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Context and assumptions
Interviews conducted under the CEOS Self-Study (CSS) have provided useful insights into CEOS decision-making and strategic planning (see CSS Plenary Draft Report at Plenary 2011). The CSS found an “overwhelming consensus” from past and current CEOS leaders that when considering new initiatives, CEOS must keep two principles in mind:  1) That CEOS Agencies should maintain their ability to meet the commitments they have already made; and 2) That it is necessary for a clear, fair, and reliable mechanism to assist CEOS in determining which new initiatives/projects should be undertaken.  Additionally, concerns have been voiced that CEOS has established many large-scale recent commitments (e.g., forest carbon observations, data democracy, climate change/architecture, agriculture monitoring), and should not be stretched too thin by additional, new competing demands.   

Self-Study findings emphasize that a systematic review and decision-making process would allow CEOS to select rationally and wisely from among the many good ideas and externally-derived tasks that CEOS is being asked to support.  Its view is that the current ad hoc approach no longer suffices for an organization of 25 years’ maturity.  
The proposals made in this document take into account that requests for CEOS to undertake new activities can cover a wide variety of activity types and address issues brought by different stakeholders.  Three broad categories of activities have been identified and are described briefly below:

· “High level transverse” activities with external “customers” (e.g. CEOS response to GCOS).  

· Internal activities dealing with how the organisation functions.  These activities have been termed “Substantive space-based coordination”  (e.g. Data access activities on inter-agency data interoperability standards)

· Working group/VC specific activities (e.g. WGISS disasters pilot) 

It is important that any decision making process established by CEOS ensures decisions are taken at the appropriate level for any given activity.  
This document will set out various potential options that could be selected as blocks of a decision making process.  These options are to be discussed at SIT-28 and through interaction with CEOS Principals over the next few months.  The target outcome of this work is the definition and adoption by CEOS of a systematic and useable decision-making process for new initiatives and proposals.
The decision making process options that will be set out below are based on a number of assumptions about the CEOS environment including in the proposals made by the two parallel CSSII Topical Teams on “Organisational functions” and “Major meetings”.  It will be necessary to harmonise the proposals made here with those made in the two parallel CSSII Topical teams
. 

Options for structured decision making within CEOS 
Before introducing the various options that are proposed in this section, it should be noted that the steps described below seek to define a “standard decision-making process”.  This process does not vary fundamentally according to the options that are selected.  It should also be noted that the proposal here will not supersede well-established processes that currently exist within CEOS regarding, for example, proposals for new Virtual Constellations (please see the November 2008 CEOS Constellations for GEO Process Paper). This process is described step-by-step below: 

1. DEFINE DECISION CRITERIA. Established independently of any specific proposals, a set of criteria used to guide decisions should be defined.  Depending on options selected below, this could be one single set of criteria, several sets with no common criteria, or it could be several sets with a common core of criteria. These set or sets of criteria should be established as early as possible and independently of any specific activity proposal. The criteria should be based on CEOS guiding documents (Strategic Guidance Document, Work Plans, etc.) and should be reviewed and modified in line with these guiding documents. 

