ADAC LRAUV Review References

Scientific Review

Scientific SMEs will rate each project on each of the criteria below using the following scale: 1=Poor, 2=Fair, 3=Good, 4=Very Good, 5=Excellent, for each criterion.  Reviewers will provide comments at a project level. Scores and comments will be provided to the PM both at a project level and at a thematic level.

0. Does the project use novel theoretical concepts, approaches, or methodologies? Or does it improve existing concepts, approaches, or methodologies? Have the researchers demonstrated an understanding of related studies and pertinent literature? Does the research team have the required breadth of knowledge in the relevant fields, e.g., credentials in the appropriate disciplines, expertise and experience, to carry the proposed research to a successful conclusion? (20%)	Comment by Randy A Kee: Please see Project Info Paper, page 1, Project Overview Paragraph 1	Comment by Randy A Kee [2]: Please see Literature Review, “Note” at the bottom of page 1.	Comment by Randy A Kee: Please see Project Biographies for Dr. Bellingham, Ms. Kukulya and Mr. Hobson

0. Is the methodology practical, cost effective, and technically defensible, i.e., supported by evidence? Was the research methodology designed and executed with rigor, technical soundness, and/or creativity? Does the project include an appropriate and sound testing, evaluation, and validation plan to prove research results? Has the research team acquired, or developed a plan to acquire, the appropriate data and/or intellectual property to implement the methodology and test hypotheses and outcomes?  (35%)	Comment by Randy A Kee [3]: Please see LRAUV Project Overview, Page 2, 3rd Paragraph	Comment by Randy A Kee [4]: Please see LRAUV Project Overview, Page 3, Research Achievements & Progress 1st Paragraph	Comment by Randy A Kee [5]: Please see LRAUV Project Overview, Page 3, Research  Achievements & Progress, 2nd Paragraph, plus Page 4, 2nd Paragraph

0. Have the researchers (and COE leadership) made suitable progress against planned milestones in addressing the project objectives and purpose, and in testing theories and hypotheses?  Are the work plan project performance metrics suitable and appropriate for defining progress and are objective data available to measure progress based on the metrics? (25%)	Comment by Randy A Kee [6]:  Please see LRAUV Project Overview, Page 3, Research Achievements & Progress Paragraph 1 & 2.  Additional information available via ADAC Program Year 4 Report Page 92 and Program Year 5 Workplan Page 81-82.

0. Have the PIs and/or other key personnel published (or submitted) this research in peer-reviewed publications? If not, does the research have the potential (based on data and other documentation provided for this review) to generate peer-reviewed publications? (20%)	Comment by Randy A Kee [7]: Please see LRAUV Literature Review, top of Page 2, these were IEEE peer review conference papers 

* Note: For each project, DHS will calculate the mean and median rating for all reviewers. DHS reserves the right to use either the mean or the median rating as the final rating for the biennial review. Any project that scores less than an aggregate score of 3 will not move on to the next phase of the review. 

Relevancy Review

Reviewers will rate each criterion below using ratings of 1-5. Note that ratings are defined differently for each criterion. Scores can be given midway between the numerical values described below, i.e., 2 or 4. Reviewers will provide comments at a project level. Scores will be provided to the PM both at a project level and at a thematic level.

1. Does the project have an identified and committed customer within DHS and the Homeland Security Enterprise (HSE)? (40%)	Comment by Randy A Kee: Please see LRAUV Project Information Paper, Project Overview Page 2, Paragraph 4.
1) No customer identified
3) Research team has active and engaged customers
5) Customer agrees with performance metrics and agrees to accept background papers, studies, or analyses to inform policy, practice, etc. or pilot, test, and evaluate (T&E) research products in an operational environment.

2) Does the project address a knowledge gap important to the HSE that is not currently being addressed by other research and development programs? (30%)	Comment by Randy A Kee: Please see LRAUV Project Info Paper, HSE Problem/Need Paragraph
1) There is no relevant knowledge gap, or the issue well addressed by current or past research and development (R&D) 
3) A knowledge gap exists that may be addressed by other R&D, but could use another approach or extension 
5) There is a major knowledge gap important to many stakeholders, and the issue has been sufficiently addressed.

3) Has the COE leadership (and project team) clearly identified how the research results will be used? Is there a transition plan that describes a viable pathway for the research product (tool, technology, software, knowledge product) to reach the end users? Has the COE leadership (and project team) identified all issues needing resolution to ensure a successful transition, e.g., intellectual property rights, manufacture, operations and maintenance, training? (30%)	Comment by Randy A Kee: Please see LRAUV Project Info Paper, Page 6 Transition Plan Section and LRAUV Transition Plan Paper
1) No pathway identified, no clear picture of how research will be used
3) COE has developed a plan that describes a potential pathway for the research product and technical, operational and business issues seem manageable 
5) COE has identified transition partners and pathway; clear depiction of how results will be used 

Additional Comments (discussion on potential for impact to the HSE, e.g., high risk/high reward)


