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MEMORANDUM

Date:
September 1, 2009
To:
Dr. Thomas W. Peterson, Assistant Director for Engineering (ENG)
From:
Dr. Kesh Narayanan, Division Director (IIP)
Re:
2009 Annual Update to the IIP Division Committee of Visitor (COV) Report
cc:
Dr. Michael Reischman, Deputy Assistant Director (ENG)

Joanne Culbertson, Staff Associate for Planning and Evaluation
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The Industrial Innovation and Partnerships (IIP) Division provides the following annual update of the actions that have been taken during the past year. The annotated comments are marked as 2009 Annual Update in bold in response to the key recommendations of the IIP COV’s conducted in 2007.

This memo includes 2009 Annual Updates to the IIP Division Committee of Visitor (COV) Report for the following Programs within IIP:  Small Business Innovation Research/Small Business Technology Transfer (SBIR/STTR) Program; Grant Opportunities for Academic Liaison with Industry (GOALI); Industry/ University Cooperative Research Center (I/UCRC) and Partnership for Innovation (PFI).   
Small Business Innovation Research/Small Business Technology Transfer (SBIR/STTR) Program:

The Industrial Innovation and Partnerships (IIP) Committee of Visitors (COV) review was conducted January 23-26, 2007. The report of this COV was transmitted to Dr. Richard K. Miller Chair of the Engineering Advisory Committee (ENG AdComm) on March 14, 2007. This response is based on the report given Dr. E. Jennings Taylor, the Chair of the 2007 IIP COV and member of the ENG AdComm, to the Engineering Advisory Committee on April 20, 2007. The report was accepted without additional comment by the Engineering Advisory Committee.

This IIP COV report covered the Small Business Innovation Research/Small Business Technology Transfer (SBIR/STTR) programs, considering actions and active awards during FY 04-06. The Division is pleased with the overall assessment of its performance and progress in meeting the Foundation’s goals as well as the goals of the Federal SBIR/STTR Program.

These responses focus on specific recommendations noted in the COV report. Since related recommendations were cited in a number of sections in the COV report template, the recommendations have been summarized into five major areas with the sections of the COV template referenced and the Division response provided for each major area.

1. Reviewer Selection and Guidance

The COV had the following recommendations concerning reviewer selection and guidance:

(A.1.3) Provide additional pre-panel guidance to insure that all reviewers provide substantive comments.

(A.3.2, C.2.8) Expand the pool of commercial reviewers to include more individuals with demonstrated commercialization experience.

(A.1.7, A.3.2, C.2.4, C.2.5) Provide the commercial reviewers with additional guidance to insure that they consider all of the multiple paths to potential successful commercialization.

Division Response IIP has amended the pre-panel instructions to the reviewers, in response to the COV recommendation, to insure that more substantive comments are provided that are both technically and commercially sound. The program directors are also working with individual reviewers during panels to insure that reviews are revised when deficiencies are observed. 

The program continues to expand the pool of qualified commercial reviewers within the limitations of the conflict of interest requirements. The pre-review instructions are being updated, in response to the COV recommendation, to insure that commercial reviewers are cognizant of the possible commercialization models that the SBIR/STTR program embraces. These models are also being emphasized during the panel discussion.

2008 Annual Update: The reviewers’ comments have improved significantly as the result of program directors’ guidance commercialization options. A new reviewer information system is being implemented to increase the information on reviewer qualifications and that broadens the base of qualified reviewers.

2009 Annual Update: The quality of the reviewers’ comments has been maintained as a result of the program directors’ continued guidance. The first phase of the reviewer information system has been implemented with full operation scheduled for 2010.

2. Review Content and Process

The COV had the following recommendations concerning the review content and process:

(C.2.7) Provide additional guidance concerning Criterion Two-Broader Impacts that commercialization potential is the highest priority of the SBIR/STTR program.

(A.1.4, A.1.7) Improve e-jacket documentation of information provided on proposals that are declined as well as those that are recommended with “revision”. Insure that the panel summaries reflect the importance of the commercial plan review in the decision process

(C.2.8, C.2.9) Expand the evaluation of commercial potential in the Phase I proposal review and consider using the same reviewers for the Phase I and Phase II proposals.