2. PROVIDE WRITTEN DESCRIPTION of the proposed activity.  The entity proposing the new activity should provide a written description of the activity following a template provided by CEOS.  The description of the proposed activity must first be provided to the CEOS Secretariat which will act as a “clearinghouse” for new projects.  After analysis of the written description, CEOS Secretariat will determine whether and how the activity should be further considered (e.g. based on the activity categories described above).  If the CEOS Secretariat agrees the proposed activity should be further considered, the entity proposing the new activity will prepare a PowerPoint slide set, in addition to the written report previously prepared and provided to the Secretariat, to be sent to decision makers at least 14 days prior to the appropriate decision meeting.  If the entity proposing the activity is external to CEOS without an obvious CEOS Sherpa (e.g. CEOS Agency, Working Group, or Virtual Constellation), the Secretariat will establish which CEOS entity should “sponsor” the activity.  If the activity is proposed by an internal CEOS entity (CEOS Agency, Working Group, or Virtual Constellation), then it is the responsibility of that CEOS entity to sponsor the proposed activity as it continues through the decision-making process.
3. PROVIDE PRESENTATION.  A brief presentation on the proposed activity will be scheduled during the appropriate decision meeting. The presentations should be prepared and presented by the previously identified CEOS Sherpa.  If the entity proposing the new activity is external to CEOS, while they are not required to present slides, they should be represented in person at the decision meeting to answer any direct questions, thus facilitating a full and clear understanding of the proposed activity. 
4. DISCUSSION.  Sufficient time should be set aside in the agenda of the meeting at which the decision will be taken to discuss the proposed activity (written description of the activity and slide set).  This discussion should be animated by the Chair of the decision meeting and both the CEOS Sherpa and, if applicable, (external proposal) the entity proposing the new activity should be available to facilitate the discussion.  The topical team has noted that sufficient emphasis is not always placed on decision making at CEOS Plenary and Sit meetings.  Various improvements to the way in which the Plenary/SIT agenda is organised including grouping decisions in a “decision making session” or simply better highlighting agenda items that are “For decision” rather than “For information”.  
5. TAKE DECISION.  Following the discussion a formal decision must be taken. Different options on how the decision should be taken are provided below.  
The following paragraphs present various options for the definition of a CEOS decision making process.  These options will be presented according to four key questions relating to the decision making process:
· What decisions

· Who takes decisions

· When are decisions taken 

· How are decisions taken

What decisions?  

There are two options to be considered: 

Option 1. Decisions on new activities; CEOS wishes to establish a process for dealing with go/no-go decisions on new activities.

Option 2. Decisions on new activities and on-going activities (evaluation and monitoring of on-going activities).  CEOS wishes to establish a process for dealing with go/no-go decisions on new activities, but also for monitoring on-going activities including establishing when current activities can be considered as completed.

The current document focuses on taking decisions on new activities.  If it is desirable to also propose a mechanism for monitoring activities, the scope of this document would have to be extended.
Who takes decisions?

Three options have been identified: 

Option 1. Different levels of decision making according to the type of new activity proposed (CEOS Principals, CEOS WG and VC leadership).  This option proposes that different decision makers should be called on according to the types of new activity that are proposed.  It has been noted that proposals for new activities can be top-down, bottom-up or come from external CEOS “customers”.  This option suggests that an initial rapid “evaluation” of the activity be carried out by CEOS SEC which would aim to identify the most appropriate decision level required to best deal with the type of activity being proposed.  Two groups of decision makers have been identified corresponding to different types of activity: CEOS Principals on one hand and leadership of each CEOS WG and VC on the other.  It should be noted that the first of these two groups would be called on to take decisions on a broad range of activities corresponding to the roles of both CEOS Plenary and CEOS SIT.  The second would take decisions on the activities of a WG/VC (working level). Below are some examples of different activities and the appropriate decision makers to address these activities:

· “High level transverse” activities with external “customers” (ex. CEOS response to GCOS) – CEOS Principals as Plenary.
· Internal activities dealing with how the organisation functions, what has been termed “Substantive space-based coordination”  (ex. Data access activities on inter-agency data interoperability standards) – CEOS Principals as SIT
· Working group/VC specific activities (ex. WGISS disasters demo) – internal to WG or VC 
The assumption is made that priority is given within CEOS to activities that have been decided by Plenary or SIT.  The decision to accept a new activity can therefore be made at either Plenary, SIT or WG/VC level.
Option 2. CEOS Principals.  This option proposes CEOS principals as the decision makers on all new activities within CEOS.  If this option were to be selected, an increased role would most probably be necessary for the CEOS POC from each agency.  Where all decisions must be taken by CEOS Principals, significant background work in receiving information on the decisions, and ensuring Principals’ readiness to engage in discussion and decision making would need to be assumed by CEOS POCs. 
When are decisons taken?

Two options have been identified: 

Option 1. Appropriate meetings according to the decision makers and the activity.  According to the option selected on “Who takes decisions”, this proposal identifies the meetings associated both with the various decision making group (CEOS Principals, leadership of each CEOS WG and VC) and the nature of the activity proposed. If the “CEOS Principals” option is selected, it will undoubtedly remain useful to distinguish between Plenary and SIT business, while having the possibility to introduce some flexibility in the decision making process (for example SIT organising a short “plenary session” assuming sufficient CEOS Principals are attending).  
Option 2. Appropriate meetings according to the decision makers and the activity, plus additional meetings (perhaps telecons) to be arranged.  Additional flexibility could be introduced in selecting this option which proposes the possibility of also taking decisions outside of the current face-to-face meeting schedule.  This proposal would need to be harmonised with the findings of the “Major meeting” Topical Team 
How are decisions taken?

