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Introduction

The five programs comprising the Cognitive, Psychological and Language Sciences Cluster in the Behavioral and Cognitive Sciences Division are not identically situated.  They are at varying stages of development – Social Psychology and Linguistics have been independent programs for many years; Cognitive Neurosciences, on the other hand, has existed for less than two years.  And, they vary significantly in terms of the number of proposals handled during this review period – Linguistics (LING) is the highest with 711; Cognitive Neuroscience (CNI) is the lowest with 47; and the other three are roughly intermediate (Developmental and Learning Sciences (DLS) – 312, Social Psychology – 416 and Perception, Action and Cognition (PAC) – 584). 

Given such differences, some issues raised by the COVs are necessarily specific to their respective program and they are considered here only if they have broader relevance.  But a number of issues -- in regard to both the integrity and efficiency of the process (Part A of the COV template) and the quality of the results (Part B of the COV template) are widely represented in the cluster.  

Integrity and Efficiency: Management and Program Directors

One issue threaded through the reports has to do with the management structure.  The COV for the single program with a career Program Director, Social Psychology, is delighted with the stability that this situation has afforded it.  ‘The COV feels the Social Psychology Program has benefited greatly from having a permanent director.  This provides continuity and a long-term perspective on emerging science within the discipline.’ At the other extreme the PAC COV, which experienced three different Program Directors in the review period, feels that this program has lacked stability and asks for more continuity in the future.  Consistent with the desire for continuity and stability expressed in these two reports, the COVs for three of the four programs with rotating Program Directors recommend changes in their management structure.  (CNI is the outlier, but it hasn’t experienced a rotation yet.)  They recognize the value of the new energy and enthusiasm that can accompany a rotator, but they also point to a lack of continuity in program direction and in planning for the longer term.  In addition, the LING COV believes that the load its Program Director manages demands additional administrative support – a conclusion at least consistent with the fact that LING has the highest number of proposals in the cluster.

Although each proposes a slightly different structure, all three concerned COVS find that a mix of rotation and permanence would respond to their concerns.  

DLS: ‘Hire a staff member (e.g. Science Assistant) who is highly qualified (M.A. level) to assist with administrative needs of DLS.  This person would help maintain continuity and ensure that transitions between project directors are minimally disruptive.’

PAC: ‘Have both permanent and rotating co-directors each with control over part of the program budget.  If there are insufficient lines to allow each program to have 2 directors, then rotate the rotating positions over the programs.’

LING: ‘COV recommends in the strongest possible terms that the number of staff in the Linguistics Program be increased to two persons, one rotator and one career.  With two Directors, one would be freed to devote more effort to the review process, thereby helping to maintain its integrity, and the other to devote more time to outreach and education.’

I understand the desire of NSF to maintain a lean and mean administrative structure.  But it would be a mistake not to respond to such widespread concerns within this cluster over program management.  Perhaps it would be reasonable for NSF to assess the workload across its programs and to consider the redistribution of positions generally, relative to an agreed upon measure of what a single Program Director should manage.  In the absence of this kind of global readjustment, I encourage consideration of the following: 

· Improve the administrative support for Program Directors, either by adding an additional support person to the cluster of the sort suggested by DLS or by raising expectations for the administrative staff currently in place.

· Improve the orientation of new Program Officers, so that they are integrated and fully functioning earlier in their tenure.

· Add one career employee shared by LING and PAC.  The intellectual foundations of the two programs are close enough that finding an individual who could work across both is entirely feasible

Integrity and Efficiency: Proposal Reviews

The issue of proposal review evokes almost equally strong resonance.  All COVs but Social Psychology commented on the apparent difficulty of finding sufficient ad hoc reviewers.  The Linguistics COV, for example, ‘notes a dismaying increase in the decline rate and the non-response rate from ad hoc reviewers…’  Again, each COV has a slightly different take on how this issue might be addressed.  Acting on the most promising of these could make a substantive difference.

· Modify the letter requesting review in three respects. (1) Move the critical information to the beginning of the letter. (2) Massage the ego of the reviewer a bit more, by noting his/her expertise in the field. (3) Include an estimate of the number of hours required to complete the review.

· Support the development of a reviewer database for each program.  The Linguistics Program has such a database, but it needs to be kept up-to-date.  The DLS COV recommends support for the creation of one for this program.  Kept current, such a tool ensures a large pool of potential reviewers.

· The Social Psychology COV believes that its relatively high response rate is a result of personal attention.  ‘Dr. Breckler has instituted a system of contacting potential reviewers and establishing escalating commitment…’  The proposal load in Linguistics and PAC likely precludes this practice in these programs – in the absence of further administrative support – but other programs might use his procedure as a model.

A second issue regarding program reviews has to do with what they attend to.  All COVs were comfortable with the quality of the ad hoc and panel reviews as they pertain to the intellectual content of the proposal; most, however, found that the criterion of broad impact was attended to sporadically and not effectively.  The comments by DLS and CNI COVs are representative.

DLS: ‘Reviewers consistently addressed the scientific mission of NSF by providing useful evaluations of the proposals’ scientific merit.  Discussion of the social relevance or broader impacts of the proposed research projects were inconsistent at best, and often perfunctory.’

CNI: ‘Intellectual merit is well covered.  Broader impact is less well covered, and in the panel summaries there seems to be much more heterogeneity in the interpretation of just what things count ...’

This issue may resolve itself over time, as proposers, ad hoc reviewers and members of review panels become more comfortable with the criterion of broad impact and its possible application.  But, in many fields, such a change will require from Program Directors sustained efforts in education. 

· Program Directors should attend to the education of potential proposers, ad hoc reviewers, and panel members about the criterion of broader impact and how it might be effectively addressed within the context of the field. 

Integrity and Efficiency: Shape of the Portfolio

The most salient issue in regard to the shape of a program’s portfolio is the absence of information upon which the COV might base an informed response.  

The template asks whether the program portfolio has an appropriate balance of geographical distribution of PIs and of institution types.  Some COVs received from their Program Directors the geographical distributions of awards during the review period.  But this information is meaningful only in the context of the geographical distribution of proposers and the geographical distribution of potential proposers.  No COV had access to either since NSF collects neither.  Equally, the best a COV could do in regard to the question about the balance of institution types is to note when an award is made to anything other than a research institution. 

The template asks as well whether the portfolio has appropriate participation of underrepresented groups.  But NSF doesn’t collect information on the ethnicity of either the proposers or awardees.  When members of a COV knew the individuals involved, they could comment on their presence in the pool.  But such comments ultimately don’t speak to how well members of underrepresented groups in the field in question are represented among proposers or among awardees.  

Finally, the template asks whether the program is relevant to national priorities, agency mission, relevant fields and other customer needs.  Few COV members felt qualified to speak to this question.

· If the shape of a program’s portfolio is truly an issue of import to NSF, data that might allow a reasoned assessment must be collected.  If the COVs are to be expected to comment with authority on the shape of a program’s portfolio, these data should be part of the material to be reviewed.

Quality of the Results

Every COV in the Cognitive, Psychological and Language Sciences Cluster was satisfied with the quality of the research being funded in their program.  In fact, most noted that the number of high quality proposals exceeded available funding.  

Social Psychology: There are many more high quality fundable research proposals than can be accommodated given the current level of the program budget.  This is unfortunate because talented scientists are forced to look elsewhere for funding, or cannot conduct heir research.  Budgetary constraints typically result in less funding than investigators feel is necessary, forcing them to limit the scope of their research.

The PAC COV suggested a method for making this point explicitly to the audience beyond NSF.  ‘At present, the tabulated data and statistical summaries of the outcomes of the review process only specify whether a proposal was Awarded or Declined.  This is often a reflection of the program’s budget limitations rather than a proposal’s quality, and as such obscures the record of “must-fund” proposals that could not be funded for budgetary reasons.  Such information could have an impact on subsequent decisions within the Directorate, as well as upon the review process of later COVs.  The [PAC] COV believes that it could be valuable to include a measure of merit for all proposals in the permanent record… and recommends that the permanent record and statistical summaries include a measure of merit in addition to the actual funding decision.’  I encourage the consideration of this recommendation.  

· Program statistical summaries should include a measure of merit in addition to actual funding decisions.

In spite of the apparent quality of the awards, the measure of the quality requested in the COV template seems less than telling. While the ‘nuggets’ are interesting to read and undoubtedly useful as examples of the important things that NSF supports, they are not a particularly reliable measure of quality.  Ultimately, the nuggets are anecdotes and, as such, they don’t speak to the long-term effects of NSF’s investment.  

The PAC COV is most eloquent on the need to develop better outcome measures.  ‘…[E]valuating outcomes is hampered by the severe lack of annual and final reports.  Often when reports were available, they were too sparse to be of much use.  The [PAC] COV is also concerned that there seems to be no systematic way to obtain information about outcomes, such as publications, applications, and subsequent awards, that occur after completion of projects.’

· Better outcome measures would be welcome, including richer and more informative annual reports, as well as follow up reports on project results.  

The COV Process

Most of the COVs in the CPL cluster felt that they would have been well served if they had been given more information prior to their arrival.

DLS: ‘It would be helpful to receive as many materials beforehand as possible, including the report of the prior COV and statistics relevant to specific questions…’

CNI: ‘It would have been helpful to receive basic materials prior to the meeting.’

PAC: ‘In addition to providing the report template, also provide the prior COV’s report ahead of time.’

I understand the constraints on what must remain within the walls of NSF and the reasoning behind those constraints.  But it is worth thinking about how to prepare COV members so that their short time at NSF can be most efficiently used.

· NSF should consider distributing some materials to COV members prior to their arrival in Washington DC.

The following five sections provide are the COV reports for each of CPL’s five programs.

Cognitive Neuroscience

NSF COMMITTEES OF VISITORS (COVs)

FY 2003
	Date of COV  March 19-21,2003

	Program/Cluster:

Cognitive neuroscience/Cognitive, psych & language

	Division:  Behavioral and cognitive science

	Directorate:

Social, behavioral and economic sciences

	Number of actions reviewed by COV:  Awards:   13       Declinations:   11       Other:0

	Total number of actions within Program/Cluster/Division during period being reviewed by COV:      123              Awards:      22    Declinations:   101       Other:0

	Manner in which reviewed actions were selected:

All awards for spring 2002.  Random subsection of spring 2002 declines


PREFACE 

Because the Cognitive Neuroscience Initiative (CNI) has only been in existence for two grant cycles, many of the COV criteria for evaluation do not apply (e.g., there has been insufficient time for collection of outcome measures). Therefore, the focus of our report is on the types of proposals that the CNI has attracted and the procedures used to evaluate and choose among these proposals.  CNI Program Director Lawrence Parsons has done an excellent job bootstrapping a new program.  In particular, he has done an admirable job attracting important and innovative proposals that cover a wide range of topics and use a variety of experimental techniques. Based on our review of accepted/declined proposals and extensive discussions with Dr Parsons, the program’s emphasis on innovation is a key element of the program and it is the opinion of the COV that this emphasis must be actively fostered, protected and advertised.   Dr. Parsons has actively sought out proposals from young investigators who are likely to be leaders in the field in the coming decade. At the end of this preface, we provide specific recommendations for how CNI can do an even better job at its stated goal of fostering “sharply innovative” research in cognitive neuroscience.

We recognize that, historically, cognitive neuroscience research has been funded by NIH and private foundations (e.g., McDonnell-Pew).  However, the CNI fills a unique and critical niche by supporting highly innovative, basic science research in cognitive neuroscience. The McDonnell Foundation no longer funds cognitive neuroscience.  Several features of NSF’s CNI set it apart from other federal funding programs (such as the National Institute of Health’s R21 and RO1 Programs). While both NSF’s CNI and NIH’s R21 programs emphasize innovative, high-risk research, the CNI is designed to support basic science research whereas NIH’s R21 program is geared to research that has more direct clinical applications.  Compared to the R21 program, the CNI has a much greater emphasis on multi-disciplinary and cross-disciplinary research.  Many of the R21 programs have strict budgetary limitations (typically 100K direct costs per year for two years).  The CNI is designed to support somewhat more costly projects for longer periods of time.  (The typical CNI award in the first two cycles was 250K total costs/year for 3 years.)  The larger award size is critical because many of the cutting-edge methodologies of cognitive neuroscience (e.g., functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI), magnetoencephalography (MEG), positron emission tomography (PET), electrophysiology in primates) are expensive, and answers to fundamental questions are often best addressed by using multiple techniques in the same project. The NIH’s RO1 budgets typically are larger, but successful RO1 proposals typically have extensive pilot data and, thus are less likely to be cutting-edge. In sum, the CNI mandate to support highly innovative basic science research projects of intermediate size clearly fills an important niche. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

The CNI COV unanimously believes that Dr. Parsons has done a superb job in spearheading and guiding the development of an important new program. The suggestions listed below are intended to help improve what is already a flourishing, robust and vital program designed to support highly innovative basic science investigations within the field of cognitive neuroscience. 

· The COV felt that the following measures might make PIs more aware of the program’s emphasis on innovation 

· The program website could be revised to emphasize even more the importance of innovation

· The CNI web site could strongly encourage that prospective PIs contact the Program Director prior to submitting a proposal in order to get details about the program’s goals and priorities.

· The program could be advertised at scientific meetings and organization newsletters for less-well represented topic areas (e.g., developmental, linguistic, motor control, etc.)

· Given the program’s emphasis on short-term (1-3 year) projects, the website should explicitly state that this is the priority, and that PIs who wish to conduct longer-term projects should speak to the program director prior to submitting their proposal, and that the length of the project must be explicitly justified on scientific grounds in the text of the proposal (e.g., if the proposed study is longitudinal).

· Although the use of junior-level panel members was an effective way to bootstrap the program, in order to maintain continuity of the CNI’s programmatic purpose, we recommend that in the future, approximately 2/3’s of CNI panel members be mid-level scientists (i.e., assistant and associate professors) who serve for 2 years.  We recommend that the balance of the panel be comprised of single-cycle rotators chosen for their expertise in topics that are heavily represented in the proposals submitted during a particular cycle. Having the majority of panel members serve for 4 cycles is particularly important if the CNI Program Director changes every few years. In addition, young investigators who have served on the CNI panel are more likely to submit proposals in the future.  Thus, having 1/3 of panel members be rotators will increase the number of high-quality, on-topic proposals.

