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The fall meeting of the Advisory Committee for Social, Behavioral and Economic Sciences (SBE AC) was held November 2-3, 2005, at the National Science Foundation in Arlington, Virginia.  

Wednesday, November 2, 2005

The Science Resources Statistics (SRS) Division held a breakout session from 1:00 – 5:00 p.m. 

Thursday, November 3, 2005

Dr. Robert Groves, Chair, called the meeting to order at 9:08 a.m. 

Introduction of New Committee Members and Staff, Directorate Update, and Review of Minutes

Dr. Groves welcomed everyone and introductions were made.  Dr. David Lightfoot, Assistant Director, SBE introduced new SBE staff.  He also announced that NSF is launching a People and Society section on the NSF website, which will showcase NSF’s investments in science, engineering, education and technology, including synopses of projects supported by SBE.  Dr. Groves noted that the meeting format has been modified based on feedback since the last meeting.  In response to the SBE AC, more discussion time has been set aside for afternoon sessions.  

Dr. Lightfoot gave an update on activities within SBE.  In his capacity as AD, he has looked at ways to increase the SBE budget.  Three major opportunities and initiatives for SBE over the next few years are: 1) the Human and Social Dynamics (HSD) program, 2) research on the “science of science policy”, and 3) Cyberinfrastructure (CI).  The HSD program is going well, but it can be enhanced with more involvement from the Mathematical and Physical Sciences Directorate.  In the area of CI, SBE can play a dual role in research on human and technology interfaces as well as ways CI can further the SBE sciences.  SBE is actively involved in new centers on Nanotechnology in Society and is strengthening alliances with the CISE, GEO and BIO directorates.

Dr. Groves moved for approval of the June 2-3, 2005, meeting minutes.  The SBE AC approved the minutes of the June 2-3, 2005, meeting with a few corrections noted.  

The competition for the NSF Next-Generation Cybertools Awards was very successful and the results of the awarded proposals were included in the meeting materials.  

Human and Social Dynamics) Priority Area Update

Dr. Rachelle Hollander provided an update on the Human and Social Dynamics (HSD) priority area.  The focus and goals of HSD were reviewed.  The aim is scientific breakthroughs.  The FY 2005 competition highlights were shared with the SBE AC, which funded 74 full research proposals and 21 exploratory proposals for $38.25 million.  The success ratio was 26.3 percent.  About $21.4 million has been mortgaged for FY 2006.  The remaining $18 million, plus the FY 2007 allocation, will be available for a FY 2006 competition with deadlines in early February 2006 for exploratory research and research community development proposals and late February for full research proposals.  

The demographics of proposal submissions in the FY 2005 competition and results were shown, including Experimental Program to Stimulate Competitive Research (EPSCoR) states, Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs), senior Principal Investigators (PIs), and resubmissions.  Examples of FY 2005 awards were highlighted for exploratory and full research projects.  Details were provided in the meeting materials and can also be found on the NSF website.

For the FY 2006 competition, emphasis areas remain: Agents of Change; Dynamics of Human Behavior; and Decision Making, Risk and Uncertainty.  The submission requirements remain that three senior personnel from at least two fields must be included, only one submission for each senior personnel, and budget limits for exploratory and full proposals.

Special events in HSD include the first HSD PI meeting, which was held on Sept 15-16, 2005.  The evaluation report indicates it was a highly successful meeting.  Increased allocation allows for the Small Grants for Exploratory Research (SGER) competition and supplemental funding.  HSD made several SGER awards in response to Hurricane Katrina.  Examples were shown of projects funded.  Details about the PI meeting evaluation were summarized.  The SBE AC home page links to updated abstracts of the rapid-fire presentations that PIs made at the meeting.  The evaluation report is also available online.  Dr. Keith Crank is the HSD competition coordinator and Elizabeth Tran is the science assistant.

Discussion:

· The SBE AC asked if there was analysis on the number of proposals that were not resubmitted in FY 2005 (that were declined in FY 2004).  Data showed 27 percent of PIs resubmitted.  Dr. Hollander said data were not available, but SBE did notify everyone that submitted a proposal in FY 2004 of the FY 2005 competition.  The SBE AC requested data on the rates at which proposals did not result in an award.  

