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P-R-O-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S


(10:00 a.m.)



DR. BOYCE:  I'd like to welcome you all here to the preproposal conference briefing for the Lunar and Planetary Institute Cooperative Agreement Notice.



There is ‑‑ I assume we should go over the Cooperative Notice, but the purpose of the conference ‑‑ of this preproposal conference is to answer questions about the proposal process in this CAN, including discussions of things like the evaluation criteria, the anticipated approach to the selection of proposals, and the plans for this effort with regard to education and public outreach.



In that regard, I have Phil Sakimoto from Code S, the Office of Space Science, Education, and Outreach side of the house, who will provide a little background.



This conference also provides us an opportunity to answer questions that have already come in, that have already been submitted, which we have received prior to the last three days, and there have been several and we'll go over those in some detail.



We are also ‑‑ there will be a transcript of this ‑‑ this meeting, so that's being taken right now that will allow us to go back, and when there are questions we need to have those down precisely, so that we can post them and their answers on the web.  That's why we're doing that.



Okay.  Before we jump into the first two parts, because we only have Phil for a short time, I'd like to introduce Phil ‑‑ Dr. Phil Sakimoto, who will give you a little bit of background on education outreach, because that is an important part of this process.



DR. SAKIMOTO:  Okay.  Thanks, Joe.  Thanks for inviting me up here to address this esteemed group here.  My attire does not reflect any disrespect for the process or the LPI.  It really reflects that it's Friday, and I'm from California.



(Laughter.)



What I'm going to do is take a few minutes just to give you an overview of what NASA Office of Space Science is doing with respect to education, and what our general program goals and expectations are for education programs that are carried out under OSS auspices.



I'm going to defer any specific content questions about specific expectations of this LPI solicitation to Joe, who is responsible for that.



So here's the story.  Why is education and public outreach important to NASA space science?  Well, it is important simply because we recognize that we're public servants.  Everything we do is paid for by tax dollars, and it's our responsibility to give the knowledge that we find back to the public.



To be more specific about it, our boss, Ed Weiler, Associate Administrator for NASA Space Science, makes it very clear to all of us that education is a fundamental part of every NASA Space Science mission and research program.  



It doesn't ‑‑ you know, regardless of how many papers get published in the journals or, you know, whatever you discover by sending a spacecraft wherever, the mission is not done, the research is not done, until those results are fed back into the hands of the American public and, in particular, the school children who are our future.



So more specifically, there are three basic areas that we want to address in education and public outreach.  First, it's simply sharing the excitement of discoveries with the public.  This means what we ‑‑ this is what we mean by public outreach.



What this ‑‑ what we want to do is bring the latest images from the Hubble space telescope, or rovers on Mars, whatever, into places where the public can interact with it in a way that really gives them an appreciation of what it is that we're doing and what we've found.



So in this category are things like science centers, museums, planetariums.  It's also things like projects that take displays or demonstrations to shopping malls, public parks, any place where the public wants to gather.  That's what we have in mind here.



The second category ‑‑ enhance the quality of science, math, and technology education, particularly at the pre-college level.  Let me explain.  What this is saying is that ‑‑ that we want to be part of the solution to improving math/science education throughout the country.  But we want to do that very carefully.



The word "enhance" here is of importance.  Remember, we're NASA, right?  We're here to run space missions.  We're not the Department of Education.  We're not the Board of Education in whatever state you come from.  We're NASA.



So we are not going to attempt to reform schools, or we're not going to attempt to lead systemic initiatives.  That's the business of others.  Our business is to bring the content from NASA Space Science into such reform efforts, or into classrooms, or into the knowledge of teachers, or into curricula, in a way that improves the ability to teach science and mathematics, and, incidentally, in a way that gets space science content into what the school kids learn.



The emphasis is on pre-college level, it really means a new emphasis.  You know that NASA Space Science has always been a strong supporter of graduate students, post-docs, faculty, you know, in large numbers, and we continue to do that, and we consider that to be important.



But this reflects a new emphasis that was put in place about five years ago to really, really focus new efforts on pre-college level education.  Let's get the kids interested and understanding about what we do in space science long before they walk off to college.  So that way we can create a more generally educated public about space science, and perhaps influence a few careers, which leads us to the third objective ‑‑ to help create our 21st century scientific and technical workforce.



And you should make a little note, because if not for a number of bureaucratic barriers at the time the last strategic plan was being printed, this sentence was intended to say, "To help create a diverse 21st century workforce."



What's this all about?  It's about the fact that we're in the business of planning missions that will take five years, 10 years, 20 years, 30 years from now to be completed, and that puts us well into the era where we have to worry about who is it that's going to be running those missions.  All right?  Scientists that will lead those missions are like in grade school now, some of them.



There's two parts to this.  One is the general concern for having a strong science and technology base, professional base within the country that can, in fact, run our future missions.  And the second concern has to do with demographics, and we're talking about timelines of 20 and 30 years out from now.  



We're talking about moving into an era where the United States will no longer have a "majority population."  We're talking about the time when, among school kids, more than half of the school kids will be "minorities," which makes you wonder what that word means after a while.



And we have to recognize that if we're going to maintain our strength and leadership in science and technology, we have to engage the talents among those kids who are coming from population groups that have traditionally not been part of space science and, therefore, don't have ready access or a history or the kind of natural expectation to lead this.



So we've really got to work and focus outreach efforts to bring in the entire population of the U.S., and pick from that the ones who are going to come into science and technology as careers.  And, therefore, I'm sure that we've got people to run our missions in the future.



Okay.  How do we do this?  The education program that OSS put together is very unique.  It's something that, frankly, has never been tried before in the history of this planet.  And we think it's been very successful.  It is centered on directly involving the space scientists, because what we have to offer more than anything else is the knowledge and interest of the people that do space science.



