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Introduction 
The Advisory Council of the Southern California Earthquake Center (SCEC) met during the 

2010 SCEC Annual Meeting, held in Palm Springs, California, 12-15 September 2010.  The 
principal meeting of the Advisory Council (AC) was during the afternoon and early evening of 
14 September; an earlier session was held prior to the start of the Annual Meeting on 12 
September to outline areas of focus.  The incoming Council chair, Jeff Freymueller, summarized 
the principal Council findings and recommendations in an oral report delivered during the 
closing session of the Annual Meeting on the morning of 15 September. 

Prior to the Annual Meeting on 10 September the SCEC Director circulated to the Advisory 
Council a confidential report summarizing how SCEC had responded to Advisory Council 
recommendations from the previous year and raised a number of new and continuing issues 
warranting Council attention.  Those issues included:  

• Evaluation of the Communication, Education, and Outreach (CEO) Program  

• Input on Collaboratory for the Study of Earthquake Predictability (CSEP) and operational 
earthquake forecasting 

• Advice on initiatives in earthquake simulation and ground motion prediction and 
interface with the earthquake engineering community 

• Documenting SCEC earthquake system science accomplishments in an integrated report 

• Advisory Council structure/representation  

• Input and reaction to the SCEC4 proposal  

• Advice on leadership development and succession planning within SCEC 

• SCEC’s role in international collaborations 

   After some general introductory remarks, we provide input on these issues raised by the 
Director. We also comment on some topics raised by the AC--some are new and some are 
recurring:   

• Increasing the visibility of workshops within SCEC and awareness of their outcomes 

• Input on the effectiveness of annual meeting sessions for science planning 

• Reflections on the size of the annual meeting 

     Finally, we note that in this year’s AC report we include some recommendations for the 
USGS in areas where their programmatic interests strongly overlap with those of SCEC.
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Some General Impressions  

Congratulations are in order on multiple fronts.  Foremost, at the 2010 meeting we celebrated 
SCEC’s 20th anniversary and were thrilled to learn that both the USGS and NSF have agreed to 
fund SCEC4.  We applaud the herculean scientific planning and proposal writing effort produced 
an on time submittal despite the occurrence of the M7 Haiti earthquake in January and the M9.2 
Chile earthquake just days before the deadline. By all accounts the June site visit to SCEC by 
both USGS and NSR review panels was extremely well organized and succeeded in portraying 
the many facets of SCEC and hence was critical in assuring the continued funding. 

 We also applaud the SCEC CEO’s initiative in building a statewide coalition of regional 
earthquake alliances that helped plan and promote an all-California ShakeOut drill in October 
2010 which engaged more than 7.9 million state residents.  In addition, the Earthquake Country 
Alliance, under Mark Benthien’s able leadership, is actively exporting the ShakeOut exercise to 
both other regions of the U. S. and to at least one international site, New Zealand.  We view the 
ShakeOut exercise as a unique scientific leadership and effective outreach outcome that was only 
possible as a result of the shared vision, the stature, strong participatory spirit, and integrative 
organization of SCEC as a dedicated science center.   

We also want to strongly commend the outstanding, on-going commitment to involving 
undergrads in SCEC research through intern programs under the leadership of Bob de Groot.  
The enthusiasm, breadth and diversity of the outstanding undergrads getting an opportunity to 
participate directly in earth science research are inspiring.  The entire SCEC community benefits 
from energy and stimulation these students bring to the Annual Meeting through their 
participation and presentation posters on their work. 

All these CEO efforts were all highlighted in a very positive review of the effectiveness of the 
CEO program conducted by an independent review panel in the fall of 2009.  The review panel’s 
report was included in the SCEC4 proposal.  

Since members of the Advisory Council are not members of SCEC, the Annual Meeting 
provides an important opportunity for Council members to assess the community’s annual 
progress on the Center’s goals and programs.  The 2010 meeting and associated workshops 
proved again to be impressive demonstrations of the energy and enthusiasm of the SCEC 
community.  The 160 registrants who were attending their first SCEC Annual Meeting (nearly 
30% of the 545 total registrants), including many students and interns, provided heartening 
evidence of the center’s growing participation and its compelling mission.   

