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The fall meeting of the Advisory Committee for Social, Behavioral and Economic Sciences (SBE AC) was held November 16-17, 2006 at the Holiday Inn in Arlington, Virginia.  

Thursday, November 16, 2006

Dr. Robert Groves, Chair, SBE AC, called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. 

Introduction of Committee Members and Staff, Directorate Update

Dr. Groves welcomed everyone and introductions were made.  Dr. David Lightfoot, Assistant Director, SBE, introduced new SBE AC members and new SBE staff, including Division Directors, Dr. Sandra Schneider (BCS) and Dr. Edward Hackett (SES).
Dr. Lightfoot gave an update on activities within SBE.  NSF requested $6.02 billion for FY 2007.  Congress is close to approving that amount.  SBE’s FY 2007 budget called for $213.76 million, a 6.9 percent increase, with a total of $9.4 million allocated to Science of Science and Innovation Policy (SciSIP).  This set of activities aims to develop the knowledge, theories, data, tools, and human capital needed to cultivate a new evidence-based platform for science policy.  It was noted that NSF is currently operating on a continuing resolution.  It is anticipated that the FY 2007 NSF appropriations bill will probably be passed on to the new Congress for its consideration and enactment.  Another possible outcome is that Congress will appropriate at the same level of funding for FY 2007 that was proposed for FY 2006.  The result would mean less money for SBE.  In that case, SciSIP would be adversely affected.  

The NSF FY 2008 budget request was also discussed.  The budget was submitted in September and the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) is expected to submit its response in December.  It will become public in February 2007.  The American Competitiveness Initiative called for doubling of the NSF budget over the next 10 years.  This would result in a 7 or 8 percent increase each year.  There has been a concerted effort at the Foundation to include SBE in all of its initiatives.

Internationally, NSF has signed agreements with the Chinese National Science Foundation, the United Kingdom (UK) Social and Economic Science Council, and the UK Arts and Humanities Research Council.  Proposals submitted jointly by American citizens and members of those countries will have parallel reviews done by NSF and the other country involved. Dr. Beall asked about the international collaborations and expressed concern about double proposals (same proposal submitted to two countries).  Dr. Lightfoot said there have been Memos of Understanding written.  The UK will accept our panel reviews as long as there is a UK reviewer on the NSF panel.  The most important factor is that each side has its own funding. 

SBE has a liaison detailed to an advisory committee on Cyberinfrastructure (CI).  One of the items on SBE’s agenda is to set up a task group to look at environmental matters internally at SBE.  The Directorate for Biological Sciences (BIO) and Directorate for Geosciences (GEO) will be consulted for that task.  

Human and Social Dynamics (HSD) Priority Area Update

Dr. Mark Weiss, Acting Deputy Assistant Director, SBE, noted that HSD is in its fourth year.  Currently, the last of the awards from the recent solicitation, which had a strong response, are being given.  Results of the first HSD awards are now apparent.  A Principal Investigators meeting was held in September with 150 participants.  Dr. Rita Teutonico is now the HSD Management Team Leader.  In her presentation, she reiterated the major goals of HSD and described its primary goal, which is to stimulate scientific breakthroughs that will aid humans as they seek to understand, manage, and adapt to change.  The major emphasis areas are Agents of Change (AOC); Decision Making, Risk, and Uncertainty (DRU); and Dynamics of Human Behavior (DHB).  She provided two examples of awards that were made in FY 2005: (1) A detailed analysis of the economic growth and social development of a society in Northern Iceland from its settlement to the present that studied why human-landscape eco-dynamics produce wastelands despite well designed management plans.  (2) A collaborative project that provided resources to train undergraduate and graduate students at two different universities in computational modeling techniques.

In the FY 2006 competition, 340 proposals were submitted from 174 institutions.  The proposals were reviewed by nine panels and had an overall success rate of 26 percent.  The FY 2007 solicitation is now available and adds a third funding level with maximum award amounts of over $1 million for three years.  Deadlines for the three types of awards are in January and February 2007.  Several workshops were held last summer.  Upcoming events include an HSD orientation for NSF staff, a seminar series, and a course in Best Practices for Conducting Interdisciplinary Research. 

In the discussion that followed, Dr. Myers asked if there is a metric to evaluate the efforts of PIs to include Broader Impacts.  Dr. Teutonico said reviewers consider that as an important element and proposers have to address it but Dr. Weiss said that it is difficult to measure.  Filling out Form 1225 which may answer some of those questions is not mandatory.  The annual report requires the PI to describe the broader impact of the research, but the tools to track that information have not been developed.  Dr. Myers noted that this is an important matter and that SBE is the appropriate directorate to teach the rest of NSF how to measure broader participation.  One of the main goals of the Integrative Graduate Education and Research Training Program (IGERT) program is to assess broader participation.  Dr. Abrams remarked that it is important to understand team science, and a study at the National Institute of Health (NIH) is creating a magnet for taking people out of their own field and drawing them into a new trans-disciplinary field.  He suggested a meeting with NIH to discuss their approach.  Dr. Groves suggested including that on the agenda for the next SBE AC.  Another suggestion from the group was to compare success rates from the HSD solicitation to the rest of NSF because it is the most promising interdisciplinary program.  Metrics for success could be developed from it.  