It involves embedding education and outreach as an integral part of every flight mission and research program.  Now, what do we mean by that?  We now have a requirement on every single OSS flight mission and every OSS research program that resources ‑‑ and our guideline is one to two percent of the resources of whatever mission or program be put into education, and that that mission, as I'm sure most of you know, must propose ‑‑ with their proposal for the science mission, they also provide us with a proposal for the education and public outreach component that is part of it.  And we really want this to be a fundamental part of the mission, not just something tacked on.



It's kind of a brilliant scheme, because by doing this, and by causing the missions and the research programs to put part of their own efforts into education, we generate a very large education program, even though we, in fact, don't have actual funding for education.  We take it as an integral part of each mission, and, therefore, generate all of the resources we need to carry it out.



Partnerships ‑‑ we're scientists.  I include myself in that, because that's how I came up, too.  We're not educators.  In order to produce quality education programs, we have to be in partnership with professional educators.  



And so we expect that every education project that's done will have, as an equal partner, people or groups from the formal education community who will make sure that the content that we bring is matched up with an education approach that makes sense, and that way we can really get a good product out of it.



High leverage ‑‑ state, regional, and national.  Space science is a very, very small community, relative to the population of the U.S., the number of teachers, the number of school kids.  We can no longer afford to run programs where they consist of an individual space scientist going off and talking to kids at the local school.  We still encourage people to do that.  We think that's great, but that's not enough.



We have to emphasize programs that ‑‑ that multiply the impact.  So talking to classes of students is great.  Talking to a bunch of teachers is greater, because then you impact all of their students.  Doing something at a ‑‑ the level of a school, an entire school, or a school system, or a state, or with the state science supervisor ‑‑ even better, because we want to impact as many people as we can with the limited time and resources that we have.



Support network ‑‑ so we've created this scheme, right, where now we've got, you know, 100 different NASA Space Science missions all doing education programs, and a bunch of individual space scientists doing things, and now we have kind of, you know, educational chaos if we're not careful here.



To correct that, we have developed a national support network whose jobs are basically, one, to coordinate education efforts between the various missions and try to bring cohesiveness to it.  Secondly, to reach out and help encourage space scientists to come into doing education, to reach out to educators and encourage them to work with us in space science education, and to form partnerships to retain good educators and scientists, so that the kind of partners we have said we want can actually happen.



And so that's what the support network is there for.  They're not the doers of our education program.  They're the facilitators of it.



And, finally, we do want to emphasize quality and effectiveness.  It's one thing to put on a bunch of teacher workshops.  It's another thing to ask, what was the real impact on the teachers?  And this is stuff they were putting ‑‑ they're really getting into the heads of the students.  



And so we require every education project to have an evaluation component of a skill that's appropriate for the project, meaning that if you're a million dollar mission, and if you're, you know ‑‑ if you're a $100 million flight mission, so you've got a million dollar a year education program, you're going to do some serious formal evaluation of your education.



You know, if you're one scientist funded, okay, do a small thing.  You're just going to do a little post test or something, but something that's appropriate for the project, to let everyone know that it's really accomplishing what we want it to accomplish.  That's the whole thing there.



Now, to give you an idea of how well this is working, if you go back five years or 10 years, maybe 10 years in the history of the NASA Centers that do space science primarily, and ask what's going on education, you'll find a small number of projects are emanating from a small number of places whose names you know.  I mean, the NASA Center has to do space science primarily.



As a result of this new methodology we've put in place, and it's only been in place for five years ‑‑ in the last fiscal year, we had ‑‑ this map shows you where educational activities that were carried out under OSS auspices occurred around the country in one year.  It spans about 100 flight missions, about 400 activities, and by "activities" it means to set up teacher workshops or something like that.



In terms of individual events, you know, a workshop in this town or that town, 3,000 individual educational events happened in one year.  And that's only among those people who actually reported back to us what they did, and we think it's a significant undercount.



We have presence in all 50 states, a large number of national and regional education conferences.  Just ‑‑ the idea is to give ‑‑ to give you the idea that we're talking about a program of huge scale.



And I'll show you this, again, to give you a sense for it.  And this is, again, just from what was reported to us in the last fiscal year ‑‑ 100 missions and programs involved, 900 OSS-affiliated scientists, technologists, support staff.  It's a lot of involvement with people who aren't involved.



Institutional partners ‑‑ 500 or so that we can count ‑‑ science centers, museums, planetariums, libraries, school districts, Girl Scouts, 4-H Clubs.  I think we're succeeding in reaching out into the kinds of communities who want to do.



That's the overview.  If you want to know more, I need to direct you to several sources.  All right?  The data you see here comes from our annual report on education outreach.  This is the second year we've done it ‑‑ 2001.  And this is a compendium of, you know, everything that was reported to us in terms of educational activities that were done during the last year.  So browsing this gives you a sense of what's going on.



The philosophy behind all of this are put forth in two documents.  This is the strategic plan that started off this whole education scheme I just described.  Excuse me.  Wrong hand.  This is the strategic plan, and this is the follow-on plan for actually implementing this whole scheme.  



These documents are all available through the NASA OSS home page.  There is a link on the home page to education, and through that you can get all of these documents, plus a lot of other background information about what we're doing in education.



So that's the whole story.  Do you want ‑‑ what do you want me to do?  Take questions now on that, or just let it go, or ‑‑



DR. BOYCE:  Why don't you go ahead and take questions on the content part of that.  And if you have questions about the proposal side of things and preparation, and all of that, then those should be directed later at me ‑‑ to me.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  That follow-on document that you mentioned, that is commonly called the road map?



DR. SAKIMOTO:  No.  Road maps are a different thing.  But let me elaborate; that's an interesting question.  I suppose it could be considered something akin to a road map for education, but it's not really a road map.  The road maps ‑‑ we really mean the planning documents for the science objectives and missions within each research team.



But I'll point out that in the road map activity that's currently going on, because we're in the midst of, you know, doing the road maps for the next OSS strategic plan, we're now embedding education through that.  That is, we're challenging the road map committees to continue to call out in the road maps the unique opportunities for education that are going to arise from the kinds of science and missions that are being discussed here.