The Advisory Council also lauds the entire SCEC membership for its persistently selfless 
community spirit which enables considerable progress in developing communal, system-level 
models and representations that are advancing the goals of both fundamental and applied 
earthquake system science. In particular, we would like to recognize Deputy Director Greg 
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Beroza’s superb leadership of the science collaboration process.  Beroza’s kickoff keynote on 
SCEC scientific accomplishment did a superb job of highlighting breakthrough science and the 
progress made towards SCEC3 goals.   

Finally, the Advisory Council would like to particularly acknowledge Tom Jordan’s 
exemplary leadership of SCEC over the past 10 years.  Tom arrived in 2000 and brought an 
infusion of energy and creative ideas to SCEC as it went into its SCEC3 planning process.  
Under his direction the SCEC3 proposal was funded and numerous new research directions were 
launched.  Tom’s vision and ability to cultivate and seize funding opportunities outside of the 
core support has brought new perspectives, expertise and tools to address earthquake system 
science.  Under Tom’s initiative and leadership, SCEC now leads the earthquake science 
community in active engagement of the high performance computing community. The California 
Earthquake Authority was so impressed with the joint SCEC-USGS-CGS’ UCERF2 uniform 
statewide assessment of earthquake likelihood analysis that they have funded a UCERF3 
proposal to address a number of key issues and uncertainties leading to an improved assessment. 

As Tom is always the first to admit, the outstanding staff support provided by John McRaney, 
SCEC’s Associate Director of Administration and Tran Huynh, Special Project Manager, are 
vital to the success of SCEC.  John and Tran keep SCEC running smoothly and money flowing 
to researchers in a timely fashion, and they make sure workshops are easy to organize and run 
flawlessly. We especially thank them for providing all manner of cheerful and indefatigable 
assistance while managing all the details involved in carrying out another highly successful 
Annual Meeting. 
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Evaluation of the Communication, Education and Outreach (CEO) Program 
The Advisory Committee makes a number of recommendations regarding the CEO program: 

1. Carry out a “forward-looking” Phase II CEO Review 

2. Develop SCEC4 CEO Program targets and create metrics to track program progress 
toward targets 

3. Expand oversight of and input to the SCEC CEO program 

4. Deepen the CEO’s relationship with FEMA.  

5. Institute risk communication training for SCEC members likely to speak with the media 

6. Bring the latest social science research on risk communication to operational earthquake 
forecasting and the Collaboratory for the Science of Earthquake Prediction (CSEP) 
activities 

Each of the six recommendations is discussed in more detail below. 

 
Carry out a” forward-looking” Phase II CEO Review 

The Advisory Council continues to call for a “forward-looking “ Phase II review of the 
SCEC CEO Program (as opposed to the retrospective review carried out in the Fall of 2009). We 
recommend the review panel be comprised of a broad range of disciplinary experts, e.g. 
marketing and/or advertising, psychology, risk communication, and more. The purpose of the 
review would be to detect and explore potential new ideas for the SCEC4 CEO workplan, 
activities and directions.  This review might best occur if it were phased as follows: (1) add a 
new disciplinary member  to the Advisory Council as described in a later section, (2) involve 
new and existing Advisory Council members in planning the review, and (3) conduct the review 
in a meeting format and compile its results. The critical time issue is that the Phase II review 
happens in time to have the maximum impact on all of SCEC4 CEO activities.  

