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Using the following criteria, rate the work presented in the context of program objectives and provide specific, concise comments in support of your score.  Use whole numbers for the score.

	9-10
	7-8
	5-6
	3-4
	1-2

	Outstanding/‌Excellent
	Very Good/Few areas to improve
	Good/Modest/‌Some areas to improve
	Fair/Significant weaknesses
	Poor/Not Adequate


1.
Relevance

Relevance to the OE mission and the HTS program goals to develop technologies to modernize the electric grid, enhance security and reliability of the energy infrastructure, and facilitate recovery from disruptions to energy supply.  Degree to which the project addresses a specific and existing problem, interest, or need. 
	Rating:
	5
	5%


Comments:

Probably more relevant to passive rf filter electronics than power.  Incidentally, IBAD has been under consideration for some years as a cheaper substrate alternative to crystal STO.  However, LANL deserves credit for exploring RCE for possible application to coated conductors.
2.
Approach and Project Management
Quality of project management, including research plan, program execution, and research team.  The degree to which technical or market barriers are, or have been, addressed, the quality of the project design, and technical feasibility.  Degree to which the project approach is free of major flaws that would limit the project’s effectiveness or efficiency.  If this project is continuing, the degree to which the project has effectively planned its future, defined milestones, identified risks, considered contingencies to mitigate/manage risks, built in optional paths, etc.  

	Rating:
	8
	25%


Comments:

This issue is really too early to address.  The idea to further explore RCE for cc for an additional year should be supported, however.
3.
Technical Accomplishments, Quality, and Productivity
Degree to which technical accomplishments are being achieved and progress is being made toward overall project goals and milestones.  The degree to which progress compares to performance indicators in terms of effectiveness, efficiency, cost, and benefits.

	Rating:
	8
	50%


Comments:

Looks good so far, but not deep enough track record to predict efficiency, cost, etc., despite their “model.”  I would like to see the details behind this model, by the way.
4.
Technology Transfer, Collaborations, and Partnerships
The degree to which collaboration with the electricity industry, universities, government laboratories, states, and/or end-users is being, or has been, accomplished.  The effectiveness of technology transfer or dissemination of results. The degree to which the project has successfully leveraged other resources or opportunities.

	Rating:
	6
	20%


Comments:

Way too early to judge fairly.
5.
Overall Impressions
Comments on overall strengths and weaknesses, aspects of the project that could be expanded or deleted, new areas or directions that could be added, and changes that may have occurred in research context (markets, policy, competing technologies, etc.) that might alter planned targets or goals.
Strengths:

Excellent technical team, and innovative approach visiting RCE as an alternative cc deposition technology.
Weaknesses:
None technically, but exposed to weak relevance to OE mission.
Recommendations:
I want to stress my opinion that this project should not have been included in the OE SR PR, because it is unfair to hold it at the present time to criteria 1-4 above which is power apps centric, and my scores should be taken in that light.  Having said this, it is a good idea to have cross-fertilization of ideas and techniques between the power and applications sectors of HTSC technologies.  On that basis, I would have given it a straight 10.  BTW, as I mentioned above, IBAD has been considered from time to time by Conductus and STI as an alternative to STO crystals.  

I don’t want to discourage OE from including Strategic Research projects of this kind in future peer reviews, but they should come with a separate disclaimer, “please judge on intrinsic individual innovative and technical merit rather than more narrow power app goals,” or something to that effect.
