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1. We also suggest that the program solicitation may place too many constraints on the research and suggest that certain restrictions be dropped.
 

AGREE:  The program solicitation is in the process of being updated. This will be done in a way that loosens constraints and restrictions identified by the COV, such as "encouraging submissions that include data from natural experiments or designed interventions" and will make clear that the Program will entertain work that focuses on a broad array of topics including the "organization of scientific research such as laboratories and scientific teams." 


2. Further, we encourage renaming the program to reflect its broader scope. In our view, it is important to retain the word “Innovation” in the program’s title. ... The program’s history and its current name suggest that the program deals with organization development and consulting.

AGREE:  We agree that a new name might better describe the Program and shall consider a name change.  Settling on a good name is, however, more easily said than done, particularly when there are interdisciplinary communities with ties to different directorates that must be satisfied.  We also agree that any name change should make clear the Program’s interest in research on innovation.   


3. We encourage the program director to do more outreach to stimulate interest in the expanded program. We feel that the program is poised to have a major impact. We are confident that with additional funding, expanded scope and more outreach, the promise of this important program will be realized. ... The IOC should consider implementing a broad outreach program to communicate the program to the broader community of scholars in engineering, organizational sciences, entrepreneurship, business and related disciplines. In addition to the current outreach activities with organizations such as the IIE and the Academy of Management, we feel that it would be particularly productive to collaborate with groups such the Kauffman Foundation, the Industrial Research Institute, the Council on Competitiveness, the National Innovation Initiative, associations of universities that focus on entrepreneurship or innovation, etc., to disseminate information on the IOC program and objectives. In some instances, these groups may be willing to co-fund certain projects or initiatives. 

PARTIALLY AGREE:  The IOC Program Director will personally engage in more outreach activities and seek effective ways to publicize Program funding opportunities to relevant communities.  The Program will be open to the possibility of collaboration with organizations like those named, but Foundation policies, Program Officer time constraints and Program funding levels may pose limits on what can be done.

4.  We encourage the program director to obtain at least one external review for each proposal before the panel meets so that the panel can benefit from external expertise in their discussion.  ...  We endorse the program director’s efforts to obtain external reviews before the panel meeting 


AGREE:  The program director will continue with a variety of "efforts to obtain external reviews before the panel meeting." 

5.  We recommend that NSF send certificates to people who have been especially helpful as ad hoc reviewers and as panel members, and also send letters to the deans of these people’s schools. In addition, NSF might consider honoring some such people at professional meetings or other highly public events. ... and encourage the NSF to consider incentives, such as certificates of recognition, to reward exceptional reviewers. 


PARTIALLY AGREE:  This recommendation is directed at NSF and will be shared with NSF in the context of the COV.  The Program cannot set NSF policy, but subject to NSF policy the Program will explore ways of more publicly thanking its panelists and reviewers.  Singling out some reviewers as “especially helpful” is, however, problematic in the lines it requires one to draw between the especially helpful and the merely helpful when all who are helping are volunteers.  An alternative possibility is a certificate to be sent to people after they have done a certain number of reviews as well as to panelists who always put in substantial effort.  The IOC program will continue to send letters to deans and department heads of panelists , as we have been doing for many years. NSF policies of confidentiality may preclude honoring panelists at professional meetings or other highly public events.

6. We encourage the program officer to communicate negative decisions to the PI as early as possible, particularly when there is no possibility of funding.


AGREE:  The IOC program will communicate negative decisions to PIs as early as possible. This has already been implemented for the Feb 2004 competition. 

7. We suggest that more care be given to insure that the data in NSF archives regarding reviewers and the review process be consistent and accurate.


AGREE:  The IOC program, officers and staff, will make a greater effort insure the consistency  and accuracy of reviewer data. This quality initiative will be closely tied to associated efforts to grow and better manage the database of external reviewers and certificates and letters for helpful reviewers.

8. Given the cross-disciplinary nature of this program we feel that the practice of seeking co-funding from other programs should be encouraged and enhanced.  


AGREE: The IOC program will continue to seek co-funding and seek new ways to enhance the practice. Associated efforts to increase the visibility of the Program may help to solicit more interdisciplinary proposals, which are co-fundable. 

9. We recommend that the NSF explore the purchase of proven document management software such as those employed by major journals and professional organizations. 


