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Thursday, September 8, 2011

Welcome and Updates

Dr. Travis, AC Chairman, opened the meeting at 8:37 a.m.   He welcomed everyone to the fall AC ERE meeting, particularly acknowledging the presence of Dr. Upmanu Lall, the Committee’s newest member, and then made some brief logistical remarks.  After self-introductions by the Advisory Committee members, the Chair invited Dr. Tim Killeen, AD GEO, to give the NSF update. 

Highlights from Dr. Killeen’s high-level “30,000 foot” overview of NSF included:
· AC-ERE was established in 2000 as a cross-Foundational committee; it has played a valuable role in providing strategic guidance to the NSF.
· Administration policy may be summed up in President Obama’s words: “out-innovate, out-educate, and out-build the rest of the world.”
· The NSF Strategic Plan (2011-2016) with strategic goals has been completed. 
· FY12 Budget Request is for $7.76 billion.  Last real budget was FY10.  FY11 was a Continuing Resolution.  FY10 is the base budget upon which the FY12 budget was developed.  
· Three pillars of innovation are contained in the FY12 Budget Request: (1) invest in building blocks of American innovation; (2) promote competitive markets; and (3) catalyze breakthroughs for national priorities.  Dr. Killeen requested that the AC think about CAREER and GRF programs in particular as they are big elements of NSF’s contribution to the country’s science and engineering endeavor.
· Five MREFCs (AdvLIGO; ATST; ALMA; NEON; and OOI) are in development and/or under construction presently.
· OneNSF is Dr. Suresh’s vision of NSF: one cohesive agency which works efficiently and collectively together, across disciplinary boundaries, with a clear mission and clear communication strategies, and which catalyzes human capital development.
· INSPIRE, the centerpiece of OneNSF, aims to focus on interdisciplinary research that may be considered high risk and will be potentially transformative.  Dr. Killeen requested Committee discussion on this topic.
· The I-Corps program (Innovation Corps) has been established to promote the transition of NSF discovery class research to marketplace commercialization.
· Re education, outreach and training, the human capital side of NSF, “Expeditions in Education” aims to “engage, empower, and energize.”  Dr. Killeen requested Committee help with thinking about why NSF, why now, and how to optimize and create more flexibility and more partnering within the organization to move this agenda forward.
· CaMRA (Creating a More Disaster-Resilient America) is a new GEO program.
· A Hazards Expo was held on the Hill in September.  30 teams of PIs, grad students and post-docs displayed their NSF-supported research related to both natural and man-made hazards.
· New era for observation and data exists.  Dr. Killeen asked for Committee input on how we navigate the “sea of data.” 
· Because of the inherent interdisciplinary nature of environmental research and education, the AC ERE is in a position to help shape future NSF directions.  Dr. Killeen asked the Committee to lead the conversation on what comes next re fostering innovation, transformation and efficiency.
 
Dr. Travis thanked Dr. Killeen for his presentation and offered Committee members the opportunity to make comments or ask questions.  Points included:
· Dr. Kay asked what is the health of discovery research at NSF?  Dr. Killeen responded the NSF is still the premier agency in the world for discovery research, and it must not be allowed to decline.  There is recognition that tension exists between avoiding risk versus allowing things to flourish and bloom.  He stated there is discussion throughout NSF on how best to achieve this balance, and NSF may need to do a better job in communicating that discovery class research is going on at multiple levels.  Citizen science may be one way to improve communication.
· Dr. Brown noted that research is being used and will continue to be used to answer societal questions, i.e., how cities should best respond to global climate change, and she stated we must be careful not to define solutions one way but to “provide space” for the inclusion of all sorts of different communities and efforts. 
· Dr. Alessa asked how will we streamline and synthesize data legacies in this new era of observation?  How do we know the research we fund goes into a cohesive legacy of knowledge?  Additionally, she stressed the importance of “wet-ware,” or human-ware, and the importance of social dynamics observatories that will be critical in addressing both sustainability and resilience to future change.  Dr. Killeen responded this is an area of much internal discussion, particularly as part of CIF21 effort, but he admitted that NSF does not know the answer.  He requested both general community input as well as some help from the Committee to think through these questions, particularly with respect to social data networks, which have to be part of the Global Change Research Program.
· There was general discussion on innovation and the importance of maintaining the integrity of the merit review process.  Dr. Noonan cautioned NSF to be wary of fads, noting the word “innovation” was part of the NSF lexicon of 1970s and early 1980s.  Dr. Roberts expressed concern that emphasis on innovation can “crimp” fundamental research.  The Committee acknowledged that the kind of research that gets funded will be impacted by budgetary constraints.   
· Dr. Bateson argued that competitiveness may actually reduce creativity and, at a fundamental level, we need to promote a different way of thinking about synergy and cooperation in society. 
· Regarding innovation and the lack thereof, Dr. Travis related that the BIO Directorate had used what was termed the “sandpit” method of funding proposals, which attempted to promote cooperation rather than competitiveness by building teams from the bottom up.  He suggested this approach which builds interdisciplinary research groups to address certain types of interdisciplinary problems might lead to greater innovation.
· Dr. Pfirman noted that the Merit Review Advisory Committee is considering ways to stimulate innovation through different review and proposal submission processes.
· Re innovation/competition, Dr. Travis suggested this topic be raised by the Advisory Committee during Dr. Suresh’s visit.  
· Dr. Travis noted two other potential areas of discussion with Dr. Suresh might be: (1) what is the appropriate role for the NSF in fostering partnerships in I-Corps; and (2) how to sustain the integrity of the merit review process?

The discussion was concluded, and the Chair moved to consider the next agenda item.

Cyberinfrastructure Updates, Mr. Alan Blatecky, OCI Director; Dr. Cliff Jacobs, GEO; and Dr. Eva Zanzerkia ,GEO

Dr. Travis welcomed Mr. Blatecky, Dr. Jacobs and Dr. Zanzerkia to the Committee and invited them to proceed with their presentation.

Mr. Blatecky noted at his last presentation before the AC, members had asked what does CIF21 really mean and do, and he stated today, in response, he will attempt to provide some background and then take a look at future directions.  

Key points of his presentation were as follows:
· Managing data is a huge issue for all of science.
· Cyber includes scientific instruments and computational resources, as well as data, all of which must be integrated to provide resources needed for the next generation of discovery and collaboration.
· There must be an Increased focus on sustainability.
· CIF21 is a multi-year effort that extends across all different sciences to look at multidisciplinary activities.
· Data challenges include: (1) tremendous growth; (2) long-term life for future research needs; (3) distribution; and (4) access.
· Similar challenges exist with software.  Software is fundamental for ongoing research, and there must be focus on innovation and sustainability.
· CIF21 is trying to say how do we take the “sea of data” and move it up into the grand challenges of science and make it the “hand-maiden” of science where the focus is on science and data is the driver?  Multidisciplinary teams are essential; unprecedented levels of integration are required.  Science is literally redefined.
· CIF21 posed a question to GEO:  what grand challenge do you have that will take five or ten years to address that cyberinfrastructure is fundamental to addressing and not just an add-on?  EarthCube is the result.
· EarthCube is a joint initiative begun this year by GEO and CIF21 that will use cyber as a fundamental tool and marry it with the science to create something new and different.

