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Introduction: 

 

We thank the members of the review panel and the NSF representatives for the time and effort 

invested in reviewing the Computing Community Consortium (CCC). 

 

We are pleased with the positive feedback from the committee during the interactive session of 

the site visit as well as the written report 

 

Some aspects of the CCC’s external environment are clearly changing, and the 

leadership of CCC is doing a commendable job of beginning to adapt to the 

uncertainties associated with these changes. The panel is glad to see the 

leadership’s plans for increased engagement with industry, and initial thoughts for 

engagement with foundations and non-profits.  While the CCC does face 

challenges, the panel believes it is well prepared to deal with them. 

 

as well as with the report’s overall assessment of the CCC: 

 

In conclusion, the review panel strongly recommends that NSF fully fund the CCC 

proposal.  The CCC fulfills a unique and important role in bringing together the 

computing community and in energizing it to advance the nation’s priorities. The 

panel’s recommendations in this report aim to assist the CCC leadership in 

fulfilling this role even more effectively. These recommendations include that the 

CCC select topics so as to respond rapidly to emerging technologies, increase 

engagement with professional societies and key industries, and broaden active 

participation in CCC, including through an Advisory Board.    

 

We appreciate the thoughtful recommendations in the report, particularly in light of the 

changing external environment and the realization that: 

 

T he leadership of CCC is doing a commendable job of beginning to adapt to the 

uncertainties associated with these changes. The panel is glad to see the 

leadership’s plans for increased engagement with industry, and initial thoughts for 

engagement with foundations and non-profits. 

 

Finally, we understand that the panel’s recommendations are to be taken as constructive 

suggestions to further improve our visibility, leadership, and impact within the computing 

research community: 

 

While the CCC does face challenges, the panel believes it is well prepared to deal 

with them. Our recommendations, therefore, provide suggestions for further 

strengthening the CCC as it goes forward. 



With this background in mind, we briefly respond to each recommendation from the report 

below, as organized by the headings in the Reverse Site Visit Review panel report. 

 

We respond to these top recommendations. 

 

● Select topics more strategically. We suggest that CCC think strategically to seek a 

more balanced selection of task force topics. Recent task forces have focused on 

application-driven (top-down) topics; this should be balanced with more topics dealing 

with emerging technologies (that is, bottom-up thinking), which will require deeper and 

broader engagement with the research community and industry. 

 

The CCC agrees that the evolution of task force processes is an important goal for our next 

phase. As task forces are still relatively new, we are still exploring their structure and role, 

and how to best support their activities and bolster their impact.  In our annual summer 

meeting, we welcome new members and refresh task force topics and priorities. We will 

continue to refine our processes for gathering strategic input to inform this annual planning.  

Additionally, we do want to remind the committee that CCC activities are not solely based 

on task forces.  We have multiple channels for input, as well as means to organize support 

for exploring topics that do not fit neatly into an existing task force. 

 

● Increase engagement with professional societies. As the CCC proposal noted, the 

CCC still has less visibility within the research community than could be desired, and 

the same is true for industry and foundations as well. We encourage the CCC to go 

beyond blogs and web pages, currently its primary means of engagement, to increase its 

visibilities in these communities.  For example, strong partnerships with professional 

societies (ACM, IEEE, etc.) and a diverse set of special interest groups could 

significantly increase the visibility of the CCC itself, its calls for visioning workshops, 

and the reports and white papers. 

 

The CCC agrees with the importance of establishing partnerships to increase the scale and 

impact our of activities, and to increase our visibility overall.  In addition to recent 

partnerships formed with other consortia, CCC is in talks with both ACM and IEEE on 

ways we could work more closely together and help promote our respective missions. We 

will further explore relationships with disciplinary societies in which computing research 

plays a strategic role. 

 

● Broaden participation. The CCC must continue its efforts to broaden active 

participation from the research community, as well as ramp up participation from 

industry and foundations. The CCC’s current organizational structure appears sound 

and does not need modification, but we suggest that augmenting it with an Advisory 

Board might be a suitable means for broadening participation in CCC thinking. 

Champions from industry will be particularly important going forward. 

 

The CCC agrees with the spirit of this recommendation. We describe our plans for this 

phase below. 

