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APPROVAL OF MINUTES AND REVIEW OF ACTION ITEMS
Notify Exec Sec at science.coucil.execsec@noaa.gov within two weeks of the following meeting if any changes to
the minutes are needed.

CHAIR ANNOUNCEMENTS:

e Welcome Miranda Bitting, joining the Exec Sec

e SCToR were approved by NECC and available on website

e RDEC ToR updated and call for new members so encourage folks to join

e ST thanks all who did SC ToR; OAR PCO date on ToR is Feb 12 but update to DRS signed the memo
MINUTES

o Minutes from the April 9th Science Council meeting were approved.

ACTION ITEM REVIEW
e The Exec Sec reviewed all current action items.

BRIEFINGS: Briefing materials are available in the 2024 Science Council Meetings folder on Google Drive.

e Cooperative Ecosystem Studies Unit (CESU) What to do with CESUs?: Michael Liddel

Directional

Michael Liddell, the current CESU Program Manager, presented with the aim for guidance from the Science
Council on whether the CESU program should continue. He noted that NOAA is a member of 10 of the 17 total
CESUs. CESUs allow for Cooperative Agreements with 17.5% indirect cost. This currently costs 18K/yr but will
increase to >55K in FY25 and that overall, the program use is low. NOAA averages 14-18 projects/yr with NMFS
and NOS as the primary utilizers. The CESU program saved about 1.2M in FY23 with a handful of projects.
Additionally, the access to tribes and non profits are another benefit of the CESU program. The increase in costs
reflect participants needing to support the national program office in addition to the host institution.

The Vice Chair asked if those numbers are total or per CESU and whether the requests are from NOAA or
external organizations. Liddel clarified that the request from NOAA and that cost is total for 10 CESUs will
increase to $55K.

Michael also noted there is a concern of conflict between Cooperative Institutes and CESUs, but there is no
concern in actuality because Cooperative Institutes use is lower due to being administratively difficult, rather
than an easier path of cooperative agreements between CESUs. The use of CESUs could be increased if there was
more awareness of CESUs in NOAA. Michael also noted that there is a need for admin support for grant actions.
He highlighted that NMFS believes the duties should rotate, and that he has been in this position since 2018
even though it was not originally in his portfolio. This also means that NMFS is paying the entire cost after the
direct bill was rescinded in 2020. He noted that there are two options moving forward: (1) continue to operate
CESU program out of another LO, identify a new program manager, and fund the 55K through direct bill for FY25
or (2) end NOAA participation in CESU network.

NMFS underscored what Michael presented, reinforcing that NMFS cannot be the sole supporter moving forward
OAR noted that they are not utilizing CESUs because there may be a lack of awareness but also that thereis a
high investment on cooperative institutes and managing them. OAR asked if CESUs were to go away, what will be
the impact on existing projects and will it be serious for other LOs?

Michael responded that there would be a dozen or so projects that will need to find new funding and that their
overall cost would be more expensive. NOS will be the most affected due to having the most projects.If the CESU
program ceases to exist, that is something that would require guidance.

OAR followed up with an inquiry about whether the CESUs provided an opportunity to engage with tribal
colleges and organizations, noting that there is a lack of access through other means to engage with such
colleges and organizations. Michael responded that if the colleges and organizations were a part of the CESU
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network, then that was an access point so long as NOAA stayed in the CESU network, but noted that it was not
widely used for that purpose.

NOS noted that it seems like a straightforward cost/benefit and that they would want to ensure projects are not
abruptly ended. They could see wanting to rotate and the admin burden is probably the biggest issue and would
need some time to chat with NOS colleagues in that regard.

The Vice Chair agreed with NOS, noting that the savings are substantial but that a willingness by an LO is needed
to take on the administrative burden.