So that's another step we're taking towards embedding education, you know, into the heart of what we do as a space science organization.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  The document you have that you referred to as the strategic plan, that's not the ‑‑ because I see it's not thick enough.  That's the strategic plan specific for education, not for OSS.



DR. SAKIMOTO:  Specifically for education.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  And that's available on the OSS website under the education part.



DR. SAKIMOTO:  Yes.  Yes.  As is the implementation plan specifically for education.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Okay.



DR. SAKIMOTO:  The overall space science strategic plan has thumbnail summaries of this education plan embedded in it.  But this education strategic plan is the whole story.



DR. BOYCE:  Thank you, Phil.  I appreciate it.



Before we go any further, I'd like to introduce David Senske.  Dr. Senske is the Discipline Scientist for geology, geophysics, and a whole variety of other hats in the Mars program.  He will be also a part of the NASA team that works this process.



Also, for those of you that don't know it, at the end of this month I will become a member of the retired community.  So I won't be around, which means that someone will be taking over, and that will be David Lindstrom.  He'll be replacing me in Cosmochemistry, in Origins of Solar Systems, and in the LPI procurement.  His name is in the program also as a contact.  He will be responsible for putting together the review process. 

And, in fact while we're on that subject, as I said, we will talk about ‑‑ and I'll do these things, actually, backwards.  We'll talk about ‑‑ I'll do three and two and talk about the procurement approach.  But what I want to do is, at this point, talk about the ‑‑ sort of schedule in the process, and this will tell you when Dr. Lindstrom comes on.



A lot of this is in the CAN already.  We started out with preparation of the CAN, the release of the document on July 1st ‑‑ I believe it was the 1st.  The briefing is today.  The NOIs will be due on the 23rd.  Proposals are due, of course, on the 4th.



The peer review for evaluation purposes will be early in September, the second week of September we think, the 11th through the 13th.



After the proposal review is complete, which should be on the 13th or 14th, something like that, those evaluation results will then be taken by the discipline scientist for this activity, which is Dave Lindstrom.  He'll put together the review process, and then he'll take those recommendations, along with the rest of the division, and put those into a ‑‑ and process them and analyze them and put them into a recommendation for selection, which goes to the selecting official.



And that selection will be officially, as planned for now, on the 30th of September.  There will be some probably review ‑‑ well, there will be review before that internally by the selected official, who is Colleen Hartman.  Dr. Hartman is the Division Director for Solar System Exploration.  So all of this process planning gets to her, where she makes the selection on the 30th.



Right after that selection, we will notify the proposers of either the selection or non-selection.  There will be one entity that will be selected.  Right after that, there will be an opportunity for debriefings, but, even so, on November 11th, the schedule is for the award of the cooperative agreement to the successful proposal.



The award will be done through the Goddard Space Flight Center, not through NASA Headquarters.  And it will be done ‑‑ and whoever the selectee is will be contacted.  They will be given a model cooperative agreement to work with in putting the final agreement together that they will sign and NASA will sign also.



So there will be a ‑‑ some negotiation, at least some understanding of what exactly a cooperative agreement is.  And that will start some time in October, probably ‑‑ in fact, it will probably start in, yes, October, and we hope done by November 1st.



There is a possibility that that cooperative agreement will be transferred to the NASA Management Office at JPL.  That's where the past contract for Lunar Planetary Institute was.  That decision has not been made yet, but there is a possibility.  So whoever is the successful proposer may be dealing with both Goddard, as far as getting the CAN in place, and then with Jet Propulsion Labs ‑‑ well, it's actually NASA's Management Office, thereafter.



But that's the schedule and the process that will take us from preparation of the CAN through to award of the CAN.



Yes?



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Just that the schedule for the Notice of Intent ‑‑ the CAN indicated a date of the 24th.



DR. BOYCE:  The 24th?  Well, okay.  I stand corrected.  The 24th, then.  That's fine.



Notices of Intent are fairly informal.  Really requests is probably ‑‑ they're used by us to put together review panels in most ‑‑ in all cases as a matter of fact, because when you ‑‑ once you get a notice in that somebody is going to propose, then you can put together ‑‑ finalize your panel and make sure that there are no conflicts of interest on the panel.



So that's what they're used for.  So the 24th it is.  If you put it ‑‑ turn it in on the 23rd, that's ‑‑ we'll be quite happy about that, too.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Somewhere in here I know it says the peer review panel will be management personnel at Headquarters.



DR. BOYCE:  It says they will be discipline specialists, if you ‑‑



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Yes.



DR. BOYCE:  ‑‑ if you read it.  And there will be management experts.  We'll get into that in a few minutes, but, yes, that's ‑‑ specifically, there will be discipline expert scientists, and there will be management and cost people that will also be on the panel, because this is a large entity that's complex.  So you need something ‑‑ some people other than the ‑‑ just the science types to understand ‑‑



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Yes.  There are confidentiality issues that I'm concerned about, and they are addressed somewhat, if you tell me the peer review process involves NASA folk at Headquarters.



DR. BOYCE:  It may well involve ‑‑ it will not ‑‑ it will involve more than just NASA Headquarters people is the way we envision it now.  While we don't ‑‑ it's our policy not to give out names, I can tell you the types that we envision now.  Because ‑‑ and I'll preface what I would say with this.



Because of the nature of many of the proposers being consortia of lots of universities and nonprofit organizations, it is probably going to be very difficult for us to find a non-conflicted university person.  We'd dearly like to make sure we have university people on, but that's one of the things we're going to have to wait for for the NOIs to come in in order to select the university people.



In the meantime, we are putting together a panel ‑‑ Dave Lindstrom is ‑‑ that includes civil servants, and civil servants from more than just NASA Headquarters.  They will be from NASA centers.  They will be from other government agencies like USGS or Smithsonian or Naval Research Labs or other places, other government labs.



And, again, this is ‑‑ the reason for this is that we want to make sure that we have no conflicts of interest.  And it's going to be interesting to try to find people in the university community that don't have a conflict.  So, but they will be a competent panel.



As you notice, we also have an education aspect of this, so there will be a ‑‑



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  How conflicted is "conflict"?  Does this mean any member ‑‑ any member university of USRA is excluded?



