even greater need for external expertise to address the grand challenges of the 21st century.

With regard to the 2011 Budget, Dr. Killeen highlighted the following:

· 8 percent increase in budget resulting in $7.3 billion budget.  Still on doubling track.

· Emphasis on innovation, providing building blocks for innovation

· ERE portfolio reflects importance of innovation, economic competitiveness, and jobs

· American Recovery and Reinvestment Act [ARRA] funds have enabled purchase of new facilities, which have great importance for environmental research, including new ship construction [the Siluliaq], which is scheduled to be operational in 2013

· Support for administration’s priority programs and interagency activities

· Support for NSF cross-cutting activities, including: Cyber-Enabled Discovery and Innovation [CDI]; Cyberlearning Transforming Education [CTE]; Grant Opportunities for Academic Liaison with Industry [GOALI]

· Support of more than 100 centers for fostering innovation

· Support of U.S. Global Change Research Program with emphasis on understanding climate change and adaptation, mitigation, managing greenhouse gas inventory

· Strong continuing commitment to STEM  education; emerging new partnership with Department of Education

· Continued strong emphasis on broadening participation

· Changing demographics.  By 2050, half U.S. population will be comprised of “minorities.”  Emphasis on activating potential in minority groups in STEM research and education

· Major Research Equipment and Facilities Construction [MREFC] underway, including   Advanced Technology Solar Telescope [ATST], world’s largest solar telescope, located in Hawaii;  National Ecological Observatory network [NEON]; and others

· Support for Science, Engineering, and Education for Sustainability [SEES], a portfolio initiative, which could be a potential important focus for the AC.  Environment, energy, economics and energy [4 Es] all intertwined in sustainable development.  All NSF directorates involved in this initiative, a mega-interdisciplinary program.  Dominant piece of presidential budget request for NSF, which involves energy-climate sustainability 

· Still room for growth in budget for enhanced investments in areas of importance to national innovation strategies, jobs, economic outlooks and human prosperity and well-being

· Investment in energy technologies at NSF are significant and include microbial fuel cells

Dr. Killeen elaborated on the SEES Initiative.  He noted the “opportunity space” existing in the initiative which will provide many options for NSF involvement/investment and requested AC‘s advice in how best to invest to activate the research community, including both existing technologies as well as developing new technologies.

He concluded his presentation by noting actual NSF activities conducted in 2010, which included:

· Special emphasis area in climate research investment, including new Climate Change Education Initiative

· Use of integrated research approach

· 5 new cross-directorate solicitations as part of Climate Research Initiative, including water, ocean acidification, biodiversity, climate change education partnership, and decadal and regional climate prediction using Earth System Model

· Activities related to Haiti and Chile earthquakes, including Rapid Response Grants, and other projects

Dr. Killeen again noted need for Committee’s expertise to help shape activities and promote optimal partnerships to address the challenges.  

Committee questions and discussion followed.
The Chair thanked Dr. Killeen for his presentation and reiterated that the AC is being asked to help guide the implementation of what it had previously been advocating.  He noted the Committee’s goals during this two-day meeting are to assimilate all the initiatives related to the mission, understand their interrelationships, and begin thinking about how best to provide advice, counsel and guidance and, in some instances, oversight to the NSF in implementing these initiatives.

Presentation by Dr. Joel Parriott,  Office of Management and Budget
Dr. Parriott, the OMB program examiner for NSF, presented on the Federal R&D Budget.  Comments included:

· Description of  decision-making process at the three primary White House offices which focus on NSF [OMB, Office of Science and Technology Policy, and Domestic Policy Council] 

· OMB’s focus is on budget and management of NSF

· NSF has initiated thinking re FY 2012 budget and has begun own internal formulation

· Review of  time line of budget process, as it relates particularly to NSF

· OMB encourages collaboration and active coordination with other agencies

· Expressed OMB’s desire that SEES Initiative will change the way NSF works and not be just a relabeling of ongoing activities.