· Despite heroic efforts by the Program Director (who at times solicited as many as 14 outside reviews), the return rate of outside reviews was somewhat lower than in other BCS programs, particularly from scientists who are not neuroimagers.  Many potential reviewers already review for NIH and for other NSF programs.  One of the difficulties of starting a new program is building a cohort of potential outside reviewers.  In order to do so, we recommend

· To improve the rate of reviews from non-imagers, we recommend that in email to potential ad hoc reviewers, the Program Director explicitly say that the reviewer is being solicited because of his/her expertise in the subject matter (rather than the techniques being used), and that the reviewer should feel free to restrict his/her comments to the hypotheses under investigation and the cognitive tasks that subjects will perform.

· To improve the overall rate of return, we suggest that the Program Director solicit new ad hoc reviewers (that are not in NSF’s database) at the NSF booth at professional meetings, by personal contact, and by placing requests in email newsletters.

· Some non-uniformity of reviews was noted.  We believe that this partly reflects the diverse and multi-disciplinary nature of proposals being reviewed.  We believe the email mentioned above may reduce some of the variability among reviews.  We also suspect that the variability is due to the strong emphasis placed on innovation (i.e., reviewers may either quickly dismiss “highly risky/innovative proposals” and/or rate highly proposals that are scientifically sound but not appropriate for this program). We suggest that in his email to outside reviewers, the Program Director make it very clear that successful projects must be innovative, and therefore that the review must explicitly comment on how innovative the proposed project is.  Lastly, the diversity reflects that reviews are solicited from foreign scientists.

· A review of funded proposals reveals a large range of interesting research topics. We recommend that after the program has been in existence for a few more years, the NSF should support a forum/workshop/meeting for awardees to meet and present findings. Such a meeting would encourage cross-fertilization of ideas and perhaps give rise to further innovative collaborative research.

· The interdisciplinary nature of cognitive neuroscience means that the majority of proposals could go to two or more programs.  To help the PI determine which program is most appropriate, proposals that are appropriate for CNI should be compared and contrasted on the program’s website with proposals that are more appropriate for other programs (e.g., HCP, DLS, Linguistics, Computer and Information Science, Neuroscience).  PIs who have any questions about whether the CNI program is the best fit for their proposal should be strongly encouraged to talk to the CNI program director.   

· The program director provides invaluable informal feedback to PIs very quickly.  As the program matures, we fully expect that full formal responses will be provided to the PI’s in a timely fashion in accordance with NSF’s stated policies.  Within the fast-moving fields that the CNI encompasses, we agree with the target of formal feedback provided within 9 months of original submission. This is particularly important for proposals that were in the revise/resubmit category. 

PART A.   INTEGRITY AND EFFICIENCY OF THE PROGRAM’S PROCESSES AND MANAGEMENT

A.1  Questions about the quality and effectiveness of the program’s use of merit review procedures. Provide comments in the space below the question. Discuss areas of concern in the space provided.

	QUALITY AND EFFECTIVENESS OF MERIT REVIEW PROCEDURES
	YES, NO, 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE, or NOT APPLICABLE



	Is the review mechanism appropriate? (panels, ad hoc reviews, site visits)

Comments: see below
	Yes

	Is the review process efficient and effective?

Comments:

The program director provides invaluable informal feedback to PIs very quickly.  Ideally, the PI should receive the panel’s formal recommendation in time to resubmit for the next cycle.  Given the lateness of the CNS panel with respect to the cycle, currently this is virtually impossible.  We recommend, therefore, that the panel meet 2 months earlier (April rather than June for January 15th grants, October rather than December for July 15th grants).  If the panel meeting time cannot be moved up, the goal of the program director should be to provide formal evaluations for all proposals in a timely fashion (i.e., within 9 months of original submission), with priority given to proposals in the revise/resubmit category.
	Yes

	Are reviews consistent with priorities and criteria stated in the program’s solicitations, announcements, and guidelines?

Comments:  Some reviewers did not seem to realize that innovation was a key priority of CNI.  Some reviewers gave very high ratings to proposals that were solid but not cutting-edge, and other reviewers were too critical of creative but high-risk research proposals.
	Yes

	Do the individual reviews (either mail or panel) provide sufficient information for the principal investigator(s) to understand the basis for the reviewer’s recommendation?

Comments:  As one would expect, individual reviews varied tremendously in length and explicitness.  In general, however, reviews were adequate. Here again it would be helpful if the reviewers were given more explicit instructions regarding the criteria to be utilized, particularly with respect to the importance of innovation, and what is meant by “broader impact.”


	yes

	Do the panel summaries provide sufficient information for the principal investigator(s) to understand the basis for the panel recommendation?

Comments: Panel summary should be more explicit when there is disagreement between reviews, or when the reviews are at odds with the panel summary (e.g., one “revise and resubmit” proposal received 2 excellents, 1 very good whereas another funded proposal received 2 very goods and 1 fair).  The COV is aware: (a) that written scores do not reflect panel members’ final evaluations after panel discussion, (b) that development of a standing panel will foster understanding of the program’s priorities and hence diminish variance, and (c) that the emphasis on innovation is likely to cause greater variation in reviewer opinions. Making panel members and external reviewers aware that INNOVATION is an essential criterion for this program should help reduce discrepancies between reviews and the action of the panel.  


	yes

	Is the documentation for recommendations complete, and does the program officer provide sufficient information and justification for her/his recommendation?

Comments:  As above, in a few cases, the panel recommendations were at odds with the program director’s actions.  In such cases, the director’s recommendation should be extremely specific about why the panel’s recommendations were not followed.  


	yes

	Is the time to decision appropriate?

Comments: Yes on clear cases (declines and awards).  Less timely for revise/resubmit.   We suspect this is due to the lateness of the panel meeting, and the high rate of non-responses for external reviewers (see above).


	yes

	Discuss issues identified by the COV concerning the quality and effectiveness of the program’s use of merit review procedures:

The 2 review panels held to date for this initiative have included a broad range of cognitive neuroscientists with active research programs. The COV is somewhat concerned that people with relevant expertise (e.g. cognitive psychology, psychophysicists, developmentalists, psycholinguistics, etc.) but who are outside the neuroimaging domain are underrepresented.  The program director has done an admirable job requesting external reviews from experts in the subject areas under investigation.   Unfortunately, the response rate is sometimes poor, particularly for proposals from junior investigators who have not yet become “brand names.”  We suspect that the poor response rate reflects the reluctance of non-imagers to review grants that include a substantial imaging portion.  One way to encourage a greater return rate for external reviews would be for the program director to say explicitly that the reviewer is being solicited because of his/her expertise in the subject matter (rather than the techniques being used), and that the reviewer should feel free to restrict his/her comments to the hypotheses under investigation and the cognitive tasks that subjects will perform.  




A.2  Questions concerning the implementation of the NSF Merit Review Criteria (intellectual merit and broader impacts) by reviewers and program officers. Provide comments in the space below the question. Discuss issues or concerns in the space provided.
	IMPLEMENTATION OF NSF MERIT REVIEW CRITERIA
	YES, NO, 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE, or NOT APPLICABLE



	Have the individual reviews (either mail or panel) addressed whether the proposal contributes to both merit review criteria?

Comments:

Intellectual merit is generally well covered, though the innovative nature of the program is not always clear to the reviewer.  The broader impact criteria do not seem to be clear to either PIs or reviewers.  These criteria should be made clearer on the website and in the request for reviews.
	Yes

	Have the panel summary reviews addressed whether the proposal contributes to both merit review criteria?

Comments:  Intellectual merit is well covered.  Broader impact is less well covered, and in the panel summaries there seems to be much more heterogeneity in the interpretation of just what things count as “broader impact”.
	Yes

	Have the review analyses (Form 7s) addressed whether the proposal contributes to both merit review criteria?

Comments:  The form generally echoes the panel summary, with additional appropriate comments from the program officer (e.g., demographics, special programs, budget changes, etc.)


	Yes

	Discuss any issues or concerns the COV has identified with respect to NSF’s merit review system.   See above




A.3  Questions concerning the selection of reviewers. Provide comments in the space below the question. Discuss areas of concern in the space provided.
	Selection of Reviewers
	YES , NO,

DATA NOT AVAILABLE,

or NOT APPLICABLE



	Did the program make use of an adequate number of reviewers for a balanced review? 

Comments: The number of external reviewers contacted is more than adequate (ranging from 6 to as many as 14) but the response rate from them is somewhat low (roughly averaging one-third, and ranging from 10 to 60%). One way to encourage a greater return rate for external reviews would be for the program director to say explicitly that the reviewer is being solicited because of his/her expertise in the subject matter (rather than the techniques being used), and that the reviewer should feel free to restrict his/her comments to the hypotheses under investigation and the cognitive tasks that subjects will perform.  


	Yes

	Did the program make use of reviewers having appropriate expertise and/or qualifications? 

Comments: The reviewers’ expertise is appropriate, but additional input from individuals in other domains would also be helpful in many instances (see comments above). This problem stems not from a lack of sampling of appropriate reviewers but primarily from the low return rate.


	Yes

	Did the program make appropriate use of reviewers to reflect balance among characteristics such as geography, type of institution, and underrepresented groups?

Comments: The panelists were fourteen women and eight men; one woman and one man were from groups under-represented in science.  Moreover, there was a balance of MDs and PhDs, as well as a wide array of expertise (e.g., neuroscience, neurology, engineering, computation, psychology, and physical anthropology).  There was also a balance of representation across US region and across public and private university.


	appropriate

	Did the program recognize and resolve conflicts of interest when appropriate?

Comments:


	appropriate

	Discuss any concerns identified that are relevant to selection of reviewers.




A.4  Questions concerning the resulting portfolio of awards under review.  Provide comments in the space below the question. Discuss areas of concern in the space provided.
	RESULTING PORTFOLIO OF AWARDS
	APPROPRIATE,

NOT APPROPRIATE, 

OR DATA NOT AVAILABLE



	Overall quality of the research and/or education projects supported by the program.

Comments: Scientifically, funded proposals are important and highly innovative.  The educational component is given less emphasis.


	appropriate

	Are awards appropriate in size and duration for the scope of the projects?

Comments: The panel and program officer pay close attention to issues regarding duration of funding and budget. Decisions concerning these aspects of the process are communicated to the applicants via the panel summaries and form 7.  The typical award is 250K total costs/year for 3 years.  This is appropriate given the nature of the projects funded.
	appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of: 

· High Risk Proposals?  

Comments: Some of the proposals are explicitly identified as being high-risk (e.g. Farah) and were funded because of their highly innovative nature despite concerns about the details of the project. These projects are often cut back in terms of duration of funding in order to give the PI an opportunity to demonstrate the feasibility of the project.


	appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Multidisciplinary Proposals?

Comments:  Many proposals had important multidisciplinary components and these were favorably commented upon by the panel.


	appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Innovative Proposals?

Comments: Innovation is a very important criterion for the panel and this is clearly reflected in the funded proposals, most of which address new questions and/or use new techniques to address more traditional questions. 


	appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Funding for centers, groups and awards to individuals?

Comments: All of the awarded projects were standard research grants with the exception of 1 CAREER, 1 doctoral dissertation improvement award, 1 workshop and 1 RUI.


	appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Awards to new investigators?

Comments: As is appropriate for a rapidly changing field, about half of awardees are junior investigators.

 
	appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Geographical distribution of Principal Investigators?

Comments: Funded proposals come from most regions of the US. The funded PIs are at institutions in states in the Northeast (7), mid-Atlantic (4), South (5), Midwest (1), and West (7) regions. One project involves international collaborators (French) and one is at an institution in a US state under-represented in science and technology research (an EpSCOR state).  


	appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Institutional types?

Comments: Most of the awardees are from major research centers (universities, medical schools, hospitals, research institutes), however one award went to an undergraduate institution (Pomona College).


	appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Projects that integrate research and education?

Comments:  In most funded proposals, there is a provision for training predoctoral and postdoctoral students.
	appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance:

· Across disciplines and subdisciplines of the activity and of emerging opportunities?
Comments:  Funded proposals are very diverse in terms of topic and technique(s) used, and diversity was emphasized during the review panel meeting and played a role in funding decisions. Funded projects involve issues in vision (5), emotion (4), memory (4), attention (4), development (2), motor behavior (2), plasticity (2), language (2), and learning (1).   In addition, these projects typically involve some combination of the following methods: human fMRI (15), MEG/EEG/ERP (6), psychological experiments with neurological patients (6), transcranial magnetic stimulation (TMS) (4), neurophysiological recording in monkey (2), PET bloodflow (1), PET ligand binding (neurotransmitter) (1), monkey fMRI (1), intraoperative recording (1), deaf subjects (1), hand tranplantation patients (1), and hormonal fluctuations in women (1).  Two standard grants involve the development of new methods or apparatus for applications in cognitive neuroscience: one with perfusion fMRI and the other with TMS coils.  Three standard grants involve non-human primate studies: two use neurophysiological studies in monkey to test psychophysical and computational models derived from human data; one project conducts fMRI studies in human and monkey in parallel tasks.  In addition, the COV reviewed the titles of proposals currently being prepared for review. In general, these reflected the same varied distribution topic and techniques observed in the first two full cycles.


	appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have appropriate participation of underrepresented groups?

Comments:  Of the PIs of the funded projects, 30% were female.  One PI was a male from a group underrepresented in science.


	appropriate

	Is the program relevant to national priorities, agency mission, relevant fields and other customer needs? Include citations of relevant external reports.

Comments:


	appropriate

	Discuss any concerns identified that are relevant to the quality of the projects or the balance of the portfolio.  Comments:  



A.5  Management of the program under review.  Please comment on:
	Management of the program.

Comments:  The Program Director, Dr. Lawrence Parsons has done an excellent job bootstrapping a new program.  In particular, he has done an admirable job attracting exciting and innovative proposals that cover a wide range of topics. While some specific additional possible methods for advertising the existence and scope of the program are made elsewhere, it should be noted that a commendable job has already been done by Dr. Parsons in publicizing the new program to the relevant research communities.  Specifically, upon appointment in July 2002, the program director was the subject of a news article in the Society for Neuroscience Newsletter.  In January 2003, he wrote an article for the newly formulated Society for Neuroscience Quarterly Newsletter entitled “More opportunities than ever for neuroscience at the National Science Foundation.”  These two articles reached approximately 30,000 individuals involved in neuroscience.  

The Program Director also gave lectures on NSF funding opportunities in cognitive neuroscience at the University of Colorado, MGH-MIT-HMS Biomedical imaging Center, UC Berkeley, UC Santa Barbara, Caltech, Rice University, and University of Pennsylvania.  In addition, the Program Director had an exhibitor booth and/or made presentations about CNI funding opportunities at the meetings of the Cognitive Neuroscience Society, the Society for Computational Neuroscience, and the Society for Neuroscience.