DR. BOYCE:  Yes.  



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  I see.  So ‑‑



DR. BOYCE:  If USRA chooses to propose.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Yes.  Okay.



DR. BOYCE:  So you can't be on the panel.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Okay.



(Laughter.)



DR. BOYCE:  For example.



(Laughter.)



So give you a good feeling about this?



Okay.  Let's go back to ‑‑ were there any other questions on the process and how we're going to get to where ‑‑ to the final selection?



Okay.  We also have a bullet here for the evaluation criteria, and I'll just ‑‑ even though these are all in the ‑‑ on the ‑‑ in the CAN, I'll just throw them up to remind you what they are.  The evaluation of proposal will be done based on technical excellence, quality of management approach, key personnel and staffing, cost and cost realism.



There are weighting factors involved here, where the technical part of the proposal is the heaviest weighted.  So there will be more given ‑‑ more weight given to the technical plan.  Lesser weight, but yet still important, is the management plan and the quality of the personnel, what ‑‑ who you are proposing to be a part of this.



And also important, but still at an even lower rating, is the cost and cost realism.  And the reason for that ‑‑ and you say, "Well, my gosh, you know, this is government, and cost is almost everything."  And I've seen the government buy things because they were a low bid, and they sometimes didn't work.  



But in this case, cost and cost realism are lower because we have a cap at $5.4 million, and we expect that probably almost everybody would come in at that cap.  So cost is ‑‑ is not the driving factor, but cost realism is.  And, obviously, the realism of the plan is important, not that it's the cost cap.  Although if somebody wants to come in at lower than cost cap, that's greatly accepted, happily, especially if you're ‑‑



It points out all of the ‑‑ the factors will be evaluated by the same panel.  We won't have two panels.  We won't have ‑‑ as on Discovery, we won't have a TMCO panel, which is the cost management panel.  We will have the same panel do all of it, but we'll have individuals or specific experts in different areas, like cost management, education, and technical aspects of things.



Beyond that panel, they will all get the same proposals.  They will all look at everything, but they will do their thing on the part that they understand best.  And, again, this is where you see the part of proposals will undergo full review by discipline and management specialists with expertise in areas of ‑‑ relevant areas, organization management, research support for institutions.



And, again, we want to make sure we take pains to make sure that we avoid and eliminate any sort of conflicts of interest.  That's quite important.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Technical excellence means the ability to execute the vision as it's described in the AO, which includes the research ‑‑



DR. BOYCE:  Yes.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  ‑‑ component of it.  I see.  It's not just a research component.



DR. BOYCE:  Right.  And, in fact, technical excellence ‑‑ I'm glad you asked that question, and I don't want to go through the entire ‑‑ you can read the CAN as well as I can.  This comes right out of the CAN.  This is what we mean by the factors for technical excellence.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  I wish you wouldn't call it CAN.



(Laughter.)



I know it was done deliberately by somebody.



DR. BOYCE:  You know, one of the most wonderful things that you can do here at Headquarters is, because we have so many different programs, is you get to make up acronyms.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Did you propose ‑‑



DR. BOYCE:  And I remember one we had, because I was ‑‑ it was a planetary geology and physics one, was ‑‑ I forget what it was, PIGDIP, and then we had PIGPIE, and there were some other things that were equally as ‑‑ 



Actually, sometimes people don't have senses of humor, and the acronyms come out difficult to say.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  You're putting everything in "the can."



DR. BOYCE:  Yes.  Anyway, you can read all of these things.  And I won't go too ‑‑ we can get more deeply into them if you'd like in discussions.  But I will point out that there is ‑‑ the other factors, quality of proposed key personnel and staffing, quality of management approach, cost and cost realism, and just point out that ‑‑ and these are, again, directly out of the CAN.  If you want further clarification, or if you have questions about them, we can talk about them, but I won't go through them, discuss them, in any more detail.



There was another piece of this which I will call your attention to, in case you missed it.  I suspect you didn't, but just in case you did.  It's on here somewhere.  



Yes, there's a reference back in this particular line to Section 3.0, which I want to make sure that when you're preparing your proposal that you don't miss that particular part.  It's really almost a restatement of the selection factors, but there is a little bit more elaboration of what exactly they mean.  So make sure you read that section, and, again, it's a reflection but it's ‑‑ provides a little bit more information perhaps.



Okay.  Now, we can either ask some questions there, or maybe ‑‑ but first I'll go through the questions that have already been submitted.  One of those I will point out that I don't have a viewgraph for these.  That I have ‑‑ this might look familiar to some people, especially whoever submitted them.



But there was one other question that came in that was ‑‑ I haven't put it up here because it was a misunderstanding by somebody from a for-profit organization.  They were asking about whether we had a list of partnering organizations, and it pointed out that the CAN specifically excluded for-profit organizations.  It was a not-for-profit or educational institution.  That's what it was limited to.



And this falls along the NASA policy directive that was constructed two years ago for ‑‑ specifically for acquisition of institutions.  So, and in this case because ‑‑ it really supports academic sorts of things, intellectual things.  It's probably proper ‑‑ I think it's proper, this weighting.



Okay.  Let's get on with the ‑‑ so I answered that question, "I think you misunderstood what this CAN is about," and he came back and said, "Yes, I think I ‑‑ now I read it, and I think I did."  So that question is ‑‑ I'll post that on the web, but it's ‑‑ it's kind of a total misunderstanding.



Let's go through the few questions that have been submitted so far in writing, and I will maybe elaborate on the answer a little bit here.  But these will end up on the web.  I just finished them this morning, so ‑‑



Okay.  Section 3.2 of the CAN states, "Funding for the Lunar and Planetary Institute through this CAN is expected to be approximately $5.4 million per year, contingent upon the availability of funds.  Proposals submitted above $5.4 million per year annual funding will be considered non-responsive to the solicitation and returned without review."



The question was:  will proposals be considered non-responsive if a lower level of funding is proposed in earlier years, and a level of funding above 5.4 is proposed in later years, and the average of all five years does not exceed 5.4?



