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1. For whom is this document written?   
 
This is an uncompeted proposal to the NSF for AURA to manage Gemini for the next five years. 
 
It is written according to the content requirements set out in the NSF Grant Proposal Guide 
(NSF 04-2).  In view of the: 
 

OMB/OSTP joint memorandum M-04-23 regarding Federal agencies justifying FY 06 
research priorities and adjusting ongoing programs as appropriate, the 
 
(US) National Research Council’s 2004 report Setting Priorities for Large Research 
Facilities Projects Supported by the National Science Foundation, and the 
 
NSF bulletin on Merit Review Broader Impacts Criterion: Representative Activities 

 
2. Who are the audiences and referees? 
 
In the present political and Partnership environment, there are several key audiences ranging 
from researchers, to agency financial managers, to politicians.  Some of these are dictated by the 
NSF review process, which includes at least three different, parallel NSF-sponsored reviews: 
 
 NSF astronomy external-peer review, 

 NSF “broader impacts” internal NSF-staff review, and 

 NSF program-management review by NSF staff and external (management) peers. 
 
Upon review, the NSF must take the proposal to the NSB for final approval.  Although all 
scientists, many members of the NSB are from outside of astronomy. 
 
One should also assume some Congressional staffers would see it. 
 
On the International Partnership side, it will have to meet satisfy the needs of the: 
 
 Gemini Board – astronomers and senior agency people, not all astronomers, and the 

 Gemini Finance Committee – senior agency financial and management people. 
 
The latter is of special significance since the instrument-program funding is still problematic. 
 
3. What if Gemini is deemed unsatisfactory? 
 
In principle, that issue already has been favorably resolved in the process of justifying not 
recompeting the cooperative agreement in the first place.  The March 2004 joint Visiting 
Committee and Mid-Term Management Review considered that question and recommended that 
AURA continue to manage the project for the next five years. 
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4.  NSF proposal requirements. 
 
The NSF Grant Proposal Guide establishes a number of “must do” requirements for submitted 
proposals.  Broadly, these reflect traditional research proposals, rather than Center proposals.  
Nonetheless, it is our intention to abide by the specific “requirements” and then go beyond that, 
as the nature of the proposed work dictates. 
 
The NSF requires proposal “Project Description” (main-body) sections that describe:  

Results from Prior NSF Support, and the 

Proposed New Work. 
 
Results from Prior NSF Support must contain: 

the titles, numbers, amounts, and periods of previous NSF awards; 

a summary of the results of the completed work, including, contributions to the development 
of human resources in science and engineering; 

the publications resulting from the previous NSF awards; 

a brief description of available data and other research products not described elsewhere; and 

a description of the relation of the completed work to the proposed work. 
 

Proposed New Work requirements are less specifically spelled out.  However, the overall 
proposal must be prepared with the care and thoroughness of a paper submitted for publication, 
and, regarding the new work, it must contain the: 
 

objectives for the period of the proposed work and expected significance;  

suitability of the methods to be employed;  

qualifications of the investigator and the grantee organization;  

effect of the activity on the infrastructure of science, engineering and education;  

relation to longer-term goals of the PI's project; and  

relation to the present state of knowledge to work in progress by the PI under other support 
and to work in progress elsewhere.   
 
An outline the general plan of work, including: 

the broad design of activities to be undertaken, and where appropriate,  

a clear description of experimental methods and procedures, and  

plans for preservation, documentation, and sharing of data, curriculum materials, and 
other related research and education products.  
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It must describe as an integral part of the narrative, the broader impacts resulting from the 
proposed activities, addressing one or more of the following as appropriate for the project:  

how the project will integrate research and education by advancing discovery and 
understanding while at the same time promoting teaching, training, and learning;  

ways in which the proposed activity will broaden the participation of 
underrepresented groups (e.g., gender, ethnicity, disability, geographic, etc.);  

how the project will enhance the infrastructure for research and/or education, such 
as facilities, instrumentation, networks, and partnerships;  

how the results of the project will be disseminated broadly to enhance scientific 
and technological understanding; and  

potential benefits of the proposed activity to society at large. 
 
5.  What does NSF AST want? 
 
Beyond the formal requirements, we are sure they want a “killer” science proposal. 
 
6.  Broad Proposal Structure 
 
In order to address the various audiences, the concept was to include five working sections and a 
sixth summary section.  (The executive summary is actually required as a separate one-page 
document that is not a part of the “Project Description”, and it also has specific requirements.) 
 
I.  Introduction 
 
The intention is to provide a high-level overview understandable by non-scientist readers, such 
as the management reviewers, the broader impact reviewers, the Partners’ agency and financial 
people, and other non-astronomers in the loop up and down the chain. 
 
Much of the material is based on the presentation in the Aspen report introduction that targeted 
this same audience.  The Aspen report, as a whole, is the primary advocacy document from and 
by the Gemini science community for the proposed science and development program. 
 
II.  Results from Previous Funding 
 
This section addresses the specific Proposal Guide requirements to explain how the prior funds 
were spent and what resulted.  (One should note that two-thirds of all money spent through 2005 
was for the development and construction of the Partnership, facilities, and first instruments.) 
 
The intention is to address this at the level of scientists familiar with the field.  The topical order 
was nominally that given in the Proposal Guide.  While arguably not the most desirable order 
from a scientist’s perspective, the intention was to make it clear to box-checking reviewers that 
the proposal was compliant with the, rather specific, technical requirements.   
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III. Proposed New Work 
 
The intention is to present the science drivers, the chosen approach to addressing those questions 
with Gemini’s unique capabilities, and then with the flow down to instruments needed, 
adjustments to the operating model, enhancements to the data management and distribution 
systems, staffing changes, and brick and mortar requirements. 
 
Again, the science drivers derive from the visions and aspirations of the Gemini science 
community, as expressed in the Aspen report. 
 
The intended level is that of the science reviewers, except in the Broader Impacts area. 
 
IV. Management 
 
The Proposal Guide is silent on this, since traditional research grants assume the grantee’s host 
university or institution handles management.  However, as a Center proposal, this is an essential 
component.  It is written primarily to the NSF management reviewers.  (Once granted, Gemini 
will be called upon to produce a very detailed “Management Plan” that goes into two or three 
more levels of detail on processes and procedures.) 
 
V. Budget Overview 
 
Technically, the budget narrative section is optional.  Unlike NASA, the only NSF “requirement” 
for the budget component is to fill out a year-by-year form.   
 
However, we are confident that the NSF and its management reviewers, as well as the Gemini 
Board and Finance Committee, will appreciate a high-level explanation of the numbers.  It is 
written to those more general audiences. 
 
VI. Summary 
 
Again this is not “required’, but it is a commonsense inclusion.  It is pictured as being a high-
level two-page wrap up and send off.  It will be produced when the impact of the Red Team’s 
work is understood and implemented. 


