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Welcome, Introductions, and Opening Remarks
Speaker:  Denny Dotson, Chairman, NIST MEP Advisory Board                                              
Mr. Dotson called the meeting to order at approximately 8:40 a.m.; Mr. Dotson made introductory remarks and had the Advisory Board members and meeting participants introduce themselves. 

Presentations
MEP Director Update on Activities
Speaker:  Phillip Singerman, Acting Director, National Institute of Standards and Technology, Manufacturing Extension Partnership    
Phillip Singerman welcomed the Advisory Board members and attendees to the September 2013 Advisory Board meeting. Dr. Singerman thanked the senior managers and staff for their participation in the Advisory Board meeting and for their high level of activity over the past three months. In addition to managing a complex program at a high level of performance, MEP has renewed at least 40 awards, responded to the Board’s charges that include making recommendations on cost share and the strategic planning process, and managed several other activities to be discussed during the presentations. 
A brief overview on recent MEP activities was provided. 
· In FY13 the program operated at an appropriated level of $120 million. 
· In FY14 the proposed budget for NIST MEP is $153 million. 
· In FY13 the MTACs (Manufacturing Technology Acceleration Centers) were funded at $1 million for a pilot program; the President’s FY14 budget proposed $25 million for full implementation. 
· NIST MEP initiated a review of its administrative reporting requirements seeking to reduce the administrative burden on centers and reduce the overlap on reporting requirements. 
· Gary Yakimov is leading a 12 center workgroup to consult on the administrative reporting requirement changes. 
· At the recent MEP Quarterly Update meeting, there was extensive discussion around improvements that could be implemented across the system. 
· Improvements will involve more interaction among the centers, including sharing best practices in order to learn from one another. 
A brief overview on recent reports was provided.

· A recent MIT report, Making in America highlights a very substantial study on the role of manufacturing in the innovation economy. 
· The National Academy of Science (NAS) has completed a recent study which compares NIST MEP to other countries’ manufacturing programs and funding, highlights of which will be presented today.
· An analysis of conference spending in FY11 & FY12, requested by the Inspector general, is due in FY15; NIST MEP is interested in holding the National conference in the future to bring together Centers & stakeholders.
· The GAO is conducting a review of NIST MEP administrative expenses, which was initiated by the House Appropriations Committee.

Update on MTACs and pilot activity
· The MTACs purpose is to amplify the capability and capacity of the MEP System to most effectively accelerate the commercialization of technology by manufacturers throughout supply chains across the country. 
· NIST Director, Pat Gallagher, has stated that MEP needs to help advance the supply chain capability so U.S. firms are able to compete globally. 
· The branding of M-TAC has caused some confusion; the intention was not to create a new institutional structure to compete with the existing structures, but rather an additional capability, building upon and amplify MEP center’s existing reach and capacity. 
· The Request for Information (RFI) issued over the summer generated thoughtful responses from centers. 
· As for the pilot program, depending on the FY14 budget, flexibility exists to award additional proposals. 
· An update on the M-TACs will be presented at the January 2014 Advisory Board meeting.

Mark Troppe provided updates on several NIST MEP activities:
· Manufacturing Day is scheduled for October 4th, with over 700 events and activities registered. The event allows for the industry to be showcased.  
· NIST MEP continues to work closely with SSTI and the National Governors Association to build stronger relationships at the state-level. On November 14 – 15, a policy forum will be held in Chicago, IL. 
· “Make it in America,” a strategic competition supported by the collaboration of NIST MEP, the Economic Development Administration, and the Department of Labor, has completed its review process and announcement date of awards are forthcoming.

NIST MEP Response to Board recommendations
Speaker:    MEP staff
Karen Lellock provided an overview of the top three priorities identified by the Board at the June 2013 Advisory Board meeting: 

Personnel Exchange program between NIST MEP and Center staff
Speaker:    Karen Lellock
The Advisory Board has expressed interest in leveraging NIST technical resources for the benefit of small firms. The personnel exchange program is a pilot effort at the MEP level. This focuses on   professional development opportunities for both NIST MEP and MEP center staff. 
Benefits to NIST MEP
· A broader understanding of the complexities of operating a MEP center.
· Stronger connections to a Center’s partner organizations and better understanding of center relationships with key stakeholders including state government leaders.
· Opportunities to better explore and understand the needs, challenges, and growth opportunities for U.S. manufacturers.