Develop SCEC4 CEO program targets and create metrics to track program progress toward 
targets 

The Advisory Committee recommends that the CEO program develop a comprehensive list of 
SCEC4 targets—those that are “social process orientated” as well as those with more readily 
quantified targets.  The targets should first be generated and then metrics should be developed to 
measure progress toward them. This could be done by SCEC CEO staff with input from external 
outreach experts (including social scientists, practitioners, and education experts). It would 
ideally be informed by the forward-looking review recommended above.   
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Examples of such targets include: 

• Prepare and Distribute a “Baseline Public Preparedness Summary”. The State of 
California funded a recently completed scientifically-based study to measure the state of 
adoption by households of 40+ SCEC CEO-recommended preparedness and mitigation 
actions for earthquakes. Data was gathered on three California populations:  (1) high risk 
southern California counties, (2) high risk northern California counties, and (3) the rest of 
the state. This study was intended to provide a baseline against which the impact of the 
2008 Shake Out and others could be assessed. SCEC CEO should synthesize, distribute, 
and use this baseline against which to evaluate past, present and future Shake Out and 
other public information dissemination activities. The distribution of these baseline data 
could be used to motivate others to provide or procure funds to replicate the study to 
determine the impacts of subsequent efforts to motivate household preparedness and 
mitigation action-taking. 

• Prepare, Distribute and Use a “Motivating Public Preparedness Metric”. A definitive 
study of what factors motivate public preparedness and mitigation has recently been 
funded by the Department of Homeland Security. It produced clear, certain, and 
replicated scientific conclusions for all hazards on the entire population of the U.S., high 
risk cities, and the nation’s major racial and ethnic minority groups. This study’s findings 
about “what works” and “what does not work” to motivate public preparedness and 
mitigation should be clearly synthesized into a metric. This metric(s) should be 
disseminated, and used to inform choices about future SCEC outreach activities. 

Many other SCEC CEO public information and education targets should be catalogued and 
metrics developed to track progress toward them. Among these is clarification regarding the 
program’s mission in southern California versus in other regions. 

Expand oversight of and input to the SCEC CEO Program 
The Advisory Council recommends that SCEC incorporate a broader range of disciplines 

to better evaluate SCEC CEO activities and potentially to provide input more frequently.  
Specific recommendations are: 

• Expand Disciplinary Membership by adding an additional Advisory Council member, to 
represent other CEO-relevant disciplines beyond those of the disciplines of sociology and 
emergency management currently on the AC.  SCEC might also consider an advisory 
committee specifically for CEO activities, involving, but not exclusive to, AC members. 
Suggested additional disciplines include:   

o advertising and/or marketing 
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o the psychology of risk communication 

o public science education  

• Expand CEO Oversight Structure whereby an increased number and more diverse set of 
outreach and education experts can offer advice and oversight to the SCEC CEO Program 
more than once a year as is now the case. This could possibly be done through a 
dedicated subcommittee reporting to the AC. 

 

Deepen the CEO Program’s Relationship with FEMA  
The Advisory Council notes that SCEC’s CEO Program is likely the most successful CEO 

Program in the nation, and perhaps the world. We are proud of the progress that its Director has 
made in the last year to increase funding for CEO activities from groups such as FEMA. But we 
recommend that a more aggressive set of activities be put in place to cultivate SCEC CEO 
relationships with FEMA.  There are a number of possible projects that might be appropriate to 
pursue with FEMA. However, the following ShakeOut related projects are “prime candidates” 
and should be pursued first.  

• Leverage the SCEC ShakeOut with FEMA as a Best Practice. The ShakeOut model is 
now being emulated by other places, states, nations, and other hazards (the Great 
Hurricane Blowout is being run for hurricane awareness, see 
http://www.greathurricaneblowout.org). A long-standing practice in FEMA is to identify 
“a national best practice” and then export it. This is already underway at FEMA but could 
be upgraded.  First, SCEC CEO should seek FEMA funding for an individual to 
distinguish and write-up the ShakeOut’s design parameters and implementation 
procedures to enhance its export by FEMA to other entities (e.g., produce a briefing book 
to spread the ShakeOut approach as a FEMA “best practice”). This project should be 
pursued with the endorsement and cooperation of the USGS and Cal-EMA. 

