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5 year Scientist Surveys 

Include:    not-Include: 
Applications Physicists Research Associates 
Applied Scientists  Guest Scientists 
Joint Appointees  Visitors 
Associate Scientists  Engineering Physicists 
Scientists 
Division Heads/Deputies 
Members of Directorate 
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Thank you for 100% participation! 
• Corrections for 

– Headcount => FTE-yrs 
– Missing Data, Missing People (VSP, resignations) 
– Start/Ending Dates 
– Name Differences between FYs 
– Specify popular “other” categories 
– WDRS defines “scientists” by a List-Serv! 

• Projected assignments were self-proposed by         
 individual scientists 
– instructed to get agreement with supervisor before 

submitting – was this done? – show of hands, please! 
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• This is the third 5 year Survey 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
– FY 2009 historical data is incomplete and not checkable 
– FY2011 survey delayed to decision on Tevatron operations 

• This report & EXCEL summary (without names) @ 
 http://www.fnal.gov/directorate/OIP/OHAP/SciS/index.htm 

• D/S/C Heads can request information with names 
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http://www.fnal.gov/directorate/OIP/OHAP/SciS/inex.htm�
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Doesn’t include anticipated new hires  
for FY 2012-2016 



Numbers are nice, but… 

• Maybe  we should also look back at the names 
of the individuals who took the FY 2010 survey 
but who are no longer with us. 

• What can we learn from the reasons             
 that they left Fermilab? 
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So how can we use this to plan…? 
• What about those scientists working on 5 or more 

activities?  Are they overly fragmented? Do their 
activities get a fair share? 

• Health of activities:  FTE Sum, # Participants,   average 
FTE per participant, σ (FTE/participant)     look at top 10 

• Both Accel + Exp for NOvA, Mu2e, g-2, and LBNE    also 
CD Common Computing has:  Cosmic, Energy, Intensity 
Frontiers sections 

• Is our scientist deployment appropriate?  Effective? 
• … 
• Need “Lessons Learned” from executing this survey.   

Was it cost-effective?  Does the usefulness of the 
information offset the cost of performing the survey?  -
Also applies to OHAP survey. 
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fragmentation 
how to diagnose health of an activity? 
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What is optimal? 1@100% - 2@50% - 
3@33% … 10@10% 
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Example of a “top-10” scientist effort 
for FY2012 with a middlin’     

 <fte/scientist>  
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Are these low FTEs effective? 
   maybe… depends on 
        individuals & tasks 
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same “Top 9” 
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  Addendum after presentation: 

At my talk, it was noted that                    
Research Associates augment 
Fermilab Scientists on 
experiments.  As a sample, 
here is a quick study, based 
on actual labor charges for 
only one year, FY 2011, of 
activities on which RAs 
worked. 

In FY 2011 there were                 
57  RAs (headcount)                     
 corresponding to                 
  55.8  FTE-yrs       
 distributed as shown =>                
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28feb2012:  How well do projections compare to actuals?   
Look at FY2011 (use only scientists on staff for entire FY) 
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