The Program Director was also one of four primary NSF program directors organizing the NSF-NIH Joint Computational Neuroscience Initiative in Spring 2002.  He conducted one of the four panels and funded one project from the program.   



	Responsiveness of the program to emerging research and education trends.

Comments:  Dr. Parsons has actively sought out and encouraged young investigators who likely to be the leaders in the field in the coming decade.


	Program planning and prioritization process (internal and external) that guided the development of the portfolio under review.

Comments:  One of the key defining features of the program is that it stresses innovative, cross-disciplinary work that is likely to be too high risk for an NIH R01 or too expensive for an NIH R21.


	Discuss any concerns identified that are relevant to the management of the program.




PART B.  RESULTS :   OUTPUTS AND OUTCOMES OF NSF INVESTMENTS

B.  Please provide comments on the activity as it relates to NSF’s Strategic Outcome Goals. Provide examples of outcomes (nuggets) as appropriate. Examples should reference the NSF award number, the Principal Investigator(s) names, and their institutions.

	B.1 NSF OUTCOME GOAL for PEOPLE: Developing  “a diverse, internationally competitive and globally engaged workforce of scientists, engineers, and well-prepared citizens.”

Comments:  No information available because the first CNI grants were awarded in 2002. 



	B.2 NSF OUTCOME GOAL for IDEAS:  Enabling “discovery across the frontier of science and engineering, connected to learning, innovation, and service to society.”

Comments:

No information available because the first CNI grants were awarded in 2002.

	B.3 OUTCOME GOAL for TOOLS: Providing “broadly accessible, state-of-the-art and shared research and education tools.”

Comments:
No information available because the first CNI grants were awarded in 2002.


PART C.  OTHER TOPICS

C.1  Please comment on any program areas in need of improvement or gaps (if any) within program areas.
No significant gaps were noted. Suggested improvements are listed above.

C.2  Please provide comments as appropriate on the program’s performance in meeting program-specific goals and objectives that are not covered by the above questions.
All comments have been covered above.

C.3  Please identify agency-wide issues that should be addressed by NSF to help improve the program's performance.
In an emerging field, funds used to provide advanced training at the postdoctoral level are invaluable.  The NSF should consider promoting a individual postdoctoral award program open to all young scientists.  We envision a program that would allow US citizens to train in the best environment possible (whether domestic or foreign) and to allow non-US citizen to train in US labs.

There seems to be confusion about what is meant by BROADER IMPACT, and it would be helpful if the ad hoc reviewers were given more explicit instructions regarding the criteria to be utilized, particularly with respect to the importance of innovation, and to clarify the criteria relevant for “broader impact.”
C.4  Please provide comments on any other issues the COV feels are relevant.

With respect to the review process, some ad hoc reviewers may be more inclined to review proposals if hard copies are provided.  We urge NSF to provide hard copies of proposals when they are requested.  In principle, the Fastlane system is terrific.  However, it is still quite buggy, freezing and losing information.  In particular, there are incompatibilities between Macs and Fastlane that can be frustrating.

C.5  NSF would appreciate your comments on how to improve the COV review process, format and report template.
It would have been helpful to receive basic materials prior to the meeting (e.g., CD ROM). The report template could be streamlined. 

Perception, Action and Cognition
NSF COMMITTEES OF VISITORS (COVs)

FY 2003
	Date of COV March 19-21, 2003

	Program/Cluster: PAC/CPL



	Division:  BCS

	Directorate:
SBE


	Number of actions reviewed by COV:  Awards: 14         Declinations: 20         Other:

	Total number of actions within Program/Cluster/Division during period being reviewed by COV:                   Awards:  111        Declinations: 318         Other: 153

	Manner in which reviewed actions were selected: The COV was given every 13th jacket in the files for the period under review.




PART A.   INTEGRITY AND EFFICIENCY OF THE PROGRAM’S PROCESSES AND MANAGEMENT

A.1  Questions about the quality and effectiveness of the program’s use of merit review procedures. Provide comments in the space below the question. Discuss areas of concern in the space provided.

	QUALITY AND EFFECTIVENESS OF MERIT REVIEW PROCEDURES
	YES, NO, 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE, or NOT APPLICABLE



	Is the review mechanism appropriate? (panels, ad hoc reviews, site visits)

Comments: 

       The mix of panel and outside reviews was appropriate. Reviews were solicited from well-respected scientists, representing a good mix of backgrounds and theoretical perspectives.  We saw no evidence of site visits. The process is highly effective, yielding thoughtful and useful reviews, resulting in an excellent portfolio of research. 


	Yes

	Is the review process efficient and effective?

Comments: 

       One measure of efficiency is that the reviews showed high agreement on the merits and demerits of proposals. It was apparent that they narrowed in on strong features of proposals and often identified issues that the PIs failed to address or had not thought through sufficiently well. Moreover, the reviews were sensitive to the distinction between points that ought not to affect funding decisions, but should be brought to the PI’s attention, versus those that rendered the proposal not fundable.

       Our concern with efficiency is not that resources are being wasted or that there is unnecessary duplication. It is simply that the entire process demands an enormous investment of time and energy on the part of proposal writers, panel members, and outside reviewers, all to distribute very little money. 


	Effective – yes; efficient – less so

	Are reviews consistent with priorities and criteria stated in the program’s solicitations, announcements, and guidelines?

Comments: 

       For the most part, reviews are consistent with priorities and criteria. Reviewers more consistently address the scientific merit and less often the broader impacts. 

      Recommendation: Have separate boxes on the review form for each of the criteria.
	Yes

	Do the individual reviews (either mail or panel) provide sufficient information for the principal investigator(s) to understand the basis for the reviewer’s recommendation?

Comments: 

      Virtually all reviews include sufficient commentary to support the quality ratings and the recommendations. In addition to evaluative ratings, many reviews also contain suggestions and elaborations that will be useful to the PI in carrying out the research or in considering how to revise the proposal.  But some reviews do not.


	Yes

	Do the panel summaries provide sufficient information for the principal investigator(s) to understand the basis for the panel recommendation?

Comments: 

      There was some variability in the degree to which the panel summaries provided this information to the PIs, but overall the basis for the panel recommendation was well explained. A primary function of panel summaries is to provide feedback to the investigator useful for improving the research or subsequent proposals.

      Recommendation: In addition to providing the basis for the panel recommendation, the summary should highlight the major strengths and weaknesses of the proposal.
	Yes

	Is the documentation for recommendations complete, and does the program officer provide sufficient information and justification for her/his recommendation?

Comments:

      The F7s are complete and informative. As is appropriate, more description is provided when reviews are mixed.


	Yes

	Is the time to decision appropriate?

Comments:


	Data not available

	Discuss issues identified by the COV concerning the quality and effectiveness of the program’s use of merit review procedures:

      Early in the review period, an award was made for a proposal from a panel member.  This award was made without the benefit of panel review, and the merit of the proposal was not clearly established by the reviews.  This incident raises the question of a possible conflict of interest issue between program directors and members of the review panel.  

      Recommendation:  For proposals from panel members, obtain more external reviews than usual and pass the funding decision to another program director.

      There was a general concern about the impact of budget size on funding decisions.  Clearly, programs need to stretch funds as far as possible, but the merit of the proposals should be the primary factor in the funding decision.  

      Recommendation:  Put priority on working with PI’s with highly meritorious proposals to reduce large budgets to more manageable size where necessary.


A.2  Questions concerning the implementation of the NSF Merit Review Criteria (intellectual merit and broader impacts) by reviewers and program officers. Provide comments in the space below the question. Discuss issues or concerns in the space provided.
	IMPLEMENTATION OF NSF MERIT REVIEW CRITERIA
	YES, NO, 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE, or NOT APPLICABLE



	Have the individual reviews (either mail or panel) addressed whether the proposal contributes to both merit review criteria?

Comments:

      Reviewers have generally done a good job of commenting upon both the scientific quality of the proposed research as well as its potential impact.  However, given their expertise, it is understandable that they tend to concentrate more on the strengths and weaknesses of the proposed research than they do upon its broader impact.  

      Recommendation. Reviewers should be encouraged to comment on the wider impact of the proposed research on basic science, social implications, and technological applications.  This can be accomplished by having separate boxes on the review form for each of the criteria.


	Yes and no

	Have the panel summary reviews addressed whether the proposal contributes to both merit review criteria?

Comments:

      Similarly, the panel summaries tend to emphasize the quality of the research and sometimes neglect to address the potential broader impact of the proposal.
	Yes and no

	Have the review analyses (Form 7s) addressed whether the proposal contributes to both merit review criteria?

Comments:

      The program officer’s review analyses (Form 7s) do systematically address both research quality and broader impacts.  Thus, this aspect of proposals does seem to be consistently evaluated in the decision process.
	Yes

	Discuss any issues or concerns the COV has identified with respect to NSF’s merit review system.

      At present, the tabulated data and statistical summaries of the outcomes of the review process only specify whether a proposal was Awarded or Declined.  This is often a reflection of the program’s budget limitations rather than a proposal’s quality, and as such obscures the record of “must-fund” proposals that could not be funded for budgetary reasons.  Such information could have an impact on subsequent decisions within the Directorate, as well as upon the review process of later COV’s.   The COV believes that it would be valuable to include a measure of merit for all proposals in the permanent record.

      Recommendation:  The COV recommends that the permanent record and statistical summaries include a measure of merit in addition to the actual funding decision (Awarded/Declined).




A.3  Questions concerning the selection of reviewers. Provide comments in the space below the question. Discuss areas of concern in the space provided.

	Selection of Reviewers
	YES , NO,

DATA NOT AVAILABLE,

or NOT APPLICABLE



	Did the program make use of an adequate number of reviewers for a balanced review? 

Comments:


	Yes

	Did the program make use of reviewers having appropriate expertise and/or qualifications? 

Comments:


	Yes

	Did the program make appropriate use of reviewers to reflect balance among characteristics such as geography, type of institution, and underrepresented groups?

Comments:


	Yes

	Did the program recognize and resolve conflicts of interest when appropriate?

Comments:


	Yes

	Discuss any concerns identified that are relevant to selection of reviewers.

      The program directors do an excellent job of identifying and soliciting reviews.  The low rate of compliance with requests for reviews makes this task all the more difficult.

      Recommendation:  Make better use of technology to monitor compliance, remind reviewers, and identify the need to solicit additional reviews.  




A.4  Questions concerning the resulting portfolio of awards under review.  Provide comments in the space below the question. Discuss areas of concern in the space provided.
	RESULTING PORTFOLIO OF AWARDS
	APPROPRIATE,

NOT APPROPRIATE, 

OR DATA NOT AVAILABLE



	Overall quality of the research and/or education projects supported by the program.

Comments:

      The overall quality of research funded is extremely high. It is evident that the program supports research covering a broad range of issues and topics, and maintains high quality in all cases.


	Appropriate

	Are awards appropriate in size and duration for the scope of the projects?

Comments:

      Most awards are for 2 or 3 years, a few for 1 and a few for more than 3. The amounts vary widely and are appropriate for the proposed research. In many (probably most) cases, the awarded budgets are less than the requested amounts. In some cases, awards are smaller and for less than the requested duration and the PI is explicitly told that the purpose is to allow him/her to demonstrate feasibility. In other cases, the PIs acknowledge that they can do the work for the awarded amount; but more often it is simply expected that less than the proposed amount of work will be accomplished due to the lower budget and/or award period.


	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of: 

· High Risk Proposals?  

Comments:

      In a sample of 14 funded proposals, we identified 2 as high risk. That seems to be an appropriate proportion. One of those proposals (HOLT) was aimed at establishing the robustness of a highly intriguing, but not yet firmly established phenomenon. The other (HERNANDEZ – funded as a Minority Research Initiative) was aimed at collecting pilot data.


	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Multidisciplinary Proposals?

Comments:  

       Of the 14 sampled funded proposals, 7 were interdisciplinary. In a few of those cases, the investigators had different disciplinary backgrounds (e.g., the MEDIN proposal included both a psychologist and an anthropologist). More often, as often is the case with good science, the proposal relied on findings or proposed techniques from multiple disciplines.


	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Innovative Proposals?

Comments:

      Of the 14 funded sampled proposals, 9 were clearly identified as innovative.


	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Funding for centers, groups and awards to individuals?

Comments:

      It appeared that the awards were primarily, if not entirely, to individuals, but the data did not allow an accurate assessment of that breakdown.


	Data not available

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Awards to new investigators?

Comments:

      Of the 14 sampled funded proposals, 3 were to relatively new investigators. Not knowing what proportion of submitted proposals was from new investigators, it is difficult to assess whether this proportion is appropriate.


	Only partial data available

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Geographical distribution of Principal Investigators?

Comments:

      Awards are distributed among investigators in 25 states.


	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Institutional types?

Comments:

      Awards are made to major research universities, smaller universities, colleges, and research foundations and institutes


	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Projects that integrate research and education?

Comments:

      Virtually all the proposals incorporate graduate students and emphasize the training aspects of the research. Many have roles for undergraduate students, as well, again emphasizing the instructional aspects of thier involvement.


	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance:

· Across disciplines and subdisciplines of the activity and of emerging opportunities?
Comments:

      Disciplines funded includes cognitive psychology, speech perception, cognitive development, neuroscience, visual science, reading, attention, dynamical models, motor coordination and control, psycholinguistics, face and object recognition, memory, to name a subset.
	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have appropriate participation of underrepresented groups?

Comments:


	Data not available

	Is the program relevant to national priorities, agency mission, relevant fields and other customer needs? Include citations of relevant external reports.

Comments:

      We have no external reports available. We define the customer as the taxpayers. Based on our perusal of the proposals, we see them as highly relevant to promoting the agency mission of promoting science (all proposals); advancing national health (proposals on cognitive development, memory, attention, cognitive neuroscience, motor control and coordination, and others) and prosperity (proposals relating to reading, reasoning, learning, among others); securing national defense (proposals on motor control and coordination, reasoning, time-sharing performance, dynamical systems, among others). 


	Appropriate

	Discuss any concerns identified that are relevant to the quality of the projects or the balance of the portfolio.


A.5  Management of the program under review.  Please comment on:

	Management of the program.

Comments:

      The Perception, Action, and Cognition Program experienced turnover among three different program directors during the period under review.  Such a rate of change impedes an overall analysis of the management practices, and the comments here may not apply to the current director who appears to be in a position to provide some stability to the program.  The COV reviewers encourage efforts to ensure more continuity in the future.  It is important to bring in fresh perspectives to be responsive to new and changing opportunities, but some stability in the management of the program is desirable as well.  

