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INTRODUCTION 
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Å Academic background 
ï BU Undergrad 

o Physics & Astronomy (NSF) 

ï LSU Grad Student 
o JACEE (NSF), L3 (DOE) 

ï LaTech & UIC Post-docs 
o D0 (DOE & NSF) 

ï Fermilab PPD 
o CMS (DOE) 

Å Started position on 4 Jan 2009 
as DOE Program Manager 
ï Official title is Physicist, GS-15 

with the Department of Energy, 
Office of Science, Office of the 
Deputy Director for Science 
Programs, Office of High Energy 
Physics, Research and 
Technology Division 

ï HEP PM for Intensity Frontier 
research program  

Å In my brief period at DOE, I have 
read >1000 new, renewal and 
supplemental proposals 
ï Applications range from a few $k 

(e.g. conference) to $10M+ (e.g. 
large multi-year university group) 

o ñHigh Energy Physicsò 

o ñGauge Theories, Branes, and 
Gravityò 

o ñPoultry farm and fruit garden 
utilized by solar energy and sky 
water, Gives charity 20,000.00 
chicken a yearò 

Å Conducted 100+ university and 
laboratory site visits 

Å Organized and participated in 
dozens of reviews  
ï Early Career Research Program 

ï Univ. Comparative Research 

ï Lab Comparative Research 

ï ARRA Infrastructure 

ï Theory Graduate Fellowship 

ï S&T, Operations, Projects, R&D 

My Background 

Å Disclaimer 
ï The views and opinions expressed in this presentation are those of the speaker and do not 

necessarily reflect the position or policy of the Department of Energy or the United States government 
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Alan at Work  
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DOE HEP MISSION 
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Office of  

High 
Energy 
Physics 
 
Fundamental  
 

to the  
 
Frontiers of  
 
Discovery  

(%0ȭÓ -ÉÓÓÉÏÎȡ  To explore the 

most fundamental questions about the 
nature of the universe at the Cosmic, 
Intensity, and Energy Frontiers of scientific 
discovery, and to develop the tools  and 
instrumentation that expand that research.  

HEP seeks answers to Big 
Questions:  
How does mass originate?  
Why is the world matter and not anti -matter?  
What is dark energy? Dark matter?  
Do all the forces become one and on what 
scale? 
What are the origins of the Universe?  

HEP offers high -impact research opportunities for  small -scale collaborations 
at the Cosmic and Intensity Frontiers to full -blown international 

collaborations at the Energy Frontier. More than 20 physicists supported by 
the Office of High Energy Physics have received the Nobel Prize.  
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Not Just Organizational Abstractions!  

ÅAll proposals for DOE HEP support must be written in 

the context of the DOE mission!  

ÅAll proposals need to fit into at least one of the circles 

on the previous slide! 

ÅClichés, but essentially true:  ñThe DOE supports 

mission-driven science; the NSF supports proposal-

driven scienceò. 

Å (But, DOE responds only to proposals, and NSF and 

DOE work together to support many common 

missionsé.) 
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HEP Research Activities Supported  
× Whatôs not supported on by research grants 

ï Any significant project-related activities:  Engineering, Major Items of Equipment, consumables for 
prototyping or production 

ï Non-HEP related efforts 
o Gravity (LIGO), Heavy Ion (RHIC), AMO Science, etc.  

 

Å What Research does DOE HEP support? 
ï Research efforts (mainly scientists) on R&D, experiment design, fabrication, data-taking, analysis 

activities 

ï Theory, simulations, phenomenology, computational studies 
ï Some engineering support may be provided in Particle Detector R&D subprogram 

o Support depends on merit review process and programmatic factors 

ï Consider funding other efforts that are in direct support of our experiments 

 

Å Faculty support: Typically if we provide 2 months summer salary for the person and 
support for his/her group (post-docs, students ï even if they are shared), we are assuming 
you are spending your TOTAL research time on it during the year.  Therefore, you should 
describe what fraction of your TOTAL research time youôre spending on this effort.   
ï It may be 50% time during the school year and 100% time during the summer 

ï If you are working on 2 different projects, you may be spending 25% time on each during the school 
year and 50% time on each during the summer 

