NSF Committee of Visitors Report

Education and Human Resource Development Programs

Directorate for Geosciences

August 28-30, 2000

Response to Specific Comments in the COV Report

The COV faced a daunting challenge in evaluating the complex portfolio of programs that constitute GEO’s Education and Diversity programs.  GEO commends the COV for the very high quality of its discussions during its August 28-30, 2000, meeting and for its excellent report, which provides valuable guidance to GEO as the Directorate continues to shape this relatively young program.

GEO is pleased with the overall positive assessment of both the integrity and efficiency of the programs’ processes and management as well as the outcomes and outputs of the NSF investment represented by the programs.  Where the COV had concerns, they are presented in the report in a constructive and helpful manner.

This response addresses concerns expressed in the COV report in the order presented in the COV report.  Excerpts from the report are given in italics, followed by a specific response.  As the COV had no substantive concerns with the IGERT, GK-12, POWRE, GLOBE, and REU supplements components of the program, these components are not addressed in the Response. 

Section 1.  Individual Programs

CAREER

Two competing concerns exist in regard to the educational components of the proposals.  The first concern is the rigor with which the educational components are reviewed.  Some programs have made great strides in the consistency with which the educational components are reviewed (this is most clear in the case of ATM and OCE).  It is important to ensure the educational components of all GEO CAREER proposals receive appropriate evaluation, and this evaluation will need to consider the space limitations imposed by the joint nature of these proposals.  The second, related, concern is the definition of the appropriate scope of the educational component, especially given the goal of the program in cultivating early faculty careers.  The expectations from the review process in the jackets reviewed are that the work proposed must be beyond that expected in the normal course of faculty duties, increasingly so as the divisions, the review community, and the PI community gains experience with the CAREER program.  As a community, it is in our best interest to keep the standard and scope of work funded in this program appropriate for junior faculty successful career development.  (5.1.3)

At this time, each Division within GEO reviews CAREER proposals in a different way.   The GEO Education Team will review the CAREER process within each Division and make recommendations to ensure that the educational components of the CAREER programs receive adequate attention by reviewers.  The appropriate scope of the educational components is set in the CAREER program announcement, which is prepared by an NSF-wide committee.  While it is true that a great deal is expected of CAREER recipients, programs will work to ensure that the workload is not overwhelming.  This goal is specifically stated in the program announcement. 

For the proposal jackets provided, the proportion of awards to total submissions was 28% overall.  The success rate varied substantially by division, from a low of ~10% (EAR) to as high as >45% (OCE).  This may reflect the competing influences of proposal pressure, proposal quality, and funding availability in the divisions, as well as differences in how the CAREER program is viewed and promoted by the different divisions.  (5.1.4)

Although the success rates differed markedly between OCE and the other Divisions, we note that within OCE success rates vary widely.  For example, in FY 97 OCE funded 7/17 proposals (or 41%), but in FY 99 OCE funded only 2/19 proposals (or 10%). 

There is a concern that there is not sufficient accountability for assessing the progress of the educational components, both in terms of what the individual PI has accomplished, but, more significantly, in terms of the institutions providing their promised support and structure to the PI.... We do not have data on tenuring statistics and other monitors of faculty career progress for CAREER awardees, and the timeline since program creation is relatively short.  A significant measure of the program’s success in faculty career development will be found in such statistics—are CAREER PIs making professional progress at rates comparable to or greater than those of their peers?  This is unknown.  Given the strong competition for these awards and the rigorous evaluation processes, it is possible to argue that CAREER awardees already represent exceptionally strong junior scientists—those likely to succeed from the outset—so it will be important to know career impacts both as perceived by the individuals and by their institutions.  

