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I’d like to thank the committee chair, Elliot Soloway, and the committee members, George Bekey, Richard Belew, Jonathan Grudin, Ricardo Gutierrez-Osuna, Vicki Hanson, Thomas Huang, Judy Olson and Neil Rowe, for a thorough review and thoughtful constructive comments.  I am pleased the committee recognized the quality, dedication and hard work of the IIS scientific and administrative staff, found that the “IIS proposal review process does possess the required ‘integrity’” and found that “the review process is an efficient one.”

The committee did identify a few areas where IIS could improve, and I comment on those in the next section.  In addition, the committee had a variety of suggestions that apply not only to IIS but to all of NSF that I believe are worthy of consideration.  I comment on those in the final section.

IIS Specific Recommendations

1. Broad Impact Statement & Research and Education Plans seem to be boilerplate. Frankly, in reading those sections of the proposals we reviewed, we felt that the proposers were simply providing vague platitudes. 


IIS proposals often address basic research questions that enable application with potential broader impacts.   In analysis of IIS review for 2003 presented in the table below, it is clear that the vast majority of reviews and therefore proposals address the broader impacts to some degree.

	DIV
	Pct of Reviews Addressing Both Review Criteria
	Reviews Addressing Both Review Criteria

	0501 CCR
	88%
	7,297

	0502 IIS
	92%
	7,224

	0503 ACI
	92%
	1,947

	0505 ANI
	91%
	2,742

	0506 EIA
	90%
	2,740


However, the COV finds that many proposals and reviewers place a greater emphasis on scientific merit than broader impacts, perhaps analogously to the manner in which some universities weigh research and teaching for faculty promotion decisions.  In my observation with many panels, I found that proposals with truly innovative approaches to addressing broader impacts do indeed stand out, but many meet the criteria in obvious ways such as describing a potential application, supporting graduate students, and distributing publications, software or data.   This is an area where NSF as a whole has been improving, e.g., in 2002, no CISE division had more than 90% of the reviews address both criteria and data was not kept for earlier years.  The COV’s suggestion will help to place more weight on the broader impacts

2. Errors in the data we were presented with: In a number of the reports we were given that dealt with proposals (e.g., scoring, rankings, number of submissions) we found missing information and incorrect information. 
Some of the inconsistencies noted by the COV were the result of new program officers with high workloads and insufficient training.  Although the workload issue remains, by creating a position of Deputy Division Director in IIS whose duties include documenting processes and training program officers, these errors can be minimized.  Similar comments on standardization with the division (and even across CISE) are being implemented.

The effects of the errors are minimal because the COV often looked at the results of a single information system while multiple, redundant systems are used.  For example, in addition to the Fastlane panel system, NSF program officers keep notes on proposal rankings and the reasoning behind those rankings and use this information in making decisions.  The multiple systems within NSF do not always agree since each uses slightly different definitions of terms (e.g., proposals submitted in 2002 vs. proposals funded in 2002). 

3. Lack of use of SGERs. We found only very limited use of SGERs by PDs.

Unfortunately, due to the number of regular proposals submitted to programs and the low acceptance rates, few program officers feel they have the flexibility to fund many SGER awards.  The proposal by the COV to use SGERs in new emerging areas has merit as an approach to increasing the use in a targeted manner.

4. Reflect on decision-making anomalies. We found evidence of a number of funding decisions which were contrary to, or at least not consistent with, panel recommendations.  Other proposals were moved across different programs, etc.   We applaud the initiative and insight PDs display in making such decisions.  But these situations are also opportunities for discussion and adaptation of the process.  
The recommendation by the COV to update program announcements to include areas of emphasis or other criteria used by the program director in making funding decisions is a good one.   Nonetheless, it will naturally occur that the program officer at times will attempt to balance the portfolio of proposals in a year and not strictly follow the recommendations of a panel.  However, I concur that the logic behind these decisions should be documented.

