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ONR INSTRUCTION 3966.1A

From: Chief of Naval Research

Subj: ESTABLISHMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION OF A PEER REVIEW PROGRAM
WITHIN THE OFFICE OF NAVAL RESEARCH

Ref: (a) ONRINST 5430.16A
Naval S&T Strategic Plan, Sep 11

Encl: (1) Planning and Conducting Peer Review
(2) Sample Letter to Peer Review Panelists
(3) Conflict of Interest, Confidentiality Statement and
Gratuitous Services Agreement for ONR Research Peer
Reviewers

1. Purpose. To revise policy and procedures for implementing a
Peer Review Program within the Office of Naval Research (ONR).

2. Cancellation. ONRINST 3966.1. This is a complete revision
and should be read in its entirety.

3. Scope. The policies and procedures set forth in this
instruction apply to the Research Directorate and the Science
and Technology (S&T) Departments at ONR Headquarters.

4. Background. Under reference (a), the Chief of Naval
Research (CNR) leads execution of the Department of the Navy’s
(DON’s) integrated S&T program via, in part, supervision of
ONR’s S&T Directorate in management and execution of the S&T
program. This instruction is published in furtherance of these
duties, by establishing a process whereby S&T research programs
funded under Budget Activity 1 (basic research) are subjected to
peer review. Peer review is a process conducted by S&T experts
who provide an independent assessment of the scientific merit of
the research being reviewed. The goal of the peer review
process is to ensure excellence in the research funded by ONR
and an opportunity for ONR Program Officers to obtain feedback
from independent reviewers on the performance of their S&T
portfolios.

5. Policy. Beginning in fiscal year 2011, all ONR S&T
Departments initiated peer reviews of ongoing basic research
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programs, following the guidelines provided in enclosure (1),
and using the documents provided in enclosures (2) and (3).
Research grants and awards made on or before fiscal year 2009
shall be the initial candidates for peer review. After the
first round of reviews, research grants and other awards made by
ONR shall be subject to peer review in the proposal phase or the
2" to 3" year following the award.

6. Action

a. Director of Research (ONR 03R). In accordance with
reference (a), the Director of Research (DoR) is personally
responsible to the CNR for the planning, programming, budgeting
and oversight of the ONR Discovery & Invention (D&I) S&T
portfolio. In support of this effort, the DoR shall, through
the process of peer review, assess the basic research portfolio
in terms of S&T quality; scientific breakthroughs &
contributions; and potential DON, Department of Defense (DoD),
and other impacts to determine strengths and weaknesses of the
current portfolio.

b. S&T Department Heads. The S&T Department Heads (ONR 30,
31, 32, 33, 34, and 35) are responsible for the execution of
their department’s programs, including technical performance.
In support of this effort, the S&T Department Heads shall
conduct, through the process of peer review, technical
assessments of departmental D&I efforts to ensure research
breadth and quality in scientific disciplines of importance to
DON and Department of Defense (DoD).

c. S&T Division Directors/Program Officers

(1) The S&T Division Directors ensure the successful
management of the D&I programs, and report to and assist their
Department Heads in this function. The Division Directors
manage their Division Program Officers (POs). The peer review
process may assist the Division Directors in monitoring the
cost, schedule, and technical performance of the division’s
programs.

(2) POs are the first line technical execution managers
in the S&T Division. They ensure the successful execution of
the individual D&I projects which support the focus areas
described in reference (b). The S&T POs shall use the peer
review process to monitor the cost, schedule, and technical
performance of the projects for which they are responsible and
are the direct benefactors of the peer review process. They
shall report to and assist the Division Directors in this
function.
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7. Records Management. Records created as a result of this
instruction, regardless of media and format, shall be managed in
accordance with SECNAV Manual 5210.1.