· Requested AC hold NSF accountable, ask tough questions

Committee discussion and questions followed presentation.  

The discussion was concluded and the Chair thanked Dr. Parriott for his input.

Working Lunch with the NSF Advisory Committee for Biological Sciences

At 11:27 a.m., the Committee recessed for a Luncheon Session in Room 1235 with the Advisory Committee for BIO and a presentation by Dr. Shere Abbott, Director for Environment at OSTP.

Afternoon Session
The Advisory Committee reconvened in Afternoon Session at 1:30 p.m. 

The Chair requested a motion to approve the minutes of the September 2009 AC meeting.  Motion was made and seconded and unanimously approved.

The Chair continued with brief comments on Transitions and Tipping Points in Complex Environmental Systems [the ‘green book’] and noted that it emphasized the integral role played by social science in environmental science and environmental issues.  He stated the Advisory Committee wrestled with advocating a more applied science orientation for NSF and noted that the AC has actually endorsed what NSF has been doing in the discipline of environmental science, which looks like applied research but is really perhaps fundamental research.

He further noted this is a transition point for the Committee and a next phase of environmental science at NSF—the interdisciplinarity integrated research in environment, which has resulted in SEES Initiative.  

Panel Discussion of NSF Assistant Directors and Representatives on Science, Engineering and Education for Sustainability (SEES) 

Following a few introductory comments by Dr. Killeen, a series of presentations on the SEES Initiative were made by a variety of NSF Assistant Directors.

· Dr. Joann Roskoski, Acting Director for BIO Directorate, stated as a biologist, she considers humans as part of the environment.  She noted that SEES is a natural evolution of NSF’s interest in environmental research and education, and funding is across the directorates, and that this presents a challenge for developing a budget initiative.  How do NSF and community at large articulate value added of SEES?  How does SEES, which sits above the foundation of core science, leverage knowledge and activity into a capstone sort of activity which includes energy and environment,  leveraging the $600 million base investment, adding the climate research investments and energy investments?

· Second presentation was made by Dr. Michael Reischman, Deputy Assistant Director of Engineering.  He stressed as an engineer, a systems approach is fundamental.  Attention must be paid to fundamental knowledge and how systems are coupled together, including coupled systems of energy, water, climate change, and ultimately societal effects, including human behavioral effects.

· Next, Dr. Judith Sunley, Deputy Assistant Director for Social, Behavioral and Economic Sciences, posed some basic questions that arise for SBE as a result of research in environmental systems area, which included the following points:

· Social and cultural influences on how humans perceive risk and value

· Influence of perceptions on decision-making, particularly decision-making under uncertainty

· Interplay of individual decisions and collective decisions

· Changing land use and migration patterns

· Life cycles and governance of socio-technological systems, i.e., water systems built around world to enable people access to fresh water

· Role of social networks in influencing behavior

· Social and political tradeoffs of actions taken now for uncertain future benefits

Additionally, Dr. Sunley noted that Integration of geosciences, engineering and biology will be necessary to address the above.

· Dr. Lisa Clough, Program Officer for OPP, next presented a brief overview of OPP’s interest in the SEES Initiative, noting that alternative energies and human dimensions are both concerns for OPP.  She acknowledged IPY work will continue for a decade and stated there is recognition that larger OPP projects need to reside where they can be reviewed.  

· Dr.  Debbie Crawford, Assistant Director for Computer and Information Science and Engineering Directorate, presented next stating that investments in CISE are modest but contributions powerful.  She noted three dimensions of thinking:

· Computational foundations that make conduct of computational science possible—new algorithms, programming models, programming languages

· Computing systems and technologies and tools including sensors, sensor networks, large data sets

· Energy-aware computing; footprint that vast information infrastructure leaves on environment 

She further stated that the Directorate will conduct professional outreach activities to make investigators aware of critical role they play in this priority area.

