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The Advisory Committee for Geosciences (AC/GEO) held their fall meeting October 5-7, 2005 at the National Science Foundation in Arlington, Virginia.   

Wednesday, October 5, 2005

Education & Diversity Subcommittee Meeting

Dr. Cheryl Peach, subcommittee chair, welcomed everyone to the meeting at 9:35 a.m.  Introductions were made.  She briefly reviewed the AC/GEO charter and the goals of the Education and Diversity Subcommittee.  She announced that Dr. Robert Harriss will replace Dr. Peach as subcommittee chair when she rotates off after this meeting.  

The agenda was reviewed and accepted.  

Geosciences Education Working Group Report

The Geosciences Education Working Group Report was distributed at the May 2005 meeting.  A shorter version of the report was presented for public distribution and the AC/GEO review and acceptance of this report was requested.  Dr. Raymond Jeanloz has been working with Dr. Peach in the review of this report and the Executive Summary.  Dr. Peach asked for AC/GEO advice on changes that should be made to the Executive Summary.  It is envisioned that one more set of revisions would be made and then the publication will be made available online.  The report is a publication from the workshop, not an AC/GEO publication so  AC/GEO members felt that it should reflect the viewpoints of workshop participants and not the views of AC/GEO members that did not participate.

The AC/GEO supported a final editorial review and then public dissemination of the workshop report.

NSF Strategies in GEO Education and Diversity

Dr. Jacqueline Huntoon, Program Director, GEO Diversity and Education Program (E&D), provided an update on NSF strategies in GEO education and diversity.  During her tenure, she has reviewed the GEO education and diversity portfolio.  Now that there is an understanding of how activities fit together, the information and documentation has been posted on the GEO website to aid the research community in understanding GEO activities in E&D.  All three GEO divisions (OCE, ATM, EAR) support E&D activities that are designed to attract students into the fields as well as ongoing research projects and centers (e.g., EarthScope, S&T Centers).  Each of these projects has a significant education and outreach component.  GEO also has Directorate programs designed to assist the geosciences community as a whole.  

Dr. Huntoon listed several programs funded by GEO that integrate researchers and educators across fields to include Global Learning and Observations to Benefit the Environment (GLOBE), Digital Library for Earth System Education (DLESE), Geosciences Education Program, and Opportunities for Enhancing Diversity in the Geosciences Program.  GEO is also working to integrate Geosciences into Louis Stokes Alliance for Minority Participation (LSAMP), Centers of Research Ecellence in Science and Technology (CREST), and the Alliances for Graduate Education at the Professoriate (AGEP) programs.  

Dr. Paul Filmer provided a brief update on the GLOBE program, a NSF/NASA partnership among students, teachers, and scientists around the world, for taking valuable measurements that contribute to an international database available to the scientific community.  The GLOBE program was reviewed over the last two years and as a result it is being reformulated to make a tighter link between GLOBE and large Earth-science programs to expose a higher number of students and teachers to cutting edge scientists in these fields.  The next announcement should be out before the end of 2005.  The AC/GEO discussed the perception and validity of student-collected data.  The GLOBE program will also be evaluated by the American Institute for Research.  The program is also working to improve tracking of diversity data and to produce instructional materials that show the diversity of the students involved.

Dr. Huntoon said there are NSF programs to involve people in research who are not traditionally participants.  Examples include: Research Experiments for Undergraduates (REUs), REU supplements, Research Experience for Teachers (RET), and Research Opportunity Awards (undergrad faculty/students working with Research I universities).  

Discussion:

· It is difficult to get an overview of the objectives, goals and metrics of the different diversity programs at NSF.  It would be helpful if information could be summarized more clearly.  Dr. Huntoon said the American Institutes of Research is helping to evaluate the portfolio and helping individual Principal Investigators (PI) to do their own evaluation to inform the project and inform the literature.

· The group talked about diversity in the science and engineering workforce.  Enrollments in geosciences degrees have been declining.  The growth of the geosciences community has increased but very slowly.  The AC/GEO said they would like to see simple objectives (like number of majors) and metrics that can be clearly articulated.  They also talked about the workforce beyond careers in academia and industry noting that NSF Science and Technology Centers interact with industry and some programs partner with industry.  

· Work needs to continue in the areas of education and diversity and communication needs to take place across agencies, industries, and programs.

Digital Library for Environmental Science Education (DLESE) Update

Dr. Huntoon provided an update on the DLESE Program.  It was recently reviewed by a Committee of Visitors (COV) and a site visit was conducted at the DLESE offices in Boulder, Colorado.  Recommendations from the COV were provided in a report to GEO.  The report found that parts of the project were being carried out by extremely committed individuals, but the original management plan was not contributing effectively to DLESE goals.  NSF was asked to review the program management and look at ways to improve it.  While this review is in progress, DLESE awards will not be made in FY2006.  A follow-on activity will be funded with a management structure that is conducive to success with a solicitation to be released in the near future.  The focus will be on using DLESE Cyberinfrastructure to improve geosciences education and diversity and funded as a cooperative agreement that will include an evaluation component.

Broader Impacts Survey: NSF GEO Ocean Sciences

Dr. Gisèle Muller-Parker, Ocean Education Program, shared the results of the OCE survey conducted to assess how PIs addressed the broader impact merit review criterion in submitted proposals.  The goals from the working report were reviewed.  Dylan Sullivan, a Truman Fellow, helped in preparing the report.  Dr. Muller-Parker said the team looked at what was proposed in response to the criterion and defined categories aligned with five areas of broader impact activities.  They reviewed 418 proposals submitted to OCE in FY2004 and entered the categories into a database to analyze the data.  She noted there were some subjective judgments made (as far as categorizing) and that only what PIs claimed to do could be used in the analysis.

The results of the analysis indicated 12 general categories that characterize “broader impacts”: graduate, environment, undergraduate, collaboration, scientific accessibility, course integration, teaching/method innovations, international, minority students, post doctoral, policy/management, and public outreach.  The data does not reflect the level of detail proposed (ranging from one sentence to one paragraph).  About 50% of the proposals in OCE are collaborative and 78% of all proposals mentioned graduate activities.  Data was shown with further breakouts of work that proposed undergrad and post doctoral participation.   

The analysis concluded that the average number of citations, the diversity of broader impacts activities, and degrees of minority involvement are different among sub-disciplines within OCE.  Program Officers at NSF can use this information to identify gaps and opportunities.  The next steps are to look at what PIs actually do -- which requires a review of the annual and final reports that are submitted.  However, the analysis to date 

does provide a benchmark for tracking trends going forward.  In the future, detailed data can be shared with the AC/GEO with a short report for the research community.

