CINAR conf. call, 9/1/09

Present:  Anderson, Jumars, Kleindinst, Madin, Roman, Werner

1. Program Development funds:

CINAR has no unrestricted funds available such as program development funding.  CICOR had program development funds which were offset by a lower overhead.  This funding helped pay for Postdocs, meetings, etc.  The issue of program development funds was brought up with Cortinas during his recent visit.  What would reaction be if we added a 1% fee on CINAR projects that goes into a fund that all of the CINAR PIs decide what to do with?  It would add 1 percent (or whatever) to bottom line – and might negatively affect whether NOAA program managers would want to run projects through CINAR rather than through other grant processes.

Roman mentioned that a representative of Mikulski’s staff recently visited the Chesapeake Bay Laboratory. Ed Houde briefed them on CINAR.  Mikulski is apparently on record for criticizing NOAA for not putting enough $ into CIs.  Specifically mentioned Gulf inst – should not be name only, but real dollars.  Eastern shore rep. is coming to Horn Point on Sept. 11th – Boesch and Roman will meet with them then.  

Anderson sees 3 options – no; yes; or approach Cortinas and ask him to go further up (Spinrad?) to make formal request to increase Task I budget next year and cite Mikulski’s comments if we can.  

Werner – would it help to have a  statement from the CINAR Exec. Board?  

Action:  Table for now – bring up with first meeting of Exec. Board.  

2.  Earmarking:

Recently, Nancy Thompson arranged a dinner meeting with CINAR and congressional staffers who had come to the NEFSC.  The idea of a CINAR earmark was discussed – this would be real money and develop a research program that originates within our investigators.  There was general agreement that something along these lines would be good.  However, it could mean that if funds comes from one program, some other program loses out. 

Werner – NGI model – CI resulted out of an earmark. Slightly different model than ours.  Legislative priorities – usually reviewed at universities to decide which ones to go for. 

Madin - WHOI has not gone for earmarks in the past.  Would require decision at Director level.  

Roman – what about a group letter from CINAR PIs to endorse general input to CINAR?  

Action – talk with Spinrad and others – what was in CMER and CEMUS (sp?) budgets – faculty levels etc – where did that go?  
Put off earmarking decision until we find out more about the CMER and CEAMUS budgets.

Jumars – what about letter along the lines suggested, that centers are underfunded – echoing the Mikulski statement.  NOAA having trouble getting funding for regional observing because its “regional”.  Might that same sentiment affect regional centers?  Suggestion - letter to each of our delegations letting them know that entity exists, woefully underfunded.   Puts some pressure on our delegations to increase that funding.  

Madin – sending email to Schaff and Avery re earmarking and that its being discussed.  

Action – Roman – will try to track down source of Mikulski’s statement – anything written?  Jumars will draft starting paragraph on that.  

3. Governance:

Executive Board – meets once per year, provides vision of institute.
Review of Cortinas suggestions:

Thompson, NEFSC Director, Chair, Exec. Board

OAR rep., Director GFDL.  (Ram)


Rutgers - Issue with GFDL – coupling of regional scale with global models – have not been able to break logjam; impression that GFDL prefers to do things in house.  Rutgers has proposed collaborative work but easier to work with NCAR than GFDL even though GFDL is down the street.  Missed opportunity.  Anderson concern that he might be looking for ecosystem funding within GFDL rather than CINAR.  Cortinas and Mecray said that is not a problem.  


Werner – document drafted as result of meeting of climate to fisheries meeting. Not sure if GFDL positioning itself to take lead on this.  

NOS rep. – was to be Matlock.  Not sure if his replacement will be the new rep?

Climate goal team rep., climate goal team deputy lead (Krisa Arzyus)

Ecosystem team rep, Murawski, Ecosystem goal team lead

CINAR Director, Don

Sea Grant (unspecified)

NART rep (unspecified)

WHOI leadership (Madin)

OAR CI Program Director – John Cortinas

One other CINAR PI on rotating basis.

Madin willing to serve on this.

Werner – chance of rotating reps. From other member institutions so that there is one included as rep. of other partners.  

With Cortinas discussed having Advisory council be a meeting in association with annual science meeting rather than a formal body.

Perhaps Council of Fellows could have calls every 2 months?  Should someone from another CI be involved?  Or perhaps do that with Core Steering Group calls instead.  

Still have Core Steering Group calls.

Right now, don’t establish Advisory Council. Placeholder in MOA that we could do it if we wish. First effort, annual science meeting, bring in stakeholders and reps. of regional associations.  Keep Core Steering Group.  

Roman – thinks it makes sense to have NOAA people every other time, but having us talk among ourselves still important and perhaps occasionally include other CI director as appropriate.

