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April 1, 2009

To:
GSFC/ Dr Edward Grayzeck/ National Space Science Data Center


GSFC/ Dr Joe Gurman/ Solar Data Analysis Center

GSFC/ Dr Robert McGuire/ Space Physics Data Facility

GSFC/ Dr Aaron Roberts/ Virtual Space Physics Observatory

From:
NASA HQ/SMD Jeffrey Hayes, Program Executive for Heliophysics MO & DA,

Heliophysics Division
Subject:  Call for Proposals – Heliophysics Data Environment Senior Review 2009.

Background:

As a matter of policy, NASA’s Science Mission Directorate (SMD) periodically conducts comparative reviews of Mission Operations and Data Analysis (MO&DA) programs to maximize the scientific return from these programs within finite resources.  The acronym “MO&DA” encompasses operating missions, data analysis from current and past missions, and supporting science and data archive centers and services. 

SMD will be undertaking a survey of its holdings in the Heliophysics data environment in the context of the Senior Review process.  To this end, a Heliophysics Data Environment Senior Review peer process will be initiated in late Spring 2009.  This takes into consideration that the scientific community is moving to a more integrated approach to the research and analysis of scientific questions; the use of diverse datasets in multiple regimes to perform said analyses; the growing accessibility of NASA data assets on the Web; and the community’s and the general public’s expectations to find these data on the Web.  NASA’s Heliophysics operating missions are now entering a new era of Legacy datasets that are proving of inestimable value, as well as new and important missions that will contribute significantly to NASA’s data holdings in Heliophysics. The Heliophysics Division recognizes that to make the Heliophysics data environment a lasting and useful resource, a change in paradigm in the funding of these assets must be undertaken. Over the last few years, the Heliophysics Division has undertaken an extensive series of discussions with the community, and on the basis of these discussions, has issued a community-endorsed Science Data Management Policy.  This new policy should be taken as the guide for data related issues.  SMD understands that archiving, while essential, is not the final be-all and end-all: to make all of these data products a living asset, one must curate and develop the concept of archival data centers (in the broadest concept), as opposed to the current model of the more simple data archives (“spinning bits”).

The 2009 Heliophysics Data Environment Senior Review will be held July 21-23, 2009, at the NRESS offices at 500 E St SW in Washington DC. 

This memo describes the objectives and process for the review, and contains instructions for the submission of proposals and in-person presentations to the review panel.

Purpose of the Senior Review:

The purpose of this comparative review is to assist NASA in maximizing the scientific productivity of the Heliophysics data environment program.  NASA will use recommendations from the Senior Review to

· Define an implementation strategy;

· Give programmatic direction to the projects concerned for 2010 and 2011; and

· Issue preliminary guidelines for 2012 through 2014 (to be reviewed again in 2013).

The Data Environment Senior Review:

To maximize the scientific return from its programs and projects, NASA routinely seeks input from the scientific community.  Working groups and user groups deal with NASA’s Space Science program by focusing on discipline- or theme-wide, sub-discipline, or project-specific issues. The Heliophysics Data Environment Senior Review under this call for proposals, will be held every four years, and will complement the standing working groups and other peer reviews, which conduct independent, comparative evaluations of the various projects.  The Data Environment Senior Review will evaluate proposals for continued and augmented funding for a number of significant and important projects. 
Previous Senior Reviews, as well as standing advisory groups, have recommended that performance factors for this review should include scientific productivity (which would include but is not limited to: the numbers of refereed papers produced, completeness of data holdings, the conformity of the data and metadata held to accepted standards, and the ease of access and use of data), technical status, future plans and expectations, and budget reasonableness.

Charter for this Senior Review:

In the following descriptions, “project” will denote an archive project with a specific WBS element in the Agency’s budget, either as a directed project or as one selected through various elements of the ROSES NRA.
NASA’s charter to the Data Environment Senior Review panel is to:

(1) In the context of the science goals, objectives, and research focus areas described in the Science Mission Directorate’s Science and Strategic Plans, rank the scientific merit on a “science per dollar” basis – based upon the expected returns from the projects reviewed during 2010 through 2014, and how the various project have, or are implementing, the Heliophysics Science Data Management Policy.