Education and Outreach for International Polar Year (IPY)

Dr. Renèe Crain, Office of Polar Programs (OPP), provided an update on the status of plans and goals for science education and the International Polar Year (2007-2009).  This will be the 4th international polar year (previous IPYs were held in 1882, 1932, and 1957) and a real opportunity to drive scientific discoveries, education, and outreach in the polar regions.  Dr. Crain gave an overview of the IPY vision and planning process, indicating the many intersections between GEO and polar sciences.  

She noted that science in the polar regions is often interdisciplinary in nature and offers “something for everyone”.  Opportunities during IPY 2007 include:

· Engaging the public in polar science

· Linking research with science education

· Enhancing education resources and provide research and training

· Reaching out to diverse audiences

· Developing the next generation of polar researchers.

Planning efforts have included community planning with workshops and agency planning with National Academy of Sciences (NAS) meetings and an IPY Interagency Education Group was established Sept 15, 2005.  Implementation at NSF will largely take place through the proposal process.  OPP and the Education and Human Reources Directorate (HER) are working on a joint solicitation for IPY.  Arctic and Antarctic annual solicitations will be announced and other directorates have included language for IPY in solicitations and are collaborating with OPP on endangered languages, a general social survey, and other research projects.  The IPY Interagency Education Group will inventory activities. The Office of Legislative and Public Affairs (OLPA) established a website [IPY.gov] for media outreach.  

Dr. Crain reviewed several examples of researcher-driven education projects currently funded like Teachers Experiencing Antarctic and the Arctic (TEAA) and Teachers and Researchers Exploring and Collaborating (TREC).  Other examples of IPY Education activities might include: public broadcasts, displays and resources; teacher field experiences and teacher mentoring; graduate and undergrad training; researchers involving communities and schools and media; internal exchanges; coordination through a central portal; and media coverage of science and education.  

Dr. Crain recapped desired outcomes by the year 2020 from the IPY activities in education: K-12 and college students will show a greater interest in Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM) careers; there will be an influx of researchers with new ideas and perspectives in polar science; there will be a greater public understanding of polar regions and their role in the global system; and there will be increased scientific literacy and support for science.

Collaborations with EHR Directorate

Dr. Rosemary Haggett, Acting Deputy Assistant Director, EHR, was introduced and shared the exciting collaborative efforts between GEO and EHR.  She encouraged the AC/GEO to consider some type of interaction with the EHR Advisory Committee.  EHR looks forward to the same working success with GEO that they have had with other NSF directorates.  

Subcommittee Wrap Up

Dr. Peach noted that Robert Harriss, the incoming chair of the Education and Diversity Subcommittee would appreciate suggestions for topics for future Subcommittee meetings.  The AC/GEO suggested the award analysis done by OCE should be done across the other GEO directorates.  

Dr. Peach thanked the AC/GEO members for their participation and thanked Dr. Huntoon for her support.  Dr. Myers noted that CEOSE has representation from all advisory committees and GEO has improved its reputation with dramatic changes both in the degree of commitment as well as the vision for diversity.  It is inspiring to see the efforts that GEO is undertaking and recognize the significant role that Dr. Peach has made.  Dr. Peach said the real work was done at the directorate by Dr. Huntoon and the GEO education team.  

Plenary Session 1

Welcome and Status of Actions from May 2005 AC/GEO Meeting

Dr. William Brune, Chair of the AC/GEO, called the full plenary session to order at 12:45 p.m.  Introductions were made.  Dr. Brune noted that the terms of eight AC/GEO members were ending with this meeting.  GEO has filled five of the positions but there are still vacancies in ATM, OCE, and EAR.  Additional nominations were invited.  Dr. Thomas Spence, Executive Secretary of AC/GEO, shared the names the new AC/GEO members.  

Dr. Brune asked for approval of the May 11-12, 2005 AC/GEO meeting minutes which was received.  He reviewed the action items from the last meeting and updated their status.

Report on the Directorate for Geosciences

Dr. Margaret Leinen. Assistant Director, GEO, provided an update on activities within the directorate.

Updates:  Dr. Leinen reviewed staff changes in GEO.  Ms. Vanessa Richardson is on detail to the Climate Change Science Program Office.  Ms. Rhonda Spidell is an Einstein Fellow from New Mexico working on education and diversity programs.  Dr. Jill Karsten is the new Program Director for Diversity and Education.  Other new staff in each of the GEO divisions were introduced.  

Major Research Equipment and Facilities Construction (MREFC):  GEO’s first Major Research Equipment Facilities and Construction project, the High Performance Instrumented Airborne Platform for Environmental Research (HIAPER), has been completed.  The project management staff at the National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR) received two US government awards for excellence in project management.  The first project flights begin around November 2005.  The project has been very successful and reflects the excellent program management efforts at NCAR and in ATM.  

Budget:  NSF is operating under a continuing resolution for FY2006 until a final budget is approved.  Data charts showed projected spending through 2040 from the Government Accounting Office.  Fiscal gaps between expenditures and revenue are expected and this will call for policymakers to examine the advisability, affordability, and sustainability of existing programs, policies, functions, and activities throughout the entire federal budget to include discretionary spending.  In the past, when the government has been in constrained environments, the NSF budget has continued to increase modestly with the exception of one year.  The degree to which Congress believes NSF is an important investment is key to budget success.

Balancing Research and Facilities in Constrained Budget Times:  There have been important new facilities embedded with sophisticated Cyberinfrastructure developed during the past decade at the request of the community.  Energy, personnel, and security costs are rapidly increasing.  Dr. Leinen noted that the most recent GEO management retreat focused on the appropriate balance between research and facilities investments.  She urged the dialog to continue among NSF, the AC/GEO, and the research community.  It is difficult to plan year to year when facilities are a long-term investment.  The AC/GEO can help determine the prioritization decisions and provide guidance to GEO in establishing a balance and limiting the potential 

impact the expenditures on facilities make on the science.  By the next meeting, the FY06 budget should be in place and the FY07 budget proposed. 

NSF Strategic Planning:  NSF updates its strategic plan every three years with the next plan due at the end of FY2006.  The process will include opportunities for the community to provide input.  The AC/GEO will be asked for advice and feedback in this area.  

GEO Planning:  Dr. Leinen noted that the plan, Geosciences Beyond 2000, has not been updated in five years.  She asked if the AC/GEO members think that it is time for a new geosciences plan.  If so, what should be the process to update it?  She reviewed the process and the key elements that made the GEO2000 document so successful.  

How AC/GEO Can Help:  Dr. Leinen observed that the AC/GEO could be instrumental in providing advice on tough issues, well-informed guidance, and useful feedback on the development of a new GEO plan.  It could also assist in communicating the results with the larger geosciences research community.  

What We’re Watching:  NSF funded a recent experiment to transmit high-definition images of the sea floor using the remotely operated vehicle transmitted back to the US through a broad-band link.  Scientists were able to demonstrate to members of the National Science Board (NSB) live high-definition images of the sea floor.  We are watching the transformation of science into the integration of research and new capabilities, not only for scientists but also for the public and learners of all ages.  

