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Memorandum to the CSIRO Executive Team

ET Meeting No. 12 13-14 April 2010 Agenda ltem: 16.1
Subject Round Table: Entomology Science Review — response
Author Mark Lonsdale

Sponsor Joanne Daly

Date 1 April 2010

Action for ET [] For Decision [] For Discussion For Information
1. Purpose

For the Executive Team to note the key recommendations of the Entomology Science Review, and
the response of the Divisional leadership team.

2. Background

The review panel reviewed the Division in the period of the 7 - 12 February 2010, under the

chairmanship of Prof John McKenzie from the University of Melbourne. The previous review wasin
February 2005. '

3. Current Situation / Proposal

The Panel provided the Division with a solid endorsement of its leadership, science quality, performance
and strategic direction. There was close agreement between the Groups’ self-assessments and the
Panel's assessments of them. The minimum assessment of any Group was “favourable”. Five out of
seven Groups were assessed as strong in terms of research impact, and five out of seven were
assessed as strong or above in terms of industry/community impact (the maximum here was
"benchmark”, achieved by Invasion Ecology)

Many of the key recommendations overlapped. The important themes that emerged from the
recommendations at divisional or at group level were as follows:

1. To improve the rate of IS| publication output. This has dramatically improved in the Division over the
last five years, but still on average lags bzshind that of some individuals in top university depariments.

Weintend to set a targst increase for the rate of output from 1.5 currently to 2.0 ISI journal papers per
scientist p.a. .

2. To wind up activities in areas that, while industry-relevant, may not meet accepted standards of
scizntific excellence. To address this, we will be focusing in particular on post-harvest grains ressarch
and commercial termite work where this situation has prevailed for many years.

3. The Panel felt we had a number of excellent scientists who have not been sufficiently recognised
outside the Division. We will address the issue of seeking the most prestigious external awards
processes for these scientists, .

4. The Panel identified a significant lack of teamwork amongst the systematists who work in the ANIC.

We will address this in the first instance by engaging consultants to meet with staff and prepare a
teamwork development plan.

5. The Panel felt that we nezded to ba able to generate and allocate resources to seed naw areas of
research. While this is already something that wa have taken very seriously, typically through the OCE
postdoc scheme (Ento has around 30 Postdocs out of about 90 scientists, comparatively a very high
number), we do feel somewhat restricted. The proposed merger with Sustainable Ecosystemns will
create a great opportunity to davelop new areas of research at the interface of ecology, biD!echno]ogy‘
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social and economic research.

The Division's response to the 16 high level recommendations is given at Attachment 1. Response tg
these will be managed by the Office of the Chief, and the relevant Program and Group Leaders will
address the group level recommendations. (This will become a combined effort following the merger.)
Top priority amongst the divisional recommendations will be addressing the publication periormance
and the prioritisation of ressarch, the latter being an ongoing t :

ask made all the more urgent undar the
current SIP deliberations.

The.merger between Entomology and Sustainable Ecosystems raises some
between the two science reviews. The CSE recommendations fal
to the Entomology review.

possibilities of syne rgy
I broadly into two classes in relation

1. Many of the CSE recommendations echo the Entomology recommendations, particularly around

the need to increase the publication rate per scientist and improving the induction processes for new
staff, especially students and PDFs.

2. The merger will facilitate the responses for both Divisions:

a. Where the nead to introduce best practise for research groups was noted (the CSE raview
found that larger capability groups were assessad more highly)

b. Increasing multidisciplinarity and providing greater support for the Wildlife Gollect

ion (whers
economies of scale may be achieved in combination with the ANIC)

Finally, there is one recommendation that will need to be sensitively handled — the CSE Pangl

recommended that the Division be given a period of stability to allow newly added groups to embead
themselves in the Division.

3.3 Communications

The review findings will be communicated to intarnal stakeholders, and with external stakeholdars
where appropriate. )

4. Recommendation

That the Executive Team notes the Key recommandations of the Entomology Revisw Panel and the
response of the divisional leadership team.