Next, Dr. Jacobs reviewed EarthCube.  Key points included:
· EarthCube is a collective vision by the community for the future, and it is a process.
· We do not understand what will happen between now and ten years from now, and we don’t know what the process is, but we understand that we do need to engage a broad number of people as the process evolves.
· There is a specific goal: transformation of geoscience research with support by a community-based cyberinfrastructure for integrating data and information in a knowledge management system.  
· Knowledge management systems are human-centric.
· Elements of knowledge management include: easy use and discovery of data and information, and ease of collaboration and training and sharing and creating new knowledge.
· Interworkability of data will allow scientists to work easily with data.
· Geoscientists will use current and emerging technologies to create a very transparent infrastructure for use by the entire geoscience community.    
· CI will integrate data, tools and communities. 
· Governance is an important element of CI.  The community must have a voice in governance of EarthCube.
· EarthCube will be both a cultural development as well as a technology development.  The hope is that it will ultimately lead to better integration of geosciences over the next decade or so.
· A social networking piece is critical to success of EarthCube.
· Timeline is ambitious.  An on-line forum has been set up to gather input from the community, facilitate partnerships and collaboration, and to encourage submission of ideas or approaches to EarthCube.  A charrette is planned for early November 2011, which will be a facilitated open dialogue attended by the “right” balance of people representing CI, the user community, and the governance community.  

Following the presentations, there were questions and comments from the Committee as follows:
· Dr. Lall asked will infrastructure be designed to support unanticipated users?   Dr. Jacobs responded it is hoped that the outcome from EarthCube will result in both increased  productivity and capability of scientists, which will enable any scientist to pursue an interesting line of research that might otherwise be neglected.  
· Committee members strongly endorsed the idea of inviting the right mix of attendees and getting the best people involved.  Mr. Blatecky asked the Committee for specific suggestions for people who should be invited.
· Dr. Kay recommended funding a small number of the best people in the world to do whatever they want to do to try to solve the problem.  
· Dr. Skole stated it is important to include data people early in the development process.  These people are comfortable using data, exchanging data, archiving data, and revising data.
· Dr. Bateson cautioned against treating data as “what science works on.”  Data is an intermediate process after you define the question.  She noted more and more social scientists are using databases collected by other people without a sense of what underlies the choice to be measured. 

Dr. Travis thanked the presenters, and following a short break, the Committee reconvened to consider the next agenda item.

Merit Review Update, Dr. Marge Cavanaugh, DAD GEO; Dr. Joanne Tornow, DAD SBE; Dr. Stephen Meacham, OIA MRWG; and  Candace Major, GEO, MRWG

Dr. Cavanaugh introduced the topic.  She stated an NSB Merit Review Task Force was established in spring 2010 with the following charge: examine the two merit review criteria (intellectual merit and broader impacts) and their effectiveness in achieving the goal/mission of NSF support for science and engineering research and education.  

Dr. Tornow noted there are two distinct but related activities ongoing on the topic of merit review: (1) the NSB Merit Review Task Force, which is focusing on the criteria; and (2) the internal NSF Merit Review Working Group, which is focusing on the process.  The criteria will be imbedded in that process.

Dr. Tornow highlighted the following:
· America COMPETES Reauthorization Act of 2010 instructed NSF to have a broader impacts criterion and listed eight national goals it must address.
· The act also instructed NSF to develop and implement a policy related to the broader impacts criterion.  This is being addressed internally and is not part of NSB charge.
· There has been a broad range of stakeholder input received from interviews, surveys, and an NSF Web site, as well as other sources, such as Committee of Visitors reports.
· Regardless of source of input, a very consistent theme emerged across all stakeholder groups: guidance which exists on the intellectual merit criterion is better than the guidance which exists on broader impacts.  
· Re the intellectual merit criterion, responders noted the following weaknesses: inconsistent interpretation and application of “potentially transformative concepts” and qualifications of the proposer.
· Re the broader impacts criterion, a consistent strength noted by all groups was this criterion served to ensure that there was a connection between scientific research and society.  Weaknesses noted were that guidance is unclear as to the nature of and support for proposed activities, and on how to review the proposed activities.
· Data showed that during review and decision making, more weight is given to intellectual merit than broader impacts, and that a majority of stakeholders believe this  is appropriate. 
· NSB Task Force presented  a draft set of principles and revised criteria at the May 2011 Board meeting.   A “Dear Colleague” letter requested comments.  Comments expressed concern that the revision weakened the intent of the broader impacts concept.   Concern was also expressed regarding the list of national goals in the legislation.  The NSB Task Force is in the process of preparing a full report which will be presented at the December 2011 Board meeting. 
 
Dr. Alessa noted proposals must first have intellectual merit before broader impacts are considered.  However, Intellectual merit is useless without a broader impact.  Dr. Tornow responded that she believes what will emerge in the Task Force report is there must be equal attention paid to both criteria.    As PIs write their proposals, as reviewers review the proposals, as program officers make funding recommendations, both criteria need to be considered, but the weight of each will vary depending on the proposal and depending on the program.  

Ms. Major next presented on the Merit Review Working Group.  Highlights included:
· The increased number and complexity of proposals have increased strain and burden for the reviewer community, the PI community and the NSF staff.  In response, the Director established the Working Group to review the process and look for possible ways to enhance/improve/change the process.
· The Working Group is looking at the entire merit review process from the generation of proposals through the review and even past the review to the evaluation stage. 
· The Working Group has its own advisory committee composed of members from other advisory committees.

Dr. Pfirman, a member of the Merit Review Advisory Committee, reported as follows:
· The charge to this advisory committee is to provide feedback to the Working Group.
· A virtual meeting of the committee was held in July 2011.
· Some areas discussed by the advisory committee included: allowing for PI rebuttals; potentially rating reviewers;  temporary versus standing panels; understanding the dynamics of teams of panels;  virtual panels; experiments that NSF has already tried, e.g., the ideas labs, the charrettes, shortening the length of the proposal; and stakeholder input. 

Dr.  Kay asked if alternatives to merit review are being considered?

Dr. Meacham, a member of the Working Group, reiterated the data show an increasing burden on PIs and an equally increasing burden on reviewers.  He asked for AC-ERE response to and feedback (particularly potential drawbacks) on the following ideas that are under consideration: (1) providing PIs an opportunity to respond to reviews before NSF makes a decision; (2) allowing  program officers to do their own review of a proposal, which could result in declining to have it peer reviewed; (3) better use of technology; and (4) use of virtual panels.

