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Chairman Bond, Senator Mikulski, and Members of the Committee, I appreciate the opportunity to testify before you as Chair of the National Science Board.  I am Warren Washington, Senior Scientist and Section Head of the Climate Change Research Section at the National Center for Atmospheric Research.

On behalf of the National Science Board, I thank the Committee for its long-term commitment to a broad portfolio of investments in science, mathematics, engineering, and technology research and education.  These investments are important components of our Nation’s security and economic strength and the well being of all Americans.  

For more than 50 years, the National Science Foundation has been a major contributor to innovative science and engineering research and education.  The Congress recognized these valuable contributions through the passage of the 5-year reauthorization bill last year, with steady and substantial increases in authorized budgets for the agency.  This recognition is greatly appreciated. 

The National Science Board approved and supports the National Science Foundation’s budget submission for FY 2004.  We assure you that the $5.48 billion will be well spent.  We fully support the Foundation’s investment in the six priority areas of biocomplexity, information technology, nanoscale science and engineering, mathematical sciences, human and social dynamics, and the 21st century workforce.  These areas hold exceptional promise for new discoveries, educational opportunities, and practical applications.

The Board also believes it is crucial to maintain a strong portfolio of investments in the core disciplines.  The increased funds received for FY 2003 will strengthen the core research and education programs. The Foundation’s FY 2004 budget request recognizes the need to increase funding to the physical sciences and includes a 12.7 percent increase for physics, chemistry, mathematics, and materials research.  

It is crucial that, as the Foundation’s research portfolio increases, the funds for award administration increase sufficiently to maintain effective and efficient NSF management of the portfolio.

Since 1950, the partnership explicitly spelled out in the founding documents between the National Science Board and the Foundation’s Director has worked extremely well, and the Nation’s science and engineering research and education have flourished.  Although recent legislation has altered some administrative aspects of our partnership, I can assure you that we continue to work together effectively and that the Board remains fully engaged in its policy-making and oversight responsibilities for the agency.  The full Board sets Foundation policy after detailed consideration of recommendations made by its committees.  These standing bodies deliberate with great thoroughness and thoughtfulness about the numerous programmatic and managerial issues facing the agency.

· Our Committee on Programs and Plans is responsible for program initiatives and major new projects and facilities, proposed awards, and major program implementation issues (in all fields except those pertaining to education and human resources).  

· Our Education and Human Resources Committee addresses matters dealing with education and training and the technical workforce.

· Our Audit and Oversight Committee is responsible for administrative processes and systems and also serves as the supervisor of the Inspector General.

· Our Committee on Strategy and Budget examines strategic budget matters and identifies long-term issues critical to the Foundation’s future.

This last committee, the Committee on Strategy and Budget, was established in May 2001 to strengthen the Board’s role in the Foundation’s strategic budget process.  The Committee identifies long-term issues that are critical to the Foundation’s future and analyzes strategic and operating budgets to ensure progress toward strategic directions set by the Board.  The Committee has worked with other Board members and Foundation staff on strategic issues such as management of the Major Research Equipment and Facilities Construction  (MREFC) Account, support for the core disciplines, and the size and duration of graduate student and postdoctoral stipends.

When I appeared before this Committee a year ago, Committee members expressed concern about the Board’s involvement in setting priorities for funding projects through the MREFC Account.  I would like to bring you up to date on that issue while illustrating the effectiveness of the Committee on Strategy and Budget.

First, let me state that the Board continues to approve each project to be funded from the MREFC Account before the funds are obligated.  Our Committee on Programs and Plans thoroughly reviews any proposed MREFC funding and brings recommendations to the full Board.  There is ample opportunity for Board members to raise concerns before a vote is taken.  

Throughout 2002, the Committee on Strategy and Budget discussed how best to accommodate within future budgets the initiation of new major research facilities that the community and Foundation identified as important to the advancement of science and engineering.  In August the Committee, in collaboration with the Committee on Programs and Plans, set up a joint working group to determine whether changes to existing Board guidance on priority setting might be appropriate.  Policy options developed by the group were discussed in October 2002 by the Board’s Committee on Strategy and Budget and Committee on Programs and Plans.  

In November 2002, the two committees brought a proposed resolution to the Board, the Resolution on Guidelines for Setting Priority for Major Research Facilities (NSB-02-189), and it was approved by the full Board.  (A copy of the resolution with revised guidelines is attached.)  We are working closely with Foundation management as the Large Facility Projects Management and Oversight Plan is implemented.  We are pleased to see that a Deputy Director for Large Facility Projects has been hired, and we expect that he will report to the Board on a regular basis.

The Board’s Major Research Facilities guidelines state that when considering a project for approval, the Board will review the need for such a facility, the research that will be enabled, readiness of plans for construction and operation, construction budget estimates, and operations budget estimates.  The Board then establishes a priority order for facility construction projects, based on these guidelines:

· Highest priority is given to projects already under construction, as long as progress is appropriate.

· New candidate projects are considered from the point of view of broadly serving the many disciplines supported by the Foundation.