(2) Assess the cost efficiency, as a secondary evaluation criterion, after science merit/usefulness.

(3) Based on (1) and (2), provide findings to assist with an implementation strategy for Heliophysics Division data curation, dissemination and archiving, which will include an appropriate mix of 

· Continuation of projects as currently baselined;

· Continuation of projects with either enhancements or reductions to the current baseline; and

· Consolidation of projects and activities to enhance efficient management of limited budgetary resources.

Funding Environment:

To the best of our current knowledge, the FY09 appropriation and the President’s FY10 budget request provide for approximately level support to the Heliophysics data environment.  The budgets should be prepared using the current NASA Center guidelines for the handling of overhead at the Centers.  
Planned Schedule for the Archival Senior Review

The schedule for this review is as follows:

Draft Call for Proposals issued:

March 12, 2009
Call for Proposals issued:


April 1, 2009
Proposals due:



June 15, 2009
Senior Review:



July 21-23, 2009
Publication of recommendations 

     and instructions to projects:

Mid-August 2009
Preliminary Instructions to Proposers:

The written proposal shall contain a science section, and a technical/budget section. An E/PO plan is not required.
The scientific plus the technical/budget sections shall be no more than 30 pages of writing and graphics. All pages are to be 8.5 inch by 11 in, with character (font) size not less than 10 points. You will submit the proposal electronically through NSPIRES.

Not included in the page limits are the budget spreadsheets and the list of acronyms. If your institution requires signatures, please place them on one separate submittal letter; copies of this submittal letter are not needed and will not be used in the peer review but will be retained within the Division.  The project name and names of key writers or presenters at the top of the first page will suffice for review purposes.

Instructions for the Science Section:

In the science section of a proposal, please describe the science merits of your full project(s), and the specific contributions of the various activities within your project(s).  In the context of the desire of the Heliophysics Division to a more system-science approach to the data environment, proposals should include the relationship to related HP data services. 

The emphasis of the science section should be how the proposed project will discover and communicate new scientific knowledge in line with NASA’s strategic goals, objectives, and research focus areas articulated in the 2006 NASA Science Plan.  The science proposal should list the current science objectives for the project, and a summary of what has been accomplished to date, focusing principally on advances accomplished in the past two to three years. The reporting of results to the scientific community via refereed journal articles and other means should be summarized in a way that makes it possible to assess the productivity over the last few years. The scientific merit of the project is the chief criterion used to determine ranking.

Instructions for the Technical/Budget Section:

This section should begin with a discussion of the overall technical status of the components of the program. 

The second part of this section should discuss the proposed budgets. You are instructed to show, in an appropriate summary manner, the anticipated ‘in kind’ support from NASA-funded sources other than the project’s in-guide budget. Representations of direct or in-kind funding from international partners or from other US Government agencies should be provided separately, for informational purposes.

Labor, major equipment, and other expenses for both the in-guideline scenario and the requested/enhanced scenario must be explained in sufficient detail to determine the incremental cost of each proposed task.  The budget must include any project-specific costs. 

Appendix B contains instructions and the mandatory form for the budget portion of each proposal. This form will serve as a standard budget summary for all proposals; it is assumed that each proposal will contain further details in a format determined by each project.  For the period under consideration in this Senior Review, FY10-FY14, two scenarios should be summarized in the mandatory form and described in the technical/budget section: an “In-Guideline” Scenario and a “Requested/Enhanced” Scenario.  

For the “In-Guideline” Scenario:  If the current budget guideline for your project (part of the current NASA operating plan) for any of the fiscal years is larger than zero, then describe a plan, which meets that guideline. If the project believes that the current budget guideline is sub-minimal, the project should identify the impact of the current in-guideline budget on the science return for the project. This minimal scenario should indicate the minimum viable funding level for your project to the Archival Senior Review panel and to NASA. 