Because of time constraints, Dr. Travis suggested that the discussion be resumed later in the meeting, and he stated the AC would formulate a response to the four ideas noted by Dr. Meacham.

At 12:05 p.m., the Committee took a short break to get lunch and then reconvened in a working luncheon session to prepare for the meeting with Dr. Suresh.

Working Lunch – Preparation for Meeting with Dr. Suresh
During the working lunch, Advisory Committee members discussed potential questions to present to Dr.Suresh for his consideration and response during his visit.  Following the discussion, the Committee took a short break and reconvened at 1:07 p.m., in afternoon session.

Afternoon Session

Conversation with Dr. Subra Suresh, NSF Director

Dr. Travis welcomed Dr. Suresh and Dr. Marrett to the Committee and thanked them for taking time to visit.  Following self-introductions by the Advisory Committee members, the Chair invited Dr. Suresh to address the Committee.

In brief opening remarks, Dr. Suresh stated that budget constraints and uncertainties surrounding the budget process present challenges.  In framing its response to these challenges, NSF will consider:  (1) What should be protected on grounds of principles; what is absolutely necessary for the country, absolutely necessary for the long-term future of science and engineering in the country?  Examples of areas that would be deemed critical are GRFs, post-doctoral fellowships, excellence in certain core programs, and CAREER awards, as well as internally at NSF, protecting the NSF workforce.  Additionally, protection of commitments, particularly long-term investments in NSF infrastructure and community infrastructure, are considered critical.  (2) What can we do no matter what the budget is for FY12, FY13, and FY14, that is strategic and important but does not take a lot of money and which will position the NSF well for the long haul, and that will help our community, particularly our primary clientele, universities?  This might include activities related to fostering/promoting/encouraging policies, setting tone, and nurturing scientific culture.  (3) Given the unique opportunity that a crisis presents, how can we turn adversity into an advantage?   Dr. Suresh asked for suggestions from the AC on what can NSF do to position itself well for the future?

Following Dr. Suresh’s remarks, the Committee made comments and asked questions, and the Director and Dr. Marrett responded, as follows:
· Dr. Travis expressed the hope that SEES, which represents the culmination of 11 years of effort by NSF and the Committee, would be included in the category of things that must continue to be supported because of its great importance to the country and the long-term future of science.   Science education generally and environmental education in particular should also continue to receive support.
· Dr. Jolly asked, in the context of OneNSF, what will be necessary to integrate EHR’s goals and programs more effectively with the activities of other directorates?   Dr. Suresh responded by explaining that OneNSF does not mean getting rid of individual offices and directorates and blending them all into one, but instead it will attempt to align all the missions, taking the best practices from one and adapting those in others.  As it relates specifically to EHR, the concept of OneNSF is to make sure that the research directorates benefit from EHR practices.  Dr. Marrett added EHR has experience with metrics, measures and evaluation, and that knowledge should be translated into other parts of the Foundation, looking for cross-Foundation complementarities, using and exchanging information in a much more collaborative way. 
· Dr. Lall noted that environmental problems are both global and regional.  He asked do opportunities exist for stronger international partnerships which would give U.S. researchers greater access to other countries?   Dr. Suresh responded that a new program, PEER (Partnerships for Enhanced Engagement in Research), a joint NSF-USAID effort, has piloted six international programs which will support partnerships with U.S. and international scientists.   U.S. scientists will be funded by NSF, and USAID funding will support international capacities.   Dr. Suresh also stated that NSF needs to articulate and really monetize all its other efforts which encourage and promote science endeavors that do not get direct NSF funding but do receive benefit as a byproduct of NSF-funded activities.
· With regard to INSPIRE, Dr. Roberts asks how are interdisciplinary research proposals and programs, such as SEES, evaluated?  Dr. Suresh responded it is not easy to assess interdisciplinary research and noted too often even tenure decisions miss the impact of interdisciplinary work.  Interdisciplinary does not mean abandoning the disciplines.  INSPIRE is an attempt to leverage funding across programs that will enable program officers who want to work together and be involved together from the very beginning in jointly evaluating a proposal’s merits.  Dr. Marrett  noted that since this Advisory Committee, in particular, is focused on interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary research, its advice on the questions of how to evaluate, what are the appropriate kinds of metrics, and what are appropriate evaluation strategies is very much needed.  
· Dr. Bateson asked what are the opportunities for leadership when looking at the “meta-goal,” the importance of informing the public’s understanding of what science is, what research is, and how it fits into the life and economy of the future of the country?  Dr. Suresh responded this gets at what is precisely the point of INSPIRE: there is talent out there; is NSF capable of identifying it?  The Director requested help from the Advisory Committee on how NSF can do a better job in articulating to the Hill and the community the importance of supporting science in the larger interest of the community, not just in the interest of one particular community?
· Dr. Kay stated NSF does not have to come up with specific goals for the community, but the big picture, the vision, lofty visions,  such as SEES.   Dr. Suresh agreed and noted that idea has been part of NSF history.  He cited an example from the 1970s, when industry thought basic research was a waste of time and NSF supported it as a lofty goal because it was important for the country.
· Dr. Noonan requested more information on the I-Corps program, particularly how NSF will manage the challenges presented in balancing investments in fundamental discovery and early-stage applied research with investments that seem farther downstream in the innovation process?  How will the private sector participate?  What will be the metrics for success?  What are the linkages to the social, behavioral and economic sciences?  And how will NSF implement this program in the context of its core merit review processes? 

Dr. Suresh responded I-Corps started with the community, not with NSF.   I-Corps will focus on innovation in a broader sense, immediately after the termination of fundamental research but pre-business, pre-translational.  The goal of I-Corps is not to divert funding from basic research to something else.  The goal is to create a national network of voluntary mentors/a national network of nodes of existing institutions, which have “innovation ecosystems,” which could all help to add value to basic research discoveries.

· In response to Dr. Travis’ question on what role the Committee can play to help Dr. Suresh and the Foundation best, Dr. Suresh responded that the Committee’s frank feedback, including criticism, is welcome.  Additionally, advice on how NSF could best articulate the important concept of the benefit of science overall, and not just as a benefit to one community, would be helpful.
· In response to a question by Dr. Alessa on merit review, Dr. Suresh responded NSF will be leading a global summit on merit review.  The initial focus will be with G-20 and OECD countries; however, all regions of the world will be included.  Areas of focus will be on merit review, professional ethics, scientific integrity, infrastructure that is needed in developing countries for merit review, and areas of interdisciplinary research.  Dr. Marrett added that this is an area in which the Committee can assist by helping the community understand that when they hear discussions about modifying merit review, that does not mean we are talking about modifying the fundamental principle on which merit review is based, which is the principle of expertise.  We are talking about process, not undermining important principles.
· Dr. Kay suggested that program officers be encouraged to use their own judgment, which would allow them to make decisions to bypass peer review, particularly in the case of incubative research when the goal is unknown.  Dr. Marrett agreed and asked the AC for ideas on how we can identify early on the next Einstein.  