Discussion:

· The AC/GEO agreed it was time to revisit GEO2000 even though they discussed updating it two years ago.  Perceptions of the priorities have changed, for example due to events like the Indian Ocean tsunami and hurricane Katrina.  There is also a value in the process itself in looking working on a strategic plan.  The intellectual activity that goes into strategic thinking should be continual and the research community should welcome the opportunity to be engaged in the process.

· The AC/GEO expressed some concerns about major project management and then need to add expertise in this area to the AC/GEO.  Dr. Leinen said NSF takes project management very seriously and Program Officers are well trained in the management of large projects before they take them on.

· Another major challenge is finding a balance between research and major facilities funding.  The division between the two is changing and the science/facility linkage is more complex.  NSF partnerships with other agencies are needed to share facilities, people, and data in news ways to leverage resources.

· Should creationism vs. intelligent design be an agenda item?  Dr. Leinen said the AC should decide if they want to discuss this and in particular ask how is it relevant to the AC/GEO and their relationship to NSF?  How do we educate the public and what is our role in education on such controversial topics?  

Dr. Brune thanked Dr. Leinen for the update on Geosciences Directorate activities.

Preparation for Visit from NSF Director

Dr. Brune reviewed the questions provided to Drs. Bement and Olsen and summarized additional issues that were raised during the AC/GEO discussion.

Visit with the NSF Director and Deputy Director

Dr. Arden Bement, Jr., Director, and Dr. Kathy Olsen, Deputy Director, met with the AC/GEO.  Dr. Bement introduced Dr. Olsen and noted it is her first advisory committee meeting.  She provided a brief summary of her background.  AC/GEO members made brief introductions.  

NSF Budget:  Dr. Bement noted the FY06 budget has been approved by the House and Senate but NSF is currently under continuing resolution (spending at the level of the FY05 plan) until November 18th.  The 

uncertainties are what the final marks and final language will be and how much a rescission there will be for hurricane recovery expenses.  The agency has submitted its FY07 budget to OMB.  

Discussion:

· NSF Response to Katrina and Rita Hurricanes.  The AC/GEO asked if there were opportunities and responsibilities for the geosciences research community to respond to the recent hurricanes.  Dr. Bement said NSF has and web site with information on how NSF is responding to include Small Grants for Exploratory Research (SGER) grants.  Many existing grants were allowed to carry over funding in areas affected and special allowances were provided to relocate PIs and graduate students.  There has also been discussion with the NSB on the implications of alert and warning response means and the social/behavioral implications.  He noted there were many training and education implications.  NSF will coordinate with other federal and international agencies to determine what their specific role should be. 

· Advisory Committee Role.  The AC/GEO asked for advice on how they can best serve NSF.  Dr. Bement said the advisory committee supports the Assistant Director as well as the Foundation.  The AC/GEO has been very active and has played an outstanding role for the NSF.  The members have devoted their time to the AC activities.  The role of NSF is to serve the interests of the research community and fund the very best science.  This requires a close connection to the research community.  The AC/GEO helps identify frontier research and provides advice to GEO and NSF.

· NSF Strategic Plan.  Dr. Olsen said the Director’s office has started the process to revise and update the NSF Strategic Plan.  The draft plan will be on the web internally with a series of questions framed by the Directorates.  The feedback from all of the NSF staff will be collected and used to determine where to start with the revised plan.  The strategic plan will support the vision statement that the NSF is developing for 2010.  A draft of the plan will be distributed for the review by the entire community.  Subsequent drafts will then go to OMB and Capitol Hill (by September 30, 2006).  Comments by AC/GEO members are welcomed on these drafts.

· Cyberinfrastructure.   Dr. Bement said NSF has formed a Cyberinfrastructure (CI) Council that meets almost weekly with all NSF stakeholders.  About 70% of the NSF investment in CI comes from the research directorates.  The CI Council has been actively involved in the strategic planning process.  A planning document has been disseminated to the public with a section on high-performance computing.  The document has also been used to develop NSF solicitations for the next investment in building capacity in high-performance computing.  Three other sections in progress include Data Acquisition and Visualization, Collaborations/Virtual Organizations, and Education and Career Development.  NSF is in the process of hiring a Director for the new Office of CI.  Dr. Leinen continues to be very involved in these developments.  NSF is also actively engaged with other agencies (e.g., Department of Energy, Defense Applied Research Projects Agency (DARPA) etc.) to leverage resources wherever possible -- the needs are great and investment, large.  CI has an international perspective as far as networks are concerned as well.  

· Data Storage.  The AC/GEO asked for an update on how NSF is approaching the problem of long-term data storage.  The NSB has published a report on this as well.  Dr. Bement said NSF has responded to the NSB report and promised a more deliberate response at the December 2005 meeting.  Data issues will be addressed in the CI vision document and strategic plan.  At a recent National Science and Technology Council (NSTC) meeting, co-chaired by NSF, Dr. Bement proposed a working group be established on digital data collection.  It was well received and will be on the agenda at the next meeting.  Questions come up about the role of academia and robust infrastructure to support data as well as tools to operate and maintain them. 

· Climate Change.  How is climate change being viewed at NSF?  Dr. Bement said decisions related to climate change should be informed by science.  It is well accepted that the climate is changing, but the debate now concerns the rate of change and the various factors involved in the change.  Opinions are quite varied and strongly debated.  Decision makers are being asked to make decisions in the absence of complete information and without consensus among the scientists.  Scientists can deal with complexity at a much higher level of systemic research that possible before.  Climate modeling can be absolutely precise, but not accurate.  This is part of the problem.  Science is going to be political.  How are we going to deal with that and keep it from abusing our credibility?

· Evolution vs. Intelligent Design.  Dr. Bement said that every professional society is addressing the issue of evolution versus Intelligent Design (ID).  NSF has not been pressed to come out with a position, although the Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) has.  The Director of OSTP, Dr. Marburger has said ID is not science.  How can science accommodate the debate and give recognition for belief systems?  Why do supporters of ID see science as a threat?  We need to understand the issues more deeply.

· 21st Century Science and Education.  The NSB is tasked with establishing a commission for 21st Century Science and Education.  What is the role of NSF in the larger context of STEM education in the nation?  Dr. Bement said NSF needs the NSB help in defining the vision for the future and to make a clear and emphatic statement of the role of the NSF.  He is convinced NSF has the right programs (though they can of course be improved and better integrated) and the involvement of the best teachers and faculty.  The focus on excellence and best practices is beginning to propagate.  Initially the charge to NSF was very broad.  The NSB is focusing more on translating this to action.  NSF has begun to anticipate that and is critically evaluating programs. 