      Recommendation:  Encourage terms of 3 years or more for rotators.

      Recommendation: Have both permanent and rotating co-directors each with control over part of the program budget. If there are insufficient lines to allow each program to have 2 directors, then rotate the rotating positions over the programs.

      Information on the merit rating of declined proposals would be very useful in analyzing the large number of non-funded proposals.  Clearly, the declined proposals are heterogeneous.  Including the merit rating would also provide useful statistical information to gauge trends in the proportions of meritorious proposals that are actually funded.  

      Recommendation:  Include a measure of merit assigned to proposals along with the decision to decline the proposal.  

      The PAC program has an unusually high number of withdrawn proposals due to decisions by program directors to suggest to PI’s that they consider withdrawing highly rated proposals that could not be funded due to the limited program budget.   Apparently this practice originated at some point in the past and has been followed by several subsequent program directors.  The COV reviewers judged this to be a bad practice for various reasons.  First, it distorts the statistical picture about the proportion of highly rated proposals that are supported.  Second, the withdrawal decision tends to limit the information in the file about the evaluation of the proposal (e.g., a panel summary and the Form 7 are often not included).  The absence of this information interferes with a later review of the decision (as in the activities of the COV).  Clearly, PIs have the right to withdraw proposals if they wish to do so, but suggestions coming from NSF that they do so should be limited to cases in which the proposal needs to be amended in some way and resubmitted.  If protecting the record of the PI is the aim of suggesting withdrawals, this aim might be better served by augmenting the record to include an indication of the merit rating of the proposal along with the decision to decline.

      Recommendation:  Only suggest withdrawals for proposals that require amending.  



	Responsiveness of the program to emerging research and education trends.

Comments:  

    The responsiveness of the PAC program to emerging developments in the field in recent years has been outstanding.  The formation of the new Cognitive Neuroscience program, and to some degree the new Developmental and Learning Sciences program, was a direct outgrowth of research originally encompassed by PAC.  These new offshoots clearly demonstrate the fertility of the field.  

      There are exciting new trends in the field upon which PAC is already capitalizing.  The current program officer, Guy van Orden, is identifying and building upon cutting-edge developments in such areas as the study of complex systems, dynamical systems modeling, cross-cultural research on cognition, ecological studies of perception and action, analysis of situated cognition and language, and stochastic computational models of behavior.  These approaches are generating considerable excitement and ferment in the field that often challenges conventional views.  They promise a more comprehensive, integrated understanding of human perception, action and cognition in real-world contexts, often with direct practical significance.  In the opinion of the COV, expansion of the Perception, Action, and Cognition program into these areas is to be enthusiastically encouraged and supported.  

      The education of undergraduate and graduate students in apprenticeship roles in the sponsored research has also been excellent.  This dimension of the program should be continued by insuring support for students as part of research awards.

Recommendation:  Support the exciting new directions for behavioral research outlined by the current program officer.  These directions include research on complex systems, nonlinear dynamics, cross-cultural cognition, ecological studies of perception and action, situated cognition and language, and stochastic modeling.


	Program planning and prioritization process (internal and external) that guided the development of the portfolio under review.

Comments:

      We do not have sufficient information to answer this question. Undoubtedly, planning and prioritization suffered as a result of the substantial turnover of program directors, one per year for the duration of the reporting period.


	Discuss any concerns identified that are relevant to the management of the program.

See the comments in box 1 of this section.




PART B.  RESULTS :   OUTPUTS AND OUTCOMES OF NSF INVESTMENTS

	B.1 NSF OUTCOME GOAL for PEOPLE: Developing  “a diverse, internationally competitive and globally engaged workforce of scientists, engineers, and well-prepared citizens.”

Comments:

     The COV would like to emphasize that research on human behavior at a functional level, such as that covered by the PAC program, is foundational to research at other levels of analysis.  Many phenomena can only be understood and modeled at a functional level, by considering behavior and behavioral constraints.  While a functional-level understanding is important in its own right, and leads to practical applications, it also is essential for neuroscientists seeking to understand the organization of the brain and the neural substrates of perceptual and cognitive processes.  At a higher scale of analysis, models of individual behavior and cognition increasingly contribute to our understanding of interpersonal interaction as well as group, social, and economic behavior and decision-making.  The COV thus strongly believes that the PAC program plays a pivotal and generative role within the Directorate.

      The research supported by the PAC produces outcomes for people in several ways.  In addition to learning the subject matter of the research, students involved in the research receive training in critical thinking, research methods, experimental analysis, and model development. Such experiences greatly enhance students’ preparation for work and further education.  Many of these students enter the workforce in academia, industry, and laboratories as university faculty, scientists, researchers, educators, as well as in a wide range of technical positions, such as human factors engineers, or experts in human-interface design.  

      Also, research on perception, action, and cognition is importantly involved in producing innovation in many areas such as education, human factors, communication, decision-making, and language acquisition.   The continuity of the community of psychological and cognitive scientists critically depends on the support and education provided by research funding.  There are numerous examples of these contributions in the projects funded by the PAC.  Finally, some research bears on phenomena of particular social salience.  We provide a few examples.

      Example: [0137567, Kaufman, Long Island University:  “The size distance relation and the moon illusion.”]  This research focuses on a phenomenon experienced and wondered about by the general population; as such, it can provide a vehicle to expose the general public to the study of perception and some principles involved in perceiving.  In addition, the research will illuminate such activities as visual guidance in landing aircraft and in the design of visual displays such as those found in flight simulators.

      Example: [0139292, Conway, U of Illinois Chicago: “A Test of Flashbulb Memory: Tuesday, September 11, 2001”] This project, too, provides an opportunity to examine an important issue in memory research in a context of particular salience to the general public.   There is likely to be sufficient interest in this topic to attract people’s attention to the research.  In the process, they can learn about memory, in particular, and psychological research, in general.  Moreover, the research will enhance our understanding of the constructive processes of memory, which are relevant to matters such as eyewitness testimony.  


	B.2 NSF OUTCOME GOAL for IDEAS:  Enabling “discovery across the frontier of science and engineering, connected to learning, innovation, and service to society.”

Comments:

     Research in the fields of perception, action, and cognition was highly productive during the review period.  The recent renaming of the program aptly reflects an increase in research on human action and perceptual-motor coordination.  For example, two major projects examined the development of fundamental motor abilities in infancy.  Clark and her colleagues (U. of Maryland, BCS-9905315) traced the emergence of the basic ability to stand unsupported, and how it is guided by sensory information from vision and proprioception.  Berthier (U. of Massachusetts, BCS-0214260) investigated the development of dexterous reaching in infancy and formulated a formal neuro-muscular model of the generation of arm movements.  The similarities of the model to control systems for robot arms may allow generalization from human to robotic control.  

     A recent trend is the formation of fully-realized dynamical models of complex naturalistic behavior.  For example, Large (U. South Florida, BCS-0094229) received a CAREER award to extend a coupled-oscillator model of auditory attention to rhythmic music, which he originally developed together with Jones (Ohio State U., BCS-9809446).  Quite remarkably, the model automatically picks out the essential rhythmic patterns in natural recordings of musical performance.  Such dynamical models are naturally adapted to continuous behavior, but Sternad (Pennsylvania State U., BCS-0096543) studied how continuous rhythmic movement is integrated with discrete or ballistic movements within a common framework.  In a very ambitious program of research Spencer (U. Iowa, BCS-0091757) is applying a dynamic field model to account for memory of egocentric spatial locations for the guidance of reaching.

    There were also fascinating developments in the areas of visual, auditory, and haptic perception.  For example, much is known about the basic psychoacoustics of pure sounds, but this has not transferred to how we perceive real-world events by ear.  Pastore (SUNY Binghamton, BCS-0213666) is studying how acoustic properties of sound specify their physical or biomechanical production in the world.  One of the greatest problems in perception is how people integrate information from many different sources into a coherent percept of the world.  Sedgwick and Gillam (SUNY School of Optometry, BCS-001809) are investigating the hypothesis that such information is organized around a primary perception of surfaces.  One of the enduring phenomena of perception is perceptual constancy, and a prime example is the fact that surface colors look much the same as the lighting conditions change radically.  Recent theories have proposed that the visual system groups a scene into common regions that reflect common lighting conditions (Gilchrist, Rutgers U., BCS-0096747), and the grouping principles that underlie this are now being investigated (Cataliottic, Ramapo College and Bonato, St. Peter’s College, BCS-0002620;  

[0212134, Barsalou, Emory University

Abstract cognitive activities such as language and reasoning are grounded in the situated everyday workings of the body—thus the terms situated cognition or embodied cognition.  For example, our knowledge of cars reflects how we interact with cars, what it is like to actually drive a car; to see, hear, touch, and smell a real car; or to feel an emotional response to a car.  Carefully controlled laboratory experiments have been designed to assess whether situated and embodied forms of knowledge are used to perform tasks.  Although this research may be judged somewhat risky, support for the working hypothesis could motivate big changes, a fundamental shift, in how we think about cognition.  Moreover, this research should have a broad applied impact in education (i.e., how best to teach a knowledge domain) and cognitive engineering (i.e., how machines should be designed to best interact with human beings).  

Richard E. Nisbett, University of Michigan, BCS-9729103

Cognition East and West: Attention, Categorization, and Reasoning for East Asians and European Americans

East Asians are held to reason holistically, attending to the context or ‘embedding field’ in which objects and events appear.  Europeans are held to be analytic, attempting to discern preoperties of the object, and attibuting causality to such properties.  Scholars in many fields believe that different cultures breed different styles of reasoning.  Richard Nisbett’s research provided a rigorous test of these beliefs.  Nisbett’s findings raise serious questions about the universality of mental processes commonly regarded as basic—psychologists have not correctly identified the `fault lines` of cognition.  These findings also suggest that there may be different styles of learning that should be taken into consideration when teaching members of different groups; and they provide evidence that cultural diversity of work groups has advantages for problem-solving.  Finally, the results are relevant to understanding interaction between Asians and Americans in business and government contexts: The two groups are likely to have different and potentially conflicting understandings of the motives underlying behavior.

Daniel L. Schwartz, Stanford University, BCS-0214549

The Effects of Action and Knowledge on Spatial Inference

Action facilitates imagination.  Suppose you close your eyes and pull a string from a spool that, you believe, turns a miniature merry-go-round resting on top.  As a consequence, you may also better imagine the movement of objects placed on the merry-go-round, like the benches or horses.  The spool example illustrates two central claims: (1) timing of bodily action facilitates spatial imagination about the consequences of tool use; and, (2) knowledge of a physical situation controls how timing influences a spatial inference.  Because it speaks directly to imagination, this work will supply a partial explanation of invention—how we may imagine the potential of novel tools.  It also speaks to the learning, use, and transfer of knowledge about complex physical tools.  Likewise the imaginative component speaks to development and application of virtual environments in which bodily motions are not actually physically connected to outcomes.  Another application of this work would be for training in the use of tools, as in medical practice, for example, where a tool is not directly in view, as in orthoscopic surgery.  But, perhaps, the most interesting implication of this work is how the use of hands-on materials may teach abstract ideas to children.

	B.3 OUTCOME GOAL for TOOLS: Providing “broadly accessible, state-of-the-art and shared research and education tools.”

Comments:



PART C.  OTHER TOPICS

C.1  Please comment on any program areas in need of improvement or gaps (if any) within program areas.
The PAC (formerly the HCP) program has been in flux for a number of years.  The current director is an enthusiastic, knowledgeable, and productive scientist who is guiding the program in exciting new directions. 

    Recommendation:  Support the new directions for behavioral research outlined by the current program officer.  These directions include research on complex systems, nonlinear dynamics, cross-cultural cognition, ecological studies of perception and action, situated cognition and language, and stochastic modeling.
C.2  Please provide comments as appropriate on the program’s performance in meeting program-specific goals and objectives that are not covered by the above questions.
          Although many of our previous points relate to this issue, we must add that evaluating outcomes is hampered by the severe lack of annual and final reports.  Often when reports were available, they were too sparse to be of much use.  The COV is also concerned that there seems to be no systematic way to obtain information about outcomes, such as publications, applications, and subsequent awards, that occur after completion of projects.   

      Recommendation: More attention must be directed to securing annual and final reports, and to assuring that they are sufficiently rich to be useful. New technology may be useful here.

C.3  Please identify agency-wide issues that should be addressed by NSF to help improve the program's performance.
         Recommendation: The PAC program should be actively involved in the new NSF initiative on Human and Social Dynamics (HSD).  Because of the critical role of behavior and cognition in understanding social and technological change, there should be direct coordination on research that can be jointly sponsored by PAC and the HSD initiative.
C.4  Please provide comments on any other issues the COV feels are relevant.

      Recommendation: In order for PAC to best leverage its limited resources, we encourage the program to disseminate as widely as possible information about funding opportunities made available by new NSF initiatives and in related programs.

C.5  NSF would appreciate your comments on how to improve the COV review process, format and report template.
           Recommendation: In addition to providing the report template, also provide the prior COV’s report ahead of time.

      Recommendation: Reduce the number of questions posed to allow higher quality responses in the time available. Focus the questions on the issues of greatest importance to NSF taking into consideration the likelihood that the COV can answer the question intelligently with the time and information available.

      Recommendation:  The COV should be given access to jackets for all awards during the relevant period as well a substantial of the declined proposals. More generally, we must repeat the comments of the last COV, to wit: “COV recommends that more complete and accessible materials be made available to the next COV, especially regarding the description and results of funded projects.”
ENVOI: Despite having identified a few procedural problems, we are very impressed with the high quality of cutting-edge research that is represented in the Program’s portfolio, and are enthusiastic about the Program’s future directions.

SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY

NSF COMMITTEES OF VISITORS (COVs)

FY 2003
Dave of COV: March 19-21, 2003

Program/Cluster: Social Psychology/CPL

Division: Behavioral and Cognitive Sciences

Directorate: Social, Behavioral and Economic Sciences

Number of actions reviewed by COV: Awards: 43  Declinations: 21

Total number of actions within Program during review period:




Awards:  81
  Declinations: 243   Other: 92

Manner in which reviewed actions were selected: Program Director sampled across years and categories to yield 40 jackets; COV asked to see an additional 24 award jackets.

A1.  Questions about the quality and effectiveness of the program’s use of merit review procedures.

