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April 16, 2004

Wanda E. Ward

Acting Assistant Director

Social, Behavioral, and Economic Sciences

National Science Foundation

4201 Wilson Boulevard

Arlington, VA 22230

Dear Ms. Ward

I enclose a copy of the Report of the Committee of Visitors for the MMS, STS, and SDEST programs that is the product of our visit to the NSF on March 29-31, 2004.

The COV was very favorably impressed with the management and portfolios of these programs and took great satisfaction in learning more about the innovative research and significant outcomes of the work that they are supporting.  We commend you and your colleagues for your stewardship with respect to these programs and urge you and the NSF to maintain your strong commitment to these fields.  We are very eager to acknowledge the exceptional service of your program officers: Cheryl Eavey, Keith Benson, Rachelle Hollander, Sheila Slaughter, and John Perhonis.  It is NSF’s good fortune to enjoy the service of such dedicated, knowledgeable, and highly talented professionals.  Their generous help was indispensable to us as we conducted this review. 

We hope that this report and the suggestions that we have included in it will be of help to you as you strengthen these already outstanding programs.

Sincerely,

Vivian Weil

Professor and Chair of the COV
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I. Overview

The COV met March 29-31 to review three programs in the Methods, Cross Directorate, and Science and Society Cluster: Methodology, Measurement and Statistics (MMS), Science and Technology Studies (STS), and Societal Dimensions of Engineering, Science and Technology (SDEST).  The COV was charged with assessing performance in two areas: a) the quality and integrity of the processes pertaining to proposal decisions, and b) the quality of the results of the programs in the form of outputs and outcomes as they relate to the attainment of NSF’s mission, strategic goals, and annual performance goals.

Our summary judgment is that these programs are very well managed and are contributing appropriately to the goals of NSF.  As the individual reports make clear, the research in all three of these programs is of the highest quality and is making significant contributions to scientific knowledge in disciplinary and interdisciplinary areas.

The three programs under review share a concern with issues that cut across scientific disciplines, but each has a distinct character and history.  Accordingly, we will explain the reasons for our summary judgment on a program-by-program basis.  During our review, however, we noted several areas in which the three programs might be strengthened.  We itemize these areas below and include recommendations for each.  The response of the SDEST and STS COVs to the proposed reorganization of these programs is covered in the last item below.

1. We believe that proposal review is effective and fair, but we are concerned by aspects of the NSF review system that complicate the work of program directors and pose risks to the fairness of the process.  The response rate of potential reviewers to requests for review is a concern for all three programs.  It is evident that obtaining three outside reviews for a proposal is becoming increasingly difficult, often requiring three times that number of requests to be made.  Among the factors identified as contributors to this problem is the use of Fastlane, but other factors, such as overload of a limited pool of reviewers, have to be considered as well.  The participation of underrepresented minorities and women needs to be improved.  The integrity of proposal review depends on having and using a broad, varied pool of reviewers and panelists.  The COV believes that more could be done at NSF to expand the number and diversity of reviewers and to collect, organize, and store reviewer information in the database.  One advantage of the database might be to make it easier for future COV reviews to track the diversity of fields, institutions, geographical locations, gender, minority status, and other characteristics of reviewers.

2. The continuing under-participation of minorities and women in all aspects of the proposal and review process concerned the COV.  Vigorous outreach efforts by the programs to these communities of scholars are needed. Proactive recruitment strategies should include approaches that target women and minorities to make them aware of the range of opportunities in these programs and to provide occasions for potential applicants in underrepresented groups to develop an insider understanding of the NSF grant submission process.  It may be useful to connect with representatives from professional organizations, especially those that may already be supporting efforts to increase the pool size for underrepresented groups.  In meetings, conferences, workshops, and mentorship programs, NSF representatives can provide general advice and veteran PIs can convey insider advice about NSF proposal submission to prospective applicants.  We recognize that program resources may be limited for the kinds of outreach indicated, e.g. support for travel of program officers and minority scholars to conferences and professional society meetings.  Nevertheless, we recommend concerted, systematic attention to devising efficient outreach efforts.

3. The COVs of all three programs report that a growing proportion of reviewers comment on Criterion 2 (broader impacts) of the Merit Review Criteria.  In the flow of their discussion, reviewers do not always label the comments that fall under Criterion 2,  and the comments on Criterion 2 tend to be more brief.  To improve the response of reviewers to this criterion, the COV recommends additional guidance to reviewers.  Providing examples customized to these programs would be especially helpful.

4. The need to improve integration with foundation-wide initiatives is a significant concern for all three programs.  It is clear to the COV that foundation-wide initiatives could benefit from input of MMS, STS, and SDEST expertise; significant aspects of these initiatives often involve important areas of these programs.  However, the structure of research in these three programs often does not match well with the large groups associated with the new initiatives.  The COV recommends that NSF consider more explicitly ways in which these initiatives can benefit from coordination with the MMS, STS, and SDEST programs in the proposal and review process, and in funding, for example, postdoctoral fellowships, individual scholar awards, and relatively small collaborations. (The MMS COV discusses this in more detail in part C.3 of its report.)

5. The SDEST and STS COVs appreciate the opportunity to comment on the possible reorganization of SDEST and STS into a single structure.  The COVs for these programs endorse the concept that would retain the two program officers for these programs – along with their distinct identities and research communities – and add a third program officer to a) coordinate proposals that might draw support from both programs and to b) interact with foundation-wide initiatives that could benefit from input of SDEST and STS expertise (e.g., NNI and HSD).  They also endorse the suggestion that an advisory committee be established that would play a role in the reorganization and provide the perspective of the communities affected.  
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Date of COV

March 29-31, 2004
Program/Cluster
Methodology, Measurement and Statistics (MMS)

Division

Social & Economic Sciences (SES)

Directorate

Social, Behavioral and Economic Sciences (SBE)
Number of actions reviewed by COV (MMS primary only)
Awards:  24

Declinations:  24

Other:  0

Total number of actions within Program/Cluster/Division during period being reviewed by COV (MMS and MMS-supported proposals)
Awards:  85

Declinations:  253

Other:  0

Manner in which reviewed actions were selected

For the proposal review and decision process, the COV examined 48 jackets that were randomly selected by NSF from the set of proposals that did not have a conflict of interest with the COV members.  The 48 jackets were evenly split between awards and declinations and between the three fiscal years.  Two additional jackets were requested for declined proposals from senior researchers.  All jackets were primary in MMS since most of the paperwork for secondary proposals resides in other programs.

The COV also used the materials supplied by NSF and additional statistics it requested.  These included summaries of final reports during the FY01-FY03 period, summary statistics generated by NSF on the review process and budgets, and several other contextual pieces of information requested by the COV.  

INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 

The Program in Methodology, Measurement, and Statistics (MMS) was reviewed by Robert Moffitt, Sarah Nusser, and Stanley Wasserman for the FY01-FY03 period.

Methodologies for design, data collection, and statistical analysis are an essential foundation for theoretical and empirical research in the social, behavioral, and economic sciences (see, e.g., Statistics:  Challenges and Opportunities for the Twenty-First Century, edited by Lindsay, Kettenring, and Siegmund, 2002, produced by an NSF workshop).  Further, the development of fundamental infrastructure activities provides important resources that benefit MMS-related and other disciplines.  The MMS program actively cultivates developments in all of these areas, and thus provides critical support for the Social, Behavioral, and Economic Sciences (SBE) Directorate’s mission.      

The COV is extremely impressed by the MMS program.  The program’s excellent condition is a direct result of Program Director Cheryl Eavey’s effectiveness and dedication to promoting the advancement of methodologies and knowledge in the social, behavioral, and economic sciences.  The program ad-dresses its goals via funded interdisciplinary research to pursue innovations in sciences that intersect with SBE’s interests, intellectual exchange via workshops and conferences on emerging issues, and infrastructure support for essential community-wide resources, including longitudinal databases such as the Panel Study of Income Dynamics and national initiatives such as the Data Documentation Initiative and the Committee on National Statistics.  As such, MMS acts as an important catalyst for numerous cutting-edge developments in measurement, methodology, and statistics by supporting a large number of high-quality, and in some cases, high-risk projects.  Remarkable amounts of research and community resources are supported by MMS, typically at modest and possibly insufficient levels given the program’s limited budget.

Dr. Eavey manages MMS with a sophisticated understanding of how to maximize her limited resources while contributing to a variety of NSF missions.  She has continued to expand her extensive knowledge of the quantitative social and behavioral sciences during the decade that she has led the program, and uses her skills and information base to advance the mission of MMS whenever possible.  Her proposal handling is timely and extremely fair, her award recommendations are detailed and judicious, and her ability to balance MMS with many other programs at NSF is quite remarkable.  She has become as important a figure in social and behavioral science in this new century as Murray Aborn, her predecessor at NSF, in the 1970's and 1980's.  The members of the COV evaluating MMS have the highest regard for her work and admiration of her skills as the Program Director of MMS.

The MMS program is inherently multidisciplinary, given its subject matter.  Quantitative methodological research funded by  MMS has many benefits to many different discipline-based programs.  Conversely, many of the discipline-based programs receive proposals that have strong methodological content, and MMS is active in assisting in the evaluation and support of those projects.  As a result, more than 50 percent of MMS-supported projects are joint awards with other programs.  MMS interacts with many other programs in the SBE directorate, especially economics and econometrics, but also with other directorates, most notably the Directorate for Mathematical and Physical Sciences, which houses the Statistics and Probability program.  MMS Director Eavey is an enthusiastic and skilled manager of such cross-program and cross-directorate joint efforts.  The result is a highly diversified portfolio of MMS projects which vary widely across disciplines and substantive areas (e.g., cognitive psychology, survey methodology, and econometric modeling), and exhibit a diversity of methodological approaches (e.g., from formal mathematical development to experimental testing of proposed methods).

The COV’s jacket review demonstrates that the MMS program has allocated its funds cautiously and strategically.  The proposals funded with MMS as a secondary funding source are the best from their respective fields, but MMS is often constrained to contribute relatively little.  Of the proposals submitted to MMS as a primary funding source, there were many that were, on scientific grounds, worthy of funding but for which contributions were restricted because of the shortage of adequate funds. Budget cuts are often made to limit graduate and undergraduate research assistant stipends.  We note that MMS has not had a budget increase in several years.  Clearly, additional funding of MMS would result in more research and important contributions to scientific knowledge.

In this report, the COV makes several recommendations for improvement.  One is a recommendation that NSF increase the resources devoted to the MMS program in light of the insufficient resources currently being devoted to many highly meritorious proposals and in light of the excellence of the management of the program.   A second recommendation is a set of strategies to conduct more outreach to both make more researchers aware of the MMS program as well as to make additional contact with those working in new and emerging areas of MMS-related research.  A third is a set of recommended strategies for increasing the presence of underrepresented groups in the proposal and reviewer pools.   A fourth is a set of recommendations to obtain additional reviews on the minority of proposals that currently get less than 4 reviews.  A fifth recommendation concerns making a yet greater effort to encourage the few reviewers who do not comment on Criterion 2 to do so.  A sixth recommendation is for better integration of the NSF-wide initiatives with the MMS and other programs.

None of these recommendations should be taken to contravene our overall very positive assessment of the MMS program. 

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

A variety of review mechanisms are used by the program, properly reflecting the breadth of its mission and its strong emphasis on collaboration with other programs and agencies. 

Most MMS proposals are for “regular research awards” requesting support for a specific project meeting the goals of the program.  Each proposal is evaluated by at least two outside reviewers and by the main MMS panel.  Two panel members are generally assigned to review each proposal, and panel discussion is supplemented by the comments from outside reviewers.  The result is a recommendation to the Program Director as to whether or not to fund the proposal, and if so, a suggested priority level (low, medium, high).  Depending on the type of proposal, the Director may consult with other program directors, other panels, or interested agencies.  Based on this information, she develops a recommendation on whether or not to fund the research, together with specific dollar amounts and time periods for funded proposals.  In general, the COV finds that all components of this process are appropriately followed in an efficient manner.

Slightly over 50 percent of the proposals considered by the MMS panel are jointly considered with another program, including those that are primary in MMS and are being considered by a different program, and those that are primary in another program.  The MMS panel forms its own judgment and makes its own recommendation for each and every proposal, but takes into account the outside reviews available from the other panel(s).  The MMS Director properly works with the collaborating program directors in making a final (Form 7) recommendation for each jointly-reviewed proposal.  The COV finds that the review mechanism in these joint panel proposals to be efficient and, indeed, exemplary.

In the last three years, a separate review mechanism was established for an announcement to attract research proposals in Survey and Statistical Methodology.  This program was co-funded by Federal statistical agencies.  A special panel was recruited by MMS to evaluate the proposals for technical merit and broader impacts.  A second panel composed of representatives from Federal statistical agencies was convened to evaluate the proposals from the agency perspective.  The Survey and Statistical Methodology announcement has now been completely folded into the regular MMS proposal submission and review process.  The COV finds that the process of initiating this new emphasis area worked well.