Benefits to the Center
· An understanding of the role of NIST MEP in maintaining a networked system of centers
· Stronger connections with NIST MEP and its various divisions, teams, and staff.
· A greater appreciation for the complexities of operating within the federal government environment including MEP relationships with NIST, DOC, other federal agencies, the White House, and Congress.

Primary candidates from NIST MEP are employees that have been with the program for less than three years. Choosing candidates from MEP Centers would be focused around individuals graduating from the Emerging Leaders program. Specifically, participants that have completed the Emerging Leaders II program would be prime candidates to continue their professional development activities.  
To provide the Board an example of the cost involved, a 30-day detail for a NIST MEP staff member to the Philadelphia center would be approximately $7200. NIST MEP pays the salary and travel costs with no direct cost to the center. For Center staff coming to NIST, Centers will continue to pay their employees’ current salary.  Other accommodations may be provided by NIST MEP but that is still being discussed. NIST MEP is working with a center workgroup that are providing advice and feedback on some operational improvements.  The employee exchange program will be shared with this group for feedback.  In addition, NIST MEP will need to work with the human resources department to finalize plans for the program. More information will be provided at the January 2014 meeting. The process for accepting applicants is expected to begin in the February or March 2014 timeframe. 
Question and Answer
Q: Can you elaborate on the Emerging Leaders program? 
A: Emerging leaders is a NIST MEP run initiative that enrolls MEP center employees, who are recommended by their center director into a NIST MEP lead leadership program with project work. Class II of Emerging Leaders includes participants that are typically Class I graduates. There are approximately 14 candidates annually. Emerging Leaders II typically work on leadership projects submitted by centers. 

Q: How will the exchange be funded?
A: NIST MEP and the center will each continue to pay their respective employees’ salaries, but details on financial assistance from NIST MEP are still being considered.

Q: Will other parts of NIST participate in the future?
A: Probably. NIST MEP is looking at how to implement something like this across the organization. Part of the challenge is that NIST’s personnel performance incentive system is not currently structured for this type of exchange. 

Expanding connections with Federal agencies to support the manufacturing workforce
Speaker:    Alex Folk
Mr. Folk provided an overview of MEP’s progress in workforce strategy. Mr. Folk’s presentation summarized the collaborative efforts with other Federal agencies and MEP’s workforce activities at the national, state and local levels. 
MEP is looking at ways to expand its connections with other Federal agencies to support opportunities and challenges within the manufacturing workforce. The workforce efforts involve a multi-layer approach to address specific gaps of interest to SMEs.
· MEP has broadly leveraged its partnerships. 
· Direct client engagement is at the heart of the strategy to meet the existing and emerging workforce needs as part of their overall strategy for sustainability and growth. MEP Centers work directly with small manufacturers to help with their competitiveness issues, including addressing workforce strategy and training needs.
· NIST MEP, in collaboration with MEP centers, is developing a talent management system, SMARTalent, to help manufacturers identify and operationalize workforce development strategies.
· At the state and local levels, MEP is engaged with many educational institutions, workforce boards, and other stakeholders and service providers. 
· At the National level, MEP seeks collaboration with other Federal agencies, trade associations, and other manufacturing organizations to support the growth of manufacturing.  
· An integrative approach should respond to manufacturers’ immediate needs and align with a broader growth strategy.
There is value in striving for multi-agency collaborations that focus on performance as well the manufacturing mission. Mr. Folk provided an overview of three initiatives where MEP is collaborating with several federal agencies.
· The Advanced Manufacturing Jobs and Innovation Accelerator Challenge (AMJIAC) is a collaboration that engages centers with partners locally and at a national level.
· The Building Construction Technology Extension Program (BCTEP) is a program that aids MEP in developing a shared curriculum in partnership with community colleges that will be available to train on building re-tuning as a significant way to reduce energy costs in both commercial and industrial building applications. 
· The E3 initiative (Economy, Energy, and Environment) has a multitude of partners that form a community approach. The effort aligns federal, state, and local resources to support sustainability activities. 
· Federal partners across these programs include EDA, Energy, USDA, Labor, EPA, and SBA.
These programs are a sampling of the portfolio of capabilities and interactions that position MEP to think strategically and collaboratively to address manufacturers’ workforce needs.   They offer opportunities for Centers to participate in activities that actively support the system.  For example:

· Through the BCTEP, centers in New York, Pennsylvania and California are offering “building re-tuning” training, which finds quick, but inexpensive fixes to building energy costs.  
· Centers in Alabama, North Carolina, Ohio and twelve other states provide manufacturers with assessments, training and recommendations on how to reduce their environmental footprint and embrace sustainability as a business driver through the E3 program. 
· Nine Centers across the nation will spur job creation and economic growth through public and private partnerships, catalyze and leverage private capital, build an entrepreneurial ecosystem, and promote advanced manufacturing and cluster-based development through AMJIAC. 