Following the discussion, Dr. Travis thanked Dr. Suresh and Dr. Marrett for their time spent with the Advisory Committee, and the Committee moved immediately to consider the next item on the agenda.

SEES Panel Discussion, Dr. Tim Killeen, AD GEO; Dr. Jessica Robin, OISE; Dr. Machi Dilworth, OISE Director; Dr. Tom Peterson, AD ENG;  Dr. Ed Seidel, AD MPS; and Dr. Joann Roskoski, AD BIO

Dr. Killeen invited the team who make up the SEES (Science, Engineering, and Education for Sustainability) Implementation Group, an inter-directorate working group, to join the table.  This team has been meeting weekly and grappling with the issues of how directorates can combine and cooperate.  The members self-introduced and are as follows:  Al DeSena, EHR; Kristin Kuyuk, Behavioral and Cognitive Science; Krishna Kant, CISE; John McGrath, ENG; Penny Firth, BIO; Nancy Grimm, BIO; Benjamin van der Pluijim, GEO; and Marge Cavanaugh, GEO.

In introducing the topic, Dr. Killeen stated sustainability issues remain at the forefront of science.  SEES is taking a  long-term perspective and will emphasize the use of integrated approaches across disciplines.  Every office and directorate in NSF is/has been involved.  SEES focuses on systems level thinking, both Earth systems and human systems.   SEES recognizes that rich data aspects exist and seeks to link observational networks and explore the linkages between technological solutions and environmental effects and communicate research findings to decision-makers and the public.     

Dr. Jessica Robin, chair of the Implementation Group, provided a status report on SEES.  Points included:
· Initial focus area of SEES was climate and the environment.
· One SEES goal is to generate discoveries and build capacity to achieve an environmentally and economically sustainable energy future.
· Present SEES portfolio includes new programs as well as continues some existing programs.
· SEES submissions to CNH (Dynamics of Coupled Natural and Human Systems) have been encouraged.  
· A SEES track has been added to RCNs (Research Coordination Networks).
· PIRE (Partnerships for International Research and Education) has a SEES focus.
· Three new solicitations: SRNs (Sustainability Research Networks); SEES Fellows; and SEPs (Sustainability Energy Pathways).
· A Sustainability Summit, a high-level, high-visibility gathering of national and international experts, speakers and recent awardees of SEES projects, is being planned for spring 2012.
· Moving forward, SEES will continue to support interdisciplinary research, help develop the needed interdisciplinary workforce, and stimulate cross-directorate coordination.

Next, Dr. Machi Dilworth, Director of the Office of International Science and Engineering, elaborated on international participation.  Noted highlights of PIRE included:
· PIRE is an NSF-wide program which began in FY 2005.   PIRE IV, the current program announcement, was issued in 2011 with the competition to take place in FY 2012.  
· Focus of PIRE IV is entirely on sustainability.
· Goals and objectives of PIRE IV include: to fund excellent international multidisciplinary research; to partner with domestic and international agencies to facilitate access to resources and facilities around the world otherwise not available to U.S. scientists; and to contribute to a diverse, globally-engaged U.S. science and engineering workforce.

Dr. Tom Peterson, AD ENG, stated the Sustainable Energy Pathways solicitation will be coming out shortly.  It will require (1) multi-PIs from various disciplines, and (2) proposals for SEPs must be informed by environmental, societal and economic imperatives.

Dr. Ed Seidel, AD MPS, stated that all divisions of the Math and Physical Sciences Directorate have found important ways to contribute to the overall SEES activity.  He noted the America COMPETES Act requires that NSF shall establish a green chemistry basic research program, which will lead to clean, safe and economical alternatives to traditional chemical products and practices.  MPS will be developing a program in sustainable chemistry which will look at new processes for or alternatives to mining rare earths and processes that produce fewer waste products or use less water.

After the presentations, the Chairman invited the Committee to offer comments or ask questions.  Dr. Seidel moderated the discussion as follows:
· Dr. Brown commented on the social science-physical science interface and issues of communication across directorates.  When we say “sustainable,” how will we do that?  Dr. Killeen responded there is a serious effort across NSF to engage in these activities, and every solicitation has social sciences and human decision-making components.  Dr. Roskoski added that explicit programs (CHN) do focus on collaboration between social scientists and natural scientists with policymakers and resources managers looking at issues of sustainability and resource utilization.
· Dr. Kay stated SEES is a long-term great vision, but no rewards exist for long-term.  We have an economic system with no sense of finiteness or consequences.  Dr. Robin responded the idea behind the SEES Fellows solicitation is they are the future academics/thinkers and how they are being trained is critical.
· Dr. Bateson suggested that retired adults, or “post-grownups,” are a tremendously important force and a natural fit for SEES goals.  We should reach out to that group.
· Dr. Roberts asked to what extent is SEES involved in public education?  What role can NSF play?  How do you evaluate multidisciplinary proposals and multidisciplinary programs such as SEES?   Dr. Robin responded NSF is beginning to think about that and that input from SBE will be solicited as evaluation assessments are developed.  Dr. Seidel added that OMB and OSTP are also interested in evaluation and measuring specific outcomes.
· Dr. Janetos asked could SEES help to “reinvigorate” mid-career level faculty?  Dr. Robin responded there has been a lot of discussion about mid-career and there is a proposal under development for later SEES solicitations that will address this group.   Dr. Grimm added it is invigorating to a career just to begin to work on interdisciplinary problems.  She requested that the Committee consider recommending that there be a training program for program directors on how to review interdisciplinary proposals.
· Dr. Alessa asked what mechanisms do we have to move the social observing networks forward.  Is SEES talking to EPSCoR?  Dr. Killeen responded there are four recently announced EPSCoR Track 2 solicitations that are clearly SEES related.  
· Dr. Noonan suggested that NSF think more deeply about the connection between NSF strategic goals all the way down to evaluation metrics because we have not done a good job of articulating those connections in a way that’s understandable.  Dr. Killeen responded there has been a lot of internal thought on outcomes, goals, metrics, milestones.  These have to be shared with OMB when budgets are put forward.
· Dr. Skole stated more attention must be paid to making Web searches for SEES and SEES related proposals more readily visible to the community.  It is hard to find.   Dr. Seidel stated NSF needs to follow up on that.
· Dr.  Lall noted the Engineering Directorate does not appear as engaged in SEES as other directorates.  He stated that environmental problems will not be solved unless there are specific large-scale efforts toward technology development and deployment.  Dr. Peterson responded NSF needs to clarify its role in this space as it is not the only federal agency investing in energy.  SEES allows us to reach into all aspects of the academic community.  Dr. Grimm added that water sustainability and climate have a strong involvement with the Engineering Directorate and stated the SEP solicitations will embrace sustainability as a principle.  Dr. McGrath noted that five out of 11 RCNs were led by engineers.

