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Wednesday, April 24, 2002

The following AC/GEO subcommittees met on Wednesday, April 24, 2002:

· Education and Diversity, Dr. Kim Kastens, Chair

· Atmospheric Sciences, Dr. Tim Killeen, chair

· Earth Sciences, Dr. Gail Ashley, chair

· Ocean Sciences, Dr. Ken Johnson, chair

Thursday, April 25, 2002

Welcome, Introductions, and Status of Actions from Last AC/GEO Meeting

Dr. Joyce Penner, Chair, called the meeting to order at 8:30 a.m.  Introductions were made.  Dr. Spence AC-GEO Executive Secretary reviewed meeting logistics and Dr. Leinen, Assistant Director for Geosciences welcomed the committee members, and in particular the new members, in attendance.

Report on the Geosciences Directorate

Dr. Margaret Leinen provided an update on activities within GEO since the last meeting in November.  She noted that the FY2002 and FY2003 budget requests show a trend of significant increases for NSF.  The FY2003 GEO request represents a 40% increase in the GEO budget since FY2000.  NSF continues to work toward doubling the budget.  The House, Senate and Administration are supportive of NSF activities in science, technology, and education, and it is hoped that the funding increases will continue.  

Strategic Investments: There have also been investments in the strategic NSF goals of people, ideas and tools.  People have been supported by programs like ADVANCE, IGERT (Integrative Graduate Education and Research Training), GEO Diversity, and the new Environmental Education program.  Ideas are supported by investment in hydrological sciences, ocean sciences and air-sea interactions.  Tools are funded through increases in ship operations, IRIS (Incorporated Research Institutions for Seismology), DLESE (Digital Library in Earth Science Education) and the Ocean Drilling operations.

GEO Investments: The GEO budget includes funding in NSF priority areas: Biocomplexity in the Environment ($22.22M), Information Technology Research ($13.21M), Nanoscale Science and Engineering ($7.53M), Learning for the 21st Century ($4.23M), and Mathematical Sciences ($4.57M).  Dr. Leinen reviewed the GEO investments in focus areas in the NSF Geosciences Beyond 2000 Plan.  These included planetary metabolism ($100M), Planetary Energetics and Dynamics ($150 M), Planetary Structure ($100M), and Planetary Ecology ($50M).  For facility investments, the FY2003 President’s budget includes $35M for initiating EarthScope.  The HIAPER (High-performance Instrumented Airborne Platform for Environmental Research) had $35M funded for FY2002 but there are no funds in the FY2003 budgets.    

Transfers to NSF:  It is possible that the National Sea Grant College Program funding of $57M will be transferred from NOAA to NSF.  The program focuses on competitive, merit-reviewed research, education and outreach for development of marine resources.  Two other proposed transfers include: 1) a transfer of a portion of a former EPA program ($9M) in Environmental Education to focus on the broad linkage between environmental education and research, and 2) a transfer from USGS of $10M for Hydrology of Toxic Substances to focus on science of water quality and the interface of natural and human systems.  NSF will need to put together plans on how to run these programs if the transfers are approved.  The status is uncertain.

GEO Highlights:  Dr. Leinen highlighted some of the activities within GEO.  New program staff from the OCE, EAR and ATM Divisions was introduced.  The FY2003 budget includes an increase to allow NSF to hire an additional 50+ full-time staff.  In the past, the GEO staffing plan was tailored to make the best use of IPAs.  This additional funding will allow GEO to add permanent staff in important areas.  In Atmospheric sciences, there was a scientific and management review of the National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR).  In Ocean Sciences, a report was published in collaboration with other agencies on the Fleet Renewal Plan: Charting the Future for the National Academic Research Fleet.  

Dr. Leinen highlighted the Integrated Carbon Cycle Science solicitation that coordinates activities of other agencies and global change programs.  Proposal deadlines are March 5, 2002.  Agencies participating included the NOAA Office of Global Programs (OGP), NASA, and DOE.  There is a new focus and structure for US climate change/global change research programs under the Bush Administration called the Climate Change Research Initiative (CCRI) that will be coupled with the existing US Global Change Research Program (USGCRP).  Research directions are still under development but they will build on developments in the USGCRP Long Range Plan.  The new management structure for climate and global change within the Science and Technology Committee has direct links to cabinet secretaries and agency directors as well as to the White House.  The first meetings took place last week.  The AC/GEO asked about the relationship of CCRI and the USGRCP.  There was concern that the Global Change Research Program will have diminished visibility.  Dr. Leinen responded that the new structure will facilitate integration between agencies, and while the relationship between the two programs is unclear now, a clearer picture should emerge in the next few months.

NSF’s Advisory Committee on Environmental Research and Education (AC/ERE) looks at the entire environmental portfolio for NSF and is in the process of developing a decadal research plan for environmental research and education.  The report will focus on the cross-directorate activities in the broad area of environment.  

At this meeting, there will be a continued focus on implementation of GEO 2000.  GEO has been implementing advice from the Advisory Committee in refining and expanding education and diversity activities and utilizing feedback on GEO future directions to develop thrusts in water, hazards, biogeosciences, and cyberinfrastructure.  They will explore how GEO is involved in NSF strategies, starting with cyberinfrastructure.  GEO hopes to confirm that GEO activities are heading in the right direction and share achievements that are a result of NSF investments.

Planning and Implementation – Science Topics: Water, Hazards, Biogeosciences, Cyberinfrastructure

Dr. Penner noted that in the past the AC/GEO has expressed concern about the implementation of the GEO 2000 initiatives.  For this meeting, GEO identified four science topics related to GEO 2000:  Fresh Water Initiative, Natural Hazards, Biogeosciences, and Cyberinfrastructure.  For each area, GEO staff provided an update on activities to stimulate discussion.

Fresh Water Initiative

Dr. Herman Zimmerman, Director, Earth Science Division, summarized the elements in the Fresh Water Initiative from the planning document.  They include:

· Long Term Hydrologic Observatories

· Hydrologic Data Assimilation System

· Hydrologic Measurement Facility

· Limnology (science of all inland water systems).  

· Community Administration: The hydrologic community has formed a university-based consortium of over 50 universities to provide the leadership and to facilitate research in the hydrologic sciences called CUAHSI (Consortium of Universities for the Advancement of the Hydrologic Sciences, Inc.).  

In each of these areas, GEO is working to develop programs and details were provided in the meeting materials.  Ongoing projects funded by GEO include a hydrologic science program, the USGCRP Water Cycle Research Program, the Global Energy and Water Cycle Experiment (GEWEX), the US Great Lakes project, International Decade for the African Great Lakes (IDEAL), Paleolimnology, Limnogeology and participation in IGERT and Science & Technology Centers.  The program solicitation for Water Cycle Research (deadline of June 18, 2002) was provided.