· The SBE AC requested data on the diversity of senior investigators.  Dr. Hollander said SBE is gathering the data and hopes to have them soon.  Hopefully, it will inform SBE and staff can take steps to assure proposals from a diverse group of senior personnel and institutions.  

· The group noted the significant improvement in success rates from 5 percent in FY 2004 to 26.3 percent in FY 2005.  It is important to note the specific context for this as well.

· The HSD program will fund approximately $2.4 million of awards related to Hurricane Katrina, mostly in the form of SGER grants.  Other NSF directorates also funded proposals in response to the hurricane.  

Dr. Lightfoot thanked Drs. Hollander and Crank for their roles in turning the HSD program around.  It is being well managed, and the success rates and changes have improved results.  He also noted the PI meeting included international delegations from the UK, China, South Africa, Canada, and the European Union, and all delegates were interested in replicating the HSD program for their countries.  SBE is about to sign a framework of cooperation with the UK Economic and Social Research Council for US and UK collaborations related to CI and HSD. Dr. Ward added that similar collaborations are in progress with China and South Africa. The SBE AC website has a link to the international panel with abstracts of meeting presenters. 

Dr. Groves, on behalf of the SBE AC, noted the obvious turn around of the HSD competition and congratulated SBE on the program’s success.  

Update: Interagency Working Group on the Transborder Movement of Research Materials

Dr. Mark Weiss (detailed from SBE/BCS to OSTP) co-chairs the Interagency Working Group on the Transborder Movement of Research Materials with Dr. George Atkinson, Department of State.  The goal is to make the movement of research materials across borders as transparent as possible.  Generally, this applies to international transportation, but there are occasions when restrictions apply to transporting materials across state borders within the US as well.

Dr. Weiss noted the factors affecting movement of research materials: interested parties, uses, materials, agencies, regulatory interest, web resources, processes, needs, and issues.  It is a complex and multi-faceted issue.  Focus groups were established in several areas: anthropological, archaeological and paleontological; biodiversity; biomedical; chemical; and equipment and instrumentation.  Details on the subissues under each of these focus groups were illustrated.  Each group met and then came together to form a “mind map” of discussions and issues.  Details on the agencies and issues were also shown.

Dr. Weiss shared a few key findings from the working group.  The regulatory burden for transporting research materials is significant and at times perceived as arbitrary and capricious.  There is a need to educate scientific and regulatory communities, as well as improving cross-agency cooperation.  There is tremendous potential for increased use of the Internet.  The group is also looking at best practices to include ATA Carnets (an international agreement that allows for a one-time importation duty free across national borders) and bonded expediters.

Current and future directions include development of templates for pertinent laws and regulations, which will be presented in a standardized fashion and available on a website.  The website is being developed with funding, design, and layout assistance from the Science and Technology Policy Institution.  A mock-up of the website was shown to the SBE AC.  Links to agencies and relevant documents will be included.  Other things being explored include expediting mechanisms, developing “Trusted scientists”, and discussions with the National Customs Brokers and Forwarders Association.  

Dr. Weiss said that they have had scientists to talk to individuals at agencies and have not ruled out the concept of having open meetings (though they have to be careful about the Federal Advisory Committee Act rules).  They also are asking shipping and customs brokers to meet with them.  Additionally, Dr. Weiss will look into the recommendation from the SBE AC for working with the Transportation Research Board, which is a subdivision of the Advisory Research Council.  

Dr. Groves thanked Dr. Weiss for the update and was pleased with the progress to date regarding this issue.

ADVANCE COV 

Dr. Cecilia Conrad provided a summary about the ADVANCE COV that was held June 7-8, 2005.  ADVANCE is a Foundation-wide program with the goal of increasing the participation and advancement of women in academic science and engineering (S&E) careers.  The COV members were listed.  ADVANCE has four program components: Institutional Transformation Awards; Leadership Awards; a Fellows Program; and the new Partnerships for Adaptation, Implementation, and Dissemination Awards (PAID).  

Dr. Conrad highlighted the recommendations of the COV and Ms. Alice Hogan shared the NSF response to the following: 

· The inclusion of social scientists with expertise in gender issues and organizational design in the review process is critically important.  This is current practice and should be continued. [NSF Response: This has become clearer as the program evolves.  The program now requires one member of the leadership team to be a social scientist with relevant expertise.  New proposals indicate an impressive level of sophistication].

