U.S. Department of Energy
Golden Field Office

Memorandum
model chairpersons report
Date

TO:

[SO Name], [SO Title]


Selection Official, DOE

FROM:
[Chairperson’s Name], Chairperson


Merit Review Committee

SUBJECT:
DETERMINATION OF THE SELECTION RANGE FOR FUNDING OPPORTUNITY ANNOUNCEMENT DE-PS36-0XGOXXXXX; [INSERT FUNDING OPPORTUNITY ANNOUNCEMENT TITLE]

The purpose of this memo is to recommend the Applications in the selection range that are eligible for your consideration to receive financial assistance awards.  [insert number of Applications] were received by the Golden Field Office (GO) in response to the subject Funding Opportunity Announcement.  Of the [insert number of Applications] Applications received, [insert number of Applications in selection range] are recommended for selection for award.

Each of the [insert number] panel members of the Merit Review Committee (MRC), identified below, independently evaluated the applications in accordance with the evaluation criteria provided in the Evaluation and Selection Plan (Attachment 1).  Prior to reviewing the Applications, each MRC member signed a Confidentiality and Acknowledgement Form (Attachment 2) certifying that no conflicts of interest exist, confidentiality will be maintained, and an understanding of the procedures and requirements of the MRC.  Before the MRC meeting, each Committee member independently evaluated the strengths and weaknesses and assigned a rating for each Application.

[Complete MRC panel member list below or reference and include as an Appendix]

	MERIT REVIEW PANEL

	[list MRC panel member names]
	[Identify Affiliation]

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


The MRC convened at [insert start time] on [insert day of week], [insert date] [insert ‘at the Golden Field Office’ or ‘via teleconference’].  The meeting began by the Chairperson reviewing the Funding Opportunity Announcement objectives and merit review process.  Summary rating sheets were then provided to each reviewer for each Application, indicating his or her independent ratings by criterion, and those of the other reviewers.

The reviewers’ pre-meeting ratings were used to determine the order of discussion of the Applications.  Applications, beginning with the highest pre-meeting rating, were discussed and consensus scores assigned by criterion.  For each Application, the Chairperson used an electronic system to capture, display, and edit statements of strengths and weaknesses for each criterion.  After concurring on statements of strengths and weaknesses, the MRC assigned a consensus rating for each criterion.  In this fashion, the MRC evaluated each Application according to the published evaluation criterion.  A consensus score was then computed based on consensus rating and the published weighting factor for each criterion.

[Insert any issues with conflicts of interest and whether any reviewers recused themselves from participating in the review a specific Application.  Such as, “Two reviewers had indicated an apparent organizational conflict of interest regarding two different Applications.  These reviewers did not read or score the respective Applications, and were excused from the meeting room when the balance of the committee discussed the specific Applications and performed the consensus scoring process.”]

The MRC evaluated all [insert number of Applications] Applications and assigned consensus scores to each during the panel meeting.  After all Applications were discussed, the MRC reviewed the consensus scores for consistency.

The Committee made the following observations regarding the Applications determined to be in the selection range:

1. [Include any observations relative to specific Applications which impacted the final consensus scores for those in the selection range, such as weaknesses relative to the published Funding Opportunity Announcement objectives or criterion, which would need to be addressed prior to award.]

As a result of these observations, the panel concluded that the initial consensus scores for [list Applications identified above] were actually generous, in that they gave too much credit for the aspects of the Application that were well done, but did not account for the lack of responsiveness to one or the other of the objectives.  As such, the panel re-evaluated the consensus scores by criterion and unanimously adjusted the rating for each to account for these major weaknesses.

The MRC made the following observations regarding the remaining Applications:

1. [Include observations relative to specific Applications not in the selection range, which impacted the final consensus scores, such as major weaknesses relative to the published Funding Opportunity Announcement objectives or criterion.]

The committee then reached unanimous consent as to the scores of the [insert number of Applications] Applications.  Attachment 2 is the complete record of the consensus scores and Attachment 3 the record of the consensus strengths and weaknesses for each Application.  The table below is an excerpt from the record.