GEO will recommend to the CAREER Coordinating Committee (CCC) that the success of CAREER PI's be evaluated and that the departmental attitudes towards educational efforts by CAREER PI's be assessed.  A NSF-wide assessment of the CAREER program is currently underway, which may help address this issue. 
REU: Research Experiences for Undergraduates Sites

In ATM, several program officers appear in jackets in the last few years.  It is unclear whether proposals are directed to certain program officers by discipline, or if responsibility for the REU program is changed frequently. (6.1.1a)

Different program officer names appear in the jackets because ATM conducts REU Site reviews through the regular disciplinary programs.

...the timing of the program creates problems.  Awards are typically made between late March and mid-May.  REU Site programs typically begin in late May.  To be effective, recruiting should begin no later than February 1.  Clearly this mismatch in timing creates annual hassles for PIs.  Moving the program deadline from Sept 15 to May 15 or earlier would alleviate this problem. (6.1.1c)

The REU Site deadline is set at the agency level; GEO will relay the COV’s comments to the group that prepares the REU program announcement.  However, GEO concurs with the COV’s message, and will strive to make awards by February 1.

When panels are used, some disciplines are not represented.  It is possible for weak science to slip by if logistics and pedagogy are well defined.  Use of a couple of mail reviews by disciplinary specialists could eliminate this problem. (6.1.3b)

The science component of an REU project should be as strong as the educational component.  GEO programs will seek mail reviews in those cases where the panel expertise does not match the disciplinary range of the submitted proposals.

The size of the awards presents some problems.  In the most recent program announcement, an increase in the typical stipend to “at least $300 per week” was recommended.  Even this may be insufficient to attract students who could earn twice that with other employment, and who need the income for education costs.  The guideline of $6000 per student total costs remained unchanged, so that the cost of larger stipends will have to be recouped from other categories. (6.1)

The stipend and cost-per-student guidelines are given in the NSF program announcement, but as noted there they are not hard and fast.  It is common for successful proposers to make a case for larger stipends or their institutions may otherwise subsidize participating students.  The calculated per-student cost is used as a first-order guideline.  In practice, exceptions to the $6000 per-student guideline in the program announcement are common, and in EAR, for example, the average per-student cost is typically considerably higher than this. 

Several PIs (ATM9820590, EAR9987969, EAR9820666) noted that faculty spends inordinate amounts of unpaid time on logistics and secretarial work, yet budget limitations make it hard to squeeze in technical support salary.  EAR9820666 also notes that institutional resources commonly subsidize REU Site activities and that faculty donate considerable time.  ...  Larger budgets would permit better support of the individuals who give their time to manage the programs. (6.1)

GEO offers the following as further clarification.  First, while institutional cost sharing is not required, institutions commonly provide some form of cost sharing (in the form of free dorm space, for example).  Second, faculty salaries are not disallowed; indeed, it is recognized that an REU Site is a tremendous amount of work for faculty leaders and so some salary claim in the budget is quite appropriate, and is commonly part of award budgets.

RUI: Research in Undergraduate Institutions

One concern expressed by a successful PI concerns the perception of fairness in the selection of reviewers of RUI proposals:

“Weaknesses include low funding levels, review of proposals by “peers” who may be unfamiliar with the work proposed and the difficulty of small liberal arts colleges or even comprehensive universities in obtaining funding. The last stems from the fact that most NSF proposal reviewers are from major research institutions and hold a bias against research being conducted at smaller schools.”

It might be good practice/policy for GEO PDs to make sure that a few reviews are obtained from colleagues from RUI institutions to help overcome this perception.  (8.1.3)

There is an unfortunate and incorrect perception among many RUI investigators that there is a special pool of funds for the RUI program.  There is no separate pot of money for RUI awards; RUI proposals compete with other proposals for limited funds, but have done so very successfully, as documented in the COV background materials.  In our experience, reviewers are not biased against, but rather are appreciative of, research done at undergraduate institutions, and give RUI proposals special consideration.  Reviewers of RUI proposals are those scientists best qualified to conduct the reviews; they may come from any kind of institution.

