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A Proposal Submitted in Response to 

The CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION PIER GRANT SOLICITATION

Research Projects on Climate Change of Relevance to California

PROPOSAL TITLE

PI, LBNL

RESEARCH TOPIC ADDRESSED BY THIS PROPOSAL

“A clear statement of which Research Topic, as defined under “Eligible Projects,” is addressed by your proposal.” 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
(2 Pages)

“Project description; project objective; quantitative and measurable goals to be achieved; project duration and date of completion; amount of PIER funding requested; and total project budget.”
[mb – Sections A through D below combined with  the two above must total to no more than 20 pages. Sections E, F and Appendices are not counted against the total. Don’t aim to fill up all 20 pages if you don’t have that much to say]

A. Background
Technical evaluation criterion: 1 (See Technical evaluation criteria pasted in at the end of this doc.) 
“Description of the state-of-the-science of the proposed research approach and the current status of the research in the area of your project, barriers to Advancement of the Science, why your project is the next logical step to advance the state-of-the-science.” 
B. Proposed research

Technical evaluation criteria: 1, 2 and 5 (and 3 to the extent that you’ve organized your thinking about the structure of your project and tasks.) 
[mb – this is where you say it all. Outline as you see fit to address scope, methodology, significance, options to overcome technological or policy barriers, clear meaningful and measurable objectives. Note that weight is given to expanding on research topic description to address next logical steps for future research]      
“Include any other significant factors to enhance the value of the proposal, including highlights of previous work and innovative features related to the proposed project.”
C. Project team 

Technical evaluation criteria: 4

 [mb – Describe who is on the team, including subcontractors  and what they bring to the proposal. Refer to bios in Appendix I.] 
D. Budget description
Technical evaluation criteria: 3

[mb - Briefly describe what the budget is comprised of; include mention of proposed subcontractors and match fund partners. Note: you will need to include commitment letters from proposed subcontractors and match fund partners in Appendix II. See separate attachment for templated letters. Refer reader to Budget workbook section and Appendix II for letters of commitment.]
E. Work Statement

Technical evaluation criteria: 3

[mb - Use modified Work Statement template (Exhibit C) from the solicitation that is posted on my website. Note that Task 1 Administration is CEC boilerplate. I’ve highlighted the few places where you need to fill it in. Your Technical Tasks begin with Task 2. There is also a Technical Task n which the CEC has included which is titled Technical Presentations, Fact Sheets and Webpage Development.]
“A Work Statement with a task-by-task description of your project. Include at least one goal for each task, a list of the activities to be performed, product(s) to be produced, and the duration of the task”. 

F. Budget workbook 

Technical evaluation criteria: 3

 [mb – See Exhibit D, Budget workbookm which I’ve downloaded from the CEC website to mine. Proposal staff will complete these forms with you and help you insert in document. Note that the structure of the budget must map to the task structure in your Work Statement, including the tasks which the CEC has boilerplated.]

“Detailed project budget information, including the source(s) of match funding, if any. Include the forms in Exhibit D: 1) Category Budget; 2) Budget Details; 3) Summary Budget by Task; 4) PIER Funding by Task; and 5) Match Funding by Task. This budget form is an Excel spreadsheet. It is posted on the Energy Commission website at http://www.energy.ca.gov/contracts/index.html as part of this solicitation package.” 

Appendix I – Biographies

“Short biographies of the Principal Investigator (PI) and key research partners (individuals in your organization or subcontractors), emphasizing experience related to activities to be performed in the project. Please attach a list of relevant peer reviewed publication (sic).” 

Appendix II – Letters of commitment

[mb – See sample cost share letter and subcontractor letter on my website] 

Technical Evaluation Criteria (See p. 28+ of Solicitation)
1) Proposal Responds to the Specific Overall Scope of Work as Described in the Applicable Research Topic Attachment. (Weighting Factor: 1.5; Maximum Weighted Score: 15) 

• Proposal contains a thorough survey of the previous work in the literature, especially of the PIER-sponsored research. 

• Proposal’s scope of research is adequate and methodology is appropriate for the chosen Research Topic. 

• Proposal convincingly justifies the significance of the proposed research/case study. Proposal identifies technological and/or policy barriers and options to overcome these barriers. 

2) Proposed Research Identifies Clear, Meaningful, and Measurable Objectives. (Weighting Factor: 1.5; Maximum Weighted Score: 15) 

• The proposal lists and describes clear, meaningful, and measurable objectives that will achieve the tasks required in addressing the applicable Research Topic. 

• The research method is appropriate for achieving the project’s objectives and goals. 

3) The Project Description, Products and Due Dates, Budget are Reasonable and Appropriate. (Weighting Factor: 2.0; Maximum Weighted Score: 20) 

• Project Description and Task Budgets demonstrate a clear, reasonable, appropriate and complete effort. 

• Project Description and Task Budgets are composed of a series of interconnected, logical, and discrete tasks. 

• Project Description and Task Budgets lay out an approach and plan that is practical and feasible for accomplishing the stated objectives. The Work Schedule reasonably appropriates time and funds with respect to the sequences of tasks, level of effort allocated per task, and the use of labor, equipment, and facilities. If the research involves a particular environmental aspect – the schedule fits the necessary time of year to conduct the research. 

• Each item of the budget is appropriate considering: (1) the significance of the barriers, issues, and/or knowledge gaps being addressed, (2) the project’s objectives and goals, and (3) the level of effort described in the Project Narrative. 

• The budgets show that key personnel will be committed to the project for the appropriate number of hours and functions to accomplish the tasks and products, and for the activities described in the Project Narrative. 

• Availability of matching funds, if any. 

4) The Principal Investigator and the Project Team are Well Qualified to Conduct the Project. (Weighting Factor: 2.5; Maximum Weighted Score: 25) 

• The Applicant describes in detail, with substantiation, the Applicant’s past and current work in the research subject area. Accomplishments (not just activities) are described. 

• The Proposal demonstrates the Applicant’s awareness of current and prior work by others in the proposed research area. 

• Publishing track record in peer-reviewed journals. 

• The proposal convincingly demonstrates, based on education, training, and past experience that the applicant and project team are capable of conducting all technical, administrative, and budgetary functions and responsibilities, including the ability to control cost, maintain the schedule, and report results and accomplishments in an effective manner. 

• Degree to which the proposal is clearly written and internally consistent. 

5) Overall technical merit and degree to which the project is likely to succeed, including a consideration of the degree to which the proposal goes beyond the basic requirements described in the applicable Research Topic Area attachment. (Weighting Factor: 2.5; Maximum Weighted Score: 25) 

• Originality of the research idea and methodological approach. 

• Importance of the study within the context of the overall scientific advancement in the given subject. 

• The Proposal’s research scope expands on what is suggested in the Research Topic description, thereby exploring/providing preliminary answer(s) to the next logical step for future research. To the reviewer’s understanding, the likelihood that this project is feasible and is likely to succeed in terms of satisfactory completion within the project timeframe and budget, and producing scientifically meaningful as well as policy-relevant results. 