[Complete table below or Reference and include as an Appendix]

	MRC CONSENSUS SCORES AND RANKING

	
	Consensus Score 
	Applicant


	Application Title or Subject



	1
	[List scores]
	[List All Applicants]
	[List Application title or Subject]

	2
	
	
	

	3
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	

	6
	
	
	

	7
	
	
	

	8
	
	
	

	9
	
	
	

	10
	
	
	

	11
	
	
	

	12
	
	
	


The MRC then addressed its final task by examining options for setting the selection range to include Applications rated either ‘marginal’ (200+), ‘satisfactory’ (300+), or good (400+) [or a mid-point].  After lengthy discussion, the MRC unanimously agreed to the recommendation that the selection range be limited to Applications scoring ‘satisfactory’ (300) or above.  The result: [insert number of Applications in selection range] Applications with a score of [break point] of [total available] points, are recommended for negotiation of award.

The committee concluded that none of the below 300 could be raised without significant revision.  [OPTIONAL - The consensus scores are depicted graphically below (Figure 1) and in Attachment 3.]

[OPTIONAL - Insert graphical representation from tabulation]
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Figure 1 –MRC Consensus Scores

The committee’s unanimous decision to recommend [insert number of Applications in the Selection range] Applications was based on the following observations and findings:

1) [Identify any general comments for the selection range decision]

The Chairperson then polled the reviewers for suggestions to improve the Funding Opportunity Announcement or merit review process.  [Insert MRC comments, such as “None were offered, though several on the committee felt that the process was ‘good’” or “The following suggestions were made by the MRC: 1) [list comments]; 2) comment 2; and 3) comments 3.”].  The Chairperson thanked the committee and dismissed the MRC at [insert time and day, if needed, of MRC conclusion].

In accordance with the requirements of the Funding Opportunity Announcement, you are requested as the Selection Official, to apply the Program Policy Factors contained in the Evaluation and Selection Plan to the Applications in the selection range.  You may select or reject each Application in the selection range based on your application of the Program Policy Factors.  Attachment 5 is a Program Policy Factor Information Sheet to assist you in applying these factors.  In addition, you may reject the recommendations of the Merit Review Committee and make a selection outside the recommended selection range by documenting your reasons for doing so, and obtaining the written concurrence of the Assistant Secretary for EERE.  Documentation of your selection for negotiation of award is requested on the Selection Statement attached (Attachment 8).

Attachments

1. Evaluation and Selection Plan

2. Signed Certification and Acknowledgements for Merit Review Committee Members

3. Merit Review Panel (Optional, include in body of report or attach as an Appendix)

4. MRC Consensus Scores and Ranking (Optional, include in body of report or attach as an Appendix)

5. Record of Consensus Scores

6. Record of Consensus Strengths and Weaknesses for each Application

7. Program Policy Factor Information Sheet

8. Selection Statement
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GRAPHCONSENSUS

		Southwestern Indian Polytechnic Institute

		Sitting Bull College

		Turtle Mountain Community College

		Lac Courte Oreilles Ojibwa Community College

		Stone Child College

		Northwest Indian College



APPLICATION

CONSENSUS SCORE

SOLICITATION-MRC CONSENSUS SCORES

430

300

300

290

250

190



GRAPHAVE

		Southwestern Indian Polytechnic Institute

		Sitting Bull College

		Turtle Mountain Community College

		Lac Courte Oreilles Ojibwa Community College

		Stone Child College

		Northwest Indian College



APPLICATION NUMBER

AVERAGE SCORE

TRIBAL COLLEGE PHASE 2 SOLICITATION-MRC AVERAGE SCORES

437.5

378

325

372

290

276



Summary

		

		Application #		Applicant		Average Rating		Average Score		Consensus Rating		Consensus Score