Division of Behavioral and Cognitive Sciences (BCS) Committee of Visitors (COV)

Dr. Lila Gleitman reported on the BCS Committee of Visitors.  She described the COV process as very detailed and intense, requiring a long period of preparation leading up to the two-day meeting.  The COV reviewed nine programs that included both awarded and declined proposals.  Using a template, each sub-group prepared a report. 

Overall findings of this COV were:

· The leadership, procedures, and panels were excellent. 

· Materials reviewed represented the participants’ sciences as well as multidisciplinary cross-program cooperation. 

· The programs have responded well to advances and paradigm shifts in their sciences.

· The submissions and the project portfolios were very high quality. 

Dr. Gleitman identified the following problems noted by the COV:

· Recruiting senior panelists was difficult.

· Most of the funding in neuroscience went to instrumentation and very little was allocated to how to do the science. 

· Division staff and panelists are overworked so sometimes the summaries were short or incomplete.

· There is a lack of institutional memory because of the permanent/rotator ratio of program directors.

· There should be a method for revising and resubmitting a proposal. 

· Ad hoc reviewing is insufficient because the rate of return is less than 50 percent.

· Insufficient funding was provided for approved awards in some instances.

· Investigators appeared to be confused about the meaning of “broader impact.”

· High-risk proposals were rarely awarded. 

· Lack of diversity in awards, panelists, scientists, and proposal applicants.

Recommendations include:

· NSF should clarify and define “broader impact”.

· A special panel to review high-risk proposals should be convened.

· The diversity issue could be addressed by supporting training and education available at every level and extending Research Experience for Undergraduates (REUs) for longer periods.

NSF’s Response to the COV

Dr. Sandra Schneider, Division Director, BCS, said she is aware of staffing problems, limited funding, and data/capacity issues, but since FY 2003, BCS has gained many positions and more staff will be onboard soon.  They now have one permanent program officer for every two rotators.  Other stability measures are now in place such as a “best practices” roundtable that meets weekly and a mentoring program for new rotators.    Dr. Schneider says she recognizes the need for scholarly interaction such as professional society presence and alternative interaction venues such as annual reports, newsletters, list serves, and conference symposia.

Dr. Schneider’s response to the COV recommendations follows:

· Ad hoc reviews — The real goal is to find efficient means of improving the response rate by implementing automated system tools, providing reminders and follow up, and improving best practices.

· Broader Impacts: BCS will implement a greater emphasis in panel summaries, possibly by developing templates, recognizing the contingency of criterion, focusing on broader participation, and promoting NSF-wide clarification.

· Comprehensive, high quality applicant feedback: BCS will provide better-structured templates, improve panel management practices, and provide more training/mentoring for program directors.

· Portfolio and resources — BCS will balance award size and success rate, try to monitor resources to the community, and develop better ways to communicate with the public. 
· Evolve with the state of the science — The division will enhance program memory and provide stability via permanent program officers.

· Increase workshops and strategic planning sessions.

· Improve communication with professional societies.

· Increase interdisciplinary networking.

· Dissertation proposals — Three of the five programs have increased award amounts from $12 thousand to $15 thousand.  

· High-risk proposals—BCS will increase funding opportunities by promoting Small Grants for Exploratory Research (SGERs), initiating special competitions, and conducting pilot projects. 

Dr. Schneider thanked Dr. Gleitman and the COV for their comprehensive report.

Discussion:
· Dr. Teutonico said there are guidelines on the Web for broader impacts.  Dr. Gleitman remarked that there is a lot of good science that doesn’t have a broader impact but a statement about it is required in each proposal. There is not always a way to define the broader impact in some pure research.  Who will support that kind of research if not NSF?

· Dr. Lightfoot noted that the two standard criteria in proposals are intellectual merit and broader impact.  There is good evidence that broader impact and science policy is important to society.  NSF has been instrumental in promoting that.  The benefits of the broader impacts may not be visible for many years.  It should cover education and diversity, primarily, but was not implied to rule out other good science. 

· Principal Investigators don’t seem to agree that broader impact should be given the same weight as scientific merit criteria.  The importance of broader impacts should be stressed to proposal writers.  On the issue of diversity, it is often not possible to tell by the proposal whether the participants are diverse.

· Dr. Groves said he was impressed by the theme of the COVs:  there are not enough data to do the job properly and not enough institutional memory.  He suggested this as a topic of discussion with Dr. Bement.  However, he is aware that many people want to maintain their privacy and are unwilling to give information on their gender, race, or ethnicity.  