The MMS panel reviews a small number of CAREER and Mid-Career applications intended to provide researchers with support to work in a new area of quantitative methodology or to study a new discipline in order to foster cross-disciplinary synergies.  The MMS panel also reviews proposals for conferences and other special activities.  These applications are, for the most part, reviewed only by the panel.  This is again appropriate in the view of the COV.

Is the review process efficient and effective?

On the whole, the review process is highly efficient and effective as a result of the management expertise of the Director.  The process results in funded proposals that are of high quality, and  which have broader social impact.  

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

The reviews, both from external and panel experts, are very consistent with the MMS program guidelines, and address a wide set of criteria.  Criteria addressed by reviewers include whether a proposal is technically meritorious, methodologically sound, innovative, multidisciplinary, and capable of generating broader impact.  The COV finds these criteria to be applied in a balanced way in all stages of the review process.

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?

In general, the COV finds the individual reviews to be very well written and clear, and to provide more than sufficient information for the principal investigator(s) to understand the basis for the recommendation.  The reviews studied by the COV did, however, range widely from very detailed, multi-page reviews to one-paragraph reviews, with the modal review consisting of a few paragraphs. 

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

The panel summaries inspected by the COV are very clearly written and provide an excellent sense of the panel discussion for the PI(s).  The summaries present the various opinions of the individual reviewers and then describe the panel discussion in detail.  Differences of opinion and how consensus and agreement were reached are always clearly delineated. Director Eavey should be praised for the thoroughness of this part of her work.  

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

The jackets inspected by the COV were very well organized and complete.  We did not find a single instance of a missing document or piece of information.  Further, the documentation for the Director’s recommendations was always completely clear.

Is the time to decision appropriate?

The efficiency with which Director Eavey runs the review process is also reflected in an excellent record for time to decision.  Over 80 percent of proposals are decided within 6 months of the NSF receipt date, which is quite remarkable given that the MMS panel only meets twice a year.  The vast majority of applications are decided upon within 9 months.  The COV investigated several proposals with delayed reviews in FY2002.  Delay in these cases turned out to be the result of several factors, all of which are appropriate.  Some proposals were joint with different programs, and delays in the timing of the reviews sometimes led to decision periods that were longer than average.  In a number of other cases, joint funding with federal statistical agencies resulted in delays as a result of slow interagency transfer of funds.  Finally, with permission from the investigators, the Director intentionally held back a few proposals that were scientifically meritorious but for which sufficient funds were not available; these proposals were considered in the next funding cycle.

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

Overall, the COV finds the review process to be well run and to result in fair, balanced, and effective review.  The fact that the Program Director works with other program directors for more than half of the proposals makes this especially impressive.  The COV has no major concerns with the quality and effectiveness of the program’s use of merit review procedures.

Recommendations

None.

A.2  
Questions concerning the implementation of the NSF Merit Review Criteria (intellectual merit and broader impacts) by reviewers and program officers. 
Have the individual reviews (either mail or panel) addressed whether the proposal contributes to both merit review criteria?

The COV finds that nearly all individual reviews do an excellent job addressing Criterion 1, intellectual and scientific merit.  The reviews are usually written by experienced researchers who offer informed and expert commentary in related substantive areas.  Criterion 2, broader impact, is less uniformly addressed in individual reviews.  While the majority of reviewers do discuss broader impact, a significant minority do not, despite the explicit request on the review form.

The COV notes that this issue was discussed by the previous COV.  The current COV’s jacket review indicates major improvements in the number of reviewers providing evaluations in relation to Criterion 2 over the past three years.  This appears to be a result of Director Eavey’s and NSF’s efforts to clarify and highlight the importance of this criterion.  The jacket review also indicates that the proposals in question do have significant broader impact, and the COV believes that poorer compliance for Criterion 2 is largely due to continued lack of understanding of how to address this criterion on the part of some reviewers.  

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

The MMS panel summaries appropriately address both review criteria.  Scientific and intellectual merit constitute a larger fraction of the discussion, but broader impact is always discussed as well.


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

The Form 7s always address both merit review criteria, without exception.

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

Although the MMS Director has directly addressed the need to evaluate both NSF criteria and includes Web links to additional information on Criterion 2 in her request for reviews, the COV believes that reviewers need additional assistance to improve their ability to respond to this criterion.

Recommendations

The COV recommends that additional resources be developed by NSF to improve reviewers’ understanding of how they may comment on the second merit review criterion.  Specifically, reviewers would benefit from existing links to examples of how investigators should address these criteria (see http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/2002/nsf022/bicexamples.pdf) and from the creation of new links with examples of how reviewers might record their evaluations.  

A.3  Questions concerning the selection of reviewers. 
Did the program make use of an adequate number of reviewers for a balanced review? 

The number of outside (ad hoc) reviewers asked to evaluate a proposal in MMS in FY 2001-2003 was about 6 on average.  However, the number who responded with a review was slightly greater than 3 on average, generating a response rate of about 50 percent.  When combined with two panel reviewers, this implies that the average number of reviews per proposal was about 5.  This is an adequate number in most cases.  About 80 percent of proposals had 3 or more ad hoc reviews, implying at least 5 reviews for most proposals.

The COV is concerned, however, about the impact of the low return rate on some proposals, particularly for the approximately 20 percent of proposals with only two outside reviews.  A total of 4 reviews may not be sufficient if some of the reviewers are only casually familiar with the subject matter of the proposal.  The COV understands that this is a problem in other programs at NSF and to some extent in the larger scientific community as a whole.   Reviewing is an important service activity, which, unfortunately, may be taking more of scientific professionals’ time than in the past.  

The COV identified four potential reasons for the low response rate on these proposals, which may offer ideas on how to remedy this problem.  

1. In some of the jackets, low response rates were partly the result of the use of a large number of foreign reviewers.  While foreign scientists can certainly be experts in the subject matter, one should expect their response rates to be lower than that of domestic scientists since they may feel little obligation to the U.S. National Science Foundation.  (The COV recognizes that other benefits may accrue in working with international reviewers.)

2. The COV believes that an additional aspect of the problem is the rather low supply of expert reviewers that exist in some of the MMS areas.  In this connection, we note that the reviewers suggested by the PI(s) are often used as ad hocs (i.e., external reviewers), possibly because of the scarcity of qualified other ad hoc reviewers, a practice which should be exercised with caution.

3. There was some discussion of whether the rather high refusal rates are caused by the learning curve required for the Fastlane system.  The COV noted that the Fastlane user interface is not altogether intuitive for persons that are not intimately familiar with Fastlane, requiring extra time to conduct the review.  

4. The MMS Director has been very respectful of the voluntary nature of outside reviews, and contacts a potential reviewer only once to request a review.  Unfortunately, the reliability of email contacts has been greatly reduced by spam and worms, rendering this approach less efficacious than in the past.

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

For the majority of cases, the reviewers selected for the proposals are highly qualified scientists, usually with excellent publication records themselves, who provide well-informed, mature, and balanced assessments of the scientific merit and broader impacts of the research described in each of the proposals.  While most reviewers are fairly senior, some use is made of emerging young researchers who have begun to accumulate a reputation for excellence.

The Director does a particularly good job given that the proposals are usually multidisciplinary and, consequently, the Director must draw reviewers from a wide variety of fields.  It is impressive that such breadth of knowledge has been acquired and used in selecting reviewers.

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

The reviewers are spread geographically across the U.S., generally located in areas where there are large, prestigious academic institutions.  Thus, the COV sees the current geographic distribution of the reviewers as appropriate.  In addition, the nature of the scientific fields covered by MMS generates a wide variety of reviewer institutions.  Reviewers come from academic and non-academic institutions, from for-profit and non-profit research institutions, and from a wide variety of different groups and centers.  The presence of underrepresented groups in the reviewer pool reflects the presence of underrepresented groups in the MMS fields in general, an issue we consider in more detail in Section A.4.

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

The MMS program is well attuned to the COI problem and, in all cases we examined, it was handled completely appropriately.

Concerns identified that are relevant to selection of reviewers.

While the selection of reviewers is quite satisfactory overall and generally results in an appropriate and extremely well qualified set of reviewers, the COV notes that a small number of proposals have only 4 reviews.  In the minority of cases where there are insufficient numbers of reviewers, there is some risk of having one or two reviewers who are not as highly qualified as desired.  In these cases, the small number of reviewers results in less aggregate expertise.

Recommendations
The COV has three recommendations for increasing the number of reviews on proposals that have a high refusal rate and for more generally increasing the response rate of reviewers.  

First, the COV recommends that attempts be made to increase the pool of qualified MMS reviewers from the US.  Some active solicitation from the existing reviewer pool for names of other qualified reviewers is one way to generate a larger pool.  The strategies discussed in A.4 recommendations for increasing the participation of underrepresented groups may also be beneficial in increasing the number of qualified reviewers.

In addition, we recommend that the Program Director consider a journal article review model to increase external reviewer response rates.  A second email contact and/or a personal phone call may be in order, particularly for proposals that have a large outside reviewer refusal rate or for proposals in technical areas that are not well-represented by panel members.

Finally, the COV is concerned that the requirement to use Fastlane as a review portal may be a factor in the decline in response rates for external reviews.  To further reduce the burden of review, the COV urges NSF to consider redesigning the Fastlane interface and subjecting it to rigorous usability testing by novice users.

A.4  Questions concerning the resulting portfolio of awards under review.  

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

The COV is extremely impressed with the overall quality of the projects supported by the MMS program.  Many of the most senior and respected researchers in quantitative methodology in the social, behavioral, and economic sciences have been supported by MMS, and many of the most high-profile and important projects in the areas of applied statistics, data infrastructure, and measurement are represented in the portfolio.  At the same time, several rising young researchers have also been funded.  The content of the projects described in the jackets inspected by the COV as well as those described in the final reports of completed projects, are excellent contributions to science.  The multidisciplinary diversity of the projects is striking and is one of the notable achievements of the program.  

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

One of the most distinctive features of MMS-supported activities is the small size of the average project contribution, about $34,000 in FY2003 (this figure was calculated by the COV from spreadsheets provided to it by the Program Director, upon the COV’s request, giving actual MMS contribution amounts to each funded project rather than total award amounts).   This small size is the result of two interacting forces.  First, the total budget for the MMS program is very small, less than $3 million.  Second, MMS considers a relatively large number of proposals, especially when one counts all of the proposals from other programs on which MMS has an opportunity to be a secondary funding source.  As a consequence, average award sizes must necessarily be small.  

Many of the awards from MMS are $10,000 or less, particularly when proposals are jointly-funded; in these cases, MMS often can only provide a small, token supplement to the overall award.  In other cases, MMS provides 50% support for jointly funded programs, implying a significant commitment; however, these awards are often for proposals that do not have a large award size.  MMS does reserve significant funding for a small number of other proposals, some of which are solely MMS proposals and others of which are highly meritorious projects such as support for the Committee on National Statistics and some data infrastructure projects.

As a result of the small budget and large number of meritorious projects, the MMS program budget appears very tightly stretched.  While it is useful to contribute small amounts of funds to joint projects, many of those projects are very high in quality and it would be much preferred if MMS could make a larger contribution.  Therefore, the COV believes that the size of the MMS contributions is, in many cases, inappropriately small relative to scientific merit.

The small size of the average MMS contribution likely affects the number of proposals submitted directly to MMS as well.  Researchers aware of the small award size and the small MMS budget may be less likely to submit proposals to MMS.

Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:  
· High Risk Proposals  

The MMS program funds proposals by younger investigators whose potential is as yet not fully known.  In addition, a very small number of proposals with divergent reviews were funded by MMS and may be considered high risk decisions.  In all cases, the program director fully justified her decision to make the award. Some examples include Rathouz (0096412), who is a young investigator with new ideas for addressing errors-in-variables problems in models, a long standing and difficult problem; Zeng (0318275), who is attempting to introduce graphical methods into the practice of political science research; Habing (0095919), a young researcher in statistics at South Carolina, for his research on item response theory; and Karabatsos (0242030), another young researcher, for work on Bayesian approaches to psychological measurement. 

· Multidisciplinary Proposals

The MMS program is by nature interdisciplinary and thus funds a large number of multidisciplinary projects.  The projects in MMS range across the behavioral sciences, social sciences, economics, and statistics, to give only a partial listing.  

An important factor in developing a strong multi-disciplinary emphasis is MMS’s joint sponsorship with other programs, including Economics, Sociology, Statistics and Probability, Geography and Regional Science, Science and Technology Studies, Political Science, Law and Social Sciences, Social Psychology, and Decision, Risk and Management Sciences (DRMS), among others.  The rate of joint sponsorship with MMS is higher when the director for the other program is open to interdisciplinary collaboration, the volume of proposals that are submitted to the other program is relatively large, and the other program has a natural connection to the MMS mission.  When these factors are all in play, the MMS Director makes full and appropriate use of the opportunities presented.  Some examples include van Zandt (0214574), a psychologist working with a statistician Peruggia to develop new techniques for the Bayesian analysis of psychological reaction time data; anthropologist Romney and psychologist Batchelder (0136115) to study social measurement; and Luce (0136431), who is working on utility models with applications to other disciplines.

