On Apr 28, 2014, at 6:11 AM, Swanberg, Neil R. wrote:

[bookmark: _GoBack]Hajo and Helen,

Thank you for the response to my letter of 29 October 2013. I have shared it with other program directors, and gone through it myself adding some comments and questions in the margins. I think it does make an attempt to address most of the points I raised in my letter, but there are a few outstanding issues that need to be addressed. Most important of these in the short term are the management plan and the criteria for success.

First, let me explain how this is going to work. My intent is to recommend this project for support as a continuing grant, but without automatic increments. That means that when an annual report is approved, it does not automatically release the increment of funding. This is to give us some flexibility (up or down) in the funding amount, but it will also have conditions attached beyond submission of the annual report. The award letter would have a paragraph that says something like this:

"This is a continuing grant which has been approved on scientific / technical merit for approximately 5 years. Contingent on the availability of funds and the progress of the project, NSF expects to continue support at approximately the following levels:


FY 2015                                                        $XXX  (these will be filled in with numbers)

FY 2016                                                        $XXX

FY 2017                                                        $XXX

FY 2018                                                        $XXX

"Actual amounts may be smaller or larger than indicated, depending on progress and demonstrated need. The grantee is expected to submit a brief interim report biannually indicating progress. In order to release an annual funding increment the grantee must demonstrate satisfactory progress in an annual report that identifies any issues and their resolution along with an annual budget plan and justification that addresses needs as determined in consultation with NSF. NSF may require a site visit or reverse site visit to explore progress and needs. Such a site visit may include reviewers external to NSF if NSF deems it necessary and appropriate."

This means that you need to produce a plan with specific milestones (as much as possible) before each increment is released. Then near the end of each year, there will be some kind of review of how those milestones were met. This may be just program directors reviewing paperwork, it may be a site visit, or reverse site visit, and that could involve just program directors, or an external review panel. I would expect that review to evaluate the degree to which you have met your goals for that year.

I do not think we can do that for the first year with the criteria for success you have given, as they are too vague. The good thing is that you do not have to produce detailed milestones and criteria for the full five years, but it is not sufficient to say you will have meetings and write papers.

Similarly we want a revised plan up front before you are awarded that scopes out as best you can how this project will be managed, with attention to the changes in scope made (not just how SEARCH will be managed, but how this project will be managed). It is not, for example, very clear how the activities described here relate to or oversee other funded SEARCH activities. A hint of this comes from the diagram on p. C-5 of the proposal. It shows an SSC that is essentially isolated from all of SEARCH except the Science office and ED, and the interface to the broader community passes through the office and the action teams and working groups. Even so, as I understand it the Science office is a virtual office, i.e. it has components at ARCUS and at IARC, and possibly even elsewhere. This might need some clarification.  At the level of funding you are requesting, it is not sufficient to say that once you are funded you will spend the first six months working out a management plan. It can be revised of course once you are underway.

You will need to write a change in scope document that goes into fastlane when you submit your revised budget. That is an NSF requirement, and is to your advantage as it removes any implied responsibility for doing things that were cut from the budget.

As food for thought I can remind you of some of the criteria for success that I suggested to SEARCH at its SSC in August 2011. The main point here is that we are looking for some kind of tangible criteria that anyone might think were worth $6M. I will have difficulty in defending spending that much on the criteria you have given, and a site visit team would probably be pretty critical of such criteria. So tell me what specific tasks you think you will achieve in one year, and what broad accomplishments you want to achieve in 5 years. What do you want SEARCH to look like in 5 years?


Neil

      Dr. Neil Swanberg
      Director, Arctic System Science Program
      Division of Polar Programs
      Geosciences Directorate
      National Science Foundation
      4201 Wilson Blvd.
      Arlington, VA 22230 USA

      e-mail: nswanber@nsf.gov
      phone: (+1-703) 292 8029
      fax: (+1-703) 292 9081
      http://go.usa.gov/jhpR

    _______________________________________



NSF suggested goals from 2011:


"Define success

"SEARCH has been planning for a decade - success has been defined by documents such as the Science Plan, Imp Strategy, Imp Workshop Report. Since SIW, SEARCH has been looking for its way forward.

"Success in the future may be much more dependent on outcomes than it has in the past.

"In a year, NSF would expect/like to see:

"SEARCH as a highly regarded, world class, policy relevant, science driven research effort aimed towards understanding the changes occurring in the Arctic.

"A functioning free-standing dedicated secretariat, with scientific staff and support staff and a clearly defined mode of operation - i.e. what parts of SEARCH do what and how do they do it. Initially this would be supported by NSF in response to proposal(s), but in order to cover the proposed scope of SEARCH, other agencies will have to begin to share the burden.


"An SSC on a path to addressing the outcomes of the White Papers to emerge from OCP and UCP.

"A mechanism by which SEARCH can define what research comes under its auspices, and starting to map the research projects underway and completed onto the SIW priorities.

"SEARCH begins to conduct dialogue with parts of the community to scope out what kinds of proposals are needed to achieve thematic goals."


"In 5 years, NSF would like to see:

"An AON that responds to a rigorous needs-based design process wherein NSF supports exploratory ideas for observation, and those that are successful and demonstrated to be essential are picked up by other agencies for long term operation.

"An understanding effort composed of themes that focus on achievable goals and guides changes to AON, and a mechanism through which real progress can be made across disciplines (Virtual center, think tank, Santa Fe Institute style thinking or something). These themes might take the form of 'projects' like BEST or FWI. While some of the underlying structure (O U R) may still exist within these, O, U, R may not dominate the activities in which SEARCH engages, being rather the means by which it fulfills its themes.

"A research community and group of agencies that are enthusiastically engaged in SEARCH and understand what it is.

"An international effort that provides a framework for SEARCH to interact with research activities in other countries."

"Completion of an independent evaluation of SEARCH"
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