The review process is a broad and comprehensive evaluation that includes panel review and ad hoc review by nationally recognized scholars on the cutting edge of social psychological science.   Dr. Breckler has instituted a system of contacting potential reviewers and establishing escalating commitment to provide thorough ad hoc assessments.   The reviewer return rate, that now stands at about 75% is substantially above the average return rate.  Dr. Breckler has also developed an innovative strategy for insuring a match of proposal content and reviewer expertise,  and the resulting reviews are extremely useful to PIs.   These improvements in communication with ad hoc reviewers has contributed greatly to the effectiveness and efficiency of the process and the final decisions.

The review process dwell time has exceeded the NSF policy of acting on proposals within six months.  This has resulted from Dr. Breckler’s increased responsibility for the emerging Science of Learning initiative .  The demands of connecting social psychology with other communities of scholarship,  promoting interdisciplinary initiatives, and efficiently managing the social psychology program;   underscore the pressing need for a second program director for social psychology.

Recommendation:  We commend the decision to add a second social psychology program director.  Further, we urge that additional resources be allocated to insure that both directors have the opportunity for continued and expanded outreach through workshops, conferences, and speaking engagements to facilitate intra- and interdisciplinary communication among scholars. 

The program is highly successful in obtaining reviews that address the scientific merit of proposed research and its broader societal impact.  Social psychology has a long history of concern with social relevance and this emphasis is readily apparent in the current review cycle.  For example, proposals by Dweck, Jovanovic, and Aronson are outstanding illustrations of basic science with clear implications for social impact, particularly in the education setting.  These proposals are concerned with the dramatic under-representation of girls and women in mathematics and science, and the chronic educational underachievement of minorities.  These proposals are also excellent examples of emerging links between the social psychology program and the Science of Learning initiative.

Inspection of reviews reveals that ad hoc reviewers and panel members provide extensive and detailed feedback on all facets of the proposal.  The depth and detail of the reviews may be due to Dr. Breckler’s innovative strategy for soliciting reviewers and conveying the importance of the responsibility and the value of their contributions.  The panel summaries provide clear and sufficient information on the strengths and weaknesses of the proposal.  

One concern is that the nominal categories of “high-low” priority fund versus “revise and resubmit” may not convey the true status and promise of the proposal.  In the past, the program director was able to write individually to applicants and provide detailed and useful feedback regarding the relative merit of their proposals as well as suggestions for improvement.   This process led to successful resubmissions.   

Recommendation:  We suggest that the program director(s) re-institute the practice of writing individually to applicants to provide detailed feedback.

Overall, the COV considers the quality and effectiveness of the merit review process to be outstanding.  

A2.  Questions concerning the implementation of the NSF Merit Review Criteria    


The individual reviews, both ad hoc and panel, are outstanding and address both merit review criteria.  The typical review is lengthy and detailed and is structured such that it addresses the intellectual merit and societal impact criteria independently.  Likewise the panel summaries address both criteria and this is further reflected in the review analyses (Form 7s).

A3.  Questions concerning the selection of reviewers


In all cases the number of reviewers was adequate and all were productive and knowledgeable scholars.  Dr. Breckler’s innovative procedures insure breadth and balance of reviews.  If a reviewer with particular expertise declines, the procedure serves to identify another scholar within the same domain of expertise.  

Dr. Breckler has instituted procedures, as noted above, that include reviewers at an early stage of their career, those at teaching institutions, and those who have not yet received grant awards.  Dr. Breckler has also actively sought young minority scholars and women for inclusion in the grant process.   

No conflicts of interest were apparent. 

Recommendation:  The COV recommends that systematic procedure be instituted to identify and track the efforts to achieve breadth and balance in the review process.    Demographic information could be requested from reviewers at the time of review, including race/ethnicity, gender, years since the Ph.D., and tenure status.   Recently NSF has taken steps to gather some of this demographic information, however these procedures are clearly ineffective.  Additionally, the COV recommends that the program director supplement this information with area of expertise and institution type.  This would provide clear documentation on the degree of balance and representation of NSF reviewers.

A4. Questions concerning the resulting portfolio of awards under review 


The overall quality of the science is extraordinarily high.  Social psychology continues to be a vibrant and vital discipline with a high level of social relevance.  Many new methods are being developed to look at themes of great relevance both to the NSF and society.  The portfolio of awards represents an excellent balance of men and women, junior and senior investigators, and those from majority and minority groups.  Regrettably, many meritorious proposals cannot be funded because of budget constraints.


Constraints of the budget require that many of the grants are small and of short duration.   We commend the use of small grants to support innovative and promising research, particularly among junior scholars.  This initiative by the social psychology program regarding small grants is particularly important in light of the NSF policy to support larger and longer grants.  It appears that Dr. Breckler has worked hard to achieve an appropriate mix of grants of different sizes and durations. 


Recommendation:  We suggest that the social psychology program continues to fund a rich mix of grants of different sizes and durations.


A number of high-risk SGER (small grants for exploratory research) proposals have been funded to address contemporary societal concerns and emerging trends within society.  For example, Dr. Roxanne Silver has launched a longitudinal investigation of coping with stress following the events of 9-11.  Using a web-based survey methodology, data were collected from a national sample of adults and adolescent-parent dyads to measure responses to stress.  This resulted in a publication in the Journal of the American Medical Association and led to the development of a successful full scale grant proposal.   Over the last several years there has been an emerging trend focused on understand the neuropsychological underpinnings of social phenomena.  For example, Gross and Gabrieli were awarded a SGER grant to study the neuropsychological correlates of self-regulatory mechanisms using fMRI and autonomic physiological recording.  A publication resulted from this research as well.


  A number of multi-disciplinary proposals have been funded, most notably conferences that have brought together an array of scholars from such varied disciplines as psychology, anthropology, history, law, and drama.  Examples include: a conference to support the fast growing field of social cognitive neuroscience (Lieberman) that included over 300 faculty and students from a wide range of disciplines including genetics, psychology, linguistics, economics, political science, and philosophy as well as a large percentage of international scholars; the social psychology of prejudice (Crandall); an interdisciplinary conference on the effect of race on visual attention and perception (Eberhardt).  As mentioned above, several small grant proposals and these conference proposals reflect strong support for innovation and cross-disciplinary investigation. 


Dr. Breckler has initiated the support of advanced training institutes in social psychology and three projects were funded during this cycle. One of these institutes is designed to offer advanced training for scholars in the use of the social relations model (Kenny), an innovative method for the study of individual, dyadic, and group phenomena.  Although the social relations model has been used in over 100 publications, the technical details of the model are not well known by psychologists and this institute will provide exposure to its conceptual and statistical advantages.  A second intensive training experience involves the use of immersive virtual technology as a methodological tool for social psychology (Blascovich).  Appropriate methodological, technology, software, and data collection training will enable participants to use state of the art immersive virtual technology to perform social psychological inquiry.   A third institute provides training in new methods and techniques for using the internet as a device for recruiting participants from different backgrounds and cultures (Birnbaum).


The program’s funding rate and diversity of PI’s were relatively stable over the three years covered by this review.  The overall success rate is 25%, with very comparable rates when PI’s are separately identified as new to the NSF (24%), female (30%), or minority (27%).   


The portfolio includes awards to EPSCoR states (Kansas, Arkansas, Alabama, North Dakota, Maine, New Mexico).  It also included awards to PI’s that work in primarily in undergraduate institutions (Barnard College, Ball State University, University of Southern Maine, University of North Carolina – Wilmington, and Northern Arizona University).  


The integration of research in education is a particular strength of the funded projects in the social psychology program.  As noted above, the Dweck, Aronson, and Jovanovich projects are especially noteworthy in that they bridge the gap between basic science and educational processes.  They address the national problem of underachievement among minority persons and women in fields requiring advanced training in mathematics and science.   In addition, one project (Levy) addresses the critical role stereotyping plays in the learning process among young children.  


An appropriate balance across disciplines and sub-disciplines is evident the awards.  The range of awards includes: social neuroscience; stereotyping and prejudice; close relationships; emotion; the social psychology of learning; the social psychology of decision making; distributive justice; culture and behavior; motivation; self and identity development; memory; and inter-group conflict.

As might be expected, social psychologists responded quickly to the terrorist attack and the temporally related anthrax threats.  The program received a number of SGER proposals, mainly during the fall of 2001 and early winter of 2002.  The social psychology program had one of the highest concentrations of SGER awards related to these events.  Some of these have been very high profile projects and, as noted above, one has already produced a prestigious publication in the Journal of the American Medical Association (Silver).   Some also relied on the latest technology for conducting rapid surveys on the Internet (Birnbaum).

In summary, it is clear that the quality of the projects and the balance of the portfolio is outstanding.  

A5. Management of the program under review


Dr. Breckler’s management of the social psychology program has been exemplary.  He has moved in the direction of a paper-less electronic approach to submission and review thereby making these processes more efficient.  As a program manager he has provided creative and innovative leadership for the social psychology program and has provided linkage to the broader scientific community.  An excellent example is Dr. Breckler’s leadership role in support of Learning Intelligence Systems that resulted in numerous awards to social and cognitive psychologists. Blascovich’s research on immersive virtual environments serves as an excellent example.  This research has broad applications across many disciplines including geography, management, and law.


Dr. Breckler has instrumentally supported a training institute for graduate students modeled after a similar approach used in Europe.  This approach brings together senior scholars and graduate students for intensive training in theory, methodology, and data analysis.  This initiative has generated a great deal of excitement among graduate student participants and meets a need to address emerging research and education trends within social psychology.  The EAESP European Conference will be offered in alternating years providing a forum for international dialogue every year. Another example of responsiveness to emerging research trends is the Human and Social Dynamics initiative.  This initiative seeks to better understand how people in organizations manage and adapt to cultural, economic, individual, political and social change.  


Recommendation:  We strongly support the effort to fund institutes, conferences, and workshops particularly those that foster international and interdisciplinary collaboration.  We recommend that additional funds be set aside for these purposes.


Dr. Breckler has used every available outlet to communicate funding opportunities and research initiatives to the social psychology community.  As an example, he frequently will post announcements on the Society for Personality and Social Psychology listserve that is read by the vast majority of social psychologists.  He also attends specialty conferences both to inform scholars of research funding opportunities and to encourage them to seek funding.


Dr. Breckler has done an extraordinary job sensing emerging research community interests and then connecting these to the priorities of the National Science Foundation.  A notable illustration is the emergence of social neuroscience and Dr. Breckler’s efforts to connect this interest to  the broader neuroscience initiatives.

B1 Results: Outputs and Outcomes of NSF Investments

Career awards provide an important vehicle for supporting new investigators in the discipline.  A notable example is the career award to Iyengar that resulted in the only FY01 PECASE award given in the social and behavioral sciences.  Notably, this was the second PECASE award won by a social psychologist.  Nalini Ambady was awarded a small grant that resulted in a successful career award that subsequently resulted in a PECASE award in FY98.  Both PECASE awards were under Dr. Breckler’s tenure and are the only PECASE awards ever granted to social psychologists.  These awards document his extraordinary commitment to support innovative young scholars and his ability to identify scholarship of the highest caliber.  It is noteworthy that both of these PECASE awards were won by women, both of whom are members of minority groups, and one of whom has a physical disability.


The NSF awards have contributed significantly to the development of human infrastructure at all levels.  For example, at the broadest level the social psychology program has supported the development and maintenance of the social psychology network directed by Scott Plous.   This network provides information to scholars worldwide with an interest in social psychological phenomena and serves as a “virtual college.”  It offers resources for high school students, undergraduates, graduate students and scholars in the identification of teaching materials and resources.   

There are several instances in which small grants awarded to scientists at an early stage of their career have produced very good long term benefits in that they were followed by successful full size grants based on follow-up proposals.  The effort to fund small incentive grants has continued during the period covered by this review, with seven junior investigators having received funding, many of whom have already re-submitted follow-up proposals.  This is a clear commitment to the development of human infrastructure.

B2  The awards from this funding cycle represent research within mainstream social psychology as well as projects that link to other areas of science.  For example, the program received proposals focusing on stereotyping and prejudice (Stangor), identity (Sellers),  emotion (Schmader), cultural psychology (Markus, Nisbett, Zajonc) close relationships (Collins, Rusbult, ), and social stigma (Aronson).  Additionally, awards linking to cognitive neuroscience (Harmon-Jones, Ambady), learning science (Dweck, Jovanovich) and decision sciences (Iyengar) were also made.  This shows that the awards reflect a rich diversity of topics, levels of analysis, methodologies, and populations.  This diversity and breadth of awards reflects the vitality of social psychology as well as interdisciplinary connections.   

B3  A number of new innovative tools have been produced by awards from this funding cycle.   For example, Feldman-Barrett has developed software that may be used with a palm pilot for event sampling of behavior in any naturalistic setting.  This permits researchers to measure behavior while placing minimal demands on the participant and makes longitudinal data collection feasible.   Support for the advanced training institute on the Social Relations Model (Kenny) will introduce scholar to this highly developed and refined statistical tool for the analysis of dyadic data.  This is an important advancement because it permits decomposition of data into individual and dyadic effects,  while simultaneously recognizing the inherent reciprocity of social behavior.  Similarly, the advanced training institute in virtual immersive environments (Blascovich) makes accessible state of the art research tools.


Also valuable to the discipline has been the dissemination of new tools and technologies at a summer institute held under the auspices of the Society for Personality and Social Psychology.   Topical areas for the workshops of this institute include: methods for assessing implicit social cognition, relationship processes, social neuroscience, social identity and intergroup relations, terror management theory and research, methods for assessing emotion, and mediation analysis. 

C1. Gaps within program areas or areas in need of improvement


There is a need for systematic documentation of efforts to improve the balance, breadth and scope of panel members and reviewers.  

C2 and C3. Program performance and meeting program performance and objectives


There are many more high quality fundable research proposals than can be accommodated given the current level of the program budget.  This is unfortunate because talented scientists are forced to look elsewhere for funding, or cannot conduct their research.  Budgetary constraints typically result in less funding than investigators feel is necessary, forcing them to limit the scope of their research.    

C4: The COV feels the Social Psychology Program has benefited greatly from having a permanent Director.  This provides continuity and a long-term perspective on emerging science within the discipline.

C5. The COV views the template as quite redundant.  Efforts to revise the template should focus on streamlining and reducing overlap.  
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PART A.   INTEGRITY AND EFFICIENCY OF THE PROGRAM’S PROCESSES AND MANAGEMENT
A.1  Questions about the quality and effectiveness of the program’s use of merit review procedures. Provide comments in the space below the question. Discuss areas of concern in the space provided.