Natural Hazards

Vanessa Richardson, Director, Operations and Analysis, provided a review of Natural Hazards in the environment.  GEO formed a small internal working group to help develop the initiative.  She noted there was some difficulty in defining hazards.  This group hopes to conduct an inventory of current ‘hazards” activities, identify gaps, identify an outreach and communication plan and recommend a strategy for engaging the Congressional Hazards Caucus.  They are targeting funding for FY2005.  Speakers for a symposium on natural hazards have been identified and two sessions are proposed for the AAAS meeting in February 2003 on this topic.  Details on the funding levels, inventory of activities and funding gaps were provided in the meeting materials.

Biogeosciences

Dr. Zimmerman noted that the main topic in biogeosciences is “The Fusion of Biology and the Earth Sciences”.  A brief background was provided on this discipline within the existing divisions.  With this initiative, the goal is to establish a new field within geosciences.  GEO has recruited an IPA (Dr. Rachel Craig) who will handle the cross-directorate aspects of research in this area.  A program solicitation for Research in the Biogeosciences has been drafted and should be announced for funding around $5M in FY2003.  The new IPA will be asked to expand the program and will work to establish partnerships and bring the community together. 

Cyberinfrastructure

Dr. Kelvin Droegemeier, University of Oklahoma, noted that in May 2001, NSF put together a Blue Ribbon Panel to look at cyberinfrastructure issues and he participated on the panel.  Dr. Cliff Jacobs, Head, UCAR and Lower Atmospheric Facilities Section in ATM, said they are looking for ways that GEO can participate in this NSF-wide initiative.  They are also starting to think about cyberinfrastructure in the context of the environmental initiative and would like input on this from the advisory committee.  GEO has the advantage of having some discipline-specific supercomputer infrastructure that could be a model for other disciplines.

Dr. Droegemeier provided a historical background on the cyberinfrastructure initiative and the Blue Ribbon Panel (chaired by Dr. Dan Atkins, University of Michigan).  The Panel heard testimony from a broad range of groups, including traditionally underrepresented groups.  In the analysis, they found tremendous consistency among major initiatives and disciplines.  Some of the findings:  1) NSF should be the lead the agency in setting a national agenda for cyberinfrastructure; 2) infrastructure means more than just physical structure – human capital is critical as well; 3) the entry barrier to high-performance computing continues to be high; 4) effective use of parallel computers is becoming increasingly complex; and 5) a greater investment in tools, software and people training is needed.  The draft report recommendations are to establish a new NSF initiative to revolutionize science and engineering research.  The program should be organized at the Office level within NSF with a highly placed, credible leader who will manage a substantial budget (estimated $650M+ a year) and work with other directorates and agencies.      

Ongoing NSF-funded activities that relate to the cyberinfrastructure initiative include the National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR), the National Ecological Observatory Network (NEON), and the Networking for Earthquake Engineering Studies (NEES).  The draft report recommends that existing Partnerships for Advanced Computational Infrastructure (PACI) programs receive NSF funding for two years (until 2004) until the cyberinfrastructure initiative would be in place and then they could disaggregate some of the PACI functions.

AC/GEO Discussion of Science Topics

The AC/GEO was asked to provide advice to GEO for the following questions related to the science topics:

· Are these appropriate avenues of research within the framework of the GEO Directorate?

· Will these activities make an important contribution to both science and society?  Will they contribute significantly to the Geosciences community’s research agenda?

· Are these activities in areas of research that is appropriate for NSF to take a leadership role?

· What is the appropriate level of activity?  Division, Directorate, Foundation, Interagency, International.

· What is your assessment of the overall objectives of these activities?  Can the AC/GEO identify any weaknesses or gaps in them?  How can they be strengthened?

· How shall we proceed with these lines of research?

Fresh Water Initiative

Dr. Cornillon noted that the initial recommendations for the Fresh Water Initiative came out of the working group that became the Consortium of Universities for the Advancement of Hydrologic Science, Inc. (CUAHSI).  The first priority is to develop infrastructure needed to address the science questions identified.  There are strong possibilities for intra-directorate and inter-directorate collaboration.  The first three initiatives depend critically on appropriate long-term observations.  They should take advantage of existing infrastructure such as the Long Term Ecological Research (LTER) project.  The committee noted that there might be a gap in understanding the social impacts of fresh water (or the lack of adequate fresh water).  The Fresh Water Initiative and the Natural Hazards Initiative have the potential to overlap with SBE in both social and political science areas in a very exciting way.

Some members felt the budget might not be adequate for a program that was so interdisciplinary in nature.  Dr. Leinen responded that several other NSF directorates are aware of the program and there is potential for participation/funding by other directorates.  For this round though, GEO contributed what was available.  As the program moves forward, it is hoped that others will have a stake in it too, but GEO will have taken on a leadership role.

A workshop was also proposed as a way to further develop the initiative and define its scope.  Should it go beyond hydrology and include other aspect such as education, and public policy?  There was agreement that this is a topic that could grow into an NSF-wide initiative.  The status of technology, long-term measurements of the water cycle, ground water recharge, and evapotransporation were all topics mentioned that could be explored further.  Dr. Zimmerman noted they hoped to get a proposal awarded to establish an observatory at the Great Lakes and perhaps also fund a research vessel to look at water resources systems.  Data assimilation was discussed in terms of cooperation with other agencies that have data sets.

Natural Hazards

Several speakers have been identified to present on Natural Hazards at the AAAS meeting in February 2003 with a focus on fire weather, fire conditions, flooding, and landslides with a three hour session in several areas by presenters followed by discussion.  

The AC/GEO felt that the draft initiative for natural hazards lacked information systems elements.  The distinctions between the types of hazards (and how they related to each other) need to be clearer.  The GEO 2000 document focused on forecasting and mitigating risks.  GEO needs to distinguish between hazards and risk (or exposure and vulnerability).  It is important to ask how to study hazards as a unifying theme and brings them together in a way that reduces overall risk.  The group also stressed the need to address natural hazards in terms of societal impact and recommended to collaborate with the Social, Behavioral, and Economic Science (SBE) Directorate.  Ecological hazards could also be explored in collaboration with the Directorate for Biological Sciences (BIO).