· Innovative Proposals

There are a relatively large number of cutting-edge proposals in the MMS portfolio, as would be expected from a program that focuses on the development of new methodologies.  Many awards take advantage of increased computational capabilities, richer data sources, and emerging methodological paradigms to make novel contributions to the social, behavioral and economic sciences.  Examples include Gelman (0314312), who is working on multilevel models to provide insights into public opinion and voting; Tourangeau (0106222), who conducted a ground-breaking series of tests on the impact of visual images on response rates and measurement errors in web surveys; and Thomas (0115619), who proposed an original and innovative approach to nonparametric inference in finite mixture models.  

· Funding for centers, groups and awards to individuals

Although the COV did not have access to summary statistics on the number of investigators per proposal, the COV’s impression from reviewing jackets was that a large proportion of the proposals involve collaborative groups of two or more investigators.  This is expected in a program that focuses attention on interdisciplinary interactions between quantitative researchers and social and behavioral scientists.  At the same time, there are also several single investigator awards, such as Yamaguchi (0314705). The MMS program does not fund centers because of its small funding base.  

· Awards to new investigators

The COV notes that the MMS program has generated good participation by young researchers and by investigators who have not previously submitted an NSF proposal.  Among all investigators of primary and secondary submissions during the review period, over 20% had received their degrees in the last 10 years.  The funding rate was naturally somewhat smaller for younger investigators.  About half of the submissions to MMS (primary proposals) were from researchers who had not submitted a proposal to NSF in the past.  As would be expected, funding rates were quite a bit smaller for new investigators relative to experienced investigators (17% for first-time submitters vs. 30% for prior submitters), but the average award amounts for successful proposals were quite similar across these two groups.  Examples of new investigators include Rathouz (0096412), Habing (0095919), and Karabatsos (0242030). 

· Geographical distribution of Principal Investigators

There appears to be good geographic distribution across the country, in relation to the distribution of research universities across the US where methodological researchers tend to be concentrated.

· Institutional types

The COV also noted that, as would be expected, most proposals are awarded to research universities.  At the same time, smaller universities and some non-profit organizations have also received awards.  

· Projects that integrate research and education

Projects that integrate research and education are quite common in MMS.  Most frequently, funded research supports graduate research assistants.  At the same time, it is often necessary to cut graduate student stipends from proposal funding due to the limited budget of MMS.  Additional funding would certainly improve this aspect of the program’s contributions.  Several investigators mentioned that they planned or had included their research findings in their course work.  In addition, final reports discussed the cross-disciplinary education that the investigators and their students received as part of the research process.  

· Across disciplines and subdisciplines of the activity and of emerging opportunities

The COV found this aspect of the MMS program to be particularly strong.  As discussed earlier, methodology development naturally lends itself to interdisciplinary research, since many methodological problems are motivated by challenges that arise in substantive science.  An example of capitalizing on emerging opportunities is the introduction of the Survey Methodology and Statistics competition, and increased partnerships with programs in the geosciences to promote use of geospatial data in the social sciences, including LeSage (0136229) and Page (0136913), Kolaczyk (0318209), and Kyriakidis (0322349).

Does the program portfolio have appropriate participation of underrepresented groups?

The COV found that participation by women was low, consistent with findings from the prior COV.  Although it is difficult to assess the significance of this finding, the COV believes that this is largely due to the nature of the scientific workforce; very few women are engaged in quantitative research careers in the social, behavioral, and economic sciences.  The situation for minorities is even more extreme; there were few proposals and no awards from PIs with known minority status.  Once again, the COV feels that this is largely due to an extremely small pool of potential applicants.  

Importantly, the COV found no evidence of discrimination in the jackets, nor did it observe any indication that standards had been compromised to create more favorable statistics in this category.

Is the program relevant to national priorities, agency mission, relevant fields and other customer needs? 

The MMS program is very supportive of national priorities.  It fosters a higher quality of intellectual discovery among the social, behavioral and economic sciences by improving the methodological basis for conducting research.  National policy arenas impacted by MMS include poverty, disease, environmental quality, crime victimization, mental health, among others.  Broader scientific fields are also well served by this program because of its contributions to improved methodologies, resulting in higher quality data and better information generated via statistical analyses.  MMS has also ensured the Federal statistical system has the opportunity to gain from emerging methodological developments via the Survey Methodology and Statistics initiative.  These activities indicate that MMS effectively supports NSF’s mission to promote the progress of science and to advance national health, prosperity and welfare.  

Concerns identified that are relevant to the quality of the projects or the balance of the portfolio

The COV is concerned with the low rate of participation by women and minorities, although it recognizes this underrepresentation is largely due to the small number of qualified research scientists in the disciplines of SBE.  Nonetheless, the COV feels that steps should be taken to actively encourage underrepresented researchers to submit proposals to the MMS program.

Recommendations
The COV notes that a review of PI demographics may be misleading if female and minority researchers are concentrated among younger researchers.  It may be worthwhile to analyze gender and minority status summaries for all investigators, not just PIs.  Results may indicate whether individuals from underrepresented groups occur in greater numbers as co-investigators, rather than as principal investigators. If so, the program might have some expectation of future increases in proposals from women and underrepresented groups as such researchers grow in stature.

The COV also recommends that the MMS program consider proactive recruitment strategies as a means of increasing its pool of underrepresented applicants.  The COV also notes that these strategies could be used to recruit additional reviewers.  Two possible approaches are to target women and minorities by making them aware of the range of existing MMS opportunities, and to provide opportunities for potential applicants in underrepresented groups to develop a better understanding of the NSF grant submission process.  

In terms of targeting women and minorities, it may be useful for MMS to partner with representatives from professional organizations, especially if they have existing mechanisms to address the needs of underrepresented groups.  Some relevant organizations are the American Statistical Association, Institute of Mathematical Statistics, American Economic Association, American Sociological Association, Psychometric Society, and the Classification Society.  For example, the American Statistical Association has groups that focus on issues related to underrepresented groups and relevant methodological subdisciplines that could provide a closer link for recruiting appropriate women and minorities into the applicant (and reviewer) pool (e.g., Committee on Women in Statistics, Committee on Minorities in Statistics, Business and Economics Section, Social Statistics Section, and Survey Research Methods Section).  Some of these national organizations also provide mentorship workshops where the MMS program could be discussed by NSF representatives and by veteran PIs who can provide insider advice to prospective applicants. 

To provide more substantive opportunities for indoctrinating underrepresented groups into the funding process for MMS, the program director might consider hosting regionally-distributed NSF workshops on emerging topics in specific domain areas.  One goal could be to invite a broad range of senior, mid-career, and young researchers to discuss emerging research opportunities in methodology, measurement and statistics, thereby providing input to the MMS program and to the broader research community.  A second goal could be to create an environment that provides an opportunity for female and minority researchers to learn about future research initiatives of MMS and related NSF programs, to interact with and become visible to senior researchers in the field, and to learn about the procedures for submitting NSF proposals.  

The COV recognizes that both limited financial and staff resources in MMS severely restrict the Program Director’s ability to pursue these activities.  The COV encourages NSF to provide extra funding to assist in this very important matter.

A.5  Management of the program under review.  

Management of the program
The COV finds that the management of the MMS program is exemplary.  Program Director Eavey has actively developed a high quality pool of reviewers and has fostered a very positive and professional relationship with reviewers and potential investigators.  Dr. Eavey and the MMS program are very highly regarded, which serves both the program and NSF as a whole.  Dr. Eavey has made the most of a small budget by energetically pursuing opportunities for partnerships of her own program, with other programs, especially within the SBE directorate, and with NSF-wide initiatives.  She continually tests the waters of programs that are not actively cooperating with MMS to broaden her opportunities for interdisciplinary initiatives that support NSF-wide and programmatic goals.  

Responsiveness of the program to emerging research and education trends

Despite the small budget of the program, MMS has successfully evolved with emerging research and educational trends.  As discussed earlier, advancements in computing and information technologies have broadened methodological research approaches, and created new opportunities to tackle previously intractable problems in the social, behavioral and economic sciences.  The COV believes that the mix of awards from 2001 to 2003 has reflected these changes. 

Program planning and prioritization process (internal and external) that guided the development of the portfolio under review
Having directed the MMS program for more than a decade and actively solicited collaborations with a broad range of programs and initiatives, the COV finds that Program Director Eavey is keenly aware of the priorities and resources available at various levels of NSF.  In addition, Dr. Eavey has successfully stayed abreast of active and emerging research areas in related scientific fields.  The COV was extremely impressed with Dr. Eavey’s sophisticated balancing of political considerations, scientific developments, and funding opportunities to create a diverse funding portfolio that serves a broad range of scientific endeavors important to the entire SBE directorate.  The high degree of leveraging of her awards across programs and other federal agencies is a direct result of her ability to plan and prioritize.  

Dr. Eavey has chosen to allocate the program’s resources broadly rather than to support a small number of large awards.  The COV strongly endorses this approach as a responsible and effective use of the limited MMS budget.  Dr. Eavey’s strategy is to support primary awards with relatively small amounts over multiple years and to contribute modest amounts to other programs’ primary awards.  MMS has a handful of moderate-sized awards, some of which are leveraged 50-50 with other programmatic areas to generate a reasonable annual funding base.  

Concerns identified that are relevant to the management of the program

The primary concern identified by the COV is that very limited resources are available to the MMS program to support critical developments in the methodological foundations of social, behavioral, and economic sciences.  In many areas, such as survey methodology, advances in information technologies are transforming the entire scientific process of data collection and documentation.  At the same time, the increased availability of powerful computing resources and rich data repositories create opportunities to generate entirely new types of analyses.  For example, detailed geospatial data on the distribution of public and economic resources could be combined with demographic distributions to explore the spatial aspects of factors affecting low-income populations, such as access to transportation and services.  These changes have profound effects on the social, behavioral and economic sciences, and should be strongly supported by the MMS program.  Unfortunately, MMS’s limited budget severely restricts its ability to support these transformations in meaningful ways.  

Recommendations
The COV finds that two critical conditions are present that warrant an increase in the budget for MMS.  First, there is a strong need for methodological research to harness new opportunities unleashed by rapid changes in computing technologies and data availability; this is essential to building a solid foundation for conducting high quality science and enabling new discoveries in areas that were previously intractable.  Second, Program Director Eavey exhibits a great deal of creativity and resourcefulness in managing her program to address emerging trends, including a high degree of leveraging to promote interdisciplinary research.  Given that Dr. Eavey is an insightful scientist and possesses exceptional program management skills, the COV recommends that NSF consider additional investments in the MMS program to support methodological developments in the social, behavioral, economic sciences.  NSF may be assured that by providing more funds to the MMS program, the essential need to support current and future revolutions in methodological science will be guided, indeed highly leveraged, by a very strong and creative program officer. 

PART B.  RESULTS :  OUTPUTS AND OUTCOMES OF NSF INVESTMENTS

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

The MMS program invests heavily in multidisciplinary and collaborative research efforts.  Such activities provide an important training ground for students and scientists in the scientific as well as interpersonal aspects of research.  The resulting research also equips scientists by providing the methodological tools required for tackling complex problems in social and economic systems.  For example, Rouder, Sun and Speckman (0095919) have created a team of statisticians and psychologists to develop statistical models for skewed data; the award to Luce (0136431) involves quantitative approaches to psychological measurement theory and stands out as exemplary multidisciplinary research, benefiting anyone doing research in the behavioral sciences.  

MMS directly funds education and professional development efforts in several ways.  MMS has funded several workshops and conferences with the dual purpose of advancing the intellectual capital of individuals as well as scientific knowledge in core disciplines related to the social, behavioral, and economic sciences (e.g., Feinberg 0086688, Smith 0211432).  In addition, MMS has sponsored a CAREER award (Roberts 0133019) and a Mid-Career award (Frees 0095343).  A third area is MMS’s facilitation of the American Statistical Association’s Fellowship Program, which provides a mechanism for Federal statistical agencies to support government residencies for academic researchers.

Finally, several grants specifically mention mentoring of women and minorities as a key activity.  For example, Lohr (0105852) is known for her excellent mentorship of women (and men) in statistics.  Further, research is being conducted that addresses issues important to minorities (e.g., Farley 0095658)

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

The MMS program is devoted to the goal of developing ideas as a critical component to knowledge generation.  MMS spends the bulk of its resources funding innovative, cross-disciplinary awards that contribute broadly to issues of critical importance to society.  For example, MMS funded research by Nagin (9911370), who developed a novel method for assessing the risk of young men following trajectories of physical aggression, and discovered that this risk was highly associated with being born to low income women.  The discovery led the Quebec provincial government to adopt a program for such mothers.  Also, as noted earlier, through the competitive grants mechanism as well as discretionary allocation, MMS supports conferences and workshops that provide a forum for generating new ideas in specific scientific domains, while offering opportunities for the increased participation of underrepresented groups.  