• Rigorously evaluate the effectiveness of the ShakeOut program. SCEC CEO should s 
FEMA to evaluate the effectiveness of the ShakeOut program to determine what about it 
works best and what does not. This would be easy to accomplish because of the baseline 
data described above. Such an evaluation would enable the Shake Out to adjust its 
approach, if needed, and fine-tune details about its export to other places so that its 
effectiveness is maximized.  
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Institute risk communication training for SCEC members likely to speak with the media 
The Advisory Council continues to recommend that risk communication training be sought 

and delivered to SCEC members likely to talk about earthquakes or earthquake hazard in 
southern California on the radio, in front of a television camera, or on other public media. It 
would be appropriate to involve new Advisory Council or subcommittee member(s) in the 
discipline of risk communication to help organize this training. Different levels and types of 
training are likely appropriate for different types and levels of SCEC participants. 

 

Bring latest social science research on risk communication to operational earthquake 
forecasting and the Collaboratory for the Science of Earthquake Prediction (CSEP) activities 

Two areas of knowledge in the social sciences can inform CSEP and operational earthquake 
forecasting activities.  The Advisory Council recommends an active two-part role for CEO in 
helping craft operational earthquake forecasting communication for both SCEC and the USGS: 
 
• Transfer of existing knowledge and stimulating new research. There is a rich research 

literature in the social and behavioral sciences regarding risk communication (including 
changed probabilities and public warning statements) conducted primarily in this nation, 
but also internationally. The  topics covered include: 

o  public warning information system design to assure that rarely used systems are 
highly reliable  

o public messaging and the importance of the words that are made public to 
maximize societal benefits and minimize societal disruptions 

o the best methods to accomplish public education activities to upgrade what the 
public  know about such topics 

The CEO should explore formats to isolate applicable knowledge from this research and 
to clarify new formal social science research needed to support the emergence of 
operational earthquake forecasting (OEF) practices. Possible formats include: 

o request that either NEHRP or the USGS fund an NRC/NAS Committee to review 
the relevant literature and make recommendations on needed research (e.g., a 
study similar to the NRC effort evaluating the National Tsunami Warning 
Program, report released September 27, 2010). 

o  Alternatively, a group of social science experts on these topics could be 
assembled for a workshop. 
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The range of research topics that might emerge are likely to be varied including message 
testing in psychological laboratories, the role of social media in influencing what people 
hear, think, and do, and many more. 

• Take advantage of cutting edge research in peripheral fields. Public risk communication 
is in a state of rapid change related to the advent of Web 2.0 and rapidly expanding use of 
social media (e.g., people are warning themselves and their friends).  The role of social 
media in the domain of risk communication is one of the hottest research topics in risk 
communication today, well-funded by the Department of Homeland Security. SCEC and 
the USGS would do well to reach out to researchers in this field to be informed by new 
discoveries applicable to CSEP/OEF. A key research center is the START Center of 
Research Excellence at the University of Maryland at College Park. There is no reason to 
duplicate this research, but there is strong reason to know what their research is revealing. 

Input on the Collaboratory for the Study of Earthquake Predictability (CSEP) and 
Operational Earthquake Forecasting 

We applaud SCEC for its continued progress in developing CSEP and in promoting test 
centers in other countries--special congratulations are due for establishing a CSEP test center in 
China. CSEP uniquely fulfills the role of open, scientifically rigorous and consistent evaluation 
of earthquake prediction methodologies.   

Despite its successes, the enterprise is currently at risk, as the Keck seed funding expired in 
2010 and funding is scarce in the USGS, the natural home for the operational side of this effort. 

The Advisory Council recommends the following actions to the SCEC leadership: 

1. The AC strongly endorses the continuation of the CSEP, as this program is a well- 
conceived, well-executed, and critical step toward quantifying the temporal variations in 
earthquake hazard.  It is particularly critical as prediction methodologies are far from 
mature, and new evidence such as deformation and paleoseismology are continually 
expanding the measurements being monitored, and early warning systems and aftershock 
probabilities estimates are coming to fruition. 

 
2. CSEP should continue to avoid monitoring responsibilities and focus only on evaluation 

of forecasts. 
 