· Increase focus on women of color. [NSF Response:  The new ADVANCE solicitation makes this a much stronger requirement.  Women of color have been described as almost invisible in S&E faculties.  NSF continues to address this.]

· The ADVANCE program is significantly understaffed, even by NSF standards.  The program manager has done an exceptional job.  ADVANCE is Foundation-wide with four program components and the added award mechanism of cooperative agreements will require on-site management and visits.  All of these factors further increase workload.  [NSF Response:  NSF agrees.]

· Core programs in the individual directorates should do funding of Fellows Grants. [NSF Response:  This was an exploratory program when it began in FY 2001, and it was never intended to be a pipeline program.  One challenge is how to integrate people into this process.  ADVANCE welcomed comments from the SBE AC.]

· The PAID program will fill the need for dissemination of findings.  It is hoped that the ideas that have been generated to date will increase dissemination. [NSF Response:  NSF is trying different solutions and felt it was needed.  Therefore, NSF is not renewing Institutional Awards, as the intent was to get institutions to pick up things that were working well.  There is a very open set of guidelines for the first FY 2006 solicitation and NSF wants to see what people come up with.]

· A synthetic analysis and meta-analysis of the broad suite of outcomes could be beneficial (A best practices study). [NSF Response:  The program is currently doing this gradually and wants to make it more systematic.  They will review the program evaluations and look for impacts on social networks, etc.  There is a book on best practices in progress that should be released in 2006].

· A longer-term impact study could be informative. [NSF Response: NSF is thinking about how to look at issues of recruitment, retention, and advancement.]

Ms. Hogan thanked Dr. Conrad and the COV members for their participation and said the recommendations have been useful to NSF.  Ms. Sonja Esperanza (from GEO) also works on ADVANCE.

Discussion:

· There is concern that moving the Fellows program back into Directorates will result in less focus on women.  NSF has talked about developing a program element code to track fellowships for the advancement of women.  The awareness needs to be more fully integrated into NSF’s programs, which is a struggle.

· About half of the applicants for the ADVANCE Fellows program were post docs.  How will this void be filled?  Ms. Esperanza said that the ADVANCE Fellows program has not fully achieved the desired outcome.  There are opportunities for post docs to compete in regular research programs.  

· The difficulty in implementing a program like ADVANCE was mentioned, even though there is a great deal of writing on the subject.  There seems to be potential to look at the obstacles that exist per institution and the best practices utilized to reduce those obstacles, and then do a systemic analysis of the system.  If this is not happening, has any thought been given to this kind of study?  Ms. Hogan said it is hard to obtain this type of focus and there are questions of scale and geography.   If the program is to move forward in the ways that NSF hopes it will, this type of assessment will be important.  The SBE AC recommended that SBE explore ways to be involved in research with a serious implementation focus and policy research in this area.

· NSF is looking at international connections as well.  There have been discussions with the European Union on joint meetings with ADVANCE PIs.  The international network is growing.  NSF also is looking at groups that are isolated such as Tribal Colleges.

· The COV report notes the enormous success of the ADVANCE program.  There have been dramatic increases in institutions that have been funded.   Ms. Hogan said these increases are mostly seen at the recruitment level (i.e. Michigan shows a 34% increase in tenure track offers to women in S&E).  Attention is put on hiring practices.  

· Advancement should not be evaluated in terms of women moving out of research into administrative leadership positions but also to full professor levels as well as higher leadership positions.

· Evaluation of the program should also look at institutions that applied but were not awarded.  The required institutional sign-off on the proposal would create awareness.  Ms. Hogan said during the evaluation, NSF will look at awardees, applications that were not successful, and institutions that did not apply.

Links to all Institutional Transformation Awards are on the NSF website.  

Dr. Groves thanked Dr. Conrad and Ms. Hogan for their summary.

Natural and Man-Made Disasters

Dr. Jacqueline Meszaros, Program Director, Decision, Risk and Management Sciences in SBE, summarized NSF’s role and response to natural and man-made disasters in light of recent events in the world.  The presentation addressed disaster social science research, how NSF supports and funds it, and the role that social sciences play.  