B.3 OUTCOME GOAL for TOOLS: Providing “broadly accessible, state-of-the-art S&E facilities, tools and other infrastructure that enable discovery, learning and innovation.”

Through competitive grants, MMS has also contributed to databases and data centers for international income and poverty statistics, international trade statistics, restricted access microdata, among others.  For example, MMS has provided long-standing support to Census Research Data Centers (RDCs), centers where confidential data can be analyzed by researchers in a secure, restricted access computing environment.  The two leading projects supported by MMS in the last three fiscal years are Brady (9812173) and Hotz (9812174) for the California RDC, and Shapiro (0004322) for the Michigan RDC.  

MMS has also provided funding for projects that enhance the methods used to develop the nation’s information infrastructure.  The Data Documentation Initiative (Vardigan 0136447) seeks to provide methodologies and standards for data documentation, thereby enabling seamless sharing of data resources and the metadata that describe these resources.  MMS provides direct funding for the Committee on National Statistics, which plays a crucial role in addressing emerging methodological and data development issues in the federal statistical system.  MMS has also supported other data development projects, such as the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (Stafford 9515005) and a web-based international trade data archive (Lipsey 0004290).  

B.4 OUTCOME GOAL for ORGANIZATIONAL EXCELLENCE:  Providing “an agile, innovative organization that fulfills its mission through leadership in state-of-the-art business practices.”
As noted throughout the balance of this report, MMS Program Director Cheryl Eavey excels in all aspects of program management.  She provides energetic and highly organized leadership in interacting with MMS applicants and awardees, cross-program and cross-directorate initiatives in NSF, and in developing funding opportunities with other agencies.  For example, Eavey has been an active collaborator through shared funding and hosting of large competitions.  In light of the numerous complexities associated with these collaborations, Eavey’s management of the proposal review process and of the corresponding budget process is exemplary.  At the same time, she stays abreast of developments in numerous scientific fields that intersect with the MMS program mission, creating an informed base from which to make effective decisions on MMS awards and other cooperative ventures.  

PART C.  OTHER TOPICS

C.1  Please comment on any program areas in need of improvement or gaps (if any) within program areas.
The COV feels strongly that the MMS program attracts high quality proposals in a broad range of relevant scientific areas, and that funds are very appropriately distributed across several important subdisciplines in the social, behavioral, and economic sciences.  Further, the MMS program is responsive to new advances in these areas, as evidenced by the dynamic mix of research topics and subdisciplines funded over time.  The COV believes that the selection process guided by Program Director Eavey has led to an exceptional portfolio, in spite of challenges that exist in recruiting reviewers and her limited budget.  

The COV suggests a few areas that might be specifically emphasized by MMS in upcoming years.  These are all areas where emerging methodologies offer some promise for scientific advance.

First, social and behavioral science data are becoming increasingly rich and complex, and statistical methods are needed that address new data structures with explicit relationships across space, time, community levels, and networked objects (e.g., people, organizations, knowledge).  New areas where additional funding would generate substantive contributions to the social sciences include multivariate statistical methods for handling numerous correlated measures on observation units, social network analysis, and methods that account for known data structures, such as hierarchical linear modeling, growth curve modeling, and spatial modeling.  Many of these areas have grown substantially over the past decade and show promise for studying both large and small collections of individual objects (e.g., network analysis was named the “technology” of the year by Business 2.0 in 2003), yet statistical techniques for the study of the often complex data sets arising from such studies are still in their infancy.

Second, the COV suggests MMS support additional research in survey methodology.  Statistical and methodological aspects of sample surveys are undergoing a revolution in response to changes in society and information technologies.  For example, traditional household sampling approaches are being rendered ineffective due to the high costs of field work, plummeting response rates for telephone surveys, and the disintegration of land line telephone number lists as a direct sampling frame for households; data collection methods are being transformed by new developments in the Internet, mobile computing, and tools for using geographic and visual information resources; and the entire survey process stands to reap enormous benefits in efficiency and quality from advances in information science, via approaches such as data warehousing and metadata repositories.  Most of these topics are at a nascent stage in their development, and would benefit from a comprehensive theoretical base.  While MMS has been able to fund small studies to contribute to knowledge about appropriate survey methodological principles, more funding is needed to develop the kind of conceptual underpinning that would guide general implementation of these approaches in federal statistical surveys and in surveys conducted by individual researchers or research groups.  Given the federal statistical community’s active interest in co-funding research in these areas, survey methodology seems an excellent opportunity for targeted increases in the MMS resource base. 

An additional, and very specific, concern of the COV is the need for new work on survey methodology and data collection applied to low-income populations.  Data on those populations are very relevant to many social policy issues, yet the survey research community typically focuses on methods for the general population and not for this special, but important subpopulation.  Low-income families have high refusal rates, are difficult to locate, have high mobility rates, and have cognitive barriers different from those of higher income families.    Bringing together survey methodologists and practicing researchers on data collection for special populations might furnish an avenue for contributing to advances in social and scientific knowledge.

Finally, MMS is in an excellent position to promote increased interaction between methodologists and practicing scientists, which is critical to the effective transfer of new methods to improve science.  Despite the strong promise shown by new statistical techniques, barriers exist in developing widespread use by social, behavioral, and economic scientists, largely due to lack of training and lack of awareness about the potential contributions of new methods. One way in which MMS could help bridge gaps between statisticians and scientists is via support for conferences and workshops on specific substantive subject areas (crime, poverty, income inequality, organizational science, for example) that bring together researchers working on these topics with applied statisticians and methodologists.   

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 COV has no additional comments.

C.3  Please identify agency-wide issues that should be addressed by NSF to help improve the program's performance.
Methodological research is fundamental to the basic infrastructure for investigative science and the nation’s information base for developing knowledge and social policy.  As available data and information resources expand at an increasing rate, it is essential that NSF provide stronger financial support for the MMS program to ensure the development of critical quantitative and methodological building blocks for conducting scientific research.  Given the superior leadership of this program, NSF stands to obtain a high return on its investment.  Dr. Eavey has been extremely effective as a program manager, and is unusually creative and energetic in pursuing opportunities to leverage within NSF via cross-disciplinary partnerships and outside of NSF via extramural funding from other agencies.

The MMS program has links to specific foundation-wide initiatives, such as the Human and Social Dynamics (HSD) program and the new Mathematical Sciences program area.  MMS clearly has a strong relationship to the substantive scientific areas covered by these initiatives.  For HSD, the MMS has much to contribute to the statistical modeling of the dynamical systems envisaged by HSD.  Further, the infrastructure components of HSD relate closely to the data infrastructure goals of MMS.  For the Mathematical Sciences initiative, an even closer link is desirable because the cross-cutting goals of that initiative are very consistent with the multidisciplinary nature of mathematical and statistical methods of direct interest to MMS. 

Even with these close links, greater integration of these initiatives with the MMS program is necessary.  It is not clear that proposals submitted directly to these initiatives as part of their competitions, but which are directly relevant to MMS and its expertise, will be reviewed by the MMS panel or outside experts that MMS could provide.  In addition, the channels that MMS could use to refer some of its proposals to these initiatives are undefined, or at best, vague.  Clearly there will be MMS proposals that could be funded by these initiatives, and vice versa.   The COV understands that these initiatives are intended to support cross-cutting research that impacts science broadly, thereby facilitating proposals with broader scope than those that are generally submitted to or funded by individual programs like MMS.  At the same time, the COV believes that many MMS-funded projects have very general application to a variety of scientific disciplines and would be very compatible with, and would enrich, the research portfolio of these initiatives.  Thus, the COV urges NSF to more explicitly define ways for these foundation-wide initiatives to benefit from MMS and vice versa. 

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

The COV has no additional comments.

C.5  NSF would appreciate your comments on how to improve the COV review process, format and report template.
First of all, the MMS COV would like to express its appreciation of the enormous amount of information provided to it by Program Director Eavey on the review process, proposals, budgets, and a wide variety of statistics on the program’s operational and review features.

While the COV feels a very high standard has been set, there are additional items that would have improved the committee’s effectiveness.  Annual budget spreadsheets would provide more detail so that it would be easier to determine how program budgets are being spent.  Additional “breakouts” of awards and the size of MMS contributions by primary and secondary submission status would also be helpful.

In the process of the three-day COV meeting, the MMS COV believes it would have been helpful to have had a slightly more detailed introduction to the jackets, including a list of codes that are used on the various sheets.  Perhaps an example could be discussed at the beginning of the meeting.

In addition, the MMS COV feels that there is no need for general meetings during the first day and a half of the COV meeting period, since the COV members are intensively examining jackets, formulating ideas, and speaking to the Program Director during this time.

__________________

For the Methodology, Measurement and Statistics (MMS) COV component

Sarah M. Nusser

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

Briefly discuss and provide comments for each relevant aspect of the program's review process and management. Comments should be based on a review of proposal actions (awards, declinations, and withdrawals) that were completed within the past three fiscal years. Provide comments for each program being reviewed and for those questions that are relevant to the program under review. Quantitative information may be required for some questions. Constructive comments noting areas in need of improvement are encouraged. Please do not take time to answer questions if they do not apply to the program.

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



	INTRODUCTION  (To report as a whole, not just Section A-1)

The Science and Technology Studies Program (STS) supports research in a variety of disciplines including history, philosophy, sociology and anthropology.  Indeed the range of topics and approaches to understanding science is impressive as can be seen from the list of funded projects in the period 2001-2003.   Many of the funded proposals are interdisciplinary in their intellectual resources, methodology, and impact.  Successful projects reflect the best of the work in our fields.  Although the funding amounts are small by NSF standards, they are large enough to have had a critical influence in the research community both for furthering knowledge as well as in training new researchers at the undergraduate, graduate and postdoctoral levels.  In addition the research supported has had larger social impact through interaction with scientific communities, social institutions and the public at large. A diversity of perspectives is brought to bear by this research community upon issues of the nature of scientific inquiry and its place in society.

      The structure of research characteristic of STS distinguishes it from other programs in the NSF.  Unlike the typical scientific laboratory or field station integrating the efforts of multiple scientific contributions into a final research output, most of the best research in history, philosophy and social studies of science is done by individual scholars. Fewer projects require large groups of scholars working together and large investments of money in infrastructure development.  At the same time, it is evident that much of the research is interdisciplinary in character incorporating, for example, methods from history (oral histories, archival investigation, textual analysis), social science (surveys, statistical analysis, participant observation) and philosophy (conceptual refinement, critical reasoning, foundational analysis).  Individual researchers are located in departments of history, philosophy, sociology, anthropology as well as science departments and interdisciplinary configurations.  We are impressed with and support the continuation of the mix of proposals funded to include traditional core disciplinary investigations as well as interdisciplinary approaches and projects. 

      The COV appreciates the opportunity to give its opinion about a possible reorganization of the STS and SDEST programs.  The concept is to retain separate program officers for these two programs, in order to retain their identities and relations to their respective research communities.  At the same time, joint work would be facilitated by appointment of a third program officer to coordinate proposals that might draw support from both programs.  This third program officer would help link the program more effectively with foundation-wide initiatives. The COV believes that such larger initiatives could benefit from input of STS and SDEST expertise, and the new program officer could help coordinate proposals by researchers in these fields to address fundamental “metascientific” issues raised by the new initiatives.  Examples of these initiatives recently have included nanotechnology, human and social dynamics, bio-complexity, and information technology.  The NSF-wide initiatives are important ways to stimulate new research agendas, but we find less than optimal integration of these initiatives with the STS program.  We would encourage new mechanisms for supporting STS projects that are central and complementary to the initiative directions.  In addition to supporting collaborative research proposals solicited by the initiatives, initiative funds could support activities such as postdoctoral training fellowships in the STS community, individual scholar awards within the STS purview, and targeted workshops for the STS community on topics related to the initiatives.

      The COV appreciates the interest in reorganization.  We would like to see more efficient channels for communicating between foundation-wide initiatives and the STS and SDEST programs.  The research communities covered by these programs have significant expertise to offer on the ethical, social, philosophical, and historical issues connected with these initiatives.  If the reorganization can foster collaborative research along these lines, it would be welcomed, provided it does not absorb resources from other areas of research.  In a situation of likely stable (or possibly declining) funding, the COV is concerned about this possibility.  Most research in the fields supported by the STS program seems likely to continue to be conducted by individuals and this should continue to be supported. The COV endorses the suggestion that an external advisory committee be established to participate in the reorganization from the point of view of the disciplinary communities affected.  This seems to us a good way to ensure that maximum benefit be derived from communication with researchers with appropriate expertise, while helping to allay the concerns mentioned.

See Section C-5 for overall recommendations.


	

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

All proposals for scholar awards, dissertation improvement grants, career awards, and a portion of conference grants were reviewed by a combination of ad hoc reviewers and panelists.  Panel directors aimed to get at least three ad hoc (external) reviewers and two panelists to review each proposal, and in a large majority of cases met that goal.  In a relatively few cases, program directors appropriately make small awards outside of the review schedule.

Is the review process efficient and effective?

