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Thursday, June 14, 2007
Dr. Rogers called the meeting to order at 8:30 AM in Room 375.  Committee members, NSF staff, and others introduced themselves.  Michael Sieverts, Acting Director, Budget Division, welcomed the Committee, and in the absence of Tom Cooley, Director of the Office of Budget, Finance, and Award Management, who was unable to be present, gave the Committee its charge.  Mr. Sieverts noted that this is a transition year for assessing the Foundation’s strategic outcome goals, because in contrast to past years, there are no specific performance indicators under the goals to assess.  The assessment will be done at a high level, evaluating progress under the goals broadly defined.  He invited the Committee to suggest process improvements in their report.  He noted the significance of the Committee’s work, stating that the assessment will form an important part of the Foundation’s annual performance report, which will appear in the FY 2009 Budget Request.

NSF Overview Presentations were then given as follows:

· Jeff Nesbit, Director, Office of Legislative and Public Affairs, addressed the topic of “Communicating Science Broadly.”  He stated that it is a critical time to communicate science to the American public.  He noted that the  National Science Foundation is not included in Google’s top 100 list for “science,” and there is no mandate to communicate NSF-funded research or for Principal Investigators (PIs) to communicate their research to the general public.  Although nearly 40 million Americans rely on the internet as their primary source of news about science, NSF is not, or, at best, is poorly represented by science-related web sites.  To remedy this situation, Mr. Nesbit plans to meet with media personnel to emphasize the importance of science news.  Other recent positive media events include the partnering of NSF and LiveScience.com and the $2,500,000 NSF grant awarded to MacNeil Lehrer Productions to expand and enhance the work of The News Hour with Jim Lehrer Science Unit.  He then described additional new initiatives which have been positively received by the public.
· Michael Sieverts, Acting Director, Budget Division, described the Budget and Performance Integration Process at NSF, informing the Committee about the current NSF budget planning process, and the resource allocation timeline for FY 2007 and 2008.  He noted the significance of performance information in the NSF budget and the AC/GPA’s role in the budget/planning environment.  He stated that the highlights, which are submitted for AC/GPA’s review, are essential to convey the results of NSF’s investments.  In the FY 2008 Budget Request to Congress, 61 highlights were used to illustrate the work of all Directorates and Offices.  

· Pat Tsuchitani, Senior Advisor for Performance Assessment, Budget Division, spoke about the Foundation’s Performance Assessment Framework.  She addressed the topics of long-term strategic outcome goals in the FY 2006-2011 Strategic Plan, annual goals with quantitative performance measures and results, program/portfolio reviews by Committee of Visitors (COVs), project level assessment (merit review), the Office of Management and Budget (OMB)’s Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) evaluations, Performance and Accountability Report (PAR), and Performance Highlights.  Ms. Tsuchitani noted that all NSF programs have received the highest PART rating of “Effective;” and that in FY 2007 performance results will be reported only in the Budget, and not in the PAR, which will be primarily a financial report.  The Committee’s charge included assessment of  three of the four strategic goals-the fourth strategic outcome goal, Stewardship, “supporting excellence in S&E research and education,” will be assessed within NSF using a number of metrics developed internally.   As in past years, an independent verification and validation is being conducted on the NSF assessment process. 

·  Dr. Celeste Rohlfing, Program Officer, Division of Chemistry, Math and Physical Sciences Directorate, and Dr. Victor Santiago, Acting Director, Division of Human Resource Development, Education and Human Resources Directorate, were introduced by Pat Tsuchitani, who informed the Committee that a new Broadening Participation Working Group has been established as part of the FY 2007 Stewardship goals and because of the importance placed on broadening participation in the NSF Strategic Plan.  She also noted that the formation of this group is an outcome of the AC/GPA 2006 recommendations relating to broadening participation.
Drs. Rohlfing and Santiago, co-chairs of the Broadening Participation Working Group, presented a status report of the group's activities.  The NSF Deputy Director has charged the Working Group to develop a plan to increase participation from underrepresented groups in science and engineering in all NSF programs and activities. 

