Preparation Plan for DOE Review of CMP and MC 

Review Document deadline:  November 15, 2004

On-Site Review: January 26-28, 2005

•  Review Strategy and Plan:

The review has three venues for delivering our message:


- Review Document


- Oral Presentations


- Posters

The same message for each FWP should be delivered strongly and clearly in each of these venues.  The FWP Leader, Preparation Team (see below), and PIs will develop the message for each FWP.

The message for each FWP should contain the following two elements:


- Scientific vision and specific targets for the next three years and beyond, unique to the subject FWP.  This hard core program is the basis for the written reviews of the FWP by the scientific peers and DOE managers. 


- Value to the FWP of the supporting connections to other MSD FWPs and other scientific activity at the Lab.  The vibrant scientific environment of MSD and the Lab is a major benefit to the mission of each FWP.

We will be judged largely on the perceived value of our future program rather than the value of our past accomplishments.  Therefore this exercise should be called a Preview, not a Review.

The message for each FWP should be highly developed well before the Review Document is written.  Meeting early to brainstorm the message and to outline it in easily understandable bullet form is essential.  This outline then guides the content and structure of the Review Document, the Oral Presentations, and the Posters.  It ensures that the same message is delivered in all three venues.

We must achieve approximate parity across FWPs for the quality, style, and level of the Review Documents, Oral Presentations, and Posters.  Therefore strong interaction among the FWPs during the preparation process through internal reviews (outlined below) and informal exchange is essential. 

•  Review Document Guidelines: http://www.sc.doe.gov/bes/peerreview.html
 BES Merit Review Procedures for Projects at DOE Laboratories

       •  BES  Guide for Preparation of Review Documents  (June  10, 2003*)

Each of the above lines on the website is a link to useful information on the Review Procedures and the Review Document

•  Review Document Preparation and Timetable:

Review Documents are prepared by Preparation Teams, selected and coordinated by FWP 
Leaders

Internal Review Teams consist of three members selected by the FWP Leader, one each from 
Materials Chemistry, Condensed Matter Physics, and MTeam. 

September 24: 
FWP Leader submits names of Preparation Team and internal Review 



Team to Laurie

October 8:  

FWP Leader submits Review Document first draft (except Cover Page, 



Bios, and Appendix) to Laurie and internal Review Team

October 15: 

FWP Leader submits Review Team revisions/comments to Laurie 

November 1:

FWP Leader submits Review Document second draft (including Cover 



Page, Bios, and Appendix) to Laurie and internal Review Team

November 8: 

FWP Leader submits Review Team revisions/comments to Laurie 

November 15: 

FWP Leader submits final Review Document to Laurie and internal 



Review Team

November 17: 

Laurie submits Review Documents to DOE 

•  Review Evaluation Criteria, in priority order:

1. Scientific and/or technical merit of the project;

- for example, the influence that the results might have on the direction, progress, and thinking

in relevant scientific fields of research; the likelihood of achieving valuable results; and the

scientific innovation and originality indicated in the proposed research.

2. Appropriateness of the proposed method or approach;

- for example, the logic and feasibility of the research approaches and the soundness of the

conduct of the research.

3. Competency of the personnel and adequacy of proposed resources; 

- for example, the background, past performance, and potential of the investigator(s); and the

research environment and facilities for performing the research.

4. Reasonableness and appropriateness of the proposed budget.

5. New and renewal proposals may include additional criteria such as synergism among the PIs in a program, programmatic focus of a multi-PI effort, and utilization of unique facilities.  Past performance is a criterion for all renewal proposals.

Review Document Content:

· Major emphasis on future plans, minor emphasis on past accomplishments

· Strong, recognized programs

· High impact research: citations, prestigious journals, commentaries, awards, . . . 

· Synthesis, Experiment, Theory, Simulation: we incorporate all elements needed for world-class research in one package

· Specific mission for each FWP, strong benefit from supporting connections to other MSD and Lab scientific activity

· Programs have scope that is unusual for universities and industry

· Leverage/enhance materials research facilities: EMC, IPNS, APS, CNM

Review Documents, Oral Talks, and Posters must be compelling to two cultures:

· Peers in the scientific community

· DOE program managers in Germantown

Each culture requires special attention.

Lessons learned from the DOE review of MEP:

· More time for posters and discussions with students

· Equipment Requests and Management Plan were scrutinized by reviewers- these should be integrated into the outline for the Review Document, Oral Presentations, and Posters.

· Budget pages of the Review Document require significant preparation time- consult with Noreen early.

· Emphasize future scientific directions with special emphasis on next three years.

· Do not include everything in the Review Document, Oral Presentations and Posters.  A cohesive presentation is more important than an exhaustive one.

· Connections with other FWPs and with the Lab can be emphasized in Management Plan.

· Requests for increased budgets are allowed in Review Document- they must be justified by the proposed program.