The review process works well in many respects, but there is one obvious problem.  As mentioned in the prior COV report (1-3 March, 2000), the reviewer response rate has dropped in recent years, requiring panel officers to request reviews from a larger pool of reviewers than in earlier years.  Based on discussions with program officers, the current COV believes that this decreased rate is due to a combination of factors.  A drop in response rate coincided with the shift to electronic review system.  Although that system is efficient, in the sense that it saves labor and postal expenses for NSF, it places a burden on reviewers to download and print proposals.  With the rapid increase in the volume of e-mail traffic, potential reviewers may lose track of requests for reviews.     


	Yes

Yes

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


	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?

Principal investigators are given prompt feedback by program directors, and are given access (through Fastlane) to reviewers’ comments and panel summaries. Many of the ad hoc reviews in the jackets the COV reviewed were detailed, in one case running to six single-spaced pages (nearly half the length of the project description itself).  Especially for dissertation proposals, such feedback can be very helpful for improving the dissertation research, regardless of whether it is funded. Reviews by panelists and panel summaries were less elaborate than ad hoc reviews, but provided clear reasons for decisions.


	Yes

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

Summaries take account of divergence between individual evaluations, and together with the individual reviews they give sufficient information for supporting panel decisions.  


	Yes

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

In addition to the standard feedback through correspondence and Fastlane, Keith Benson, current STS Program Director, encourages Principal Investigators to phone him for further information, though the panel was not given information about the number of PI’s who actually do seek such information. 


	Yes

	Is the time to decision appropriate?

The time to decision is appropriate, given the necessary to give reviewers time to read proposals and panelists to prepare for the meeting.  


	Yes

	Comments:

The COV believes that the review process functions very well, given the wide range of proposals reviewed, and despite increasing numbers of proposals and time-pressures on program officers.  The problem with the return rate of reviews is far from unique to this program.



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

Program officers seek input from diverse reviewers.  Their recommendations are consistent with reviewers’ recommendations. When there are divergent reviews and/or an insufficient number of reviews, program officers try hard to seek further reviews.  



	Recommendations:

The COV recommends that NSF should carefully review the communications through which panels request reviews.  

Although Fastlane provides a convenient way for NSF to deliver proposals and give reviewers standard information, it remains necessary to supplement standardized communications with personal messages that concisely present instructions for reviewers, and include information tailored to the specific program.   

The review system should automatically monitor responses by prospective reviewers to review requests, and remind reviewers when deadlines approach.  A similar recommendation was made by the 2000 COV, and it appears to be the case that efforts have been made to compensate for the impersonality of generic electronic requests.




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?

In 2000, the COV mentioned that most reviews do not address the second merit criterion (impact), but by 2003, nearly all reviews addressed both criteria. The Fastlane review templates encourage reviewers to do so by including separate locations for each merit criterion.  Some reviewers, including a few panelists, write their reviews in one continuous summary, rather than writing separate comments about the ‘impact’ criterion.  
	Yes

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

Some panel summaries in 2001 did not address both merit criteria, but by 2003 the summaries were organized in accordance with them.  


	Yes

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


	Yes

	Comments:

As noted above, the 2000 COV report mentioned that most reviews, and even many panel summaries did not explicitly mention the two merit criteria, and often included no comments on the second (impact) criterion.  In the past three years, a growing proportion of the reviewers comment on both criteria.  The electronic review form on Fastlane facilitates such comments, though many ad hoc reviewers and panel reviewers choose to write a continuous set of comments.


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

The previous COV report speculated that reviewers assume that a proposal, which in their judgment has poor intellectual merit, is unlikely to have any impact on education or policy.  Although compliance with the two criteria certainly is higher in reviews, panel summaries, and review analyses (Form 7s), it remains the case – especially in reviews of scholarship in some areas of history and philosophy of science – that impact is difficult to distinguish from intellectual merit.  Nevertheless, program officers, panelists, and a majority of reviewers comment on both merit criteria.


	Recommendations:   

Given the growing emphasis NSF places on compliance with the two merit review criteria, and given some of the distinctive characteristics of ‘metascientific’ research proposals, the instructions sent to reviewers for the STS panel should provide examples and elaboration beyond the generic NSF instructions.  Standard requests to reviewers refer to the relevant links to information and examples, but it would be more effective to provide concise, highlighted, and tailor-made instructions and examples on the request form itself.   




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? 

See program statistics for help in addressing this question.

For most proposals, program officers requested reviews from 6-9 ad hoc reviewers, and sometimes more.  In addition two panelists were assigned to write reviews of each proposal.  In some cases, the number of requests for ad hoc reviews seemed excessive, and yet, panel statistics indicate that a substantial number of proposals received ratings and comments from less than three ad hoc reviews. The previous COV report mentioned a declining trend in the rate of return for review requests, and statistics for the past three years indicate that the rate has dropped below 50%. The COV recommended that the program officers should expand the current database of reviewers, in order to keep track of reviewers’ responses to requests for reviews.  In conversation with the current COV, the Program Director indicated that personal knowledge of the field is more important than a database for finding good reviewers.  The database that NSF maintains provides useful information about reviewers, including their responses to previous requests.  The COV believes that more could be done to expand the number and diversity of reviewers, collect and organize reviewer information and store such information on the database. In addition, future COV reviewers would be able more easily to track the diversity of fields, institutions, geographical locations, gender and minority status, and other characteristics of the reviewer network.


	Yes

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

The reviewers are appropriate.  In the instances that the COV reviewed, there were many authorities in their fields, as well as lesser-known but well-regarded specialists in the relevant fields.  While the COV is confident that the program officers identify highly qualified reviewers, more systematic data on reviewers and their fields would be useful. 


	Yes

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

See program statistics for help in addressing geographic and institutional balance; information on underrepresented groups is not available.
Statistical data did not provide sufficient information to enable the COV to draw clear inferences about reviewers’ geographical locations, types of institution, or minority status.  Information was available about gender, though with a considerable amount of error and missing data.

Statistics on the gender of reviewers show that 26% of reviews were made by female PI’s, as compared with 32% of proposals submitted by female PI’s. On the STS panels, 45% were women.   

Over the three year period, acceptance rates were slightly higher for women.  Although the STS program makes praiseworthy efforts to balance gender composition of panels, the COV believes that it should be possible to expand the proportion of women (and, surely, underrepresented minorities) in the pool of reviewers.
	Data not available

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

The COV was satisfied that program officers take care to communicate information to reviewers and panelists about possible conflicts of interest, and the COV also found some jackets that indicated that program of

ficers monitored, identified and removed reviews that involved possible conflicts of interest. 
	Yes

	Comments:  See above sections.



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

The two main concerns discussed in this section were: (1) a diminishing response rate among reviewers, necessitating efforts to contact more and more reviewers for each proposal submitted; and (2) a lack of systematic information about reviewers. 



	Recommendations:

The COV recommends that NSF should develop a more compete and systematic data base that would allow program officers and program reviewers to identify distributions and to actively seek reviewers from underrepresented fields and groups.  

In addition to more readily organizing and making available data about reviewers, NSF should consider collecting further information from reviewers that would assist program activities and reviews.  It is, of course, necessary to collect such information in a way that respects reviewers’ privacy, and which avoids adding to the reviewers’ voluntary burden.




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



	Scholar awards and dissertation improvement grants are the main categories of awards funded.  These types of award are appropriate for supporting scholarship in the field.  Most STS research involves archival, oral-historical, ethnographic, and related forms of investigation, usually conducted by a single investigator or a small team of researchers. Such research typically leads to the publication of scholarly articles in peer reviewed journals and edited volumes, and books published by major university presses.  The dissertation improvement awards enable advanced Ph.D. students to travel to archives, or to sites of interviews and participant observation.  Dissertation grant proposals constitute a significant portion of the projects seeking support; roughly 25% of all submissions are requests for dissertation support.  On average, over the three-year period, 45% were funded (as compared to 34% for non-dissertation proposals).  The COV supports this emphasis on dissertation awards, because they support the research culture in STS, and contribute to professional training.  The application and review process can itself be a valuable form of tutorial for graduate students and recent Ph.D.’s, and indications from the proposal jackets reviewed indicates that STS reviewers and panelists take their roles very seriously.


	Appropriate

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

See program statistics for help in addressing this question.

Although NSF currently emphasizes large collaborative projects designed to investigate a common problem, as noted above most STS research takes the form of scholarly research and individual investigations.  The COV supports the value of such research, and views it as the life-blood of the history, philosophy, and social study of science and technology.  Nevertheless, the COV recognizes that the STS program has devoted, and should continue to devote, a (necessarily limited) portion of its budget to funding larger collaborative projects on ethical, legal, and social aspects of science and engineering.  In recent years, the STS program has supported, or partially supported, long-term projects that contribute to the infrastructure of research in the field (archival projects and digital libraries, for example), and the program has also supported a limited number of SGTR proposals.  

      Average size of award (excluding dissertations) over the three-year period is $86,563 (mean).  Over the three-year period the average size of awards has increased steadily from $65,000 to $103,000.  Most projects are funded for one or two years (111 one-year; 60 two-year; 16 three-year; two five-year proposals).  Because of the need to spend extended periods of time investigating archives or conducting fieldwork at a site remote from the investigator’s ‘home’ university, STS program officers and panels agree (and the COV concurs) that it is necessary in many cases to fund a semester or year of release time for scholars from university teaching. In view of rising salaries and indirect cost rates, the 2000 COV expressed concern that capping scholars awards at $150,000 (the three-year limit, with overhead costs included) might discourage applications from senior scholars. Since then, according to information given to the current COV, the STS Advisory Panel has recommended that award limitations should reflect direct cost only, with indirect cost added above a suggested ceiling for $90,000 for one-year and $150,000 for three year proposals.  The COV was asked to consider these recommendations and, specifically, to consider limiting the amount of annual salary either to one semester or one quarter full salary, sabbatical salary augmentation, or (in cases where there is no salary support) full salary support for sabbatical research done off campus.  The COV advises that program officers and panels should (as they already do) provide funding for sabbatical augmentation and summer salary.  For PI’s who ask for a full year of salary support, a $90,000 limit for one year and $150,000 for three years (exclusive of indirect costs), seems a reasonable limit.  Senior scholars whose salaries exceed those limits should be advised to request salary for one semester or one-half year, which would enable them in many cases to cover sabbatical augmentation. 
       Despite the rise in average size of award, the COV noted that almost all awards received substantial cuts in amounts requested and/or duration of funding.  Program officers and panels have sought to maximize the number of high-quality proposals funded, and yet the budget was insufficient to support many promising research proposals that were rated as worthy of funding.  The COV supports the STS program’s efforts to spread the limited budget among a large number of excellent, and relatively small, scholars awards.


	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of: 

· High Risk Proposals?  

The COV found this question ambiguous.  One possible interpretation of ‘high risk proposals’ is Small Grant Exploratory Research projects. Exploratory projects have uncertain outcomes, and the STS program did support several such projects in 2001-03. For example, in 2001 the program funded an SGTR by Kargon (0114452), Johns Hopkins, on ‘Light and Enlightenment, A Digital Variorum Edition of Newton's Optics’; and in 2003 it supported Klawiter, Georgia Tech (0324740) on ‘Citizen-science collaborations and the quest for environmental solutions to the “breast cancer epidemic”.


	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Multidisciplinary Proposals?

It is a characteristic feature of the STS field that research is multi-disciplinary.  Even projects that appear to fit more or less clearly into a disciplinary perspective such as history of science or philosophy of science also in many cases include methods, theoretical resources, and results that draw from and are of interest to more than one subfield of the broader STS community.  One example is Schaffner, George Washington University (0324367) – a study on a conceptual and social history of behavioral genetics, combining philosophical analysis with archival and oral history. Another is Pickering, University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign (0094504), a biography and history of three figures in the history of cybernetics, which employs a sociological analysis of innovation. There are many other examples.
	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Innovative Proposals?

One innovative development identified by the Program Director in discussions with the COV combines history of technology with environmental history.  Examples include Hecht, University of Michigan (0237661), an ambitious project on the historical anthropology of the third-world production of uranium for first-world weaponry and power plants; and Elkind, San Diego State University (0322988), on how science, technology and public opinion influence environmental policy.  
Another type of innovative project uses methods from one discipline to address issues often associated with another.  For example, Griffiths, University of Pittsburgh (0217567) conducts a philosophical project on changing concepts of the gene, that brings together panels of expert scientists and philosophers, and deploys a survey instrument to investigate biologists’ conceptions of the gene.
	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Funding for centers, groups and awards to individuals?

The majority of awards are scholars awards and dissertations, and the COV subscribes to the philosophy of supporting a large number and diversity of these.  However, the program does give funding for other types of award.  One ongoing award, for example funds travel for graduate students to major professional society meetings in STS fields.  

The program also funded 12 workshops and conferences, 4 SGERs, 2 SGTRs, one career award, and 3 RUI’s in the three-year period.


	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Awards to new investigators?