Currently eight weeks into the information collection phase, the group holds weekly meetings and has covered a wide range of topics.  Once this phase is complete, the group plans to present a final report to the Senior Management Advisory Roundtable (SMaRT) during the summer.  The Broadening Participation Plan will be available both for NSF staff comment and comment by the science and engineering community, with a final report projected by December 2007. 
· Joanne Tornow, Senior Advisor in the Office of the Director, provided an update on the Impact of Proposal and Award Management Mechanisms Working Group (IPAMM) activities, including major findings, potential conclusions, and recommendations.  She provided background on the charge to the working group, the current working group membership, and the context of the activity, which covers the time frame from 2000-2006, trends in submissions, award size, and budget growth.  The data is on research proposals, which constitute about 75% of the NSF portfolio.  The IPAMM group is conducting a survey of proposers to obtain information regarding the drivers behind proposal submissions and trends in PI satisfaction.  The report should be available in mid-summer of 2007.  Data regarding drivers that are both internal and external to NSF are being sought, and IPAMM is seeking feedback from Directorate and Office Advisory Committees.  

· Jim Lightbourne, Senior Advisor, Office of Integrative Activities in the Office of the Director, provided a status report on merit review issues.  He discussed the Foundation’s FY 2006 Merit Review Report and called attention to the data in the report appendices.  He reviewed several data charts taken from the report, noting specific information such as whether all proposals to NSF or only research proposals were included.  Specific data include increases in proposals submitted from 2000-2006 and the corresponding decreases in success rates for that period; award size data; Principal Investigator (PI) characteristic data (number of proposals, number of awards, success rates); differences between new and prior awardees; and the number of people supported on grants.  He also presented information on methods of review used by NSF, which indicate that mail-only review of proposals is decreasing while panel-only review of proposals is increasing. 

The meeting continued with a working lunch at 12:30 PM.  Three topics were on the agenda for the working lunch:
Status of 2006 Recommendations.  Mileva Hartman reported on the status of the 12 recommendations made by the 2006 AC/GPA.  She reported that the Director personally reviewed all 12 recommendations and assigned action contacts within the Foundation.  All of the Committee’s 2006 recommendations have been or are being addressed.  She noted that several of the morning presentations related to the recommendations. 

In response to a question, there was discussion about why the AC/GPA was not assessing the Stewardship Goal this year.  Staff explained that for FY 2007, there are eight Stewardship goals and 20 other annual quantitative performance measures or measures that include targets that do not require external review to determine achievement.  Results of the annual goals are reported quarterly to Senior Management and in the Foundation’s annual performance report.
Preparation for Subgroup meetings.  Dr. Rogers thanked the subgroups for their pre-meeting work and requested that the subgroup reports be as nearly completed as possible by end of day.  She requested that subgroups also include suggestions for process improvement in their respective reports.  Additionally, she asked AC/GPA members, as they reviewed highlights in their subgroups, to take a look at NSF-supported research designated as “transformative” by the program officers. 

Transformative Research.  The Chair led a discussion about issues concerning transformative research supported by the Foundation.  She referred to the Director’s speech on transformative research in January 2007 and the recent National Science Board (NSB) report on transformative research.  Dr. Rogers led the group in an affinity exercise where members, working in four groups, developed a list of the attributes of transformative research.  The result yielded several common themes.  The Committee’s discussion will be summarized in the Committee report.

The subgroups met separately at 1:30 PM.
The Committee reconvened at 4:30 PM for subgroup reports on the progress of the subgroup’s discussions and presented highlights of their deliberations:
Discovery Subgroup (Chair:  J.K. Haynes):
The Discovery Subgroup concluded that the Discovery strategic outcome goal had been achieved as demonstrated through the highlights.  When addressing process improvements, there was discussion about how the highlights were chosen for Committee review and how the highlights approval process is organized in the Foundation.  Subgroup members noted the definition of transformative research may vary from one discipline to another.  