3. CSEP should evolve from its current development phase to one of sustained operations as 
a matter of economy.  This may involve reducing or curtailing of investment of resources 
in international collaborations. Nevertheless, CSEP is to be strongly commended for 
having helped to launch a suite of international efforts with similar goals. 
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4. As the goals of CSEP are directly aligned with NEHRP statutory evaluation of hazard 
and public safety responsibilities, we strongly urge USGS take a leadership role within 
NEHRP in securing funding to sustain CSEP operations. 

 
5. CSEP should be the scientific element of an end-to-end operational earthquake 

forecasting system that is informed by risk communication science (see specific 
recommendations in the CEO section).  CSEP should work with USGS and state agencies 
to implement an OEF plan. 

 

Advice on initiatives in earthquake simulation and ground motion prediction and building 
collaboration with the earthquake engineering community 

The Advisory Council commends SCEC for its continued progress in broadband and large-
scale ground motion simulations.  Significant progress has been made in confirmation of these 
simulations through comparison with recorded data and through assessments of the consistency 
and accuracy of results from various investigators.   

The scientific foundations and methods used in this work are solid and the potential 
applications, as a supplement to recorded data, are significant.  With regard to the science, the 
Advisory Council notes that studies of recent earthquakes in Haiti, Chile, and northwestern 
Mexico (Sierra El Mayor) discovered unexpected complexities of the earthquake source.  Such 
complexities may be necessary to take into account in ground motion simulations and the study 
of the variability in these simulations.   

The utilization of ground motion simulations within engineering practice remains a challenge.  
Despite the wide range of scenarios for which simulations can be computed, far exceeding the 
number of events with recorded data, their acceptance by the engineering community has 
remained muted.  Without general acceptance by the engineering profession, the ground motion 
simulation projects of SCEC will remain an exercise of great interest to some but will not realize 
their full potential.  The reservations of the engineering profession regarding simulated ground 
motions may have several causes, including: 

• The difficulty in assuring practitioners of the consistency of the simulations with existing 
recordings of strong motions. 

 
• The difficulty in capturing the sensitivity of simulations to the range of unpredictable 

parameters, i.e., quantifying the uncertainty in a useful way. 
 
• Lack of knowledge of the scientific underpinnings of the simulation methods. 

 
• Lack of awareness of recent advances in simulation studies. 
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• Lack of general availability of “user-friendly” access and well-documented sets of 
simulations that are readily useable by the research engineering community in 
comparative studies of the applicability of such simulations relative to “real” recordings. 

The needed level of engineering acceptance would be accelerated by proactive outreach, 
indeed a campaign, by SCEC to engage the engineering community to address these issues. 

The Advisory Council recommends the following actions to the SCEC leadership: 

1. Create a technical activity group (TAG) specifically charged to engage the engineering 
community.  This group should be comprised of ground motion model developers and 
earthquake engineers.  The TAG should convene, early on, a topical workshop on 
engineering needs, the status of ground motion simulation, and means to establish a 
sustained and energetic dialog between the scientific and engineering interest in this 
topic.  One promising mechanism for this dialog of might be for SCEC to participate in 
the Ground Motion Selection and Modification group at PEER.  

 
2. Investigate methods of delivering and promoting simulations to the engineering 

community by making them more comprehensive and accessible.  As an example, a 
recent PEER initiative provides a web tool by which engineers can search and/or scale a 
database of time histories to match given target scenarios and conditions. Perhaps a 
similar database could be compiled (and accessed through the same or similar tool) for 
simulated time histories; this would make it apparent how these simulations “fleshed out” 
the recorded time histories, and also enable comparisons.  It would also provide a good 
vehicle for collaboration with PEER. 

 
3. Motivate and facilitate active participation of members of the engineering community in 

the Advisory Council.  A meeting of the Advisory Council at a different time from the 
Annual Meeting to discuss means of building rapport with the engineering community 
may be necessary.  

 
4. Actively seek to involve young engineering students in SCEC’s student intern programs 

to build more integration into the next generation of engineers.  
 

