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TheUniversty of Georgia

Franklin College of Arts and Sciences
School of Marine Programs
Depavtment 6 Mavine Scicnees

27 November, 2007

Dr. Karl A. Erb, Director,
Officedf Polar Programs
National Science Foundation
4201 N. Wilson Way
Arlington VA 22230

Dear Dr. Erb,
RE: Letter of Transmittal, Committeesof Visitor sReports

Pleasefind enclosed the reports of the Committeesof Visitorsfor the Antarctic
and Arctic Sciences Divisionsin the Office of Polar Programs. These reportswere
presented at the regularly scheduled Advisory Committee meeting held on 8 and 9
November, 2007. The Chairs of these Committeesare to be commended for leading
their groupsto produce such thorough and thought-provoking reports.

The Antarctic and Arctic Sciences Divisionswerefound to be"well managed" and
"effectiveand efficient,” and likewise both committees noted that the portfolioswere of
high quality. IntheAntarctic, "Theresulting portfolioscontain scientifically high
quality proposalsand awardsthat meet the mission of the Office of Polar Programsand
of NSF. Theinvestmentsin Antarctic research are sound, highly productive, and at the
cutting edge of research inthesciences.” Arcticinvestmentswere also found to be of
high quality and the Division wascommended for "allowinglogisticsto beled by
science."

The reports were thoroughly discussed by the Advisory Committee and approved
aswritten by unanimous vote of the members present on 8 November, 2007. The
reports provide a critical review of each division aswell as of some NSF-wide processes.
The reportsalso provide recommendationsto improve the highly-rated processesand
results demonstrated by thedivisions. The Advisory Committee would liketo draw
explicitemphasisto two areas.

Thefirst isspecificto the Antarctic Sciences Division and reflectsthe COV’s view
that scientific review and logistics review should be more tightly coordinated. The COV
report notesthat excellent science drivesthefunding priorities, and that many other
factorsinfluence thefinal outcomes. For example, which awardsareactually funded is
constrained by the ranking of proposals, the available logistical support, and the budget.
Toimproveinformation regarding theavailability of logistics support, the Advisory
Committee urges OPPto exploredevelopment of a scheduling system, perhapssimilar
tothat used for ship scheduling at NSF, and to make thistool available to proposersto
inform their planning. The Advisory Committee al so suggested that OPP explorethe
useof asystem similar tothat currently used withintheArcticdivision, in which
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proposersare encouraged to discusstheir planswith thelogisticsprovider, and to
receivealetter of support from that provider, prior to thesubmission of a proposal.
Informed proposers will also help OPP identify future opportunities and directionsfor
logistics, and so as with any effectivetool, the system needsto beflexibleenough so that
effectiveresponsesto emerging ideas and opportunities can be implemented.

The second area concerns program organi zation and program balancein the
Arctic Sciences Divison. There was much discussion over whether the broader research
community hasan accurate perception of current program organization and balance,
and asense that there may be a need for greater community education about the
function and coordination of the different componentsaf the Arctic Sciences Divison
and the actual balance between them. In the event that there are lingering concerns, the
Advisory Committeeal so urges OPP to work with the Arctic science community to
evaluatewhether or not the existing program organization and balance are optimum for
Arcticsciencegoals.

A final areaof concern, which affected both of these COV's and arguably affects
al NSF COVs istheapparent mismatch between theinformation availablein the NS-
database and the kinds of data needed to addressthe questions asked of COVs It may
be necessary to collect more data or, better yet, tailor the questionsto those that may be
addressed with the availabledata. COVscannot beexpected to answer questionsfor
whichthey have no data, or to provide quantitative responses and analyses where no
data or only anecdotal and/or qualitativedata are available.

A related concern isthat the data as collected in the official NSF database, while
useful for accounting purposes, may not accurately represent research emphases,
successrates, and possibly balance between programs. For example, depending on how
aparticular program sets up awards, each year of a multi-year project may be counted
by the database asa"new award", making it difficult to assess actual successrates. The
Advisory Committee urges program managersto maketheir own dataavailableto help
fill in gaps, and suggeststhat athorough review of NSF database structuresand
procedures might be warranted for the Foundation asawhole. Committee members
would liketo work with program managersto develop aset of datathat program
managers, management and the committee agree on, and guidelines regarding purposes
for which the data can be used.

Finaly, the committee members wanted meto urge NSFto make research results
availableto the publicin theform of publicly availablefinal project reports. Public
interest in polar research ishigh, evidenced by attendance at our recent meeting by
membersadf the public. Significant benefitsare suretofollowfrom a moretransparent
processand a more informed public.

Sincerf/»ly

Ll
mes T. Hollibaugh

Chair, OPPOAC