And the answer is:  5.4 per year is really what we meant.  And I ‑‑ you know, if only we had the flexibility to get Congress to let us move things around like that.  But, remember, we have ‑‑ money comes from Congress, and it's sort of a line item.  So we ‑‑ and we have not asked for money in different ways.  So the answer is it's $5.4 million per year.



As it says, it's ‑‑ this is a five-year cooperative agreement with a potential for a five-year extension.  It is $5.4 million.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  So that's a maximum for any one year.



DR. BOYCE:  That's right.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  5.4.



DR. BOYCE:  That's right.  It's a maximum for any one year.  Including five years down the line.



What we did not put in here, and I think it would not hurt to alter this, is a provision for cost of living increase or inflation.  And the reason I didn't put it in there initially was because over the years we haven't had a guarantee of inflation.  So I hate to guarantee inflation when we don't have the budget for it.



So, unfortunately, we're constrained by $5.4 million per year.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  With no guarantee of inflation, you can't have a budget for ‑‑



(Laughter.)



DR. BOYCE:  Absolutely.  You're right.  The guarantee of inflation was there.



(Laughter.)



It's just we can't guarantee that we can handle it.  Okay.  



Any other ‑‑ are there any other thoughts or comments about that?



2.  Section 3.2 of the CAN states, "In addition to research done under core funding of the institution, the institution will be encouraged to compete for additional funds to an openly solicited NRA process."  



And the question is:  will the funding received from the award of grants to LPI scientific staff resulting from NRA-solicited, peer reviewed proposals be in addition to $5.4 million per year funding?



And the answer is, yes, it certainly will be in addition to ‑‑ the funds will be in addition, and, in other words, it's quite permitted if you have scientists that want to go out and ‑‑ and propose for their entire funding, as a matter of fact, for them to do that.  And that does not affect the $5.4 million at all.  So in this case, an institute can win.



Okay.  Any comments or questions about that?  Okay.  



Number 3.  Section 3.2 of the CAN ‑‑ this must be a very exciting section.



(Laughter.)



States, "After the initiation of the selected peer reviewed research to be conducted by the Institute through this CAN, periodic renewal of research will be done in one or two ways ‑‑ by submission of proposals directly to NASA Solar System Exploration Division outside the formal solicitation process.  In addition to research done under core funding of the Institute, the Institute will be encouraged to compete for additional funding through the openly solicited NRA process."



The question is:  will LPI scientific staff be expected, following initiation of research proposed in response to the CAN, to seek some portion of their salary and associated support through submission of proposals directly to NASA Solar System Exploration, or in response to the NRA?



What this section meant is that the core funding will be peer reviewed.  The core funding for science as a ‑‑ for new science after the solicitation, after the CAN, will be submitted for review directly to NASA Solar System Exploration Program.  So that's what's inside the core funding in the institution.



The reason for that is ‑‑ specifically, is that people may want to do ‑‑ change the focus of their research, their staff, their own staff, or within ‑‑ commonly within three years of their research NASA has a policy ‑‑ so does most of the rest of the government ‑‑ that research needs to be renewed after three years.  So we go on a three-year research cycle.



So we would expect after three years that ‑‑ or two years, or whatever ‑‑ that the scientists would come back in through the ‑‑ where the science staff was and have their proposal submitted to sources from Exploration Division.  And we would have those reviewed in a process that ‑‑ that ‑‑ an internal process that we handle, but that's part of the core funding.



Now, we also would expect ‑‑ and even encourage ‑‑ that the staff would probably want to go out and propose under NRA auspices, and in that case they are free to do that and that's extra money.  That's above the 5.4.



So what we want to do is we want to make sure that the research going on internally is peer reviewed, and that's what the first part is.  The second part of the NRA is that it's the external stuff that ‑‑ extra money is peer reviewed.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  I missed something.  Okay.  You've got the 5.4, and you've got the core funding, and within that you've got money set aside for research for individual PIs.



DR. BOYCE:  Right.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  They must have that reviewed after two or three years or at time zero?



DR. BOYCE:  Initially, under the CAN, it will be reviewed.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Okay.



DR. BOYCE:  In other words ‑‑



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  It's peer reviewed.



DR. BOYCE:  It's reviewed.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Right.



DR. BOYCE:  And then, after several years, we only expect that the research is ‑‑ I shouldn't say good for it, but normally accepted for three years ‑‑ that that internal research would then be resubmitted to NASA Solar System Exploration Division, and that it would be reviewed by the division.  It wouldn't go through the CAN, the NRA process.  It would come through ‑‑ it would come through the ‑‑



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Now, would that be at the director's discretion, whether it's two years, three years, whatever?  Or was that ‑‑



DR. BOYCE:  It's NASA's discretion.  And as you know, some pieces of research really only warrant two years, or maybe they ‑‑ the panel or NASA wants to see them again after a few years for some reason.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  So there will be a dozen projects there with a dozen different PIs, and you always have two years, two years, three years, three years, five years, two years, two ‑‑



DR. BOYCE:  Yes.  I don't anticipate it will probably go down to that initially.  I suspect it will be all three years.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  But doesn't that serve as part of the proposal or ‑‑ 



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  That stays as part of your core proposal.



DR. BOYCE:  What it also gives is the ‑‑ the Institute an opportunity to move things around internally, to change things as the Institute evolves, and make sure that ‑‑ as I say, this is part of what NASA brings to the table, too, is that we do the peer review.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  When you talk about a peer review of the point zero research, the initial funding ‑‑



DR. BOYCE:  Yes.  That will be done by the review panel, and that ‑‑ and what is envisioned there is that the proposals will come in with the whole gamut of whatever you have in there.  Of course, with 30 pages you can't ‑‑ you can't be too detailed.  But you can give a couple of paragraphs on ‑‑ or a paragraph on what ‑‑ what it ‑‑ each of the staff wants to do, whatever you decide to put in there anyway.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  And that would be ‑‑ sorry.  And that would be in addition to the specified three-year projects?