		2		Southwestern Indian Polytechnic Institute		4		438		4		430

		3		Sitting Bull College		4		378		3		300

		4		Turtle Mountain Community College		3		325		3		300

		6		Lac Courte Oreilles Ojibwa Community College		4		372		3		290

		5		Stone Child College		3		290		2		250

		1		Northwest Indian College		3		276		2		190



&CTRIBAL COLLEGE SOLICITATION
AVERAGE AND CONSENSUS SCORES



NorthWest

		Applicant:		Northwest Indian College																Application No:				1

		Chairperson:		David Blanchfield														Chairman Signature:

		Criterion		Criterion Title		Reviewer										Average Rating		Average Score		Consensus Rating		Weight (%)		Consensus Score

						#1		#2		#3		#4		#5

		1		Concept Description		3		3		4		4		2		3		96		2		30		60

		2		Education, Training and Outreach Programs		2		3		2		3		1		2		44		2		20		40

		3		Sustainability and Replicability		3		3		2		3		1		2		24		2		10		20

		4		Economic and Environmental Benefits and Barriers		3		4		3		3		2		3		30		3		10		30

		5		Roles, Responsibilities and Capabilities		2		4		3		3		1		3		26		2		10		20

		6		Statement of Work		3		3		2		4		2		3		56		1		20		20

		Total		(Score maximum of 500 points)		3		3		3		3		2		3		276		2		100		190



&CReviewer #1: R. Taylor; Reviewer #2: M. Thomas; Reviewer #3: L. Lung; Reviewer #4: R. Manion; Reviewer #5: J. Williamson
* Reclusions: Reviewer #2, M. Thomas from #2 SIPI Application and Reviewerr #5, J. Williamson from #4 Turtle Mountain Application



SIPI

		Applicant:		Southwestern Indian Polytechnic Institute																Application No:				2

		Chairperson:		David Blanchfield														Chairman Signature:

		Criterion		Criterion Title		Reviewer										Average Rating		Average Score		Consensus Rating		Weight (%)		Consensus Score

						#1		#2*		#3		#4		#5

		1		Concept Description		5		NA		5		5		5		5		150		5		30		150

		2		Education, Training and Outreach Programs		5		NA		5		5		4		5		95		5		20		100

		3		Sustainability and Replicability		4		NA		4		4		2		4		35		3		10		30

		4		Economic and Environmental Benefits and Barriers		3		NA		5		5		3		4		40		3		10		30

		5		Roles, Responsibilities and Capabilities		4		NA		5		5		3		4		43		4		10		40

		6		Statement of Work		3		NA		4		5		3		4		75		4		20		80

		Total		(Score maximum of 500 points)		4				5		5		3		4		438		4		100		430



&CReviewer #1: R. Taylor; Reviewer #2: M. Thomas; Reviewer #3: L. Lung; Reviewer #4: R. Manion; Reviewer #5: J. Williamson
* Reclusions: Reviewer #2, M. Thomas from #2 SIPI Application and Reviewer #5, J. Williamson, from #4 Turtle Mountain Application



SittingBull

		Applicant:		Sitting Bull College																Application No:				3

		Chairperson:		David Blanchfield														Chairman Signature:

		Criterion		Criterion Title		Reviewer										Average Rating		Average Score		Consensus Rating		Weight (%)		Consensus Score

						#1		#2		#3		#4		#5

		1		Concept Description		5		4		2		5		4		4		120		3		30		90

		2		Education, Training and Outreach Programs		5		3		1		4		4		3		68		2		20		40

		3		Sustainability and Replicability		5		4		2		5		4		4		40		3		10		30

		4		Economic and Environmental Benefits and Barriers		3		4		2		4		4		3		34		3		10		30

		5		Roles, Responsibilities and Capabilities		4		3		1		4		4		3		32		3		10		30

		6		Statement of Work		5		4		2		5		5		4		84		4		20		80

		Total		(Score maximum of 500 points)		5		4		2		5		4		4		378		3		100		300



&CReviewer #1: R. Taylor; Reviewer #2: M. Thomas; Reviewer #3: L. Lung; Reviewer #4: R. Manion; Reviewer #5: J. Williamson
* Reclusions: Reviewer #2, M. Thomas, from #2 SIPI Application and Reviewer #5, J. Williamson, from #4 Turtle Mountain Application