· Multiple projects for a single discipline, or for closely related disciplines, are ordered based on a judgment of the contribution that they will make toward the advancement of research in those related fields.  Community judgment is considered.

· Projects are authorized close to the time that funding requests are expected to be made.

· International and interagency commitments are considered in setting priorities among projects.

Let me comment on some other Board actions.  We are currently in the process of selecting an Executive Officer.  After conducting a national search for candidates, a short list has been developed for further consideration.  References are being checked in preparation for interviews.  Our intent is to complete the selection process soon after our May Board meeting.  Once an Executive Officer has been selected, I plan to address other staffing issues so that we may be fully responsive to the interests of Congress in exercising our policy-making responsibilities.

The NSF Authorization Act expanded the Board’s activities covered by the Government in the Sunshine Act.  I know that the Committee has concerns in this area, and I am pleased to report that all Board committee, subcommittee, and task force meetings, as well as the full Board meetings, are now open to the public except for those very few portions that fall under the exceptions stated in the Sunshine Act.  These procedures were in effect for our February and March meetings.  While we continue to refine our processes, the new openness of our deliberations has been embraced by Board members and well received by the press and other members of the public.

The Foundation’s FY 2003 Appropriations Act provided a separate budget of $3.5 million for Board operations and activities in this fiscal year, and the accompanying conference report requested budget justification materials in support of the National Science Board’s FY 2004 funding requirements.  I want to take this opportunity to report our progress on these matters. 

We are working through the many details related to allocating this first-time appropriation for FY 2003. We have prepared operating plans that enable the Board to allocate its expenses for the current fiscal year against that appropriation. 

On the matter of a FY 2004 budget, the Board’s first meeting since the appropriation bill was signed took place in early March, only a short time after the bill was signed. Therefore, there was limited opportunity for members to discuss the full range of options this legislation presents for FY 2004.  However, it is my intent to prepare budget justification materials for FY 2004 as requested in the conference report.  Our next meeting is scheduled for May, and I have scheduled time for a thorough and thoughtful discussion of those issues with the full Board. On behalf of the Board, I appreciate your understanding our interest in taking the time necessary to properly address these important questions. I will inform you of our plans as soon as possible following the meeting.  

Consistent with our role as national policy adviser, the Board is nearing completion of two policy reports.  Our Task Force on Science and Engineering Infrastructure has assessed the status, changing needs, and strategies to ensure that the Nation will have the science and engineering infrastructure to enable new discoveries in the future.  The Board’s final report with policy recommendations is being prepared for release on April 9.  We made an extensive effort to seek public comment on the draft report, and we will conduct a broad-based outreach effort to engage a wide range of stakeholders in follow-up on those critical recommendations.  

Another Board task force, the Task Force on National Workforce Policies for Science and Engineering, has been working diligently on U.S. science and engineering workforce needs and national policy options for ensuring a skilled workforce in the future.  We anticipate that the draft report will be available for public comment in a couple of months.  Your views would be especially valuable to us. 

One final comment concerning Board policy reports:  we want these documents to have the maximum possible impact on national science and engineering research and education issues.  To that end, we are examining new and better ways to engage members of Congress, Administration officials, and the community in a continuing dialog on these critical topics.  I will keep you fully informed as these efforts evolve.

Mr. Chairman, at this point I would like to end my formal remarks.  I thank the Committee for its strong and sustained support of the science and engineering enterprise, especially the National Science Foundation.  I thank you for the opportunity to testify on Federal budget issues and recent administrative changes as well as the Board’s national policy activities.  I would be pleased to answer any questions you may have or to provide additional information for the record.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Attachments:  NSB-02-189 and NSB-02-191

NSB-02-189

November 21, 2002
RESOLUTION
NATIONAL SCIENCE BOARD

Guidelines for 
Setting Priority for Major Research Facilities

The Committee on Strategy and Budget and the Committee on Programs and Plans recommend that the National Science Board approve revision to the Board’s November 15, 2001 “Guidelines for Setting Priority for Major Research Facilities” in accordance with the following resolution: 

RESOLVED, that the National Science Board approves the attached revision to NSB-01-204, entitled “Guidelines for Setting Priority for Major Research Facilities,” and dated November 15, 2001, as recommended by the Committee on Strategy and Budget and the Committee on Programs and Plans.   


Maxine Savitz
Chair, Committee on Strategy and Budget
Anita K. Jones
Chair, Committee on Programs and Plans
Attachment:  NSB-02-191


NSB-02-191

Revised and Adopted

November 21, 2002

National Science Board

Guidelines for 

Setting Priority for Major Research Facilities

The advancement of research and education in all fields of science and engineering depends – at some times – on equipment that permits observation and experimentation.  Therefore, the National Science Foundation (NSF) funds such equipment.  It also funds the research necessary to advance the engineering of next generation instruments that may enable entirely new and improved modalities of observation and experimentation.   