· MREFCs and Core Funding.  The AC/GEO said they talked about how to find a balance between MREFCs and core science funding.   Dr. Bement said the NSB has guidelines that recommend approximately 19% of the budget should be spent on MREFCs.  NSF tries to budget between the NSB guidelines.  

· NASA and NOAA Partnerships.  How can NSF work with NASA and NOAA most effectively?  Dr. Olsen said that GEO works well with these federal mission-oriented agencies.  In times of budget constraints, often the first thing to be cut in mission agencies is funding for basic research.  This places a burden on NSF.  The agencies all need each other to survive and need to work together nationally and internationally.

Dr. Bement thanked the AC/GEO members for the service they provide to the NSF.

Follow-up Issues

Dr. Leinen provided her impressions of the visit with Drs. Bement and Olsen.  She related that there is a good working relationship between them – they have complementary styles.  The AC/GEO members interpreted the comments on climate change somewhat differently.  Recognizing that it is a complex issue, some thought the concensus was more established than implied by the Director.  In the discussion on creationism versus evolution, members thought that Dr. Bement made a perceptive observation when he remarked on the need for us to recognize the significance of other’s belief systems when he asked, “What are parents afraid of and why are they threatened by science?”  This perspective provides a context for discussion.

Dr. Bement said he wants GEO/AC input on how NSF should respond in the short-term to events like hurricane Katrina.  In the discussion of MREFCs, Dr. Leinen wanted to caution using the NSB target percentage of funds for facilities as a way of saying things were balanced.  The balance should be based on input from the specific community involved with the activity.

International Polar Year (IPY) Activities

Dr. Smith introduced Dr. Scott Borg, Head Antarctic Science Section, OPP, who provided an update to the AC/GEO on IPY activities within NSF.  Dr. Smith noted that other countries have allocated specific dollars to IPY activities.  The US is the lead agency and OPP has the lead within NSF.  The US is identifying activities bottom-up.  There is no additional funding for IPY activities – they will be funded through core programs.  

Dr. Borg noted OPP supports a broad array of sciences to include all of geosciences, much of biological sciences and some Mathematics and Physical Sciences (MPS).  He provided a brief history of the discussions of IPY and noted that interest is at a substantial level now.  There are many cooperative activities that can be done nationally and internationally.  A brief summary of some potential studies that could contribute to the US IPY activity was provided.  NAS reports have also been published as a result of an Implementation Workshop help in July 2004.  The International Council for Science (ICSU) and World Meteorological Organization (WMO) issued a call for an expression of intent from those seeking to participate in IPY.  About 900 expressions of intent were received and can be found on the IPY website [http://www.ipy.org/development/eoi/index.htm]

Some proposed international funding commitments include $150M Canadian over 6 years with an Arctic focus, $60M from China, and about £6M for the UK National Environmental Research Council for Arctic research.  The US IPY-related activities for FY06 to be funded by NSF were estimated at about $15M to $20M.

OPP and EHR hope to have a solicitation out in FY06 for the following science emphasis areas: Observing System to Enable SEARCH (Study of Environmental Arctic Change); Ice Sheet History and Dynamics; Studies of Life in the Cold and Dark; Education/Outreach; and Data Management.  Examples of research projects in these areas were illustrated for the period March 2007 through March 2009.  Solicitations in FY06 are meant to lay the groundwork for FY07 activities.  Dr. Borg said there is also a cross-directorate working group.  He noted that mechanisms are in place to facilitate interagency and international coordination.

AC/GEO Discussion

The AC/GEO had an open discussion of topics that had been introduced to this point:

· The AC/GEO recommended that GEO identify IPY-related activities and total funded projects to help articulate to the research community what they are contributing.  

· In response to inquiries, Dr. Spence provided a brief history of the process GEO went through in developing the GEO 2000 strategic plan.  A working group with GEO and AC members was established with a broad cross-section of individuals from the research community.  Draft documents were vetted in the research community and at American Geophysical Union (AGU), American Meteorological Society (AMS), American Geological Institute (AGI), and other national professional society meetings.  The final document was done with help of graphics staff.  An executive summary was also produced.  The entire process took over two years.  

· The group discussed the timing of the GEO2000 plan and time estimates for developing a new plan.

· The group discussed the difference between a National Research Council (NRC) decadal plan and an NSF strategic plan.  NRC reports are often very specific – the GEO strategic plan was at high level and more conceptual.  GEO2000 was collective voice of the research community and its target audience was also very different.  

· The GEO plan should compliment the NSF Strategic Plan.  The NSF Strategic Plan is THE NSF plan and strategic for science in general.  The GEO2000 plan is AN AC/GEO document.  

With no further discussion, the meeting was adjourned at 5:50 p.m.

Thursday, October 6, 2005

The AC/GEO reconvened at 9:00 a.m. with Division Subcommittee meetings for Atmospheric Sciences, Earth Sciences, and Ocean Sciences.

Plenary Session 2

The full AC/GEO meeting was called to order at 12:20 pm.

Working Lunch – Member Presentations

Dr. Brune announced the tradition of the outgoing members making presentations at their final meeting.

Dr. Susan Brantley presented on “Thoughts on Critical Zone Science:  People and Ideas”.  The critical zone was defined as the portion of the earth that extends from the outer limits of vegetation to the lower boundary of groundwater penetration.  The critical zone is the most complex biomaterial on the planet.  The study of the fundamental critical zone is supported by EPA, USDA, NASA, DOE, and NSF.  At NSF, the GEO directorate has many programs that involve the critical zone such as Geobiology, Environmental Geochemistry, and Geomorphology, and Land Use.  In recent years, there has been a growth in the number of scientists in this field as scientific questions are emerging.  There is declining interest in fields such as physics that has been more than offset by the rise in the life sciences.  The percent of women in the life sciences is very high.  As the geosciences moves more into the life sciences, more people will be attracted which may increase diversity.  

Dr. Robert Detrick noted Woods Hole Oceanographic Institute just had their 75th anniversary.  When Dr. Detrick went into ocean sciences 30 years ago, it was exciting because new paradigms were evolving in interpreting data.  He asked if today’s ocean sciences field was attracting young brilliant minds.  Although there is nothing revolutionary happening similar to plate tectonics in the 1960s, there are now great tools in ocean sciences for observation.  His presentation was entitled “Cool Tools for Oceanography in the 21st Century”.  One significant change has been in the scientific equipment now available on research vessels.  In the old days, ocean scientists depended on ships to collect data.  Now robotic vehicles, autonomous vehicles, and sensors provide greater capabilities.  Ships now operate with computers and high-tech tools.  Mobile observing systems sample broad spatial areas of the oceans with global coverage.  New sensors at fixed sites collect data for years or decades, providing high temporal samplings.  Roving platforms such as Argo floats  can move up and down at various depths sampling variables and are easy to deploy.  Gliders, similar to Argo floats, have wings to direct trajectories and adjustable.  Both Argo and gliders are used for upper ocean research.  The deep submersible ALVIN and the tethered vehicle JASON are used for  deep ocean research.  New tools will go even deeper.  Automated Underwater Vehicle (AUV) technology includes REMUS, SEABED, and MBARI.  A new vehicle being tested will be a combination of an ROV and an AUV and can be used in either mode.  