There are three types of funding support to capture and analyze transitory data: institutional and infrastructural, unsolicited proposals, and Small Grants for Exploratory Research (SGERs).  For institutional support, the Infrastructure Management and Hazards Response (IMHR) program in the ENG Directorate is the largest contributor.  NSF also funds the Natural Hazards Center at the University of Colorado, the Earthquake Engineering Research Institute (EERI, an Enabling Project), and the Earthquake Research Centers.  Earthquake research projects also include the Network for Earthquake Engineering Simulation Search (which has little social science research and focuses on shake tables) and the National Earthquake Reduction Program (concentrating on centers that include social science).

NSF supports “quick response” disaster studies through its Natural Hazards Center Quick Response Grants, and the EERI teams, which are quickly dispersed to collect data.  The Office of Science and Technology Policy’s (OSTP) Subcommittee on Disaster Reduction helps set the agenda and provides interagency coordination (with representation from NSF).  Grand challenges include: hazard and disaster information for preparation and response; natural processes forecasting and prediction; mitigation strategies; reducing infrastructure vulnerability; assessing and improving resilience; and promoting risk-wise behavior.  The committee has social science representation.  There is also an increased effort for SBE to work with other disciplines with multidisciplinary solicitations.

Dr. Meszaros reviewed the research areas in the Disaster-Research Paradigm:  

· Prevention.  Research areas include: High-reliability organizations; managing to avoid accidents and catastrophes; how terrorists are created, organized and evolving; and methods for risk detection.

· Preparation.  Research areas include: Community Emergency Response Teams, on-site response.

· Risk Perception and Communication.  Research areas include why some people prepare for disasters and others do not and how best to communicate risk to elicit preparation, rather than fear.

· Mitigation.  Research areas include designing effective insurance mechanisms, public policies and enforcement mechanisms and hazard and vulnerability mapping to enable better decisions in advance, during the event, and during recovery to include social and economic impact studies.  

· Response.  This includes communicating warnings and instructions and enabling coordinated responses. Other research includes standardized emergency management systems, effective handling of mass casualties, behaviorally sophisticated cell phone warning systems, and integrating risk perception and communication technology with GIS.

· Recovery.  Research areas include predicting recovery or failure of businesses and communities; how to structure capital for recovery (cash vs. real assets); and how social networks and systems change and re-form.  

The themes of the NSF Katrina SGERs were listed.  HSD is funding about 24 grants.  Very exciting research is being conducted.

Discussion:

· Types of disasters include natural, technological, and intentional (by humans).  The type of prevention research and communication of risk varies greatly depending on the type of disaster.

· Disasters provide an opportunity to look at system strain and systematic problems that exist even when there is not a disaster.  

· In two communities with similar SES backgrounds, why does one with similar organizational skills have more affect and dynamic capacity?  What is it about people and networks and social entrepreneurs in communities?  This study cannot be simulated but has to be done in the context of a real situation. 

· Instead of focusing on the negative aspects (preparing for disaster), the focus can be on preparedness to live every day (things that help us all the time and also help us in times of disaster).  

Report from SRS Breakout Group

Dr. Judith Tanur summarized the discussions of the SRS breakout group.  They discussed the need for a COV-like activity for SRS.  They also noted the progress SRS has made in response to recommendations of the 2002 NRC panel on Principles and Practices of a Federal Statistical Agency.  Science-based centers and a community of science policy scientists are envisioned as a future research direction.  SRS should have active liaisons with these Centers.  The Census Bureau’s American Community Survey was discussed and SRS will use it as a sampling frame.  They are still working to get legislative approval from Congress to add a “field of degree” to the survey, but it is anticipated that this change will be approved.  They group also talked about the impact of the recent hurricanes on response rates for surveys.  The Survey of Graduate Students will ask institutions that are closed to report on spring semester data instead.  A salary question will be added to Survey of Earned Doctorates and the format for the question and how it will impact the rate of response was discussed.  The National Internet Survey is a pilot study conducted using the General Social Survey interviewers.  The goal is to recruit 250 people and offer incentives for participation.  Specific suggestions for running the panel meeting were discussed.  They also heard a brief description of the Industry Survey’s record-keeping study.  CSAT data files availability and use were shared with the group and they recommended that these be distributed.