-

MAT . #KLUNDER
Rear Admiral, U.S. Navy

Distribution:
Electronic only, via Office of Naval Research Issuances web
site, http://intranet/onrinn/
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PLANNING AND CONDUCTING PEER REVIEW

1. Background

a. The concept of peer review is strongly accepted by the
scientific community and instills confidence in management,
academic and other partners, other branches of government, and
the public, that funds appropriated for research are expended on
meritorious research ideas and projects.

b. Peer review is intended to enhance the likelihood of
success for Science & Technology (S&T) projects by leveraging
existing standards and expertise and ensuring that key
ingredients for project success are in place.

2. Peer Review Panel Members

a. Peer review panel members are selected by written
agreement between the Program Officer, Division Director, and
the Department Head, with final approval by the Department Head.
Final selection of the panel members shall be forwarded to the
Director of Research.

b. Peer review panel members shall be selected based on a
number of considerations, including:

(1) Expertise in the applicable scientific or technical
fields.

(2) Commitment to high quality, insightful, fair and
impartial reviews.

(3) Absence of any conflict of interest for specific
projects assigned to be reviewed.

c. The peer review panel may consist of members internal or
external to the Office Naval Research (ONR). Panel members may
be academic, industrial or government individuals. ONR
employees may serve as panel members including civilian,
military personnel, and individuals serving under an Inter-
governmental Personnel Act (IPA) agreement.

d. Each peer review panel is expected to have three or more
members, but the actual number may depend on different factors,
including the diversity of the projects reviewed. The final
number of panel members must be approved by the Department Head.

Enclosure (1)
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4, Peer Review Panel Evaluation Criteria

a. Peer Review Panel members shall address, at a minimum,
the following criteria:

(1) Significance and Originality. To what extent will
the research lead to new knowledge, tools, or open new solution
pathways by investigating scientific phenomena not previously
considered or explored? Does the research realize its
objectives by developing new concepts or using existing or
emerging approaches in new or different ways? Is the science
sound? Are the long-term goals appropriate? Are opportunities
being missed?

(2) Scientific Merit and Accomplishment. Is the program
plan for organizing and carrying out the project well-specified
and appropriate? Are the conceptual framework, design, methods,
and analyses adequately developed, well-integrated, and
appropriate to the aims of the project? What is the quality of
the scientific accomplishments?

(3) Risk and Potential Impact. What is the basic
research content of the program? Is the level of difficulty
appropriate and does the team understand the S&T challenges?
Does the basic research have the higher risk and high payoff
characteristics normally associated with basic research? What
is the potential impact of the research to Department of the
Navy (DON) and Department of Defense (DoD) if the goals are met?
Are there broader impacts (e.g., applications to other
scientific disciplines, technology developments)?

(4) Principal Investigator (PI). Are the PI’s
qualifications and experience sufficient for the task at hand?
Is the PI making good progress?

b. The reviewers shall submit individual written reports
discussing the above criteria. The panel members may discuss
technical aspects of the project among themselves, but may not
submit a collaborative report, evaluation or recommendation.

5. Conflicts of Interest, Confidentiality Statement and
Gratuitous Services Agreement. Non-federal employee peer review
panel members shall execute the “Conflict-of-Interest,
Confidentiality Statement and Gratuitous Services Agreement”
provided as enclosure (3) to this instruction. Federal
government employee peer review panel members shall execute the
conflict-of-interest portion only of enclosure (3).

2 Enclosure (1)
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6. Timing and Scheduling Reviews. Every ongoing multi-year ONR
basic research project shall be subject to peer review during
the first to third year following initial grant or award. Peer
review of basic research projects will be phased in over three
years. For projects in their first three-year funding cycle,
later stage reviews are preferred. Projects subject to peer
review include, but are not limited to, Basic Research Challenge
(BRC), Multidisciplinary University Initiative (MURI), Young
Investigator Award (YIP), and Presidential Early Career Award
for Scientists and Engineers (PECASE). Basic research projects
peer reviewed and officially documented in the proposal phase
are not subject to review during the execution phase.