Two approaches for focusing the elements to be included in the initiative were discussed: 1) conducting an inventory of issues and/or 2) conducting a workshop or series of workshops.  For an inventory, it was suggested to develop a template to look at natural hazards on a case-by-case basis.  The template would list categories, societal importance, and research needed that would be beneficial.  For the workshops, it should include social planning and risk planning.  A small working group could start development of this.  A National Academy of Sciences study may also be an option to further define the scope.  Guidance from the AC/GEO on the priorities and readiness for the various research areas, when identified, would be helpful.  

Cyberinfrastructure

A working group has been initiated within GEO to plan a community workshop on cyberinfrastructure.  Should the workshop focus on Geosciences or include the environmental portfolio?  Dr. Leinen suggested the group look at sciences that require geospatial data as well.  The proposed format for the workshop would have presentations from many of the current projects shown.  Remotely controlled instruments and field equipment is also seen as part of cyberinfrastructure.  It was recommended that decision makers also be included as workshop participants.

Several members cautioned that the cyberinfrastructure discussions should be careful to insure that all issues are addressed, not only those heavily driven by high-end computer needs.  Cybersecurity is a big issue.  Dr. Droegemeier noted the Blue Ribbon Panel report talks about the need to support mid-range systems that link with high-end computing as well.

The AC/GEO was pleased to hear the inclusion of the social aspect of cybersecurity.  With the potential for the initiative to start in FY2004, it is important for the geosciences community to develop their issues thoughtfully over the next year.  A workshop was suggested as one way to help identify issues.  Editorials in the GEO Times and other publications were also suggested as a way to get input and engage the geosciences community in discussions on cyberinfrastructure.

Dr. Leinen summarized that several issues should be explored in the context of common themes and then after that, there should be carefully developed discussion on specific themes.

Divisional Subcommittee Reports

The chairs for the Education and Diversity Subcommittee and each of the divisional subcommittees were asked to provide a brief summary of their meetings from the previous day.

Education and Diversity

Dr. Kim Kastens, Chair, summarized the Education and Diversity subcommittee discussions.  The group was pleased with the direction and response level of programs within GEO related to diversity.  There is a report called “Revolutions in Earth Science Education” that was published and an upcoming workshop on Research and Learning.  Programs that is split-funded with GEO and the Education and Human Resources Directorate (EHR).  

One concern was that there are many programs started to increase diversity, but then funding stops.  At the last AC/GEO meeting, it was suggested that a recommendation be made on ways to continue funding for these programs.  The draft suggestion was provided which proposed a meeting between PIs of education and diversity grants and representatives of private and industry foundations that fund work in fields of education and diversity.  The PIs could make a presentation documenting what they have accomplished and what they would like to do with the next phase of the program.  NSF would benefit by seeing their investment leveraged to reach a wider audience over a longer time span and the private and industry foundation would be able to invest in projects that are more of a “sure bet”, instead of starting from scratch.

The subcommittee also identified questions to raise during the session with Dr. Ramaley (EHR).  It was noted that it is effective to have program mangers in EHR with a geosciences background.  There is a workshop planned this summer to foster relationships with geosciences and education.  The EHR budget has also been impacted with the NSF-wide initiatives.  Some alarming statistics were shared with the group as well: Earth science is only required in two states for high school graduation (NC, KY).  Many schools accelerate students past earth science into biology or other sciences.  College admissions don’t look at it, which filters down to school systems.  

Atmospheric Sciences (ATM)

Dr. Timothy Killeen, Chair, reported that new ATM staff members were introduced to the subcommittee and the group talked about NSF initiatives.  They were briefed on the NCAR’s recent science and management review and challenges for the future.  They also talked about the HIAPER aircraft and an instrumentation workshop that is coming up.  The ATM UARS Committee of Visitors (COV) will meet in July.  

During the discussions on infrastructure for atmospheric sciences, the group learned that the small to medium Major Research Equipment (MRE) proposals were put on hold and that there is new guidance at NSF that any new construction projects have to be funded from the MRE program.  The Polar Cap Observatory (PCO) project was put on hold due to this, which was felt to be a casualty by several group members.  They wanted to recommend that GEO continue to stress the importance of support for the PCO.  Other near and long-term infrastructure needs were reviewed.  The group felt strongly there was a need to continue to push for mid-size infrastructure support.

Dr. Leinen noted that there are guidelines for what can be funded through MRE funds.  In GEO, anything under $65M will not qualify.  To address this, the concept of mid-size infrastructure was proposed.  Last year, Congress renamed the account the Major Research Equipment and Facilities Construction (MREFC) account.  It was interpreted by the NSF Inspector General that all facilities of any kind would have to be funded from that account.  There is a great deal of discrepancy between amounts and what is to be included.  The NSF is very aware of the problem and it will be a topic of the NSB.  It is important to convey how critical it is for GEO.  Some feel that there is a need to define “Major” and then ask Congress to review it.  This needs to get resolved quickly as these mid-level items are on hold.

Data issues and policy were also discussed in light of the draft OMB Circular 16.  It states that any geospatial data that is federally financed will have to adhere to appropriate standards, including metadata.  There was some concern that it would difficult to require PIs to implement this requirement.

Earth Sciences (EAR)

Dr. Gail Ashley, Chair, noted the National Academy report, “Basic Research Opportunities in Earth Sciences” (BROES) had provided the subcommittee a useful framework for looking at the EAR division.  The budget was reviewed and the GEO-wide programs were discussed to include the Water Cycle Research solicitation.  The proposed biogeoscience program, which is a fusion of biology and earth sciences, is a high priority in EAR. Research needs for the future included processes within the coastal zone region, soils and planetary science.  Other topics discussed included natural labs, centers, and workload issues.  They stressed the importance of having GEO staff at the Program Officer level to interface with scientists.  

Excitement is building in anticipation of the EarthScope project.  It will be the largest solid earth infrastructure project ever attempted.  The Subcommittee noted the need to ensure that the science that will come out of this project is adequately funded.  There was some discussion about the creation of EAR centers and the group was asked to solicit interesting ideas on how to do this.

In the update on GEO’s 10-year funding history, the number of proposals received and total staff persons per year were shown with a projection of costs in future.  NSF has been emphasizing the need for increasing grant size and duration through increased funding for NSF’s core.  The subcommittee also discussed the number of solicitations in EAR.  There were 34 program deadlines in the past year.  The cross-divisional and cross-directorate proposals add a burden on staff as well.  Although funding commitments must be made by August of each year, often the final funding amounts available are not known until January or February, and there is limited time for the needed reviews, panels, etc.

The Subcommittee concluded that EAR is pursing exciting areas and doing a great job and the group was pleased staffing issues are being addressed.  

