
[bookmark: _GoBack]On 7/8/14, 4:01 AM, "Swanberg, Neil R." <nswanber@nsf.gov> wrote:

Dear Dr. Eicken and Ms. Wiggins,

This is to inform you of the status of your proposal for coordination of SEARCH activities submitted to the National Science Foundation in FY 2013.

Review: This proposal was bundled with other coordination proposals and considered in a special panel. All proposals were sent out for mail review and taken to panel.

This proposal was sent to 5 reviewers and received 4 mail reviews with ratings of Excellent to Very Good/Good for an average rating of 1.38 (where 1 is Excellent, and 5 is Poor). This proposal was taken to panel. You can read the panel summary in NSF’s
Fastlane. Although ranking in mail review or panel alone does not ensure support, proposals that are being recommended for funding generally had an average rating of Very Good/Excellent or higher and had high panel rankings.


None of the reviewers commented specifically on the ability of the PIs to conduct the proposed activity. Most reviewers were supportive of the potential usefulness of this work, but a few were critical of the effort as proposed. The first reviewer was
excited by what he saw as a bold and ambitious proposal. Among the strengths he identified were its well-focused scientific questions, its distributed action teams, and the inclusion of postdoctoral researchers. He thought the AON coordinator added another
facet to the proposal, however, while he had no doubt that AON would benefit from such a coordinator, in his view this piece seemed like an add-on that was ill justified. He expressed the hope that resources would be applied to engaging new PIs and developing the ad hoc working groups so that those who have not been involved in the science planning processes would have avenues for involvement. His preference was to expand the roles of the postdocs and contract the role of the Project Office. 

The second reviewer thought this effort had a strong potential to transform SEARCH and in turn benefit the arctic research community. He liked that the new structure put a strong emphasis on the science, adding that with the major changes to how SEARCH operates it should position the group to serve the community well. He particularly liked the approach of having the Action Teams target the science goals, and the Project Office focus on coordinating the broad synthesis activities. Overall, he thought the PIs had presented a compelling plan for how to best move SEARCH forward, and elevate arctic science and related synthesis activities. The third reviewer found the proposal to have many strengths, noting that it was specific, took advantage of new collaboration techniques, proposed an effective "Action Team" model, and focused on a suite of very important scientific issues in the Arctic. However, he found the actual work proposed narrower than the title suggested, adding that this appeared to be fundamentally an arctic cryosphere proposal, and thus much narrower than one that would address the arctic environment. He argued that, while the cryosphere is certainly a dominant feature of the Arctic, this was not the only, or even the best way to focus a large effort and thought that at a minimum a focus on changing terrestrial and marine ecosystems, the high latitude carbon cycle, and changes to wildlife were essential. Overall, while he agreed that focus was good, he found this to be a step back from an integrative approach lacking a balance of physical, biological and social science. The fourth reviewer found the proposed activities comprehensive and well structured and highly likely to strengthen US and international capabilities to better understand the ramifications of a rapidly changing Arctic, and to manage both adverse impacts as well as possibly take advantage of future opportunities offered by a changed Arctic. All of the reviewers attempted to address broader impacts specifically. A few noted the engagement with early career scientists, while others focused on the value for the scientific community, the societal impacts and the engagement of stakeholders. Generally they found broader impacts strong.

This proposal clearly has relevance to the arctic division and meets some of the criteria. Moreover, with the ranking of reviews and panel received and your response to panel and reviewer concerns, it was strong enough to be successful within this competition.

Recommendation: I am recommending that this proposal be awarded, but at a slightly reduced level as we have discussed. You will have access electronically to the verbatim mail reviews and panel summary very soon. After you receive the reviews, and have
had a chance to consider the reviewers’ comments, I will be happy to discuss any concerns that you may have.

Context: Four proposals representing three projects and requesting approximately $20 million were submitted to the Arctic Sciences Section in FY2013 addressed science coordination in various forms. Each proposal was reviewed by experts outside the National Science Foundation using ad hoc mail review, and each proposal was considered in a special panel assembled for the purpose. Funding decisions are based on a variety of factors. In addition to the content of reviews and ratings, most of which focus on the intellectual merit and broader impact, we also consider Arctic Sciences Section goals, the balance of disciplines in the programs, and the appropriateness of the work for the Arctic, as well as issues of diversity and recruitment of new scientists. Given these multiple constraints on funding decisions, usually only those proposals that generate significant enthusiasm in both panel and mail review rise above the level required for funding. After other commitments, we anticipate that there could be approximately $10 million available to fund projects considered by this panel.


Yours sincerely,
Neil Swanberg


      Dr. Neil Swanberg
      Director, Arctic System Science Program
      Division of Polar Programs
      Geosciences Directorate
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