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Coordinator:
Welcome and thank you for standing by. All lines are on listen-only until the question and answer session of today’s conference. To ask a question press Star 1 on your touch-tone phone record your name, and I will introduce you. This call is being recorded. If you have any objections you may disconnect at this time. I would like to now turn the call over to Ms. Carrie McDougall ma’am you may begin.
Carrie McDougall:
Thank you. Welcome to the March 10, 2015 Informational Teleconference for NOAA’s 2015 Environmental Literacy Grants Program. I am Carrie McDougall one of the federal program officers for this opportunity, and with me today is...
John McLaughlin:
John McLaughlin a fellow program office for this funding opportunity.
Carrie McDougall:
The two of us will be leading the teleconference today, but I want to point out a couple of other members of our team. We have Stacey Rudolph, and Christopher Nelson who are also on the line and available via e-mail. Sara Shoedinger is another member of our team but she’s not with us today.


As you just heard from the operator this teleconference is being recorded so that it can be transcribed. We will post the transcription to our frequently asked questions or FAQ Web site by next Monday March 16, 2015 and that’s why I’m being very explicit about the dates too it’s sort of for the record.

Due to the large number of participants on this call today we were not able to offer a Webinar so sorry for the low-tech approach here but we were able to reach more of you with this approach so we thought that was a better way to handle it. So what we’ll be doing today is beginning with an overview of the 2015 Environmental Literacy Grants funding opportunity, and then we’ll take your questions.

As the operator indicated, all the participants are muted for the first part of the teleconference which will last about an hour, and once we complete the funding opportunity overview then you’ll be able to indicate you have a question and you’ll enter the question queue and then your phone will be unmuted and we’ll hear your question.

So you want to have a way you can view the funding opportunity and the title of that funding opportunity is Strengthening the Public and or K12 Students Environmental Literacy for Community Resilience to Extreme Weather Events and Environmental Changes. We will be reviewing this document page by page today. We’ll cover how to get a copy of that document if you don’t have one already, but as we’re going through please note any questions you have so you can ask them later on.

Also if you’re able to access the internet while participating in this teleconference that might be useful as we may refer to certain Web pages as we conduct the overview. Now this is really important look at the funding opportunity you have in front of you. Make sure it has the following title: Strengthening the Public and or K12 Student Environmental Literacy for Community Resilience to Extreme Weather Events and Environmental Changes. Some of you received a link to a previous - the 2013 funding announcement, and we’ve gotten a few questions that indicated that people have the wrong source document so please make sure you the correct funding opportunity in front of you.

If you don’t yet have a copy or you have the incorrect version, please go to grants.gov using an internet browser, click on the Search Grants tab in the upper - in the middle of the page and after you click on that in the upper left corner you’ll see three basic search criteria. You can use any of these to find the current opportunity, for example you can type environmental literacy in the keyword area or you can type 11.008 into the CFDA number area. Any of those should result in a search return that lists the funding opportunity number NOAA-SEC-OED-2015-2004408.

Once you click on this funding opportunity number it will lead to a page called View Grant Opportunity. You can see there is a synopsis of the opportunity in the middle of the screen. If you click on the tab called Related Documents you will see a table of links to the full announcement. Click on the second full announcement link which will open a PDF version of FFO. FFO is what we call the funding opportunity documents, and this is the document we’ll be overviewing today.

Please note that we are in the process of posting a slightly modified version of the FFO to grants.gov. We anticipate this new version will be available by Friday, March 13. This new version will have minor formatting changes in it like for example we’ve observed that there are some links that don’t lead anywhere and so we’ll be fixing some of the hyperlinks. There will be no substantive changes to the text only formatting changes.

Okay we’re going to dive in now to the funding opportunity hoping you guys all have the right version of it in front of you. So Page 1 of the announcement of Federal Funding Opportunity or FFO is the sort of master title page for the FFO. The first three pages of the funding announcement are like an abstract or summary for the overall FFO so it’s a good place to read through and see if this is an appropriate funding opportunity for your project.


I’m just going to review a few of the key points in these first three pages. So first of all the deadline. The deadline for this FFO is 11:59 and 59 seconds, April 13th, 2015. Please note that the staff from the Office of Education which are the people that introduced ourselves in the beginning. We will only be available to answer questions until about 5:00 pm that day. So if you have questions please don’t wait until the last second.