Dr. Cheryl Peach presented on “Investing in Scientist-Educator Partnerships”.  Dr. Peach is the Director of the Scripps Center for Educational Outreach Connections.  The Center provides opportunities for Scripps scientists in all disciplines to participate in science education and outreach.  Its mission is to spark and nurture collaborations among scientists and educators to advance ocean discovery.  In her role as a facilitator, Dr. Peach seeks out topnotch science education partners.  She also works with researchers to find education and outreach opportunities that match their research interests, time constraints, and budgetary limitations.  They work to help craft the broader impact sections of the proposals, provide letters of support, and work with the education partner to take on some of the tasks listed above.  Examples of opportunities for researchers to demonstrate broader impact were shared.  Scientists benefit from this approach by gaining access to professionals with expertise in translating research topics into educational products.  Scientists reach a diverse student teacher and student audience and potentially long-lived partnerships are created.  Many within the research community view the broader impact criterion at NSF as a burden.  This program helps small contributions from many in the community result in a cumulative effort that has enormous impact. Scientists have an extremely important role to play in science education at all levels.  Without their advocacy and participation, science education in the country will fall far short of what is necessary to remain strong.

Dr. John Wilson presented on “A Mathematical Tool That is Useful in the Sciences”.  The tool addresses how objects move through space and the probability over time that that object will arrive at a prescribed place downstream   He outlined the time travel probability as the time required for one particle to travel from its source to a specific location (i.e. a receptor of an observing system).  He noted there are two concepts that are applied in groundwater hydrology: forward travel time and backward travel time.  Backward time probability methods can be used in petroleum engineering, hydrology, oceanography and the atmosphere for prediction sensitivity analysis, inverse problems, data assimilation, and instrument design.  Dr. Wilson provided examples of using this method to find the source of contaminants in ground water.  This system works for tracer tests, identifying sources, conceptual model testing, and diagnosis and in aquifers and possibly petroleum reservoirs. 

Dr. Karen Von Damm presented on “How Seafloor Hydrothermal Systems Work”.  The central question is what is the hydrothermal flux to the ocean?  The change of ideas in hydrothermal systems involves temporal variability, phase separation (boiling), equilibrium between the rocks and water, and implications.  Dr. Von Damm showed data indicating dramatic temporal changes in the ocean. She asked how does this affect organisms that live in the ocean.  Continued data collection is looking at variability in organisms and temporal variations which are measured with deployed sensors.  

Committee of Visitor Reports and Discussion 

ATM Upper Atmosphere Research Section COV

Dr. Smith summarized the COV findings for ATM’s Upper Atmosphere Research Section.  The group used the new COV software which it found to be helpful.  The COV expressed very strong approval of what was being done in the section and strong praise for the program managers.  Subgroups for each section reviewed 10 percent of the submitted proposals.  A final report was written with the following main conclusions:

· The section was complimented for very high standards and performance

· The implementation of recommendations from the 2002 COV was approved

· The efficiency and integrity of processes were found to be excellent

· Outputs and outcomes in people, tools, and ideas were highly rated

· Concerns include broader impacts, mail-in reviews, and implications of high risk efforts.

In responses to the recommendations from the 2002 COV, the program improved the proposal process, funded more awards to young researchers, implemented faculty development programs, returned to full staffing, held a visiting panel meeting for major facilities, and had a major increase in funds from NSF crosscutting programs.

COV recommendations include:

· Clarify the use of evaluations of criteria 1 and 2 in proposal actions

· Adopt improved procedures to ensure panels track the stages of an argument to change the grade from the mail-in reviews

· Clarify the section policy on funding high risk research proposals

· Review approach to encouragement of accomplishment based renewals

· Review strategy for the preservation of the best in CEDAR, GEM and SHINE programs

· (some proposals categories are more important for broader impact)

· Optimize the use of virtual panels

· Review policy on admission of proposals from resident scientists at other federal agencies

· Consider expansion of scope of Solar Terrestrial Physics to include Heliospheric Physics

· Optimize the use of virtual panels.

EAR Surface Earth Processes COV

Dr. Brantley summarized the findings for the three programs reviewed in the EAR Surface Earth Processes  by the COV.  Overall the COV was pleased and found the program officers are doing a good job.  Two of the programs handle a lot of proposals.  The program officers are also getting out into the communities.  Projects funded in the areas of water quality, soil change, etc. are important to the nation.  Programs are healthy and vibrant.  Concerns raised during the COV have already been addressed by the program.  Additional comments from the COV:

· With the high proposal load, more staff is needed

· The research community needs a better definition of the broader impact criterion

· The diversity of the reviewers could be improved and the COV suggested recruiting from reviewers from minority serving institutions

· There were three large initiatives that had significant funding.  Two of the three had only had a mail review and no panel review, and two of the three received discretionary funding.  Procedurally this was inconsistent.  The program will work to improve this

· There is a need to improve the dialog with the community in terms of funding and vision for the program

· In geology and paleontology it is clear that the proposers who are rejected are submitting strong proposals so there is a need for more funds in those disciplines.

EAR Deep Earth Processes COV

Dr. Sharon Mosher summarized the findings of the EAR Deep Earth Processes COV report for the five programs reviewed.  The COV was very impressed with the review process and program management.  They felt the section was doing a very good job and had funded many multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary projects.  The work funded had excellent ratings with quality well-documented outcomes.  As a result of awards funded, there has been an outstanding increase of knowledge in deep earth processes.  Many appeared in high profile publications.  The COV saw many proposals where new tools and techniques were developed and projects with societal impact.  

COV recommendations:

· Program officer positions need to be fostered to maintain the high level of dedication

· The workload of the staff was found to be very high relative to rest of GEO.  Staff increases are needed to reduce workload

· Heavy commitments cut into program officer’s ability to interact with the community and other programs

· Some good practices may suffer or have to change

· There is a large overlap between individual programs and some that have arbitrary boundaries.  Program officers must keep programs fluid and interactive.

Past COV concerns about the management of the tectonics program appear to have been addressed and the program has improved.  EarthScope is an unprecedented opportunity and challenge.  Sufficient funding is needed as the project comes online and the science budget increases.  Program officers need to view EarthScope as a benefit for researchers in their area.  Success depends on positive interaction among programs and shared science funding and communication with the research community.  The COV was impressed and also noted that the program had implemented much of the advice from the previous COV.