Behavioral and Cognitive Sciences (BCS) COV

The Division of Behavioral and Cognitive Sciences (BCS) has a Committee of Visitors (COV) Review scheduled for spring 2006 and will follow the same format as the ADVANCE Program COV.  At the request of Dr. Barratt, the SBE AC offered suggestions (see below) for the upcoming BCS COV. 

In addition to the NSF Standard COV Template of Questions, the SBE AC also recommended the following: 

· Review of the advancement in methodology 

· Does research change and impact core science?

· Investments in Cyberinfrastructure that will lead to change.

· Different levels of collaboration (multi-, inter-, and transdisciplinary) and developing new science areas and transforming the science.

· How much of BCS’s portfolio is transformative?  

Obesity

An interagency Obesity Working Group has been formed by the National Science and Technology Council (NSTC) Committee on Science.  SBE science is represented and very interesting questions are being raised (i.e., stigmatization, decisions that affect what/when/how much to eat).  What should be included in representing the SBE sciences in this issue?  Obesity may represent the largest single health failure in the last century.   Social, medical, and environmental disciplines are involved.  For NSF to take this on, a thorough analysis of what has been tried and why it has not succeeded needs to be done.  Partnering with NIH could be a major strategy to solving the obesity dilemma.  The SBE AC felt it was an extraordinary initiative and NSF should be involved.  

Dr. Jasso said the new immigrant survey asked about height and weight from which you could calculate Body Mass Index (BMI).  Schooling makes a difference – the higher the schooling, the lower the BMI.  Data also suggest that women that get their green cards as spouses of citizens are thinner and are also thinner in early years of marriage.  

Dr. Abrams said there is great opportunity for collaboration and to apply systems thinking and complexity theory to the problem.  There are very effective interventions proven in small experiments, but research is lacking on aligned systematic approaches that integrate these successes.  

Social Science Surveys

Dr. Lempert said the $2.9 million that SBE allocated to enhance the social science surveys has had a marvelous effect and the research community input was essential to the improvements in surveys.  He listed some of surveys funded by SRS.  The Research Data Center Surveys changes have not been fully actualized.  The approval process and time delays have impacted the ability to maximize the potential of this survey.  The group discussed ways to get effective web-based surveys and technologies that can be leveraged and funded to improve survey participation (i.e., hand-helds, web-based tools).  More international survey work is being done that poses challenges with translation and cultural issues.  Fundamental thinking in doing surveys in an international context is needed.  Comments, questions, and ideas from the SBE AC were encouraged.

Discussion:

· Innovation is possible when the budget exists to support the surveys.

· A growing vision many in the SBE sciences have is that human measurements of the future will include self-reporting and administrative data that yield a patchwork of datasets with holes.  This is a design, imputation, and analysis problem.  Re-identification of confidential data is also an issue that could have a serious impact on the ability to conduct surveys.

· The potential for use of sensor technologies where millions of sensors are deployed for complementary data collection of empirical and non-intrusive information is big.

· New technologies and techniques are needed for efficiently analyzing data that are produced in new formats --such as visual data.

· As these new techniques emerge, Institution Review Boards (IRBs) have to be educated.  

Dr. Lempert thanked the SBE AC for their input.  

NSF Strategic Plan

Dr. Craig Robinson, BFA/BD, provided an update on the revisions to the NSF Strategic Plan.  First, NSF is focusing at a high level within the agency, and then it will tie the plan into Directorates’ plans in the year to follow.  The NSF mission, vision, and four strategic outcome goals were reviewed.  Advisory Committees (ACs) and the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) Advisory Committee evaluate objectives under each of the four strategic goals.  OMB evaluates investment categories each year.  The NSF strategic plan is online (www.nsf.ogv/pubs/2004/nsf04201/FY2003-2008.doc).  Dr. Robinson said NSF wants advisory committee involvement in the revised strategic plan.  An internal NSF focus group was established to start gathering recommendations.  Expert evaluation of long-term goals and strategic plan assessment of goals at the agency level will be as consistent as possible.  NSF wants to examine the roles and responsibilities of processes for evaluation of the strategic plan (COVS, ACs, etc.) and identify key priorities over the plan’s duration.  The Strategic Plan will cover FY 2006-2011.  Staff input was gathered by the end of September 2005, and the plan is now being discussed with the NSF advisory committees.  NSF expects to have a Vision Document for the National Science Board by the end of 2005.  Advisory Committee chairs will participate via a videoconference and a meeting at NSF.  Public comment will be received in June/July 2006, with final approval of the Strategic Plan at the NSB meeting in August 2006.  