Documenting SCEC earthquake system science and outreach accomplishments in an 
integrated report 
 

The Advisory Council was asked to consider how the SCEC story might be told, and how its 
findings might be integrated in an appropriate publication.   

 
The two decades of SCECs unique existence have resulted in a sequence of findings that 

many perceive justifies an equally unique report.  This report will be eagerly awaited by not only 
by the SCEC community and by funding bodies, but also by the international science 
community.  The success or otherwise of SCEC's systems approach to science and embedded 
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outreach justifies a full account - what worked, what didn’t, and where would earthquake science 
be without SCEC. 

 
The committee discussed conventional journal reporting versus a monograph, or possibly a 

book.  The anticipated scope was considered inappropriate and too wide ranging for most 
journals, with the possible exception of Reviews of Geophysics, but a length limitation in that 
journal would restrict a full treatment of the motivation behind, and the successes ensuing from 
SCEC's unusual interdisciplinary collaboration and its system-level approach to earthquake 
science. 

  
 The Advisory Committee recommends: 

 
1. SCEC consider a full length monograph, e.g. AGU's Geodynamic series, or a dedicated 

book as the best setting for telling the integrated story of SCEC - from conception, to 
evolution, to results.  Such a comprehensive report would be a formidable undertaking for 
SCEC leadership, but it should be possible to lessen the burden through shared authorship 
and dedicated editing. 

 

Advisory Council  
In past years, the Advisory Council has done essentially all its business at the SCEC Annual 

Meeting.  As SCEC has grown, this model has been increasingly strained. Given the time 
constraints at the meeting, it is difficult for the AC to do more than discuss items brought to it by 
the SCEC leadership, plus a few of the most pressing issues that may be raised or observed at the 
meeting. Probably we could do a bit more if we received some materials farther in advance of the 
meeting, but this would only reduce rather than eliminate the time crunch. It may be time to 
augment the AC meeting at the Annual Meeting with a shorter, focused meeting at USC during a 
less hectic period. Ideally, this would also mean a lighter workload for the AC at the Annual 
Meeting. 

 
There has been a pattern of irregular AC attendance in certain disciplines (for example, 

engineering). Holding a ~1-day meeting at USC in addition to the Annual Meeting might help 
reduce this problem, especially if the time of the meeting was flexible. Other suggestions 
outlined earlier in this report may also help as well. The suggested Technical Activity Group on 
ground motion simulations and their use may also provide an additional hook to draw further 
participation from the engineering community. Providing progress reports and soliciting specific 
advice from the AC on this endeavor may be an effective way to increase participation (if not, 
you may need to choose different people from the engineering community). 

 
As mentioned before, the SCEC AC could use additional expertise on CEO matters. Adding 

several CEO-focused members would result in a lack of balance in the AC, but adding one more 
would be a positive step. Through the forward-looking CEO evaluation that we have 
recommended, SCEC has an opportunity to engage experts in a broader range of disciplines and 
these people could be asked to provide advice on an ongoing basis to SCEC (directly or through 
the AC) on specific CEO-related topics. 
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Input and reaction to the SCEC4 Proposal  
We thank SCEC for the copy of the SCEC4 proposal, and we congratulate SCEC on another 

success! Time has not yet allowed us to make serious comments about the final submitted 
proposal, which we received in the packet for the Annual Meeting. In any case, it may be more 
important for SCEC to get our input to the proposal once the peer and panel reviews have been 
received. We recommend that SCEC ask for further input in the spring once these reviews have 
been received. 

 
Most likely, SCEC will have to make some difficult choices in its prioritization of activities 

under SCEC4, given that the funding level will be lower than requested. In 2008 the Advisory 
Council was told that the SCEC Planning Committee would be tracking progress toward the 
achievement of the 19 SCEC3 research objectives.  We have yet to receive the results of this 
tracking or a report on the status of progress on the various SCEC3 goals. We suggest again that 
such a report be generated, not as a bean-counting exercise but as a helpful self-assessment of 
SCEC3 successes (and remaining challenges) that will aid in the prioritization of SCEC4 
research priorities. To some extent this self-assessment was done in the SCEC4 planning 
process.  We recommend: 

 
1. An annual report tracking progress toward the achievement of the SCEC4 research 

objectives, even if only for internal use. 
 

