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The TGoSUPP met and deliberated extensively over two days.  Attachment A outlines the membership, scope, and 
charge of the TGoSUPP.  Attachment B outlines the proposed agenda for the meeting.  While deliberations strayed a 
bit from this agenda, each of the issues was considered.  Overall, the group was able to make substantial progress 
leading to development of the consensus recommendations described below.  The TGoSUPP considers their work to 
be substantially complete unless new direction is identified by the Board. 
 
 
TGoSUPP Recommendations to the Board 

 
1) Adopt New Framework of Activity Types (Attachment C) 

 
 The TGoSUPP carefully considered a wide range of collaborative experimental activities that might be 
accomplished using NEES facilities as a means to promote the full utilization of NEES resources toward the 
advancement of NEES’ collaboratory vision.  A new framework was developed for categorizing these activities 
that clarifies how such activities should be prioritized and recognized, and what administrative processes 
should be required.  TGoSUPP recommends that NEESinc adopt this framework in the development of its 
policies and procedures. 

 
 TGoSUPP recommends that a new ‘lite’ administrative procedure (i.e. Direct Utilization Agreement) be 
developed by NEESinc for use in smaller projects such as payloads and ‘minor collaboration opportunity’ 
projects (Activity Types I-b and IV) as a means to expedite such projects.  This procedure will incur a smaller 
administrative burden, but provide less protection for, both the PI and Site than the comprehensive standard 
(i.e. RPA) procedure used by NEESinc.  TGoSUPP recommends continued use of the complete RPA 
procedure for all major projects (Activity Types I-a and I-c) 

 
2) Adopt New Shared-Use Partnering Policy Document - SUPP v8 (Attachment D) 

 
 The TGoSUPP closely reviewed the current NEESinc policy (SUPP v6) along with recently proposed revisions 
(SUPP v7) in light of recent concerns raised by NSF and others within the community regarding barriers to 
utilization.  The TGoSUPP recommends that a substantially revised policy (SUPP v8) be adopted.  Key 
revisions are: 

o Adoption of a “shared use” terminology that is more consistent with other NEESinc policy documents; 

o Clarification of what it means to be “consistent with the goals of NEES”; 

o The elimination of both previously proposed “fairness criteria” (full funding requirement; identification of 
facility availability in other sponsors RFP’s) as both unworkable and prone to ‘gaming’ in application; 

o Separation of ‘minimum’ and ‘prioritization’ criteria for qualification of partnered shared-use projects; 

o The addition of a ‘national competition’ requirement as a minimum criteria; 

o Making a researcher responsible for certifying that their sponsor is willing to adhere to NEESinc data 
sharing policies; 

o Clarification that Equipment Site’s acceptance (or denial) of a project must be based on criteria already 
part of the “Equipment Site Policy Compliance Check (ESPCC)” process; 

o Elimination of prioritization table based on sponsor type alone (Table 2 in SUPP v6), and adoption of 
other prioritization criteria to be considered on an equal basis.  New criteria include: 1) promoting 
advancement of knowledge and broader impacts, 2) utilization of the unique capabilities of NEES 
facilities, and 3) promotion of collaboration; 

o The sponsor prioritization scheme was simplified; 



o Elimination of the ‘SOC review’ requirement for non-Federal projects; 

o Elimination of the previous schedule for requesting access (Table 1 in SUPP v6) as unworkable.  
Adoption of a new quarterly review process; 

o Elimination of a fixed term for all SUPP projects in lieu of granting NEESinc management authority to 
commit to access periods of 6 to 24 months, in consultation with Equipment Site, depending upon 
demand for that facility and time of the year relative to NEESR project announcements; 

o Requirement that NEESinc (and Sites) maintain a current and publicly available summary of estimated 
facility availability for the upcoming 24 months.  

 
 

3) Develop Procedures for Public Declaration of Availability & Promotion of Use 
 

 TGoSUPP recommends that NEESinc develop transparent procedures for maintaining a current publicly-
accessible declaration of time available on each NEES experimental facility.  The “available time” can be 
estimated as either: 

o The sum of proposed time dedicated to Activity Types III and IV in planning documents; or 

o The difference between Board-approved shared-use allocations (e.g. 50% or subsequent revision) and 
time identified for Activity Types I and II in planning documents. 

 
 TGoSUPP recommends that NEESinc develop networks and processes to widely disseminate availability of 
time on NEES’ experimental facilities. 

 
 

4) NEESinc Should Seek MOU’s with Other Partners to Utilize Shared-Use Availability 
 

 In further support of recommendation 3, TGoSUPP recommends that NEESinc actively pursue establishment 
of MOU’s with potential partners that would facilitate use of available time. 

 
 

5) Do Not Adopt the Hybrid Operations Model At This Time 
 

 TGoSUPP considered several alternative “operations models” in addition to the status quo.  These models are 
briefly summarized as follows: 

o Status Quo:   NEESinc-Managed Fixed Cost, Variable Scope (Green, Yellow), SOC/Board Annual 
Adjustments; 

o Pay Go NSF: Payment for Fixed Scope, NSF Admin (same as before NEES); 

o Pay Go NEESinc: Payment for Fixed Scope, NEESinc Admin; 

o Hybrid NSF: Baseline Funding + Pay-Go per Project (NSF Manage as MOU’s with 15 Sites, Exp Costs 
in Project; 

o Hybrid NEESinc: Baseline Funding + Pay-Go per Project (NEESinc Manage Access, Pay Site Full 
Rates) 

 
 All but the ‘Status Quo’ and ‘Hybrid NEESinc’ models were dismissed quickly.   

