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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:
	8
	5%


Comments:

An electrodeposited Cu layer vis-à-vis Ag could be very relevant…and maybe not.  I’m not convinced on the economics without seeing a basic-manufacturing-cost model first.
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:
	5
	25%


Comments:

Difficult to say.  With the exception of Selva, all the participates are previously unknown to me.  This might appear unfair, but I wasn’t impressed by the presentation.
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:
	5
	50%


Comments:

Mediocre.
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:
	5
	20%


Comments:

Modest.  I can only mention the CRADA with SP.
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:

It is centered at NREL, one of the nation’s premier nat labs.
Weaknesses:
See my responses to 1 and 2 above.
Recommendations:
NREL is a great national resource, but their involvement and DOE support in HTSC, either scientific or technical, at NREL has always seemed to me, from my days present at the creation of HTSC in late 1986,  to be a “stretch” and a result of congressional political necessity.  This view in no way deprecates the technical competence of NREL…it just that they consistently appear to be “out-ringers” in HTSC.