Dr. Travis thanked all the NSF participants on the SEES panel for their presentations and the follow-on discussion.  The Advisory Committee took a brief break before entertaining the next agenda item.

Education Directions at NSF, Dr. Joan Ferrini-Mundy, AD EHR

Dr. Travis welcomed Dr. Ferrini-Mundy to the Advisory Committee and invited her to present on educational initiatives.

Dr. Ferrini-Mundy made the following points during her presentation:
· The Foundation is emphasizing a reciprocal role for education: (1) science and engineering research outcomes can be improved by engaging with education in new and creative ways; and (2) funding in STEM education can be improved by engaging much more strongly with science and engineering research.
· EHR is revisiting the meaning of the integration of research and education.
· EHR is positioning itself to become an effective, strong and interesting partner.
· EHR goals include:  (1) having all directorates and offices think of EHR as a serious partner that brings value for the research and development operation at NSF; (2) pushing for increased use of educational research throughout the agency; (3) better sharing of what’s known about STEM education and modeling of best practices; and (4) having EHR draw from, build on, and be energized by the exciting science going on in the rest of the agency. 
· Notion of Expeditions in Education: engage, empower and energize learners from pre-K through gray, both inside and outside school, to become the type of workforce needed for the 21st century, who are part of a scientific “culture,” who take a leadership role and who have an expectation of impacting society.
· Notion of innovating for society is part of NSF Strategic Plan and will be emphasized by education investments.
· NSF can learn from small-scale implementations, which may be generalizable to larger-scale settings.
· NSF must draw on the science to build prototypes, test them, understand their impact in small settings, and then partner well with other parts of the agency and with other entities, other federal agencies, to get the great ideas out.
· The Climate Change Education Program is one example of EHR collaboration with other directorates.  It has resulted in partnerships of scientists, education specialists, and education practitioners.  There is a new focus on K-12 science education standards.
· Regarding environmental education and EHR, there are three areas of focus: the R&D core; leadership activities (IGERT, GRF); and expeditions (special projects and activities that focus on a range of topics, including environmental literacy).  Dr. Ferrini-Mundy asked for the Committee’s thoughts on these areas.
· EHR does some direct funding of science in addition to funding the science of education.  

Following the presentation, Committee members commented, and Dr. Ferrini-Mundy responded as follows:
· Re the merit review criteria and process, Dr. Jolly stated EHR has the capacity to help with the review of the broader impacts criterion, both meeting it and evaluating its effectiveness.  Dr. Ferrini-Mundy stated there is a lot of focus on the broader impacts criterion both by the Board and the agency, and she noted the Director is very interested in metrics related to broader impacts.   EHR has assembled a spreadsheet of all of the different metrics that EHR has had experience with over the years in measuring impacts of investments in its programs.   Dr. Killeen added the onus of the broader impacts criterion should not rest just with the PI, but there should be more institutional commitment and even directorate level commitment to this criterion as well.
· Dr. Bateson commented that the way we teach undermines the capacity for new learning.  Proposals in the area of education should be evaluated on whether they promote life-long habits of mind, not just knowledge of subject matter.  Dr. Ferrini-Mundy responded that idea resonates with the NSF history of funding for science for K-12.  Dr. Karsten noted NSF supported the redesign of four AP science programs in response to an NRC report that was critical of the programs for not being inquiry-based.
· Dr. Alessa stated what we are doing is not working for underrepresented populations.   Dr. Ferrini-Mundy responded this is a constant topic of discussion internally.  One thought is using the science itself as a motivating force, as an attracting force, to engage underepresented groups.  Dr. Killeen added environmental education may be a real opportunity for a new kind of thinking, inclusive, engagement kind of thinking, in a transformed EHR.  He asked the AC to suggest ways to flesh this idea out.
· Dr. Noonan stated the reengineering of the BIO AP exam is going to be a cataclysmic change for high school bio teachers.  She noted every single question on the exam will have a science content and science practice element, and she believes both teachers and students are not prepared for the change.  Dr. Ferrini-Mundy agreed this will entail a huge professional development effort.  Dr. Noonan stated it will be important to resurvey or employ some evaluation mechanism to assess whether the new exam is actually catalyzing the kind of critical thinking that we are intending to promote.  
· Dr. Roberts asked to what extent is EHR involved on an international level because environmental problems are international and multidisciplinary in scope?  Dr. Ferrini-Mundy responded not as much as it should be.  Some links for education pieces can be made through and with other directorates which already have strong international connections.  She asked the Advisory Committee for more ideas.
· Dr. Kay stated it is important to look beyond best practices and suggested that NSF should seriously consider funding an end-user young child (5th grade) manipulable system for trying out different kinds of systems.  Dr. Ferrini-Mundy responded that a recent cyberlearning transforming education solicitation might be a starting place. 
· Both Dr. Lall and Dr. Skole noted the problem of a lack of underepresented populations entering the field of environmental science.  Dr. Ferrini-Mundy responded that the notion of place-based education and community-based collaborations, including strong engagement with community colleges, could help.  Dr. Killeen asked for the Advisory Committee to think about some challenging ways to address this issue.  Dr. Travis suggested this is subject of frustration and passion for the Committee, and he suggested the possibility of forming a joint group with the AC EHR to think about ways of addressing the issues. 

The discussion was concluded and Dr. Travis thanked Dr. Ferrini-Mundy for her appearance and presentation today before the Advisory Committee.

Wrap Up of Day One

Before recessing the Committee for the day, Dr. Travis welcomed Dr. Stephen Beacham back to the Committee to continue the earlier conversation on merit review.  The chair restated the four ideas for changes to the merit review process that the Advisory Committee has been asked to provide input.  They are: (1) allow PIs to respond to reviews prior to decision; (2) return noncompetitive proposals; (3) use Wiki-based reviews; and (4) use virtual panels.

Dr. Beacham clarified that NSF is trying to gather information about new tools for merit review, test them, and then potentially add them to the tool box that program managers have available.  He asked the Committee for input on how to design the experiments to test the effectiveness of these proposed suggestions/tools.  He stated that the Committee members should feel free to discuss with their colleagues any proposed suggestions and encourage them as well to submit any additional ideas.  