Action:  Don to respond to Cortinas re composition of Executive Board and Council of Fellows. Madin willing to serve on Exec. Board.  Suggest that one other CINAR partner PI (on yearly rotating basis) serve on Executive Board.  Don / Judy to begin drafting MOA – this will be circulated to partner PIs for comments.
4. Update of CINAR activities:

Meeting with Jon Hare, NEFSC – Jon splits his time equally between ecosystem processes and ecosystem assessment and leads the oceanography group.  There had been a suggestion to consider submitting a CAMEO proposal from CINAR to have scoping workshops to try to come up with ideas about programs that come under CAMEO’s umbrella.  Hare’s view was that this would not do well within the review process. He suggested a better approach would be to ask Nancy Thompson for workshop money.  The first Integrated Ecosystem Assessment (IEA) is supposed to be started next year. Hare reviewed gaps at NEFSC (surveys still net based; estimate of primary productivity completely satellite based; no information on chemical constitutents in ocean).  Hare described tension within NEFSC between 2 groups. One side, Nancy Thompson and her staff – job is fisheries management; surveys, modeling, guidance to Fisheries management Council.  She sees CINAR as helping in those areas. On other side – Murawski, Fogarty, Hare little bigger vision about EBM, climate impacts, etc.  Also trying to push for resources and involvement. CINAR needs to work closely with both factions.  Discussed GLOBEC – problem was it was sold on basis of providing assessment in support of managers. GLOBEC developed tools but never did the handoff.  Jon indicated he would send us a climate science planning document developed at the NEFSC.  We will circulate once we receive it.

Cortinas meeting – lot of discussion about governance.  Interested in working in way to get NOAA employees to get paid as CINAR employees at one of the partners.  These individuals would work directly with NOAA scientists and would possibly foster increased collaboration.  Don hopes that each partner inst. could consider the Steve Cadrin model so that each of us would have one NOAA employee.  

Possible problem with one of the proposals – GMRI. Need to be careful in the future.  Problem was that it wasn’t clear it was research as opposed to data gathering and provision of funds on behalf of NEFSC.  Point is that we need to be careful about what projects go through CINAR and have more time for review.  

NOAA review of CI at NGI in Mississippi scheduled for– Oct. 7 & 8th – John suggested it is worth someone from CINAR going to watch it as we could learn a about what is expected.  If any PIs interested in sitting in, let Don / Judy know.  Judy will plan to go (Don is away at that time) but any other PI would be welcome to go as well.

Meeting with NEFSC re science planning meeting.  Serchuk wanted to work with white papers (one pagers) that have described priority areas for their different groups rather than have a science planning meeting which would encompass a large group of people. The one pagers are supposed to come form both NMFS and OAR.  Groups of our investigators  would work with those and try to move those forward.  Don is a bit skeptical that this would work.  Nancy has one pagers now– we need to get them from her.  Topic for next conference call – how to proceed with those.

NE Fisheries Council meeting on Ecosystem based management.  Council has to come up with recommendations on process for bringing ecosystem approaches to management.  Take home message - still a very new and unproven area.  One approach –individual stock assessment with a few more parameters (CA model); or huge models with all parameters (Canada model).  

NOAA in NE meeting.  Presentation about CINAR.  Went very well.  Lot of questions, discussion.  

Press release – draft – prepared by NEFSC.  Examples of a few projects. We will pass this by CINAR PIs.  

Action items: Circulate climate science plan (from Hare) to PIs.  Let Don / Judy know if you can attend the NGI review.  Don / Judy to follow up with Nancy Thompson re one pagers.   Discuss at next PI conference call.  Send draft press release to PIs.

5. Mailing lists

During the last conference call, we decided to distribute information about opportunities – funding, etc. – not through broad list, but to individual theme leaders at each institution.  We received some pushback on that – people who don’t think that process will work well. The suggestion was made to send information to all CINAR PIs and individuals could delete the emails if they are not interested. This way everyone would have an opportunity to see the information rather than relying on an interim step.  Another idea suggested was to have biweekly or monthly CINAR “headlines” that we would prepare – and circulate via email - a little bit of news about what might have happened, links to funding opportunities, etc.  

Maybe an update from the CINAR director – various things that are happening? If you don’t want to receive these in the future, please tell us.  Once a quarter or month or two, CINAR update.  

Action – we will send out information to our larger mailing list.  We will also try to give CINAR update periodically to all investigators.  Judy to send PIs institution lists to review for PI names.  We will also create a repository on the CINAR website for these items.
6. RISA 

Don views this as a lost opportunity for CINAR.   RISA would provide an integrated science assessment for the New England region. Individual institutions submitted propsals - MD, WHOI, etc. However, this could have been an opportunity for CINAR to form consortium to go after this $ under CINAR oversight and guidance.  Don hopes we can catch these opportunities in the future. 

Jumars – maybe Council of Fellows can help with this too.

Werner – mentiond the BASIN program which is a North Atlantic centric initiative -  formal framework 7 announcement in Europe with a mid-Jan. 2010 deadline for Europeans.  It requires collaboration with ongoing efforts in US and Canada.  Werner and weibe have been in touch with NSF and NOAA.  NSF may encourage cooperation by pointing to opportunity to Europe and saying we encourage collaborative work – submit to Feb. 15th and Aug. 15 deadline. Collaboration with NOAA less clear.  Mike Johnson quite interested – would allow his climate program to go beyond biogeochemistry side and include higher trophics and other ecosystem components. Murawski quite intested as well. Werner and Wiebe talking with Europeans now.  Could be a CINAR coordinated activity – bring strengths of partners and NOAA.  BASIN is 5 year, $8m euros per year, with matching from inst.  Single proposal going in from Europe – institutions self organize before submission.  

Action:  Werner will talk with Wiebe and St. John in Europe and also with Phil Taylor and Dave Garrison.  Also with Jon Hare (he’s on US side of BASIN) to find out if this is a way of integrating CINAR. Cisco will let us know how this is progressing and what next steps are.  