Next steps

g_)‘ 1

An interim report on progress with implamentation of CSIRO's re

sponse plan will be submitted to the
Revisw Pansl Chair, John McKenzis, by the end of June 2010.

Joannz Daly

Agribusiness Group Executive

Attachments [please list attachments]

Attachment 1 Major recommendations and responses
Altachment 2 Entomology Divisional Review

ing Mo. Agenda ltam Entomalogy Secienca review repor
310472010 at 11:45-14 Al
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Attachment 1

Entomology Review
Major Recommendations & Responses

Divisional Response to Recommendations

No. | Recommendation Divisional Response

1. Thz Division should ensurs that its Agree. Our annual internal raview process collectively
resources are targeted to areas of 2ssesses each Group's strategic diraction and science
highest strategic priority, ensuring that performance. In ganeral howaver this process leads to tactical,
all science programs are both rather than strategic, modifications and the Division nzads to
internationally competitive and make some deeper changas (sse next).
nationally important.

2. The Division should identify thosa Agreed. We acknowledgs the low sciantific quality of activities
projects that, whilst industry funded, do | in soma industry-focussed areas. Wa are now at a point whars
not currently mest accepted standards | wa need to make some de=per strategic changes invelving
of scientific excellence and move to closing down areas to reinvast in others. The raviaw has
redrass the situation. provided added impatus to pursue this course. i

e —————

3. The Division establish a target for the Partially agree. Our resarvation is that CSIRO sciantists do
rate of improvement in ISI publication not have ready access to Ph.D. students (who typically publish
output and develop a mors explicit three or four papers per thesis with the supervisor as co-
strategy to encouraga publication in author), and much of our funding comes from very applied
high impact journals. prejects, where the ability to pursue interesting lines of ressarch

is limitad. Consequently, the rats of output across all gur
scientists is unlikely to match that of univarsity scientists in top
departments. Over the last five years, howsver, the Division
has mors than doubled its publication rata in refereed journals
and substantially liftad the impact factors overall. We aim g
increasa the average output rate still furthar from15t020 per
scienlist par year, Notz also that the citation ratz for our papsrs
compares very favourably with universities WOorking in similar
domains.

4. Appropriation funds should bs usedto | Noted. We were slightly puzzled by this as we falt we wera

| recruit postdactoral researchers and largaly already doing it. All PDFs come into positions with
posigraduate students to projscts of clearly dafined goals and a!l PDFs davelop a training plan which
strategic priority. Performance critzria they must adhara to. We could improve the process by
for postdoctoral researchers and othar ensuring that PDFs have a clazrar understanding of oyr
staff should be dzfined at the tima of expectations whan they join the Division and of their likety
appointment. future prospects.

' 9. The Division should ensura that Partially agree. Our slight-resarvation is that the core activity
opportunitiss for carear davelopment of PDFs is to devalop their sciznce. We could include grant
are uniform across programs and that wiriting in the training plan of second term PDFs but they should
tha transition beyond initial only be doing this as part of a larger writing team, to avoid
postdoctoral appointments providas raising unrealistic expactations of continuation, should the grant
the opportunity to davelop skills in application be succassful, :
grant preparation and submission, :

6. The Division should increase its efforts Agree. We thank the Pans! for their commsnts about tha
to ensure that excellent scisnce and | scientific excelieLm_ﬂMﬁ_of many of our staff, yva

am Entomology Sciznce review report Pangs
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Recommendation

Divisional Response

paople are recognized both within and
outside the Division

The Division should develop its
capacity to add value to subsequent
career outcomes of thase who
participate in its postdoctoral program.

will develop a structured stratagy to build on their excellence
and recogniticn already achieved to pursue some of the most
prestigious awards for our scientists

MNoted. We interpret this as strong endorsement of tha career
dsvelopment outcomes that we have provided in our PDF
program to date and we propose to monitar 0ngoing prograss.