Question and Answer

Q: Regarding high unemployment rates, manufacturers report a large skill shortage in the U.S., while economists say there can’t be a shortage due to the stagnation of wages. Is the discrepancy because of the labor force not passing pre-employment screenings, lack of soft skills, or something else?? How can MEP lead an effort to identify the skills that are needed at every level of manufacturing?
A: The broader question is subject to disagreement among economists; MIT’s Suzanne Berger’s Making in America presents a dissenting view about the skill shortage.  SMARTalent is a tool that MEP is developing and preparing to pilot with ability  to collect information on skills in demand and inform the partners of community college so they can proactively respond to industry training needs.  The intent would be a more responsive local training capability.

Q: There are a number of customers who are reaching out to high schools to find kids who want to look for ways to get vocation experience for certifications, can MEP assist in this?
A: MEP has been connecting with the National Science Foundation to learn more about the work they are doing with gateway degrees/certifications that will help a worker go into many areas of manufacturing. This initiative will work with programs such as STEM and ATE centers.

Q: The inherent challenge in this work is that gathering information and interpreting it is time consuming and there are no dedicated revenue streams, so can MEP turn workforce challenges into revenue without hurting existing partnerships?
A:. SMARTalent will provide information that will put MEP centers in a better position to create value in these areas.

Q: In AMJIAC are they forecasting skills over the life of the employers and skills they are training? Also is there a way to look at certifying forward needs?
A: We are finding industries set for growth and looking at the needs and how to expand those. We are aiming to remove short term barriers to industry and job growth.

Developing Metrics for the Innovation Engineering program
Speaker:  Gary Yakimov 
Innovation Engineering (IE) is a systematic approach to create a culture of innovation within an organization. The components include Innovation Engineering Management System (IEMS), Innovation College, Innovation Engineering Black Belt, and Innovation Engineering Labs. 
MEP is working to capture metrics on many of its initiatives, including Innovation Engineering (IE). The traditional system for capturing impacts has worked well in the past because it is fairly general, ie. “growth” is the most relevant category for innovation activities.  However it is not able to  sufficiently capture performance for very specific initiatives.  Additionally, because client surveys are done at the client level and not the project level, we are further limited to understanding innovation projects if done in combination with other projects.  Innovation Engineering Black Belt is the certification obtained after completing the required Innovation Engineering training and project work.  Current statistics on IE training include:
· 709 individuals have been trained in IE. 
· 41 individuals have been certified Black Belts. 
· 258 individuals (in addition to the 709 and the 41) are currently enrolled in Black Belt training. 
· Approximately 10% of trainees become certified; resulting in an additional 25 to 50 certified Black Belts. 
Question and Answer
Q: The questions being asked don’t seem to really get information on whether innovation is happening in the MEP system or in the marketplace. Will MEP come up with new questions? Also, what are the metrics to the end users? Just knowing that MEP centers are being trained in innovation does not tell us if innovation is reaching manufacturers. We need more specific innovation questions.
A: MEP agrees with that comment and is hearing from the system that there is a need to rethink the time horizon on measuring innovation and growth no matter the tools used. A new strategic plan, the process of which is soon to begin, will guide MEP on measuring impacts and developing new survey questions.
· Mr. Yakimov discussed using databases and economic records as a quantitative way to measure impacts. 
· The strategic planning effort runs parallel with the response to the operational review. NIST MEP is looking for Board input regarding the alignment of program evaluation and strategic planning. 
· To meet its growth target, MEP needs to look at a myriad of stakeholders, new markets, customers, and strategic models. 
· A high-level decision framework is necessary to support strategic initiatives and the efficient allocation of resources. 
· MEP is focused on three key activities in regards to contract and program evaluations are the National Innovation Marketplace, Innovation Engineering, and Technology Scouting.
Q: Does the GAO report on administrative expenses go into the survey/metrics?
A: The questions are focused on how decisions are made on which products will be developed, and what success is defined as.