· Dr. Ed Seidel, Acting AD for MPS, made the final presentation.  He noted that MPS spans all science activities and has been active in the areas of climate and energy as well as computational sciences needed for support.  MPS is engaged with Advisory Committee and a variety of other working groups and requested that the AC advise MPS on SEES activities.

Following the presentations, the Chair opened up the discussion to Committee members.  A number of issues were discussed including:

· Dr. Noonan noted that the baseline budget for SEES is large and the challenge is to measure change, i.e., signal to noise ratio likely to be high.  She also asked what are the key pacing scientific questions related to this initiative?  Dr. Roskoski responded the budget shows “pledge to greatness” and the task is to define what “greatness” will look like.  ADs and others are meeting and discussing what is the value added; how is this not business as usual?

· Dr. Vermeij reiterated Dr. Noonan’s concerns and stated he believes the question of “what you want to know” is missing.  Dr.  Reischman responded that it’s important to understand the coupled system, the fundamentals of interaction between energy, environment, water resources, and human behavior.

· Dr. Alessa asked “how the rubber meets the road?”  She noted gaps exist and the problem of societies misunderstanding climate change and misunderstanding their role in sustainability is becoming increasingly pervasive.  She stated we need to improve synergies between programs and projects and directorates at NSF; the separate pieces need to be put together.

The Chair then called on Dr. Jose Munoz to make his remarks.

Dr. Munoz, Acting Director of Office of Cyberinfrastructure, stated that this directorate is responsible for the provision of supercomputers necessary for scientists to conduct research and do modeling and simulation, and noted OCI has partnered with other science domains to co-fund application work.  A new software activity is reproducible software able to be sustained and supported.

Committee discussion resumed, with the following additional points:

· Dr.  Bateson stated there are two debates going on presently: (1) is climate change happening; and (2) whether it is anthropogenic?  Generating scientific knowledge does not guarantee change in human behavior, especially inconvenient, unwelcome knowledge.  She used the example of how long it took to change smoking behavior once evidence was available.  She reminded the Committee that engineering solutions may be great but will not work unless they fit into the way people see the world.

· Dr. Noonan posed two questions for NSF to consider:  (1) From the baseline is NSF prepared to make disinvestments in order to fund this initiative; and (2) is NSF prepared to fund in the absence of new funding?

Dr. Sunley responded SBE is prepared to do something different.  She noted difficulty of managing NSF interdisciplinary work and that NSF tends to “put lots of strings” on interdisciplinary work.  She stated care should be taken not to disenfranchise program officers, while still enfranchising the community in order to get the kinds of proposals that do create something new and different.  NSF does not know how to write a solicitation that tells people to do something “new and different.”

· Dr.  Jolly made three observations:

1. Importance of asking key questions.

2. Importance of human factor.  Big question is why do people not understand science?  Climate change question is just a part.

3. Working interdisciplinarily and finding reward within institutions has disciplinary basis.  NSF could write letter to the dean that’s copied to the president that says “thank you for being part of our national priorities.”

· Dr. Kay reinforced that it’s the process that needs to be overhauled; the people are better than the structure.

In response to these comments, both Dr. Seidel and Dr. Killeen responded that NSF is looking for creative ways to do things differently.  Dr. Seidel requested the AC’s advice as to how that might be done organizationally.  Dr. Killeen reminded the AC that NSF must speak to national priorities and noted mission of NSF is to foster science and support national prosperity.  He requested that the AC help NSF to think in a liberated way about what the questions are that need to be addressed—the scientific, technical, social science, psychological science questions—and how?  Whether by individual investigator, giving people freedom to think, or interdisciplinary teams, or spectrum approach?
The Chair concluded the discussion by thanking NSF presenters.

Meeting with Dr. Arden Bement, NSF Director
The Committee reconvened and began to discuss and formulate possible questions to pose to Dr. Bement for his comment during his visit to the Committee.  

