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Introduction:  Krisstina Wilmoth – NAI Central 

This telecon represents a culmination of efforts to explore some questions about NAI E/PO that were raised during an in-camera session of the PI’s at the last EC meeting.  Concerns were raised about “Balance within the NAI,” and the specific question, “What is meant by coordination and communication in E/PO” was asked.  Bruce Jakosky (CUB) and Peter Ward (UW) were identified as two of the  PIs expressing concerns though others occasionally jumped in.

Krisstina received this information via a report that was made to Bruce Runnegar, with no prior discussion on this topic with the NAI Central senior staff.

Krisstina has taken these concerns very seriously and wishes to use this telecon to gain input on these topics.  Specifically, she would like input on the E/PO section of the NAI Handbook, to be distributed to all CAN 3 teams.  

Each of the three NAI CAN’s were written a little differently in terms of E/PO and the expectations involved with E/PO.  Based on the language of CAN 3, Krisstina is developing an E/PO section for the Handbook which addresses the roles of both the E/PO Leads and NAI Central.  

First – Krisstina will share the section from the draft Handbook representing the role of NAI Central and will invite comments:

NAI Central

· Provides and E/PO Manager, Krisstina Wilmoth Krisstina.L.Wilmoth@NASA.gov
And E/PO Coordinator, Daniella Scalice dscalice@mail.arc.nasa.gov
· Coordinates cross-team collaborations:

· Represents all NAI teams to NASA’s Office of Space Sciences E/PO network and NASA’s Office of Education;

· Provides materials, support, and resources to all Lead Teams;

· Collects Lead Team reports for submissions threads, archived files, monthly meeting minutes etc…

Comments received:

JSC (Marilyn):  Some teams and not others have connections within the NASA education network (space grants, OSS education forums, etc.).  How can these connections be “folded in” to the rest of the group?

Krisstina:  It’s important to recognize that as a major difference between Lead Teams.  For example:  ASU is working independently from these other NASA entities while PSU is pulling funds from several NASA sources together to accomplish their work.  Astrobiology benefits from Lead Team E/PO’s wearing all of these different hats.

JSC (Marilyn):  And it’s not just the resources that teams like JSC and PSU receive from these connections but also the information we get through other channels that makes a difference in the way we perceive what’s expected.

Krisstina:  I think NAI Central’s main task in terms of coordination is to coordinate cross-team and national level projects.  Bruce Jakosky’s suggestion seemed to be that NAI Central should coordinate the E/PO efforts of the Lead Teams, which seems to imply a top-down model where NAI Central would look at our efforts as a whole and declare, for example, “We don’t need any more teacher workshops,” or, “We need more public lectures…”

CUB (Emily):  Feels that what Bruce Jakosky is saying is that he sees each team doing E/PO without a central goal.  The lack of E/PO from CUB CAN 1 was just his experience.  In CAN 3, CUB proposed a new Astrobiology curriculum, and after the review, we came to know that such a curriculum already exists.  I think Bruce feels that because he didn’t know about it, that there was no communication occurring between E/PO Leads and NAI Central.  Bruce may be  unaware of what’s going on in E/PO,  but then so are a lot of the other PI’s.

JPL2 (Cheri):  The proposal review process often provides guidance but never direction.  After a proposal has been awarded,  it is beneficial to meet with the program manager about what in the proposal can be adjusted…  to build awareness.

JSC (Kay):  Speaking again from the perspective of being integrated into the NASA education network:  what Bruce seems to be concerned about IS happening,  it just doesn’t always fit properly into a “flow chart.”

JPL2 (Cheri):  The problem is how to communicate with the PIs?

Krisstina:  What is practical and realistic?  What could be done differently?  Planning?  Retreat?

JSC (Marilyn):  The theme and goals should come from NAI Central.  The whole design of distributed E/PO is like that of OSS which is not heavy-handed from HQ.  Jeff Rosendahl still likes his “thousand points of light.”  Knowing what each of those points is doing takes good coordination.

NAI Central (Daniella):  From what I hear,  it sounds like the desired coordination is happening, but the point of disconnection is that the PI’s/Lead Team members other than the E/POs don’t know about it.

SETI (Pamela):  This could be a reporting issue.  Perhaps the reporting should be structured differently, where NAI Central lists the different programs and activities of each team under general categories which can be derived from OSS education goals or the National Standards, etc….

CUB (Emily):  Those goals could be derived from a common, synergistic strategic plan document.  CUB has taken a good look at NAI E/PO and has shown Bruce clearly that the appropriate coordination has taken place.  His concerns are idiosyncratic to his experience (due to lack of CUB participation in E/PO) and may disappear with the start of the new grant.

JPL2 (Cheri):  The Astrobiology roadmap is so integral to the science community.  We should create an E/PO roadmap to influence a strategic plan which will incorporate our goals for the next five years, but has enough flexibility to accommodate necessary changes.

JSC (Marilyn):  A retreat would bring closure to those teams who are not continuing, and provide an opportunity to explore how to deal with that,  as well as provide time to develop our goals and do some strategic planning.