Ocean Sciences (OCE)

Dr. Ken Johnson, Chair, noted in the budget summary for ocean sciences, that funding for mid-sized infrastructure was an issue and the funding guidelines need to be clarified.  The Ocean Observatories Initiative (OOI) was approved for a future budget.  Dr. Leinen clarified that it is difficult to draw the line between what is part of MRE and what is research-related.  The Inspector General has emphasized the need to know how much an entire project will cost.  There is a group at NSF working to put together a manual on oversight of large facilities to make sure costs are accounted for and not overlooked.  

There was also a discussion about fleet replacement and the design project underway for new Alaskan vessel.  The Office of Naval Research (ONR) would like to be a significant player in the fleet plan, but their role has not been defined yet.  There was concern that the MRE account will not be funded at a level to support the various facilities that are in the pipeline if it doesn’t increase soon.  If NSF were forced to stage these projects, any advice how to work this out from the community would be appreciated.  It is critical to have agreement on the part of the community that they will not work against each other for this funding.  The National Science Board (NSB) has said the highest priority is HAIPER, then EarthScope, followed by Ocean Observatories Initiative (OOI) and the International Ocean Drilling Program (IODP).  It is important for NSF management to have an idea of what the community is thinking.  The problem comes for projects that have been approved by NSF, but then MRE funds are not available to support them.  

The group discussed the intra- and interagency initiatives.  These programs enable projects that otherwise would be difficult to initiate.  They had a lengthy discussion about how these programs originate and if there was an appropriate balance of programs that came ‘bottom up’ versus ‘top down’.  They also talked about the difficulty in implementing cross-directorate programs and recommended NSF review the impact of initiatives on program officer workloads.  

It was noted that the Small Grants for Exploratory Research (SGER) program is difficult to reconcile with Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) goals.  There should be some recognition within NSF that the GPRA goals may be adversely impacting some of the things NSF can do.

The Subcommittee asked if the NSF/OCE data policy is adequate?  The group suggested that NSF should revisit their data policy and possibly propose a large metadata center.  Several agreed to this.  It is important for science to archive these materials, but if data repositories do not accept them, then how can this be done?  The National Research Council has a working group addressing this issue. 

Discussion of Issues for NSF Deputy Director

The AC/GEO identified issues for discussion with Dr. Joseph Bordogna, Deputy Director, NSF:

· There is concern that NSF-wide initiatives impact staff workloads because they require more inter-discipline coordination and for some programs, this added workload may limit the ability to participate in those initiatives.

· What can be done to make the NSF accomplishments (and those in the Geosciences) more visible?  

· More needs to be done for geoscience education at the high school level.  A number of critical scientific issues we face in the country are geoscience issues (global change, water resources, etc.)  How are we to make informed decisions if we are not educating about the basics of the science?

· Is there planning in place for addressing staffing issues and infrastructure issues if the budget increases?

· The better NSF does frontier research, the harder on Program Officers (new fields, difficult for reviewers, etc.).

· There is an added cost in doing interdisciplinary work, but it is a good thing.  Does the present review structure serve interdisciplinary reviews well?  There doesn’t appear to be an effort at NSF to look at new modalities of conducting merit reviews.  There are a number of impediments to interdisciplinary research at the institutional level.  What are the attributes and best practices of institutions that do this well?  

· The AC/GEO is aware of the situation with the MRE account and they want to reiterate the importance of mid-size infrastructure, as there have already been casualties.

· GEO is making steps towards some exciting directions and is not hesitating to take the lead.  

· There is some concern if the NOAA transfer does not happen, GEO will have a negative budget increase.  

Education and Human Resources

Dr. Kastens introduced Dr. Judith Ramaley, EHR Assistant Director.  She informed Dr. Ramaley that GEO is excited about working with EHR and noted that earth education is important to the nation and the human species.  Earth sciences education has a lot to offer science education in general – children are naturally curious about their environment and NSF can build on this to excite people about science.  Understanding of systems and models is a goal of science education; Earth science is an interactive system.    

Dr. Ramaley said she is very pleased with the support of education and diversity programs in GEO (i.e., DLESE, centers for geosciences education).  There are other promising signs, e.g., the masters teaching program at NCAR with 8 applicants for every place in their program.  But, there are also a lot of problems.  Only 7% of high school students take a geosciences course.  Only two states require a course in geosciences for graduation and 17 states don’t even recognize it in their curriculum.  We are also aware that our ability to train minorities is particularly poor, reflected in underrepresented numbers in the geosciences workforce.  

Dr. Ramaley said a primary mission in EHR is to create the capacity for the nation to achieve excellence in science, technology, engineering and mathematics.  Within the EHR portfolio they are engaged in systems thinking.  These systems include: the individual; ideas and tools to be successful; and networking people.  They don’t have programs for networking in EHR.  EHR is trying to promote the exchange of ideas with other directorates and PIs to get a clear sense of the questions that need to be answered.  

Dr. Ramaley talked about the President’s challenge to ensure that “no child is left behind”.  She reviewed the elements in the Math-Science Partnership and what NSF/EHR is doing to integrate education and research and broaden participation in Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (STEM).  She also reviewed the proposed Science of Learning Centers (for FY2003) that would be focused on K-12 to higher education teachers and what we need to know about learning in the sciences.  

Dr. Ramaley opened the discussion and asked for input on how EHR could be more receptive to concerns of faculty members and researchers in geosciences.  Members raised the following issues:

· There are some new initiatives in the education area in GEO but participation with EHR is less than they would like.  Perhaps because the geosciences are field-oriented sciences, the cost per teacher or cost per student might make geosciences look less competitive than other fields.  Knowledge of Earth sciences and appreciation of the opportunities might be lacking.  How can GEO increase participation of EHR, particularly in elementary education?  In response, Dr. Ramaley noted she would like to get data on EHR funded proposals in the geosciences area to determine first if the perception is accurate.  If it turns out there is some disadvantage for GEO, then she would suggest that GEO work with EHR to define a better set of metrics and provide support in building the roster of panelists.  EHR spends about $48M a year in environmental sciences alone.  

· The AC/GEO requested help with the evaluative assessment efforts for interdisciplinary curriculum.  Dr. Ramaley stated the EHR directorate published a new version of a toolkit “The 2002 User-Friendly Handbook for Project Evaluation” to be used by researchers and asked the AC to assess where it is falling short in geosciences.  (Copies were distributed to members).  