DR. BOYCE:  No, that's your initial ‑‑ this is what you want.  Okay.  And those pieces of research normally will probably ‑‑ will be selected for or approved for three years, even though the whole CAN is approved for five, because it's ‑‑ it's just procurement policy that they're three years.



Then, after several years, the Institute will be expected to submit new proposals for those, or ‑‑ you know, for renewal, or new proposals if the staff members want to change direction, change topics or whatever.



So this ‑‑ what this addresses is internal research.  That's really what it's about.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  If some of the people, some of the PIs haven't been hired yet, but you know pretty much who they are and what type of work they do, all you've got to do is just sketch out what generally their activities ‑‑



DR. BOYCE:  What you would need to do is to lay out what it is they are proposing to do.



AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes.  If they are not on site yet we can send e-mails and stuff, but they are not on site yet. 



DR. BOYCE: I would say it is incumbent on whoever proposes to go to each of their science staff to give a ‑‑ you know, a brief proposal of what they want to do.  And that should be in part of the ‑‑ in the proposal.  This is what this particular staff member is going to do, and this is why they're there, and this is what they're going to do, and this is what their area of research will be.



Now, how you ‑‑ within the page limits how you balance that is your ‑‑ is left up to you.  He says smiling, because I don't have to do it.



(Laughter.)



But it can be done in other ‑‑ okay.  Any more on this?  This was a ‑‑



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  I wasn't clear on ‑‑ I understand what you said.  I'm not sure how that stacks up with the part of the CAN that says the specific three-year projects, which will be determined outside of our ‑‑



DR. BOYCE:  That's a different ‑‑



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  ‑‑ that's a separate ‑‑



DR. BOYCE:  Separate thing, different thing.  Those are ‑‑



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  There's no overlap there.  That's for certain.



DR. BOYCE:  No overlap.  But I would expect that scientifically there may be overlap.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Oh, yes.  Yes.



DR. BOYCE:  But not organizationally.  This refers to the ‑‑ the staff members' work.  The other refers to initiatives that ‑‑ projects.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  The thing I'm having a little bit of ‑‑ I won't say a problem with, but I'm intrigued by it, and kind of ‑‑ I think it might relate to what was just said ‑‑ is, okay, you have the whole thing, and it's ‑‑ the whole thing is reviewed.  In amongst that whole thing includes about a dozen researchers, and the word you used was a paragraph describing what each researcher wants to do.



DR. BOYCE:  Whatever you ‑‑ you know, it's up to you how much you need to put in there.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Yes.  Okay.  On the strength of that, we get started.  And then, after about two or three years, we ‑‑ NASA senses the need for a review, so they write a 20-page proposal.  So, in a sense, the initial phase was on the basis of a paragraph or two.



DR. BOYCE:  Right.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  But in order to maintain and continue, then we're talking about a big proposal ‑‑



DR. BOYCE:  Yes.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  ‑‑ as the ‑‑ as the ‑‑



DR. BOYCE:  And, in fact, we will ‑‑ we, NASA, will give you ‑‑ give whoever the successful proposer is the guidelines of what that proposal should include.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Oh, okay. 



DR. BOYCE:  I suspect it will be similar to what you see in the NRA process.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Yes.



DR. BOYCE:  Because we want to ‑‑ this is to ‑‑ this whole process is to make sure that there is uniform quality throughout everything that the Institute does.  And this is ‑‑ this peer review is designed to do that.  Okay?



Let's see, so we are at the next part, Part B of that.  Will funding result from proposals submitted directly to NASA?  Okay.  I already mentioned that.  Yes, they will be.  It's always nice to have a winning side of that, where you submit and you win and you get extra money.



4.  The eighth bullet in Section 3.1 of the CAN states, "Coordinate manage of visiting senior scientist program that supports at least four senior scientists to conduct openly competed, peer reviewed research in lunar and planetary science relevant to solar system exploration, strategic plan, and other related activities at LPI for a period of three to 24 months."



Does "peer reviewed research" here refer to peer review and selection process conducted by the LPI for visiting senior scientist appointments?  And the answer is no.  It refers to the ‑‑ well, as it says, I'll point out this says in Section 2.2 one of the things that NASA brings to the table besides money is that we will ‑‑ we will be the ones handling the peer review process.  That makes it nice and clean.



So when you are bringing on a visiting senior scientist, you need to go through the ‑‑ through NASA, through the COTR, and make sure that what that person wants to do, if they are going to come there, is in some way peer reviewed by NASA.



Now, you notice that it doesn't say that you need to go through the NRA process, because this is internal.  And so what that person does is submitted here as part of the core funding, because this is part of core funding ‑‑ the visiting scientist.



So like the other proposals for the permanent staff, or volatile staff, or whatever you plan to do, these things need to come through submitted to sources from Exploration Division.  So I would expect that whoever is a visiting senior scientist has to jump two hurdles probably.  I mean, organizationally, that is what I would expect.  They have to make it through the institution's ‑‑ the Institute's muster, and then they've got to go through NASA.



So by the time they're finished, they ought to feel pretty well touched on every part of their real estate.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  NASA loves to touch people.



(Laughter.)



DR. BOYCE:  Well, we certainly like doing that.  



Yes.  And I think I just answered the second one.  The support for visiting senior scientists is part of the core program.  And that's related back to how we do the peer review.



5.  Section 3.2 of the CAN states, "Funding will include support for core activities listed in 3.1, and, as an example, includes such items as Institute startup, salaries for key personnel, Institute operations, education outreach, peer reviewed intramural research by Institute researchers."



Does "peer reviewed intramural research" referred to all research described in Section 3.1, or is it more specific?



It refers to, really, all that's in 3.1.  It's the research that's in the core program.  That's what we mean by "intramural research."  So when we refer to this statement, it's the ‑‑ the $5.4 million, as far as the core funding, it's the whole enchilada that you see in 3.1 and in the technical evaluation or technical factors, which is a reflection of 3.1.



Okay.  Any more on that?