One concern raised by a successful PI concerns the level of support of this program:

“Limited funding for RUI is short sighted, results in “eating our seed corn.”  Without this support, fewer and fewer students are going to graduate school.  The Congress DOES seem to be worried about science education in America…But once the students are drawn into science, the support stops.  It would be fair to argue that the Congress believes scientists should be supported at conception, but neglected after birth.”  (8.2.2)

GEO agrees that limited funding for education programs is a problem.  We seek to appropriately balance resources across research, infrastructure, and education programs.  Unfortunately, with a limited budget it is not possible to support programs – research, infrastructure, or education – at the levels necessary to capitalize on all the opportunities that are present.

There is no programmatic mandate to translate research outcomes into educational activities.  A handful of students do indeed benefit from RUI research experiences. However, results of the research are not necessarily translated into other education or outreach activities.  (8.2.4)

It is virtually the nature of RUI awards that undergraduate students are heavily engaged in the research; this, of course, is of primary benefit to their education.  This educational benefit aside, RUI PIs commonly tell us that they go out of their way to engage good undergraduate students in their research in part because they lack graduate students; successive cadres of undergraduates benefit from an ongoing and evolving research program.  Finally, it is typical that RUI PIs very naturally bring their research processes and results into the classroom, and this can continue even if NSF grant support ends.

AFGE: Awards to Facilitate Geoscience Education

...documentation is very terse compared with the detailed mail reviews from typical NSF research programs....PIs  whose proposals have been declined may lack guidance as to how they can do better in the future. (9.1.1)

We concur that more substantive guidance needs to be provided; this is addressed further in Response Section 3.7 on page 14.

Most of the proposals are in the K-12 category in 1999 and 2000, and there were a large number of K-12 proposals in 1998. It is not clear that the panels in all those years had adequate K-12 expertise.  Scientists and instructors from undergraduate universities, who appear to constitute the majority of the reviewers on the panels, are not generally well qualified in this respect.  (9.1.3)

Some of our AFGE panelists from universities have also had experience with, or are quite knowledgeable about, K-12 education.  In no case have we felt that the review process for K-12 proposals has suffered due to inadequate expertise on the panels.  However, we certainly concur that panels should always be chosen with an eye to fully covering the range of expertise needed for a given set of submitted proposals.

All in all, AFGE appears to be a valuable and healthy program, but we are concerned that the modest funding level (about $1.5 million per year) means that many meritorious proposals go unsupported. ....the COV believes that the final panel rankings were strongly influenced by the availability of funds and that many meritorious proposals simply fell below the funding line. The average award size is only about $70K, and many awards are for substantially less.  The small award size, the modest success rate, and the lack of detailed documentation of reviews are all factors that may contribute to discourage unsuccessful proposers from resubmitting.  These factors may argue for an increase in the resources devoted to AFGE.  (9.1.4)

These issues are discussed in Response Section 2 on page 9.

DLESE: Digital Library for Earth System Education

There is no indication in the materials available that there have been any site visits.   These will be an extremely important part of the review process as this large and complex project proceeds.  (10.1.1)

Although documentation in the jackets is lacking, in fact program staff have traveled extensively to planning meetings, workshops, steering committee meetings, etc. throughout the developing DLESE process, and have endeavored to provide NSF guidance as appropriate every step of the way.  This will continue.

One issue that was not addressed satisfactorily in the funding of the proposal is the issue of evaluation and assessment.  The small commitments to an assessment process  ($15K in the first proposal, $20K in the second proposal) were pointed out by at least one reviewer in the first round (1999).  The $20K in the second proposal is for a consultant to develop a comprehensive evaluation and assessment plan, and does not include any funds for implementation of that assessment.  With a total commitment of $5M over 5 years to this very complex proposal, the lack of sufficient funds allocated for front-end and formative assessment during this time period is a concern that has not been addressed by either the Program Director or the PIs.  (10.1.4)