Dr. Robinson listed the required components of the plan and shared different ways of presenting the framework.    One challenge is how to evaluate organizational excellence.  COVs tend to leave this blank.  Currently it is broken into IT, Human Capital, and Business Processes, however, this tends to stovepipe things.  As an alternative, NSF is discussing evaluation of components that the agency needs to operate: staff, PIs, Awardees Institutions, Reviewers/Panels, and AC/COVs.  

The current mechanisms that NSF uses for evaluation were reviewed. GPRA legislation requires a six-year strategic plan, which is updated every three years.  It also requires an annual performance plan.  Other mechanisms include the PART (Program Assessment Rating Tool) and R&D Criteria.  FY 2006 Performance Goals were listed and divided into long-term strategic goals and annual goals for GPRA.  The PART elements and schedule were reviewed.  NSF scored highly in the PART evaluation compared to other agencies, and it is in the top three in R&D programs and in the top five out of 15 across all government.  Should NSF evaluate the portfolio yearly against the strategic goals?  Does it change significantly enough?  NSF proposed a three-year review cycle rather than a yearly.  Historical information on NSF’s assessment and evaluation from 1950 to present was summarized.  The process has evolved over time and is serving NSF well.

Dr. Robinson said NSF hopes the directorates will tie the NSF Strategic Plan into their own strategic planning documents.

Science Metrics

Dr. Lightfoot provided a background for the discussion. Dr. Marburger, Office of Science and Technology Policy, gave a speech to AAAS in which he called for the need for research in the “science of science policy” and increasing systematic elements to making these [science policy] decisions.  Dr. Bement embraced this call and asked SBE to be the key player.  Research will involve developing new indicators.  NSF is working with SBE to develop a six-year research initiative.  They are at an early stage in planning for the FY 2007 budget.  Part of the motivation for the initiative is the idea that science metrics will enable the SBE community to do the kind of research that it wants to do.  One of the leading ideas within the plan is that the evaluation of science and innovation needs to be done in part by the relevant scientists.  This is fairly unusual.  Most often evaluation is done in science-neutral environments.  This is clearly something that is an issue faced by governments around the world, not just the U.S.  The Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) is a focal point for this kind of discussion as well as the Global Science Forum.  This is an ambitious plan – NSF is talking about developing a new science from the ground up, starting within the directorates, then across directorates, and then across agencies.

Discussion:

· Historians should be involved in this effort.

· The proposed plan calls for an initial focus on six disciplines and the creation of Centers.  A stimulant for discussion among the Centers will hopefully influence other disciplines and develop science policy experts that will permeate the disciplines.

· The SBE AC noted they had some difficulty envisioning how the discipline-focused Centers would work with other disciplines.  It also seems to have the potential to impose administrative levels that will take funding from the scientific community.  Dr. Lightfoot said that each discipline would be paired with social scientists.

· The Centers should take advantage of best models for shared infrastructure (not necessarily a physical place, but it could be a virtual Center).

· The SBE AC suggested caution in having disciplines to determine the success of its own discipline.  

· What are the impacts on the research community and institutions?

· It would be helpful to have a classification of different types of measures (such as inventory and findings, new tests and measures) that have proven useful and in what fields, and areas where there have been significant changes in investments (such as geography).

· This is exciting research and unusual for NSF to take on a scientific question where there has been little research and organizational structure within the scientific community.  How can NSF address this?

· SRS involvement is exciting but NSF should be clear about what it is doing, about what gets measured and what stays outside of SRS.  It is important to maintain the integrity of SRS.

· Two terms have been used:  “science metrics” and “science of science policy”.  To make progress, better science metrics are needed.  The science of science policy is quite dependent on the existence of good metrics.  There is a phasing of research that needs to take place.