Suggestions and comments from the Advisory Committee members included:
· Allow PI response, possibly immediately verbally on the spot, which may add another level of assessment that might help build the best science.
· Open up Wiki-based reviews to allow PI comment on the review.
· Absolutely return non-competitive proposals.  
· Virtual panels without social training can be disasters.
· Eliminate anonymous reviews.
· Reduce the time that PIs spend writing proposals.
· Limit number of proposals and/or number of pages of proposals.
· Shorter proposals may put multidisciplinary proposals at a disadvantage.
· Good program officers have connection to the community and know what science is happening.
· Use templates for proposals.  
· One size does not fit all.
· Good PIs and “rising stars” are two categories that must be recognized appropriately.
· Talk to colleagues in other agencies for input.
· Conflict of interest issues can present problems, particularly with multidisciplinary proposals.

Dr. Meacham thanked the Advisory Committee members for their good suggestions.  This being the last order of business for the day, Dr. Travis recessed the Committee at 5:21 p.m.  The Committee will reconvene at 9:15 a.m., Friday, September 9, 2011.

Friday, September 9, 2011

Day two of the Advisory Committee meeting was convened at 9:15 a.m.  Dr. Travis welcomed everyone back to the meeting and asked the members and other attendees to self-introduce themselves to Dr. Steve Fetter and Dr. Bruce Rodan who are appearing this morning to present on behalf of OSTP.

Visit from Office of Science and Technology Policy, Dr. Steve Fetter, Assistant Director At-Large, Principal Assistant Director of Environment, accompanied by Dr. Bruce Rodan, Senior Policy Advisor

After some brief remarks summarizing the work and history of the Advisory Committee, Dr. Travis invited Dr. Fetter to address the Committee.

Dr. Fetter began his remarks by applauding the SEES Initiative and thanking the Committee for its efforts in this endeavor.  He then reviewed OSTP’s structure and leadership, noting the OSTP committee most aligned with the Advisory Committee is the Committee on Environment, Natural Resources and Sustainability (CENRS).

Highlights of Dr. Fetter’s presentation are as follows:
· All OSTP activities relate to either science for policy or policy for science.
· Major science priorities for the administration are in the following areas: energy, moving toward more sustainable sources of energy with lower greenhouse gas emissions, greater security, at lower cost; climate change and global change; earth observation; ocean policy; ecosystems and biodiversity; toxics and risks; natural and manmade disasters; sustainability; and various other issues that arise.
· The President is an advocate for maintaining strong research budgets even in tight budget times.
· The Administration’s energy policy was laid out several months ago in the Blueprint for Security Energy Future.
· There is interest in linking to EarthCube as part of the climate change priority.
· A task force has been formed to think through what our national strategy will be for earth observation.
· Communicating what we know and how to frame uncertainties to the public has proven difficult.

Following the presentation, members of the Advisory Committee commented, and Dr. Fetter responded, as follows:
· Dr. Noonan encouraged OSTP leadership to continue to strongly support the large investment that has been made in interdisciplinary environmental research and education, including the social sciences.
· Dr. Lall stated there is a gap at the national policy level in the U.S. as relates to water, more specifically what is globally referred to as the water-energy-food nexus.  Dr. Fetter responded there is a focus on water in the national climate assessment.  Dr. Lall agreed water shows up many places, but that there is no coherent water strategy.
· Dr. Alessa stated re the energy problem, we must put more research into understanding the feedbacks between technologies and displacement behaviors in society.  We must understand the social dynamics in the feedbacks and tradeoffs or we will end up with an endless loop of challenges and problems for which we have to find yet another market or technological fix.
· Dr. Skole expressed disappointment that there hasn’t been a more enlightened and intellectual discussion of the merits of cap and trade from an economics point of view.
He asked how can the agencies better interact on these issues?  He suggested that it would be beneficial if the chair of the Advisory Committee and Dr. Killeen could have regular meetings with Dr. Holdren, Director of OSTP.  Dr. Killeen added that the agenda of the Advisory Committee is almost a microcosm of OSTP’s portfolio.
· Dr. Janetos expressed concern that the science agencies are receiving conflicting sets of guidance from the House and Senate committees and getting no signals from the White House.  Dr. Fetter responded that the President supports investments in science as they are investments in the future of the country.  Both Dr. Killeen and Dr. Cavanaugh reaffirmed the support of NSF for keeping the momentum going for SEES even in flat budget scenarios. 

Following the discussion, Dr. Travis thanked Dr. Fetter and Dr. Rodan for appearing today and speaking with the Committee.  The Committee then proceeded immediately to address the next agenda item.

USGCRP Update, Dr. Tim Killeen, AD GEO; and Dr. Craig Robinson, Chair, USGCRP Strategic Planning Team

Dr. Killeen introduced Dr. Craig Robinson, an NSF GEO colleague, who has been leading the effort over the last year to develop the 13-agency USGCRP Strategic Plan, and invited him to update the Advisory Committee on the U.S. Global Change Research Program’s work and the soon to be released draft plan.

Dr. Robinson noted that it had been one year since he first spoke to the Committee about USGCRP, and that the “take-away” from the Committee at that meeting had been “resilience, interdisciplinary research, and true integration of social science.”   Dr. Robinson further noted that his presentation today would be the first formal presentation to any group of the proposed draft Strategic Plan.  The update will cover: (1) global change science; (2) how USGCRP is making a difference through global change science; (3) key aspects of the new draft Decadal Strategic Plan; and (4) a request for feedback today and through the public comment period.

Highlights from his presentation were as follows:
· Global Change Research Program provides leadership and direction on global change through scientific research and advancements.
· What is meant by “global change science”?
· Changes in the environment that may alter the capacity of the earth to sustain life
· Climate change plays a role but is not the only factor.
· Land use changes, population pressures, pollution, and other factors contribute to global change.
· Resultant challenges for society and environment include water resource issues, increased health care costs, and threats to transportation infrastructure and energy, all which require response from the nation to ensure security and prosperity. 
· USGCRP has a new vision, “A nation, globally engaged and guided by science, meeting the challenges of climate and global change,” and a new mission, “To build a knowledge base that informs human responses to climate and global change through coordinated and integrated federal programs of research, education, communication and decision support.”
· To achieve its goals, the USGCRP, comprised of 13 U.S. agencies/departments, coordinates federal research.
· USGCRP agencies are working to prepare the nation for potential impacts.
· USGCRP began as a Presidential Initiative in 1989.  A National Coordination Office supports Interagency Working Groups (IWGs), which represent the different agencies.  
· The draft USGCRP Decadal Strategic Plan, which is the third strategic plan in 21 years, will be released within the next two weeks.  It will provide direction for the next ten years, and it must be updated every three years.  After the public comment period, the plan will be revised to reflect comments, and a final plan is scheduled to be released by January 2012.
· Plan includes five sections: introduction; vision and mission; goals; international science and engineering partnerships; and implementation.
· The plan’s four stated goals are: advance science; inform decisions, sustained assessments; and communicate and educate.