Dr. Bement, after being welcomed by the Chair, made some brief introductory comments to the AC, which included:  

· Interesting time for both interdisciplinary science and ecological sustainability

· Noted administration support of  programs focused on observational science,  i.e., NEON, Ocean Observatory Initiative and SEES Initiative

· This science will require very high capabilities in high end computing

· NSF is in good position to study emergent behavior—era of “data tsunami”—challenge to evaluate in real time

· SBE Directorate is well placed as vehicle for NSF to study human factors associated with sustainability, which will generate knowledge which is critical for informing decision-makers of options based on science

· Reduce scale of modeling and  synthesis to regional scale and decadal time periods—time series research

After brief committee member introductions for Dr. Bement’s benefit, the Chair thanked Dr. Bement for his past support of the Committee’s work and for promoting the SEES Initiative.  

Questions to Dr. Bement from the Committee and his responses followed and include:

· [Rice]  How to quantify impact, i.e. metrics, short-term and long-term impacts? 

Dr. Bement responded it is imperative to develop metrics to understand sustainability.  He noted template developed by EPA for Biofuels Board.

· [Bateson] Whether a study of SEES, its process and development, might be built into the project?  Dr. Bement responded science should provide options to decision-makers without taking advocacy positions.

· [Roberts] Given investment and commitment to work on climate, as well as energy and environmental sustainability, etc., what effect does “Climate-gate” have?  Without being an advocate, what role should NSF play to reduce public skepticism?  Dr. Bement responded that members of Congress are not as cynical as one might think and that Congress tends to trust NSF.

· [Vermeij]  To what extent is NSF moving away from basic/fundamental research?  To what extent does Dr. Bement believe NSF should support applied research as compared to fundamental research?  Will Individual efforts as opposed to team/collaborative efforts remain important in NSF’s programs?  Dr. Bement responded that individual effort will remain important, but the community will decide and there is trend toward more group-funded research.  He stated that the taxpayer wants relevance to societal needs, but balance is key, and NSF must stay close to frontier science and potentially transformative research.

· [Rabalais]  Parting advice/reflections/recommendations re SEES for the Committee to consider in formulating its advice to NSF?  Dr. Bement responded that the Committee be cognizant of grand challenges and determine where gaps are and identify research to help fill those policy gaps.  He also noted need for advanced workshops to convene top leaders from community to focus on grand challenges.

· [Brown] Regarding climate change issues related to developing world, what is NSF’s role?  Dr. Bement responded that through NSF international programs, there is active collaboration with developing world, i.e., Pakistan, sub-Saharan Africa, Indonesia.  However, NSF is only able to fund U.S. investigators, but he noted an MOU with USAID enables USAID to provide support for foreign investigators.  He stated it’s essential to invest in capacity building in developing world.

· [Logan]  What might AC have done in the past, particularly with emphasis on interdisciplinary and collaborative science?  Recommendations for the future?  Dr. Bement acknowledged importance of this AC and the reports it has produced.  Asked AC to track responses to its recommendations to NSF and provide feedback.

· [Rejeski]  Requested insights as to both what has worked for successful NSF programs/initiatives and what should NSF avoid in the future?  Dr. Bement states NSF portfolio must be informed by scientific community and focused on emerging frontier to reflect effective use of resources.  Noted AC provides this contact with community and also recognized contribution of NSF program officers internally in this regard, using both proposal/panel reviews, but also pre and post-award oversight.

· [Rice]  What are Dr. Bement’s reflections on some “bright spots” and some possible directions for NSF and the community regarding issue of diversity and access to science and environmental literacy in general?  Dr. Bement noted importance of supporting some research that looks beyond the frontier, that looks in the murky area that’s ahead of the frontier—investigators that have unusual insight that could result in paradigm shift, potentially transformative.  Noted NSF does turn down many proposals that do not potentially reflect enough risk.

· [Chair]  Re broader impacts, what kind of thinking is going on at the Foundation about how to make them more meaningful, assess what really works, and encourage PIs to think more creatively?  Dr. Bement noted three things:  (1) identify resources necessary for evaluation and assessment of effectiveness of broader impact; (2) have more recognition and perhaps prizes for broader impacts; and (3) pay attention to resources within the university to provide tangible assistance for broader impact activities.  No patience with “copouts.”