This is a valid concern, recognized by DLESE PIs as well as by NSF staff and reviewers.  As a result of budgetary constraints, it was felt that a minimal assessment activity was justified in the “test-bed” phase, but with the understanding that full assessment would be an absolute necessity—indeed, woven into the whole fabric of the program—as the full implementation phase began.  Nevertheless, substantive assessment arguably should take place at all stages, and consideration will be given to providing funds in 2001 targeted at that activity.
Diversity

SOARS – reviewed by eight reviewers with two ‘fair’, two ‘good’, two ‘very good’, and two ‘excellent’. There were some valid comments raised by the “fair” reviewers (e.g. no documentation that a “lack of scholarships prevents minority students from attending graduate schools”). There is no tracking evident for this proposal and an extremely large amount of dollars invested per student compared to REU programs. (11.1.1)

The SOARS proposal is a supplement to the cooperative agreement to UCAR to manage NCAR.  Tracking occurs under the UCAR award.  

We feel that it is inappropriate to compare the cost of SOARS to that of an REU award since the SOARS program is not comparable to an REU experience.  The intensity and multi-year nature of SOARS, the quality of the research experience, the number of mentors available to each student as well as the technical writing classes offered, set it apart. The Committee does not specify the dollar amount per student on which its judgement was founded; however, the average cost per SOARS student based on total program costs over five years is about $18,840 per student summer (10 weeks). This amount includes travel to professional meetings for some SOARS students during the school year to present their research, ongoing career counseling including monitoring of protégés' academic performances, field and laboratory research opportunities, and graduate school support. We do not consider the per-student cost excessive given the amount of student support the program provides.  SOARS is considered a highly successful program with a retention rate of over 80%.  In the first five years of the program, twelve SOARS protégés have received graduate school support. Four have Master’s degrees, one will receive a Master’s degree in December 2000 and one is presently a Ph.D. candidate. Six SOARS students are currently enrolled in graduate programs. 

... the results of programs such as SOARS seem small compared to the investment.  (11.2.3)

We feel that the Committee's statement is based on flawed information since it assumed that the total SOARS costs were more than double the actual funded amount.  The error occurred when the COV was given the "requested" amount for the initial five years of SOARS  ($3.1M) instead of the actual funded amount for the five-year period of only $1.3M. 

Other (Ad Hoc)

One concern of the COV is that there is very little to evaluate in terms of the benefits obtained for the cost. While there are some annual and final reports in the jackets, there are no workshop reports, videos, publications, accolades from teachers, etc. From personal knowledge, the participants in the COV are familiar with some of the awards and the benefits are substantial. For example, one reviewer on OCE 9907537 voiced disapproval and concern about the typos and errors that have been publicized on the web site. This is an important concern that should receive priority - this is only one of the many products that have resulted from these awards - but it is also the only one that the COV could observe.  (12.1)

It is very common indeed for PIs to send materials to the cognizant program officer in the form of videos, CD-ROMs, press coverage, curricular materials, etc.  For many of these materials, it is impractical to file them in grant jackets, and program officers typically keep them in separate program files.  They are often then shared with others within and outside the Foundation, used in presentations at meetings, etc.  We do agree with the desirability of organizing such materials in such a way that they are referenced to specific grants so that they can be included in future COV reviews, and will take steps to do so.

One concern that runs throughout the jackets is a lack of documentation of site visits - unless site visits were not made, in which case there is another possible cause for concern.  (12.1.1)

Program officers value site visits, and try to schedule them to the fullest extent possible.  Constraints on staff time and travel budgets mean that fewer site visits are possible than is desirable.