Advice on Leadership Development and Succession Planning within SCEC 
The AC was delighted that Tom Jordan committed to continue to lead SCEC through the 

SCEC4 proposal process.  However, with Tom Jordan’s stated desire to step down from the 
directorship, the challenges of attracting a new director remain.  The AC strongly recommends 
that a plan be defined as soon as possible for recruiting a new director with a specific time table.  
The plan should also include strategies for cultivating a pool of potential candidates such as 
engaging them in SCEC by inviting potential candidates to serve on the Advisory Council, or by 
inviting them to attend SCEC meetings and workshops.  It will also be important to consider 
alternate leadership structures for the future as an element of this succession planning.  For 
example, the leadership should consider the possibility that there could be separate directors of 
special projects that are not funded through the core science budget.  This kind of thinking might 
be important both to the future growth of SCEC and to attracting a new director with 
management strengths different from the current director. 

 

 



SCEC	  Advisory	  Council	  2010	  Report	  	   Page	  14	  

	  

Defining SCEC’s role in international collaborations 
 

The Advisory Council was asked to consider when it might be appropriate for SCEC to 
expand its research activities beyond the confines of California. 

 
The AC recommends that SCEC should clearly focus its international efforts on partnerships 

that support its core science mission. Although it is tempting to export SCEC findings to address 
similar tectonic settings elsewhere in the world, SCEC's motivation in such involvement should 
lie  in identifying opportunities that are perceived to complement or advance ongoing SCEC 
research tasks.  Examples include: 
 

• Fault networks in Southern California that extend beyond the US national border. One 
cannot conceive of studying the fault systems of southern California in isolation. Ties and 
collaborative projects with Mexican scientists should be pursued with vigor especially in 
the aftermath of the El Mayor-Cucapah earthquake. Methods to exchange seismic and 
fault slip data transparently and in a timely fashion are recognized as especially 
important. 
 

• Partnerships with other organizations working on operational earthquake forecasting are 
clearly beneficial to SCEC. In this case the societal complexities of “uncertain 
information” communication have common ground in numerous countries. 

 
• One can envisage that future opportunities may arise to study scientific problems that 

SCEC cannot solve locally – in these instances international partnerships would be of 
benefit. An example might be the availability of deep boreholes elsewhere in the world 
that might illuminate the physics of hypocentral processes, or the physics of fault slip. 

 
• SCEC provides an unusual but exemplary template for innovative coordinated science 

that might benefit other regions.  SCEC may thus have an international role in 
showcasing its methodology to a worldwide scientific community.  

 
• SCEC may have an important advisory role in guiding international efforts at the design 

stage (e.g., acquisition of new forms of remotely sensed data suited to the study of 
earthquake processes). 

 
 
 
Increasing the visibility of workshops within SCEC and awareness of their outcomes 

SCEC fills a tremendous need of the community by facilitating easy-to-convene topical 
workshops in a short time frame.  The Advisory Council has noted that while many SCEC 
members are aware of recent workshops in a related area, in general they are not very aware of 
the workshop outcomes if they did not personally attend.  These workshops are a tremendous 
resource for the entire community, and the benefit will be enhanced if the outcomes are better 
publicized. 
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Expanding on the AC focus on this issue for the past two years, we recommend: 

1. Continue SCEC-wide promotion of workshop opportunities (this part of the process 
seems to be working well) 

2. Provide brief oral  summaries of  outcomes of the pre-annual meeting workshops as part 
of each Annual Meeting program 

 
3. Provide a tab on the SCEC website to provide easy access to information upcoming as 

well as past workshops. 
 

