HOW?

(...are proposals reviewed?)



•  Peer Review of Proposals: Principles That Apply

-  The heart and soul of the U.S. proposal process.

-  Taken very seriously by NASA and the science communities.

-  Generally recognized as the foundation for world-class 

excellence of U.S. science.

-  Friendships/reputations left at door of review panel meeting.

-  Process recognized as hard work for both NASA & Reviewers.



•  Basic Mechanics of Peer Review Process

-  Formal log-in of proposals (receipts sent).

-  Select appropriate reviewers who agree to participate.

-  Send proposals 2-3 weeks prior to Panel meeting. 

-  Solicit mail-in reviews, typ. several per proposal (optional).

-  Arrange travel for reviewers and logistics for meeting.

-  Conduct meeting and document results.

-  Review/verify final consensus reviews.

�Proposal Evaluation by Scientific Peer Panels



Key point:  A successful, defensible selection is based on thorough, fair, and knowledgeable peer reviews.



•  Use Notices of Intent for preliminary to identify most senior scientists possible as reviewers.



•  Ensure freedom from conflicts of interest.



•  Use as many reviewers &/or subdiscipline panels as necessary to ensure uniform coverage of submitted proposals.



•  Convene panel in comfortable, well-staffed facility.



•  Implore/threaten panel to maintain confidentiality.

�Peer Reviews for Science and Technical Merit



•  Peer evaluations to clearly document strengths and weaknesses of proposals for all criteria as stated in the NRA or AO.



•  Peer review committees do not ‘recommend’ selections.



•  A designated NASA Program Scientist (Civil Servant or equivalent IPA) recommends the selection to Selecting Official based on 

	(i)   peer reviews, 

	(ii)  budgets, and 

	(iii) programmatic considerations.







�‘Categorization’ of Proposals (for AO’s only)



Categorization determines the “competitive range” of top proposals (categorization only be done by Civil Servants, hence the need for a special committee):

            

Category I -- “Well conceived and scientifically and technically sound investigations pertinent to the goals of the program...offered by a competent investigator...(that is) recommended for acceptance...”



Category II -- “Well conceived and scientifically and technically sound investigations...(that can be) recommended for acceptance, but at a lower priority than Category I.”



Category III -- “(Category I)...investigations that require further (technical) development.”



Category IV -- “Proposed investigations which are recommended for rejection...whatever the reason” (sci./tech. merits, cost, or objectives).

�NASA PEER REVIEW FORM



PI / Institution:						Proposal No: 			

Proposal Title: 							

SCIENTIFIC & TECHNICAL MERIT



Suggested topics for critical comment (not inclusive):

•  Intent and Relevance

	-  Scientific merit of the proposed investigation to the field.

	-  Clarity and completeness of proposed investigation.

	-  Relevance of proposed objectives to those given in the Announcement.

•  Proposed Methodology and Approach

	-  Technical feasibility and merit of proposed research plan.

	-  Clarity and completeness of proposed research plan.

•  Closure of Effort

	-  Likelihood the proposed investigation to resolve the proposed objectives.



SPECIFIC STRENGTHS (must be consistent with Overall Scientific & Technical Merit rating, p. 2)



SPECIFIC WEAKNESSES (must be consistent with Overall Scientific & Technical Merit rating, p. 2)

�PI / Institution:						Proposal No: 			





SUMMARY EVALUATION

	(must be consistent with overall Scientific and Technical Merit rating below.)



.......

	........

		.........

			........

				........









Overall scientific and technical merit, or unique and innovative

Methods,  approaches, or concepts demonstrated by the proposal



  __ EXCELLENT 	 __ VERY GOOD    __ GOOD	__ FAIR	  __ POOR



�PI / Institution:						Proposal No: 			



PROGRAMMATIC FACTORS

(optional and only to extent knowledge exists)



(a) Offeror's (institutional) capabilities, related experience, facilities, techniques, or 

unique combinations of these that are integral factors for achieving proposal objectives.



(b)  Qualifications, capabilities, and experience of the PI and key personnel who are

critical for achieving the proposal objectives.



(c)  Overall standing among similar proposals available for evaluation and/or 

evaluation against the known state-of-the art.



(d)  Relevance to stated program Announcement objectives and balance.



(e)  Reasonableness and realism of proposed costs.
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(...are proposals selected?)



•  For NRA’s, the Program Scientist: 

-  Develops recommendation for selection based on all peer review, programmatic, and budgetary considerations.

-  Presents recommendation to Selection Official (usually the Director of the Research Program Management Division). 



•  For AO’s, the Program Scientist: 

-  Develops recommendation for selection based on all peer review, programmatic, and budgetary considerations, 

~ and then ~

-  Presents it to the Space Science Steering Committee (commissioned to ensure adherence to Federal procurement procedures, review the integrity of process, and ensure adequacy of documentation.

�Selection Process (continued)



•  For both the NRA and the AO, the Selection Official may select any submitted proposal, but they are responsible for defending that decision.  



•  Letters of selection/rejection are sent simultaneously and as soon as possible after selection:



-  Letters of selection accurately reflect ‘scope’ of selection, especially if any ‘descopes’ from the proposed effort are expected, and guidance on how proposal will be implemented (contract or grant).



-  Letters of rejection contain guidance for securing a debriefing for reasons of non selection.



•  Debriefing of rationale for decision on proposal offered (usually verbal; may be on phone or in person).