Of particular importance are the awards (9616691, 9841674, and 9909843) where the attendance of over 300 minority students at scientific meetings has resulted from the funds. The in-kind support (membership in ASLO) for these students is an excellent addition to maintaining the student's interest in the field.  Two concerns addressed by reviewers should be addressed - one is the tracking system following these students after their experience and the other identifies a lack of publications from the PI regarding this award (10 years worth of funding thus far).  (12.2.3)

Long-term tracking of students is a very difficult, time-consuming and expensive issue. However, a web-based effort for tracking geoscience minority students nation-wide has been proposed and is currently under review. This issue may also be addressed by proposals submitted to the Diversity Initiative proposed for FY 2001. OCE will encourage PI to share with the community the knowledge gained, lessons learned, and best practices of this student-based initiative more widely.

Section 2.  Awards to Facilitate Geoscience Education

The COV recommends that AFGE be continued and expanded.  It plays an important role in bridging the gap between research activities traditionally sponsored by GEO and educational activities sponsored by EHR.  AFGE occupies a unique niche in the spectrum of educational programs at NSF.  Its proximity to the research enterprise helps to interest researchers in contributing to educational efforts, and helps to facilitate translation of new discoveries into classrooms and into the public domain.  One of the main strengths of AFGE resides in its flexibility to accommodate a wide range of educational initiatives that might otherwise “fall through the cracks” because they do not fit the specific requirements of other focused funding programs.

GEO is considering the following course of action concerning the future of the AFGE program.  There will be an AFGE competition in the current fiscal year (FY 2001), with a new program announcement issued in the near future.  However, GEO budget allocations are already highly constrained in the current year.  Therefore, for 2001, GEO will issue a program announcement much along the lines of that of previous years, though with an increased emphasis on 1) assessment and 2) linkage to DLESE.  We will endeavor to provide a budget level comparable with those of previous competitions.

During the coming year, GEO will begin to re-evaluate the program, as recommended by the COV.  Second, significant AFGE community-building activities would take place, also as recommended by the COV in light of GEO 2000, the new Opportunities for Enhancing Diversity in the Geosciences program, and other Foundation-wide activities.  

...the COV recommends that AFGE funding be approximately doubled over the next 2 years.  In addition, the potential proposal pressure and the workload on NSF staff justify a substantial increase in the level of NSF staffing for the AFGE program.
Considerable guesswork was involved in setting the original AFGE budget level, as there was no way to tell what the community response would be.  In fact, the community response has been strong, and although the effective GEO budget level has risen somewhat over the three years of the program, and some additional funds have been identified, the overall AFGE funding level has remained insufficient to support numerous high-quality proposals (although this could be said of virtually any program within GEO).  GEO will give careful consideration to increasing funding for AFGE within the context of a complex array of budgetary priorities.

GEO recognizes that members of its staff have been stretched thin in managing the education and diversity portfolio.  An evaluation of the overall management of the GEO education and diversity portfolio is currently under way.

The COV was pleased to find that the GEO and EHR directorates have built many strong collaborations, especially in the areas of undergraduate education and instructional materials development. These collaborations are essential to meet the national needs in science research and science education and should be encouraged. The COV recommends that NSF senior management adopt as a high priority the goal of building on these collaborations, especially in the context of the 21st Century Workforce initiative.

GEO strongly concurs with this recommendation and will vigorously pursue additional collaboration opportunities with EHR. 

Specific Recommendations:

To further develop the AFGE program, the COV recommends that GEO consider:

1.  supporting workshops that focus on the understanding and usage of fundamental concepts in effective K-12 and postsecondary education.

GEO places a high value on such workshops; they are a necessary element of developing a strong program.  GEO has sponsored a number of such workshops in the past year, in each case jointly with the Division of Undergraduate Education, for example:

· Building Quantitative Skills of Students in Geoscience Courses: An NAGT Workshop to Examine Successful Practices and Promote Course and Curriculum Revision

· An NAGT Planning Workshop to Increase Participation and Leadership of Two Year College Faculty in the Geoscience Education Community

GEO will continue to support such workshops.  In particular, support for two important community workshops is planned for this year:  1) Bridges—Connecting Research and Education in the Earth System Sciences and 2) National Conference on Revolutionizing Earth and Space Science Education: Phase One: A Blueprint for Change.