PARTIALLY AGREE: Document management software is not under the control of the Program and must be consistent with other NSF software. However, the program director will work with the Foundation's Office of Information and Resource Management (OIRM), Knowledge managers, and SBE Directorate liaison to communicate the needs and requirements of the program. The IOC program will be amenable to volunteering to "beta test" new software, in order to influence the development process to better meet program needs.

10. We recommend that the NSF expand the scope of and funding for the IOC program.

PARTIALLY AGREE:   This recommendation is, as indicated, for NSF rather than for the Program, and we cannot commit the Foundation to a course of action.  We agree that the IOC like most programs in SES could make excellent use of additional funds.  The IOC program will   seek to make the case for increased funding by working to increase the scope of the program, quality of proposals, quantity of proposals, and successful outcomes of completed research. The Program will explore possibilities for new or increased funding from multiple directorates (currently SBE and ENG) and, subject to management approval, new funding sources. 
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The Committee of Visitors (COV) – Drs. Carroll (MIT), Kunreuther (Penn), and Zimmerman (NYU) – convened on March 29-31, 2004 to review the Decision, Risk and Management Science (DRMS) Program. The DRMS Program Directors – Jonathan Leland and Robert O’Connor – joined the COV as requested for portions of the meeting. The COV addressed two sets of topics: (1) oversight concerning the management of the Program and (2) guidance concerning the future of the Program and its role in NSF initiatives.  

Summary Observations:  The COV noted that the DRMS program is “extremely well managed” and was pleased that the program now has two permanent program directors. The COV did express some concerns in their list of overall recommendations.  These are addressed below.

Major Recommendations and NSF Responses

1) Provide recognition by NSF to reviewers for their service and make these announcements public while preserving the anonymity of the reviewers. There can be different classes of reviewer recognition as well as a distinguished service award, similar to those given by professional associations. This would help change the social norm of reviewing from a burden to something that is valued by one’s peers (c.f., teaching awards and how they have changed the norm associated with this activity in many universities).

PARTIALLY AGREE:  DRMS currently sends personal thank you notes to reviewers when we receive their reviews.  Additional rewards / incentives to potential reviewers could increase the response rate on review requests and the possibility will be explored subject to feasibility from a workload standpoint and compliance with NSF rules and policies.

2) Consistency in review format is desirable so templates are useful, but the template should relate the criteria to the way many reviewers organize their thinking. For example, such a template should contain the elements of research design including the methodology, the indicators and measures, etc. where applicable.
PARTIALLY AGREE - The DRMS program directors are limited in their ability to execute this suggestion to the extent that the National Science Board puts the review criteria into place. While the criteria may be vague, Fastlane provides a great deal of information about what a "good" review includes. The Program Officers work hard to assure consistency and quality in  panel member reviews by explicitly describing what is expected in reviews and notifying panelists when their reviews are inadequate.  Program Officers are less able to influence the quality of ad hoc reviews but shall consider whether redrafting the letter sent to ad hoc reviewers can add anything that they will not learn in Fastlane.  

3) Increase the number of young qualified reviewers. They are likely to have more time to review proposals and feel honored to be asked to review a proposal. The reviewing process will also give them experience useful in preparing their own proposals in the future. Program managers can ask more senior reviewers for the names of younger people who are qualified to review proposals at the time when a senior person is asked to submit the proposal or in a separate request. Panel members can also be asked to provide a list of reviewers when they meet together at an NSF panel meeting.

AGREE – In Fall 2003, the DRMS program directors took several steps to increase the reviewer pool and, in particular, to increase the number of young and underrepresented minority reviewers in the pool.  The efforts included creating databases of reviewers from conference proceedings and creating a “DRMS panel alumni” email list and soliciting them for reviewer suggestions. The program officers also solicit DRMS panelists for reviewer suggestions in each round as well as for special competitions. E-mails to individuals who submit proposals, but have not included suggested reviewers at the time of proposal submission, remind them that they have an opportunity to provide names of scholars they feel are especially qualified to review their proposal. Finally, in their outreach activities the Program Directors encourage scholars to volunteer to become reviewers.  These activities shall continue.

4) We strongly recommend that NSF encourage more young investigators to apply to the Program. There are several ways for doing this:

· Have a smaller grants program that is not restricted to young investigators but where they are likely to apply simply because their salaries are lower than more senior colleagues and their research may require less funding (e.g. lower expenditures on data collection efforts).