· The initial grants in education outreach and diversity are very successful, but suggested approaches are needed to continue support for these programs beyond the NSF ‘seed’ money.  One suggestion was to bring together investigators and private sector foundations that fund activities in education and diversity.  They should also explore ways to make sure institutions are responsible to institutionalize successful programs.  In response, Dr. Ramaley noted two separate issues:  1) How long can NSF itself support a really productive activity?  In some programs, like REU, any site in the portfolio can submit a proposal and there is no limit on applications.  2) When is it is time to move on to another strategy?  Large centers have a sunset clause.  With some of the other programs, like IGERT (Integrative Graduate Education and Research Training Program) any current site can submit a new proposal, but it has to be very compelling.  There are more good sites and people doing good work than NSF can support.  

· Dr. Ramaley noted that within EHR they there is a corporate and Foundation alliance that meets twice a year.  Dr. Ramaley would be pleased to have questions from the AC/GEO that she could pose to this group at their next meeting.  

· When asked what EHR’s role in the area of tools was, Dr. Ramaley said they have funded a suite of projects related to a national science digital library.  Other tools are assessment tools and toolkits that help introduce elements of thinking for people without an educational background.  EHR is increasingly introducing evaluation as an active element of projects, rather than something done at the end.

The group thanked Dr. Ramaley for meeting with them.

Meeting with NSF Deputy Director

Dr. Joseph Bordogna, Deputy Director, NSF was introduced.  Dr. Penner summarized the committee discussions for him and asked for his suggestions on how the AC/GEO could help with furthering the increases in the NSF budget.  The AC/GEO would also like ideas on how opportunities in the NSF priority areas can be fostered and structured in a way that enables full participation by the geosciences directorate.  Advice on how to communicate advances in geosciences would also be appreciated.

Dr. Bordogna recapped the six NSF priority areas (formerly called initiatives): 1) Information Technology Research (ITR), 2) Biocomplexity, 3) Nanotechnology, 4) Math & Science Partnerships, 5) Social, Behavioral and Economic Sciences, and 6) Mathematics.  The strategy is to get funding (around $200M per year) for each of the priority areas for up to five years until they get momentum and then fold the research dollars into the core if the research area is still viable.  The priority areas are intended to be a way for funding frontier research that is “bulging” to help reinvigorate or change a discipline.  Not all priority areas are interdisciplinary.  NSF needs suggestions on how to ensure the priority areas transition to core strategies within directorates.

NSF convened a Blue Ribbon panel to look at cyberinfrastructure, which may become a priority area in FY2004.  The current budget projections are significant (nearly $1B).  Cyberinfrastructure can be an enabler for many types of research activities.  Without the tools in place, the research cannot be done.  GEO can advance its position by finding beneficial research connections in the priority areas.

Other issues within NSF include an effort to demonstrate the cost for funding all “very good” and “excellent” proposals – this cost may mean more than a doubling of NSF’s budget is necessary.  Security issues are a priority for the nation.  The Major Research and Equipment and Facilities Construction (MREFC) fund is an issue.  There are many compelling needs for facilities, but they will need to be prioritized or substantial increases are needed in the budget (about $300M per year).  Mid-sized infrastructure is an important area and NSF is hoping OMB will clarify definitions.  NSF is looking to hire a deputy director of the MRE account.  

NSF has been recognized for its good management practices and Dr. Bordogna feels the budget will continue to grow.  NSF is one of the few agencies that actually shuts things down when they don’t work or when a specified time period is up.  NSF had hoped for more funding in the environment.  About $200-$250M a year is needed to support programs like the Fresh Water Initiative, Hazards and Biogeosciences.

The AC/GEO commented that the program officers are doing a great job holding things together as the dollars increase and workloads increase with intra- and inter-directorate projects.  The AC/GEO felt that more staff is needed to spend more time per proposal, for post-award follow-up, professional development, and interaction with the community.  Dr. Bordogna agreed that NSF staff has reached a stress level and that fostering relationships between the Program Officers and the PIs was important.  The group heard that NSF is hoping to receive funding for an additional 50 staff person in the FY2003 appropriations.  NSF has worked to be more efficient through the implementation of FastLane.  The increased funding to date has been used to build infrastructure, so now NSF needs to work on building the “people” capacity.  NSF is exploring the idea of an “NSF Academy” which would help the 1200 people at NSF move through a career path.  In the next five years, 40-50% of government will be retiring and the Foundation must be able to retain a competent workforce.

Dr. Bordogna agreed with the AC/GEO on the importance of tools and facilities to enable science.  There is agreement at the division-level that there needs to be a mid-size infrastructure funding option to allow GEO more flexibility to pursue those avenues of real excitement and interest without having to go through process of MREFC account.  Dr. Bordogna said NSF has been trying to preserve the capacity for directorates to use R&RA funds for research so they established the MRE account.  NSF would prefer to define R&RA in a way that would allow funding for these types of activities rather than establish a new program (which might be more restricting).  Maintaining that flexibility at the division and directorate level is important but it is a tough issue.

The AC/GEO Education and Diversity subcommittee saw a report that says only 7% of high school students will take an earth science course.  They have heard that there is a parallel problem in engineering and wanted to raise awareness of this problem.  In response, Dr. Bordogna said that developing more US citizens for careers in science and engineering is a national concern.  Another issue is the condition of high school laboratories.  He added that the stipends for graduate students should be increased to $35,000 year and the time it takes to receive a PhD needs to be reduced (back to 4-year degrees).

He concluded that management of interdisciplinary activities is a learning process for NSF and no one is an expert.  They are learning by doing.  Dr. Penner thanked Dr. Bordogna for sharing his ideas and giving the AC/GEO many things to think about.  He noted that NSF appreciates the contribution of the AC members.

AC/GEO Communication Strategy

Dr. Penner noted the context for the discussion:  Is there something that the AC/GEO can do as a committee or series of subcommittees to communicate what GEO does to the public and also communicate the successes and the implementation of GEO2000 to a wider audience of our peers?  

The AC/GEO came up with several ideas:

· An article in the EOS newsletter (and similar ones) might be a way to get information out relatively quick and to stimulate conversation.  The committee suggested a subset of the AC/GEO could draft the article – perhaps teamed with someone in GEO or someone credible in society.  The article should appear a month before the next AC/GEO meeting with issues that will be discussed and who can be contacted with input.  A common email (maybe non-NSF) could be provided with a link to the current list of AC members.  It should reiterate to the community the fact that they are represented by the AC/GEO and explain implementation of GEO 2000 and solicit input.

· GEO could establish a mail list (like the UCAR list) that talks about what is going on behind the scenes.  GEO currently sends out the “Dear Colleague” letter, but the group thought this should be something more informal like an “insiders report” from colleague to colleague.

· The AC/GEO could convene a panel at the fall meeting (with whoever wants to sit on the panel).