 
4. Require all SCEC workshop conveners to submit a brief summary of workshop outcomes 

for posting online within 45 days of the workshop. An email notification to the SCEC 
community to alert them to the posting with a link to the summary would enhance the 
impact of the workshop discussions on the broader SCEC community. 
 

Input on the effectiveness of science planning at annual meeting sessions  
The SCEC annual meeting exists as a forum for presenting cutting edge scientific results and 

for planning future year’s activities. The advisory committee was asked to comment on the 
success of the meeting format for addressing those two goals. 

 
During the 2010 meeting a number of the plenary sessions were organized to focus on 

emerging new results and potential future science directions.  The keynote presentations in these 
discussion sessions were uniformly interesting and informative.  There was, however, more 
variability in the 1.5 hour science planning discussion sessions that followed.  

 
The discussions that were most successful were those that placed the scientific presentation 

and issues raised in it directly in the context of a SCEC planning process. The most effective of 
these discussions were those that followed a template of prearranged questions designed to seed 
and stimulate audience participation.  Plenary sessions that were aimed at general science topics 
rather than focused SCEC collaboration goals, though interesting, were perceived to be less 
successful. 

 

Size of the annual meeting  
The SCEC meeting is very popular, and continues to grow in size each year. On the positive 

side, this reflects the steady growth in interest in SCEC and SCEC activities. On the negative 
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side, the meeting is already much larger than a “small meeting”, and if the meeting grows too 
much larger it may be difficult to manage. Yet any attempt to limit the size of the meeting would 
require difficult and awkward choices. 

 
When thinking about the size and scope of the annual meeting the most critical question to 

keep in mind is whether this meeting continues to meet the focused needs of the SCEC 
collaboration.  In our assessment, it still does even at the present size, although science planning 
sessions are difficult with such a large group. That was not a serious problem this year, but 
because the next meeting or two will focus on SCEC4 plans and priorities it will be important to 
ensure that there is still an effective forum for participating SCEC scientists to provide input and 
feedback on the collaboration science plans and priorities. Otherwise, the general participants 
could begin to feel that these are set behind closed doors rather than in an open process. 
 

Final Comments  

It is the current sense of the Advisory Council that the researchers and, particularly, the senior 
leadership of SCEC are doing an outstanding job.  The many individuals now leading 
committees and focus groups constitute a broadly diverse, extremely able, and committed group. 
The Advisory Council applauds SCEC's continued role in catalyzing and supporting special 
projects such as UCERF3, high performance computing, and CSEP.   Developing new support 
for these kinds of activities are essential to growing the community of scientists who are engaged 
in earthquake science and to leverage the knowledge and understanding developed in SCEC. 

The Advisory Council is pleased to continue to provide assistance to SCEC in its efforts to 
formulate and accomplish the center’s major goals.  At any time the Council welcomes 
comments, criticism, and advice from the SCEC funders as well as the seismological community, 
including individuals and groups both inside and outside SCEC membership, on how best to 
provide that assistance. 

The Advisory Council welcomes new members Roger Bilham, University of Colorado; 
Meghan Miller, UNAVCO; Farzad Naeim, John A. Martin & Associates; John Vidale, 
University of Washington; Andrew Whitaker, University of Buffalo.  We regretfully say 
goodbye to Patti Guatteri, Swiss Re; John Rudnicki, Northwestern University; and Lloyd Cluff; 
Pacific Gas and Electric.  Patti and John in particular have been very active members of AC for a 
number of years and we will miss their input and perspective.  We all look forward to working 
with SCEC leadership in helping successfully launching SCEC4 and in helping ensure that the 
products and accomplishments of the center are well-documented and widely disseminated. 

Finally, on a personal note, as of this meeting Mary Lou Zoback is stepping down from the 
AC and as the chair.  This transition is bittersweet; I am balancing the value of rotational 
leadership with the opportunity to be part of the exciting scientific dialog that is the SCEC 
collaboration.  It has been an honor and a privilege to serve SCEC in this capacity.  I depart the 
AC knowing I leave it in the very able hands of Jeff Freymueller.  