· Dr. Myers said he thought that the quality of reviews was excellent, but there were very few underrepresented applicants.  Recognizing and responding to the requirement for a statement about broader impact is very important to promote diversity. 

Working Lunch:  Office of Legislative and Public Affairs Update

Mr. Jeff Nesbitt, Office of Legislative and Public Affairs, presented NSF and the New Media.  NSF’s agenda is to catch up to the changing media landscape.  He provided the following statistics: 

· Thirty percent of the public now gets its information from the Internet but only three percent of the advertising is done on it.  Much of the broadcasting now is electronic.

· Three in four people (77 percent) go on line and 42 percent of Americans have Broadband Internet at home.

· One in four adults is expected to download a pod cast over the next six months and pod cast listeners now outnumber bloggers.

· YouTube serves up more than 100 million videos per day.

· One in three American adults has created content on the Internet.

All of this has caused a media revolution.  The most popular science journal now is one that is free online.  NSF is not included in Google’s 10 top science sites so it needs to catch up.  In the national media, there are only two that provide pure science coverage:  New York Times and the Public Broadcasting System (PBS).  NSF’s goal is to bring back science news and is now in discussion with the US News and World Report to partner with them to resurrect their science section.

The NSF website is very popular and receives many hits, and there is a plan to increase its links.  The national press briefings that NSF gives will now be taped and will be called NSF Radio.  NSF will conduct new public affairs initiatives to encourage the posting of press releases on its web site.  To help define the broader impacts criterion, Mr. Nesbitt may convene workshops on the subject.  
Other initiatives in place are:

· NSF will create a new site for children called NSF Kids. 

· NSF Radio Network will go live in about 10 days.

· NSF will provide outreach through partners for NSF Radio such as XM satellite radio.

· An NSF Lecture Series is underway (some to be filmed) and will be shown on the Research Channel starting in January 2007.  They have also created a video called Scientists in Motion, a film called Engineers without Borders, and a monthly newsletter called Current.

Other initiatives being considered include recreating Mosaic as an online science journal; outreach to partners such as the National Wildlife Federation; preparing exhibitions for museums; distribution of a comic book about science to 20 to 30 million school children; developing an International Polar Year (IPY) short film to be shown in movie theaters; and embedding scientists on site (e.g. in oceanographic settings) to be televised.   

Cyberinfrastructure

Dr. John King reported on White Paper:  SBE Cyberinfrastructure Portfolio, Lessons, Challenges and Priorities.  SBE’s cyberinfastructure (CI) investments consist of large-scale data infrastructure, advanced modeling and simulation systems, and virtual laboratories.  CI has the ability to transform the SBE science.  In order to do this, however, it is necessary to mobilize SBE support on three levels:

· Level 1:  To harvest interest and get across how deep the engagement of CI has been in the social and behavioral sciences, dating back to the census done in 1980s.  The IBM PC appeared 25 years ago and the Internet is about 20 years old.  These technologies have advanced the social and behavioral sciences.  

· Level 2:  To broaden the SBE portfolio to include CI, many social scientists have been funded by the Directorate for Computer and Information Science and Engineering (CISE).  CISE has actually asked that more social scientists be involved in their activities.  The biggest change in our society has been in information technology.  The emerging mobility technology is the telephone interconnected with the computer, and almost 50 percent of the world population has telephones.  Implementation can’t be left solely to the computer technologists.

· Level 3:  To have SBE science become part of the science of CI, in the late 1990s, it became apparent that computer scientists have to work with other scientists in physics, medicine, social sciences, and others.  The President’s Information Technology Advisory Committee (PITAC), which led to the Information and Technology Research (ITR) priority, was placed in the CISE Directorate but required that funding go to all directorates.  As a result, the consciousness broadened to other disciplines.  The ITR priority no longer exists but the remaining funds must be reallocated to other fields.  Because of this, there is a great opportunity for the social, economic, and behavioral sciences within the CI context. 
Discussion

· Dr. Groves commented that focusing SBE’s activities on three levels is useful, but asked how the third level would be implemented to ensure SBE’s success.  Dr. King responded that involving young investigators would be very important.  

· Dr. Harkavy noted that using the three levels is a natural progression and it could be used as a case study and applied in other areas.

· Dr. Myers asked if the White Paper had looked at other countries to see how they were dealing with the advent of CI and how it fits into the social sciences.  Dr. King said that there is a definite challenge because of different cultures and described a project that involved Native Americans several years ago.  The project was supposed to employ video conferencing but the participants refused to be on camera.  

· Dr. Lightfoot suggested that SBE’s Program on Innovation and Organizational Change funds work studying the impact of CI.

· Dr. King suggested inviting representatives from the CISE AC to become members of the SBE AC, particularly a member of the commercial technological area.  

· Another member suggested becoming involved with the Computer Research Association (CRA), an advocacy group for increased federal funds, and attending their Snowbird Conference, which is held every two years.   

· Dr. Carlson said there is an industry experts panel - which is a subgroup of SSRC - and offered to contact one of their members. 