· Include a letter from GEO in same issue as the letter from the advisory committee.

· Press releases on activities within GEO could be sent out (OPP generates press-releases).

· A section to the GEO web site geared towards PIs could be developed.  The email notices and articles could highlight this web address to engage communities to look at the site.  

Dr. Penner recapped the suggestions for an article in EOS and asked the GEO staff produce an initial draft that the AC would complete.  Another publication for the article might be the SLO publication (Society of Limnology and Oceanography). 

With no further discussion, the meeting was adjourned at 5:50 p.m.  The dinner guest was Dr. William Hooke from the American Meteorological Society.

Friday, April 26, 2002

The meeting reconvened at 8:35 a.m.  The minutes from the November 1-2, 2001 meeting were unanimously approved.

Information Exchange on Key GEO Topics

AC/GEO Plan for Annual Accomplishments Report

Mr. Will Smith provided an update on the timing for the GPRA report.  NSF will be changing procedures for producing this report.  This fall, advisory committees will not be assigning ratings to the indicators for GPRA.  Instead, the directorate will be preparing reports that will be rolled up into an NSF report.  This report will then be reviewed by a subset of the NSF Advisory Committees.  This new “GPRA Committee” will meet in September of 2002 and assign NSF scores based on the full set of NSF accomplishments.  To meet this timeline, GEO’s annual accomplishments report will have to be prepared over the summer.

The group was provided with a document summarizing recent accomplishments within GEO.  Feedback was requested on the format and the activities highlighted and ways to get the material out to the general community.   Suggestions from the AC/GEO were:

· Include programmatic accomplishments.

· Connect relationships back to NSF themes.

· Include figures.

· The format of the Geosciences for the New Millennium publication set a good example.

· Clearly define the audience for the publication.  

· Include articles in publications like EOS, Bulletin of the American Meteorological Society.

· Link interesting observations to reasons why they are important.

· Stress the importance of stating the significance of the achievements.

· The “Greatest Hits” format used by Ocean Drilling Program (1 page with picture, text and 1 figure for each topic) could be understood by a more general scientific audience.  

· The document is supposed to include the past year’s accomplishments but parts talk about future GEO efforts.  

Specific comments on the “nuggets” should be collected and provided to Dr. Spence.  It was also suggested, as a way to collect the accomplishments from year to year, to ask the PIs to write one page on their projects each year following the “Greatest Tips” format.  Dr. Moyers noted this was an excellent suggestion.  

When asked for other places the accomplishments should appear, (where they would have the greatest impact on colleagues) the AC/GEO identified several ideas:

· AMS Bulletin/EOS

· NSF web site and other related web sites (Good for people writing proposals as well).  

· From time to time produce a booklet – “the greatest of the greatest”

· Web site that lists and then link to PIs home page for description.

· Have 1-page “tear sheets” that can be used in publications.

· Like NASA, fund scientists part-time to be community points of contact with the press.  

· Have a media day at NSF and invite journalists, media, etc.  Find ways to maintain this contact.

There was general agreement that if published on the web, it should be done well and have professional assistance in its preparation.  Outsourcing was also suggested.  The AC/GEO also asked about the role of the NSF Office of Legislative and Public Affairs (OLPA).  They have a strategic public affairs plan.  It was suggested to form a subcommittee for media.  Several members volunteered to be in the group: Drs. Jordan, Kastens, Lean, Cornillon, and Mr. Ryan.

Dr. Leinen suggested that someone from the OLPA be invited to the next AC/GEO meeting to present this strategy for making the case for NSF/GEO.  

NSF Priority Areas

Several GEO staff members were invited to provide the AC/GEO with updates on activities in NSF Priority Areas.

Nanotechnology: Nanotechnology is funded at about $50-60M per year.  GEO’s participation is $800K with two awards in FY2001.  GEO has been able to double the funding for these projects by split funding with ENG.   For FY2002 they are looking to fund two teams again.  GEO will have a workshop June 14-16, 2002 to identify strategies for infrastructure and education to improve leveraging for nanotechnology.  For FY2003, GEO’s funding contribution in this area is projected to be about $1.5M.  The OLPA web site has one of the GEO success stories in nanotechnology posted.  

Mathematical Sciences:  This priority area is brand new.  Proposals were just received and external reviews are being set up.  There were about 100 responses to the solicitation.  

Biocomplexity in the Environment (BE):  FY2003 emphasis areas for Biocomplexity in the Environment (BE) were listed in the meeting materials (Tab 13).  Congress provided funding for two new areas (microbial genome sequencing with $17M and ecology of infectious diseases with $8M).  The other five original areas remain with centrally management funds.  When asked if there was enough interest to run a competition for BE within GEO, Dr. Leinen said the number of proposals are about one-half to one-third of the numbers originally received.  Some directorates contributed their funds to the BE account so they did not have to run a separate solicitation.  It is uncertain at this time how the ERE Decadal Plan might tie to the BE priority area.  Once the science areas are identified, then NSF will look at how to move it forward programmatically.
Social, Behavioral and Economic Sciences (SBE): This priority area has been recently proposed for FY2005.  There would be strong overlap between geoscience initiatives and SBE areas.  As it is currently drafted, the priority area doesn’t mention risk/risk-management.  NSF is discussing if this component should be added.

Information Technology Research (ITR): Dr. Jarvis Moyers, Director, Division of Atmospheric Sciences, said there is good cross-fertilization in the ITR priority area between GEO and the Directorate for Computer and Information Science and Engineering (CISE).  The grant sizes awarded in ITR would have been difficult to fund with regular GEO program funds.  One weakness in the program is that it is too broad (large, medium and small awards).  Small ITR grants might have been funded through regular core programs.  For medium and large size grants, GEO is pleased with the types of awards, but they may be somewhat biased to well-established peoples and groups.  There is less flexibility in cross-directorate programs to tackle directorate priorities like enhancing network for facilities.  Dr. Moyers reiterated the timing issue with the NSF priority area awards.  They all occur toward the end of the fiscal year.  Finding reviewers becomes a real challenge as well.  With larger awards, they also run into more conflicts of interest that reduce the numbers of reviewers to choose from.  The interdisciplinary nature also makes selecting a panel more challenging.  All in all, ITR is a great program, but the NSF needs to monitor the challenges in the review process.  