Krisstina:  We will look into having a retreat in late fall, early winter…

Krisstina:  Now I’ll share the section from the draft Handbook representing the role of the Lead Team E/PO and will invite comments:

Lead Team EPO

· Represents the entire team to the NAI & Astrobiology E/PO community;
· Coordinates and carry out the team’s E/PO activities;
· Integrates team members in E/PO activities;
· Collaborates with other Lead Teams and NAI Central on E/PO activities whenever possible;
· Communicates E/PO activities to the PI and entire Lead Team; Reports all E/PO activities in the annual report

JSC (Kay):  The JSC model is to participate in weekly meetings with our science team to talk about research, proposals, and E/PO.  There is mutual respect around the table for everyone’s work, and we’re proud of that.

JPL2 (Cheri):  We here at SSI in Colorado are a remote team to Vicki at JPL.  We have the opportunity to participate in the weekly meetings via video- or tele-con,  but because of time issues, we cannot.

PSU (Lisa):  I have limited contact with my PI, but closer contact with other members of our science team.  I report our activities annually to the PI.

UoW (Linda):  We operate here closer to Lisa’s model.  Our PI doesn’t really know as much about the day to day of our E/PO activities,  and we would benefit from closer communication with him.  I support the idea of a planning retreat.

MBL (Lorraine):  I haven’t met with our PI specifically to work on E/PO, and communication about it generally is limited to final annual reporting.  I think this comes from the fact that PI’s are extremely busy and may not focus on E/PO until money comes into the picture.

JSC (Marilyn):  Are these differences in how the teams operate due to the nature of the Institute, or the nature of the interest a given PI has in E/PO?

ASU (Rebecca):  I see Jack once per day but E/PO isn’t usually the topic.  We sit down together a few times a year to discuss our E/PO plan which usually involves on-campus events and his availability to participate in them.

Ames (Krisstina reporting for Catherine Tsairides):  Catherine is part of the weekly meetings of the science team and brings E/PO to the table at each one.  Her E/PO projects involve  many of the team members and not just Dave.  

Krisstina:  The working styles/PI communication styles of all the teams really make up a broad spectrum.  All of this discussion and concern around E/PO is GOOD!  PI’s are waking up to the importance and potential of E/PO.  To even have scientists aware of the fact that they should be communicating their work to the public is GOOD!

For example:  Vicki Meadows (JPL2) is voicing concerns that Cheri may not even be aware of – expectations of an E/PO Lead that may not be able to be fulfilled due to funding issues and the structure of their remote relationship.  Also, Peter Ward (UoW) is doing tremendous amounts of E/PO through media interviews and such that he is simply not reporting…

UoW (Linda):  If Peter isn’t telling me about his activities,  they can’t get reported!

JPL2 (Cheri):  Being onsite vs offsite is an issue.  We are in the process of designing a simple template for our team to use to report their activities.  We’re trying to be attentive to the other elements of community building – it’s not clear that people know what E/PO is…  

Krisstina:  Are there any additional comments on the role of an E/PO Lead as it’s been laid out in the draft Handbook?  Please submit them to me via email if you’re not comfortable voicing them here…  I will be making phone calls to the PI’s to address their concerns.  I would like the E/PO Leads to join in those conversations and use it as an opportunity to connect with their PI’s and focus on E/PO.

In terms of the Executive Council:

I’d like to take a moment to remind you that it’s been just about a year now that the PI’s asked us to present our work to them at the Executive Council meeting, and they may indeed be asking us to do it again.  Also, I am always at the EC meetings to give reports and take their questions.  I think it has been assumed by our Acting Director (Rose) that whenever E/PO comes up as a topic on an EC meeting agenda that the PI’s or NAI Central is communicating this to the E/PO Leads and their participation is assumed.  But I know that is not the case.

How can we achieve more/better/different communication???

SETI (Edna):  I think there is a thread in this conversation that has yet to be clarified:  On the one hand, the expectation from the PI’s is that E/PO is centrally managed vs. distributed.  But what they may not realize is that their work follows the reverse model – their work is NOT centrally managed, nor would they wish it to be. 

Krisstina:  It’s more than just a model – they operate on individual grants which prohibit any of their research from being centrally “managed.”

SETI (Edna):  E/PO does and should use the same model as the science.

Krisstina:  I have one final point.  There are CAN 1 and CAN 2 teams that have not participated in E/PO at all:  Harvard and Scripps, and Michigan State and URI.  I will be sharing these minutes with them and making phone calls to them to remedy this.  Identifying an E/PO Lead is a requirement in CAN 3…

Your contributions to this effort and to the maturation and evolution of our E/PO program is NOTICED and APPRECIATED.  These changes – specifically the change in language in CAN 3 – are due to YOU.   We are on the right track.  Please continue to communicate with me about what we should be doing differently to make things better.

The Handbook will come around to the E/PO Leads one more time very soon, and you will have about a week or so to go over it again and make additional comments.

And hopefully, the invitation for an E/PO Lead to attend an Executive Council meeting will come from your PIs.

**End of meeting notes***