Å It is important to describe your other current or pending sources of support, as well as 
activities in multiple subprograms in the proposal 
ï If you have other federal support (another DOE grant, or NSF or NASA, etc.) or are involved in 

several activities or subprograms on the HEP grant, you need to be clear what fraction of time you 
are spending on the different efforts  

ï If you have several grants covering similar efforts (e.g. same experiment) you should be explaining 
how the work is different on each grant.  We assume you are taking the corresponding amount of 
your support from the funds that support each effort, either in subprograms within the HEP grant or 
on the different grants. 
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From Deep Underground to the Tops of Mountains, HEP pushes 

the Frontiers of Research  

 

 

 

 

ACCELERATOR SCIENCE ɂ Supports R&D at national labs and universities in beam physics, novel 
acceleration concepts, beam instrumentation and control, high gradient research, particle and RF 
sources, superconducting magnets and materials, and superconducting RF technology. 
 

RESEARCH AT THE ENERGY FRONTIER  ɂ HEP supports 
research where powerful accelerators such as the LHC are 
used to create new particles, reveal their interactions, and 
investigate fundamental forces, and where experiments 
such as ATLAS and CMS explore these phenomena. 

RESEARCH AT INTENSITY FRONTIER  ɂ Reactor and beam-
based neutrino physics experiments such as  Daya Bay, NOvA 
and  LBNE may ultimately answer some of the fundamental 
questions of our time: why does the Universe seem to be 
composed of matter and not anti-matter?  

RESEARCH AT THE COSMIC FRONTIER  ɂ  Through ground-
based telescopes, space missions, and deep underground 
detectors, research at the cosmic frontier aims to explore 
dark energy and dark matter, which together comprise 
approximately 95% of the universe. 

THEORY AND COMPUTATION  ɂ The interplay between theory, computation, and experiment is 
essential to the lifeblood of  High Energy Physics.  Computational sciences and resources 
enhance theory and enable data analysis, detector and accelerator development. 
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SUBMITTING AN EFFECTIVE 
PROPOSAL 

31 July 2013 12 



Alan L. Stone - DOE HEP ς Funding Perspectives  

Starting Notes  

ÅA faculty position does not guarantee anyone a 

DOE grant   

ÅAll proposals are subject to peer-review 

ÅReview process is comparative and 

competitive 

ÅA grant is financial assistance funded by 

taxpayer dollars 
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Proposal Content  
Å Scientific and/or Technical Merit Should Be Compelling 

ï What is the likelihood of achieving valuable results?  

ï How might the results of the proposed research impact the direction, progress, 
and thinking in relevant scientific fields of research? 

ï How does the proposed research compare with other research in its field, both in 
terms of scientific and/or technical merit and originality?  

Å Proposed Method(s) Needs Appropriate Milestones & Deliverables   
ï How logical and feasible is the research approach of each senior investigator?  

ï Does the proposed research employ innovative concepts or methods?  

ï Are the conceptual framework, methods, and analyses well justified, adequately 
developed, and likely to lead to scientifically valid conclusions?  

ï Does the applicant recognize significant potential problems and consider 
alternative strategies? 

Å Competency of Research Team and Adequacy of Available Resources 
ï What are the past performance and potential of each senior investigator? 

ï How well qualified is the research team to carry out the proposed research? 

ï Are the research environment and facilities adequate for performing the research?  

ï Does the proposed work take advantage of unique facilities and capabilities? 

ï Are the senior investigators leaders within the proposed efforts and/or potential 
future leaders in the field? 

Å Budget Justification 
ï Are the proposed resources and staffing levels adequate to carry out the proposed 

research?  

ï Is the budget reasonable and appropriate for the scope? 
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Å Do follow instructions  
ïRead the FOA thoroughly, as 

well as any supporting 
materials, e.g. FAQ 

ïSC rules & procedures and HEP 
program requirements are 
regularly updated  

Å Do seek out advice and 
support from trusted 
colleagues and mentors 
ïYour institution has invested a 

lot of time and money hiring 
you.  They want you to 
succeed.  Let them help you. 