Learning Subgroup (Chair:  Julio de Paula):
The Learning Subgroup reported that significant achievement had been demonstrated in the Learning strategic outcome, noting that there is evidence that a diverse workforce is being prepared, the general public is being informed, and global engagement is being achieved.  The subgroup indicated it would have liked to see more highlights describing global engagement projects   

The Learning subgroup reported that there was agreement that transformative research should have two elements.  The first is a way to encourage high risk, paradigm shifting ways of learning.  The second is to find ways to use cultural differences to enhance our culture and learning.  For these elements to occur, the review process would need to be more flexible and with quick turnaround time.  It could be similar to the Small Grant for Exploratory Research (SGER) proposal process.  The subgroup suggested that an advisory committee composed of successful risk-takers be established.  Such a committee would help the Foundation articulate review criteria and procedures for transformative projects, perhaps having oversight of the review process itself.

Research Infrastructure Subgroup (Chair:  Jack Fellows):

The Research Infrastructure subgroup found significant achievement in research infrastructure, with a broad range of contributions to the area.  The subgroup raised the issue of balance in the highlights among the different types of research infrastructure (large facilities, mid-sized facilities, research instrumentation, etc).  The subgroup noted that the highlights seemed to be dominated by cyberinfrastructure.  On the issue of transformational research, the subgroup discussed the need for a definition and for all of NSF to be aware of this definition.  
The Chair led Committee discussion on topics that were noted by all the subgroups.  Topics included: availability of the COV reports, the Committee’s interest in using the investment priorities for each area as listed in the Strategic Plan as a framework for assessing NSF’s achievement, improved guidelines for development of subgroup reports, earlier access to the members’ only website, and discussion about the definition of transformative research and its role in the process of highlight selection by the Program Officers.
The Committee agreed that, in general, transformative research can best be identified retrospectively because the full impact of the research is often not apparent for years or even decades in the future.  The Committee agreed NSF should support transformative research.  The Committee discussed the possibility of a Transformative Research “SWAT team” which could be contacted on short notice to give advice.  The members envision this “SWAT team” as a small group of renowned risk takers, not necessarily the traditional formal panel.
The Committee recessed at 5:15 PM.

Friday, June 15, 2007
The subgroups met separately from 8:30 AM until 10:00 AM to finalize their reports.  The Chair reconvened the committee as a whole at 10:00 AM.  Each subgroup reported confirmation of their findings that NSF has demonstrated significant achievement for the three strategic outcome goals.

The remaining meeting time was used to discuss recommended changes from the subgroup reports from the previous day, any new additional recommendations that the subgroups wanted to put forth in their reports, an open discussion about transformative research, and an informal discussion with Michael Sieverts in place of a discussion with the Director and Deputy Director, both of whom were traveling outside the country and unable to attend the meeting. 

Summary of subgroup chairs’ final reports: 

Discovery:

· Included a discussion on broader impacts
· Commented on the process of highlight selection

· Expressed concern that the Committee is engaged in choosing the best of the highlights that had already been deemed exemplary.

· Proposed that COV reports be made available to the Committee earlier, possibly making them assigned reading as opposed to recommended.

Learning:  

· Recommended that the number of highlights included in the Committee report be limited
· Commented on the process of the highlight selection

· Recognized the efficiency of working prior to the meeting through the website
Research Infrastructure:

· No updates to the previous day’s subgroup report

Due to the absence of both the Director and the Deputy Director from the Foundation, as well as Tom Cooley, who was unable to meet with the Committee due to a family emergency, Michael Sieverts led the Committee in a final discussion.  Mr. Sieverts read a letter from Dr. Bement, who thanked the Committee and noted that this is the only advisory group that takes a comprehensive look at the outcomes reported at the agency’s strategic goal level.  He assured the Committee members that their report is eagerly anticipated and that the Committee’s recommendations are taken seriously at the highest level.  He responded to a number of process questions.
The report of the 2007 AC/GPA will be presented to the Director about one month after the meeting.  

The AC/GPA meeting was adjourned at 1:30 PM.
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