7. Planning and Conducting a Peer Review

a. Step 1. 1Initiate Peer Review

(1) Responsibility. ONR Program Officers (PO)

(2) Description

(a) Execution Phase. ONR POs will schedule a face-
to-face and/or virtual review of their projects. It will be the
responsibility of the PO to coordinate attendance of all of his
or her PIs and the logistics details concerning the date, time,
and place of the review, and the facilities required to support
the review. In setting up the review, POs must take care not to
enter into any contract or other agreement that involves or may
involve the exchange of funds. Instead, POs must refer any such
arrangements to the manager of Conference Events and Exhibits in
the Corporate Strategic Communications Office.

(b) Proposal Phase. For those POs who would prefer
to conduct a peer review in the proposal phase, a short plan of
action including the process, list of panel members, panel
member questionnaire form, and Department Head agreement must be
submitted to the Director of Research for approval.

b. Step 2. Plan the Peer Review

(1) Responsibility. ONR PO

(2) Description

(a) ONR POs will nominate panelists for the Peer
Review Panel and present those nominations to the Division
Director and Department Head. The Division Director and

3 Enclosure (1)
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Department Head will review each panel member’s qualifications
and upon acceptance will provide approval and final signature of
the Peer Review Panel and forward the final package to the
Director of Research. This package should include the signed
approved list of panel members and panel members’ curricula
vitae (CVs). Each panel member’s CV must include a detailed list
of publications. After the Department Head approves the
composition of the Peer Review Panel, the PO will make final
arrangements with each member and empanel the Peer Review Panel.

(b) For reviews in the execution phase, the PO will
prepare an advanced notebook for each reviewer, which will
include as appropriate: letter of instruction to the reviewers,
a detailed schedule for the review, an overview of the S&T
program being reviewed, an abstract and the initial proposal of
each project, a selected list of peer-reviewed publications
authored by each PI, and the briefs to be presented by the PIs.
The PO will arrange with each reviewer to receive a hard or
electronic copy of the notebook. An electronic copy of the
notebook will also be provided for the DoR.

(c) Each reviewer must certify that he or she has no
conflicts of interest or provide a list of projects he or she
cannot review due to possible conflict of interest. 1In
addition, all non-federal employee peer reviewers shall provide
a confidentiality statement and gratuitous services agreement,
and confirm that he or she is available for the duration of the
review for which he or she has agreed.

(d) There are a number of things to consider when
planning a peer review. The list below is intended to help with
the process, but is not all-inclusive.

1l Setting Date & Venue (Recommended). To
conserve costs, plan review around a technical society
conference or other event in which your PIs may participate.

2 Budget. The DoR will provide funds for review
panel expenses: invitational travel orders, travel
reimbursement, per diem, lodging expense, etc.

3 Audio Visual Equipment (Computer, Projector,
Microphone, Power Strips, etc.). In the event of an online
review, POs must utilize an approved DoD service such as Defense
Contact Online (DCO) and coordinate all aspects with ONR OneDesk
including registration, computer compatibilities, and telecon
number.

4 Enclosure (1)
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Invitees/Speakers

|

Notebook as described above.

6 Review Panel. Recommend three to six
recognized technical experts from government, industry and
academia.

7 Badges

c. Step 3. Conduct Peer Review

(1) Responsibility. ONR PO

(2) Description. PIs will present their work to the
Peer Review Panel. A copy of each presentation is to be
provided in advance to each reviewer as part of the notebook.

d. Step 4. Report Observations and Recommendations

(1) Responsibility. Peer Review Panel

(2) Description. Peer Review Panel members review the
projects and individually record their evaluations.
Instructions for the reviewers’ individual write-ups,
evaluations, and comments will be included in the letter
guidance that will be provided to the Peer Review panelists.
Comments must be signed by each reviewer.

e. Step 5. Review Results

(1) Responsibility. DoR, Department Head, Division
Director and Program Officer

(2) Description. The PO will review comments from the
panelists and summarize and document any panel member concerns
and any actions taken as a result of the peer review. The PO
will review these results with the Director of Research,
Department Head, Military Deputy, and Division Director. The
DoR will compile and maintain Peer Review Panel comments and
records for each project reviewed. Panel member evaluations and
PO’s actions shall become a part of the official file.