· [Rabalais]  Requested Dr. Bement to comment on his future work.  Dr. Bement stated he will return to Perdue University after a leave of absence since 2001, and he will head new policy institute, the Global Policy Research Institute, as its inaugural director.  He also noted that it is critical not only that science inform policy but that policy inform science.  

After the discussion, members of the Advisory Committee thanked Dr. Bement for his leadership and support, and Dr. Noonan made special note of how NSF has prospered under his leadership.  Dr. Bement responded that he believed his greatest contribution has been to bring top talent to the Foundation.  He then thanked the AC for its dedication and interest in the NSF.

The AC recessed at 5:00 p.m., to reconvene at 9:10 a.m., Friday, March 19, 2010.

Friday, March 19, 2010 

Day two of AC meeting was reconvened at 9:10 a.m.  

As a first item of business, the Chair recommended that the Committee consider endorsing the Science, Engineering and Education for Sustainability [SEES] Initiative, noting that it is not just an initiative for FY 2011 but really a first step in a broader campaign for FY 2012 to increase the investment in environmental science.  He proposed that he draft a letter which will be sent to AC members for review and comment, after which the final letter will be sent to all ADs, ODs and Dr. Bement.  Dr. Killeen and Ms. Lane will assist.

Dr. Jolly made a motion to approve the Chair’s recommendation, which was duly seconded by several AC members.  It was unanimously approved by voice vote.

Briefing by Dr. Jeff Nesbit, Director, NSF Office of Legislative and Public Affairs, on the NSF Climate Change Communications Project
After being introduced by Dr. Killeen, Dr. Nesbit presented on the NSF Climate Change Communications Project.

Dr. Nesbit stated this is a critical time for the American public’s understanding of climate change/global warming and indicated public opinion reflects doubt, noting that a recent Gallup poll [March 2010] found nearly half the country does not believe global warming is a serious issue that warrants attention.  He further stated we need to move the needle on public awareness and reverse the trend.

His presentation included a brief history of the issue that has culminated in a $10 million new climate education program in NSF’s budget.  As part of the program, NSF is partnering with Decision Partners, an international team of communication management professionals and scientists.  Two workshops are planned:  a stake-holders workshop followed by an expert model validation workshop, resulting in a strategic framework and plan for implementation and evaluation to be rolled out in September 2010 time frame.   He stated that a high level national news effort with the ability to reach mass audiences is being explored.  

Committee discussion reflected passion of AC on this issue and noted that among other problems, lack of trust is a big issue.

At the conclusion of discussion, the Chair reiterated the AC’s passion about this subject and its desire to continue to communicate ideas and stated the AC will follow up with more recommendations/suggestions to Mr. Nesbit.

Presentations by NSF staff on the five areas of FY 2010 Climate Research Investment solicitations

· Dimensions of Biodiversity, Dr. Penny Firth, Deputy Division Director, DEB/BIO.  Dr. Firth stated the concept is a 10-year campaign designed to characterize the dimensions of biodiversity on Earth.  She indicated that this will be just a beginning, an “inexact first pass.”  Program will consist of multiple solicitations throughout the ten-year period.  The FY 2010 budget is $20 million.  The focus will be on three dimensions: functional, genetic and taxonomic.

Partnerships will include those within NSF, as well as interagency, international and NGOs.

· Water Sustainability and Climate (WSC), Dr. Robert Detrick, Division Director, EAR/GEO.  Dr. Detrick noted the solicitation involves four NSF directorates: GEO, Engineering, BIO and SBE.  

The goal of the WSC solicitation is to understand and predict the interactions between the water system and climate change, land use and the built environment, ecosystem function and services through place-based research and integrative models.  He emphasized the important requirement in this solicitation is to broadly integrate across the biosciences, geosciences, social sciences and engineering.  