5. Be sensitive to the academic calendar in its acceptances and declinations. 

IIS is shifting all program announcements from a twice a year deadline (fall and spring) to a once a year deadline (late Fall).  The goal is to fund proposals earlier in the academic year, so that summer and fall funding for students is known well in advance.  With two deadlines per year, many fall decisions were delayed until after the spring panel to balance the year’s funding decisions.


6. The committee made suggestions about a number of programs.  Most of the recommendations are addressed in the prior comments.  Here, I comment on two programs:  HCI and Digital Libraries

· HCI:  The COV was concerned that the boundary between the HCI and DST programs wasn’t as clear as it should be, with some topics addressed by the HCI community and some HCI researcher being funded by the DST program.

While NSF need not partition its programs as the external community has been partitioned.  In particular, the HCI program often focused on interfaces for an individual while the DST program funds collaborative systems for groups or organizations.  Nonetheless, as part of a planned CISE reorganization, IIS will be reducing the number of programs and will create a larger program that unifies rather than partitions these areas.

· We suggest that the Digital Libraries program needs refocusing on the underlying science and engineering issues to be more consistent with the other programs is IIS

 A series of digital library initiatives have been remarkable successful in demonstrating the utility of information technology in organizing and providing access to information that had previously been available only in physical libraries and museums.  Other government agencies and the EHR directorate have started large initiatives for creating digital libraries.  Indeed, one sign of the success of digital libraries is that Google lists 3,600,000 references to the term “digital library.”
  At this point, rather than funding “yet another digital library,” it is time to focus funding on the underlying research that will enable the next generation of digital libraries.  As part of the planned CISE and IIS reorganization, I anticipate focused research topics being supported in a 2005 announcement.

Recommendations to IIS that are applicable to NSF as a whole.

The COV made a variety of suggestions of improvements to IIS that may be best implemented not by changes to IIS in isolation but to changes to all of NSF.  We comment on some below:

1. Encourage the reporting of “negative” results and Disseminate, disseminate, disseminate. We can’t stress enough how important it is to have NSF’s work be more accessible.

I concur that negative results are important to a research community and are hard to publish in archival journals or conferences.  However, NSF could require reporting such negative results in the annual and/or final reports submitted by grant recipients.  To be beneficial, such reports would need to be publicly accessible.  Other benefits from making such reports accessible include:

· The availability of a synthesis of a line of research by many of the top researchers in many scientific fields.

· Facilitation of research on the impact of research funding.

2. Redistribute the work using information technology: The technology used to support the panel reviews is an excellent example of how IT can significantly improve a process. Drawing on that experience, we suggest that IT be used at a number of points in the review and post-award process to capture readily-available information that can then be more easily disseminated. For example, during the review process, reviewers can indicate whether they find the proposal under review to be one of high risk/high gain.


It is difficult to do a meaningful post hoc analysis of topics such as whether enough high risk/high gain proposals are funded.  Collecting this data during the review process would clearly allow such analysis to be done and may also have the effect of making reviewers explicitly consider such criteria in the rating of proposals.


3. The COV considers that it would be beneficial to build a memory mechanism into the review process, in a manner similar to what is done at NIH and journals.  

Currently at NSF, the program director is usually aware that a proposal has been revised and resubmitted, but this information and the prior reviews are not made available to reviewers.  While the program director takes this information into account during funding decisions, the COV presents a compelling argument for creating a category of “resubmitted proposals.”  Of course, this change alone would not affect the total number of projects funded in a given year.

4. Increase base funding level. We have noted in a number of programs that funding levels for individual grants have decreased and decreased over time.  

In 2003, IIS declined 83% of the proposals submitted and to achieve this rate had to reduce the budgets substantially of many projects.  It frustrates potential PIs and the program directors when the number of fundable projects exceeds the number funded.  It forces the program directors (and the division director) to make difficult decisions, but I am confident that program directors are making such decision with integrity and with due regard to NSF’s mission.

� Indeed, one of the founders of Google was funded by a NSF digital library grant.