OCE Integrative Programs COV

Dr. Francisco Chavez summarized the OCE COV for the Integrative Programs Section (IPS).  The group focused mostly on budgetary issues since ship operations take up the largest portion of the budget.  The COV also looked at technical services and upgrades and acquisitions.  Technical service needs have been increasing as equipment comes online that requires more technical operators which increases the costs.  The COV stressed the importance of maintaining and renewing existing facilities.  It is important to maintain a funding balance between facilities and research.  The quality and vision of the staff is important.  The OTIC (Oceanographic Technology and Interdisciplinary Coordination) program was not reviewed but should be included with other integrative program facilities.  Corporate knowledge of the IPS facilities staff should be transferred down the line.  Other suggestions for the program included:

· Maintaining an open process for future upgrades and acquisitions

· Streamlining the tracking of maintenance and upgrades of research vessels

· Increasing cost effectiveness

· Considering facilities costs as part of the scientific review process

· Automating the ship scheduling process

· Dealing with new types of facilities required by the community.


Dr. Brune thanked the COVs and chairs for their hard work.  A motion was made and passed to approve all the COV reports.  Any additional comments on the reports should be emailed to Dr. Leinen.

Subcommittee Reports

EAR Subcommittee

Dr. Raymond Jeanloz, Subcommittee chair, summarized the EAR discussions:

· A major recommendation of the National Academy report on Basic Research Opportunities in Earth
Sciences (BROES) is the pursuit of planetary science and this has not been yet been done  

· Future opportunities are at the interface between humans and science; transport of pathogens combines chemistry, biology, and nanoscience

· Three current programs that used to be geology may be in danger of losing funds

· Sustainability of large projects, keeping science energized both within and parallel to large projects, project oversight, cooperative agreements, and maintenance and operations are a threat 

· Should observatories such as EarthScope be revisited in order to keep moneys in the science pursued?

· It is crucial to clarify the interface with Geoinformatics and the NSF-wide Office of Cyberinfrastructure.  An investment in hardware and software is needed

· In response to proposal pressure in EAR, 2.5 staff positions have been added.  

OCE Subcommittee

Dr. Larry Mayer reported on the OCE Subcommittee discussions.  The group was briefed on encouraging reports from the division, new hires, replacements, and the need for an Environmental Officer.  They discussed the OCE response to hurricanes Katrina and Rita.  Eleven SGER grants were funded to help provide immediate responses to include use of small vessels.  The Visions Cruise project provides real-time transmission of images from the sea floor.  This technology is not only a research tool, but also can be used for outreach.  

The Subcommittee also discussed the IPS COV report and the challenge in finding a balance between research and facility funding.  There is growing pressure on ship availability and cost of fuel.  Funds are available in the mid-size infrastructure account.  The scientific ocean-going vessels are on budget but costs are increasing and core research funding has remained the same.  OCE is developing talking points for community presentations that will held address some misinformation and provide a clear message of the vision and goals of the program.  Continued investment in infrastructure is needed as well as investment in future projects.  This has been a continued topic of discussion and GEO welcomes any advice from the AC/GEO they can offer.

ATM Subcommittee 

Dr. Roger Smith reported on the ATM Subcommittee discussions.   The group heard updates on facilities.  The HIAPER aircraft is completed under budget.  Operations and maintenance will cost $5M per year, abouts 2 percent of the total ATM budget.  The Advanced Modular Incoherent Scatter Radar (AMISR) is starting to get underway and the RADAR project is on schedule.  Tests are going well and 32 of the panels will be in operation by November 2005.  The observatory at Resolute Bay, AK will be ready in 2007.  The National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR) has 75 projects including climate projects.  NCAR labs are being fitted with new equipment which will increase their computing capabilities.  The ATM COV was also discussed.  ATM has asked the National Academy of Sciences to review and report on the field and an interim report is available on the NSF web site.  The NAS panel said the research community is well served by the resources in place.  They would like to see a planning process that involves strategic planning for just ATM.  They also recommended increased investment in high-risk research and for cross-disciplinary research to continue.  Interagency and international projects were encouraged.  The panel also recommended improved data archiving and stronger partnerships between industry and researchers.

Education and Diversity Subcommittee

Dr. Cheryl Peach reported that Dr. Jill Karsten will replace Dr Huntoon as Program Manager.  The Subcommittee accepted the abridged version of the report to GEO.  Dr. Huntoon gave an overview of GEO education and ongoing educational programs at NSF.  GLOBE and DELESE were also discussed.  They serve as a springboard to seek funds for education proposals.  GLOBE is a partnership program between researchers and students and teachers.  They have proposed a change in the GLOBE program to put more emphasis on education.  Looking to have more scientists involved and have teacher and students from a wider variety of disciplines.  Also EHR has many programs that geoscientists can apply to.  DLESE was reviewed by a Blue Ribbon panel.  The recommendations were that the management needed to be improved to work more in line with project goals.  DLESE awards for 2006 will not be renewed as the program undergoes revision.  A follow-on activity with a management plan conducive to success will focus on improving DLESE and projects will be funded as cooperative agreements.  The focus will be on the educational aspects of DLESE and not on technical development.

The Subcommittee also talked about the various diversity programs at NSF and opportunities for enhancing them.  It is necessary to have a clear articulation of goals and objectives and the metrics for success of the portfolio.  It was suggested the GEO directorate craft a vision statement for the diversity and education program.  The vision should also encourage industry partnerships.  

Planning for Post GEO 2000

Dr. Leinen agreed with the AC/GEO consensus to revisit the GEO 2000 document.  Dr. Spence distributed a report that resulted from an ad hoc committee that met in 2003.  The AC/GEO members were asked to review the document and subsequent discussions to provide input on the future development of a process to produce a revised GEO plan, and in particular, how the process may involve the research community?  Dr. Brune asked for input on the process for going forward so progress is made by the next AC/GEO meeting.  

The AC/GEO felt they should build on the GEO 2000 document.  The current plan is broad and many areas identified in it are still relevant.  However, technologies, improvements, methods, and observations have evolved.  Over the last decade, we are increasingly dealing with questions in geosciences that are at the borders of other sciences.  It was suggested to structure the new document around the interfaces of those areas.   Time and space scaling issues, new dimensions to be explored, and sustainability issues should also be considered.  The AC/GEO suggested consulting broadly with CEOSE as well as with biology and chemistry.

Dr. Leinen said the new document would be an AC/GEO document.  Advisory committee documents are very influential and NSF uses them to communicate to the larger community as well.  It is also a message to NSF management and Congress.  This was done very effectively with GEO2000.

Dr. Brune thanked the AC/GEO for helping to define the process.

The meeting adjourned at 5:45 p.m.

Friday, October 7, 2005

Plenary Session 3

The meeting was reconvened at 9:05 a.m.