 
 The merits and limitations of ‘Hybrid NEESinc’ were closely considered and can be summarized as: 

o Pro’s: Market forces introduced that will improve efficiency, fairness, and network throughput.  Also 
reduces collegial pressure on SOC & Board members that may be reluctant to make large shifts in 
funding allocations; 

o Con’s: Changing horses before current model has had a chance to work.  Significant transition time 
would be required to convince community and build new contracts and administrative processes.  Only 
partial market forces would be introduced and Sites may be tempted to accept baseline funding and not 
any shared-use projects.   

 



 Overall, TGoSUPP recognizes the merit of the introduction of market forces into the resource allocation 
process.  However, TGoSUPP does not recommend adoption of the hybrid model at this time because there 
has not been sufficient time to assess the current funding model.  

 
 

6) Reiterate Board’s Authority to Reallocate Resources 
 

 Members of TGoSUPP expressed concern that Equipment Sites are viewing as-proposed budgets as an 
entitlement program. 

 
 TGoSUPP recommends that NEESinc governance reiterate to the NEES Equipment Sites that it has the 
authority to reallocate resources based on a well-justified annual assessment of Site performance.  
(MOM funding is not an entitlement program.) 

 
 

7) Strengthen Performance Reporting Requirements 
 

 TGoSUPP peripherally considered the (in)adequacy of current performance metrics and the current state of 
reporting by Equipment Sites.  The status portrayed on the NAWI interface was used as an example of poor 
compliance by Equipment Sites in keeping their information up to date.   

 
 TGoSUPP recommends that the Board reiterate to Equipment Sites that their Site status and performance 
reporting information must be kept up to date and that they can be audited at any time by NEESinc and/or 
NSF. 

 
 TGoSUPP also recommends that SOC work with NEESinc and the Equipment Site Forum to identify improved 
mechanisms to provide auditable performance metrics. 

 
 

8) Extend NEES Network through IT Integration of New Experimental Sites 
 

 TGoSUPP discussed other ways to increase the utilization of NEES’ facilities and broaden it’s reach.  
TGoSUPP recommends that the Board consider options to fund extension of the NEES facility network by 
supporting the initial IT costs associated with integrating new Experimental Sites into the network who are 
willing to fully support their own O&M costs.  

 
 
9) Accept “Flexible” Interpretation of Shared Use Staff 

 
 TGoSUPP reviewed the correspondence between NEESinc and NSF concerning “budget interpretation of 
shared-use staff” and believes it provides basis for accepting the “flexible interpretation” (view #2).   

 
 To the extent that the flexible interpretation allows more efficient management of Site resources, TGoSUPP 
recommends that Sites adopt this interpretation as a means to maximize shared-use of their facilities. 

 
 

10) Apportion Maintenance Costs between NEES and non-NEES Projects 
 

 TGoSUPP briefly considered the issue of how to allocate maintenance costs when a facility or component is 
shared (say hydraulic pump used for NEES and non-NEES facility).  TGoSUPP supports the concept of 
allocating M&O fixed costs between users in proportion to usage level. 



  Attachment A: TGoSUPP Charge 

2006 TASK GROUP ON  
SHARED-USE PARTNERING POLICY  

(TGOSUPP) 
 
PURPOSE & AUTHORITY 

The NEESinc Board of Directors (BOD), at its November 18-19 2005 meeting in Davis, CA, approved 
establishment of an ad hoc task group to examine and clarify policy options related to NEES’ “Shared-Use 
Partnering Policy (SUPP)”.  The SUPP describes the criteria and process for approval of usage of NEES’ 
experimental facilities at MOM-supported rates for purposes other than NEESR research. The TGoSUPP is 
charged with developing a preliminary report for the February 3-4, 2006 BOD meeting, and final 
recommendations in spring 2006. 

 
 
TASK GROUP MEMBERS 

• Marc Eberhard, U. Washington, Chair  Chair, Site Operations Committee 
• Roberto Leon, Georgia Tech   Board of Directors - Institutional Director 
• Glenn Rix, Georgia Tech    Chair-Elect, Site Operations Committee; GC PI 
• Cliff Roblee, NEESinc    NEESinc Executive Director 
• Ken Stokoe, UT-Austin    Board of Directors - Equipment Site Director 
 
 

EXPERT RESOURCES FOR CONSULTATION 
• Jay Berger, NEESinc    NEESinc Experimental Site Operations Manager 

 
 
TASK GROUP GOALS 

 
1. Identify Issues and Barriers with Existing Policy (current SUPP v6; draft SUPP v7) 

o Issues with Basic Acceptance Criteria in v6 
 NEESinc Assessment of Research Alignment with NEES Goals 
 Researcher/Sponsor Acceptance of NEES Policies (Usage and Data Archive) 
 Availability of Sufficient Block of Shared-Use Time 
 Permission of Equipment Site 
 Confirmation of Full Funding by Sponsor (current “Fairness Criteria”) 

o Issues with Proposed Alternate Fairness Criteria in v7 
 Declaration of Facility Availability at RFP Stage 

o Issues with SOC Review for Non-Federal Projects 
o Issues with Application/Approval Process 

 Declaration of Availability 
 Timeline for Application 

o Issues with Length of Use Commitment: 1 year MOM Rate, May Reapply 
o Issues with Overall Effect of Policies 

 NSF Input Regarding Concerns Over Barriers to Maximizing Usage 
 Alignment of Recent Shared-Use Application Outcomes with Original Intent of NEES 

 
2. Explore and Clarify Policy Options 

o Establish Nomenclature for Discussion 
o Define Stakeholders & Interests 
o Explore Alternate Strategies for “Fairness Criteria” 
o Explore Alternate Equipment Site MOM Funding Models (Status Quo; Pay Go; Hybrid) 
o Examine Potential Improvements to Process 

 
3. Identify Policy Options and Impacts for Recommendation to Board 
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