The five-step generic decision making process proposed having already been described above, two major areas of the implementation of this process remain to be discussed.  These are:

1. Decision criteria

2. Decision mechanism 

Several options are proposed for decision criteria.  

Option 1. Key decision criteria are established for each CEOS entity (Plenary, SIT, each VC, each WG). These criteria are based on the various work plans and strategic documents which guide the activities of entities.  These criteria should be established independently of any specific activity proposal and should be reviewed and modified regularly in line with these documents.  

Option 2. A single generic set of key decision criteria (such as those proposed in Appendix 1).  

Option 3. A combination of generic decision criteria and specific criteria established for each CEOS entity.

Table 1 shows criteria source, decision makers and decision meetings for different categories of CEOS activity. 
	
	Criteria source
	Decision by
	Decision meeting

	High level externally driven
	Strategic Guidance Document?
	Principals
	Plenary

	Substantative space-based coordination
	3 year Work Plan
	Principals
	SIT

	WG/VC level
	WG & VC workplans / proposals
	WG/VC leadership
	WG/VC meetings


Table 1 - criteria source, decision makers and decision meetings for different categories of CEOS activity
Three options have been identified for the decision mechanism.  

Option 1. Consensus decision making.  In an international, culturally diverse organisation, based on a best-effort principle, consensus decision making would seem to be the mode that optimises agreement and “buy-in” of most actors, maximising their commitment to deliver their best effort.
Option 2. Majority decision making.  In certain situations it may be desirable to have a stricter form of decision making which provides the possibility for the majority to impose decisions.  
Option 3. Mixing decision mechanisms.  It would be possible to tailor the decision taking mechanism used in a given instance with the type of decision to be taken.  In this instance, and much like the decision making criteria, it would be necessary to define independently and in advance which types of decisions (for example, decisions on high level externally driven activities) would use which decision mechanism.  

Conclusions and way forward

This short document sets out a generic decision making process that could be adopted by CEOS to facilitate taking decision on which new activities to undertake.  As requested of the CSSII Topical Team on Decision-Making Processes, a number of options are proposed as to what decisions are concerned by this process, who makes these decisions and when and how they are made.  While this document goes some way to proposing an approach for more structured decision making within CEOS, according to the options that are selected, much work remains in defining guidelines and criteria for the practical implementation of the process outlined here.  In the short term, the discussions at SIT 28 should allow options to be identified that will map out the next stages in the development of a CEOS Decision-making process over the coming months.  
Appendix 1 
Possible Checklist for 

Review and Decision-Making on Proposals 

for CEOS Support

1. Is the proposed activity appropriate for CEOS, rather than for another existing coordination group or private sector organization/association? (Yes/No; if Yes, then continue)

2. Is the proposed activity closely aligned with CEOS priorities, as stated in the CEOS Strategic Plan? (Yes/No; if Yes, then continue)

3. Is the proposed activity well-aligned with a sufficient number of individual CEOS Agencies’ Earth Observation priorities?  (Yes/No; if Yes, then continue)
4. In the case the activity is proposed by partners external to CEOS, can CEOS bring a clear added value to the activity through its support?
5. Can a sufficient number of CEOS Agencies successfully respond based on their existing technical and financial resources?  (Note: a “sufficient number” of CEOS Agencies could vary widely, based on the size and scope of the proposed activity.)  (Yes/No; if Yes, then continue)

6. If Agencies have sufficient technical capacity and interest, are there additional policy considerations that would encourage or discourage their involvement – e.g., overarching data policies or prevailing public/private partnerships?  (If no additional policy barriers exist, then support proposed activity.)

7. Could the proposed activity conflict with on-going activities already supported by CEOS for instance by drawing resources?
� :  The Decision making process Topical Team has not yet had the opportunity to review the documents generated by these other two CSSII Topical Teams
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