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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:
	10
	5%


Comments:

A fundamental understanding of the basic physics of the governing mechanisms determining Jc in anisotropic HTSC materials is of critical relevance to the OE mission as stated above.
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:
	10
	25%


Comments:
It’s hard to imagine two better scientists to carry out this work than Dave Christen and Jim Thompson given their background in Type II critical state theory.
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:
	10
	50%


Comments:

Please see response to 1.  The results reported this year are quite novel and excellent and may be able to model a variety of not only presently observed effects (e.g., c-axis alignment is strong and correlated, whilst isotropic Jc exists near a specific field), but help design alternative pinning strategies as well.  It is so good, I wish I could be a participant (technically).
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:
	10
	20%


Comments:

I give you the collaboration with UT which has been close and fruitful for years, not only for this program, but others between UT and ORNL as well.  Perhaps no other university – national lab collaboration compares, except possibly LBNL and UCB…maybe. 
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:

No more comments than already stated above.
Weaknesses:
See Recommendations.
Recommendations:
I would recommend bringing Leonardo Civale and Matt Feldman on board, and building an inter-lab dream team coordinated by Dave Christen.