Discussion 
· It was recommended that MEP benchmark SMEs before a project starts to ensure that impacts are captured ahead of time, as opposed to retroactively. 
· The intent of IE activities is to stimulate SMEs to innovate and practice divergent thinking in the process.
· Developing a metric around a divergent activity like innovation is difficult. Descriptive tools would be more useful than empirical tools.  
· Each enterprise is different; pushing towards specific metrics might not produce results worth the effort. Process descriptions will be most useful to others.
· A challenge is the current focus on inputs rather than outcomes. Outcomes should be the focus; new products, the success of the new products, outcomes, the length of time necessary to achieve those outcomes, etc.
· It could take years to show impact and 12 months may not be enough time. Long term investment should be measurable.

Following is a Summary of the Questions/Recommendations the Board Has Posed As Recorded by NIST Staff. 
· How do you measure the impacts in a public/private partnership?
· In regards to administrative burden, can changes be made in the short term to prove ROI?
· With new service development, which is deployed through the centers to SMEs, what is the overall process?
· How is new service deployment begun?
· What do we develop?
· How do we measure success?
· When do you pull the plug?
· Who deploys new services?
· Address the reliance on a single contractor, and the cost of developing a single tool.
· How direct should the approach of National office be in the deployment of new services and requiring centers action on that service?
· Should innovation engineering really change its focus to engineering innovation?

MEP Advisory Board Recommendations on MEP Cost Share
Speaker:  Vickie Wessel 
Ms. Wessel provided an overview of the cost share requirements. Ms. Wessel stated that the cost share subcommittee meetings were open to all Board members. 
The Government Accountability Office submitted a report to Congress on cost share requirements of the MEP program, but did not provide recommendations that would allow the Secretary of Commerce to alter the cost share structure. The Board was charged with initiating a review of MEP cost share and to provide recommendations to the Director of NIST. All Board members participated in a cost share 101 briefing. There were several meetings on reviewing cost share with a goal to submit the recommendation to the Director of NIST by September 30, 2013.
The subcommittee examined many items relevant to cost share and extensively reviewed the five requirements of the MEP program in the statute.
Inputs Considered
· GAO report
· 9 Center survey
· General web question
· American Small Manufacturers Coalition (ASMC) surveys
· Board questions – Staff research for those not answered by the resources above

Key Findings 
· The ratio of federal to center cost share is limited to 50% in the first three years of operation, 40% in year four, and 33.3% in years five and six. 
· The cost share structure is 15 years old and is based on a funding formula that is 23 years old. 
· Current cost share requirements impede the programs ability to serve the U.S. manufacturing industry effectively and efficiently.
· Significant world changes in the past decade include greater global competition and a focus on innovation.
· Changing the cost share will increase the number of clients served, as well as the available cost share for other program investments. 
· There are factors beyond cost share requirements that drive state contributions to the MEP program, such as state priorities, economic conditions, and center performance. 
· The subcommittee proposes to reduce the cost share requirement to 1:1 and to maintain in kind cost share as is to provide for the long-term sustainability of the program. 
· The committee is trying not to impose a one size fits all approach.
· It wants to reward high performing centers in ways including but not limited to cost share.
· Research reveals that centers spend a significant amount of time and effort seeking funds which limits the total time they can dedicate toward serving manufacturing clients. Primary efforts should be focused on helping SMEs. 
· Resources are being directed toward meeting the cost-share ratio match instead of the mission of MEP. 
· The law states that the cost share shall be no less than 1:1. This ratio should provide centers more flexibility. 
· GAO’s position is that a “reduced cost-share could result in lower resources available for the program because MEP centers could have less incentive to secure nonfederal funds beyond those required to meet the reduced cost share”; however, MEP’s analysis found no theoretical basis or data to support this hypothetical conjecture.
· The 9 Center survey found centers strongly disagreed that reducing the requirement would result in less resources and lower levels of funding from their stakeholders. The centers also disagreed that reducing the requirement would result in the reduction of time and effort put in by centers in securing non-federal funds.
· The committee looked at a number of financial models in various centers. It found that the different funding mechanisms for their operational models were extremely diverse. 
Question and Answer
Q: How did the subcommittee come up with the 1:1 amount?
A: A convergence of factors led to what appeared to be a reasonable number. The performance of centers shows a 1:1 match could be almost all cash for nearly all centers. Other federal programs were found to have a similar cost share requirement as well. 