Tne Division should continually nuriure
extarnal parinerships and ensure that
both real and perceived difficulties with
12, reports and account rendaring, ars
addresszd to achieve uniform best
practica.

Agree. The range of issues around IP, accounting and
reporting are real and the Chief neads to provide greater
oversight to minimise any problems that might arise in
negotiations.

For joint appointments, the individuals
should be employad by onz partner
with clear KPls agreed for each pariner
and with joint performance appraisal,

Noted and Agree with the Principle. We are uncertain as to
the implications hers as we have only two joint appointments
and, in both cases, they ars employad by the‘Uni\/ersiiy with
clear KPIs agread and with joint performance appraisal.

10.

The Division should recognisa
Systematics, Evolution and Informatics
as a capability program and ANIC as 2
divisional facility.

Agree. We do proposs to restructure. It is reasonable to
provide more formal and distinct recognition of both ANIC as 5
facility, and of the capability of the Systematics and Evolution
and Biodiversity Informatics Groups. Howsver, the spe
this restructuring nead to be carefully considersd in terms of h
lack of teamwork highlighted below (11), as well as the
proposed merger with CSE, which would bring the Wildlifa
Collection into scops,

11.

The lack of tzam work and harmony in
the current Systematics and Evolution
group must be urgently addrassed,

12.

The Division should gznerats and
allocats resourcas to sead now aress
of research, particularly at ths
boundaries of disciplines.

Agree. We proposs to engage external HR consultants tg
assist to davalop a team building plan within the Contaxt of the
proposed mergar. The problams ars dsep-seatad zngd
atleast a y=ar to resolve.

Moted. Ths recent appointment of a Science Leadsrin
bicinformatics was a direct attempt to put eppropriation funds
into an area of stratagic impartance. Likewise ws have
redirected capability into thz area of eCceygsnomics whars
multidisciplinary outcomes and science impact can be
achisved. As a margad, larger Division, we will hava much
more fizxibility to invest in grovsth areas at the boundari
disciplines (s.g. social sciences and biatzchnology,
bioinformatics and macro ecology)

es of

13.

The Division should develop a rolling
three year businass plan forits
Genomics initiativas. ‘

Agree. This will ba particularly important in the light of ths
proposed mergsr. We have a strategic plan for our Genomics
Initi

iatives of which the Hslicoverpa genome project,

Ecogenomics and Vector Biclogy are lzad projact are-
next several years. Genomics and bicinformatics will undsrpi

developmenis in biodiversity science over the next decade
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No.

Recommendation

14,

To resolve the looming infrastructurs
crisis, it is essantial that an audit of
neads be carried out and a plan
developed to redress the situation.
Where aporopriate, partnerships with
other institutions should be devslopad

ped.

S L.
_—
Divisional Response

landscape levsl.

Agree. We agree tha! an appropriatz mechanism for funding
may be through partnerships with other institutions or other
parts of CSIRO that wa have not utilisad sufficiently. We will
explore this option as part of our plan both nationally (especially
with @ new Division and CSIRO Plant Industry) and

intarnationally.

‘—.—‘-—.—3

DL ‘&

‘?—‘\lei OV

15.

Inits capacity as the host institution of
ALA, the Division neads to davelop a
financial and administrative plan for the-
initiative up to and bayond 2012,

Agree. The Division agress with the Pansl that post 2012
funding is a critical issus that neads to be addressed by the
ALA. A Stesring Committze is already in place to work towards
the goals of effactivaly delivering ALA outputs up to 2012, which
are embodied in the existing ALA businass plan. The Steering
Committas is chargad with daveloping a financial and
administrative plan that will sscure further funding for ALA
beyond 2012 and se=k to ensura its ongoing value in the
biodiversity sector.

"16.

The Division should considar whathar
the name CSIRO Entomolagy bes!
projacts its currant research to the
scientific and general community.
Such considzration should also
recognise the considsrable “trand
valuz” of tha current name.

