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Summary of Merit Review and Recommendation
Note to Reader: This statement has been prepared by staff of the National Science Foundation in order to provide an illustration of the proposal review process and the award recommendation.  While it draws on actual points made by the proposal reviewers, review panelists, and program officer, it is a synopsis and synthesis of the actual reviews and award decision.  We recognize that all proposals and reviews have strengths and weaknesses.  We therefore offer this only as an example of a typical set of points made for a funded proposal, and we hope this serves to illuminate the process and to provide helpful guidance to prospective investigators.
The purpose of this project is to build evaluation capacity and advance the science of evaluation through three lines of work. The first line of work involves technical and empirical work on  “principled discovery” to determine the complexities of contingent intervention effects using selected EHR/STEM data sets. The second line of work, is the design of a strategy for evaluation portfolio management.  The expected result is a guide for the allocation of evaluation resources to different types of evaluation studies.  The third line of work is the development and institutionalization of effective ways to report and disseminate key evaluation finds to the press at American Evaluation Association (AEA) meetings.  

The reviewers strongly supported this proposal for funding based on the need to develop the first two lines of work, which have so far received minimal attention in evaluation activities.

 
Intellectual Merit:  The panelists characterized this proposal as well developed and creative with very high intellectual merit. There were adequate letters of support. The proposal described the work very clearly and reflected clear thinking. The reviewers agreed that this project could make a significant contribution to the evaluation literature. The PI was well qualified and this project will build on and extend his prior work. 

Broader Impact:  In addition to the project’s potential to advance the evaluation knowledge base, the PI proposed to develop and facilitate the institutionalization of innovative dissemination methods for evaluation findings.  The portfolio model for the allocation of evaluation resources has promise for supporting the development of appropriate projects as well as better management of current resources.  
One reviewer expressed concern about the investigator’s depth of knowledge of STEM project and NSF programs.  [However, the program officer added that the proposal refers to the use of NSTA Scope, Sequence, and coordination project database (NSF) supported. This concern was additionally addressed with the author in an email. The author then supplied documentation for his experience, both past and present, with STEM research.]

The panelists were also concerned that the PI had not solicited advice or consultation from others and may need a sounding board to explore ideas. [The program officer addressed the need for a sounding board in an email to the author. The author responded with a list of contacts from whom he expected feedback. These included: a special ad hoc committee from the AEA, proposal participants, NSF staff for case studies, professional relationships including networks, collaborators and other colleagues at meetings and speaking engagements. The author gave as an example a book-editing meeting where the collaborators planned to meet to discuss their research ideas.]