Q: Match can be state/local or corporate? 
A: Yes. A large part of match can also be from fees that the center charges for services.

Q: Will reducing cost share theoretically deliver services at no cost to clients? 
A: The language should ensure appropriate revenue is being generated and reflect the importance of client investment.

Q: What is the definition of “value-added” partnerships?
A: More substantive in-kind relationships plus other partnerships that do not bring federal in-kind requirements but advances the work of MEP with no administrative burden. The need to get up to 66% cost share sometimes necessitates a center pursuing in kind contributions that are not as valuable to the overall objectives of serving manufacturers and achieving impact. Reducing the match to 50% allows centers to seek in-kind contributions that have a true benefit to centers or is with a partner that helps drive the mission. 

Discussion
· Tie implementation of a 1:1 cost-share ratio to a mechanism linked to the reapplication of centers, allowing a reward for good performance.
· The recommendation could further be defined so that it retains clients’ “skin in the game” even if in-kind and state funding cover the whole match requirement. 
· The current 2:1 match requirement is driving centers to work with larger firms that can afford it, and the centers are losing focus on SMEs and reporting.
· The cost share change is something that center directors have been advocating for some time, and is more in line with other federal programs. 
· It will allow centers to focus on the mission rather than the challenge of developing partnerships that may not be the best value.
· There is a difference between what is best for a center versus the MEP program. All centers are performing at different levels.
· In raising center standards and expectations, we must understand and explain that the system does good things but could be better, and that the 1:1 ratio is an incentive to make that happen.  
· This needs to be articulated to congressional leaders in a way that explains how the reduction will not only help the centers, but also strengthen the system and not weaken it, so the overall delivery to manufacturers increases. 
· Traditionally, the match is the fundamental part of the program that gets bi-partisan support. The implementation will need to be tied to strategic objectives.
· Cost share reduction needs a firm commitment to evaluation so we do not weaken the system. 
· Will be beneficial for center directors as well as board members to look at the cost share 1:1 webinar.
MEP Center Director Discussion

GAOs position is that a reduced cost share requirement in the program may cause MEP centers to lose incentive to secure nonfederal funds beyond those required to meet the reduced cost share.
· Would not harm centers in that aspect, the main focus of any center is to meet the needs of SMEs. That means centers must drive to increase the reach of the center in any way available.
There is concern that the states will see less need to contribute to the program if there is a reduced overall requirement by NIST MEP. The states may have less incentive to continue providing current levels of cost share or to increase current levels of state contributions due to a possible reduction in the cost share requirement.

Center directors then commented on the proposed Board recommendation.  Comments included: 
· If the requirement was lower, the state would still invest money, they would just be interested in the exact number of manufacturers that would be served with the new requirement.
· In South Dakota, the state bases their funding on the number on manufacturers worked with, so a focus on a larger segment of SMEs will actually help gain more state funding. The state is with us no matter what the ratio.
· This is a benefit to the centers in building services for SMEs. It also allows for the aggressive expansion of Centers, which creates more value for SMEs.
· When talking with the state, the focus should be on investing in manufacturing, not on cost-share or federal funding. As long as the conversation focuses on investing in manufacturing, there should be no reason states cut their funding.
General comments
· This is what centers have been asking for; it is in line with cost share requirements of other Federal programs, while allowing centers to focus on the mission to serve clients instead of trying to secure partners to meet cost share requirements.
· In-kind contributions are typically seen as difficult and often times not utilized. Centers do not want to limit growth overall, forcing in-kind may be counterproductive.

There were several language suggestions made by the Board that were incorporated into the final cost share recommendation:  

The objective of the program is to enhance productivity and technological performance in United States manufacturing.  The cost share policy supports the mission of the program and its statutory requirements.
· In order to optimize the federal investment and provide for the long-term sustainability of the program the National Advisory Board recommends:
· Readjusting the cost share requirement to 1:1.
· Demonstrating an appropriate and balanced industry investment.  
· Allowing local flexibility in providing in-kind cost share (not to exceed one-half of the Recipient’s annual cost share) with: 
· Clearly defined, well understood, and achievable criteria.
· Direct and measurable impacts consistent with program performance and evaluation. 
· Maximizing program performance through a balanced application of evaluation mechanisms that appropriately include but are not limited to cost share (e.g. center performance metrics.)
· Implementing the cost share recommendations in conjunction with an inclusive strategic planning process and a comprehensive review of system and center performance.