Agree. Whilz the Divisional leadership fzels a sentimenta)
altachment to the name, it is a poor and restrictive dascription
of what the Division do=s, which may exclude us from important
opportunities. Itis now tims to considar moving on. The

proposzd mergar providas an opportunity to think about this.
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Memorandum to the CSIRO Board

Board Meeting No. 160 23 June 2010 Agenda ltem: 17

Subjact . | Science Reviews — Entomology, Livestock Industries, Plant lnduslry
Authors Mark Lonsdale, Alan Bell, Jeremy Burdon

Sponsor Joanne Daly, Group Executive Agribusiness

Date 9 June 2010

Action for Board (] For Decision [ For Discussion [ For Information -

1. Purpose

For the Board to note the key recommendations and responses in relation to the external reviews
undertaken in relation to (i) Entomology\ Deletion

2. Background

Entomology (CE) was reviewsd 7-12 February 2010, chaired by Prof John McKenzie, Uni
.Melbourne. The previous review was in February 2005.

versity of

3. Review Qutcomes

OVERALL SUMMARY - stand out recommendations

(1) Allthe reviews gndorsed the strategic direction of_ the Divisions and commentad on thair strong
science quality in many areas. } '

] ; _ ©an *?’—f* N O __[Bolh c_—c;e an
| ﬁave some areas to either exit or sari
pro

ously rebulld. AT DWvisions need To Taiss hair scigntific
ile ("Hiding the light under a bushel’ syndrome)

(2) All reviews expressed a need to increase investment to create ‘head space’ (CE). enhance activities
of science !eladers j D) -\ Q‘\—“\ A\

(3) There was good agreemsant batwaen panels’ and the Divisions' assessmeants of thair science quality
and impact.

(4) All panels expressed their confusion over the matrix structure. which also might be a reflection of
what they were hearing from staff.

(5) Otherleading issues for CE were the need to continua building science excellance and public
rates and quality. CE has some challenges in its systematics area.

b=l

BQH\ e;v\ S

ation

Fe .
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ENTOMOLOGY REVIEW

Five out of seven Research Groups were assessed as ‘strong” in tarms of research impact, and five out
of seven were assessed as “strong” or above in tarms of industry.’community impact (the maximum here

was "benchmark", achieved by Invasion Ecology). The minimum assessment of any Group was
“favourable”.

mendations is given at Attachment 1. Top priority

ss the publication performance and the

prioritisation of research, tha latter being an ongoing task made all tha more urgent under the current
SIP deliberations.

The merger between CE and Sustainabls Ecosystems (CSE) raises some

between the two science reviews. Tha CSE raview recommendations fa
relation to the CE review.

possibilities of synergy
Il broadly into two classes in

1. Many of the CSE recommendations echoed the CE recommendati
to increase the publication rata per scientist and improvi
especially students and PDFs.

ons, particularly around the need
ng the induction processas for naw staff,

2. The merger will facilitate the responses for both Divisions:

a. Where the need to introduce best practise for research groups was noted (the CSE raviey
found that larger capability groups were assessed more highly).

b. Increasing multidisciplinarity and providing greater support for the Wildlife Collection (whera
economies of scale may be achieved in combination with the ANIC),

Finally, there is one recommendation that will need to be sensitively handled ~ the CSE Panel

recommended that the Division be given a pariod of stability to allow nawly added groups to embed
themselves in tha Division.