(A.2.1) Provide a third review criterion, “Innovation” since this is the focus of the SBIR/STTR program and the IIP division.

.

Division Response IIP has amended the pre-panel instructions, in response to the COV recommendation, to emphasize the importance of commercial potential in the SBIR/STTR program under Criterion Two. In the review of Phase II proposals, Program Directors are providing a technical review summary, a commercial review summary and a composite recommendation to address the concerns of not adequately addressing the strengths and weaknesses of the commercial plan.

The e-mail notice to the proposer for a declination and award contain a link to access the individual reviews and the panel summary as part of the standard debriefing process. Quality control measures are being implemented to insure this information is available in all notices.

The “Fund with Revision” recommendation for meritorious Phase II proposals that have minor technical and/or commercial deficiencies is a new concept. The documentation of this process in e-jacket will be refined. 

All of the SBIR/STTR proposals are evaluated through the use of the two National Science Board (NSB)-approved merit review criteria: intellectual merit and broader impact. The SBIR/STTR program has additional criteria that reflect the legislative emphasis of the program and complement the standard NSF review criteria. The program will consider more emphasis on innovation in the evaluation process within the framework of the NSB-approved merit review criterion of broader impact.

The program is using more commercial reviewers for Phase I proposals particularly with proposals in the Emerging Opportunities topic that is focused on a three year to market time frame. Historically for Phase II reviews, the program has tried to use some of the same reviewers who reviewed the Phase I proposal. It is neither practical nor appropriate to use the same set of reviewers for both 

evaluations.

2008 Annual Update: The program solicitation has been revised to put more emphasis on commercialization potential in Phase I proposals. All Phase I review panels now have commercial reviewers as well as technical reviewers. Panel summaries are now addressing technical issues and commercial issues separately.

2009 Annual Update: Innovation potential continues to be emphasized in panel reviews. Innovation has gained substantial attention in ENG beyond SBIR. The increased emphasis on commercial potential in Phase I along with commercial review of these proposals has strengthened the commercial focus without sacrificing the technical/intellectual merit of the proposals.

3. Program Management

The COV had the following recommendations concerning the management of the SBIR/STTR program:

(A.5.1, C.1.3) Institute standard procedures to train new Program Officers while allowing experienced Program Officers the flexibility to engage their unique skills. Encourage the staff to use information technology tools to improve their ability to collect, retrieve and analyze data for process improvement and program evaluation.

(A.5.4, C.1.1)  Significantly increase site visits to grantees since this is a very important aspect of managing the program’s portfolio. Site visits are restricted due to serious limitations on travel resources.  The COV urged NSF to explore ways to increase travel budgets as well as to explore other ways to enhance program portfolio management especially for Phase II and Phase IIB Grantees.

(C.2.6, C.2.11, C.4.11)  Continue the proactive approaches to the management of the SBIR/STTR program that include, for example, supplements to encourage participation by underrepresented groups, support for small businesses to participate in university research centers and balancing the risk /reward in the program portfolio.

(C.2.10.1)  Highlight more prominently in the review process the commercialization performance of companies that have received previous Phase II awards.

Division Response: IIP has embarked on a comprehensive review and documentation of the key SBIR/STTR processes and procedures in response to the COV recommendation. This information is being developed and shared with the program directors and the federal and contract support staff through a “best practices “program. This “best practices” information is being updated on a regular basis. As new employees join the program, training in “best practices” will be provided.

The program is also addressing the collection, management and analysis of data already available within the NSF data systems to enable the staff to more effectively monitor the impact of the program.

The program is pursuing all options available to increase travel resources within the agency’s budget limitations as well as the recent staffing limitations in IIP. Outreach activity includes regional site visits to Phase II grantees.