The recommendation above was unanimously voted upon and approved.  


21st Century Manufacturing: The Role of the Manufacturing Extension Partnership Program of the National Institute of Standards and Technology
Speaker:  Charles Wessner, National Academy of Sciences            
Mr. Wessner gave background information on the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) being contracted to conduct an assessment of the MEP program and provide recommendations.  The final report consisted of 476 pages reviewing the program’s operations, achievements, and challenges, and identifying and describing various foreign manufacturing programs and funding levels as a point of reference. 
For the review, a committee was assembled to perform field research. The committee conducted site visits to foreign programs in an effort to draw applicable lessons.  The committee found the MEP program to be complex and diverse. 
Mr. Wesner’s presentation included an outline of foreign manufacturing programs in Canada, Germany, Taiwan, Britain, and France. The following best practices were identified in the programs:
· A long term focus on manufacturing 
· Well-equipped facilities
· Training of graduate and undergraduate students in a hands on environment; co-located with universities
· Customized and flexible field services 
· Links to local clusters, including partnerships with universities and long-term collaboration with private firms 
· Autonomy in establishing strategies and deploying resources but with long-term accountability 
· Support for startups and new initiatives
· Regular assessment 
Mr. Wessner then transitioned the focus of the presentation to the Committee’s Key findings related to the MEP program.  These include:

· Program value – The MEP program makes effective use of relatively limited resources for reaching and supporting SMEs.
· Focus on Lean – MEP has provided valuable help to SMEs in the introduction of lean manufacturing techniques.
· Most MEP centers have developed tools and services focused on lean manufacturing as a primary line of business.
· New Strategy – NIST MEP has made a concerted effort to encourage MEP Centers to develop a wider range of services focused on innovation and growth.
· There are risks associated with the strategy that must be accounted for, such as revenue risks, and the use of single providers.
· Best Practices – NIST MEP needs to better understand the operations and impact of leading foreign programs and draw on their best practice lessons.
· Center diversity among MEP centers is commendable, but MEP does not yet capitalize sufficiently on this diversity of experience.
· MEP could establish closer ties to universities, draw expertise from them, and provide hands on research for students. 
· MEP has a unique role in being the leading United States program designed explicitly to provide support services to SMEs.
· Effective leadership in centers and the Advisory Board is crucial.

Core Recommendations for the MEP program include:
· Augment efforts to support on-shore manufacturing and US-based global manufacturing. MEP contributes to this mission, and should be improved through adoption of global best practices.
· MEP should continue providing lean manufacturing, while integrating lean techniques with new initiatives related to innovation. Metrics should also be adjusted to better reflect the importance of lean manufacturing to the centers.
· MEP should analyze Federal funding against international benchmarks to demonstrate investment differences. 
· Focus on MEP Center performance through developing incentives, encouraging peer-to-peer exchanges and experimentation with pilot programs, as well as fostering Centers of excellence. 
· MEP should go with the new strategy, but address the challenges associated with it. Things such as reviewing market demand, recognizing that Centers need to maintain their revenue base, promoting best practices, and Advisory Board input from both the NIST MEP and MEP Center levels can help mitigate the risks. 
· MEP can provide additional resources/flexibility and share best practices within the system.
· MEP can adopt a longer term perspective focusing on improving the long-term productivity, sustainability, innovation, and performance of clients. MEP can also help itself by being more selective in choosing clients. 
· MEP can benchmark service providers by setting standards of performance for major service providers and by using single providers sparingly. 
· MEP needs to improve data collection and analysis.
· NAS recommends changing the cost share requirement to a 1:1 match to improve financial stability of the system as a whole.
Question and Answer

Q: Are foreign programs more cultural and image driven? And do these countries gain a huge advantage in how they approach their respective programs? 
A: Cultural aspects are important, and there are cultural challenges around manufacturing in the U.S., but it can be changed with the right incentives. People are still stuck in the old view of manufacturing; with the right incentives we can change that. There are opportunities to get more women into manufacturing positions, and there are opportunities to tie manufacturing into innovation to answer energy and defense needs. 

Q: In making MEP more effective and efficient, should MEP set itself apart from different national manufacturing initiatives, or should it be an enabler to larger opportunities?
A: Would like to see MEP integrated into a larger national strategy. 

Q: Virtually all universities have reduced or eliminated “manufacturing” education, how do you propose we work around this?
A: We have the best research and technology on manufacturing in the world, we just do not use it. We need to invest in facilities to foster this. We also have to get past the idea that large companies should not receive assistance or be a part of this. In the end, shared research helps SMEs.