Board 160 ltam 17 Qutcomes of Sciznce Res

¥ for Entomolagy, |
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4. Recommendation

That the Board nata the kev recommendations and responses to the extarnal raviews of Entomology
[ DJL\—&.‘-\— NG v ‘

s SO I3

Joanne Daly

Agribusiness Group Exscutive

Attachments
Attachment 1 Entomology Major recommeandations and responses
F\DILX ﬂxr VO
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Board 160 Item 17 Science Reviews Attachment 1 Entomology

Major Recommendations & Responses

Divisional Response to Recommendations

No. | Recommendation Divisional Response

1. | The Division should ensure that its Agree. Our annual internal raview process coliectivaly
resources are targetad to areas of assesses each Group's strategic direction and science
highest stratagic priority, ensuring that performance. In genaral however this process leads to tactical,
all science programs are both rather than strategic, modifications and the Division needs to
internationally competitive and make some deeper changes (sea next).
nationally important. '

2. The Division should identify those Agreed. We acknowladge the low scientific quality of activities
projects that, whilst industry funded, do | in somea industry-focussed areas. We are now at a point whare
not currantly meet a-::cepted standards | wa need to maks some deeper strategic changes involving
cf scientific excellence and move to closing down areas to reinvest in othars. The review has
radress the situation. provided addad impetus to pursue this course.

3. The Division establish a targst for the Partially agree. Our reservation is that CSIRO sCientists do
rate of improvemeant in 1S publication not have ready access to Ph.D. studants (who typically publish
output and davelop a more explicit three or four papers per thesis with the supervisor as co-
strategy to encourags publication in auther), and much of our funding comes from very applied
high impact journals. projects, where the ability to pursus interesting lines of research

is limited. Consaqusntly, tha rate of output across all our
scigntists is unliksly to match that of university scientists in top
departmeants. Over the las! five years, howaver, the Division
has more than doublad its publication ratz in refereed journals
and substantially liftzd the impact factors overall. We gimto
increase the averags output rate still further from 1.5 0 2.0 par
scienlist per year. Note also that the citation rate for our papars
compares vary favourably with universitias WOrKing in similar
domains. ) '

4 Appropriation funds should be usedto | Noted. We ware slightly puzzled by this as we falt we were
recruit postdoctoral researchers and largely already doing it. All PDFs coms into positions with
postgraduate students to projects of clearly dsfined goals and all PDFs develop a training plan which
stratzgic priority. Performance criteria they must adhare to. We could improve the process by
for postdoctoral researchers and other ensuring that PDFs have a clearer understanding of our
staff should be dsfined at tha tima of expectations whan they join the Division and of thair likely
appoiniment, future prospects.

8 The Division should ensure that Partially agree. Our slight reszrvation is that the cors activity
opportunities for career davelopment of PDFs is to develop thsir science. We could includa grant
are uniform across programs and that wiiting in the training plan of second term PDFs butthey should
the transition beyond initial only be doing this as part of a larger writing team, 1z avoid
postdacloral appointments provides raising unrealistic expaciations of continuation, should the grant
the opportunity to davslop skills in application be successiul,
grant preparation and submission.

—_—

6. The Division should increase its efiors Agree. Wa thank the Panzl for their commants about tha
to ensure that excellent science and scientific excellence and prominence of many of our staff. Wa

d 160 ltem 17 Sciznce Revi

Allachment 1 Enlomalogy
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No. | Recommendation

paoplz are recognized both within and
outside tha Division.

ra The Division should develop its
capacity to add value to subseguent
carser cutcomes of those who
participate in its postdoctoral program.

8. The Division shou!d continually nurture
external parinerships and ensure that
both real and perceived difficulties with
IP, reports and account rendaring, are
addressad to achisve uniform best
practice,

Divisional Response

will develop a structured stratagy to build on their excellence
and recognition already achievad to pursue some of the
prestigious awards for our scientists.

most

Noted. We intarpret this as strong endorsemeant of the career
development outcomes that we have provided in oyur PDF
program to date and we propose to monitor 0ngoing progress.

—_—

Agree. The range of issues around IP, accounting and
reporting ars real and the Chisf nesds to providas greater
oversight to minimise any problems that might arise in
negotiations.

9. For joint appointments, the individuals
should be employed by one partner
with clear KPIs agread for each parner
and with joint performance appraisal.