Following the presentation, Dr. Robinson and Dr. Killeen responded to comments and questions from the Advisory Committee members, as follows:
· Dr. Skole asked how different is this strategic plan from the past?  Are the theme areas (for example, ecosystems, land use and land cover) retained or radically changed?  Dr. Robinson responded the theme areas are not retained per se but are integrated in the science goals that focus on fundamental research, integrated observations, integrated modeling, and cyberinfrastructure. 
· Dr. Skole asked specifically about the status of the Climate Change Science Program.  Dr. Robinson responded it is not included, but the Climate Change Technology Program still exists.
· In response to Dr. Roberts’ question how will the report be used, Dr. Robinson stated that the agencies have agreed to have an implementation plan.  Once the Strategic Plan is adopted, the implementation phase will begin.  It will include outreach to other parts of the federal government, as well as to state and local governments, which are not part of USGCRP.  He added that OSTP has expressed no concerns about incorporating interdisciplinary research, human dynamics and social sciences.  Dr. Killeen commented also that this will be the guiding document for future NSF, as well as other agencies’, budget submissions.  It will help agencies align and co-develop their programs over the next ten years.
· Dr. Jolly asked re education aspirations, is there a goal of impacting national science standards for climate literacy?  Dr. Robinson responded no, but there is a climate literacy document supported by USCGRP.  However, it does not talk about standards.
· Dr. Jolly asked about the balance between formal and informal education programming.  Dr. Robinson stated the document talks about both with an emphasis on informal.  Dr. Jolly suggested that there is more opportunity in the informal science sector.

After the discussion, Dr. Robinson and Dr. Killeen both reiterated a request for feedback from the Committee on the draft plan.  Feedback could be in the form of an official response, perhaps a letter from the Committee, as well as individual members’ own responses.

The Advisory Committee then took a brief break before reconvening to consider the next item on the agenda.

AC ERE and the SBE Sciences, Myron Gutmann, AD SBE

Dr. Travis welcomed Dr. Gutmann back to the Committee and invited him to update the members on areas of progress in the social, behavioral and economic sciences.  

Highlights of Dr. Gutmann’s presentation follow:
· Progress has been made.  The CNH Systems program has been in existence for over a decade, and in 2011, there were 13 large awards, five exploratory awards, and one RCN award.  More work is still needed to convince the research community to get on board and share the enthusiasm.
· Need exists for social and environmental observation that is appropriately sampled to study all kinds of phenomena.
· 90 percent of population lives in cities; we need to study that world.
· SBE has conducted a workshop activity on how to design a set of social observatories that are spatially referenced.
· ENG and GEO have conducted a series of workshops focusing on how we might study environmental and societal resilience and vulnerability.  How can various directorates’ activities be merged to establish a research program with proper observation to address those issues?  There are budget constraints and some structural issues within NSF to confront.  Dr. Gutmann asked for Advisory Committee input on how to address this idea and suggested this be part of a follow-on discussion at next AC meeting.  What is the right way to have observable data that is both environmentally significant and societally and economically significant, and how are we going to use it?
· Need exists for appropriate data systems.
· Challenges exist in getting SBE leadership in projects.  Building up a community of human science researchers is important and necessary.
· SBE is investing in CIF21 activity.  Place-based observation fits in that.
· Recognition of need to create opportunities for interdisciplinary training.

Dr. Travis thanked Dr. Gutmann and before entertaining questions and comments, he invited Dr. Alessa to update the AC on the workshop planning activity that she is spearheading for the Committee.

Points made by Dr. Alessa in the update included:
· The role of SBE sciences in understanding and responding to global change is recognized as being important for incorporation into strategic planning and implementation.
· Proposed workshop to be held in Spring 2012 will address understanding coupled social-ecological/coupled natural-human systems in the context of understanding vulnerabilities, global change, responses and adaptations, and to inform decision-making.
· The whole Advisory Committee is invited to be involved.  Currently, Drs. Pfirman, Roberts, Miles, Cutter and Alessa with the assistance of Dr. Cavanaugh are working on the planning.
· Help is needed to make sure the best and brightest, most cutting-edge, engaged and willing people are included.  
· Questions to be addressed by the workshop may include: how to design so data are useful; what do data look like; how do we merge them; what’s the bird’s-eye view of what’s going on now and what gaps exist; and what are best practices?
· Outcome will be a report on workshop findings including proposed best practices.

Following the two updates, Dr. Travis invited comment and questions from the Committee members, and Dr. Gutmann and Dr. Killeen responded as follows:
· Dr. Bateson noted two missing words that concern human behavior are “migration” and “war,” two things that humans have always done when land is no longer sustainable.  That must be understood to work towards international cooperation in responding.  Dr. Gutmann responded that migration is often more economic and political than environmental.  We need to know how do people make decisions?
· Dr. Kay noted drinkable water and education of women were ranked the two top priorities by a group of 1,000 biologists who attended a BioVision conference.
· Dr. Skole noted it is important to better engage social scientists in writing proposals that are of interest to social science theory.  This would contribute to building the fundamental theories and methods that social scientists need.  Dr. Gutmann agreed and stated progress in being made, that the Foundation has a sustained commitment to this, but more needs to be done to ensure that solicitations are written in a way that there will be successful proposals led by human science specialists.
· Dr. Vermeij expressed concern about the top down nature that exists with NSF choosing directions instead of letting the community decide.  Dr. Killeen responded this is a shared responsibility.  NSF’s responsibility is to open the door, and the community must walk through the door.  Balance is needed.  He reminded the AC that it is their job to be a base of contact with the scientific community, to inform the community of the impact of NSF’s research opportunities.  Additionally, he suggested that letters could be written to Science or Nature or an opinion piece submitted to Eos to help further interface with the community.
· Dr. Roberts stated the need to broaden the emphasis when discussing workforce development, to include graduate programs, dedicated post-docs and fellows, undergraduate programs, and even K-12.
· Dr. Skole added the community needs to define what are the critical questions, what are the theoretical impasses, and what are the issues confronting social science?
· Dr. Alessa requested input from all the Advisory Committee members so that the proper questions or tasks for workshop attendees can be framed.
· Dr. Killeen asked the Committee where do we go next?  As the third wave of SEES gets underway, after climate, after energy, what comes next?  Is there a more natural way to bring in leadership from the social science community?
· Dr. Roberts suggested that in planning the workshop it is important to consider themes, such as social choice, preference, utility, risk, perception, bias, incentives, inequality, justice, and measurement.
· Dr. Kay stated better models are needed in everything.  Computers were made to simulate these models and give us a better way of doing prediction and looking harder into the system.  He suggested that maybe a better way of achieving synthesis is looking at different bodies of knowledge inside the sciences rather than dealing with traditional differences between physical and social science.  He asked is this a good topic for the workshop?
· Dr. Roberts agreed that understanding the uses and limitations of models is critical.
· Dr. Janetos stated the main drivers for global change in the near term are all the results of direct human decision-making about consumption, rent-seeking, and other human behaviors.  In the broader global change sustainability discussions, the physical system is not the “biggest deal” in terms of understanding what the future is going to look like.  Natural and physical scientists don’t get that.  He commends that issue as an exercise for SBE to consider.