Q: Should NIST MEP explore the idea of using MEP as a broker between firms?
A: MEP should be integrated as part of a larger system or ecosystem. This could help provide additional funds, while also developing a much more extensive network to operate within. This venture would have to be worthwhile, and you would have to accept trial and error. 

Discussion
· There are occasions where facilities can be shared, both by being in the same vicinity and virtually. Pay attention to co-location (such as what is being done at MIT), as it is done in other countries. 


MEP Strategic Planning: Board Input Session
Speaker:  Gary Yakimov   
Mr. Yakimov provided an overview of the suggestions provided by the Board subcommittee focused on strategic planning. The subcommittee suggested the scope of the plan be clarified, consider all critical inputs into the strategic planning process from centers to manufacturers to to federal partners and other stakeholders.  The subcommittee also provided high-level insights including:  
· First, listen and learn
· Use what is learned to revisit Mission and Vision
· Clarify what distinguishes MEP from other competitors/offerings
· Concise, high-level, aligned measures – but not too many
At the recent MEP system meeting, the MEP centers were asked for their thoughts and input into the NIST MEP strategic planning process.  The centers urged MEP to incorporate the following considerations:  
· Respect the diversity of the centers and their operating environments
· Allow lead time to implement major changes
· Focus on how we can leverage the current manufacturing renaissance
· Keep it simple, actionable and measurable

Mr. Yakimov provided the following proposed timeline for the strategic planning process:
· October 2013-January 2014: Gather information and develop framework
· January 2014: Present framework at Advisory Board meeting
· February-May 2014: Build full plan
· May-July 2014: Implement plan

Question and Answer
Q: What is NIST MEP’s goal for the plan to start?
A: There is no specific date yet. It will take some time to gather stakeholder input. There will be an update provide to the system at the January meeting, with a final approved plan in late spring or early summer.

Q: Is the subcommittee developing the structure of the plan?
A: No, the board does not develop the plan, just assists and advises. We have many options in terms of structure, we want to use  the most efficient and effective one.

Q: Is there a model that you would recommend? Can you select a couple to start the process?
A: There are many to look at, including several from the Baldrige program. We will provide some draft layouts to mull over. 

Discussion
· There is ambiguity in how success looks for the MEP system and individual centers.
· MEP should use the same cost-share process for the strategic planning process. This would entail using the center advisory group, asking questions to Centers through the survey process, and possibly utilizing ASMC.
· MEP should continue leveraging the Center advisory group; this is a great way to get a pulse of the system and to collect information regarding Centers.
· In terms of the calendar and timeline, strategic plans are not perfect, so the timeframe is reasonable and we should try to stick to it. We like the notion of inclusion, but also like to see progress. It is easier to get input when 95% of a draft is done.
· MEP will be visiting centers during the fall for input in the process. It would be beneficial if members of the Board would talk with Centers they have ties with.
· Input from vast number of stakeholders can often muddle the mission. 
· Be clear and focused on what the mission is. 
· ASMC went through the strategic planning process in May, and interviewed all Centers. ASMC is willing to share the information with NIST MEP to help with the strategic planning process. 
· NIST MEP should set the strategic plan, but also provide flexibility. 
· Realize leadership can’t be involved in everything.
· Panel reviews consistently show a shortage of strategic planning in the centers. This process will highlight the importance of strategic planning to the national program office .

Board Discussion, Feedback, and Public Comments
· It was noted that the level of Board engagement in the cost share analysis and strategic planning process and responsiveness by the MEP team were positive. 
· It was noted that tremendous progress was made during the meeting on the issue of cost share.
· The in depth analysis on cost share during the presentation was appreciated.
· There was clarification on developing a strategic vision for MEP. 
· When comparing the investments of competitor nations to US activities, MEP can be positioned for future success by looking at the larger context of competing globally. 
· Instead of limiting consideration to only the MEP program, efforts could be made in moving the national agenda forward as well. 
· The free discussion during the Board meeting demonstrated an evolution in culture.
· It is important to not only focus on innovation but on innovation and manufacturing working in tandem. If manufacturing goes offshore then MEP has lost. 

Next Meeting
The next Advisory Board Meeting will be held on January 28, 2014.

Adjournment
With no further business, Mr. Dotson adjourned the meeting.
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