NSF Strategic Plan

Dr. Ann Carlson, Office of the Director, reported on the NSF Strategic Plan.  The Plan covers a five-year period and must be submitted to Congress every three years.  It is also tied into the NSB’s 20/20 Vision for the National Science Foundation (Dec 2005). The new Strategic Plan focuses on outcomes.  There are 3-5 year investment priorities associated with each strategic goal and a new vision that stresses moving beyond our current frontiers.  It also provides considerations that will be used for planning future major investments.  The new plan responds to globally increasing pace, scope and emerging modes of inquiry and stresses the need to improve math and science education.  The stated new vision is to advance discovery, innovation and education beyond the frontiers of current knowledge and empower future generations in science and engineering.

NSF core values are essential and enduring tenets that influence everyone at NSF and support the mission.  This mission is visionary, dedicated to excellence, broadly inclusive and accountable.  Strategic goals are discovery, learning, research infrastructure, and stewardship.  These are to be evaluated by cross cutting objectives.  Interrelated strategic outcome goals are integration of research with education, and leveraging collaborations that have the potential for impact and transformation.  

Investment priorities by strategic goals for FY 2006 - FY2011 are to:

· Promote transformational, multidisciplinary research;

· Investigate the human and social dimensions of new knowledge and technology;

· Further US economic competitiveness;

· Foster research that improves our sustainability on Earth;

· Advance fundamental research in computational science and engineering and in applied and interdisciplinary mathematics.

Research infrastructure will fill the gaps in our ability to provide enabling (mid-range) research and infrastructure and identify and support the next generation.  Stewardship priorities are to strengthen our partnerships and develop new collaborations with other agencies, improve our processes to recruit and select highly qualified reviewers and panelists; recruit, hire and employ highly qualified staff who are diverse; develop mechanisms to improve training and mentoring for Program Officers; improve merit review process; and enhance the process for management and oversight of large facilities.

There are links between the American Competitiveness Initiative and the strategic plan.  NSF will continue listening to staff, Advisory Committees, the National Science Board, the science, engineering, and education community and the public.

Discussion

· Dr. Beall asked how the strategic plan could translate into new PI behaviors.  Dr. Carlson said it would force the PI to look at innovative, transformative ideas that would integrate broader impacts and merit review.

· Dr. Gleitman remarked that when one gets too speculative or innovative in their proposals, the response is “you push the envelope and you are off the wall.”  Dr. Carlson said that NSF is looking at ways to address that problem by encouraging reviewers to recognize a transformation problem and evaluate proposals that may be different.

Physical Sciences and Brains: “Neurotech”

Dr. Rae Silver, Senior Advisor, OIA/OD, gave a presentation on Neuroscience at NSF: Status and Prospectives, resulting from a FY 2006 OMB-OSTP memo that called for more research in complex biological systems.  The memo stated that NSF is the only agency that could bring to bear multiple scientific, mathematical and engineering disciplines.  Support is provided by each of the NSF directorates.  

The challenge is to articulate research opportunities by providing new scientific directions that will bring broader benefits to society.  This can be accomplished by developing workshops to identify transformative opportunities in research and education.  Two workshops have already been conducted.  The first on July 18-19, 2006, entitled Mind and Brain: Strategies and Directions for the Future, was co-sponsored by BIO and SBE.  The second involved CISE, the Directorate for Engineering (ENG), and the Directorate for Mathematics and Physical Sciences (MPS).  It was held on August 21-22, 2006 and was entitled Brain Science as a Mutual Opportunity for the Physical and Mathematical Sciences. 

The workshop attended by CISE, ENG, and MPS, identified four broad areas of opportunity: 

· Instrumentation and Measurement (nervous systems and output of nervous systems);

· Data analysis, statistical modeling, informatics (huge amounts of data generated);

· Conceptual and theoretical approaches;

· Building brain-like devices and systems.

Areas of opportunity identified at the workshop attended by SBE and BIO are:

· Work in cognition and neuroscience (possibly a frontier or leading edge in the future);

· Adaptive plasticity, conflict and cooperation, spatial knowledge, causal understanding, time, and language.

Understanding time will revolutionize the study of learning and memory and will allow us to infer causes and distinguish them from effects; learn the consequences of sensory stimuli, and distinguish past and present.

Dr. Silver referred to the 1990 report of the KE family with peculiarities in language comprehension and speech production; and in 2001, the identification of the FOX2P gene mutation in this family.  She said this discovery provided the first opportunity to analyze the genetics and evolution of language with molecular and neurobiological tools.  A combined workshop to involve all the directorates is scheduled for March 5-6, 2007.  Dr. Silver asked for suggestions for participants and also topics to be included on the agenda.  Dr. Gleitman said she would send suggestions to Dr. Lightfoot. 