Following the discussion, at 12:10 p.m., the Committee took a brief break for members to get their lunches.  The Committee reconvened at 12:25 p.m. in a working lunch session to hear an update on international activities. 

Working Lunch – International Updates, Dr. Maria Uhle, GEO; Dr. Tim Killeen, AD GEO; and Dr. Machi Dilworth, OISE Director

First, Dr. Uhle gave the Committee a progress report covering the last six months of International Global Environmental Change Research activities.  Areas covered were the Belmont Forum, ICSU, the Alliance, IGFA plans, interactions with regional GEC research networks, NSF-EU infrastructure workshop, Planet under Pressure event, and the Rio Plus 20 interagency plans.  

She noted that international collaboration is essential in the global environmental change arena.  The research landscape is complex and challenges are much bigger than any one particular country can handle alone.  Since its inception in 2009, the Belmont Forum has become better known and received more recognition and appreciation for its work.  Membership has expanded to include a few smaller IGFA (International Group of Funding Agencies) countries.  The Alliance, a new conceptual framework, represents a joining of forces with the goal of developing a joint strategy for working together on common priorities and creating the knowledge needed for societies to adapt and mitigate hazardous environmental change.   A Transition Team of the Alliance is working to develop a single overarching strategy, an earth system research for global sustainability ten-year initiative.

Belmont Forum is moving forward with activities in the areas of coastal vulnerability, fresh water security, ecosystem service, carbon cycling and vulnerable societies.

A catalogue of funding opportunities will be presented at the Planet Under Pressure event and at Rio Plus 20.  Dr. Uhle stated that it is important to preserve the bottom up approach to developing research directions and emerging topics.  There will be a focus on efforts in Africa.  Regional networks are key.  Workshops are planned with a focus on infrastructure, space weather, oceans, biodiversity, and the environment broadly.  There is work also ongoing with both NASA and OSTP.

Following Dr. Uhle’s remarks, Dr. Killeen made a few brief comments.  He first acknowledged Dr. Uhle’s leadership role in all the activities.  He pointed out there are three layers of activities ongoing (NSF layer with SEES; interagency layer with USGCRP; and the international layer with Belmont Forum and IGFA), and noted NSF is playing a leadership role in all layers.  He exhorted the Advisory Committee to at least acknowledge the progress, if not make recommendations or comments about where we should be going at these three levels.  He stated NSF cannot manage it all, and the Advisory Committee needs to take ownership of this broad agenda in a visible tangible way and communicate back to the external community what is going on.

Finally, Dr. Dilworth presented on the activities of the Office of International Science and Engineering.   She noted there are four categories of international activities across NSF: (1) scientist-initiated and science-driven international collaborations; (2) large facilities and platforms that are shared globally; (3) support of workshops and people exchanges involving students and young scientists; and (4) activities like the Belmont Forum which promote the global science agenda.

She stated the majority of international activities at the Foundation actually take place outside OISE.  It is the job of OISE to coordinate activities and serve as the point of contact for international activities.  Program managers in OISE are country specific experts.  The Global Initiatives Unit in OISE also provides support to international activities.  The budget is limited.

Dr. Dilworth conveyed the strong interest of the Director in promoting international engagement.  Under his leadership, OISE is organizing a Global Summit on Merit Review that is scheduled to take place in Washington in May 2012.  The main goal of the summit is to reach agreement on merit review principles which would be the basis for future multilateral research collaborations.

Dr. Dilworth concluded her remarks with a few questions for the Advisory Committee to consider: (1) Are international engagements by STEM researchers and educators recognized and valued at U.S. academic institutions?  If so, how?  If not, why not?  (2) Where are the gaps in support of international activities among the things we are doing here at NSF?  What are the unmet needs that we should be addressing?

Dr. Travis thanked the presenters and opened the floor for comments and questions.  They included:
· In response to Dr. Dilworth’s question, Dr. Skole stated that at his university (Michigan State) international work is greatly encouraged, and he noted Michigan State has the largest study abroad program in the country.  As relates to the gap issue, he stated mission agencies are restrictive in funding international activities; therefore, NSF is important for providing that funding.
· Dr. Roberts stated at Rutgers University, international activities are important.  A VP for International Activities has recently been appointed.  One gap that exists is in communicating the opportunities that exist.
· Dr. Bateson noted that an international outlook in education is working its way down to the high school and community college level.  The process of internationalization that is going on in American education overall needs to be particularly considered when developing programs at those levels.  She added that homeland security issues exist and create difficulties with international cooperation.
· Dr. Janetos noted the “conspicuous absence” of UNDP in the list of participating organizations in the Alliance.  Dr. Killeen responded it is anticipated that UNDP will join shortly.
· Dr. Janetos encouraged an entry point for the private sector be included in these international discussions.  Dr. Killeen stated regarding industrial participation, the ICSU transition team does include some people with that perspective.  He added EarthCube has also opened the door to private sector participation.

Following the discussion, the Chair moved immediately to the meeting wrap up, the final agenda item for the day.

Meeting Wrap-Up

The Chairman suggested, and the members commented, on the following set of activities:
· Letter to Dr. Suresh.  Dr. Travis requested that members send specific points and topics they wish included in the letter to the Director to him within one week of meeting.  He will take the suggestions/feedback, draft the letter, and circulate back for members to review.
· Input on the proposed workshop should be sent directly to Dr. Alessa.
· Open slots on the Advisory Committee.   Dr. Travis requested that suggestions for either specific individuals or topics/areas of expertise needed by the Committee be sent to him.
· Formal review of U.S. Global Change Research Program document.  Does some kind of affirmation or formal set of comments from the Advisory Committee seem worthwhile?  Members agreed some sort of formal statement by the AC would be helpful, and once they have read the document will determine an appropriate response. 
· Regarding the issue of underrepresented minorities, workforce development and education, input is requested on how to tackle.  Should there be a subgroup of Advisory Committee members to join with members of the AC-EHR to form a working group to examine the issue in more detail?  Members agreed this is an area of particular interest and concern and deserves some more in-depth thinking to decide how best to proceed.
· Take on a more active role as liaison to the community.  Communicate more and better.  Dr. Travis stated he personally would take on a bigger role and asked for Committee support in this area.

The Chair will send an e-mail out to all members next week summarizing the discussion and requesting any additional input members may wish to provide.  Before adjourning, the Chair and Dr. Killeen acknowledged Ms. Zelenski for all her help with the meeting and also thanked the entire Committee for its work and input.  The meeting adjourned at 1:48 p.m. 