Other NSF Topics

CEOSE Report

Dr. Samuel Myers, Jr. provided an update on the Committee on Equal Opportunities in Science and Engineering (CEOSE) Report to Congress.  He provided a synopsis of the main conclusions and recommendations in the report.  Dr. Myers briefly reviewed the history of CEOSE which was congressionally mandated as an Advisory Committee in 1980.  The AC is required to submit a ten-year report to Congress in addition to biennial reports.  The report “Broadening Participation in America’s Science and Engineering Workforce” was submitted in 2004.  Dr. Myers highlighted several aspects from the report.

Summary of trends:

· Modest increase in participation

· Proposal submission rate increase for minorities and women

· Proposal success rates for underrepresented populations comparable to NSF overall rate

· Grant sizes marginally lower

· Increased diversity in review panels

· Higher participation within NSF STEM staff than in overall US STEM workforce (within NSF)

· Increased investments in underserved communities by nearly 90% since 1980 (but still about 5 percent of total NSF budget).

Some recommendations:

· Accountability: Systematic and objective evaluation is needed as well as an assessment of effectiveness and impact programs and policies on broadening participation  

· Research: NSF should sponsor additional social science research that will advance understanding of the causes and effects of progress in and barriers to broadening participation in STEM at all levels – from learners to leaders.  Areas include: mentoring, organizational climate, the structure and culture of STEM enterprise in the US, and inclusion of women

· Policy Levers: NSF should continue to employ and design new policy levers that focus the attention of principal investigators and their institutions on: diversity aspects of the broader-impacts criterion; embedding diversity goals into their research; and designing and implementing sustainable institutional change that helps STEM become more inviting and supportive of women, underrepresented minorities, and person with disabilities at all levels 

· Tribal Colleges: To engage and advance more Native Americans in STEM, NSF should enhance research capacity and research opportunities at Tribal Colleges by supporting more faculty exchanges and innovative distance-education and research technologies; and expanding collaboration with research institutions

Some challenges:

· From “pipelines” (unidimensional) to “pathways” (multidimensional)

· From individual support to institutional transformation

· Implications of tightening of VISA requirements for foreign students

· The supply-side myth:  There are no qualified underrepresented candidates for faculty positions.  Fact: The greatest pathway diversion appears to be between PhD and faculty appointment

· Ownership and action needed at all levels in the US STEM community

CEOSE wants to encourage thought about underrepresented groups and convey their concern.

The AC/GEO responded that they have heard the plea to increase the numbers of underrepresented groups and persons with disabilities for the last couple of years.  What progress is NSF making in developing more quantitative and objective measures?  Dr. Leinen said there has been a great deal more focus on what is required in programs to enable this evaluation.  Part of the project budget must be used for evaluation (for collecting the data, etc.).  In EarthScope, GEO requires an evaluation component to set the stage to collect the appropriate data to make those determinations.  The challenge is how to evaluate all the individual efforts.  NSF doesn’t require an explicit statement of outcome on broader impacts in the annual project reports.  NSF is making progress, but is not there yet.  

Dr. Peach said research is desperately needed on why these groups are underrepresented in the STEM fields.  This is a very important first step.  Dr. Leinen said there is some research going on in the Social, Behavorial, and Economics Directorate (SBE).  Mentoring was the overwhelming factor.  Every male Ph.D. could name their mentor.  Only 15% of women could.  There are also differences for racial minorities and the reasons for choices and understanding that would help address the multiple reasons and then NSF could work more strategically.

The AC/GEO members requested a copy of Dr. Myers presentation.

GEO-BIO Complexity Follow-On

Dr. Phillip Taylor, Acting Section Head in OCE, said the Coupled Biogeochemical Cycles (CBC) and Carbon and Water in the Earth System competition and Water Cycle competition should be announced in November 2005 with a mid-March 2006 deadline.  The programs will involve FY06 and FY07 funds at about $15M/year for two years across all divisions in GEO.  

ERE Advisory Committee Report

Dr. Wilson said the Environmental Research and Education (ERE) Advisory Committee has not met since the last AC/GEO meeting but will meet October 19-20, 2005.  Ongoing activities include a report on a workshop the AC/ERE had cosponsored with the Department of Energy and an occasional paper on “Water as a Complex System” which should be completed by the next AC/GEO meeting.  The AC/ERE also sponsored a workshop in July 2005 in Santa Fe, New Mexico that gathered different sciences and engineering disciplines that do environmental observing.  The product from this workshop will be a 16-page report.  The focus will be on a review of existing observing systems and how they may be linked.  The workshop report will be distributed to the AC/GEO when it is available.  It may lead to an occasional paper as well.  The AC/GEO commented that the AC/ERE ‘s occasional papers have been very successful in communicating science and have been quoted by Congress.

GPRA Advisory Committee Report

Dr. Harriss provided a brief history of the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) and the establishment of the Advisory Committee for GPRA (AC/GPRA).  The goal of GPRA was to require federal agencies to produce measurable outcomes.  It has been an ongoing effort since 1994 in all of the science agencies and the process is continually being refined.  NSF has done well in defining how to measure performance.  Dr. Harriss said it has been a privilege to represent the AC/GEO on the AC/GPRA which reports directly to the NSF Director.  Input from the AC/GRPA helps NSF prepare their performance reports.  

The AC/GPRA is made up of 25 members, of which half come from other NSF advisory committee and the other half from members in the research community.  Membership includes representation from industry and business aspects of NSF.  An enormous amount of in-house effort is required at NSF to review the accomplishments NSF and the research community.  Ms. Marilyn Suiter is one of lead NSF staff that pulls together more than 900 descriptions (“nuggets”) of programs that have been selected for their outstanding accomplishments.  COV reports, annual project reports, and the NSF strategic plan also are used in evaluating NSF’s performance.  The report is organized along People, Ideas, Tools, and Organizational Goals.

Dr. Harriss provided specific examples of several GEO-related project successes.  He encouraged the AC/GEO to review the NSF GPRA report for more detail.  One area where they found NSF was not successful was research related to successful mentoring.  He went back to CEOSE report and looked at their recommendations and endorsed those for improving data collection on underrepresented groups in STEM areas.  A concern was the observed decline in funding.  Issues the group is discussing include “transformative research”, and the lifetime of multidisciplinary projects like Information Technology Research initiative.  

Dr. Harriss found his participation on the GPRA Advisory Committee to be one of most interesting and exciting opportunities he has had to participate at NSF.