See program statistics for help in addressing this question.
During the three-year period, the majority of proposals were submitted by new investigators (investigators who had not previously submitted to NSF):

54% of standard grant submissions over the past three years were by new investigators.  The award rate, however, is 28% for new investigators versus 40% for prior PIs.  The rate is relatively stable through the three-year period.  The disparity in acceptance rates is not surprising (one would hope that PI’s would become more effective at submitting proposals over time).  It should be noted that there are several instances in the three-year period of declined proposals (some of which may have been submitted by new investigators) which were accepted after a second, or even third, submission.  


	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Geographical distribution of Principal Investigators?

See program statistics for help in addressing this question.
Submissions from ESPCor states were 31 out of 522, of which 45% (15) were funded.  Success rates were higher for ‘New England’ than for other regions, but it was unclear to the COV what the geographical boundaries were.  It was difficult to reach conclusions about geographic bias.


	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Institutional types?

Major research universities disproportionately generate submissions to the Program.  There is also a rough correspondence between the frequency of submissions and the frequency of successful proposals, but accepted proposals came from a wide range of institutions, and a substantial number of proposals from top ranked institutions, including some submitted by well-known PI’s, were declined. 


	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Projects that integrate research and education?

The balance is appropriate.  There are at least three different ways in which STS research integrates itself with education.  One is by treating education themes (such as science pedagogy) as a topic for historical, philosophical, and sociological research.  A fine example of this is Kaiser, MIT (0118165), “Training Scientists, Crafting Science: A Workshop for Putting Pedagogy on the Map for Science Studies.”  This workshop brought together a group of historians (most of whom were recent PhDs) who presented historical studies of the dissemination of scientific knowledge, which were commented upon by more senior scholars in the history and sociology of science.  The workshop papers are currently being prepared for publication in an MIT Press volume.

Another way of integrating STS and education is through NSF funded activities designed to disseminate STS research on teaching to new educational venues.  An NSF funded workshop (Jasanoff, Harvard, 0096514), brought together STS scholars and deans, provosts, and other administrators from liberal arts and other institutions, for a discussion of possibilities for developing STS undergraduate curricula.

An initial workshop was held in November 2001 at the Kennedy School of Government, with a follow-up workshop in January 2003. Feedback from attendees, referred to in the final report, suggests workshop aims were effectively communicated to people with influence on curricular planning.

A third form of integration is through Professional Development awards that enable a scholar to educate herself in a new field.  For example, Braun, (Brown University, 0220237), a PhD with clinical research training, pursued a project on “Race, Ethnicity, and Science: The Case of Lung Function,”

While studying with Evelynn Hammonds at Harvard.  The training component involved studying history of science with Hammonds, and the research component involved relations between concepts of race and lung function and health.


	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance:

· Across disciplines and subdisciplines of the activity and of emerging opportunities?
The Science and Technology Studies Program (STS) supports research in a variety of disciplines including history, philosophy, sociology and anthropology. Many of the funded proposals are interdisciplinary in their intellectual resources, methodology, and impact.  Successful projects reflect the best of the work in these fields.  Although the funding amounts are small by NSF standards, they are large enough to have had a critical influence in the research community both for furthering knowledge as well as in training new researchers at the undergraduate, graduate and postdoctoral levels.  In addition the research supported has had larger social impact through interaction with scientific communities, social institutions and the public at large. A diversity of perspectives is brought to bear by this research community upon issues of the nature of scientific inquiry and its place in society.  


	Appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have appropriate participation of underrepresented groups?

See program statistics for help in addressing this question.
Of 189 PI’s of funded proposals (including dissertations), two proposals were from underrepresented minorities.  According to program statistics, only six were by minority PI’s.  These extremely small numbers indicate that the problem has to do with the number of applications submitted, rather than the acceptance rate.  Clearly, more efforts need to be made to encourage applications from African-Americans, Hispanic-Americans, and Native Americans.  The COI applauds Keith Benson’s efforts to build bridges between HBCU’s and STS professional societies.    


	Not Appropriate

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

It plays an indispensable role in the Foundation as a whole.


	Appropriate

	Comments:

The analysis of scientific and technological innovation from the perspectives of STS is crucial to the success, and to public understanding of science and technology.



	Discuss any concerns identified that are relevant to the quality of the projects or the balance of the portfolio:
The COV was concerned about the small number of external reviewers on some of the major projects and wondered if the program should reduce the number of reviewers on small projects such as dissertation grants that now require five external reviewers to make available more external reviewers on the larger projects where some that have been funded have as few as two. 

The COV concluded that the portfolio would benefit from the inclusion of more REGs, RUIs and qualitative research projects.


	Recommendations:

The Program is responsible for meeting the research interests and methodologies of diverse academic or disciplinary communities.  The management of these responsibilities requires sensitivity to and understanding of the research traditions and emergence of new ideas within these communities.  Available data unfortunately make it hard, though not impossible, to gain a measure of whether the Program’s portfolio at any one time or over time strikes the right balance.  

While the balance of the Program’s awards across institutions, disciplines and region appear satisfactory, the COV expressed concern about the continuing under-representation of minority submissions and awards.  The COV urges continued vigorous outreach efforts by the Program to these communities of scholars.  




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

	Management of the program.

Program management was effective during the 2001-03 period.  One source of concern with the rotating directorship of the STS program is that the transition between successive directors leaves a gap in institutional memory.  One advantage of plans for a closer relationship between SDEST and STS would be that the permanent directorship of SDEST could provide continuity during transition periods and a basis for quickly bringing new STS directors up to speed.



	Responsiveness of the program to emerging research and education trends.

  See section A-4



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

See section A-4



	Comments:

Comments, concerns and recommendations about the management of the program pervade this report; see especially responses to questions in A-4.  



	Discuss any concerns identified that are relevant to the management of the program.
See sections A1, A2, A3, A4, and Sections B1, B2, B3, B4



	Recommendations:

See other sections, and overall summary recommendations.




PART B.  RESULTS :   OUTPUTS AND OUTCOMES OF NSF INVESTMENTS

NSF investments produce results that appear over time.  The answers to the first three (People, Ideas and Tools) questions in this section are to be based on the COV’s study of award results, which are direct and indirect accomplishments of projects supported by the program.  These projects may be currently active or closed out during the previous three fiscal years.  The COV review may also include consideration of significant impacts and advances that have developed since the previous COV review and are demonstrably linked to NSF investments, regardless of when the investments were made.  Incremental progress made on results reported in prior fiscal years may also be considered.

The following questions are developed using the NSF outcome goals in the NSF Strategic Plan. The COV should look carefully at and comment on (1) noteworthy achievements of the year based on NSF awards; (2) the ways in which funded projects have collectively affected progress toward NSF’s mission and strategic outcomes; and (3) expectations for future performance based on the current set of awards. NSF asks the COV to provide comments on the degree to which past investments in research and education have contributed to NSF’s progress towards its annual strategic outcome goals and to its mission:

· To promote the progress of science.

· To advance national health, prosperity, and welfare.

· To secure the national defense.

· And for other purposes.

Excellence in managing NSF underpins all of the agency’s activities.  For the response to the Outcome Goal for Organizational Excellence, the COV should comment, where appropriate, on NSF providing an agile, innovative organization.  Critical indicators in this area include (1) operation of a credible, efficient merit review system; (2) utilizing and sustaining broad access to new and emerging technologies for business application; (3) developing a diverse, capable, motivated staff that operates with efficiency and integrity; and (4) developing and using performance assessment tools and measures to provide an environment of continuous improvement in NSF’s intellectual investments as well as its management effectiveness.

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

Comments:

As noted in Section A-4, a number of proposals funded by the STS Program in the three-year period include innovative mechanisms for education and public outreach.  Relevant ‘nuggets’ include Jasanoff, Harvard University (0096514), which sought to encourage a broad range of college and university administrators to develop STS curricula.  Especially valuable was support for the proposal by Malone, History of Science Society (0342327), which also was supported with funding from the Dibner Institute.  This proposal was for a workshop in Colorado that introduced faculty at historically black colleges and universities (HBCU’s) to the value of history of science in the liberal arts curriculum.  Participants in the workshop were asked for evaluations, and according to one evaluation, “the workshop was instructive, informative, and encouraging.”  Program Director Keith Benson should be praised for his initiative with developing this workshop, for his site visits to HBCU’s, and for helping to provide funding and encouragement that enabled educators from HBCU’s to attend the 2002 Milwaukee joint meeting of the four major societies in history, philosophy, and social studies of science and technology).  

A sizeable number of proposals also address broader questions on the role of science and technology in a democratic society.  These include Gusterson (013622), MIT, “Public Science: Discourse on the Strategic Defense Initiative, 1983-1988.”  This project is designed to support Rebecca Slayton, a Chemistry Ph.D. from Harvard, to do postdoctoral research in STS at MIT on SDI in 1980s.  Her project examines discourse in communities of scientists and their public profiles in media, and includes educational goals as well as research for the co-PI. This project has a potentially broader impact of illuminating policy-making and democratic decision-making.  Other relevant proposals are Schiebinger, Penn State (0114706), an SGTR designed to develop a graduate program focused on the theme of gender in science; and Woodhouse (9811962), an innovative Masters degree program at RPI, integrating technological design and STS.



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

Research in the STS Program area, by its nature, crosses frontiers that sometimes divide the sciences and social sciences, and connects developments in the sciences with their social and cultural context.

Some research is comparative and/or international in its scope.  

Loren Graham of MIT (0217597) was funded for a study of the directions in basic science research in Russia since the collapse of the Soviet Union.  

Sheldon Pollock, of the University of Chicago (0135069) was funded for a project on “Indian Knowledge-Systems on the Eve of Colonialism.”  The PI is coordinating an international and interdisciplinary collaborative project which is conducting a census of manuscript and printed materials in Sanskrit, 1550-1750.  Digital images of published and unpublished texts will be prepared.  Anticipated audience includes general historians and philosophers, other scholars interested in precolonial knowledge in India, hence satisfying the broader impacts criterion.

Other work has been conceptually innovative in connecting fundamental philosophical concepts with interdisciplinary approaches.  STS encourages questions that start within a discipline to take advantage of resources and methods from other disciplines.  Philosophically, this has led toward pluralistic accounts that show how scientific norms and rational standards are context relative.  For example, different concepts of causality and reason have been found to operate in different contexts, both individual and social.  This development opens philosophy up to studies of the significance of social and historical conditions.

An example of the fertility of cross-disciplinary STS research for philosophical understanding of the sciences is the collaborative proposal by Bishop and Trout of Iowa State University (0327436).  “Model Knowledge and Scientific Judgment,” investigates the interaction between the philosophical topic of hypothesis testing and the empirical field of ameliorative psychology.  It also applies the results of the conceptual analysis to practical problems of decision making in social institutions, e.g. predictive modeling in health management organizations.

Nancy Cartwright, LSE and UCSD (0322579), “Causal Pluralism and Causal Inference, with Applications to Health and Status,” offers a critical analysis of new debates on the nature of causality and how characterizing the different approaches can be targeted to different contexts of analysis in medicine and economics.

In addition, the historian Naomi Oreskes of the University of California San Diego (0115260) was funded for “The Military Roots of Basic Science: American Oceanography in the Cold War and Beyond.”  This is an in-depth historical analysis of the rise of the science of oceanography in the context of military funding.  It importantly restructures our understanding of the relationship of intellectual success, secrecy, exclusivity and trust.  This is a fine example of historical research that fosters novel insight about the central themes in philosophy such as causation, objectivity, and the public role of scientific knowledge.



	B.3 OUTCOME GOAL for TOOLS: Providing “broadly accessible, state-of-the-art S&E facilities, tools and other infrastructure that enable discovery, learning and innovation.”

Recent awards include several projects using new information technology to communicate results of research.  PI William Newman of Indiana University (0324310) was funded for three years to prepare a digital edition of Isaac Newton’s chemistry papers, to be integrated with the web-based Newton Project at Imperial College, London.  This will make hitherto unpublished writings of Newton available for study and search by a worldwide community of scholars via the Internet.

Alan Stahl of the Dibner Institute, MIT (0322627) was funded for a digital edition of a technical notebook by Michael of Rhodes, an early-modern engineer.

Mark Monmonier of Syracuse University (0322200) and David A. Woodward of the University of Wisconsin (0322129) were funded for an ongoing collaborative project on the development of cartography in the 20th century.  They will author volume 6 of a multi-volume work being published by the University of Chicago Press, designed to present a comprehensive history of the development of mapping technologies and their applications in all areas of the sciences.



	B.4 OUTCOME GOAL for ORGANIZATIONAL EXCELLENCE:  Providing “an agile, innovative organization that fulfills its mission through leadership in state-of-the-art business practices.”
Comments:   NA  




PART C.  OTHER TOPICS

C.1  Please comment on any program areas in need of improvement or gaps (if any) within program areas.
The current structure for dissertation support is for “research expenses not normally available through the student’s university” include conducting field research, data collection and survey costs, specialized equipment, travel to archives and the like. This provides support for those working primarily in history and social studies of science. We are concerned that there is no vehicle for supporting dissertation research in philosophy of science.   We suggest that consideration be given to expanding the range of support to include release time from teaching assistant obligations (noting the funding to be congruent with existing model of $8,000 for North America sites, thus not including tuition and fees) to permit dissertation research in philosophy of science to be supported.