	QUALITY AND EFFECTIVENESS OF MERIT REVIEW PROCEDURES
	YES, NO, 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE, or NOT APPLICABLE



	Is the review mechanism appropriate? (panels, ad hoc reviews, site visits)

Comments:

The use of both panel and ad hoc reviews fosters breadth and depth in the review process. The review process can be tailored to the content of specific proposals by soliciting input from experts in the field.  

Recommendation:

There is enormous variation from proposal to proposal on the number of outside reviewers who are solicited for reviews. In some cases, no outside reviewers are solicited; for others there is an extensive list of outside reviewers. We believe a more consistent process should be used.

Another point raised by our group was the absence of a review process for workshops. Workshops appear to be funded at the discretion of project officers without feedback/review from outsiders. The group suggested that one or two reviewers evaluate proposed workshops. The recommendations of reviewers might benefit the planning of workshops.
	Yes, but inconsistenly

	Is the review process efficient and effective?

Comments: The use of ad hoc reviewers is laudable and very important. However, their reviews are not always received in a timely manner, and sometimes not included in the Panel Summary. Consequently, the aim to include outsider expertise in the review process is inconsistent and not always integrated with panel reviews. 

Recommendation: 

NSF project officers should make a concerted effort to include at least one outside review in their panel summary and feedback to investigators. 

In cases where the content of the application is not well matched to expertise on the review Panel, at least two outside reviews should be solicited. Outside reviewers bring a specific level of expertise to the review process and are in a especially strong position to evaluate the merits of a proposal in their content area. 

We recommend that NSF identify a more effective procedure for soliciting outside reviews, ensuring that they are received in a timely manner, and included in Panel discussions and feedback to investigators.  


	Not always

	Are reviews consistent with priorities and criteria stated in the program’s solicitations, announcements, and guidelines?

Comments:

Reviewers consistently addressed the scientific mission of NSF by providing useful evaluations of the proposals’ scientific merit. Discussion of the social relevance or broader impacts of the proposed research projects were inconsistent at best, and often perfunctory. 

Recommendation:

Clarification is needed regarding the relative importance of the two criteria (scientific merit, broader impact) in evaluating proposals. This needs to be made particularly clear to panel members and external reviewers so that there is a uniform standard for the review of proposals and to potential applicants so that they give adequate attention to these criteria in their proposals.  
	Scientific Merit: YES

Broader Impacts: NO



	Do the individual reviews (either mail or panel) provide sufficient information for the principal investigator(s) to understand the basis for the reviewer’s recommendation?

Comments:

The feedback of the reviewers is clear and detailed enough so as to justify their recommendations.

Recommend: 

It was rare for a reviewer not to delineate the project’s limitations. However, in certain cases suggestions about how to improve the project would be welcome. This is particularly important for new investigators who would especially benefit from more detailed feedback. 


	Yes



	Do the panel summaries provide sufficient information for the principal investigator(s) to understand the basis for the panel recommendation?

Comments:

The panel summaries provide a useful overview of the main points of individual reviews. They succinctly enumerate the merits and limitations of the proposed research. It is also important that the panel summaries noted limitations in projects that were funded as well as those that were not funded. This feedback is important to investigators as they begin their projects.
	Yes

	Is the documentation for recommendations complete, and does the program officer provide sufficient information and justification for her/his recommendation?

Comments:

The program officer provided adequate summaries of the reviews. It was rare for the program officer’s summary to go beyond the reviewers’ comments, but this might be appropriate to the process. 

Recommendation:

It would be useful for the Program Officer to highlight the most significant problem(s) in declined applications, particularly to junior faculty and newer researchers. 


	Yes

	Is the time to decision appropriate?

Comments:

The time to decision, for the most part, fell within a 3-month period, although there are individual cases in which feedback to investigators was less than timely.


	YES

	Discuss issues identified by the COV concerning the quality and effectiveness of the program’s use of merit review procedures:

See above.




A.2  Questions concerning the implementation of the NSF Merit Review Criteria (intellectual merit and broader impacts) by reviewers and program officers. Provide comments in the space below the question. Discuss issues or concerns in the space provided.
	IMPLEMENTATION OF NSF MERIT REVIEW CRITERIA
	YES, NO, 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE, or NOT APPLICABLE



	Have the individual reviews (either mail or panel) addressed whether the proposal contributes to both merit review criteria?

Comments:

Reviewers all addressed the scientific merit of the work.  In contrast, whether and how “broader impacts” is considered in the determination of awards is unclear.

In the case of the CRI the criteria for Centers were clearly articulated in the RFP. However, the reviewers and panel summaries did not always address these specific criteria in their reviews of Center proposals. 

Recommendation: 

Project officers should clarify the priorities of funding initiatives to panel reviewers to ensure that the review process addresses the relevant criteria. Clarification on the relative importance of the criterion of broader impacts is needed. This would help both reviewers and those submitting proposals.

	Scientific: YES

Broader Impacts:NO 



	Have the panel summary reviews addressed whether the proposal contributes to both merit review criteria?

Comments:

Panel summaries underscore scientific merit, but do not address broader impacts at the same level of detail.


	

	Have the review analyses (Form 7s) addressed whether the proposal contributes to both merit review criteria?

Comments:

The Form 7s do a much better job at delineating both the scientific

merit of the proposal as well as its broader impacts. They generally contain a balance of the two priorities. However, the scientific merit of a proposal appears to be the overriding factor in determining whether a proposal was funded.
	Yes



	Discuss any issues or concerns the COV has identified with respect to NSF’s merit review system.

There were not always 3 reviews available. In some instances only 2 reviews were available. This sometimes occurred because the Panel Summary or Program Officer’s evaluation served as a third review. Outside experts’ reviews were occasionally late, and were thereby not accommodated in the process of determining awards. In the future, there should be at least 3 reviews, with one being from an outside expert. The timeliness of outside reviews is important (See above). 

Again, it was not clear to what extent the priority of broader impacts fed into the merit determination.




A.3  Questions concerning the selection of reviewers. Provide comments in the space below the question. Discuss areas of concern in the space provided.
	Selection of Reviewers
	YES , NO,

DATA NOT AVAILABLE,

or NOT APPLICABLE



	Did the program make use of an adequate number of reviewers for a balanced review? 

Comments:

See comments above. There were sometimes only 2 reviews available, and outside reviews were often requested but sometimes not included in final determinations of awards.


	Not always

	Did the program make use of reviewers having appropriate expertise and/or qualifications? 

Comments:

In general, members of the review panel are experts in fields/disciplines relevant to Development and Learning and are recognized scholars. However, their expertise might not always be specific to the areas covered in a given proposal. For this reason, outside reviewers could add to the knowledge expertise of the panel. However, these outside reviews were occasionally not included in Panel summaries.

Recommendation:

Be sure to include outside reviewers in the process, given their expertise in specific areas.
	Yes



	Did the program make appropriate use of reviewers to reflect balance among characteristics such as geography, type of institution, and underrepresented groups?

Comments:

It is apparent that NSF is making a concerted effort to identify reviewers from different geographic locations and underrepresented groups. NSF has also attempted to include different institutions in the review process, including faculty from traditionally black colleges.


	Yes

	Did the program recognize and resolve conflicts of interest when appropriate?

Comments:

There is very careful attention to conflicts of interest. Reviewers who have a conflict recuse themselves from the review process. NSF informs reviewers of issues surrounding COI.
	Yes. 

	Discuss any concerns identified that are relevant to selection of reviewers.

None.


A.4  Questions concerning the resulting portfolio of awards under review.  Provide comments in the space below the question. Discuss areas of concern in the space provided.
	RESULTING PORTFOLIO OF AWARDS
	APPROPRIATE,

NOT APPROPRIATE, 

OR DATA NOT AVAILABLE



	Overall quality of the research and/or education projects supported by the program.

Comments:

The quality of the funded projects is excellent. Researchers are top scholars in the field, or those who display great promise. All of the proposals address timely, cutting-edge scientific issues.   


	Excellent

	Are awards appropriate in size and duration for the scope of the projects?

Comments:

There is a clear attempt by NSF to match funding levels to project scope and duration. However, the modest sizes of NSF awards constrain what is scientifically feasible. Increasing interest to study diverse populations and to foster multi-disciplinary collaborations and the use of multiple methods poses a challenge to researchers who must operate within modest funding awards. 
	Yes, but funding is sometimes modest in size.

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of: 

· High Risk Proposals?  

Comments:

The group found the awarded projects to be scientifically rigorous.  Of the sampling of proposals we reviewed, we did not find any that were high risk. It is unclear how high-risk proposals would survive the scientific review process.  

Recommendation:

Therefore, funding mechanisms should be developed to ensure support of a small number of high-risk proposals; pilot funds might be made available for such initiatives. 

 
	Not sure.

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Multidisciplinary Proposals?

Comments:  


The portfolio is very strong in representing multidisciplinary research. The CRI in particular has multidisciplinary collaboration at the heart of its mission, and the projects funded under this initiative clearly respond to this call. The portfolio of DLS includes ethnographies, observational methods, and laboratory based experimental procedures. Projects funded by DLS draw upon scholars from different disciplines, and largely include multi-methods.

The DLS panel jointly reviewed a number of proposals with other NSF panels, underscoring its multidisciplinary emphasis. These include: Cultural Anthropology, Economics, Geography and Regional Science, Human Cognition and Perception, Linguistics, Law and Social Science, Learning and Education, Sociology, and Social Psychology.

	Yes

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Innovative Proposals?

Comments:

We applaud NSF’s commitment to innovative research and their enhanced funding for multidisciplinary research. The Planning grant mechanism that had been a part of the CRI permitted researchers to develop and pilot innovative ideas, and the CRI exemplifies an innovative initiative. The Learning and Development portfolio contains an impressive number of new investigators, which suggests that NSF is reaching out to a broad span of researchers. This will increase the likelihood of innovative research. There were a handful of proposals that were innovative; however, like for high-risk projects the scientific review process makes it a challenge for innovative projects to be funded. 

Recommendations: 

Develop “think-tank” type workshops at which researchers and NSF program directors would brainstorm about cutting edge ideas. These meetings might be held in conjunction with conferences such as SRCD so as to minimize cost and maximize participation by researchers in the field. Find ways to network with other foundations, governmental agencies, National Research Council, and National Academy of Sciences. This would be extremely valuable to the development of partnerships and identifying and encouraging innovative research. 


	Yes.

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Funding for centers, groups and awards to individuals?

Comments:

At present, there is a reasonable balance of funding for Centers, Groups and Individual awards.  

Recommendation:

The recommendation is that at least half of the DLS budget in any given year be allocated to individual research projects. 


	Yes.

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Awards to new investigators?

Comments:

There are plenty of new investigators. However (perhaps appropriately) the Center awards are largely given to established investigators.


	Yes.

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Geographical distribution of Principal Investigators?

Comments:

The present funding portfolio of DLS includes about 25 states, and there is a good geographical distribution. 


	Yes.

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Institutional types?

Comments:

As expected, the large research institutions receive the majority of DLS funding. There were instances in which funding was provided to investigators from historically black institutions. There is also an important funding mechanism for supporting faculty from smaller institutions who collaborate with research universities.


	Yes.

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Projects that integrate research and education?

Comments:

The dual emphases of research and education were evident in all proposals. However, research was always highlighted and the educational mission sometimes got lost. Educational opportunities for graduate and undergraduate students to actively participate in research was apparent across virtually all projects. With respect to training opportunities and dissemination (educational outreach), the CRI center proposals articulated both their research and educational missions. However, the educational mission was not spelled out in most other proposals.   


	Somewhat

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance:

· Across disciplines and subdisciplines of the activity and of emerging opportunities?
Comments:

There was a respectable balance across sub-disciplines of the field. 


	Yes.

	Does the program portfolio have appropriate participation of underrepresented groups?

Comments:

Underrepresented groups are included in many of the study populations. With respect to investigators, half of awardees are women and between 40% and 80% were new investigators. Across a three-year period, 40%, 6%, and 7% of awardees were minorities. The acceptance rates for minority funding was roughly proportionate to that of non-minorities. The group commends NSF’s outreach to minority investigators, and recognizes the unique funding opportunities for minority doctoral students.

Recommendation:

We encourage NSF to promote the minority investigator mechanism; current awardees should continue to be encouraged to apply for these funds. We commend Peg Barratt for actively promoting this initiative.


	Yes.

	Is the program relevant to national priorities, agency mission, relevant fields and other customer needs? Include citations of relevant external reports.

Comments:

The projects that have been funded address issues that are highly relevant to national priorities, the agency’s mission, and to research priorities within the subdisciplines of Learning and Development. Relevant national reports include “How People Learn”, “No Child Left Behind”, and “Neurons to Neighborhoods”.


	Yes.

	Discuss any concerns identified that are relevant to the quality of the projects or the balance of the portfolio.

The developmental period of adolescence appears to be underrepresented when compared to early childhood. 


A.5  Management of the program under review.  Please comment on:
	Management of the program.

Comments:

In light of the frequent changes of program directors within NSF during the past two years, as well as changing funding priorities, there has been remarkable continuity in the flow and handling of applications over the past two years. There has been recent integration of Centers into the DLS portfolio, and these have been smoothly incorporated into DLS’s mission. Peg Barratt has done an excellent job transitioning into DLS as new project director. The management of Fastlane is impressive. Fastlane expedites the process of proposal submission and review.

Recommendations: 

NSF has a system of rotating program directors; these directors are well-reputed scholars who bring their research expertise to NSF for a period of 1 to 4 years.  The DLS committee expressed concern that the program director had to deal with such mundane tasks as searching for the e-mail addresses of potential reviewers, when time could be better spent promoting the priorities of DLS.

Given the structure of rotating program directors, the group suggests that NSF:  

· Create a solid infrastructure for enhancing the review process. We encourage the development of a database of potential reviewers, with areas of expertise and current contact information listed in a searchable format. This would assist in the identification of reviewers and promote timeliness in the external review process. Possibly establish a relatively informal advisory group, which would help to solicit high quality proposals and ideas and assist in identifying expert reviewers. 

· Hire a staff member (e.g., Science Assistant) who is highly qualified (M.A. level) to assist with administrative needs of DLS. This person would help maintain continuity and ensure that transitions between project directors are minimally disruptive.

· Improve orientation of new program officers so that they might make a quicker transition into the position, and so that the learning curve is quicker. Training on the use of different computer systems of NSF should be part of the transition. 

· Encourage and support program directors to establish contacts in the field; program directors should be encouraged to travel to conferences and visit smaller institutions.



	Responsiveness of the program to emerging research and education trends.