The Chair asked about the timeline for a decision on this matter; Michael noted that the changes to the CESU
network would require an interagency agreement with the National Park Service for FY25, so the timeline is very
tight. Michael said that, ideally, a decision would be made by the end of this month. NOS agreed to this timeline.
Decker asked what would happen if NOS did not want to take on the administrative burden and costs. The Vice
Chair noted that they were not in favor of a direct bill because not all LOs were using it. He suggested that it
could be based on prior years’ use or have it rotate between the primary users, or if NMFS wants out and NOS is
interested, then the program sunsets and the projects will need to find alternate funding.

e Draft Best Practices for Designating Authorship: Cynthia Decker

Directional

Cynthia Decker noted that this presentation was a follow up to a previous presentation made to the Science
Council. This presentation’s purpose was to have the Science Council review a draft set of best practices for
designating authorship and to ensure that NOAA has a single set of guidelines across the agency. The Science
Integrity Office has provided numerous consultations on authorship, and the Scientific Integrity Committee set
up a subcommittee to do an extensive literature review to see who else had established best practices. The
subcommittee also reviewed authorship documents from the NOAA line offices. Across all reviewed best
practices, the overarching recommendation is to discuss responsibilities and authorship prior to the project
starting, with check-ins throughout the project’s timeline. The discussions should include what papers are
expected to come out of the project and who is going to be authors on those papers. Cynthia then spoke about
what constitutes an authorship role on a paper: an author should provide substantial contributions and/or drafts
the product or reviews it, and an author must review and approve the final version with the acknowledgement
that they will be held accountable for their work and the work of their coauthors. Cynthia also noted that, with
regard to Al such as large language models, authors should follow DOC and NOAA policies, which currently state
that generative Al should not be used to draft publications. Cynthia also reviewed types of detrimental
authorship practices, such as authorship by authority or honorary authorship. She concluded the presentation
with the request for Science Council feedback, revisions, and comments on the document.

The Chair thanked Cynthia for the presentation and encouraged everyone to take this task seriously, noting that
other agencies have very strict best practices and that NOAA should follow suit.

The Vice Chair thanked the whole team who worked on this, noting that he will provide in-depth feedback but
that a few thoughts that came to him immediately was that the best practices document does not have section
related to the scope of the document - such as, does this apply to journal articles, weather forecasts, conference
abstracts, etc. He noted that it is important to delineate that not all NOAA products would fall to these best
practices. The Vice Chair also noted that throughout the document, the terms author and second author are
used interchangeably but defined differently. Lastly, the Vice Chair asked if this could be used as a basis for
interactions with external partners, such as academic partners. Cynthia responded that the committee agreed
that it is only guidance and not strict requirements yet, but that the Science Council could determine that.

Riley noted that in their work within the library research team, these conversations around who is and is not an
author are occurring, and he noted that the work put in by librarians may promote their role to authors but that
they are not always shown the final product. Riley noted that his team is eager to review this document and
provide feedback.
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Werner asked what would occur if NOAA’s best practices are inconsistent with other organizations' (such as
journals) best practices. Cynthia noted that NOAA can highlight their best practices, but that overall, these
practices align with are consistent with many other organizations’ policies

o NOAA Institutional Repository FY2023 Operating Report: Jenn Fagan-Fry & Sarah Davis

Informational

Jennifer Fagan-Fry noted that this is an annual briefing but wanted to start at the beginning of why Public Access
to Research Results (herein PARR) Compliance is important. The intent of PARR is to pull written products from
behind the paywall. As of 2023, 54% of NOAA publications are published open access. Fagan-Fry noted that
green open access is different from regular open access - green open access means providing manuscripts to a
repository. While the PARR compliance rate increased overall in FY23, this was largely due to the library’s efforts
in harvesting publications. Without that harvesting the compliance rate would have been stagnant from FY22 to
FY23. The Research Publication Tracking System had an 8% decrease in submissions, and that to date (i.e., in
FY24), the Research Publication Tracking System has only received 2000 submissions, an even further decrease as
compared to this time last year. 64% of the papers uploaded to the tracking system in FY23 were uploaded by
the library. Some of the barriers towards PARR Compliance identified by authors were that compliance was not a
priority at all levels, that there were no penalties for non-compliance, and general confusion as to how their
work is published and accessed. Fagan-Fry highlighted that each author and line office is responsible for
submitting under Sec. 7.2.1 of the PARR Compliance document. She then highlighted that OAR was used as a
pilot project, funded by discretionary funds, that focused efforts on collecting NOAA authored publications from
FY23. This project identified 582 articles that were not submitted to the institutional repository. An OAR
compliance liaison contacted the authors and line office POCs for the manuscripts that were not open access to
request a manuscript for the repository. 122 of these requests went unanswered.