Division of Science Resources Statistics (SRS)

SRS asked the National Academy of Science’s Committee on National Statistics (CNSTAT) to study the quality of R&D data collections within SRS.  Later an SRS Committee of Visitors (COV) suggested that expert groups should participate in their sessions.  As a result of those recommendations, SRS convened an Industry Expert Panel (IEP) that has since been formally established as a subcommittee of the SBE AC.  A Human Experts Panel will be convened in the future.
Industry Experts Panels

Mr. John Jankowski updated the group on the Industry Experts Panels.  He described the three panel meetings that were held. The first meeting on April 6, 2006 discussed industry perspectives on past and future changes in the conduct of industrial R& D, the drivers of these changes, and changes in the way R&D is tracked and evaluated by companies.  The second meeting on August 14, 2006 dealt with globalization of R&D and the role of collaboration in R&D, and industry and NSF efforts to measure such activities and changes.  The last meeting held November 3, 2006 discussed R&D definitions and results from the two NSF-sponsored industry R&D data user workshops -- one for Federal data users and another for non-Federal data users.

The last meeting was most optimistic in identifying and collecting indicators of industrial R&D but stressed the importance of defining R&D because the terms may mean something totally different to industry and government.  Panelists agreed that the CFO of the company would be the appropriate one to query but also suggested sending questionnaires to other company executives.  The company should be assured that its data would be kept confidential and secure, and also be informed of how the survey could benefit their business.  It was suggested that the questionnaire and accompanying letter be sent by a high-level scientist.  No further meetings have been planned but the panel members expressed interest in continuing the dialogue.

Discussion

· Dr. Gleitman suggested that industry representatives might be cautious in their responses because of the recent industry scandals, e.g., Enron.  Mr. Jankowski agreed and said it makes it harder and they will have to be more careful in their presentation.

· Dr. Jasso noted that there is probably a certificate of confidentiality and that the IRB will most likely become involved. 

· Dr. Gault asked is there was any question about how these industry executives would feel about academics looking at their data. Mr. Jankowski said that the discussion didn’t focus on what would happen to the data later on.  Some of the panelists had been respondents to the survey in the past but still had many questions.  

Human Resources Panel

Dr. John Tsapogas said the impetus for this panel came as a result of a COV in April 2006.  A key element is that an advisory committee should be established to advise SRS. The panel will serve as a subcommittee of the SBE AC and will include about 15 people.  Two panel meetings will be held each year, and one third of the panel members will rotate off every year.  The panel will advise SRS on five surveys.  Panel membership is still under discussion and letters of invitation have not yet been sent out.  Panel members will come from industry, science organizations, and academia.  The first meeting will be held in January 2007 and the second meeting will be held in the summer.  The first item on the agenda will be how to improve the dissemination of data from SRS.

Science of Science and Innovation Policy — The Prospectus and Solicitation

Dr. Kaye Husbands Fealing said that for decades researchers representing many disciplines have been advising SBE. Now SBE would like to include the sciences of physics, biology, and nanotechnology to answer some social science questions.  There is a need to have natural scientists at the table.  At a recent workshop, BCS talked about the scientific basis of individual and team innovation and discovery.  The workshop was made up of cognitive scientists, social psychologists, and engineers who discussed the psychological study of science and engineering.  The SES workshop examined the organization and political, economic, and social contexts in which science and science policy succeed or flounder. The SRS workshop outlined where SRS is going, and suggested new designs of surveys because of new tools that can be used.  

An Interagency Task Group that included 17 government agencies was formed to conduct a government-wide survey to analyze investment in innovation and R&D and to chart a strategic roadmap to improve theoretical frameworks, data, models, and methodologies.   Investigator-initiated research will include theoretical and conceptual models of scientific discovery and technological innovation; and statistical and econometric tools for estimating returns to science and engineering investments.  The tools will be both qualitative and bibliometric.  Interdisciplinary and international collaborations will also be encouraged.  

Community building will include a continuous enhancement of workforce development, and building a cadre of researchers in science of science and innovation policy.  This would be accomplished by workshops, conferences, summer institutes, education and training (including K-12), and broadening workforce participation in the Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematical (STEM) disciplines.  

Internationally, there will be collaborations to compare different models in different countries, partnering with international funding agencies, and partnering with researchers in emerging and developing countries.  Forums will be conducted by the OECD’s Committee on Scientific and Technological Policy.  China, Australia, Japan, UK and South Africa have all expressed an interest in participation. 

Milestones that have been set for the next 3-5 years are new surveys, datasets, indicators and benchmarks; new methods, models and tools informing the data-collection process; and new global linkages using cyber tools.

Discussion

· Dr. Beall said she was puzzled by the word “policy” and asked how policy develops information.  Dr. Husbands-Fealing said policy makers have preferences and affect outcomes.  IRB rules also can affect findings.

· Dr. Groves asked about the value of the interagency group.  The response was that the group would give information about the other agencies and fuse them into “best practices”. In answer to Dr. Groves’ question about whether state government would be involved, Dr. Husbands-Fealing said not at this time.  It is too early to include state and local government.  