Comments:

DLS has been very responsive to educational trends and the national priority of “Leaving no Child Behind”. The response to these educational priorities is evidenced in DLS’s strong portfolio in the areas of early learning, emergent numeracy and literacy.


	Program planning and prioritization process (internal and external) that guided the development of the portfolio under review.

Recommendation:   

To our knowledge limited planning has taken place over the past three years in terms of prioritizing goals for future portfolios. The group suggests that this is an opportune time to initiate new planning.

The timing of when NSF clusters find out about how much funds they have from congress makes it difficult to prioritize and plan in advance. Sometimes, strong proposals and newer initiatives are held in abeyance as project officers await budgetary information. Congressional earmarks for funds also constrain planning and prioritization.



	Discuss any concerns identified that are relevant to the management of the program.

The group expressed concern about the rapidly changing descriptions of program initiatives. These unfold over a relatively short time span, making the program’s priorities confusing to potential applicants (and possibly to reviewers as well). It also poses a challenge to program management, which is working with a moving target. 

Additionally, in order to continually encourage innovative projects, it is critical that a substantial proportion of the overall DLS budget is available to these new projects each year. 




PART B.  RESULTS :   OUTPUTS AND OUTCOMES OF NSF INVESTMENTS
	B.1 NSF OUTCOME GOAL for PEOPLE: Developing  “a diverse, internationally competitive and globally engaged workforce of scientists, engineers, and well-prepared citizens.”

Comments:

A review of the interim and final reports indicates that the projects funded by NSF are successfully achieving the Goal for People in three areas: Training of students, faculty development, and outreach to educational settings and communities.

Virtually all of the funded projects provided research opportunities and training to undergraduates and graduate students. One example is Award # 9907804 (PI Maehr), which involved 30 undergraduate and graduate students on their project. Their fifteen undergraduate students worked on the research study for course credit and/or research experience. Some institutions stood out as offering special opportunities to minority students. As an example, Hampton University (#0127711; PI James Victor), a historically black college, supported a total of six minority graduate and undergraduate students. Four of the students are COR scholars. Award #0125486 (PI Fargaszy) has a formal connection with students at Spellman in Atlanta where they provide training in areas such as biomechanics.  

Several of the projects noted the opportunity they provided for junior faculty to develop research expertise and scholarship. Examples of projects that include junior faculty are #0126475 (PI Cox), in which junior faculty participate in their Carolina consortium colloquium series, and #0214548 (PI  Schwartz), in which a junior faculty member is developing interest and expertise in child development and education settings through the NSF grant.

Several of the projects are engaged in outreach and training to educational settings and the community at large. Award  #0094814 (PI Scott Johnson) has created a website (babylab.psych.cornell.edu) that offers information about what is being learned about babies. Award #0217466 (PI  Kathy Johnson) disseminates information about the development of preschool children’s interest in science and the role of science experiences in later schooling.  Award #0111811  (PI Anderson) has appeared on the NPR radio program The Infant and Mind and was featured in a cover story of Newsweek, in which the NSF funded research was featured. Award #0111829 (PI Baroody) presented an all day in-service workshop to 16 school districts in the Boston area on the topic of arithmetic concepts for preschool aged children. They also presented their work at the National Council of supervisors of mathematics in Las Vegas. Award #0126157 (Pettit) has presented a workshop entitled Research Careers in Developmental and Human Sciences: Enhancing diversity through mentoring and collaboration. Award #0096129 (PI Rittle-Johnson) has presented research findings to middle school mathematics teachers as part of workshops on professional development.

	B.2 NSF OUTCOME GOAL for IDEAS:  Enabling “discovery across the frontier of science and engineering, connected to learning, innovation, and service to society.”

Comments:

The projects funded by NSF exemplify scientific discovery connected to learning. Research findings are published in a wide variety of journals and presented at National and International societies.  As examples, the research of PI Gopnik (Award #0132487) makes important theoretical advances in understanding causal learning in young children. Her work in this area is in press in Psychological Review. PI Greenfield (Award #2520000) and her colleagues will hold an international workshop (June 2003) at which they will advance a new paradigm for developmental psychology on pathways to cultural learning. The product of the conference will be a book that places ethnocultural diversity at the heart of developmental theories. They have also published an article in the Annual Review of Psychology. PI Scott Johnson (Award #0094814) lists over a dozen conference presentations and over a dozen publications (including Child Development, Cognition, and Cognitive Psychology) in the areas of infant perception, learning and attention, many of which are rooted in the NSF funding. The research findings of PI Klahr (Award #0132315) focuses on the thinking processes of young children in relation to their learning science in elementary schools. His work suggest there be a reconsideration of current tendencies in science education, particularly regarding younger children who may require structured experience in scientific principles if they are to master certain scientific concepts. PI  Anderson’s research advances an understanding of television’s effects on young children, by distinguishing foreground from background t.v. experiences. The work on the adverse effects of background media on preschool behavior has been published in Journal of Communication and Zero to Three. 



	B.3 OUTCOME GOAL for TOOLS: Providing “broadly accessible, state-of-the-art and shared research and education tools.”

Comments:

Projects funded by DLS have generated a number of new instruments & methodologies.

As an example, PI Scott Johnson (Award #0094814) has made feasible new technologies for recording eye movements in infants.  




PART C.  OTHER TOPICS

C.1  Please comment on any program areas in need of improvement or gaps (if any) within program areas.

Projects using laboratory methods and experimental designs are more often funded. There is concern that the review process might not be conducive to funding science that addresses broader, more complex questions, which do not readily lend themselves to laboratory-based or experimental research.
There is relatively less emphasis in the area of adolescence. There are a number of major questions that need to be addressed in developing productive citizens and strong learners. There is much exciting work in the field of adolescence, which is not reflected in the DLS portfolio.

Recommendations: 

Outreach to adolescent researchers; attend conferences such as SRA.

There should be a greater balance of ecological research that is conducted in more naturalistic, developmental settings (e.g., family, schools, communities) and laboratory and experimental and laboratory based research.  

We also recommend NSF sponsored workshops, which would address the design of rigorous ecological studies. An issue to discuss at these workshops is the design of studies within the constraints of NSF budgets, as ecological research is more expensive and time consuming than are laboratory-based studies. This is due to the recognized need of studying developmental processes within multiple settings, such as families, schools, and communities.

Given the expense of ecological studies, it also might behoove NSF to consider funding a small number of well-designed, theoretically grounded studies that are based on secondary data analysis. These studies would be relatively inexpensive and would draw the growing number of national longitudinal data sets that contain large, ethnically diverse, nationally representative samples.

C.2  Please provide comments as appropriate on the program’s performance in meeting program-specific goals and objectives that are not covered by the above questions.

The projects that are funded dovetail with the program-specific goals and objectives. The funded projects encompass a broad range of topics on children’s learning in formal and informal settings, including knowledge transfer, motivation, math and science achievement, emergent numeracy and literacy, and the influences of schools, families peers, and communities on learning and development. There is an important growing emphasis on culture. Research methods are also varied- including multidisciplinary collaborations that include multi-method, longitudinal and microgenetic approaches.

C.3  Please identify agency-wide issues that should be addressed by NSF to help improve the program's performance.
Recommendations:

Given that there is a rotating system for program directors, there is need to establish an infrastructure of administrative support that would ensure continuity across directors. We recommend that a position be established at the M.A. level for an administrative assistant to each program director. These Science Assistants should be knowledgeable of the NSF databases and software, and could train incoming directors on these systems. Science Assistants would be responsible for maintaining a database of reviewers and continually updating the database with new reviewers with different areas of expertise. They could help manage the tracking process of external reviews (e.g., reminding reviewers of deadlines), thereby ensuring that external reviews are available to standing panels.

In addition to providing support to a more efficient review process, the Science Assistant would be responsible for ensuring that interim and final reports of funded projects are obtained in a timely manner. This would enhance record keeping of the DLS portfolio. It is critical that the Science Assistant institute a process for contacting former grantees so as to update NSF’s records on the research findings, products and training opportunities that resulted from funded projects. 

Science Assistants would enable project officers to devote their time to higher priority issues, such as providing leadership, developing a vision, encouraging new researchers to apply for funding, working with applicants, scanning the field for innovative, cutting-edge research trends and forging national and international collaborations and liaisons. 

C.4  Please provide comments on any other issues the COV feels are relevant.

The group noted that NSF’s documentation of project outputs and outcomes could be enhanced. Investigators of projects that have been completed within the past five years should be contacted annually and asked to provide updated information on publications, presentations, tools, and educational opportunities and outreach that resulted from their projects.

C.5  NSF would appreciate your comments on how to improve the COV review process, format and report template.

The DLS felt that Peg Barratt was especially helpful prior to the COV review process. She provided our group with a document (March 11, 2003) that summarized the recent history of DLS, overviewed major initiatives and products of DLS, and provided key statistics on 3 years of awards. These advance summaries from Project Directors should be a part of future reviews.  

The committee of visitors should receive more directions about how to proceed once they break into small groups. This might include sharing effective strategies from past COV members. COV groups might be told from the start that they need to directly fill out the template on laptops, and the template should be available on floppy disks for printing. Recommendations about the length of responses would be useful. 

It would be helpful to receive as many materials beforehand as possible, including the report of the prior COV and statistics relevant to specific questions (e.g., minorities funded; # funded projects that are cross-disciplinary, etc.).

The DLS committee found the listing of nuggets to be perfunctory. In the future, it would be useful for the COV to receive a listing of “nuggets” and be asked to evaluate their significance. We saw our function as being evaluative, rather than being to generate the list of accomplishments associated with each project. The Science Assistant could be responsible for maintaining records on the outputs of each project and collating this information for the next COV.

LINGUISTICS

 NSF COMMITTEES OF VISITORS (COVs)

FY 2003 

	Date of COV  March 19 – 21, 2003

	Program/Cluster:
Linguistics/Cognitive, Psychological and Language Sciences


	Division:  Behavioral and Cognitive Sciences

	Directorate:
Social, Behavioral and Economic Sciences


	Number of actions reviewed by COV:  Awards: 28      Declinations: 12    Other:

	Total number of actions within Program/Cluster/Division during period being reviewed by COV:        Awards: 267          Declinations:    376      Other: 32

	Manner in which reviewed actions were selected: By Program Director




PART A.   INTEGRITY AND EFFICIENCY OF THE PROGRAM’S PROCESSES AND MANAGEMENT
A.1  Questions about the quality and effectiveness of the program’s use of merit review procedures. Provide comments in the space below the question. Discuss areas of concern in the space provided.

	QUALITY AND EFFECTIVENESS OF MERIT REVIEW PROCEDURES
	YES, NO, 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE, or NOT APPLICABLE



	Is the review mechanism appropriate? (panels, ad hoc reviews, site visits)

Comments: COV believes that both ad hoc reviews and panels are being used appropriately


	yes

	Is the review process efficient and effective?

Comments: The review process is effective and during the period under review the effectiveness increased. COV found evidence that the ad hoc reviews and the panel summaries were more detailed and analytic in 2002 than in the previous two years. COV has no insight into why the ad hoc reviews improved, but the improvement in the panel summaries clearly resulted from the efforts of the Program Director.  In the panel summaries, the comments were clear and constructive, making it easier for the PI to revise and improve a proposal for resubmission.

COV notes that there has been a regrettable decrease in the response (return) rate on the part of ad hoc reviewers. This is discussed further in part C.

	yes

	Are reviews consistent with priorities and criteria stated in the program’s solicitations, announcements, and guidelines?

Comments: Under the current Program Director, panels more consistently addressed both the criterion of intellectual merit and the criterion of broader impact.  The extent to which ad hoc reviews addressed both criteria was more variable.

	yes

	Do the individual reviews (either mail or panel) provide sufficient information for the principal investigator(s) to understand the basis for the reviewer’s recommendation?

Comments: Ad hoc reviews were variable in their level of explicitness.

RECOMMENDATION: COV recommends that the Linguistics Program provide sample reviews on its website to help potential reviewers understand the kind of commentary that is most helpful to NSF.


	yes

	Do the panel summaries provide sufficient information for the principal investigator(s) to understand the basis for the panel recommendation?

Comments: Under the current Program Director the panel summaries have become more detailed and analytic. They became closer in style and content to the F7.  COV found this to be an improvement, because it revealed to the P.I. more of what informed the funding decision.

For example, the panel summary for a specific proposal crystallizes the problems with the proposal in a single observation: If the project is to be a test of the interview task, then the evaluation metric has to be made explicit. 
	yes

	Is the documentation for recommendations complete, and does the program officer provide sufficient information and justification for her/his recommendation?

Comments: The current Program Director in particular increased the volume of information in the documentation supporting recommendations and made it more explicit. In unclear cases the Program Director supplemented the documentation by inviting the PI to clarify issues raised in the ad hoc and panel reviews. Some P.I.s responded at length and, in so doing, greatly strengthened the case for funding.
For example, in one case, both the ad hoc reviews and the panel reviews raised questions about aspects of the project that were clarified and resolved through e-mail correspondence between the P.I. and the Program Director.  


	yes

	Is the time to decision appropriate?

Comments: The current Program Director sends proposals out quickly for review, an action that gives ad hoc reviewers more time to complete their task. She also enforces submission deadlines more strictly.

	yes

	Discuss issues identified by the COV concerning the quality and effectiveness of the program’s use of merit review procedures:

COV notes a dismaying increase in the decline rate and the non-response rate from ad hoc reviewers contacted by the Linguistics Program. This leads to fewer active reviewers in the pool and potentially fewer ad hoc reviews per proposal. One contributing factor is that scholars have too many demands on their time.  But another contributing factor, COV suspects, is NSF’s standard solicitation letter for ad hoc reviews.  This is addressed further in part C.



A.2  Questions concerning the implementation of the NSF Merit Review Criteria (intellectual merit and broader impacts) by reviewers and program officers. Provide comments in the space below the question. Discuss issues or concerns in the space provided.
	IMPLEMENTATION OF NSF MERIT REVIEW CRITERIA
	YES, NO, 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE, or NOT APPLICABLE



	Have the individual reviews (either mail or panel) addressed whether the proposal contributes to both merit review criteria?

Comments: The answer to this question depends on the extent to which the project proposal addresses both criteria successfully. COV has observed over the review period that individual ad hoc reviews paid increasing attention to the criterion of broader impact, as did the panel reviews.  However, proposers and ad hoc reviewers outside the panel still need to be educated further as to what constitutes broader impact. In response to the criterion of intellectual merit, COV has observed in a few cases that ad hoc reviewers outside the panel might have defined intellectual merit too narrowly, for instance equating it with theoretical contribution.  In such cases, the panel summary has served as a useful corrective.


	yes

	Have the panel summary reviews addressed whether the proposal contributes to both merit review criteria?