2.  initiating listservers and distributing AFGE progress reports to all AFGE PIs, and devising other community-building methods and tools to ensure that AFGE is more than the “sum of its parts.”  It is particularly important, in the view of the COV, that appropriate AFGE products receive wide distribution in the community.

Some degree of community identity with AFGE has developed already, and GEO agrees that the time is right to capitalize on this by promoting significant community-building activities in order to establish a strong network that will truly benefit the geoscience education community.  Such activities have not been pursued so far because 1) the three cycles of competition have probably been necessary to develop a significant community of awardees and 2) limitations on available staff time.

3.  stressing evaluation and assessment aspects of the AFGE program (with appropriate increased funding levels). Principal Investigators could be directed to existing resources to better utilize existing assessment instruments, and should also be encouraged to form partnerships with specialists in the fields of human learning and cognition.

Previous AFGE program announcements have called for an assessment component, and some proposals have contained strong assessment plans.  However, GEO concurs that assessment has not been emphasized to the degree that is desirable.  Future announcements will place a greater emphasis on assessment, reviewers will be asked to explicitly evaluate assessment plans, and measures will be taken to help the community understand the nature and importance of assessment.  It is recognized, however, that proper assessment is costly, which works against the goal of increasing the number and funding level of awards.

4.  developing a GEO program designed to provide continued support for successfully “seeded” AFGE- programs that have demonstrable value for the geoscience community (this should be considered in close collaboration with EHR).

This goal is certainly desirable, but whether funds could be identified to support an additional GEO program is presently an open question.  What can certainly be done is to increase coordination with EHR in such a way as to better facilitate the process of submission of high quality proposals from seeded AFGE projects to EHR competitions.  Continuing use of targeted split-fund arrangements—as has become routine between GEO and DUE—can support this process.

5.  encouraging the dissemination of  instructional materials and Earth datasets through the DLESE collections and discovery system, and formation of communities of scholars through the DLESE communication networks.

GEO strongly agrees that AFGE projects should be encouraged to submit their products to DLESE.  Indeed, interaction of funded projects with DLESE at an early stage will lead to increased quality of product output.  Beyond this, DLESE would provide an excellent context for the developing AFGE community network. 

Section 3.  Overview Recommendations

Strategic Planning Recommendations

On the basis of its review, the COV believes that the time is ripe to engage a planning team composed of community leaders and GEO management staff to update and fully implement the recommendations of the report from the Geoscience Education Working Group: “Geoscience Education: A Recommended Strategy.” Such an activity could be carried out under the aegis of the Advisory Committee for Geosciences (AC-GEO) and could involve extensive participation by EHR staff. The COV also believes that GEO should be as proactive as possible in developing its posture vis-à-vis NSF’s new initiative entitled “Workforce of the 21st Century” (WF). The combination of the existing successful programs reviewed here, the new Diversity program underway within GEO, and possible further extensions to the GEO-ED Program could provide the underpinnings for a significant and exciting GEO contribution to the WF program.

As noted in Section 2, GEO concurs in this recommendation, and will work toward convening a new strategic planning working group.

Management and Program Review Recommendations

1.  GEO should consider increasing the GEO-ED administrative staff support to facilitate the handling of reviews and the processing of jackets. NSF has a stated goal of making funding decisions within 6 months. The turn-around on GEO-ED awards is typically 7 to 9 months, most likely because of the very high proposal load managed by a single program director. Administrative funds should also be increased for program directors to travel to interact with the community, explain and promote NSF programs, and to monitor progress and ensure accountability for (at least) large-scale programs.

As noted in Section 2, GEO is in the process of evaluating its management of the education and diversity portfolio with a view toward increasing efficiency.  GEO notes that it has been possible for staff to travel in connection with the developing DLESE program, but also concurs in the desirability of increased travel for site visits and other opportunities to engage the community.