· Dr. Myers asked who would be the audience of the working group’s findings.  Both social and natural scientists would be the audience because they need to work in concert if they do transformative research.  

· Dr. Weiss gave examples of awards that have been made in Nanotechnology that were made to PhDs in human sciences working together with Nanotechnology scientists.  

· Dr. Lightfoot said this program is designed for all people who are involved in decision-making, such as university provosts, NSF, and congress.

· Dr. Myers asked whether joint proposals with other directorates would be encouraged.  It would definitely be encouraged but now they are just trying to develop the program.  

· The solicitation would have two areas: data tools and models.  Tools will be developed but they will also be utilized.  

· Dr. Harkavy noted that Dr. Jack Marburger, the President’s Science Advisor, emphasizes metrics for investment and asked how that ecology could be created.  

· The workshops discussed taking intangible assets and putting them into a national system of accounts.  There is an assumption that there is an institution that protects them.  The researchers say that they would like to get enough information on intangible assets and capitalize on them.

· Dr. Lightfoot said a large part of this is predictability in the domain of human affairs.  Dr. Marburger has talked about that and is drawn to econometric models.  The initiative is a response to a challenge that he laid down and will go beyond econometric models. 

Prepare for Meeting with the Director 

Dr. Groves asked the SBE AC for input on potential discussion topics for the session with Drs. Bement and Olsen.  The following questions will be posed:

· What progress has been made in developing metrics in broader impact and broader participation?  Will NSF have a set of guidelines?

· NSF already has a form to be completed when submitting a proposal (Form 1225).  Could new categories be added to the form that could then be used for longitudinal studies?

· What are the scientific benefits of broader impacts and how will they benefit and create better science?

· How do we engage groups but use empirical research to answer the questions?

· On the matter of how to do interdisciplinary work, would it be possible to pull together what NSF has already done and see if there were some ideas that have not been acted upon?  Has NSF identified the successful and unsuccessful collaborations? How can that inform?

Friday, November 17, 2006

The meeting reconvened at 8:30 a.m.

Briefing on IPAMM (Working Group on Impact of Proposal Award and Management Mechanisms)

Dr. Jacqueline Meszaros, SBE, said the Impact of Proposal and Award Management Mechanisms (IPAMM) Working Group was formed in April 2006.  The group was charged by the National Science Board to look at success rates and to identify best practices to achieve an appropriate balance between proposal success rates, award size and award duration.  The emphasis was on individual investigator initiated grants.  The members were appointed from across NSF.   Findings were that there was a major decrease in success rates from 30 percent in 2000 to 20 percent in 2005.  The decrease coincided with a 37 percent increase in proposal submissions, a 41 percent increase in average award size, and a 30 percent increase in median award size. There was also an increase of 29 percent in first time submitters.  Both the number of PIs submitting proposals and the number of times a PI must submit in order to win an award has increased.  Between 1998 and 2000, 1.7 proposals were submitted per PI; in 2003-2005, 2.2 proposals were submitted per PI.  There was a great variation across directorates with the MPS and GEO having the highest success rates.  The potential drivers affecting proposal submissions are:

· Increased use of solicitations with specific research foci; 

· The supposition that congress will double the NSF budget;

· The NSB call for increased award size and duration;

· PI fatigue because of number of submissions required for getting a grant.

Several approaches will be taken to study the problem further:  case studies of practices related to submissions, conducting interviews and surveys to ask the community what has caused hardships for them, additional data analyses, and visits with Advisory Committees.

Discussion

· Dr. Beall noted that some new programs have 3-month deadlines and suggested that the limited time may affect success.  

· Dr. Jasso suggested that universities have incentive programs for submitting proposals in certain departments and that may have increased the numbers.  

· Dr. Meszaros said that several directorates are concerned that some of the submissions are as a result of other agencies turning applicants down.

· Dr. Abrams said that this is a good opportunity to ask some key questions about funding multiple PIs doing interdisciplinary research while still awarding individual researchers.

· Dr. Beall suggested that since there are so many rapid changes in technology, there might be only one reviewer that has experience in that technology.  The other reviewers may veto.  

· With a promise of doubling the NSF budget, there may have been a rush to spend funds on facilities leaving less money for awards.

Discussion with Dr. Arden L Bement, Jr., Director, NSF

Dr. Arden Bement, Jr., NSF Director, and Dr. Kathie Olsen, NSF Deputy Director, met with the SBE AC.  Dr. Bement updated the group on the status of the FY2007 budget.   Dr. Bement remarked that he did not know when the budget appropriation would be approved, particularly since there may be some impact from the recent election, but there has been strong bipartisan support from Congress. 

Discussion

· A Science of Science and Innovation Policy program is emerging; however if, we end up with an Omnibus Bill, since this is a new program, it may not be funded.  Dr. Bement agreed that a Continuing Resolution would be damaging.  The spending rate would strain NSF across all divisions.  However, that would probably not be affected by an Omnibus Bill, since there was very little controversy between the House of Representatives and the Senate about the budget.