TurtleMnt

		Applicant:		Turtle Mountain Community College																Application No:				4

		Chairperson:		David Blanchfield														Chairman Signature:

		Criterion		Criterion Title		Reviewer										Average Rating		Average Score		Consensus Rating		Weight (%)		Consensus Score

						#1		#2		#3		#4		#5*

		1		Concept Description		2		4		4		3		NA		3		98		3		30		90

		2		Education, Training and Outreach Programs		2		3		3		3		NA		3		55		3		20		60

		3		Sustainability and Replicability		4		4		4		3		NA		4		40		3		10		30

		4		Economic and Environmental Benefits and Barriers		2		4		2		3		NA		3		28		3		10		30

		5		Roles, Responsibilities and Capabilities		3		4		4		3		NA		4		35		3		10		30

		6		Statement of Work		3		3		4		4		NA		4		70		3		20		60

		Total		(Score maximum of 500 points)		3		4		4		3				3		325		3		100		300



&CReviewer #1: R. Taylor; Reviewer #2: M. Thomas; Reviewer #3: L. Lung; Reviewer #4: R. Manion; Reviewer #5: J. Williamson
* Reclusions: Reviewer #2, M. Thomas, from #2 SIPI Application and Reviewer #5, J. Williamson, from #3 Turtle Mountain Application



StoneChild

		Applicant:		Stone Child College																Application No:				5

		Chairperson:		David Blanchfield														Chairman Signature:

		Criterion		Criterion Title		Reviewer										Average Rating		Average Score		Consensus Rating		Weight (%)		Consensus Score

						#1		#2		#3		#4		#5

		1		Concept Description		3		2		4		3		3		3		90		3		30		90

		2		Education, Training and Outreach Programs		2		3		3		2		4		3		56		2		20		40

		3		Sustainability and Replicability		3		1		3		2		3		2		24		2		10		20

		4		Economic and Environmental Benefits and Barriers		2		3		1		2		3		2		22		1		10		10

		5		Roles, Responsibilities and Capabilities		3		4		3		3		2		3		30		3		10		30

		6		Statement of Work		4		3		3		3		4		3		68		3		20		60

		Total		(Score maximum of 500 points)		3		3		3		3		3		3		290		2		100		250



&CReviewer #1: R. Taylor; Reviewer #2: M. Thomas; Reviewer #3: L. Lung; Reviewer #4: R. Manion; Reviewer #5: J. Williamson
* Reclusions: Reviewer #2, M. Thomas, from #2 SIPI Application and Reviewer #5, J. Williamson, from #5 turtle Mountain Application



LCOOCC

		Applicant:		Lac Courte Oreilles Ojibwa Community College																Application No:				6

		Chairperson:		David Blanchfield														Chairman Signature:

		Criterion		Criterion Title		Reviewer										Average Rating		Average Score		Consensus Rating		Weight (%)		Consensus Score

						#1		#2		#3		#4		#5

		1		Concept Description		3		3		4		5		3		4		108		3		30		90

		2		Education, Training and Outreach Programs		4		4		5		5		3		4		84		4		20		80

		3		Sustainability and Replicability		2		3		5		5		2		3		34		2		10		20

		4		Economic and Environmental Benefits and Barriers		2		4		4		4		2		3		32		2		10		20

		5		Roles, Responsibilities and Capabilities		3		4		4		4		2		3		34		2		10		20

		6		Statement of Work		4		4		5		5		2		4		80		3		20		60

		Total		(Score maximum of 500 points)		3		4		5		5		2		4		372		3		100		290



&CReviewer #1: R. Taylor; Reviewer #2: M. Thomas; Reviewer #3: L. Lung; Reviewer #4: R. Manion; Reviewer #5: J. Williamson
* Reclusions: Reviewer #2, M. Thomas, from #2 SIPI Application and Reviewer #5, J. Williamson, from #4 Turtle Mountain Application