Grant Opportunities for Academic Liaison with Industry (GOALI):
Prior to the Reorganization of the Engineering Directorate, the GOALI program GOALI was formerly in the Division for Design and Manufacturing Innovation (DMII).  The Design and Manufacturing Innovation (DMII) Committee of Visitors (COVE) review was conducted March 7-9, 2006. The report of this COV was transmitted to Dr. Gary May, Chair of the Engineering Advisory Committee (ENG AdComm) on March 21, 2006. This response is based on the report accepted by the Engineering Advisory Committee on May 4, 2006, when Dr. Judy Vance, the Chair of the 2006 DMII COV, and a member of the ENG AdComm, gave the report. The Engineering Advisory Committee accepted the report without additional comment.

These responses focus on specific recommendations noted in the COV report that pertain to GOALI. It should be noted that GOALI augments the funding of proposals submitted to discipline programs across the Directorate for Engineering (ENG).  The selection of reviewers, review of proposals, and the primary awards administration of GOALI proposals are distributed across ENG disciplinary programs.

GOALI applicable recommendations were cited in sections in the COV report template. These recommendations have been summarized below with the IIP Divisional response provided within each major area.

Integrity and Efficiency of the Program’s Processes and Management

· Both the Directorate and the DMII Division should examine their strategic plans for consistency with the GPRA goals and make changes to align these strategic plans with desired outcomes.

2008 Annual Update:  The GOALI program solicitation was revised and posted on November 13, 2006 to better reflect alignment to NSF goals and objectives. The document has again updated in August 2008 to better refine that alignment. The document is presently being vetted through the NSF clearance process.

2009 Annual Update: The GOALI solicitation was revised on October 1, 2008 (NSF 09-0516) to better direct efforts towards meeting the requirements and expectations of NSF’s directorates and the communities in which they serve.

Outcome Goal for People

(B.1) Additional information should be provided to future COVs that will enable them to make a more informed judgment on the effect these projects have on creating a competitive, globally engaged workforce. Data such as patents developed, companies started, extension of the research into industry, eventual placement of graduate students, etc. is needed to fully evaluate this metric.

2008 Annual Update: Graduate students were specifically addressed in the GOALI solicitation. The opportunity specifically has programs for the following:

· Faculty and Students in Industry: 

· Faculty-in-Industry 

· Post Doctoral Industrial Fellowships 

· Graduate Student Industrial Fellowships 

· Undergraduate Industrial Fellowships 

2009 Annual Update:  A concerted effort was made to contact investigators to access the highlights of their research efforts. Many investigators reported on outcomes that included student involvement and extensive interactions with industry.

Industry/ University Cooperative Research Center (I/UCRC):

Prior to the Reorganization of the Engineering Directorate, the I/UCRC program was located in the Division of Engineering Education and Centers (EEC).  The Engineering Education and Centers Committee of Visitors (COV), chaired by Dr. Win Phillips and the review were conducted from March 27-28, 2007. The report of this COV was transmitted to the Engineering Advisory Committee (ENG AdComm) on October 25, 2007 and was accepted without additional comment by the Engineering Advisory Committee.

The responses in this document focus on specific recommendations noted in the COV report that pertain to the I/UCRC program.  I/UCRC applicable recommendations were cited in a number of sections in the COV report template. These recommendations have been summarized below with the IIP Divisional response provided within each area.

· COV commented that the program offers a low base of support for grantees in the program and more money should be given in the awards.

2007 Comment: The I/UCRC Program Directors are working to increase the size of the awards.  In 2007 for example, the new announcement increased the size of the award by paying for the NSF evaluator. Previously, payment for the NSF evaluator was paid for by the grantee. In 2008, we will again look at increasing the award size. 

	Previous Award
	08-591 Award
	Increase

	$70,000
	$80,000
	14.3%

	50,000
	55,000
	10%

	35,000
	40,000
	14.3%

	25,000
	28,000
	12%


2008 Update:  A new I/UCRC solicitation, NSF 08-591 posted on July 25, 2008, sets specific requirements for various levels of I/UCRC funding. The table on the right shows the award size for previous solicitations (NSF 01-116 and NSF 07-537), the new award size under 08-591, and the percentage increase.  At NSF’s discretion, a center with eight or more sites may receive an additional $50,000 for center director support.