2.  GEO should carefully consider the benefits and related costs of using mail review – e.g., as an augmentation for programs currently reviewed by panels. Scientific merit of some proposals may receive inadequate attention, given diverse fields and small panels. Inadequate feedback to unsuccessful investigators, especially in programs like AFGE, may result from the large number of proposals and panel-only review.

GEO concurs in the desirability of augmenting small-panel-only reviews with mail reviews where panel expertise does not adequately span the disciplinary range of submitted proposals.

3.  GEO should consider ways in which the GEO-ED program can be made increasingly integral to the divisional and sectional activities. Efforts should be expended to ensure that the individual divisional practices with regard to agency-wide programs are discussed openly within GEO to provide a forum to cross-fertilize and optimize these practices.

Most aspects of GEO’s education-related activities have been relatively marginal to its mainstream activities, perhaps necessarily so during their formative stages.  As part of its review of the management of the education and diversity activities, GEO will consider ways to make them more integral to the general program.

4.  GEO should carefully consider the impacts on the community of changes in the overall portfolio of sponsored programs in the GEO-ED domain. Such changes can have significant impacts on proposal pressure levels, community expectations and, as a consequence, on subsequent management strategies.

GEO will conduct management planning as an integral part of future programs as they develop.

5.  GEO should strive to more clearly articulate the meaning of NSF Merit Review Criterion 2 for education and to communicate this broadly to program officers, program directors, reviewers, and proposers.

In Section 1 of its report, the COV stressed the inadequacy of reviews and review analyses in addressing both NSF criteria.  This is a problem NSF-wide that is currently a focus of attention for the agency.  There is still considerable uncertainty about and lack of appreciation for this requirement internally and externally.  GEO recognizes the need to be proactive in providing help to the community and its staff in this area; all concerned need to appreciate the potential long-term benefit to the community.

6.  The COV recognizes a need for additional evaluation and assessment of GEO-ED programs, including student outcomes, program dissemination strategies, best practices, etc.  The DLESE project, for example, should have a stronger evaluation component and a management plan that includes site visit(s). Such an effort (i.e., augmented attention to evaluation and assessment) will require more extensive partnership with EHR/REC. The COV was pleased to hear of recent joint EHR/GEO-led workshops at national meetings designed to help the geoscience community learn more about the requirements and expectations of educational research programs.

As noted previously, GEO concurs in the need for fuller assessment of funded projects, and will work with EHR/REC to achieve this.

7.  The GEO-ED program should continue - and augment - its efforts to provide detailed feedback to unsuccessful prospective PI’s, so that “first time” proposers are not dissuaded from considering future participation.

Feedback to unsuccessful proposers to a degree that is desirable has been limited by available staff time.  As part of its management review, GEO will seek to identify ways to increase constructive feedback to proposers, including strengthening the Program Officer Analysis.

8.  GEO should work to align its educational portfolio with the plans and strategies of the EHR directorate. In this regard, the COV recommends that the current, very beneficial, relationship with DUE be nurtured and deepened.

and

9.  GEO should explore new opportunities with the EHR REC and ESIE divisions, including the identification of programs that could support geoscience PI’s. REC could be engaged as a partner to aid GEO in tracking demographics of the educational program.

GEO has always appreciated this need expressed in these recommendations.  It will continue to strengthen the valued relationship with DUE, and will strive to develop comparable relationships with other EHR divisions, especially ESIE and REC.

10.  GEO has already invested significantly in the development of DLESE, and this facility should be relied upon to support the broad portfolio of GEO educational activities. This includes dissemination of “best instructional practices” in all GEO disciplines and at all instructional levels, distribution of Earth datasets and the tools to use these data, and communication networks for communities of scholars.  DLESE should also support educational activities of large GEO initiatives such as IRIS, UCAR, COSEE, Earthscope, and the GEO Diversity Program.

GEO is committed to the goal of achieving full support of DLESE, recognizing it as a primary resource for integrating geoscience research and geoscience education.
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