Dr. Lempert reminded the SBE AC that NSF is in the very early stages of discussion, and it will be a long while before the Centers concept is worked out and funded.  As details unfold, the SBE AC will have an opportunity to provide more input.  Dr. Ward said the SBE AC comments were helpful and instructive.  This does not have to be thought of as a discipline-only approach.  The initiative could be a mix of disciplinary and domain research.  There is considerable openness at NSF in terms of the best mode of investment dependent upon the scale of scientific questions to be addressed.  Centers, large groups, and individual awards may all be used.  She also encouraged the SBE AC to think broadly about the definition of a Center – which can also consist of collaboratories or networks of networks.

Cyberinfrastructure

Dr. Deborah Crawford, Acting Director, of the newly formed Office of Cyberinfrastructure (OCI), was introduced.  Dr. Lightfoot gave an example of CIs critical role in documenting vanishing languages.  SBE wants to be involved in the shaping of CI for the benefit of its sciences.  SBE has detailed Dr. Frank Scioli to the Office of CI and has set up an internal working group that will coordinate with OCI.  The SBE AC is forming a subcommittee on CI to support the SBE working group.  Dr. Crawford said there would be an advisory committee of OCI established with SBE’s representation.  A strategic planning process is underway for OCI with four components:  

1) High Performance Computing,

2) Data Analysis and Visualization, 

3) Collaboratories, Observatories, and Virtual Organizations, and

4) Learning and Workforce Development.

Dr. Lightfoot said that Dr. Crawford is here to listen, learn, and answer questions.  The draft strategic plan for High Performance Computing is on the Directorate home page and others will soon follow.  Dr. Crawford encouraged the SBE AC members to review the CI draft strategic plans and provide comments.  She noted that there is an NSF-wide CI council charged with the stewardship of CI activities for all of science and engineering.  This is a new paradigm where Science and Engineering will share responsibility for the types of CI tools put in place to serve the specific domains.  

Discussion:

· Since the CISE/SBE workshop took place, in Spring 2005, activities are starting to take place in the research community.  The sense of excitement and speculation of how transformative CI can be -- needs to be conveyed.  The CISE AC had discussions on “big ideas for the future” for the CISE Directorate.  Almost all of the ideas that were listed had a major component of social science in them.  A similar kind of discussion may be useful for SBE.  What can be done with CI in the social and economic sciences?

· In the past three years, the relationship between SBE and CISE has changed significantly.  Today, computer scientists are working with social and economic scientists and are excited about the challenges before them.  There is a movement for big social science “of a kind” that the research community is not used to doing.  Larger-scale investments and longer-term projects are needed and funding support will be critical to make this possible.  This new scale of social science can transform the contributions to society.

· Dr. Abrams said he met with the National Supercomputer Center and was excited about the potential for collaboration with NIH, but there is still basic science and research needed to make this possible.  Public health surveys gather key indicators of health improvement in multiple aggregate levels within communities to get the health index of a neighborhood.  Data feedback can dramatically alter behavior.  They are moving toward dynamic surveys and real-time data.  NIH is hoping that there are ways to collaborate with NSF in the future on these things.  

· The computer science community knows that profound changes have taken place.  We are only beginning to see the consequences and impact of what has been developed.

· At least three elements of CI were discussed:  1) CI as tools for doing science better 2) CI as a way to have feedback so individuals, groups, and societies can do their work better, and 3) CI is really changing everything that is going on in human behavior and these changes have to be studied from a social science perspective.  

·  CI has transformed business and business practice along with the way we do business.  It is changing economic behavior as well.

Dr. Ward suggested the SBE AC Subcommittee on CI revisit the very probing and thoughtful piece that Dr. John King wrote and that the document be shared with Dr. Crawford.

High Impact and Frontier Research

Dr. Marguerite Barratt, Division Director of the Behavioral and Cognitive Sciences (BCS) Division, noted that BCS’s research is focusing on consciousness, documenting endangered languages, security evaluations, the study of innovation, and fundamental research that informs efforts at broadening participation.  BCS is also involved with the International Polar Year (IPY).  There are high impacts and frontier research areas where BCS sees things emerging, but Dr. Barratt asked for ideas from the SBE AC within each of the disciplinary programs.  Examples were included in the meeting materials.

Dr. Lempert, Division Director of the Social and Economic Sciences (SES) Division, started the discussion by asking what new frontiers would SBE impact the most.  High-impact and frontier research are not necessarily the same thing.  High impact is often not at the frontier and takes a lot of development to get to this point.  