6.  Appendix A.  Proposal preparation instructions to offerors states, "The technical portion of the proposal shall detail the proposed effort focused on the CAN objectives.  Specific areas that should be addressed are listed in 5.1.  



The first bullet of Section 5.1 of the CAN states" ‑‑ you can see this ‑‑ "how the proposed LPI will meet NASA's lunar and planetary strategic goals within the framework of NASA's overall goals as provided by the NASA strategic plan" ‑‑ gives a reference to that ‑‑ "through the support of a full scope of activities set forth in Section 3.0," and it's coming back to 3.0, which is ‑‑ adds further clarification ‑‑ "including peer reviewed scientific research."



The subsequent bullet within 5.1 are listed as ‑‑ listing of LPI activities corresponding largely to activities set forth in Section 3.1.  On the next part of this.



Okay.  Question ‑‑ after all that ‑‑ should offerors address this first bullet by discussing how the LPI will support NASA in meeting its solar system exploration strategic goals, or should offerors discuss how each LPI activity supports NASA strategic goals?



The answer is ‑‑ the approach to answering this question, I'm going to kick it back to the proposer.  It's up to you how to do this.  In this case, I think it's about as fair an answer back as it ‑‑ you need to decide how you want to do that.  



The point is, you have to explain ‑‑ you have to make the tie back how what you're proposing to do relates back to our strategic goals.  And if you do that point by point, that's fine.  If you want to do it as a blanket, that's fine, too, as long as you make that connection back.



That's like being back in math class.  The proof is left to the student.



Okay.  6.  Can the proposal be delivered on September 4th to NASA Headquarters by a commercial courier such as FedEx?  Can the proposal be delivered in person by the offeror to NASA Headquarters on September 4th?  



And the answer I like is:  no.  Because it says in the NRA to deliver it to NASA Peer Review Support Services.  So if you send it over here, it ‑‑ somebody may take it over to them, or it may fall into a black hole.  



How it's delivered, I don't ‑‑ I don't ever know of anybody having any kind of requirement for ‑‑ I don't think we do ‑‑ that you could send it in on Pony Express if you wanted to, as long as it got there by close of business on the 4th, delivered into Peer Review Support Services' hands.  That's fine.  Just make sure you send it to the right office, and not to ours, or who knows what will happen to it.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  We recently had an experience where a NASA center would not allow a courier or a personal delivery?



DR. BOYCE:  Oh, really?  Okay.  Well, first of all, it actually goes to an entity that allows all of that, so you don't have to worry about getting in this building.  And that's another reason we really do like to use them, because getting to this building, as you notice, sometimes is not that easy.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  I thought the wording was that the proposal could not be submitted electronically.  It had to be hard copy.  It had to be 12 copies.



DR. BOYCE:  That's right, too.  Yes.  But even the way it's stated here, is it a commercial courier?  And I ‑‑ there is ‑‑ the root of the question was there have been places that centers ‑‑ times at centers where it hasn't.  So it ‑‑



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  And also, it's able to be delivered on September 4th.  There was also a requirement for the NASA center.  It provided a due date.  It said it had to be delivered in advance of the due date because of security reasons.



DR. BOYCE:  Yes.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  So it can be delivered in person on September 4th, right?



DR. BOYCE:  That's right.  That's a wonderful advantage of having this setup is that it bypasses us.  Also, another wonderful advantage is that you don't have to send it through the mail cooking system.  We get things that are so cooked here that they just almost fall apart when we get them.



Okay.  Number 7.  Who are the members of the review panel?  Okay.  And I think we've covered this mostly.  The panels are discipline management specialists.  And just to remind you that ‑‑ and with special attention given to avoiding conflict of interest.  



Just to remind you that it's also our policy that we don't give out panel member names.  And, in fact, we're trying to get some university types in here.  We don't know them yet, because we don't know who is in the proposal.  Even if we gave them out, we don't know them.



Will all parts of the proposal ‑‑ technical, personnel management, and cost ‑‑ be made available to all reviewers?  



The answer is yes.  We want all of the reviewers to see all parts, and that is because we don't want things taken out of context.  Also, we are very careful about making sure the reviewers understand that there will be, most likely proprietary pieces of proposal that the proposing organizations do not want to let out.  And this is something we take very seriously.  And as we mentioned, there is a possibility that the entire panel will be civil servants.



If we run into a situation where we cannot find a competent university proposer that is not conflicted, then we will just derive people from all over the country that are civil servants from all different agencies and different outlooks, along with the management people and the education people.



But we will ensure that their proprietary pieces of the proposal are managed properly, and that we have a competent review panel.  Okay?



Are there any other questions? 



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Just under the evaluation criteria.  Actually, it's been ‑‑ you had put it up, and it was also quoted here in one of the questions.  Under 5.1 it says, "The following factors will be evaluated and assessed, how the proposed LPI will meet NASA's lunar and planetary strategic goals, and it gives a reference to the space science website.



Are the lunar and planetary strategic goals that are referred to ‑‑ is that the same as the ‑‑ the set of goals that's on the OSS website that's called NASA's Goals for Solar System Exploration?



DR. BOYCE:  Yes.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  I have a ‑‑ this is a printout of your website.



DR. BOYCE:  Yes.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  And the reason I ask the question is, if I look at the strategic ‑‑ the Office of Space Science strategic plan, of course, it lists an integrated set of goals and objectives.  And some of those can ‑‑ will include education and public outreach separately.  And I know that that has to be addressed by this proposal, but that wouldn't be one of the goals that was listed here on the website, because these are science goals.



DR. BOYCE:  Right.  Those are science goals.  Education outreach goals in space science are ‑‑ they're relevant to all the divisions.  So when you look at that, at solar system exploration goals, the education goals are also part of those.  And I ‑‑ if I didn't make that clear, I should.  Maybe we'll make sure that's ‑‑ that question is posted.  But you should look at the education side of things.