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 STS Program has a special role in encouraging interdisciplinary research on science and technology studies.  Sometimes this takes the form of collaboration between scholars from the different disciplinary communities that contribute to the field.  More frequently, scholarship is pursued by individuals working in the humanities and social sciences.  Projects are often individual conceptions, eventually published as individually authored monographs.  These conditions make it appropriate that the STS program provides salary support for PIs, since the main resource they need to complete their work is time freed from teaching and administrative responsibilities.  This structure of support is unusual within NSF but essential to the flourishing of the fields supported by the STS program.

C.3  Please identify agency-wide issues that should be addressed by NSF to help improve the program's performance.
We appreciate the plan to link the STS and SDEST Programs in a new structure in order to coordinate with the new NSF-wide initiatives including Nanotechnology and Human and Social Dynamics (HSD).  There is a need for more effective communication here, given a mismatch between the structure of research in STS fields and the large groups associated with the new initiatives.  Better communication would help channel funds from the new initiatives to STS Program projects, including postdocs, and dissertations.  Also, we think it necessary to find a mechanism to support individual scholar projects.  We look forward to the new structure enhancing the supportive climate for interdisciplinary research that is already a feature of the STS Program. 

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

The COV recommends the development of a database of reviewers that reflects the dynamic nature of the process of selecting reviewers.  Since the selection of reviewers is driven by the submitted proposals, our committee does not recommend to impose a static or rigid collection of names that would restrict the flexibility of the program officer in pursuing his or her personal networks of scholars.  Nonetheless, a tracking of on-going selections could be extremely useful in guiding subsequent reviews to insure certain forms of diversity.  In addition to appropriateness of field, it is important to use this reviewing process as a way of bringing women and underrepresented minorities into the grant application process and to insure that research institutions of all types from throughout the country are represented.  The letter of solicitation could request information not only from the reviewers who submit a recommendation but also from those who do not.  Reviewers who decline might be asked their reasons for declining.   

C.5  NSF would appreciate your comments on how to improve the COV review process, format and report template.
Overall Recommendations (These relate to the COV Report as a whole):

1.  In the context of possible reorganization of the STS and SDEST programs, we want to preserve the distinctive mechanisms and structures of research in our fields.

2.  In relation to the new NSF-wide initiatives, we want to see development of new mechanisms for contribution to the targeted areas by researchers in STS.

3.  We want to see further attention to developing ways of attracting new participation by under-represented minorities and women in all aspects of the STS proposal and review process.

4. We encourage the development of a database of reviewers to actively seek reviewers from under-represented fields, groups, and geographical regions.

5. In relation to the second criterion for assessing proposals (“wider impacts”), we would encourage the program officer to communicate program-specific advice to reviewers about application of this criterion.

6. We want to see continued salary support in scholars’ awards, maintaining judicious limits on the amount of salary support given (see section A4).

7.  Finally, we have some suggestions for streamlining the procedure for COV meetings.  Before mentioning these suggestions, we should mention that the COV found that one of the most valuable aspects of the review was meetings with program officers. The exchange of ideas, and the clarification of problems that arose during these meetings will perhaps have more lasting benefit for the program than the written report itself.

a. NSF responds to COV review reports, but steps should be taken to ensure that COV recommendations are communicated to the relevant Panel Directors, including rotating directors whose terms begin after the report is filed.

b. As noted earlier, the statistical summaries provided to the COV did not enable some key assessments to be made about the composition and diversity of the reviewer pool, and some other aspects of the program.  This issue is elaborated above.

c. The report template was not very helpful.  In fact, responding to the long (and often redundant) list of sections in Part A compounded the difficulty of writing a coherent review within the short time available, and it took time away from the more important task of addressing concerns about the overall program and its future.  
__________________

For the Science and Technology Studies (STS) program COV component

Michael Lynch

Chair

FY 2004 REPORT TEMPLATE FOR

 NSF COMMITTEES OF VISITORS (COVs)

	Date of COV: 29-31 March 2004

	Program: Societal Dimensions of Engineering, Science & Technology (SDEST)


	Division: SES 

	Directorate:
SBE


	Number of actions reviewed by COV
:  Awards: 24      Declinations: 24       Other:0

	Total number of actions within Program during period being reviewed by COV
:                                   Awards: 92       Declinations:  187      Other: 5

	Manner in which reviewed actions were selected: random and comprehensive




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

Briefly discuss and provide comments for each relevant aspect of the program's review process and management. Comments should be based on a review of proposal actions (awards, declinations, and withdrawals) that were completed within the past three fiscal years. Provide comments for each program being reviewed and for those questions that are relevant to the program under review. Quantitative information may be required for some questions. Constructive comments noting areas in need of improvement are encouraged. Please do not take time to answer questions if they do not apply to the program.

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)

Combination of panel and ad hoc reviews is appropriate for size and style of grants; site visits are not necessary.  Mindful of resource issues, some proposals the size of the NIRTs should have more than panel review.


	yes

	Is the review process efficient and effective?


	yes

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

Priorities and criteria allow considerable scope, which is reasonable and appropriate for such an interdisciplinary program.


	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?

Individual reviews almost always provide sufficient information for the PIs to understand the basis for the reviewer's recommendation, but there is diversity.  Most individual reviews are well considered, and even those that are brief are thoughtful and perceptive.  Very few reviews fail to back up their evaluations with appropriate reasons and detail.


	yes

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

Panel summaries do provide sufficient information for the PI to understand the basis of the panel recommendation.  In some instances of proposals that have received relatively poor ad hoc reviews, the panel summaries provide few details and simply refer to ad hoc reviews.  Given the burden on panel time, this expedited response is justified, and individual reviews are usually sufficient to guide PIs in understanding a decline.


	yes

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

There are a few occasions in which the program officer uses some discretion, which is perfectly appropriate, but this could be more clearly documented in the jackets, e.g., when small grants are awarded or when addenda or supplements are requested.


	yes

	Is the time to decision appropriate?

Average dwell time is under six months and has decreased, as has the standard deviation, since 2001.  This improvement is noteworthy.


	yes

	Comments:

The merit review procedures in SDEST are of very high quality and effectiveness overall.



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

See individual comments above.



	Recommendations:

NSF should find ways to improve rate of reviewer response, including investigating the role of FastLane and providing incentives to reviewers (e.g., NSF’s commendation of reviewers to their universities).




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?

Individual reviews usually address whether the proposal contributes to both merit review criteria, although in some reviews explicit reference to criterion 2 may be missing and in many reviews attention to criterion 2 is much less than to criterion 1 (especially in cases in which the proposal is judged unsatisfactory on criterion 1).  There is some change over time; more recent reviews are mentioning criterion 2 more explicitly.


	yes

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

Panel summary reviews usually address whether the proposal contributes to both merit review criteria, although there is variance in the amount of explicit attention and detail given to criterion 2, which -- as above -- increases over time.


	yes

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

The review analyses currently explicitly address whether the proposal contributes to both merit review criteria, although this has not always been the case.  Older review analyses have addressed both criteria, but not in as an explicit and/or visible fashion.

	yes

	Comments:

The program currently implements both NSF merit criteria appropriately.



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

For responding to Criterion 2, additional guidance, such as examples specific to this program, would be helpful.



	Recommendations:




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? 

(See program statistics for help in addressing this question.)

Although the modal return of 3 ad hoc reviews is adequate for balanced review, the review process would be further enhanced if the skewing of the distribution were improved.  That one in every six proposals has only one ad hoc review suggests there is room for improvement. 

	yes

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

Both the program panelists and ad hoc reviewers have appropriate expertise and excellent qualifications.  From details in the reviews in the sampled jackets, it appeared that reviewers had 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?

(See program statistics for help in addressing geographic and institutional balance; information on underrepresented groups is not available.)

A large number of different types of institutions (research universities, colleges, non-academic research and professional organizations) are represented among the reviewing institutions -- no single institution has a very large share of reviews -- but the data are very limited and show that the most frequently asked institutions are large research institutions. This is reasonable and appropriate.  Males serve as reviewers much more frequently than females (by more than 2:1).


	yes

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


	yes

	Comments:

Selection of expert reviewers is appropriate and reviewers provide adequate, substantive reviews.



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

The COV is concerned about the rate of return of reviews and about the low ratio of female reviewers.



	Recommendations:

NSF should investigate the role of FastLane in impeding reviewer response and should offer incentives, e.g., thank you or acknowledgement letters for reviewers' service to university presidents to encourage greater responsiveness.  The reasons for the low rate of participation by women in reviewing should be explored and this issue should be addressed..




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.

The COV found the awarded projects to be of very high quality, with an impressive diversity of perspectives, methodologies and disciplinary coverage.


	appropriate

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

(See program statistics for help in addressing this question.)

There is no direct evidence that awards are inappropriate in size or duration for the scope of projects.  The COV notes, however, that the program's median award size is about $70,000 over the reviewing period.  It also notes that the majority of proposals are 1- or 2-year proposals (even excluding dissertations).   The program frequently has to cut the size of awards for a variety of reasons -- including the need to preserve limited program funds for other grants.  It is also common for awardees to have no-cost extensions and 10-20% of grantees ask for supplemental funds.  These observations are consistent with a situation in which programmatic budgetary constraints prevent the timely completion of funded projects and the proposal of projects of more ambitious scope.  Data directly from PIs (e.g., interviews) would be helpful in answering this question with greater precision.


	DNA

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of: 

· High Risk Proposals?  

The COV believes that the portfolio has its fair share of high-risk proposals -- indeed, given the relative novelty of the academic fields that SDEST funds, high risk (in terms of diversity or novelty of methods, pursuit of  new lines of inquiry, creation of broad collaborations, and involvement of lay publics and policy people) is almost characteristic of the activities.
	appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Multidisciplinary Proposals?


	appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Innovative Proposals?


	appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Funding for centers, groups and awards to individuals?

With notable exceptions like the Online Ethics Center (Whitbeck 0135585 Case Western Reserve), there is little funding for centers in the program, a situation that is appropriate given resource constraints.  In some cases, e.g., Pritchard (0115480, Western Michigan U.), centers are supported by support to individual PIs, which is appropriate.


	appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Awards to new investigators?

(See program statistics for help in addressing this question.)

Estimating from the statistics available, over the three years of the data, the share of awards to new investigators is approximately 40%, which we believe provides excellent representation of new investigators.

	appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Geographical distribution of Principal Investigators?

See program statistics for help in addressing this question.

All regions are represented in the proposals to the programs, which is a good indicator.  It is difficult to judge without detailed data on institutions and population and more refined criteria what an optimal, equitable, or inequitable distribution of proposals and or awards would be.  

	appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Institutional types?

The presence of a diversity of institutions (e.g., U Mass Lowell, NC State) within the top 10 award getting institutions is an indicator of an excellent distribution of awards. More detailed data would be helpful, e.g., awards per type of Carnegie classification and other institutional types.  We did not notice any applications from Historically Black Colleges.  


	appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance of:

· Projects that integrate research and education?

Many projects describe the relationship between the research conducted and the courses taught by the PI and others in the project, including the development of course material, case studies, the training of grad students and post docs, etc. 


	appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have an appropriate balance:

· Across disciplines and subdisciplines of the activity and of emerging opportunities?
There are manycollaborations across disciplines and institutions and many projects that highlight collaborations with community and other lay-groups.

	appropriate

	Does the program portfolio have appropriate participation of underrepresented groups?

See program statistics for help in addressing this question.

The participation of underrepresented groups as PIs fluctuates from year to year, and interpreting the data is problematic because of the small sample.  There are awards -- 6 of 92 -- going to identified minorities over the three years of the review.  Award rates for minority applicants are higher than for non-minority applicants; a CAREER award is included. It would be helpful to know the percentage of underrepresented groups in the disciplines and institutions represented.

	appropriate

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

The COV is convinced – as documented below in section B3 in particular – that the program is highly relevant to the progress of scientific knowledge, which is the primary mission of NSF.  Not only does the program support novel (and often interdisciplinary) research and training that is critical for building the academic fields of science and technology policy, science and engineering ethics, and science and technology studies, but the research the program supports helps improve the relationship of science and society through better communication and increased understanding.  The program’s role in creating and disseminating knowledge on ethics and values in science helps assure that researchers in many fields are being trained to appropriate professional standards and taught to identify and respond to ethical and societal dimensions issues in their work.  The program’s role in creating and disseminating knowledge on research on science and technology provides perspectives on scientific, technical, and ethical dimensions of important public questions. The program helps meet customer needs by supporting research into public attitudes regarding science and innovation, by creating innovative models for involvement of citizens and scientists in projects that are mutually educational and that include under-represented citizens, by clarifying the methodological norms and ethical foundations of alternative views on the benefits and risks of science, and by beginning to explore the reflexive study of Research Policy as an Agent of Change as a potential part of the HSD initiative.


	appropriate

	Comments:

The COV was impressed with the quality of the awards and with the diversity of perspectives, methodologies, and disciplinary coverage.



