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Dr. Peter Blair called the meeting to order at 8:40 AM and welcomed committee members. The committee again agreed that following the meeting a formal letter would be sent to NSF with observations and suggestions. Dr. Blair extended a warm welcome to five new members of the committee --- Dr. Tom Kirk, Brookhaven National Laboratory; Dr. Mark Luker, EDUCAUSE; Dr. Mary Ellen Sheridan, University of Chicago; and Mr. Barry White, Council for Excellence in Government; and Dr. J.K. Haynes, Morehouse College, the liaison from the Committee on Equal Opportunities in Science and Engineering.

Office of Budget Finance and Award Management Updates

Mr. Tom Cooley provided highlights of recent BFA activities and events, including the FY 2005 budget request for Organizational Excellence, the status of NSF’s Award Monitoring & Oversight activities, and work by the National Science and Technology Council Subcommittee on Research Business Models.  

In closing, Mr. Cooley recognized three charter members, Dr. Case, Ms. Siegel, and Ms. Holmes, all of whom were attending their last meeting. When the committee began, NSF had no focus on Administration & Management strategic planning for the agency. The committee’s recommendation to include it in the agency’s overall strategic plan helped focus discussions with OMB and Congress concerning the budget requests, and helped the work of the agency both internally and at the PI level.  

Office of Information and Resource Management Updates
Mr. Anthony Arnolie provided the committee with a status report of the agency’s key OIRM-wide initiatives.  This included an update on Human Capital Management, specifically NSF Academy, from Mr. Arnolie’s perspective as NSF’s Chief Human Capital Officer.

He noted that there is a comprehensive HRM process re-engineering effort currently underway.  A workload analysis survey was given to all NSF staff and results will give the nature and volume of workload that is currently being handled by NSF staff.  The Human Capital Management Plan (HCMP) will establish an “actionable roadmap.”  He also noted that the NSF Academy is in the final stages of documentation for recruiting a Dean of the Academy.

Chief Information Officer Updates
Dr. George Strawn provided an overview of Information Technology Management at NSF, addressing issues identified by the General Accounting Office in its recent report, Government-wide Strategic Planning, Performance Measurement (SP&PM), and Investment Management (IM) Can Be Further Improved.
Merit Review: Effective Practices Report

Mr. Pat Corrigan of Booz Allen Hamilton (BAH) opened the discussion with a brief update on the status of the NSF Business Analysis study. BAH has completed the following:

· Researching effective practices for the Merit Review and Award Management & Oversight processes;
· The workload study that assessed the amount and distribution of workload across NSF; and
The first full draft for the Target Enterprise Architecture for Applications, Data, Network and Security.

Mr. Tim Koch followed with a discussion on the key findings from the Effective Practices research for Merit Review. Mr. Koch described how participating organizations were chosen for diversity, and some dissimilar to NSF were purposely included so best practices might emerge from radically different business models.  Among the issues highlighted were: attracting reviewers, limits on submissions from institutions, use of pre-proposals, and “leveling” of program deadlines.

National Academy of Public Administration: Key Findings

Dr. Jake Barkdoll and Dr. Paul Coppinger from the National Academy for Public Administration provided an overview of the draft report, National Science Foundation: Governance and Management for the Future.  Dr. Coppinger described NAPA, the six-person panel that oversaw with the review, and the study team.  He also discussed the review process used by NAPA.
Dr. Coppinger noted that the report addresses the four areas Congress identified in the FY 2003 Appropriations report: the role of the National Science Board, shaping the research portfolio, promoting interdisciplinary and innovative research and using rotators in key positions.  He noted that as the study went on, interest increased in NSF’s use of rotators, and the focus changed from rotators in management positions to NSF’s use of rotators generally.

Dr. Coppinger pointed out in the report that the panel recommends preserving the mix of rotators and career program officers.  The committee observed that rotators who come to NSF bring with them the latest in knowledge of science and engineering and suggested that NSF consider “reverse IPAs” for career NSF employees to go to institutions as a sabbatical.

Focused Discussion: Framework for Assessing Organizational Excellence
Mr. Anthony Arnolie provided an introduction to the framework for assessing organizational excellence.  He reviewed NSF’s four strategic outcome goals: People, Ideas, Tools and Organizational Excellence.  Mr. Arnolie then presented the four objectives associated with the Organizational Excellence goal: human capital management, technology enabled business processes, performance assessment, and merit review.  He described a process for the B&O AC to provide input to the Advisory Committee for GPRA Performance Assessment (AC/GPA). Mr. Arnolie concluded his presentation with the assessment time line that will include a report of assessment results given to the B&O Advisory Committee in late May.

Human Capital Management. Mr. Joe Burt presented information regarding the assessment of Human Capital Management within the framework for assessing organizational excellence.  

Mr. Burt then presented demographic information about the Foundation’s workforce, and he also discussed the high number of unique occupational series and position titles NSF currently has (288).  These are being categorized into a manageable number of “job families” (41) as part of HRM’s shift to a competency-based Human Capital management system, based on information provided through the business analysis.
Mr. Burt described an assessment framework based upon the Human Capital Management Plan (HCMP).  The HCMP identifies eight key human capital goals, and developed associated action strategies and implementation plans.  To provide additional context for this assessment framework, Mr. Gary Scavongelli provided an update on activities and initiatives through the NSF Academy.

[Note: as part of this discussion, the committee asked for the percentage rate of retirement among permanent S&E employees who were eligible and actually did retire.  In 2003, 17.5 percent of those eligible actually retired from NSF and in 2002, 11.4 percent of eligible NSF employees retired.]

Technology-Enabled Business Processes. Ms. Andrea Norris began her presentation discussing how NSF blends IT and business processes.  She outlined an assessment framework that will build upon existing assessments that address specific regulations and requirements.  A major focus for NSF’s assessment will be grants management, since that is NSF’s “core business,” and Ms. Mary Santonastasso reviewed the status of activities related to grants.gov, included the accelerated timeline for the project and the work of the Line of Business Task Force.

Performance Assessment. Dr. Craig Robinson reviewed the objectives and accomplishments of the NSF’s past and future performance assessments.  He also discussed how the implementation of these assessments contributes to NSF’s ability to fulfill its mission.  He described how NSF develops and uses performance assessment tools and measures to provide a continuously improving environment with intellectual investments and effective management.  This objective requires the participation of Advisory Committees (AC), Committees of Visitors (COV), and NSF Staff.  Although there are various assessments that may be used, there are three main methods of assessment.  The President’s Management Agenda (PMA), Government Performance and Results (GPRA), and Program Assessment Ratings Tool (PART).  
Discussion with Dr. Joe Bordogna

NSF Deputy Director, Dr. Joe Bordogna joined the committee meeting at 4:00 p.m.  and thanked them for their outstanding work. He had just returned from a speaking engagement at MIT and provided to the committee copies of his presentation, “Engineering Systems: Putting People in the Picture,” which discussed the importance of exploring “engineering systems,” instead of “systems engineering.”
Committee Discussion

In its closing discussion, the committee reviewed the process for drafting its letter to NSF and  discussed possible topics for the fall meeting and alternative approaches to structuring the meeting, such has holding the meeting over two half days.

The meeting adjourned at 5:30 pm.

( Liaison from the Committee on Equal Opportunities in Science and Engineering (CEOSE).
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