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1.   Performance Excellence: 

· capability of the investigators and other participants

· technical soundness of the proposed approach

· adequacy of the technical resources
· soundness of plans to manage and coordinate the project.
The principal investigators are recognized experts in this field. The other participants appear to be highly capable.
The proposed approach to spatial calibration of CSC chambers appears to be innovative, although it would have been useful to include a sentence or two on test results. Has this approach been tried on a small scale and shown to work? 
The proposed work is very well defined in scope and the technical team well matched to the job.
The plan to manage and coordinate the project is excellent.

2.  Intrinsic Merit:  The likelihood that the project may lead to new knowledge or novel processes that will have a substantial impact on one or more fields of science and engineering.
Implementation of the proposed project would provide a very useful method for precision spatial calibration of CSC and similar chambers that would likely be replicated or adapted by others.
3.  Utility:  The likelihood that the results of the project will: 

· serve as the basis for new or improved technology
· have potential commercial value in the marketplace (please note if the proposal demonstrates potential interest or participation from industry)
· assist in the solution of societal problems, especially in the former Soviet Union.
See comment under 2 above.

This is unlikely to have commercial value, in my opinion although there is participation from industry.
4.     Defense Conversion and Transition of Weapons Scientists to Civilian Science:   

        Weapons scientists included in the project: Yes
Please answer the following questions if you feel you have adequate background. In your opinion:

· Is this a project with strictly non-military objectives?  Are there any dual-use concerns? 
This project has no military objectives and would seem unlikely to have a dual military use.

· If former weapons scientists or institutes are involved, would the project provide a meaningful way for them to transition to civilian research? If so, how?  
No opinion.
5. Mutuality of Benefit:  the likelihood that the project will result in comparable scientific or technical benefits to the countries of the FSU, to the United States and other participants.
The ATLAS experiment is of very important scientific interest to the countries of the FSU and to the United States. Precise calibration of the CSC experiments, as described in the proposal, would be an important improvement for the ATLAS experiment.
6. Effect on the Infrastructure of Science and Engineering:  Potential for improving the broad basis of science and technology, including: 

· education and personnel (e.g., participation of younger scientists and students, including those returning from abroad; university researchers; and women)

· geographic distribution of R&D personnel and resources

· sharing of equipment among institutions. 
I cannot address these issues adequately from the information in the proposal

7. Overall Rating:  Please rate the proposal according to the following scale.   Decimal points may be used.

1.0 = Poor / Do not Fund  

2.0 = Fair / Consider Funding as Low Priority 

3.0 = Good / Consider Funding    

4.0 = Very Good / Fund

5.0 = Outstanding / Must Fund
Your Rating:  _____4______ 
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