	Previous Award
	09-565

Award
	Increase

	$70,000
	$80,000
	14.3%

	$50,000
	$55,000
	10%

	$40,000
	$60,000
	50%

	$28,000
	$40,000
	42.9%


2009 Update: A new I/UCRC solicitation, NSF 09-565, was posted on May 21, 2009. The table on the right compares the award size with the previous solicitations (NSF 01-116 and NSF 07-537). NSF also includes payment for the evaluator which is added to the base funding.

· COV commented that an international component should be included in the program.
2007 comment: We agree with the comment. The I/UCRC program has been actively supporting international collaborations. For example, in 2007, we funded the following seven international projects:

· The Water Quality Center has international collaborations with Northern Ireland, which takes advantage of Northern Ireland’s expertise in a “lab on chip” technology for monitoring water supplies in real time. 

· The Children Injury Prevention Center is conducting a study in China on the use of booster seats to reduce children injuries 

· The Membrane Center has a project targeting brackish water in the Middle East. This project brings together experts in Israel, Jordon and USA to solve water quality problems in the region. 

· The Center for Experiment Research in Computing is working with the Brazilian Ministry of Health to develop a new computer system that will help monitoring the out break of diseases like AIDS and Malaria in rural area. 

· The Center for Computational Material Design is working with Singapore’s High Speed Computing Center on collaborations to develop new tools in functional materials that require Singapore’s high-speed computational expertise.

· The I/UCRC Program funded an international workshop at Purdue University through our Cooling Technology Center I/UCRC.

· The Program funded Precision Forming I/UCRC at Virginia Commonwealth to visit China, Korean and Japan to study Micro manufacturing and Manufacturing of Lightweight Structures. 

2008 Update: The international collaboration/partnership has been addressed in the new solicitation 08-591 which encourages the formation of I/UCRC International Centers. Information sharing sessions are taking place between the I/UCRC program and NSF’s International Program.

2009 Update: International collaborations continue to be part of the new I/UCRC solicitation (NSF 09-565). New international collaborations include:

· University of Florida’s Advanced Space Technologies Research & Engineering Center (ASTREC) with the University of Leicester in the UK.

· Penn State University’s Center for Dielectric Studies (CDS) with Japanese industry as well as university faculty and students. Funding for this activity was provided by the NSF I/UCRC program in collaboration with the NSF Office of International Science and Engineering (OISE).

· COV commented that Women participation in the I/UCRC program is low.

2007 Comment: The importance of diversity is fully recognized. In 2007, the program has increased its number of female site directors from seven to eleven 

2008 Update: Two more women site directors have been added in FY 08: Kansas State University (Bio Energy) and Georgia Tech (Center for Health Transformation and Organization). 

2009 Update: The I/UCRC program continues to proactively encourage university based women and minorities to participate in I/UCRC center management. There has been a heavier involvement of industry women leading the Industry Advisory Board of the centers.   

· The program should collect data high lighting of under represented groups in the program.

2007 Comment: Data on diversity and underrepresented representation is being collected.  This data will make it available for the next COV. 

2008 Update: No change. Data continues to be collected. 

2009 Update: No change. Data continues to be collected. 

· The Fundamental Research Supplement should continue and grow.

2007 Comment: The program has initiated a fundamental research supplemental effort in response to an earlier COV recommendation. The program has offered this supplemental funding opportunity every year since 2005 and the number of awards has grown in number from six supplemental awards in 2005 to eleven in 2007. 

2008 Update: In FY08, Fundamental Research Supplements (FRS) continued to grow as eight were awarded in ENG and eight in CISE for a total of 16 awards.

2009 Update: The FRS program now matches industry funding of fundamental research supplements within the center.  NSF matched the contribution from industry up to a maximum of $75,000 in additional to the core fundamental budget request.

· The COV was concerned about continuity of leadership in the program.