· Have a separate program for young investigators similar to the SGER program.

These grants could be up to $100,000 and could be of a higher risk level. At least one other person besides the program manager should review these proposals.

· Have a separate pot of money from NSF for CAREER awards. DRMS had five CAREER awards in the last 3 years and may have even given more except that it would have constrained their budget for other grants.

· Consider having a program for young faculty members similar to the Enabling

Program on Hazards where senior faculty work with junior faculty over the course of a year, including helping young faculty develop proposals to submit to NSF for funding.

· Encourage/require senior investigators to use young investigators in their grants.
GENERAL RESPONSE – The Program is committed to ensuring that all generations of scholars are well represented in the DRMS portfolio.  We believe, however, that the COV received a mistaken impression about the Program’s portfolio balance.  Over half (56 percent) of standard DRMS proposals (i.e., excluding dissertation improvement grant proposals) come from PIs who earned their doctorates in the 1990s or 2000s. Almost half (49 percent) of the awards from standard proposals went to PIs who earned their doctorates in the 1990s or 2000s. These percentages are higher than or comparable to those in the two other SES programs (economics and political science) that we examined.  The data thus indicate that the DRMS Program is successfully appealing to and supporting younger scholars. 

We are particularly pleased with our mentoring of the most recent graduates. The success rate of proposals from principal investigators who received their doctorates in the 2000s was 31 percent higher than the overall funding rate of 25 percent in DRMS.  

The COV’s specific recommendations:

·Have a smaller grants program that is not restricted to young investigators but where they are likely to apply simply because their salaries are lower than more senior colleagues and their research may require less funding (e.g. lower expenditures on data collection efforts)

DISAGREE – there is no need to do this.  Young investigators are competing quite well without a set-aside program. As noted, new PI s salaries tend to be smaller to begin with so their proposals are for more modest amounts.  Indeed, segregating the smaller amount proposals out, which this would do at least de facto, might harm younger investigators, as they would not so clearly appear to be “bargains” relative to proposals submitted by more senior people.

·Have a separate program for young investigators similar to the SGER program. These grants could be up to $100,000 and could be of a higher risk level. They should be reviewed by at least one other person besides the program manager.

DISAGREE – This would  constrain the funding flexibility of the program and eliminate valuable panel input. Extensive and thorough review is especially important for younger PI s. Moreover, as noted above, the DRMS Program is already funding many younger investigators.  

·Have a separate pot of money from NSF for CAREER awards. DRMS has contributed to five CAREER awards in the last 3 years and may have funded more except that it would have constrained their budget for other grants.

PARTIALLY AGREE – a separate source of funds for CAREER program grants would be welcome, particularly as the requirements of the program are imposed on and not always well-suited for the types of research DRMS funds. We like the idea of continuing the involvement of the DRMS advisory panel and the DRMS program officer in CAREER decisions, but with the money coming from elsewhere. In the current budget climate, however, it is unlikely that a separate fund for CAREER awards using new money will be established and added to program budgets.   Moreover, some alternatives to the current practice would not be an improvement. For example, a tax on SBE programs to put money into a central CAREER fund with awards determined by a new multi-program committee would remove crucial expertise from award decisions.      

·Consider having a program for young faculty members similar to the Enabling Project on Hazards (funded by NSF’s CMS program) where senior faculty work with junior faculty over the course of a year in a mentoring program designed to foster the next generation of hazards scholars. The mentoring includes a weeklong seminar to socialize young scholars to the hazards field, and individual mentoring toward the development of a proposal in the younger faculty’s research interest that will eventually be submitted to NSF for possible funding.

DISAGREE– We think this proposal is neither necessary nor practical at this time.   First, outstanding young DRMS scholars, such as PECASE winner Jennifer Lerner, are emerging without this sort of program. Second, successful implementation of the Enabling Project on Hazards may owe its feasibility to the relatively narrow focus of the hazards community. In contrast, DRMS supports quite diverse communities, making creation of a coherent enabling program problematic. Third, in our view the financial resources needed to support this proposal are better spent in continuing to fund CAREER and standard proposals submitted by bright junior scholars.    