And, in fact, in our strategic plan, that's probably something we should say in each of these ‑‑ that says, also, by the way, education is a part of these.  We really believe it.  And that's a good point.  It's something that should be in our ‑‑ what we see in our strategic plan.  The way that looks is it's left out, and it really isn't.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  And the phrasing of the science goals that are in the Office of Space Science strategic plan is similar to, but somewhat different from, the science goals.  But for the purposes of the proposal for the science goals, we could use these ones that are on your website as opposed to the slightly different wording that may exist in the OSS strategic plan.



DR. BOYCE:  Yes.  Use the one on this website, and the meaning is the same.  So that's really what you have to look at, even though the wording is just a little bit different.  But the meaning should be the same.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  And related to that, an earlier part of the CAN refers to the solar system ‑‑ let's see, I think it's the ‑‑ the solar system exploration strategic plan.  Is there a strategic plan specific to solar system exploration?



DR. BOYCE:  I think what you have is ‑‑ is it on the website.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Okay.



DR. BOYCE:  Yes.  It's brief.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  I know there's a road map that rolls up into the OSS strategic plan.



DR. BOYCE:  Yes.  But that's ‑‑ what you have there is short, sweet, and pretty well summarizes it.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Okay.



DR. BOYCE:  Yes.  Okay?  



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  I'm still not clear about the timing of the part in the CAN ‑‑ 3.1, general scope.  One of the bullets there is about coordinating and organizing at least three three-year focused topical projects to be identified by NASA Solar System Exploration Division.



Do you see that as coming into force right from the beginning of this new contract?  And, if so, what's the mechanism to establish the nature of these projects?  And as an addendum to that, to what extent, then, can the proposing agency contribute ideas to them?  The bottom of page 4 in the CAN, last bullet.



DR. BOYCE:  Sure.  Let me read the entire thing ‑‑ coordinate and organize at least three three-year focused topical projects.  Examples ‑‑ basaltic volcanism, Mars volatile evolution through time, which the Lunar and Planetary Institute has done in the past.  And these are in lunar and planetary science, to be identified by NASA Solar System Exploration Division through its advisory working groups.



And we would expect that when you write the proposal, we won't have those topics.  But you should plan for the scope and the timing for the topics and how ‑‑ for those projects, and how you would implement those.



Very quickly thereafter, it's NASA's responsibility to give you those.  And, again, they will be defined by the management operation working groups for the most part that will ‑‑ that the Lunar and Planetary Institute actually coordinates with.  So it won't be a ‑‑ it won't be a shot from the blue.  It will be something I think that will be well understood before it starts.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  But this is something that might become operational within the first year.



DR. BOYCE:  Yes.  I mean, you can ‑‑ you can assume that that would be a good plan, would be operational.  But it's ‑‑ I would suspect that this would absolutely have to be.  But that's up to ‑‑ that's up to your client.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  How about those on the go at the moment ‑‑ will they roll over into the new contract?



DR. BOYCE:  They could be.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Do we not know?



DR. BOYCE:  But, again, they're identified by our advisory committees, which are the community.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Right.



DR. BOYCE:  So it's basically community education.  And if those ‑‑ if there are ones that are ongoing now that meet that requirement, then I see no reason to say that you wouldn't want to continue that.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  But don't you know?  Can't you list them there?



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  There's nothing that quite fits that description.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  So we don't have any basaltic volcanisms on the go at the moment.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Right.  Not as far as I know.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Well, you should know.



(Laughter.)  



If you don't know, no one knows.



(Laughter.)



DR. BOYCE:  If there's something going on now, I'd like to know who did it.



(Laughter.)



I think we could hire that guy here.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Oh, I gotcha.



(Laughter.)



I gotcha.



DR. BOYCE:  You had a question?



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  I guess I'm ‑‑ could you clarify that a little bit more?  Is that a requirement, that in our budget we have funding for four visiting ‑‑ four full-time equivalents that are going to be visiting scientists?



DR. BOYCE:  The answer is we expect that within this budget you have allocated funds to support four ‑‑ right, four visiting senior scientists that would be there anywhere from three months to 24 months.  Whether you pay them their salary is up to you.  There are some people that can come to visit, to do research, but they already have grant money, or that their universities, if they're in a university, will still pay their salary.  They're there for three months, let's say.



So it's left somewhat up to you to decide how you want to ‑‑ to arrange that.  It's just that we expect that there should be a visiting senior scientist program that includes at least this many people and give them the option for anywhere from three to 24 months of tenure.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Okay.  So there's ‑‑ the number of bodies is what counts.



DR. BOYCE:  Every body counts.  They have to be ‑‑ we expect that they should be visiting there at least three months, up to 24.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Okay.  All right.  And is that ‑‑ it's the same for post-docs as well, that the requirement for full ‑‑ four post-docs, is that the same as ‑‑



DR. BOYCE:  Yes.  Yes.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Okay.



DR. BOYCE:  That's a body count.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Okay.  So if we have four NRC post-docs who are all funded through the NRC, that would be fine?



DR. BOYCE:  That would be fine.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Okay.



DR. BOYCE:  That would be an innovative way of reducing costs to the Institute.  We don't mind if the Institute finds ways of reducing costs.  If you can get NRC to pay that, then that's fine.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  LPI is not eligible for NRC support.  So this would be coming from some other method.



DR. BOYCE:  Whatever.  I just used that as an example, but if ‑‑



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Yes.



DR. BOYCE:  ‑‑ they can find someone else to pay for it, then that's fine.  The important part is to have that number of people and to have that intellectual group at LPI.  That's what we're looking for.



AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Well, it says, "Research management activities include."  These are management committees that it mentions.  There's no thought anywhere of ‑‑ that the proposal processing would be going back to LPI?



DR. BOYCE:  No.  No, that's ‑‑ they're doing just fine.



Are there further questions?  Okay.  Well, if not, well, thank you.  I hope this was useful, and we will ‑‑ now that we've ‑‑ I'll yell into the microphone here, and we will ‑‑ we will post the questions. 



We will thank you, and I look forward to your proposals.



(Whereupon, at 11:10 a.m., the proceedings in the foregoing matter were concluded.)
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