2007 Update: The program has two Program Directors assigned to the program, Dr. Rathindra DasGupta and Mr. Glenn Larsen. Dr. DasGupta has industrial experience and is particularly cognizant of small business partnerships and innovation.   Mr. Larsen is not new to the I/UCRC program having worked part-time on the program since 2006. Starting in 2007, Glenn is full time and brings to the program 25 years of experience working at NSF. He will be working closely with Dr. DasGupta learning the program management of the I/UCRC’s.  In addition, Dr. Donald Senich will be coordinating the I/UCRC program activities with the rest of the Division’s Programs.  He was previously responsible for implementation of the I/UCRC Program.

2008 Update: Dr. DasGupta has been actively involved in the program since January 2008.  Dr. Alex Schwarzkopf, who is on contract until March 2009, continues to work closely with Dr. DasGupta. 

2009 Update: Dr. DasGupta is the Lead Program Director of the I/UCRC program; and   Dr. Alex Schwarzkopf and Dr. Glenn Larsen continue to work closely with Dr. DasGupta.  Dr. Senich continues to coordinate the I/UCRC program activities with other divisional programs such as GOALI and SBIR. 

Partnership for Innovation (PFI):
Prior to the reorganization, the PFI program was located in the Division of Engineering Education and Centers (EEC).  The Engineering Education and Centers Committee of Visitors (COV), chaired by Dr. Win Phillips.  The review was conducted from March 27-28, 2007. The report of this COV was transmitted to the Engineering Advisory Committee (ENG AdComm) on October 25, 2007 and was accepted without additional comment by the Engineering Advisory Committee.

The responses in this document focus on specific recommendations noted in the COV report that pertain to the PFI program. PFI applicable recommendations were cited in a number of sections in the COV report template. These recommendations have been summarized below with the IIP Divisional response provided within each area.

A.4 Low success rates continue to be a major concern in some programs. 

2007 Comment:  PFI is a program with a low success rate.  In FY 2007, a decision was made and approved by the IIP Division, the Engineering Directorate, and the Office of the Director to fund a second cohort of the Highly Recommended proposals from the most recent PFI Solicitation NSF 06-550 using FY 2008 funds, contingent upon on availability.  In the near term, this action was a reasonable way to increase the PFI success rates. 

2008 Update: A revised PFI solicitation, NSF 08-583, was posted on July 16, 2008.  It refines the eligibility criteria to require one of the basic academic components be a PFI grantee institution with an experienced graduated PFI team.  This requirement is intended to reduce the number of submitted proposals while enhancing the quality.

2009 Update: The number of proposals submitted under NSF 08-583 was 33% percent of the number submitted under the previous solicitation. In FY 2009, awards were made to 17 institutions. In FY 1010, the plan is to recommend that awards be made to a second cohort of 12 institutions, The total success rate for proposals submitted under NSF 08-583 is 42%using a two year budget process.     There was substantial interaction between the PFI Program Director and potential PFI grantees,   

A. 5. Approaches such as requiring Letters of Intent that explain the proposed partnerships in advance would facilitate selection of appropriate reviewers.
2007 Comment: The plan is to make mandatory the submission of a Letter of Intent as a requirement under the next Solicitation.

2008 Update: Letters of Intent are now mandatory for the PFI program with an annual deadline date of October 31.

2009 Update:  The mandatory letters of intent facilitated the selection of appropriate reviewers.   

C.1  We emphasize the need for the PFI program to expand funding to allow for grantees workshops, developing metrics of success, and assembling highlight documentation in order to demonstrate the success of the program. 

2007 Comment: None

2008 Update: A PFI grantees workshop was held in 2008 (Please see the comment in C.4 for detailed information.  Highlights were collected in 2008 and provided to ENG/OAD to provide descriptions of PFI successes.

2009 Update: PFI Highlights were collected in FY 2009 for AD/ENG.   A PFI grantees workshop is scheduled for April 2010.  
C.4  Funding is needed to develop metrics. 