· Encourage/require senior investigators to use young investigators in their grants.
AGREE AS ENCOURAGEMENT, NOT AS A REQUIREMENT  – Through outreach activities and other communications we can continue to promote team projects that involve more than one generation.

5) Multiple programs in the social sciences hire a “permanent” rotator whose principal role would be to serve as a liaison with other programs, be in charge of proposals submitted that seem to fit in DRMS and a related program, choose reviewers for these proposals and take the lead on joint program initiatives (e.g. climate change,

MRCIRS).

DISAGREE
 - While an additional Program Officer might be put to good use by the DRMS Program in the manner the COV describes, relative to other SES Programs the presence of two permanent Program Officers means that DRMS is well staffed given its proposal load.  Hence the assignment of an additional full time Program Officer to DRMS is unlikely in the near future.

6) Separate budgeting at a higher level for cross-disciplinary programs such as

MRCIRS and HSD so that DRMS and other programs are not required to fence off their own funds for these purposes. The more money a program contributes to these cross-disciplinary programs, the less they have for supporting their own program. This will lead to a lower % of grants funded and will discourage future submissions. NSF needs to recognize this type of interdependency.

PARTIALLY AGREE –  DRMS, like many Programs within SES, could benefit from additional funds, and if, without hurting core programs, funds were available for worthy special initiatives, a cross-directorate initiative like MRCIRS might be a strong competitor for such additional support.  It appears, however, that large sums of money will not be available for such competitions in the near future.  In these circumstances it is important that programs retain the ability to fence off part of their annual budgets to initiate new competitions like MRCIRS when that seems to be a wise use of Program funds.        

7) The management science part of DRMS has not been an integral part of the

Program’s activity in the past 3 years. There have been relatively few proposals that have been submitted in this area between 2001-3 and almost none have been funded. The NSF should consider changing the name of the program, e.g., to Decision Making and Risk Management (DMRM); organizational level phenomena should definitely be retained. Areas that relate to management science in an organizational context should be directed to or jointly funded with the Innovation and Organizational Change program (which could be broadened in scope to, e.g., Organizations and Innovations. See IOC COV).

PARTIALLY AGREE – Management science is commonly conceived of as including research on individual decision making (both strategic and of a marketing variety), organizational behavior (from micro topics like group behavior to macro topics like the determinants of make versus buy decisions by firms) and operations research. DRMS has traditionally (in the last 10 years) funded research in the first two categories, ones in which nuances in human behavior are important, but very little research in traditional operations research – research for which funding exists in Engineering and in Applied Math.  The Program Officers and Division Director will consider the appropriate Program name and scope in light of this.   

8) We feel that NSF needs to reevaluate how they fund initiatives that emerge from Workshops such as the ones noted above. It is important that the Division (SES) and program (DRMS) have an increased budget to fund research in these areas rather than having decisions made at the Directorate level which are much more diffuse than the recommended research initiatives (e.g. the HSD and MRCIRS initiatives). An alternative is to target the topics in the initiative so that they more closely reflect recommended research directions that emerged from the workshop report.

PARTIALLY AGREE – The Program and Division would welcome additional funds, and each will continue to make the case for more funding.  This, however, is a matter that is largely outside Program and Division control.  In the case of the workshops cited, additional funds for the specific purposes indicated did not directly materialize, but the experience of these workshops influenced the decision to make Decision Making and Risk an HSD subarea and to indicate a special interest in, among other areas, projects aimed at elucidating issues related to extreme events.   Although this funding does not go to the DRMS Program; no SBE Program has a mission so clearly echoed by the HSD’s priorities as DRMS, and it is expected that members of the DRMS community will receive funding through HSD.

Response to the Report of the Committee of Visitors

Economics Program

Division of Social, Behavioral, and Economic Research, SBE

May 2004

The Committee of Visitors (COV) – Drs. Glenn Hubbard (Columbia),  Edward Montgomery (Maryland), Charles Plott (Cal Tech) and Janet Yellen (Berkeley) – convened on March 29-31, 2004 to review the Economics Program.  Irwin Feller (AAAS) represented the SBE Advisory Panel for the Economic, Decision and Management Sciences COV cluster.  The  Economics Program Directors – Daniel Newlon, Kwabena Gyimah-Brempong, Nancy Lutz – joined the COV as requested for portions of the meeting. The COV addressed two sets of topics: (1) oversight concerning the management of the Program and (2) evaluation of the outputs and outcomes of NSF investments in the Economics Program.  

