Comments on the new personnel system.  (My apologies for the rambling nature of the following.  It's partly due to having a lack of time/priority (i.e., funding) for this particular task; if I can reorganize it before the deadline, I may resubmit it then).  

Point 1: To have good morale among highly creative researchers (assuming that is desirable), the new system needs to define the value of long-term vision and results. In particular, it needs to encourage (and certainly not discourage) performance that: 

1. Shows creative, innovative, long-term vision and future payoff. (Short-term, immediate payoff projects can always get the attention and eat up the whole pie. The system should also avoid the "fire [employee] first, then aim [awards]" syndrome, especially when creative work is "ahead of its time" and its value is not immediately applicable or recognized.) 
2. Accomplishes one negative result in a group of many high-risk R&D projects (such research programs statistically may produce a large number of low-value results and a very small number of very high-value results that effectively cover the cost of the low-value explorations). 
3. Is based on a viewpoint that is currently not popular--e.g., country first rather than dollar first. 

4. Is based on integrity rather than expediency. 

5. Flexibly and adaptively makes many small research or engineering contributions (e.g., in brainstorming sessions) by cross-pollinating among and advancing a variety of independent projects, or creating ideas for new projects. (Such efforts are often difficult or time-consuming to individually track, document, evaluate, and/or fund, especially with current funding policies). 

From a TQM/TQL/Deming perspective, the best policy would be one that measured and evaluated performance for feedback and improvement purposes only, and not for the very difficult (Deming would say "impossible") task of assigning accurate "grades" or "ratings" that change the focus away from, and cheapen, the value of the work itself. 

Point 2: The system needs to address the issue of insuring that performance evaluators are capable from multiple perspectives: 

1. top-down leadership/business/management vs.. bottom-up researcher-exploration and discovery. 

2. high risk and reward vs. low risk and reward. 

3. long-term vs. short-term value and payoff; 

4. appropriate use of human capital (aptitudes, styles, skills, etc.) vs. one-size-fits-all tasking assignments. 

5. the creative design based on what and why vs. implementation based on how and testing. 

One approach that partially addresses these issues is the 360-degree evaluation system (new/proven/controversial). 

Point 3. All considered, R&D employees should be supported by a large component that is block-funded, giving researchers the opportunity to think futuristically (e.g., about not-yet-funded concepts) without spending all their time looking for funding or administering funding from multiple accounts. 

================ additional comments  =====================
1. The new personnel system gives more authority to those at the "top" to control the direction of those "under" them.  In some cases, this is very helpful.  In others, however, it can be devastating to the well-being of the country.  Some will abuse the system and use ratings to manipulate, downgrade, or get rid of employees who do not agree with their priorities.  In developing technical systems, politics ("pork", for example) often gets in the way of doing what is best for the country.  Recently, for example, regarding funding of very large technical programs, a very high level Government official was heard to say, "Oh, those decisions are not based on technical merit."  Apparently, this philosophy is currently running rampant, to the disadvantage (and destruction) of the Government's internal technical base.  Government "world-class" institutions are relegated to a "pass-through" role, further eroding their remaining expertise.

2. For example, a particular organization has some of the best minds in the country that know what R&D needs to be done, particularly in the areas of information processing, intelligence research, Information Operations research, etc.  Yet they are, with some exceptions, ignored, due largely to lack of funding.  There is no major funding to the organization from high levels that provides substantial amounts (greater than the salary of a top ball player) of discretionary long-term, stable funding for innovative R&D, particularly in these areas.  The organization has been working on this, but they also need support from the very top of the "food chain".
3. Someone needs to have values supporting doing what's best for the COUNTRY in the LONG RUN.  In R&D, especially basic research, this view is currently out of political favor.

4. The problem is that the values supported at the highest levels favor apply-in-the-short-run game plans that give immediate payoff, and starve long-range research.  If this value system is not changed, other counties, such as China, which is now doing massive amounts of research that we are failing to parallel here, will prosper economically.  And, with our help, will acquire key capabilities that the US needs to keep here, and could pose a devastating threat in "THE LONG RUN".

5.   A key element is attracting new hires (students, in particular) into careers that support a strong (militarily-oriented) basic research program.  To encourage new employees to "follow in their footsteps" and become Government R&D scientists and engineers, existing researchers must feel that they are participating in and representing a viable career path.  Currently, this career path is not viable: funds are continuing to be cut, good work has vanished and gone to academia or industry, the long-term focus has been lost, and there are many, many highly qualified scientists and engineers being focused on jobs that waste their talents, leave them frustrated and performing at lower levels, and even doing menial labor.  This is not an environment one wants to encourage our "best and brightest" to waste their time with.  Furthermore, the OSD Personnel Department has recently sent out a press release stating that the Government, DoD in particular, has a real problem—it needs to hire 14,000 new scientists and engineers this year.  There is a serious credibility gap here—does the right hand even suspect what the left hand is doing?