2007 Comment:  At the beginning of October 2007, after beta testing and field testing, the PFI Program worked with a contractor to launch a data collection activity (PFIWeb)  to build a database of activity and performance indicators.  This database, which also has an interface with the NSF Reporting system in which summary tables from PFIWeb will be part of the Annual and Final Project Reports submitted to NSF. The data on PFIWeb are patterned after the ERC data collection but has been adapted so that it appropriately to capture data relevant to the PFI Program. Those data include the capability of highlighting the full ramification of this program on female and underrepresented groups because, as part of this data collection, will be systematically assembling highlight documentation which can be used to demonstrate the success of the Program.

At this time, the data will be collected annually from the FY 2006 and FY 2007 awards; data collection will be continuing from this point forward. 

Under consideration at this time is an arrangement for a program assessment of PFI  to be funded by a third party that is very interested in the PFI Program and sees it as relevant to its mission of understanding and stimulating innovation that where academic institutions play a leading role in the process.  Should this arrangement be realized, metrics of success would be developed for the program and would be well coordinated with those being developed in the Industrial and Innovation Partnerships Division. This effort would also take advantage of the data being generated by PFIWeb as well as feed into the choice of variables which make up the database of activity and performance indicators cited above.

2008 Update: The data collection instrument is being redesigned by the Kauffmann Foundation’s external assessment team for the PFI program.  This redesign will focus on outcomes and will enable more precise data for use in program evaluation and reports. The NSF 08-583 solicitation requires “PFI awardees to collect and submit to NSF data on indicators of progress, outcome, and impact through a secure website to the program's indicator database.”

2009 Update: A meeting to review the data collection instrument designed by the Kauffmann Foundation’s external assessment team for the PFI Program and to discuss the PFI assessment implementation plan is scheduled for October 2009.

C.4  Needs funding to do proper marketing

2007 Comment:  The first Grantees Workshop will be held March 30-April 1, 2008.  Its purpose is to provide a forum for a comprehensive gathering of NSF-sponsored researchers on both active and graduated awards supported by the PFI Program.  For each award, the forum will include a representative from among the non-academic partners. For each active award, the forum will also include a representative from among the students involved in the project.  This important inaugural event will provide an opportunity for the PFI community to share ideas, experiences, lessons learned, best practices and results that have out of the NSF-sponsored PFI awards; to discuss strategies and achievements with respect to the sustainability of innovation once the PFI grant performance period has ended; and to provide input for the design and anatomy of future partnership projects. Such an activity should serve not only to inform the PFI Program, but also to inform the Foundation on the subject of the formation and continuation of productive partnerships. A by-product of the increase of the ties within the PFI community, some of which is well recognized by the state in which it resides—a community which has members from 40 states and Puerto Rico, members from institutions which range from small 2-year colleges to large research intensive universities; and members from a variety of institutions predominantly serving underrepresented groups--will be the enhancement of the visibility of this community.  Thus holding this event with people from all across the country has the potential to contribute to the “marketing” of the program.

2008 Update: NSF 08-583 PFI solicitation allows for continued PFI marketing through workshops and interaction with the PFI program director.  The solicitation allows “Costs for travel for the PI for one trip per year to report on progress or participate in PFI workshops should be included in the requested budget. Additional travel costs for partners or other participants on the project to travel for the same or similar purposes may be included.”

2009 Update:  The awardees under NSF 08-583 have allowed for travel in their budgets.  It is expected that all active awardees will participate in the Spring 2010 Grantees Workshop. The new cohorts of grantees alone represent 21 states, including 9 EPSCoR states. The program plan is to issue the next solicitation in FY 2010. The PD encourages the community and others to have personal contact with her regarding the program.  

C.1  The COV is concerned that the PFI funding line responsibility is through the OIA, while the program management is through the IIP.  This split responsibility might lead to inadequate resources for managing the program, limits on cross-collaborations with other programs in the IIP, and a disconnect for planning for the future. The COV recommends that the budget should be moved into IIP.

2007 Comment: None

2008 Update: Nothing new to report.

2009 Update: The NSF plan is to move the PFI funding line responsibility and program implementation to ENG/IIP.
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