The list of GEO-related ITR awards was reviewed.  The program officers in GEO shared some of the challenges they face in working with CISE program officers to include finding people to partner with, staff turnover, and getting sufficient attention on geosciences with the other priorities in CISE.  It is difficult to get awards funded that may be a priority in GEO, but are then presented by CISE managers to their Director and are reviewed (without help) with other proposals that GEO has not seen.  The management of proposals in the priority area programs is still being worked out as NSF learns from this type of inter-directorate research.  There was agreement that a key is to get the interest of a person in CISE.  There was some disagreement with the funding of small grants – they may not have been funded within GEO as they may have been considered too computer-science oriented.  It was felt that geosciences could have stronger representation in CISE.  Geoscientists have needs for new hardware and computer support, but this is not always of interest to computer scientists.  It was suggested that future ITR solicitations have two areas: 1) computer science, and 2) interfaces and transfer of new ideas and technology to science disciplines. This would give directorates a better place for their proposals.

When asked if the ITR effort has affected GEO’s strategic thinking division by division for Earth sciences and geosciences, Dr. Zimmerman responded that he thinks ITR has held back EAR from developing a strategy on their own.  Another Program Officer said he heard from PIs that they are learning from working with computer scientists and working together.  He had a good sense that GEO’s collaboration with ITR is working.

The AC/GEO endorsed the idea of having the new CISE Assistant Director, Peter Freeman, attend the next meeting.  GEO can convey their interest in cyberinfrastructure and get advice on increase the collaboration between GEO and CISE.  There were parallels with EHR as well.  It was suggested that someone on the AC/GEO have an email exchange or phone call with other Assistant Directors at NSF before the next meeting.

AC/GEO Discussion of Science Topics - continued from Day 1

Biogeoscience

Dr. Penner reiterated that the Biogeoscience initiative has been recommended as a GEO directorate-wide priority area for funding in FY2003.  The draft solicitation emphasizes research on microbes, though biogeosciences is much larger.  Dr. Zimmerman explained that the program officers felt the dollars available could not support the broad scope for the field so a specific area was identified to start.  The AC/GEO was asked to provide feedback on how to focus this solicitation.  Biometeorology would fit under geosciences, but is not reflected in the solicitation.  It was suggested that the introductory material for the solicitation was confusing when it was followed by a specific call for proposal in microbes.  

The AC/GEO said they want to be careful the field doesn’t get defined in a narrow way because the projects are focused in that area.  Biogeoscience needs to be defined scientifically and GEO also needs to decide on a management strategy if the solicitation should it be separate or included with regular programs.  There is a real growing interest by biological scientists to engage with the geosciences community.  This area is a very exciting.  The question is if the needs within the divisions are very different and thus a directorate-wide activity may not be appropriate, but instead there should be division level solicitations.

Advisory Committee for Environmental Research and Education (AC/ERE) Presentation

Dr. Mary Jane Perry provided a presentation on the Advisory Committee for Environmental Research and Education (AC/ERE).  It was formed 18 months ago and includes a member from each of the NSF advisory committees and is chaired by Dr. Stephanie Pfirman.  Dr. Leinen chairs the ERE internal working group with staff assistance from Drs. Margaret Cavanaugh and Fred Myerson.  

There is approximately a $900M investment by NSF in environmental activities.  The National Research Council’s Grand Challenges Report and the National Science Board’s report on environment influenced this process.  The group was asked to describe the NSF environmental portfolio, identify ways NSF-wide integration can enhance current investments, and identify opportunities for future investment by NSF.  Currently, a “Decadal Plan for NSF Environmental Research and Education” is being developed with plans to have a draft for circulated among the research community, other agencies, professional societies, and advisory committees during the summer of 2002.  GEO is in a position to take a leadership role and partner with other disciplines.  

At the fall meeting on October 16-17, 2002, the AC/ERE will review and approve the draft report and brochure.  A draft outline for the proposed decadal plan was presented.  The report will look at environmental research at the frontier to include Coupled Human and Natural Systems, Biological and Physical Systems, and People and Technology.  Building intellectual and technical capacity will also be addressed.  Dr. Perry noted that the AC/GEO members would be notified by email when the draft report is available for review.  She encouraged members to read the document and provide her with feedback so she can collate GEO’s response.  

Committee Issues

Dr. Penner summarized potential points to include in a letter to Dr. Colwell from the AC/GEO:

· The AC/GEO wants to commend Dr. Leinen for her work.

· As cyberinfrastructure proceeds, geoscience infrastructure should be included.

· NSF needs a method to handle mid-size infrastructure needs that is not as cumbersome as the MREFC account.

· Exciting developments are taking place between EHR and GEO in the education area.

· Though the additional positions in the FY2003 budget will help alleviate some of the workload issues at NSF, more staff is needed. 

· How can GEO find ways to use MRE funding when it is defined so narrowly?

Presentations by Outgoing Members

As customary, a few AC/GEO several members were invited to share their thoughts with the group.  At this meeting, Drs. Ashley, Dr. Bales, and Mr. Ryan made brief presentations.

Dr. Gail Ashley
Dr. Gail Ashley, Department of Geological Sciences, Rutgers University, talked about “Women in Academia: Why are there for few of us?”  Using data from the American Geological Institute (AGI) database, various charts were presented showing percentages of women at various graduate and faculty levels in academia.  Women faculty members in geosciences at PhD institutions make up 10%; 40% of geosciences departments have no women faculty.

Between the Masters and PhD level, there is a decrease in participation by women from 35% to 25%.  Potential reasons for this include: childhood socialization, cultural stereotypes, correlations with reproductive years, priorities in a two-career family, gender bias and discrimination, lack of role models, and lack of networking experience.  Women also tend to leave at the assistant professor level before they come up for tenure.  It is possible that private industry provides more attractive offers to women at this stage in their careers.  The results from several other studies were presented that had related findings.  More research is needed to answer the question of  “why”.  Dr. Ashley noted that to impact the numbers of women in geosciences, a cultural change is needed which will require creative solutions by administrators and the community as a whole to be more flexible in the promotion system to encourage women to go into academia.

It was pointed out that the numbers of women in Dr. Ashley’s presentation include foreign students who might skew the process, as they may not remain in this country.  More recent data about career women without children versus career men without children show there is a big difference in advancement, pay, etc.  Dr. Ashley is planning to do report to identify which factors are most important at which stages.  This may then provide data to target programmatic activity at the most important stages.  The AC/GEO requested a copy of Dr. Ashley’s presentation.