Dr. Detrick noted there are three categories of awards anticipated, and that for the FY 2010 competition, $16 million has been committed by the four directorates involved.  Pending availability of funds, solicitations are anticipated to be issued annually for up to five years.

· Ocean Acidification, Dr. David Garrison, Program Director, BO/OCE/GEO.  Dr. Garrison stated that ocean acidification is sometimes referred to as “the other CO2 problem.”  There are two major concerns: sea water is pH dependent so an increase in ocean acidification will change sea water as we know it; and increased ocean acidification will make it easier for calcium carbonate to dissolve resulting in increased energy expended by organisms to make their skeletons, which will over time endanger major ecosystems sustainability.

He noted the FY 2010 budget is $12 million and the initiative is expected to continue for a five-year period so perhaps $50-60 million with proposals in three separate categories.  
Proposers are encouraged to develop and integrate interdisciplinary perspectives and use diverse approaches in the targeted areas.

· Climate Change Education Partnerships, Dr. Karen Oates, Deputy Division Director, DUE/E-HR.   Dr. Oates noted she represented the Working Group on Climate Change Education.  Dr. Jill Karsten, the co-chair, was also present in the room and responded to questions following the presentation.

Dr. Oates stated that NSF’s investment is twofold: (1) to ensure a future workforce has a new generation of scientists well prepared for the integrated interdisciplinary problems that climate change will present; and (2) public literacy, to provide the public with different mediums in which they can become educated about climate change related issues.  She also stated that both goals require formal and informal education settings and that NSF has supported climate change education for many years throughout the agency before there was a dedicated program.  Support has come from a number of directorates, including BIO, GEO, Polar and EHR.

Projects can be theme-based or geography-based or both.  Key aspects of the projects are that partnerships are grounded in climate science; that science be disseminated into a community so that it has the ability to transform on a significant scale; focus on local education issues, K-12, as well as university level, and both formal and informal science.

· Decadal and Regional Climate Prediction Using Earth System Models, Dr. Eric Itsweire, Program Director, PO/OCE/GEO.  Dr. Itsweire reviewed the goals of the next generation Earth system and noted a solicitation is forthcoming.  There is broad participation both within NSF directorates, GEO, MPS, OCI, BIO, CISE, OPP, and SBE, as well as other agencies, both USDA and Department of Energy.

Two types of proposals will be solicited.  Type one will include incubator and capacity building activities.  Type two will be more ambitious collaborative interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary efforts to advance state of earth system modeling on regional and decadal scale.  Major research areas have been identified including improving climate system models.

As a final comment, Dr. Killeen stated he hoped the presentations provided evidence of progress by the agency in addressing issues previously raised by the AC.  He noted that the Climate Change Investment Program represents integrative, interdisciplinary work with potential to transform current practice, also noting the education capabilities are far-reaching.  

There was some further Committee discussion:

· Dr. Rice questioned the SEES budget as a reflection of committee and community support for these programs.  Dr. Killeen responded that MPS contributions to CRI of $20 million represent a significant move on the part of MPS to get engaged in climate  and sustainability science. 

·  Dr. Roberts noted there is great interest in MPS and even more support will be forthcoming.

· Dr. Brown noted the challenge of including social science as a full team partner with physical science.

· Dr. Vermeij noted difficulty in legislating cooperation or collaboration and stated that budget needs vary across activities and should not be legislated. 

· Dr. Moore echoed that sentiment reflecting his own experience with the LTER community’s efforts to infuse social science in that endeavor.  He stated the process can be contentious and takes time.  He also does not recommend equal budgeting and even being too specific in solicitation requirements.

· Dr. Brown and others noted importance of using proper metrics.

The Chair thanked the presenters.

Future Directions. 
 The following points were made:

· AC should use mini, two-page white papers addressed to the Director to express its concerns and/or enthusiasms on range of issues.

· Dr. Moore requested clarification of the relationship between SEES and CRI.  Dr. Killeen stated there is direct relationship evidenced by 2010 budget of $197 million in CRI and noted future investments in CRI will be included in SEES budget, as reflected in 2011 budget submission.  Eventually term “CRI” may be replaced by “SEES.”