 

 

 



Specific Recommendations and Responses: 

 

A. CCC Goals, Strategies and Priorities 

 

a. Industry Engagement: The panel is glad to see the leadership’s plans for 

increased engagement with industry. This is an important direction and is a good 

strategy to enable the CCC to continue to increase its impact over the next four 

years. The panel recommends that CCC might usefully engage with industry by 

targeting a set of specific interest domains. This might be via industrial consortia 

for pre-competitive activities, researcher access to advanced industry platforms 

and data, or joint sponsorship or visioning efforts. 

 

The CCC agrees with the continued need for industry engagement.  We will 

continue to ensure industry participation in all appropriate activities and look for 

additional opportunities to engage with industry perhaps through the Advisory 

Board or participation in industry consortia.  CRA is also currently exploring new 

opportunities with industry, and the CCC will work with CRA to ensure 

engagement.   

  

b. Task Forces: The panel recommends that the CCC thinks strategically to seek a 

more balanced selection of task force topics. The panel recommends that the 

CCC complements application-driven (top-down) topics with technology-driven 

topics (bottom-up), leading to a more diversified portfolio.  Reaching out to 

research and industry leadership in a wide range of areas may help to seed such 

visioning activities. These approaches may enhance the CCC’s ability to be 

more proactive and audacious in selecting visioning topics. 

 

The CCC revisits its task force selection at the start of each year, at our annual 

summer meeting, when new members rotate onto the Council.  Led by the CCC 

executive committee, we will prepare for these discussions by reviewing strategic 

priorities (e.g., input from NSF, NITRD, computing’s membership societies and 

other relevant agencies and professional organizations), ongoing input from the 

community (e.g. recent proposals to the CCC) and the capabilities of people on the 

Council.  We are also committed to recruiting members from the community to 

serve (and potentially co-lead) task forces who are not on the CCC Council to 

engage a broader audience and help us to ensure strong coverage of key areas.   

 

B. CCC Leadership and Succession Plan 

 

a. Advisory Board: The panel agrees with the CCC leadership that the creation of 

an Advisory Board to advise the CCC leadership is a good idea.  The proposed 

Advisory Board will broaden the community input that the leadership receives, 

serve as a sounding board for envisioned changes, provide breadth in area 

coverage, provide additional ideas for effective evolution, and help promote 

CCC externally.  An optimal Advisory Board will include industry members 

from key companies or domains as well as people knowledgeable on science 

policy.   

 



The CCC agrees that we could benefit from engaging a broader set of community 

leaders, particularly in industry and foundations.  However, we recognize that setting up 

and sustaining an official advisory board has its own challenges and requires resources 

and staff support.  We also do not want to add another level of bureaucracy, potentially 

impairing the agility of the CCC overall.  Therefore, we will slowly begin working with 

additional advisors, more informally at first, through the participation of these leaders at 

annual events, such as our biennial symposium.  These advisors will be drawn from the 

broader community: industry, science policy, computing professional organizations etc. 

 

 

C. CCC Communication and Engagement Strategy 

 

a. Visibility and Recognition: The panel felt that the visibility and recognition of 

the CCC within the academic and research community is limited. We 

recommend that greater efforts be made to reach out to the research community 

by increasing (a) outreach to a wider range of universities, (b) expanding the 

reach to more research areas than is covered by the current task forces and 

council members, and (c) proactively reaching out to conferences and SIGs, and 

(d) industry. 

 

The CCC continues to make progress in increasing its visibility throughout the 

community.  That said, increasing visibility is a long-standing challenge and we do feel 

that we are at a position where we can take additional steps for greater communication 

efforts.  As such, we are exploring ways to significantly grow our communications 

capabilities, either through additional staff, or a realignment of the current staff with 

external support.  These changes will help us to put into action ways to improve 

awareness of the CCC capabilities and improve the dissemination and impact of our 

work.  As one example, we are also in discussions with ACM and IEEE on ways we can 

better work together to increase visibility and help to promote our respective missions.   

 

b. Report Dissemination: CCC should aim for broader dissemination of its reports 

and visioning workshop calls. The CCC path of sending a report to appear as a 

CACM viewpoint is a good step in that direction. The panel recommends that 

the CCC aim to produce that level of output and impact for all workshops, in 

partnership with ACM, IEEE, and other professional societies. A partnership 

with the ACM to put reports on the ACM DL could broaden its outreach. 

Further, it would be valuable to disseminate the visioning workshop calls to 

more conferences, journals, SIGs and other venues. 