· Dr. Groves noted that the COV reviewed a large set of proposals.  A consistent complaint of COVs is that basic data are lacking about Broader Impacts.  Could there be an initiative to create empirical data during the reviews that would help future COVs?  Dr. Bement responded that the SRS Indicators is a good source of data about minorities, women, and the disabled.  Also the Office of the Director has begun to disaggregate award data by categories, and to track institutions.  There has been a dramatic increase in minority participation in institutions for higher learning, but lower numbers for minority institutions.  The Strategic Plan hopes to broaden the pool of reviewers and also broaden the participation of members of minorities in the reviewer pools.  Performance goals (according to GPRA) show an increasing number of awards to the underrepresented.   Dr. Olsen added that some PIs don’t self-identify so it is difficult to get accurate numbers.  Dr. Bement said it should be possible to disaggregate the data down to the program level.

· Dr. Groves said that the general feeling among the COVs is that more guidance on appropriate metrics is needed.  Dr. Bement said that there is a requirement that PIs must provide a description of their goal for metrics.  In their progress reports, they will have to address both merit review and broader impact.  

· Dr. Gleitman noted that some goals may not be immediately achieved and may not be easily predicted.  Dr. Bement said NSF will not prescribe what the broader impacts should be but once the PI has identified them, he has to be accountable.   Dr. Groves suggested that anything that can be done to clarify broader impact would be appreciated.  

· There was a discussion on how to get interdisciplinary teams to work together.  Is it possible for NSF to determine what factors make interdisciplinary research function better?  Dr. Bement said there has been a continuing dialogue within NSF.  Interdisciplinary research started at NSF in the 1980s.  The advantage of interdisciplinary work is that the teams can reach a higher level of complexity.  The impetus is for much more coupling between the social and physical sciences.  This is especially true for emerging sciences.  Dr. Olsen noted that NSF is making a great effort to enhance the merit review process by looking at interdisciplinary activities and coming up with best practices.  Dr. Olsen added that the graduate fellowship solicitation now has a category for “interdisciplinary research.”

· If SBE is going to be involved in the physical sciences research, it will require a budget increase.  Dr. Bement would support that.  The interest and success rate in the HSD Initiative is excellent.  How do we communicate its success and promote its continuous operation?  Dr. Bement said that is where help is needed from the ACs.  We are doing better at collecting outcomes but we have to start with input from the community.

· Dr. Jasso suggested inserting a form at the end of a research report requiring an update five years later so that there would be information on the results.  She suggested that the forms could be web-based with reminders sent automatically.  

· A representative of the Public Affairs Office made a presentation to the AC and it would be useful to include a report on how NSF works since it would appear on the Web and be available internationally, and that it is investigator-initiated rather than by the government.  Dr. Bement agreed and said he was at an international conference recently that addressed that subject and his presentation will be on the Web. An AC member suggested putting a link to how NSF operates on the NSF Home Page.  

· The AC noted their discussion on international collaboration and concluded that working with other countries is very difficult.  Dr. Bement said that other countries have similar problems.

Dr. Groves thanked Drs. Bement and Olsen for their continued support of SBE.  Dr. Bement thanked the SBE AC for their input.

Scale in SBE Sciences

Major Research Instrumentation (MRI)

Dr. John Yellen, Program Director, said there are two reasons for talking about MRIs:  (1) MRI awards are very large; and (2) There are some observations relevant to SBE.  As the MRI announcement states, the goal is to provide funding for large-scale instrumentation.  Large scale is defined as larger than what is normally provided by typical program awards.  The minimum award is $100 thousand except for SBE, MPS, and undergraduate and minority institutions.  The maximum award is $2 million.  

MRI is run by a central NSF coordinating office.  Twenty percent of annual funds are withheld centrally for $1 million proposals.  Eighty percent is allocated to directorates on the basis of proposal funding distribution, and includes funds fenced for minority and undergraduate institutions.  Individual directorates conduct reviews based on their own standard procedures, and they can recommend up to $1 million for funding.  

In FY 2006, SBE received 16 applications requesting less than $1 million and funded half of them.  For these proposals, ad hoc and panel reviews were received and program officers served as panel members.  For awards greater than $1 million, SBE received 6 proposals and two were funded.  It was noted that few SBE researchers use large instrumentation.  It was also noted that the primary focus in relation to SBE was in neuroscience.  Other areas of SBE that use large instrumentation include computer based data gathering, analysis, and experimentation.  A $2 million award was made last year to study the way surveying is done.  It involved the development of a computer network for experimental and non-experimental data collection from the Internet from a nationally representative sample of American households.  

Dr. Beall asked what the term “acquisition and development”, a term in the solicitation, implied.  Dr. Yellen said in “development” proposals, salaries are allowed, but they are not allowed in “acquisition” proposals.