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


	Recommendations:

It would be helpful to have more and better data to assess institutional type and geography, size and duration, and minority representation more thoroughly.

It is difficult to get full outcome data so close in time to the completion of the grant.  The COV therefore thinks it would be helpful to obtain reports from some sample of former grantees (e.g., a sample of the projects from the previous COV assessment) to elicit outcome information after a longer period of time, e.g., 3-5 years.




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

	Management of the program.  



	Responsiveness of the program to emerging research and education trends.



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



	Comments:

Overall, the quality of the management of the program is very high.  There is a great deal of coherence among the views expressed by the ad hoc reviewers, panels, and program officers, and the implementation of the review process as a whole is very sound. The program is open to innovation and new ideas and has no apparent agenda to restrict directions of research.  The program has helped define new areas and modes of investigation and initiated new collaborations at the interface of science and society.  



	Discuss any concerns identified that are relevant to the management of the program.
The principal area of concern -- which may be the case across NSF -- is not having enough ad hoc (external) reviews in some cases.  The COV suspects that issues pertaining to FastLane -- e.g., email overload, filtering, access -- may have some relationship to declining reviewing rates.  It may also be that more reviews are requested of a declining number of reviewers.



	Recommendations:

The COV believes that NSF should investigate and assess the use of FastLane in soliciting and submitting reviews and should consider various kinds of incentives, including notification to universities of their faculty who serve as reviewers, panelists, etc.  Reviewer databases in NSF may also need attention.




PART B.  RESULTS :   OUTPUTS AND OUTCOMES OF NSF INVESTMENTS

NSF investments produce results that appear over time.  The answers to the first three (People, Ideas and Tools) questions in this section are to be based on the COV’s study of award results, which are direct and indirect accomplishments of projects supported by the program.  These projects may be currently active or closed out during the previous three fiscal years.  The COV review may also include consideration of significant impacts and advances that have developed since the previous COV review and are demonstrably linked to NSF investments, regardless of when the investments were made.  Incremental progress made on results reported in prior fiscal years may also be considered.

The following questions are developed using the NSF outcome goals in the NSF Strategic Plan. The COV should look carefully at and comment on (1) noteworthy achievements of the year based on NSF awards; (2) the ways in which funded projects have collectively affected progress toward NSF’s mission and strategic outcomes; and (3) expectations for future performance based on the current set of awards. NSF asks the COV to provide comments on the degree to which past investments in research and education have contributed to NSF’s progress towards its annual strategic outcome goals and to its mission:

· To promote the progress of science.

· To advance national health, prosperity, and welfare.

· To secure the national defense.

· And for other purposes.

Excellence in managing NSF underpins all of the agency’s activities.  For the response to the Outcome Goal for Organizational Excellence, the COV should comment, where appropriate, on NSF providing an agile, innovative organization.  Critical indicators in this area include (1) operation of a credible, efficient merit review system; (2) utilizing and sustaining broad access to new and emerging technologies for business application; (3) developing a diverse, capable, motivated staff that operates with efficiency and integrity; and (4) developing and using performance assessment tools and measures to provide an environment of continuous improvement in NSF’s intellectual investments as well as its management effectiveness.

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

Comments:  

The program has been very successful in attracting and supporting a variety of high quality projects that advance the knowledge and skills of all these professional groups, including graduate students and postdocs, to identify and respond to ethical and societal dimensions issues in their work.  Innovative projects include the creation of a network of more than two-dozen life scientists to study issues such as GM foods and environmental and marine ethics -- an enterprise highlighted by the EC (Comstock 990624, Iowa State U.).  Other projects have developed a research ethics fellows program to train graduate students and their mentors (Rufty 9818359, NC State), case studies geared toward Latin American issues (Frey 9810253 U. Puerto Rico/Mayaguez), and the involvement of a large number of high school teachers across the country in the development and dissemination of curricular material in science and engineering ethics ((Goldfarb 9910872, SUNY Stony Brook).  An engineering ethics film and teaching guide (Smith 0138309, Texas Tech) and an online science and engineering ethics center (Whitbeck 0135585, Case Western) exemplify strategies for broad dissemination of knowledge and skills.

The program is helping to create innovative models for involvement of citizens and scientists in projects that are mutually educational and that include less advantaged citizens (Rhodes 0094547, U. Texas, Austin; Stanton 9810137, Bowling Green; Shapira 0095191 GA Tech; James 9810156, Colorado State).

The program has helped support scholars studying the scientific, technical, and ethical dimensions of important public issues (Douglas 0115258, U. Puget Sound; Kahin 0130029, U. Maryland; Kaid 0296092, U. Florida).

The program has supported the training of the next generation of scholars in the field by senior PIs (Jasanoff 9996313, Harvard; Bozeman 9818229, GA Tech; Croissant 9818028, U. Arizona; Guston 0135170, Rutgers; Sarewitz 0134616, Columbia; LaPorte 0242955, George Mason), and has supported training through dissertation awards.


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

Comments: 

Excellent examples of clarification, extension, and innovation of ideas that are useful for scientists’ and engineers’ interactions with policy people and citizens, as well as for multidisciplinary research in value and ethical issues, attest to the flourishing of this program.  They include an analytical model for the examination of policy outcomes that emphasizes the importance of citizen participation and community based participatory research (Brown 9975518, Brown Univ.), an analysis of objectivity and responsibility in science that shows how the many senses of objectivity comprise distinct grounds for trust and stresses responsibility of scientists to consider the consequences of their work, regardless of sources of funding (Douglas 0115258, Univ. of Puget Sound), extension of the theory of Value Sensitive Design (Friedman 0096131, U. of Washington), the notion of the ‘public value’ of federal agency funded research as societal outcomes, in contrast to research output, and development of the notion of ‘serviceable truths’  that contain scientific and political elements allowing disputing parties to achieve workable consensus (Guston 0217813 and 9810390, Rutgers University).  These examples illustrate the contributions of the program to developing ideas fruitful for further advances in the research communities it encompasses.

These ideas have been communicated in myriad ways: books and book chapters published by academic and popular presses, peer reviewed journal articles, reports, public presentations, web sites, and other new media. 

The scope of refereed journal articles includes such journals as Science, Philosophy & Public Policy Quarterly, Research Policy, Journal of Operations Management, The China Quarterly, International Food and Agribusiness Management Review, Science, Technology & Society, Behavior and Information Technology, Journal of Social Psychology, Body and Society, Scientometrics, Boston University Law Review, Research Evaluation, Ethics and Information Technology, American Indian Culture and Research Journal, American Ethnologist, Journal of Higher Education, Science, Technology & Human Values, Environment and Planning C, Journal of Technology Transfer, International Journal of Technology Management, Perspectives in Biology and Medicine, Research in the Teaching of English, Science & Engineering Ethics, and many others.

Professional society presentations include: American Association for the Advancement of Science, the Society for Social Studies of Science, the American Political Science Association, Association of Public Policy Analysis and Management, International Society for Forecasting, American Philosophical Association, Association for Practical and Professional Ethics, and many others.

Books include:  

Anderson, ed., The Experience of Being in Graduate School: An Exploration (Josey Bass, 1998).

Bimber, Information and American Democracy: From the Federalist to the Internet (Cambridge U. Press, 2002).

Busch, Agricultural Standards: The Shape of the Global Food and Fiber System (Kluwer, 2003).

Cleveland and Soleri, eds., Farmers, Scientists, and Plant Breeding: Integrating Knowledge and Practice (CABI Publishing, 2002).

Comstock, ed., Life Science Ethics (Iowa State Press, 2002).

Dallmeyer, ed.  Values at Sea: Ethics for the Marine Environment (University of Georgia Press, in press).

Davis, Ethics and the University (Routledge, 1999).

Laird, Solar Energy, Technology Policy, and Institutional Values (Cambridge U. Press, 2001).

Miller and Edwards, eds., Planetary Management and National Cultures (MIT Press, in preparation).

Proctor and Smith, eds. Geography and Ethics: Journeys in Moral Terrain (Routledge, 1999).

Sauer, The Rhetoric of Risk: Technical Documentation in a Hazardous Environment (Lawrence Erlbaum, 2003) and others.


	B.3 OUTCOME GOAL for TOOLS: Providing “broadly accessible, state-of-the-art S&E facilities, tools and other infrastructure that enable discovery, learning and innovation.”

Comments: 

A remarkable variety of tools development has been supported.  Examples include redesign of the Mozilla Browser to contribute to more secure internet networks (Friedman 0096131), development of a website resource for employees and managers to deal with technologies that handle data about employees (Stanton 9810137, Bowling Green), development of guidelines for agricultural grading standards (Busch 9810149, Michigan State), and a combination of ethnographic and linguistic methods to analyze how speech and gesture affect the outcomes of risk communication, usable in cross-cultural contexts (Sauer 9812059, Carnegie Mellon).  These examples illustrate the innovativeness and ingenuity of the tools and facilities developed by support from this program.


	B.4 OUTCOME GOAL for ORGANIZATIONAL EXCELLENCE:  Providing “an agile, innovative organization that fulfills its mission through leadership in state-of-the-art business practices.”
Comments:  

1) The COV has found that SDEST operates a credible and efficient merit review system (see section A). 

2)  FastLane has been implemented over the past several years and seems to have improved efficiency and effectiveness.  There is still some concern, however, that FastLane leaves some institutions and some independent scholars at a disadvantage.  There is also some question about whether the emailing of review requests has contributed to the apparent decline in reviewer response rates.  NSF should investigate the impacts of FastLane in these areas.

3) The interaction of the COV with SDEST professional staff has been exemplary.  The use of rotators is a helpful practice for both NSF and the academic community.  NSF should be aware that the need to learn and adapt to administrative innovation and new managerial requirements has an impact on the capacity of staff to perform other functions, e.g., outreach to scholarly communities, etc.

4) The COV is an appropriate mechanism for performance assessment of programs and much of the documentation the COV received was helpful for the assessment.  The number and detail of the performance parameters are beyond what a small group of outside reviewers can fully respond to in a short meeting without their having received a more complete introduction to the process.




PART C.  OTHER TOPICS

C.1  Please comment on any program areas in need of improvement or gaps (if any) within program areas.
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.
The COV notes a decline in the response rate of reviewers that should be addressed.  Although the COV believes that NSF should inquire into the possible role of FastLane and email in this decline, it also believes it likely that the decline is in part due to the increasing NSF review burden on reviewers and other increases in service roles of potential reviewers.  The COV therefore believes NSF should consider some kinds of modest incentives for reviewers, e.g., notifying institutions in writing of the contributions that reviewers provide for NSF, providing reviewers with complementary results of NSF research (e.g., as publishers provide gratis copies of published books to manuscript reviewers).

The COV noted an increase in explicit attention to criterion 2 over the review period but also a lack of detail and less attention to criterion 2 (compared to criterion 1) from applicants and reviewers alike.  The COV therefore believes that both applicants and reviewers need to be more familiar with the content and scope of criterion 2, and NSF should engage in additional outreach and provide additional customized guidance to educate the scholarly community about it.
C.4  Please provide comments on any other issues the COV feels are relevant.

The COV noted that the NIRT competition used only panel review.  The COV feels that ad hoc plus panel review is an appropriate format for such large-scale awards.

Foundation-wide programs should contribute to or involve SDEST when a significant aspect of that Foundation-wide program involves an important aspect of SDEST. The COV recognizes the benefits  of facilitating better integration of SDEST with such initiatives while protecting SDEST’s distinctive identity.

The COV appreciates the opportunity to comment on the possible reorganization of SDEST and STS into a single structure. The concept would retain the two program officers for these programs – along with their distinct identities and research communities – and add a third program officer.  This program officer would coordinate proposals that might draw support from both programs and  interact with Foundation-wide initiatives that could benefit from input of SDEST and STS expertise (e.g., NNI and HSD).  The COV endorses this concept. The COV also endorses the suggestion that an advisory committee be established that would play a role in the reorganization and provide the perspective of the disciplinary communities affected.  
C.5  NSF would appreciate your comments on how to improve the COV review process, format and report template.
The COV fully supports the role of using visiting committees to conduct these kinds of evaluations.  

However, there should be better preparation of the COV for the process of the review. Some statistical data were useful, but other data were not and useful data were often missing.  It would be a better use of COV's time if more data and more processed data were available prior to the meeting.  A pre-test of the template and the data would be helpful in this regard.  All data about size and duration of awards needs to be presented without dissertation awards included. 

 It would be useful to know how much of the COV’s charge is following up on the previous COV’s recommendations.

Our experience suggested the benefit of reducing the weight of material sent out in advance and of providing a more complete orientation for managing the information and for examining the reports and jackets in preparation for the meeting.

Many questions in the template require interpretation and judgment on the part of the COV (e.g., "appropriate balance of high risk awards") that go beyond the available data.

 Longer-term follow-up with grantees would provide additional, useful data about the outcomes and impacts of awards.

For the Societal Dimensions of Engineering, Science and Technology (SDEST) COV component

David Guston

Chair
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