5 Enclosure (1)
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Sample Letter to Peer Review Panelists

Dear Review Panel:

Thank you for agreeing to review the . The review
will be held . The review will start with presentations by
the program officers on their vision and plans followed by days of

presentations by investigators. I will provide your reviews to the
Division Director, Department Head, and ONR’s Director of Research.

Enclosed you will find a “Conflict of Interest, Confidentiality
Statement, and Gratuitous Services Agreement for Office of Naval
Research Peer Reviewers.” This document must be executed by you
before you can participate as a peer reviewer. Please carefully
review this document, execute it, and return to me. If for any reason
you find that you cannot execute the document, please contact me
immediately.

We seek your individual opinion of the quality of the
/Program in the following areas:

- Significance and Originality. To what extent will the research
lead to new knowledge, tools, or open new solution pathways by
investigating scientific phenomena not previously considered or
explored? Does the research realize its objectives by developing new
concepts or using existing or emerging approaches in new or different
ways? Is the science sound? Are the long-term goals appropriate?

Are opportunities being missed?

- Scientific Merit and Accomplishment. Is the program plan for
organizing and carrying out the project well-specified and
appropriate? Are the conceptual framework, design, methods, and
analyses adequately developed, well-integrated, and appropriate to the
aims of the project? What is the quality of the scientific
accomplishments?

- Risk and Potential Impact. What is the basic research content
of the program? 1Is the level of difficulty appropriate and does the
team understand the science and technology challenges? Does the basic
research have the higher risk and high payoff characteristics normally
associated with basic research? What is the potential impact of the
research to the Department of the Navy and Department of Defense if
the goals are met? Are there broader impacts (e.g., applications to
other scientific disciplines, technology developments)?

- Principal Investigator (PI). Are the PI’s qualifications and
experience sufficient for the task at hand? 1Is the PI making good
progress? At the completion of the review, we ask that you take some

Enclosure (2)
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time to think about these issues in the context of what you heard in

the programmatic portion of the review on the and during the
individual investigator presentations on the and 5
Please put your thoughts down in writing in letter format. We would
appreciate your input by yy mmm dd

I ask that each reviewer provide us with an individual review via
letter. We recognize that you will discuss what you have learned
together; we do, however, need to receive separate letters with your
individually formed opinions rather than a consensus.

Please send your review directly to me: Office of
Naval Research, 875 North Randolph St, Room , Arlington, VA
22203-1985 or by email to . I will forward them to

If you have any questions about the logistics, please do not
hesitate to contact or at

My thanks to you again and I look forward to seeing you

Sincerely,

Enclosure: Conflict-of-Interest, Confidentiality Statement and
Gratuitous Services Agreement for Office of Naval Research Peer Review

2 Enclosure
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Conflicts-of-Interest, Confidentiality Statement and
Gratuitous Services Agreement for Office of Naval
Research Peer Reviewers

1. Conflicts of Interest. Your designation as an ONR PEER
reviewer requires that you be aware of potential conflicts of
interest that may arise. Examples of situations, affiliations
or relationships that may present a conflict of interest
include but are not limited to:

a. Your Affiliations with an Institution. You may have a
conflict of interest if you:

(1) Are currently employed by the institution whose work
you are reviewing under this agreement as a professor, adjunct
professor, visiting professor, or similar position;

(2) Have other employment, position, or arrangement with
the institution (such as a consulting or advisory arrangement);

(3) Were previously employed by the institution within
the last 12 months;

(4) Are being considered for employment at the
institution;

(5) Have a formal or informal reemployment arrangement
with the institution;

(6) Own securities of or have another financial interest
in the institution;

(7) Are a current member of a visiting committee or
similar body affiliated with the institution (any conflict of
interest under this situation would extend only to proposals or
applications originating with the department, school, or
facility that the visiting committee or similar body advises);

(8) Hold any office, governing board membership, or
relevant committee chairpersonship with the institution
(ordinary membership in a professional society or
association is not considered an office);

(9) Are currently enrolled as a student in the
institution (any conflict of interest under this situation would
arise only for proposals or applications that originate from the
department or school in which you are a student); or

Enclosure (3)