National Ecological Observatory Network (NEON)

Dr. Edward Hackett, Division Director, SES, said that longitudinal surveys and panel studies are funded by NSF.  NSF’s investment in major research facilities is rising and there is a backlog.    NEON is a continental scale research project about changes in land use, climate, and changing ecological systems.  SBE fits in under land use.  The grand challenges are in measurements, remote sensing, data repositories, and CI.  The aim is to involve important reciprocal and feedback relationships between human and ecological systems.  The process is to examine the mechanisms that drive land use change.  This requires a strong social science component and a combination of fixed and mobile stations.  Part of the challenge is to go beyond land use and examine economic change, population growth, and urbanization health and well being.  

NEON is different from Long Term Ecological Research (LTER) because NEON is bigger, standardized, and mobile.  The mobile aspect will be achieved by putting instruments onto trucks and moving them to see if there are any changes because of a change in climate zone.  

Dr. King remarked that the Global Environment for Network Innovation (GENI) initiative is the first MREFC award made to CISE.  Since MREFCs are highly political and have to be approved by the NSB, there is an indicator that it has crossed the threshold into big science.  There are policy issues that surround the infrastructure for sensing, and the IRB will become involved because it involves humans. Dr. Abrams says he sees it laying foundations for interfaces combining epidemiology, behavioral science, and macro-ecology and can be applied to studies of populations on obesity, tobacco use, etc.  It has huge implications for social and behavioral science and will provide tools for looking at old problems.  Dr. Hackett said that the American Sociological Union (ASU) has done studies like that.  All MREFC requests have to be preceded by a driving science question.  

Major Research Equipment and Facilities Construction (MREFC)
Dr. Fae Korsmo reiterated that the National Science Board (NSB) is very involved in MREFC, and the NSB approves each MREFC project annually. It was noted that the MREFC account funding appears over a six year period (e.g., FYs 2007 until 2013 in this year’s congressional budget.) The pre-construction planning and development for potential MREFC projects includes four stages: the Conceptual Design, Readiness, Board Approval, and Construction.  Candidates also must know what questions need to be considered, including risk assessment.  Workshops will have to be conducted and a project could take years before it even reaches a conceptual design review.  If it passes, it then goes into the preliminary design phase. Dr. Korsmo said that there are many MREFC proposals that never make it to fruition.    

Dr. Lightfoot asked about interagency involvement and suggested that SBE surveys may be a way to interact. Congress separated the money out so that the MREFC would be a national facility but it will probably be international.   Dr. Korsmo said that she and Dr. Hackett are rewriting a manual that will include interagency and private projects.  The International Program made recommendations to run an international data forum to look at all kinds of data questions that are of interest to social scientists.  As our surveys continue to produce more data, there will be issues of storage.  We are interested in data collected in other countries as well.  A conference is scheduled for this spring in Beijing and it may be a forum for a discussion about major facilities.

This AC should identify domains for workshops.  Some suggestions included: 

· What we are not doing because of scale problems;

· How can there be SBE presence in non-SBE facilities;
· Systems thinking and systems integration into the social sciences;

· Working with the mathematics community to convince them to accept the social science community.

Dr. King said that NSF does not have a good track record for running large projects and it has been shown in the GENI project.  He suggested that SBE develop a means for advising the other directorates at NSF about SBE’s capabilities.  

Working Lunch: Identification of Agenda Items for Next Meeting and Approve Dates for FY 2007 Spring/Fall Meetings

Discussion

 Dr. Gleitman said Dr. Bement’s talk about the broader impact issue was informative.  He noted that if you have non-transformative science NSF would probably not support it.  Much of the science community is not aware of that and do not take the broader impact issue seriously.  It is evident that the science community needs some education about what broader impact is.

· Dr. Jasso said she heard something different from Dr. Bement when he said that the more important criterion was scientific merit and second was broader impact.  An important point as brought out in the BCS COV was that the broader impact requirement is too broad.

· Dr. Weiss said that two aspects about broader impact should be kept in mind: a piece of science in and of itself may have societal impacts but broader impact in other situations may not be apparent for several years.  For example, if a high school student worked on an NSF science project in a lab and years later became a scientist that could also be defined as broader impact.

· There was a consensus that the SBE AC must discuss NSF Merit Review Criteria further in future meetings.  
Identification of Agenda Items for Next Meeting

Dr. Groves asked the group for identification of topics for the next meeting:

· Continued discussion of broader impact;

· Update on Science of  Science and Innovation Policy;

· Long term sustained funds for long term studies;

· Substantive grounded strategic opportunities for SBE (how as a society we manage);

· Environmental matters, including sustainability;

· Human subjects protection;

· Social studies in science and research strategies.

The dates for the next meetings are June 7-8 and November 8-9, 2007.  Dr. Lightfoot thanked the SBE for their service and participation.  With no further discussion, the meeting was adjourned at 12:30 p.m.  

PAGE  
6