For the Requested/Enhanced Scenario: You may describe a funding level that leads to a higher science return from the project, but still recognizes the very tight fiscal constraints that NASA faces.  In other words, the requested/enhanced scenario should be a carefully considered request, not a maximal request. The technical/science description of this scenario should address the added scope and expected benefits compared to the in-guideline scenario.  The added science return from the requested/enhanced scenario over the in-guideline scenario should be clearly identified.  The added science return should be clearly connected to the additional budget required (over the current budget guideline) so that the Archival Senior Review panel can recommend none, some, or all of the added science return and estimate the budget required for partially funding the proposed increases.

The budget spreadsheet also provides tables for ‘in kind’ support.  The format for the tables for the ‘In-Guideline’, ‘Requested/Enhanced’, and the ‘in-kind’ budgets follow the breakdown described in Appendix A. 

Required Appendices

Two appendices are required and do not count against the page limit:

· Standard budget in the mandatory format. The spreadsheet template in Appendix B describes the mandatory format for your budget request and supplies a spreadsheet template. The completed budget spreadsheet must be emailed to Jeffrey.Hayes-1@nasa.gov by the due date.

· Acronym list.  Include a full list of all acronyms used, with their designations spelled out.

Further Information Required for the Senior Review Deliberations:

After submission of proposals, members of the Archival Senior Review panel may have further questions or requests for clarification.  If that is the case, identical requests for further information will be sent to all projects prior to the in-person panel review.

As part of your proposal submission we request that you provide an on-line bibliography of recent publications. Your proposal should contain the URL/web address to the bibliography.  The bibliography should be listed in reverse sequence, with the most recent refereed publications first.  Rather than list all papers for the life of the project, the bibliography should contain, as a minimum, the most recent papers over the past two or three years.  It is acceptable to list PhD theses and papers/presentations to conferences and workshops etc, but these should be listed separately from the refereed papers.

Panel Review Process:

The Senior Review panel will meet for three days:

Day 1:

    Morning: Charter; discussion of conflicts of interest and procedures to minimize their impacts; logistics (writing assignments, etc.), background, comparisons, metrics and criteria.

    Rest of day: Program presentation, plus questions and answers.

Day 2:   

    Entire day: Senior Review Panel begins Charter Tasks (1) through (3).

Day 3:

    Senior Review Panel completes Charter Tasks (1) through (3).

Presentations to the Review Panel:

Each proposing project will be allotted 45 minutes for an oral presentation to the senior review panel. To minimize the burden on projects, no more than a total of four persons may represent any one of the projects.  During each project presentation, the project representatives should plan on using no more than 30 minutes for their prepared presentation, and reserving the remaining 15 minutes for questions and answers (as needed). Note that:

· The primary purpose of the oral presentations is to provide a forum for questions from panelists and answers from the programs.

· Secondarily, this is an opportunity for programs to provide any significant updates, e.g. science results obtained since proposal submission.

· Lastly, and with lowest priority, it is an opportunity to repeat highlights of the proposals, which have, of course, been read by all panelists.

Further Information

For further information, you may contact me via e-mail at Jeffrey.Hayes-1@nasa.gov

Jeffrey J.E. Hayes
Program Executive for Heliophysics Mission Operations & Data Analysis
Heliophysics Division

Science Mission Directorate

Mail Suite 3T17
NASA Headquarters

Washington, DC 20546-0001

Phone:  (202) 358-0988

FAX:    (202) 358-3096

Appendix A: Definitions of the Three-Way Work Breakdown for NASA MO&DA Programs:

This Three-Way Breakdown is a modification of that used by the Office of Space Science since 1998 for Program Operating Plan (POP) guidelines and senior reviews.

It is not possible to create a general functional breakdown that can apply to the work-breakdown structures of every project.  This is intended as a guide only for the purpose of identifying funding activities. Projects may modify the breakdown below to fit the project’s particular situation. 

1. Development

For science data archives and services: development of new capabilities, software tools, technology enhancements, improved services, etc.

2. Science Data Processing: “Science Center” functions which may include:

Services for guest investigators, 

Science data calibration/physical unit conversion,
Validation and certification of processed data,
Data products distribution to investigators for analysis,
Generation of quick-look and common pool data sets,
Standard data processing,
Mission data archiving, and multi-mission data curation.
3. Science Data Analysis:  “Science” functions
Customized Data Processing,
Writing and editing documentation.