 

Individual CCC activities have been reported on in various other societies, based on the 

topic and / or individuals working with the CCC on the activity.  We realize the benefit 

to being more actively engaged with other societies, for broader reach, and will begin to 

determine ways to make this happen as a regular part of the CCC workflow.  We have 

already been in touch with ACM about working on CACM Viewpoints and placing 

select reports in the ACM DL. 

 

In addition to the recommendations in the Reverse Site Visit report, there were other issues 

relevant to communications raised during the review.  We wish to address some of those here: 



 

c.  Process for Report Writing / Editing 

 

The CCC has become a trusted source in the broader community for resources related to 

computing research.  These resources are the product are different processes (workshop 

reports, requests for rapid response, white papers driven by task forces and other 

stakeholders), and frequently involve bursts of inputs from volunteers in the 

community. Over time, various genres of CCC products have emerged although it can 

be difficult to discern the genre or intent of a report. We realize that this diversity can 

sometimes be confusing, as one might be expecting to read a fleshed-out workshop 

report, but in reality, find a short white paper written for a specific purpose.  We intend 

to be clearer about the process, purpose, and audience for our future reports. We also 

plan to engage with an external editor to help shape reports.  

 

d. Resources for the Community: Videos and Presentations 

 

There is growing interest in the CCC producing additional resources to complement our 

written reports. There is particular interest in short videos and presentation collaterals. 

In the future, we will aim to structure our activities to support the collection of video 

materials (e.g. plan for focused plenary presentations; briefly interview participants) at 

our workshops. We will also require support the creation of presentation materials to 

complement CCC reports and white papers. 

 

 

D. CCC Organization, Management and Budget 

 

a. Staff Reporting: To streamline decision making and improve lines of 

communication, CCC staff should report directly to the CCC Chair rather than 

the CRA Executive Director. 

 

Going forward, the CCC staff will report directly to the CCC Director.  The CCC 

Director will report to the CRA Executive Director with structured input from the 

CCC Chair.   

 

The CRA Executive Director will remain an ex officio member of the CCC Council 

and the CCC Executive Committee and the CCC Council Chair a member of the 

CRA Board. To further improve coordination between CCC and CRA, the CCC 

Chair and Vice Chair will meet monthly with the CRA Executive Director, the CCC 

Director and, as needed, relevant CRA Directors (e.g., Government Affairs). 

Quarterly these meetings will include a financial review of CCC activities. The 

CRA Executive Director and relevant CRA staff will also continue to participate in 

monthly CCC Council calls and our three annual face to face meetings. 

 

  



 

E. Outcomes, Metrics, and Assessment 

 

a. Assessment: The CCC should devise clearer and more compelling outcome 

measures, reflecting such things as influence on agency policies, new programs 

initiated, influence on individual research directions, funding acquired by 

individuals, or increased leadership roles in years after LiSPI participation 

compared with matched non-participants, etc. (Perhaps the problem of assessing 

innovation ideas could be the topic for a workshop.)  Even when impact cannot 

be assessed for a number of years, relevant qualitative and quantitative data 

should still be collected for later analysis and quantitative evaluation of the 

impact of CCC. 

 

The CCC is always looking for new ways to assess our activities and organization.  In 

particular, we are putting together plans for more longitudinal studies that help assess the 

long-term impact of our workshops, reports and other activities. 

 

 

F. Plans for Moving Forward 

 

a. Industry Champions: As CCC increases its engagement with industry, it will 

be important to have a few CCC champions from industry who are thought 

leaders and decision makers.  These could be in the advisory council, or council 

members, or informal ambassadors / advisors.  These will be critical to provide 

the level of support that CCC has successfully built up over the years on the 

government side.   

 

The CCC agrees with this suggestion and will continue to work with our industry 

partners to ensure we have champions throughout the research ecosystem.   

 

 

Conclusion: 

 

We are grateful to the reverse site visit committee for positive comments about the CCC, and 

their many constructive recommendations. As noted in our responses above, many of these 

recommendations echo our own thinking and we will use the committee’s suggestion to guide 

our future evolution.  

 

We view the CCC as a continuing “work in progress.” The preparation for the RSV, our 

discussion of the RSV report, discussions with our colleagues at NSF, and the generation of 

this document has been a productive and helpful enterprise, and we again thank the RSV 

committee for their time and efforts. 

 

As the CCC evolves, we will continue to seek opportunities to enhance our credibility, to better 

communicate our value and impact to the computing research community, and to innovate our 

practices to better serve all of our constituencies.  