6.  The quality of life of myself and many of my R&D colleagues (since about 1985 or so, and especially since 9-11) has been adversely affected by the lack of stable funding support for innovative R&D--the kind of work I feel is essential for the well-being of the country and have educated myself to do.  Government/Navy presence is needed in innovative Research and  Development (R&D) to keep a focus on what's best for our country for the long term (balancing other primary focuses of Industry and Academia), and to provide an environment that encourages risk taking by dedicated Americans to produce highly innovative, futuristic results.  The concept is that, statistically, many of these results, while of value in other ways, will provide relatively little monetary profit, whereas over the long term a few of them (even if discovered "accidentally") may pay off "big time" and enable us to maintain our cutting-edge lead in the world.  This Gov't/Navy presence in R&D has been hijacked by an excessive focus on funding only projects that produce in the short run and from a financial perspective (e.g., DBOF funding of Navy Labs).  The result is that we are doing great stuff now (in spite of excessive time spent worrying about funding issues), but other countries, particularly those that may choose to threaten us in "irregular" ways, now have a great opportunity to invest in long term, creative research that, if some of it really pays off, may enable them to surpass us in key military and economic areas.  We need much more stable, budgeted funding for innovative R&D.  I am concerned that an increased focus on "hiring and firing" capability under a new personnel system will "hire" those capable of producing short-term results and "fire" those whose main concerns are doing what is best for the country in the long term.

7. A specific issue that has lowered my quality of life (the flexibility to do meaningful, important, creative research) is the expressed high priority, without financial backing, of key issues in information processing.  Many high-level government people, including the President, his cabinet, and our Navy chain-of-command have emphasized that one of our very top priorities is (and has been since at least the 9-11 terrorist attack) developing our ability to obtain information, process it, draw correct conclusions, and use it to make predictions.  Yet the significant effort by Gov't/Navy Laboratories that went into responding to this need went mostly uncompensated financially, eroding the ability of many teams and individual researchers to continue.  There seems to be tens of billions of dollars for some defense activities, whereas the annual salary of one good ball player far exceeds the funding available for our organization's discretionary R&D budget.  No wonder our country seems to lack an adequate intelligence process.  This is extremely demotivating and stressful for those of us who care about the country and want to contribute to solving this national crisis.

NOTE:  The funding problems addressed above appear to originate at very high government levels, well above the local organization--perhaps even at the Presidential and Congressional level, and are extremely difficult for R&D working people to influence.  

8. The US Military, unlike "inferior" military organizations of some adversaries, recognizes that high-level managers may not truly understand a situation as well as those actually there, and believes in empowering its warriors to make their own decisions at lower levels when they encounter the unexpected.  For many things, they do not need to wait for approval from "on high".  Our civilian scientists and engineers need similar authority, with the funding to carry it out.  Who knows better than the people doing the research and development what the immediate needs are, and where the opportunities and chances for major breakthroughs are?  Today, these Government people (PhDs, etc.) are shackled by funding that constricts their activities much too narrowly on short term payoffs.  The result is that in the long term (and we're already 4 years past 9-11 into the 10-year "long term"), we will be overtaken by other countries with more funding supporting freer research policies.  The high-level managers in the new personnel system will have unfettered power to do good or evil in this regard; and these days, political expediencies appear to be of higher priority than beneficial projects or technical merit.

9. We desperately need 360-degree evaluations.  There is a strong tradition that prevents managers from being evaluated by the very people most in touch with how well they are doing--the people they manage.  Consequently, although this problem has been improving, I still hear rumors of other employees whose quality of life is adversely affected by "old-boys-networks" that "play by the fairness rules" only superficially.
10. Edwards Deming was right about evaluation:  use it for feedback for improving performance; not for giving grades or adjusting salary.  

============= more additional comments =============
Need to rate supervisors, those with poor ratings to be removed.

Need 360 deg evaluations.  Comment: "I can't see that happening." (!) 

Government. needs to look out for the long term. If we don't China will; and that needs to factor heavily into the decision to up R&D funding.

IDEAS on R&D:  

Observation (hypothesis):  It's more productive to have happy employees producing a lot of fun stuff, 5% of which turns out to be useful and relevant, than to try to skip the fun and creativity and have employees plodding along trying to produce relevant, useful stuff in isolation.  

If you don't go exploring (e.g., outside the "boxes" set by typical short-term funding restrictions), you are not likely to discover much new, even if it's there for the picking.

We need to recognize how the creative process works.  We're "doing more with fewer people" (presumably), but we need to be careful not to undermine the foundation for creativity and productivity.  A normal task used to include time for the neural pathways to relax and self-organize, preparing the brain and body for the next step (and allowing time for energy renewal).  This time tends to be discounted as "wasted" or social in nature.  The danger is that we will try to omit these necessary breaks, with a resulting substantial loss in employee clarity, focus, energy, and morale, as well as a decrease in work productivity (quality, quantity, and timeliness) and an increase in employee burnout.  To make matters worse, these changes, under many circumstances, may go unrecognized (due to lack of a stable baseline) and may be "unknowables".