Update from Last AC/GEO Meeting – Ranking of Proposals

In the action items from the last meeting, the AC/GEO had asked about rankings of proposals.  Mr. Will Smith provided data and an update.  At the last AC/GEO meeting, a question came up regarding funding rates and reviewer evaluations for proposals submitted to GEO.  A chart showed the NSF and GEO funding rates.  The GEO funding rate has been consistently higher (slightly) than NSF.  Another chart showed the average review scores (scale of 1-5).  Awards with NSF/GEO are very similar.  Scores of proposals that GEO declined tended to be higher than NSF overall.  Another chart showed the distribution of review scores within GEO.  The distribution of reviewer scores has been very stable from 1996-2004 (percent rated “very good”, “excellent” and “good”).  Full data was provided in the meeting books.

Dr. Leinen noted that the increase in proposals received also represents and increase in non-competitive proposals.  The numbers of proposals ranked from Good/Very Good to Excellent has been fairly constant with fairly steady funding rates.   The funding rate that is going down is the decrease in funding for the less-competitive proposals.

It was noted that the data presented does not reflect Panel Review scores that were not entered into the NSF system.  Program officers also look for a balance in the research funded.  

Cyberinfrastructure (CI)

Dr. Deborah Crawford, Interim Director, Office of Cyberinfrastructure, provided an update on Cyberinfrastructure.  Dr. Bement chairs a CI council responsible for NSF’s strategic direction in CI that includes each NSF AD and office directors.  CI activities at NSF are jointly shared and owned by all the offices/directorates.  The Computer and Information Science and Engineering (CISE) Division of Shared Cyberinfrastructure was moved into the Office of the Director and renamed the Office of Cyberinfrastructure (OCI).  With a budget line item in NSF’s appropriations, CI should receive more attention.  NSF is searching for a permanent director for OCI.  Dr. Crawford is leading a comprehensive strategic planning process within NSF to focus on FY06 – FY10.  A strategic planning process is underway for OCI with four components: 1) Collaboratories, Observatories, and Virtual Organizations, 2) High Performance Computing, 3) Learning and Workforce Development, and 4) Data, Data Analysis and Visualization.

To date, the High Performance Computing strategic plan has been drafted and is available on the NSF web site for public comment.  The draft strategic plan for Data, Data Analysis, and Visualization is estimated to be available for public comment January 15, 2006.  NSF hopes to leverage interagency and international input and think about an international “system” of data collection.  It is planned for the other two strategic plans to be drafted by March 15, 2006.  A final CI Vision Document that pulls together all four strategic plans is planned for early summer 2006 which will inform the FY2008 budget request.  There is a High-Performance Computing solicitation currently issued with a February 2006 closing date.

GEO has been a real leader in CI.  NSF wants to make sure to capture all of the lessons learned and to share tools developed where possible.  Interoperability is foremost.  CI also provides opportunities for broadening participation.  

NSF is forming a CI advisory committee that will advise the CI Council with representatives from each of the directorates/offices and hope to meet in January 2006.  

Dr. Leinen asked AC/GEO members to review the draft CI strategic plans on the NSF web site.  She also mentioned she was talking to the Forum for Geosciences Information and Technology, a group of about 120 individuals engaged in developing/consulting research on CI for the Geosciences, and hoped this would be an annual meeting.  

Dr. Mayer said the AC/GEO was seeing steps in the right direction.  This is very encouraging.

Discussion of Post GEO2000

The AC/GEO discussed ways to ensure the knowledge from current AC membership is transferred to new members and also ways to engage the research community in the Post GEO2000 strategic planning process.  The group recommended that in about three months (January 2006), the chairs of each division should hold conference calls with the AC/GEO division subcommittees to review the strategic planning process.  This can set the stage for old and new members to be introduced.  Dr. Brune would participate in all three division calls.  Materials should be provided to committee members prior to the call to include the GEO2000 publication, minutes from the October 2005 AC/GEO meeting and the information found in Tabs 1 and 2 of the Meeting Materials binder.  A cover letter should also be included that explains the charge and context for the planning process.  

Dr. Brune requested nominations for AC/GEO members to be on an ad hoc Strategic Planning committee.  This should include outgoing and incoming AC/GEO members and other expertise as identified (not limited to AC/GEO members).  The committee should be established by the spring 2006 AC/GEO meeting with a chair identified by the January 2006 conference call.

AC/GEO members were asked to email Dr. Brune or Dr. Leinen with recommendations for ad hoc committee members or to volunteer.  A writing group with support from GEO staff would also be identified.  

Concluding AC/GEO Issues 

Dates of Next Meeting

The next AC/GEO meeting is May 3-5, 2006.  

Concluding Remarks

Dr. Leinen recapped for the AC/GEO what she “heard”.  

· Education and Diversity:  The subcommittee meeting should be held separate from the full meeting.  GEO needs to develop clear descriptions of the programs in their education and diversity portfolio.  GEO should encourage evaluations of outcomes and find ways to make sure evaluations for broader impact are part of all projects.  NSF research on reasons for under-representation should be encouraged.

· COVS:  Dr. Leinen heard from the COV reports that the program directors are doing an excellent job under stressful conditions with heavy workloads.  Efforts should be made to communicate what NSF is looking for in terms of broader impacts and how it will be used.

· Division Meetings:  Balance between facilities and support is important.  Ways to effectively integrate facilities and research so they are not seen as a drain on resources is also important.  The research is expecting good stewardship of facilities to make sure the operations and maintenance is efficient.

· Post GEO2000 planning:  The AC/GEO agrees that it is time to engage in a look at GEO2000 and develop a new document that complements and continues the GEO2000 plan.  It should discuss current opportunities and challenges for the next five years or so.  The group also identified a process for how to move forward.

Dr. Leinen presented a certificate of appreciation for service on the AC/GEO to outgoing members Drs. Chavez, Brantley, Mosher, Peach, Van Damm, Wilson, and Detrick (Dr. Silver was absent).  She thanked the AC/GEO for their welcome advice in very important areas.  

Dr. Brune thanked the group for a productive meeting.  With no further discussion, the meeting was adjourned at 11:55 a.m.

Review of Action Items

· Prepare for Subcommittee calls (see above)

· Identify a Chair for the ad hoc committee for GEO2000 review/strategic planning

· Identify volunteers for the Education and Diversity subcommittee (which will be held prior to the full AC/GEO meeting).

· Topics for the Education and Diversity subcommittee should be sent to Dr. Harriss (copy Dr. Spence) via email.  Examples include: tribal colleges and accountability.  

· AC/GEO members should read GEO2000 and become familiar with it.

· Nominations for new AC/GEO members should be emailed to Dr. Leinen.

· Comment on AC/GEO structure.  Currently meetings begin on Wednesday and conclude Friday noon.  Are there other ideas to explore or other agenda items to consider.  Send to Dr. Spence. 

· To address broader impacts issues, data collection and accomplishments may be needed.  Focus on it as a tool for monitoring what is going on with underrepresented groups.  

· GEO needs nominations or a volunteer for an AC/GEO representative to serve as a liaison with the AC/EHR.  
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