Summary Observations:  The COV concluded that the Economics program is “both a success within the NSF organization and a central pillar for the scientific community.”    It was very pleased with the decisions made by the three program directors and made no recommendations for changes in the management of the program.  The COV found the scientific accomplishments of economics impressive with respect to both of NSF’s two primary performance criteria.     The Economics COV had three interrelated concerns:

(1) prolonged under-funding of economics research; (2) increasing demand on limited Economics Program funds because of the growth of laboratory and behavioral methods in economics; and (3) lack of visibility for the field of economics within the Foundation.
Major Recommendations and NSF Response

(1)  The severe and prolonged budgetary difficulties for economics are in part caused by structural problems that exist within the larger NSF organization.  By Foundation-wide standards a very small program represents the field of economics.  This is not commensurate with the importance of the field of economics at both the national and international level.  The products of the science are used intensively at all levels of government and the private sector.  The COV recommends that a committee be formed and charged with finding solutions to this problem and reporting options to the Assistant Director.  An option that should be given serious consideration to reorganizing the SBE Directorate into three research Divisions that would do a better job representing economics and other disciplines and interdisciplinary programs in an intellectually coherent manner.  The committee should also investigate the impact of the Foundation’s emphasis on the initiative process on core disciplines.

PARTIALLY AGREE:  We agree that economics and the other social and behavioral sciences face very difficult budgetary trade-offs.  The balance between initiatives and core programs and the SBE organizational structure are Foundation policy issues and not program management concerns.  Transforming the Economics Program into an SES Division does not seem a promising direction to take at this time.  Administratively, the Economics Program, although the largest program in SES, does not pose undue supervisory problems for the SES Division Director.  Economics Program Directors work effectively and closely with other Program Officers in SES and represent the entire Division well in various cross-directorate initiatives.  These synergies could be harmed by sequestration into a Division of its own.  Finally, additional management and support staff needs and the additional Program Officer time that would be taken by the need to represent the Division in Directorate and cross-directorate activities cannot be justified for a Division that would be the size of economics and would be hard to justify by a Division encompassing those SES Programs that would remain.   Should SES grow substantially, adding to or markedly expanding its programs, there could come a time when the issue of creating a new Division from a subset of the current SES programs would merit consideration.  Increasing the funds available to the Economics Program along with increased funding for other SES Programs is a serious need and if structural impediments to more adequate funding can be identified, they should be dealt with.  The Economics Program Officers would be willing to assist a committee charged to investigate these issues. 

(2)  It would also be useful to have additional program staff to help expand the participation of economists in the initiative process.  Including economics program staff on ad hoc review and planning panels within NSF could probably increase the number of economics proposals submitted to such initiatives. It also would be useful if the program had additional time to cultivate proposals in initiative areas.  Whether [to] change this would require an additional program officer, a science assistant or simply better clerical support is not clear to us.  However, the COV believes additional staff is required to enhance the Program’s operations.

PARTIALLY AGREE:  The Economics Program is one of a number of SES Programs that could benefit from more staff and, possibly, an additional Program Officer.  However, as the report implicitly recognizes, this is not a crisis situation, for the Economics Program is exceptionally well run.  The idea of having someone devote special attention to the participation of economists in cross-directorate initiatives is, however, in principle, a good one.   But a concern with such issues is not lacking. The Economics Program publicizes all initiatives in talks at the major professional meetings, through personal contacts with economists, through posting to websites for economists, through the National Bureau of Economic Research and other research organizations that reach large numbers of economists, through the Economics Advisory Panel, and “Dear Colleague” letters to the economics community.  Economists are recruited for agenda setting workshops and for review panels for the initiatives.  Currently Economics Program staff are active in HSD, ITR, Cyber Tools, ADVANCE, IGERT and other major Foundation-wide Initiatives.    The Economics Program has played and continues to play an important entrepreneurial role in developing and launching new cross-directorate initiatives.  In the absence of additional staff who might take such burdens on as a special assignment, the Economics Program officers will continue to publicize and be active in cross-directorate initiatives, subject to the time constraints posed by the need to run an effective Economics Program.  

PAGE  
14