· Dr. Vermeij noted some of morning presentations were too diffuse and recommended AC encourage that solicitations be crafted to emphasize questions as opposed to giving vague descriptions, which may result in better proposals.

· Dr. Brown articulated challenges facing AC.  

Dr. Killeen expressed agreement but also noted that NSF is a funding agency and the community must articulate the questions.  He further noted that solicitations should be focused but not prescriptive.  He acknowledged a sense of crisis in the agency and noted there is fresh new thinking about the role of EHR and the research directorates.  As NSF’s budget expands, the agency itself will be maturing.  Experimental approaches will be part of that maturation and may include  prizes versus grants and awards; creativity awards investing in people as opposed to projects; a look at questions regarding tenure, the direction of K-5 education, new patterns.

· Dr. Kay requested time be allocated at next AC meeting for him to present work on some demonstrations regarding new ways to help teach children K-8 on questions of science.

· Dr. Alessa questioned whether there are electronic or other avenues available for continued discussion by the AC?  The Chair suggested establishing a wiki and also recommended future AC meetings have increased discussion time.  Additionally, the AC could have subgroup meetings.  The structure and content of what the Committee does is a Committee decision.

· Dr. Rejeski suggested a time line would be useful regarding the SEES project deadlines and where and how the AC might interact.  Dr. Killeen responded that the 2012 budget will reflect aftermath of SEES, which is a 2011 portfolio activity.

Regarding timeline of activities, Dr. Killeen requested AC’s input on how to assess, how to evaluate, and how to develop metrics to help establish baseline for evaluation and to ensure interdisciplinarity.  There is some material available already so no need to reinvent the wheel.

Dr. Roskoski stated SEES solicitation goals and metrics should be defined simultaneously.

· Dr. Bateson asked whether the AC could develop a process to give input on draft solicitations?  Dr. Killeen responded that would present legal challenges as the agency is prohibited from sharing draft solicitations, but does note ideas can be shared.

· Dr. Roberts stated one metric may be to measure how successful have the collaborations between agencies been?

· Regarding desired outcomes for SEES, Dr. Rice states there must be outcomes before there can be metrics.  Dr. Rice suggests, and Dr. Killeen agrees, that a subcommittee could be established to work with the agency to develop and flesh out ideas and iterate potential outcomes, potential metrics, approaches, lessons learned from other similar programs.  

· The Chair suggested that this could include educational goals and outcomes as well.

· Dr. Rejeski noted word “sustainability” sets up expectations, and the community will expect to see solicitations asking for linkages between environment, energy, economy, social feedback, equity issues, things associated with sustainable development

· Dr.  Bateson asked whether AC should be proactive or simply responsive and reflective of actions already taken?

Dr. Killeen suggested that the AC think about implementation of long-term activity at the agency to look at the complex decision-making process at all levels to support human well-being and the need to focus on implementation.

· In response to Dr. Roskoski’s comment regarding the indication of public perception of credible science, the Chair responded that the AC had had an earlier discussion on the trust issue.

· To frame the Committee’s purpose going forward, the Chair suggested three areas that could be addressed by subgroups of the AC:  (1) metrics; (2) opportunities to engage in 10-year rollout plan and determine its direction and opportunities to influence the serious issue of the failure of science education to be effective; and (3) opportunities to influence serious issue of failure of climate change education to be effective.

Dr. Killeen suggested it be framed as an opportunity space for environmental sustainability, an opportunity to turn kids on to science, math and technology, and not as a response to crisis.  

Committee members agreed with the three potential areas for subgroups and individuals will volunteer for at least one subgroup.  The Chair will follow up after meeting with an e-mail summarizing the areas.

The Chair acknowledged Dr. Rabalais for her three years of service on the Committee.

At 12:58 p.m., the Chair adjourned the Advisory Committee meeting.