ïRequest a review of the 
proposal  

Å Do learn the rules, regulations, 
and costs of your institution 
ïGrants are awarded to the 

institution  

Å Do follow through on reviewer 
feedback 
ïGive weight to the critical 

reviews 

Å Do follow proper English 
grammar and composition 
ïCareless editing will annoy or 

confuse reviewers 

ïHire someone to proof-read 
your proposal 

Å Do ask for what you 
reasonably need 
ïStandard research requests 

o Summer salary and travel 

o Other Personnel 

o Equipment, M&S, etc. 

ïRealistic funding expectations 
for non-tenured faculty   

o Early Career Research ~$150/yr 

o Other awards <$100k/yr 

Grants: What To Do  

31 July 2013 

òThereõs room for bulls, thereõs room for bears, but thereõs no room for pigs.ó 
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Å Do Not submit a proposal late 
ï Applications received after the 

deadline will not be reviewed or 
considered for award 

ï Unacceptable justifications include 
the following 

o Failure to begin submission 
process early enough 

o Failure to provide sufficient time to 
complete process 

o Failure to understand the 
submission process 

o Failure to understand the deadlines 
for submissions 

o Failure to satisfy prerequisite 
registrations 

o Unavailability of administrative 
personnel 

Å Do Not brag or exaggerate 
ï Be professional and objective 

ï List your accomplishments in the 
bio 

ï Accurately and reasonably describe 
research plan 

 

Å Do Not preach to the choir 
ï The narrative should be 

accessible to a review panel with 
a wide range of expertise 

ï Avoid jargon when possible 

ï Describe in clear and concise 
language.  Tell a story. 

Å Do Not submit a sloppy budget 
ï The budget sheets and 

justification should be prepared 
with the same care as the 
narrative 

ï Reviewers will call out any: 

o Excessive or inappropriate 
requests 

o Arithmetic errors 

o Non-competitive indirect costs 

Å Do Not be discouraged 
ï Competition is strong.  Some 

very good proposals are declined 
due to limited resources. 

Grants: What Not To Do  
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PEER REVIEW PROCESS 
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HEP Comparative Review Process 
Å This Comparative Review process is very competitive and hard choices have to 

be made based on the reviews, as well as to fit into our limited funding 
availability.  This process by definition means that some of the proposals and 
investigators will be ranked at the top, middle & bottom.   

 

Å It is understood that the vast majority of people applying are working hard and 
their efforts are in support of the HEP program.  Due to the rankings & comments 
by the reviewers and our constrained budgets, many people whose research 
activities and level of effort who are ranked lower in terms of  priority and impact  
relative to others in the field will not be funded on the grant.   
ï This doesnôt necessarily mean the person cannot continue working on the experiments; they 

are not being funded by the grant to do it.  It could be that the person has a critical role in the 
program but this didn't come out in the proposal or review process.  That is why it is imperative 
to respond to the FOA solicitation and detail each personôs efforts.   

 

Å Though multiple proposals are sent to most of the mail-in reviewers, it is really 
the subprogram review panels that see all the proposals and will make 
recommendations and ranking relative  to each other.  In some cases, the 
individual mail-in reviews may give a positive assessment of the proposal and 
personôs work, but when the panel is faced with comparing efforts, impacts and a 
limited budget, rather than rank the whole proposal low, they may make 
recommendations regarding details of the proposals 
ï e.g. Person X should not be funded; do not add an additional post-doc on this effort; travel 

request is excessive   
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Review Panels 

Å Panelists and ad-hoc reviewers are experts representing the 
HEP community: labs and universities from the US and 
abroad. 

Å The single most important factor in a funding decision is the 
reviewersô recommendations.  Merit review rules. 

Å High quality reviewers are essential for successful science. 
We seek people who are informed, engaged, and 
conscientious; and who are willing to give their honest 
opinion.  We avoid people who mainly want to tweak HEP 
policy. 

ÅOur panelists almost universally take their jobs very 
seriously and contribute enormously to the field. 

Å After you are awarded your first grant, expect invitations to 
be a reviewer to start coming in.  Accept these invitations! 
The best way to really learn about the funding process is to 
become a panel member. 