Noted and Agree with the Principle. We are uncertain as to
the implications hera as ws have only two joint appointments
and, in both cases, they are employad by the Univarsity with
clear KPls agread and with joint performance appraisal,

10. | The Division should rscognise
Systematics, Evolution and Informatics
as a capability program and ANIC a5 3

divisional facility,

11. < h
the currant Systematics and Evolution
group must be urgsntly addressed.

12. | Tha Division should generate and
allocats resources to saad naw areas
of ressarch, particularly at the

boundaries of disciplines.

13. | Tha Division should davelop a rolling
three year business plan for its

Gznomics initiativ

es.

Board 1680 Itam 17 Scia

developments in bicdiversity sciencs over the next decade - as

Agree. We do propose to restructurs. ltis rzasonabla tg
provides mors forma! and distinet recognition of both ANIC asa
facility, and of tha capability of the Systematics and Evolution
and Biadiversity Informatics Groups. Howevsr, the specifics of
this restructuring nead to be carzfully considared in terms of the
lack of teamwork highlightad balgw (11). as wall as the
proposed merger with CSE, which would bring the Wildyiis
Collection into scope.

Agree. We proposs to &ngags external HR consultants to
assist to develop a team building plan within the Context of tha
proposed merger. The problems are d2ep-seatad and wi taks
at least a ysar to resolve,

Moted. Ths recent appointmant of a Science Leadar in
bioinformatics was a diract atiempt 1o put appropriation funds
into an area of stratagic importance. Likewiss wa have
redirscted capability into the area of €ccganomics whars
multidisciplinary outcomes and scisnce impact can ba
achisved. As g merged, larger Division, we will have much
more flaxibility to invest in growth arsas at the boundariss of
disciplines (e.q. social sciences and biotzchnology,
bioinformatics and macro ecology)

Agree. This will ba particularly important in the light of th=
proposed margar, We have a strategic plaa for our Gznomics
Initiatives of which tha Helicoverpa gencme project,
Ecogenomics and Vector Biology ars lzad project aress for the

next several years, Ganomics and bioinformatics il undsrpin

a
—

chmeni 1 Entomology Fage

o
a
]
@
[#%]



CONFIDENTIAL

No.

Recommendation

Divisional Response

we build an understanding of ecosystems from gene to
landscape level.

14.

To resolve the looming infrastructurs
crisis, it is essential that an audit of
needs be carried out and a plan
developed to redress tha situation.
Whare appropriatz, partnerships with
other institutions shou!d be dzveloped.

—
Agree. We agree that an appropriate mechanism for funding
may be through partnerships with other institutions or other
parts of CSIRO that we have not utilisad sufficiently. We will
explore this cption as part of our plan both nationally (especial]
with a new Division and CSIRO Plant Industry) and
intarnationally

\\_—(D-_:e_:%\ DN *——-—--___l

Y

15.

In its capacity as the host institution of
ALA, the Division needs 1o develop a
financial and administrative plan for the
initiative up to and beyond 2012.

Agree. The Division agrees with the Panel that post 2012
funding is a critical issue that needs to be addressad by the
ALA. A Steering Committea is already in place to work towards
the goals of effectively delivering ALA outputs up to 2012, which
are embodied in the existing ALA business plan. The Steering
Committee is charged with developing a financia! and
adminisirative plan that will secure further funding for ALA
beyond 2012 and sesk to ensure its ongoing value in the
biediversity sector.

The Division should consider whather
the name CSIRO Entomology best
projects its current rassarch to the
scizntific and genaral community,
Such considaration should also
recognisa the considarable “brand
value” of the currant name.

Agree. While the Divisional leadarship feels a sentimantal
attachment to the name, it is a poor and rastrictive description
of what the Division doss, which may exclude us from important
opportunities. Itis now time to consider moving on. The
proposed merger providas an cpportunity to think about this,

Board 160 liem 17 Scisnce Raviews Allachment! 1 Enlomoiogy
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