There is a computational neuroscience NSF-wide effort in collaboration with NIH.  BCS also collaborates with other divisions in SBE.  Dr. Lightfoot said Dr. Kathie Olson was formerly the Director of Neuroscience and Biology at NSF with a budget of $15 million.  This funding has been significantly reduced and NSF is trying to track the consequences.  BCS has about $5 million in funding, which is not enough for the research questions that need to be addressed.  Dr. Lightfoot has had conversations with NIH and is waiting for the new NSF AD of BIO to arrive to discuss what the real and apparent problems are in the funding of neuroscience. 

The SBE AC discussed several important BCS research topics, including: democratic education, political socialization, and development of democratic societies; human behavior in relationship to their environment and how the brain develops to look after our own best interests in a short-term way; and anthropological research in game theory and altruism in different societies.

The examples of research areas provided in the meeting materials were written for the SBE AC and Dr. Lightfoot’s use.  Input from the SBE AC was welcomed.  In general, the SBE AC felt the descriptions were good, but they could benefit from a science writer (the sign language section is written well and could be used as an example for quality).  

Dr. Abrams said that while most of NIH feels that NSF should do basic science, there are some areas of overlap such as the National Institute for General Medicine.  There is basic science at both places that complements and feeds the context of what both NSF and NIH do.  

The SBE AC discussed the issue of proposal submission when there is overlap with other federal agencies.  How is the information communicated to the research community and how can new investigators know where to submit?  Various examples of personal experiences were shared.  There is concern about the proposed grants.gov application that will make proposal submission government-wide to the same place.  The uniqueness of the independent federal agencies and their standards and culture are important to maintain.

Dr. Lightfoot asked if there were any areas missing for cutting edge research:

· Research on the social lives of girls.  This population is understudied and underrepresented in policy development.

· Archiving of important data collected in the past few centuries.

· It was suggested that a workshop might be helpful to further identify what is known and not known and where a research agenda can move.

New Ideas for Strategic Planning

Dr. Lightfoot said the National Science and Technology Committee formed a SBE subcommittee with a charge to develop a strategic plan for the SBE sciences.  A draft document identified a number of challenges:  1) to understand the forces and processes (social, biological, environmental) that shape and are shaped by our species; 2) complex social systems; 3) conflict and cooperation; 4) health disparities and inequality; 5) productivity, creativity and innovation; and 6) managing risk and disaster.  Case studies will also be included in the document for each of these areas as well as a section on how CI has impacted the sciences, new tools, and technologies.  Dr. Lightfoot said it is an emerging document with representation from many government agencies on the subcommittee.  The audience is Congress and staffers.  Although intended to be a strategic plan, the document is currently a characterization of what is going on in social sciences and may be a report rather than a plan.  It is hoped that it will help form a loose agenda and it will be useful in capturing and presenting the science.  The document should be available by the end of the year.

Dr. Groves asked what could the SBE AC do.  Dr. Lightfoot said, at this point, he just wanted to inform the SBE AC that this activity is going on.  The SBE AC supported the development of this document and felt that it had the potential value to bolster the public image of the quality and solidness of the SBE sciences.  

Wrap Up

Dr. Groves asked for input from the SBE AC on the revised meeting structure and suggestions for improving the meeting.  Dr. Lightfoot thanked outgoing members Drs. Schwartz, Ceci, and Dangermond for their participation.  Dr. Michael Goodchild will be joining the SBE AC.  

Dr. Lightfoot thanked the SBE AC for their contribution.  With no further discussion, Dr. Groves adjourned the meeting at 5:00 p.m.

Summary of SBE AC Action Items

· Dr. Rachelle Hollander asked SBE AC members to encourage their colleagues to submit proposals to the HSD program.

· The SBE AC requested data on HSD proposals that did not result in an award, on the diversity of senior investigators, and on the diversity of SGER award recipients (with a shorter award time).

· Dr. Crawford encouraged the SBE AC members to review the CI draft strategic plans on the Directorate home page and provide comments.

· SBE AC members were encouraged to review the NSF Draft Strategic Plan on the NSF website.

· Dr. Groves asked for SBE AC members interested in participating in the CI subcommittee to contact him by email.  
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