Some of the equipment that enables the advancement of research is large, complex, and costly.  The term facility is used to describe such equipment, because typically the equipment requires special sites or buildings to house it and a dedicated staff to effectively maintain and use the equipment.  Multiple experimental researchers working in related disciplines share the use of such large facilities.  

From time to time, a consensus arises within a research community that a particular new facility is required to advance the state of knowledge in the field.  Such a consensus matures through broad community discussion.  Through that discussion, a consortium sometimes arises from the community to take the responsibility to build and operate the facility for the good of the entire community.  In all cases there are clearly stated research questions that only the unique, envisioned facility could help answer.

The National Science Board approves all large facility projects, as directed by the NSF Act of 1950 and based on the Board’s revised delegation of authority to the Director (NSB-99-198, Appendix B, “Delegation of Authority,” 335 NSB Meeting, November 18, 1999).  When considering a facility project for approval, the Board reviews the need for such a facility, the research that will be enabled, readiness of plans for construction and operation, construction budget estimates, and operations budget estimates.  Construction of many facilities is funded through the NSF Major Research Equipment and Facilities Construction account.

Due to cost, not all facilities can be built at the time that their need is determined and plans are in order for construction.  Consequently, the Board will order facility construction projects with the intent that funding be made available to projects in this rank order.  If it becomes necessary, the Board will reconsider both individual project approval and project priority.

The guidelines observed by the Board in approving and prioritizing such major facility projects and in approving the NSF budget submission are:

· Once construction for an approved and prioritized project commences, highest priority is given to moving that project forward through multiple years of construction in a cost-effective way, as determined by sound engineering and as long as progress is appropriate.  It is most cost-effective to complete initiated projects in a timely way, rather than to commence new projects at the cost of stretching out in-progress construction. 

· New candidate projects will be considered from the point of view of broadly serving the many disciplines supported by NSF.

· Multiple projects for a single discipline, or for closely related disciplines, will be ordered based on a judgment of the contribution that they will make toward the advancement of research in those related fields.  Community judgment on this matter is considered.

· Projects will be authorized close to the time that funding requests are expected to be made.

· International and interagency commitments are considered in setting priorities among projects.

The above are guidelines.  Each facility consideration involves many complex issues.  The Board will consider all relevant matters, and could deviate from these guidelines, given sound reasons to do so.

Dr. WARREN M. WASHINGTON

CHAIR, NSB
METEOROLOGY

B.S., Oregon State University, 1958
M.S., Oregon State University, 1960
Ph.D., Pennsylvania State University, 1963 

Warren M. Washington was born in Portland, Oregon, and earned a bachelor's degree in physics and a master's degree in meteorology from Oregon State University. After completing his doctorate in meteorology at Pennsylvania State University, he joined the National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR) in 1963 as a research scientist. In 1975 he was named senior scientist, and he currently is head of the Climate Change Research Section in the Climate and Global Dynamics Division. His areas of expertise are atmospheric science and climate research, and he specializes in computer modeling of the earth's climate. 

Since 1990 Washington has served on the Secretary of Energy's Biological and Environmental Research Advisory Committee (BERAC). Since 1996, he has been the chair of the Subcommittee on Global Change for BERAC. He served on the Modernization Transition Committee and the National Centers for Environment Prediction Advisory Committee of the U. S. National Weather Service. From 1978 to 1984, he served on the President's National Advisory Committee on Oceans and Atmosphere. In 1998 he was appointed to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Agency Science Advisory Board. In April 2000 he was appointed a member of Advanced Scientific Computing Advisory Committee by the U.S. Secretary of Energy. 

Washington is a fellow of the American Meteorological Society (AMS) and the American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS), a Distinguished Alumnus and an Alumni Fellow of Pennsylvania State University and Oregon State University, a fellow of the African Scientific Institute, and a member of the American Geophysical Union. From 1991 to 1995 he was a member of the AAAS Board of Directors, and he served as president of AMS in 1994.

Washington received the Le Verrier Medal of the Societe Meteorologique de France in 1995. The U.S. Department of Energy awarded him the Biological and Environmental Research Program Exceptional Service Award for Atmospheric Science in 1997, for the development and application of advanced coupled atmospheric-ocean general circulation models to study the impacts of human activities on future climate. Also in 1997 he was inducted into the National Academy of Sciences Portrait Collection of African Americans in Science, Engineering, and Medicine. In 1999 Washington received the National Weather Service Modernization Award. In January 2000 Washington was awarded the Dr. Charles Anderson Award from the American Meteorological Society for pioneering efforts as a mentor and passionate supporter of individuals, educational programs, and outreach initiatives designed to foster a diverse population of atmospheric scientists. In March 2000 Washington received the Celebrating 20th Century Pioneers in Atmospheric Sciences Award at Howard University and in April 2000 the Bonfils-Stanton Foundation Award in recognition of significant and unique contributions in the field of science. In February 2002, he was elected to membership in the National Academy of Engineering.

Washington was appointed to the National Science Board in 1994, reappointed in 2000, and elected Chair in May 2002. 
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