Fagan-Fry noted that there is currently the development of new OSTP requirements for PARR underway via a
PARR Working Group, which will result in the development of a new NAO. She also noted that reporting to OSTP
and OMB is to resume at the end of 2024 and that congressional reports will likely start in FY26.

OAR thanked both Jennifer and Sarah for the presentation, and noted that within OAR they are trying to step up
enforcement of PARR and holding senior members accountable. OAR asked if a push on RPTS would make it
easier for people to reach that compliance requirement. Jennifer responded that it will, but also noted that it
would not solve all the problems. She also noted that they are working with NMFS to create a submission system
to flow directly from RPTS to the library to further streamline the process.

Yencho asked if publications being behind a paywall could be considered an environmental justice issue, as the
overarching goal is to get information more accessible to people, and the framing of compliance as a justice issue
may garner more attention. Jennifer responded that they have tried that and it has not worked out well, nothing
that the compliance requires its own cultural shift. She did note that they could reference environmental equity
and justice in the messaging around PARR and its benefits.

The Vice Chair thanked the team for their work while reinforcing that PARR Compliance is less about
environmental justice and more that it is recognition that NOAA is beholden to the taxpayers as they have
funded the work directly or through cooperative arrangements. He then recommended that this presentation be
held again in a more directional manner to discuss the cultural shift that is needed to increase compliance.

The Chair noted for RDEC that when they prepare the science report, that we use those papers to highlight work
done.

e Science Council Task Force Proposals: Sarah Kapnick

Directional

The Chair of the Science Council presented two task force proposals. The first was an Ocean Biodiversity Task
Force, with NOS drafting the Terms of Reference. The call for members would be released in mid-May, with the
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proposed goal to establish a cross LO process to identify and document NOAA’s core contributions to the strategy
implementation and to outline a centralized coordination of biodiversity science and stewardship. This would aid
NOAA when asked to address needs for science-based input on climate and biodiversity priorities. This Task
Force is based around the National Ocean Biodiversity Strategy, and there is an existing MOU with the
Smithsonian Institute to develop work around this.

The second Task Force proposal presented by the Chair was related to Deep Sea Mining (herein DSM). There has
been an influx of questions related to DSM from a variety of spaces, such as the Hill, White House, and private
sectors. The aim of this Task Force is to bring together folks for strategies related to the science needs related to
the potential of DSM occurring. Whether DSM is happening or not, a scientific strategy would be helpful in
coordinating responses. Some questions this task force could tackle include what the science and capabilities we
currently have related to DSM, are the thresholds of risk and harm enough for people to identify harm on the
marine environment, and do we have enough science to answer such questions. The Chair noted that NOAA is a
key US and international science advisor, and the potential for both overlap and leverage of monitoring systems
such as for mCDR and biodiversity and for NOAA to be a regulator in the future in relation to DSM.

The Vice Chair thanked the Chair for bringing these two proposals to the Science Council, with the request to
incorporate two aspects: the lifespan of the task forces and noting what resources already exist and could be
tapped into. The Chair added that it should be ensured that the task forces should note what they can
accomplish right now, what they aspire to accomplish, and what would be lost if those aspirations were not met.
She also noted that the purpose of these task forces is to ensure NOAA is not caught off guard when and if
relevant activities start to occur. She also welcomed members of the Science Council to reach out to her directly
to discuss these task forces privately.

ANNOUNCEMENTS
o Next meeting will be on June 11th

ACTION ITEMS

Science Council: This spreadsheet lists current action items assigned to or by the Council. Additional information for
each entry can be found in the original email assigning this task. If you have any questions, please email science.
council.execsec@noaa.gov.

Date Assigned  Subject Line ‘Assigned To Status
20220830 Science Council ToR SCINEP NEC approved, Dr. Spinrad signed the
memo
20221104-2 5085 Fact Sheet - Drought NIDIS First draft under development
20230716 So0S Fact Sheet - NOAA's Greenhouse OAR CPO Awaiting Chair signature
Gas Activities
20230920 S0S Fact Sheet - Climate Intervention for  OAR POC adressing comments from initial
CDR and SRM review
20240109 2023 Accomplishments and 2024 Work Exec Sec Accomplishments were finalized. For the
Plan work plan exec sec is addressing a few
comments
20240429 Address comments of the draft NAO-201- MOU/MOA Task Force Co-Chairs to meet to address significant
105 (MOUJA) comments
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