Comments: Under the current Program Director there has been a marked increase in information in the panel summaries addressing both criteria.


	yes

	Have the review analyses (Form 7s) addressed whether the proposal contributes to both merit review criteria?

Comments: Under the current Program Director there has been a marked increase in information in the F7s addressing both criteria.
	yes

	Discuss any issues or concerns the COV has identified with respect to NSF’s merit review system.

COV believes proposers and ad hoc reviewers could be educated further as to the real intent of the criteria. 



A.3  Questions concerning the selection of reviewers. Provide comments in the space below the question. Discuss areas of concern in the space provided.

	Selection of Reviewers
	YES , NO,

DATA NOT AVAILABLE,

or NOT APPLICABLE



	Did the program make use of an adequate number of reviewers for a balanced review? 

Comments: Due to the high rate of declinations and non-responses, the number of ad hoc reviews was variable and sometimes too small.  Clearly, a declination based on 8 ad hoc reviews is more firmly grounded than one based on 3.  COV found jackets of both types in the 2002 sample.  No easy solution to this problem emerged from COV’s discussion.  There is a fundamental conflict between the need to review in a timely fashion and the need for the funding decision to be supported by ad hoc reviews that draw widely from the scholarly community.  l
	sometimes

	Did the program make use of reviewers having appropriate expertise and/or qualifications? 

Comments: Thanks to the reviewer database set up by former permanent Program Director Paul Chapin and expanded by two rotators during the period under review, the Linguistics Program is able to easily identify ad hoc reviewers with appropriate expertise.


	yes

	Did the program make appropriate use of reviewers to reflect balance among characteristics such as geography, type of institution, and underrepresented groups?

Comments: NSF did not provide COV with the information to answer this question.


	Data not available

	Did the program recognize and resolve conflicts of interest when appropriate?

Comments:  


	yes

	Discuss any concerns identified that are relevant to selection of reviewers.

The linguistics database of reviewers set up by previous Program Director Paul Chapin is a great tool for getting a broad representation of ad hoc reviewers. Now that the Program Director’s position rotates and the rotator might not have wide ranging knowledge of scholars in the field, the database is indispensable. 

RECOMMENDATION:  COV recommends that resources be made available for updating the database to include new linguists and to make changes in existing entries, for instance, in areas of specialization.




A.4  Questions concerning the resulting portfolio of awards under review.  Provide comments in the space below the question. Discuss areas of concern in the space provided.
	RESULTING PORTFOLIO OF AWARDS
	APPROPRIATE,

NOT APPROPRIATE, 

OR DATA NOT AVAILABLE



	Overall quality of the research and/or education projects supported by the program.

Comments: COV finds the quality of the funded research to be very high and the questions and techniques used to be well-grounded.  


	Appropriate

	Are awards appropriate in size and duration for the scope of the projects?

Comments: Given the relatively small size of the Linguistics Program’s budget, the size of the awards made in Linguistics is by necessity smaller than in some other NSF programs. COV believes that the Program Directors in the period under review have struck a very good balance between budget size and number of proposals funded.


	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of: 

· High Risk Proposals?  

Comments: Given the small budget of the Linguistics Program and the lack of alternative funding sources in many subfields of Linguistics there is a good balance between low and high risk proposals. COV observed that high risk proposals were generally awarded small budgets. For example dissertation grants are often high risk because of the relative inexperience of the PI (grant 0134767, Scollon). Among the more generously funded high risk proposals are some involving communities conducting research on endangered languages. Because of the importance of this kind of grant to the goals of broad community impact and dissemination of tools and information, we think that funding this research is appropriate, even when it is high risk.

COV would also encourage the continued use of SGERs for high risk projects.

	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Multidisciplinary Proposals?

Comments:  COV is pleased to note an increase in funding for multidisciplinary research over the period under review.


	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Innovative Proposals?

Comments: COV found that the review process encourages innovation but only insofar as the panel and ad hoc reviewers recognize and approve of it. Different members of the COV had different views of the merit of this situation. But all members agree that with a larger program budget it would be possible and even desirable for Linguistics to fund a greater number of innovative, high risk, proposals. On the other hand, COV found that proposals deemed solid but not exciting by the panel and ad hoc reviewers generally were not funded in the period under review.


	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Funding for centers, groups and awards to individuals?

Comments: Given the size of the Linguistics Program’s budget, the weight towards awards to individuals is appropriate. COV approves of the practice of funding conferences and workshops, in part because there is a relatively large impact on the field of Linguistics for a small expenditure.

	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Awards to new investigators?

Comments: COV notes with approval the continued support of dissertation research.  Such awards encourage the next generation of linguists and serves to bring them into the funding pipeline.

COV observed that some promising young PI’s who had submitted proposals in the review period were not funded because the methodologies of their projects were poorly conceived and/or the project budget was unrealistically high. This situation points to a need for educating and mentoring young investigators in grant preparation. 

RECOMMENDATION: COV recommends that the NSF Linguistics Program collaborate with the Linguistic Society of America to educate and mentor young investigators.

	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Geographical distribution of Principal Investigators?

Comments:


	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Institutional types?

Comments:


	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Projects that integrate research and education?

Comments: While the balance of Linguistics awards integrating research and education is appropriate given the proposal pool, COV found that many of the projects (funded or not) could have addressed the criterion of broader impact by integrating an educational component into the proposal.

	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance:

· Across disciplines and subdisciplines of the activity and of emerging opportunities?
Comments: Increasingly


	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have appropriate participation of underrepresented groups?

Comments: While the proportion of awards to members of underrepresented groups is appropriate given the proposal pool, the rather low participation of underrepresented groups reflects a more general problem within the field of Linguistics.


	Appropriate

	Is the program relevant to national priorities, agency mission, relevant fields and other customer needs? Include citations of relevant external reports.

Comments: 


	Appropriate

	Discuss any concerns identified that are relevant to the quality of the projects or the balance of the portfolio.

COV believes that the small size of the Linguistics Program budget places severe limits on its ability to fund worthy projects, especially projects with larger budgets and high-risk projects. Furthermore, it constraints the program’s ability to respond to emerging needs (new technology, innovations in the field, national security needs, etc.). For example, there is a current need to fund research on languages of South Asia; however, to encourage significant research in this area would require a large capital outlay that could well decrease or eliminate the funding to other types of projects.




A.5  Management of the program under review.  Please comment on:
	Management of the program.

Comments: There have been two rotating Program Directors in Linguistics for the review period – Cathy Ball and Cecile McKee.  Both Ball and McKee strove to make improvements in program management: They worked hard to reduce the mortgage (i.e., the percentage of incrementally funded grants) and to increase dissertation improvement awards. Under the current Program Director, Cecile McKee, the amount of information conveyed to the PI and the panel has increased significantly. The panel summaries and other documentation including e-mail correspondence with the P.I. reveal McKee’s interest in educating the PI about NSF criteria, funding, and guidelines. COV applauds this devotion to education and encourages future Program Directors to be similarly proactive.



	Responsiveness of the program to emerging research and education trends.

Comments: The current Program Director has increased the program’s responsiveness to emerging needs and trends in research and education both at the level of individual projects and at the level of longer term priorities of the Linguistics Program. For example the Linguistics Program now recognizes computational linguistics as an important subfield and routinely funds projects with computational components. The program now routinely funds projects on a wide range of minority languages and dialects. The current Program Director has been proactive in encouraging the panel to plan and develop long range initiatives. The Terascale linguistics initiative and the Endangered Languages initiative began in panel discussions and are now being pursued by the Linguistics Program in collaboration with other NSF programs and other funding agencies.

The COV found that the current Program Director’s efforts to address educational trends are commendable; however, much remains to be done within the field of linguistics in general to encourage investigators to consider how educational trends could be addressed in their proposals. 

RECOMMENDATION: COV encourages the Program Director to continue educating proposers and reviewers on the criterion of broader impact and, more specifically, on how education fits within it.



	Program planning and prioritization process (internal and external) that guided the development of the portfolio under review.

Comments: The Linguistics Program has operated with six subfields established by Paul Chapin – Sociolinguistics, Descriptive and Historical Linguistics, Phonology/Phonetics, Other Formal Linguistics, Language Acquisition, and Psycholinguistics.  The current Program Director has added a seventh subfield -- Computational Linguistics. COV approves of this move, as well as of her efforts to have proposals co-reviewed by other SBE programs and programs in other Directorates. 

During the review period, funding for research on endangered languages has continued to be a high priority and COV finds this appropriate.  However, the current Program Director has suggested to COV that research on endangered languages could eventually be funded by a broader consortium involving other programs and agencies and COV approves of this possible development. 


	Discuss any concerns identified that are relevant to the management of the program.

With over 200 actions on proposals in each fiscal year in the period under review, the workload in the Linguistics Program is simply too much for a single Program Director, especially a rotating Program Director.  COV is deeply concerned about the adverse consequences of this situation for the long-range health of the Linguistics Program.

A second issue is whether the Program Director should be a rotator or permanent.  When there is only one Director and s/he is a rotator, the steep learning curve can cause programmatic discontinuities and temporary lack of effectiveness.  When there is only one Director and s/he is career staff, s/he faces a potential lack of connection to the research process and distance from the problems that a P.I. can face in the granting process.

RECOMMENDATION: COV recommends in the strongest possible terms that the number of staff in the Linguistics Program be increased to two persons, one rotator and one career.  With two Directors, one would be freed to devote more effort to the review process, thereby helping to maintain its integrity, and to devote more time to outreach and education.




PART B.  RESULTS :   OUTPUTS AND OUTCOMES OF NSF INVESTMENTS

	B.1 NSF OUTCOME GOAL for PEOPLE: Developing  “a diverse, internationally competitive and globally engaged workforce of scientists, engineers, and well-prepared citizens.”

In 2000-2002 the Linguistics Program funded research by top scholars from a diverse range of backgrounds. Some of the funded research involves the training of students from underrepresented groups – the next generation of scientists.

0001669 Dayal, Rutgers

Dayal, a native speaker of Hindi, will study the meanings of nouns without articles in English and three languages that are critical to national security: Korean, Hebrew, and Hindi.

0216791 Emmorey, Salk 

Emmory’s psycholinguistic research on eye gaze during the perception and production of ASL involves Deaf students.

9983630 Saffran, U of Wisconsin, Madison 

Saffan’s Career Award for statistical learning mechanisms in language acquisition won the PECASE.

0004133 Ottheguy, CUNY 

Ottheguy and Zentella, Hispanic linguists in New York City, will train Hispanic graduate students to study and compare the language of the six largest Latino groups in New York City.

	B.2 NSF OUTCOME GOAL for IDEAS:  Enabling “discovery across the frontier of science and engineering, connected to learning, innovation, and service to society.”

The research funded by the Linguistics Program in 2000-2002 will use linguistic insights to make discoveries in fields ranging from Law to Medicine to Mathematics.

0134787 Scollon, Georgetown

Scollon advised Johnston’s Sociolinguistics dissertation on border interviews of immigrants by the INS. The results of this study can provide insight into the linguistic contribution to unconscious bias.

9910652 Larson, University of Rochester

Larson’s study of interviews between white physicians and black adolescents and the documented outcomes may reveal how language use can influence the effectiveness of medical care.

0083278 Moss, Indiana University

Moss’s workshop on mathematical statistics reached a wide audience at the AAAS.

0213941 Thomas, North Carolina State

Thomas will conduct research on the phonetic cues that differentiate the North Carolina dialects spoken by blacks and whites. The results of this research will lead to insights into how racial profiling occurs.

	B.3 OUTCOME GOAL for TOOLS: Providing “broadly accessible, state-of-the-art and shared research and education tools.”

The research funded by the Linguistics Program in 2000-2002 builds on technological advances in computing to improve the storage and standardization of language data and its use in education.

0214422 Rementer, The Delaware Tribe

Working for the Delaware Tribe, Rementer and Pearson will review and digitize a thousand hours of tape recorded material in the Delaware Indian language. A reference CD that will teach some of the language basics will be made available to the tribe members and general public.

0229422 Sells, Stanford University

Sell’s pilot study will utilitize technological advances to move linguistic data collection and data sharing to new levels of sophistication.

0003197 Aristar-Dry, Eastern Michigan State

0094934 Aristar, Wayne State

Aristar-Dry’s pilot study and Aristar’s project to create a central electonic database and system of best practices to preserve language data will standardize the system used by linguists to document endangered languages.


PART C.  OTHER TOPICS

C.1  Please comment on any program areas in need of improvement or gaps (if any) within program areas.

The number of proposals submitted to the Linguistics Program has remained stable over the COV review period (217 – FY 00, 247 – FY 01, 211 – FY 02). This number is consistently over 200 per year, a large number for a program with an annual budget under 6 million and far too much work for a single Program Director. In the same period, the number of ad hoc reviews requested has increased from 774 in FY 00 to 946 in FY 01 to 1076 in FY 02.  This increase in requests reflects the decrease in the rate of return.  The use of e-mail to request ad hoc reviews has allowed potential reviewers to decline more quickly but has had other impact.  The quality and integrity of the review process depends on a large and willing body of reviewers. Therefore, it is imperative for the Linguistics Program to increase the rate of return on review requests. One way to do this would be for the program to be allowed to personalize the review request. However, a single Program Director would find it impossible to handle the extra work involved.

C.2  Please provide comments as appropriate on the program’s performance in meeting program-specific goals and objectives that are not covered by the above questions.
C.3  Please identify agency-wide issues that should be addressed by NSF to help improve the program's performance.
One way to increase the response rate for ad-hoc reviews is to make the NSF standard form for soliciting reviews shorter, clearer, more direct, and more transparent. Most of the crucial information is buried at the end of the message after a long promotion for the NSF. COV felt that most potential reviewers were well aware of the significance of the NSF. Moreover, the standard form for soliciting reviews is impersonal. The poor organization and the impersonal tone of the message discourage a positive response from the reviewer.

RECOMMENDATION: COV recommends that the Program Director be allowed to personalize the form for soliciting reviews and that the relevant information be collected at the beginning of the message.

RECOMMENDATION: Providing a reasonable estimate of the length of time typically needed to complete a review might increase the return rate (as is done in NEH).

C.4  Please provide comments on any other issues the COV feels are relevant.

C.5  NSF would appreciate your comments on how to improve the COV review process, format and report template.