 

 31 July 2013 19 



Alan L. Stone - DOE HEP ς Funding Perspectives  

FUNDING OPPORTUNITIES 

31 July 2013 20 



Alan L. Stone - DOE HEP ς Funding Perspectives  

Funding Opportunities for Junior Faculty I  

ÅQ: I will be a new assistant professor, starting my first 
faculty position on September 1, 2013.  Can I apply to the 
HEP comparative review FOA? 
ïA: While you may apply, be advised that evidence of research 

productivity while holding your faculty position is considered 
highly desirable.  Proposals from first year junior faculty lacking 
such evidence will likely be assigned a lower funding priority. 

ÅQ: I am a new tenure-track faculty member at my 
institution. Can I apply to both the HEP comparative 
review FOA, as well as the Office of Science (SC) Early 
Career Research program? 
ïA: Yes, you can submit the same proposal to two different Office 

of Science solicitations at the same time, but if both proposals 
are successful depending on the outcome of the merit review 
process in each, only one can be funded. You should indicate in 
any proposal that you have applied to two different FOAôs. 
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Funding Opportunities for Junior Faculty II  

Å In addition to the standard DOE HEP grant process, also keep 
in mind the following: 
ï NSF CAREER 

ï Sloan Research Fellows 

ï Graduate Student Funding 

o GAANN, NSF, APS 

ï Packard Fellowships in Science and Engineering 

ï URA Visiting Scholars Program 

ï Lab Program Funding: CMS/ATLAS Fellow, Intensity Frontier Fellow 

ï University Fellowships and grant matching 

ï Detector R&D funding  

ï SciDAC and NERSC through DOE ASCR 

ï NASA, NSF, NNSA, DHS, etc.  

Å For areas of research which are synergistic, costs may be 
burdened by more than one agency 

ïScope of work and costs still need to be delineated 

 

 

31 July 2013 

Additional resources 
ï Office of High Energy Physics Funding Opportunities: http://science.energy.gov/hep/funding-opportunities/ 

ï HEPAP March 2013 Meeting: http://science.energy.gov/hep/hepap/meetings/20130311/ 
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HEP COMPARATIVE REVIEW 
PROCESS 
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Purpose: HEP Comparative Review  
Á In FY2012, DOE/HEP started a process of comparative grant reviews for research 

grants which were scheduled for renewal (+ any new proposals as desired) 

ï Existing grants which did not renew in FY2012 (ñcontinuationsò) were not 

affected by this change in the 1st round 

Á Previously all HEP proposals responding to the general Office of Science (SC) call 

were individually peer-reviewed by independent experts. 

Á This change in process has been recommended by several DOE advisory 

committees, most recently the 2010 HEP Committee of Visitors (COV): 

ï ñIn several of the cases that the panel read, proposal reviewers expressed negative views of 

the grant, but only outside of their formal responses.   Coupled with the trend in the data 

towards very little changes in the funding levels over time, this suggests that grants are 

being evaluated based on the historical strength of the group rather than the current 

strength or productivity of the group.  This is of particular concern when considering 

whether new investigators, new science, or high-risk projects can be competitive.   

Comparative reviews can be a powerful tool for addressing these issues and keeping the 

program in peak form.ò 

ï Recommendation:  Use comparative review panels on a regular basis. 

Á Currently with the FY14 FOA, we are in 3rd round of annual comparative review 

process 

Á The goal of this effort is to improve the overall quality and efficacy of the HEP 

research program by identifying the best proposals with highest scientific impact 

and potential 
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ÁDE-FOA-0000948  
Å Issued June 14, 2013 

ÁSix HEP research  
subprograms 
ÅEnergy, Intensity, and  

Cosmic Frontiers 

ÅHEP Theory  

ÅAccelerator Science and 
Technology R&D 

ÅParticle Detector R&D 

X Letter of Intent due July 15, 
2013 by 5 PM Eastern Time 
ÅStrongly encouraged 

ÁFinal Proposal (i.e., Application) 
deadline Sept. 9, 2013 by  
11:59 PM Eastern Time 

 

 

FY14 HEP Comparative Review FOA 
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