Dr. Roger Bales

Dr. Roger Bales, Department of Hydrology and Water Resources, University of Arizona, shared his views on research integration and the challenges in assessing success.  He works with a regional integrated assessment program and the Center for the Sustainability of semi-Arid Hydrology and Riparian Areas (SAHRA).  Research integration is essential and it takes multiple forms.  It takes an effort to achieve it – it doesn’t come naturally.  Universities generally have appropriate reward mechanisms to encourage integrated cross-disciplinary research.  He defined research integration as: 1) the disciplinary integration of research teams to address science questions, and 2) the integration of decision makers, researchers and other stakeholders - an integration of research and outreach.  Dr. Bales used examples of climate information to demonstrate challenges of research integration.  There are two types of integration: horizontal integration (across different viewpoints) and vertical integration (from research to application to decision making).  Dr. Bales displayed charts demonstrating hydrologic sciences research examples through the horizontal and vertical integration process.  

Mr. Robert Ryan

Mr. Ryan, meteorologist for WRC-TV, thanked GEO for the opportunity to serve on the Advisory Committee.  He noted he was glad diversity and education were a focus during his service as education in the community has been a priority for him.  He also recognized GEO for the diversity on the committee that brings varied perspectives and strength to GEO.  He emphasized the importance of interaction with the social scientists in future programs and he encouraged continuing initiatives in education since the lack of science education is a serious national problem.  He gave an example of how we use illustrations/charts in meteorology and no one really knows what they mean.  He questioned how are we transferring knowledge and how it is being received?  When a scientist sees errors in communication and misrepresentations, what do we do to correct those mistakes?  There is general acceptance by the general public that we are making decisions with good solid science.  He concluded by noting that it is an exciting time to be a meteorologist.  

Facilities Plan

Dr. Spence briefly discussed the GEO Facilities Plan 1999-2003.  GEO would like to update the plan and a draft version was provided.  The AC/GEO was asked to provide recommendations for format and the facility resources identified or missing.  

The AC/GEO made the following suggestions:

· The sections on facilities and links to education could be elaborated on, if appropriate. 

· The document should prioritize facility needs that have the most urgency.  

· The challenges ahead should be more motivational.  

· There was concern that instead of a being a plan, the document seemed more like a collection of things.  

· There did not appear to be a tie between computational data acquisition systems a GEO-wide computational data access system.  Would it be appropriate to provide more of an overarching statement?  

· There was concern about not enough emphasis on integrated systems.  

The AC/GEO was asked to provide feedback to Dr. Spence.  

Data Issues

Dr. Spence shared two proposed pieces of legislation with the AC/GEO related to data issues.  The first was a Federal Register notice that described guidelines for insuring the quality of data disseminated by federal agencies.  The Act comes into effect in October 2002.  NSF typically does not disseminate information, but where it does, it must provide an opportunity for anyone outside the agency to challenge the quality of the information.  

He noted that Circular A-16, addressing geospatial data, is being revised.  The proposed thrust is to standardize geospatial data activities.  The draft version encompasses all federal agencies including NSF.  The AC/GEO was asked to be alert to opportunities to provide input on potential impacts on the geosciences community if researchers are forced to comply with the Circular.  Once it is listed in the Federal Register, there should be an opportunity for public comment.  

The committee discussed the Circular and noted that compliance would provide more accessible information for the community.  The standards would foster combination of diverse data sets.   However, the committee was aware of the difficulties for individual investigators to comply.

Wrap-Up

Dr. Leinen asked the group what format they would prefer for the next meeting.  There was general agreement that the division meetings should occupy the half-day prior to the two-day full meeting.   The dates for the next meeting are November 6-8, 2002.

Dr. Penner thanked everyone for their suggestions and their participation.  The meeting was adjourned at 2:45 p.m.

GEO Action Items from April 25-26, 2002 Meeting

GEO Directorate

· Noting a graph of GEO ten-year funding shown by Dr. Leinen, the committee requested the number of proposals received and number of staff for each year and a projection of cost in the future.  Has the number of proposals gone up disproportionately to the number of staff?  

· Look into EOS publication requirements/dates and have GEO staff draft article for review by AC/GEO.  Drs. Detrick, Hartmann, Kidwell, and Lean will review the draft.  Ideally it should be published about 1 month after the next AC/GEO meeting.

· Consider having a panel discussion on publicity for geosciences at the fall meeting.

· Add email addresses to web site for AC members and add role they play for the committee as well.

· Dr. Leinen suggested that OLPA be invited to attend the next meeting to address the strategy for making the NSF case.  Include in the next meeting a session for GEO to present its strategy.

· PACI centers do a good job of highlighting science discoveries.  Suggest looking to them for ideas.  

· Check on proposal to OLPA on school for rotating students for science writing.

· Create subcommittee for communications strategy:  Drs. Cornillon, Jordan, Kastens, Lean, and Mr. Ryan.

· Provide update on new Mathematical Sciences priority area at next meeting.

· Invite AD for SBE to next meeting so group can talk about the relationship with GEO and SBE in terms of decision-making and risk management for natural hazards.  Would like to have a set of questions to present (have then ahead of time for him).  Develop talking points from this meeting.  

· Invite CISE AD to attend meeting and have ideas for doing ‘nitty gritty’ mechanics of program directors working together.

· Revisit all initiatives at next meeting.

· Send email to AC members when the draft Decadal Plan for Environmental Research is on web site.  Read document and respond to Dr. Perry so she can collate GEO response. 

· Continue the discussion of barriers for women at next meeting.  The AC/GEO would like copies of Dr. Ashley’s presentation.

· Find out how many people are interested in cyberinfrastructure (or other topics) to determine if it should be part of the full AC meeting or additional topic on day 1 for select group interested.  

· Dates for next meeting are November 6-8, 2002.

EHR Directorate

· Dr. Ramaley will find out how many proposals EHR has received from GEO and see if in fact they are funded at different rates than other directorates.  

· Dr. Ramaley requested comments on the EHR’s new version of a toolkit on evaluation called The 2002 User-Friendly Handbook for Project Evaluation to be used by researchers.  She would like AC/GEO members (researchers in geosciences) to assess where it is falling short in geosciences.

AC/GEO Members

· Chairs to provide subcommittee reports to Dr. Spence.

· Provide feedback for data standards to Dr. Spence.

· Review and provide feedback to Dr. Spence on Facilities Plan draft.  

· Review Recent Accomplishments and provide feedback to Dr. Spence.

· If there are other suggestions for where an article about geosciences should appear, let Dr. Penner know.

· Volunteers for subcommittee on communications strategy were:  Drs. Cornillon, Jordan, Kastens, Lean, and Mr. Ryan. 

· Review the draft Decadal Plan for Environmental Research when it is on web site and respond to Dr. Perry so she can collate GEO response.  Suggestions for sidebars would be welcomed.  Also share with colleagues.

· An AC/GEO member should have an email exchange or phone call with the Assistant Directors at NSF who are to be invited to the next meeting.
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