Applications must be submitted online through grants.gov. We will not accept any hard copy or e-mailed application, and grants.gov requires applicants to register with the grants.gov system as well as with sam.gov prior to submitting an application. And we’re getting into these application details right up front because this can hang some applicants up if they’re not familiar with this grants.gov submission process.

The registration process for both grants.gov and SAM can take several weeks if you’ve never registered for either of these systems before, and it will involve multiple steps. So please if you’re even remotely considering applying to this funding opportunity or really any other federal opportunity you want to start that registration process tomorrow. You want to start looking into the sam.gov registration and grants.gov and try and get your institution fully registered and ready to submit an application so that you don’t get hung up with any last minutes discoveries that you’re institution was not completely registered in one of those systems.

Applications submitted through grants.gov - there is a validation process that occurs after your application goes in, and that validation process is automated and takes about two days to complete. So if you want to make sure that your application went in and was properly validated which means it was also submitted to the agency in this case NOAA, you might want to consider submitting two days prior to the deadline just in case the validation process fails at any of the steps. You would then have an opportunity to fix that problem, resubmit, and still make it in before the deadline.

If your application fails to validate and the deadline passes during that validation time period we cannot accept your application because it would be considered late. So please take these important timing and step considerations into planning your timeline for submission.

So the goal of this funding opportunity is to strengthen the public and or K-12 student’s environmental literacy to enable informed decision making necessary for community resilience to extreme weather events and environmental changes. Project topics must relate to NOAA’s mission in the areas of ocean, coastal, great lakes weather, and planet science as a stewardship. So keep that in mind it is a little more narrow than everything community resilience might include.

Eligible applicants for this funding opportunity are limited to institutions of higher education, non-profits including informal education institutions such as museums, zoos, and aquariums, K12 public and independent schools and school systems, and state, local, and Indian tribal governments in the United States. For profit organization, foreign institutions and individuals are not eligible to apply. The proposed project must be between two and five years in duration and have a total federal request between 250,000 and 500,000 for all years of the project. We expect to make awards by about September 30, 2015 and projects should have a start date no earlier than October 1, 2015. So those are the highlights from the first three pages of the federal funding opportunity.

Now I’m going to turn over to Page 4 and start with page by page overview of the full announcement text. So I’m on Page 4 under the program objective overview section. So this first paragraph is about NOAA’s environmental literacy grants program. The program has been in existence since 2005, and it “supports increased understanding and use of environmental information to promote stewardship and informed decision-making by a diverse pool of educators, students, and the public.”

If you’re unfamiliar with NOAA’s Environmental Literacy Grants Program I encourage you to read a bit more about it through the Office of Education Web site which you’ll see links to later on in the FFO, and in particular you might want to browse previous awards we’ve made through this program so you can get a sense of the nature of the types of grants that are typically made under this program.

This solicitation of the Environmental Literacy Grants Program supports NOAA’s education strategic plan, NOAA’s next generation plan, and the US Department of Commerce and Strategic Plans. The goal of this federal funding opportunity as I said a minute ago, but I will restate is to strengthen the public and or K-12 students environmental literacy to enable informed decision-making necessary for community resilience to extreme weather events and environmental changes.

It is important that you fully understand the goal of this funding opportunity. We will not fund anything that does not directly support this goal. So if your project seems like it’s really outside of that goal then this would not be the opportunity to submit your project. The rest of this paragraph at the bottom of Page 4 is the rationale or the background for this goal.

Moving on to Page 5, the top paragraph is additional rationale for the goal. I am just going to draw your attention to a couple of phrases from this paragraph - in the middle of the paragraph resilient communities require a scientifically-informed and engaged public. Public understanding of earth interconnected systems is crucial to our ability to apply knowledge and problem solving skills to real world issues.

Again just highlighting some of the key phrases that have been formed for this funding opportunity. Midway down the page is the section called description of project activities. This paragraph is the most important paragraph in the entire funding announcement as your formulate your projects. You really want to make sure you read this one over and over again and fully understand what each sentence means because this is really what it’s all about right here.

Projects should build the environmental literacy necessary for community resilience by focusing of geographic awareness and an understanding of earth systems and the threats and vulnerabilities that are associated with a community’s location. In order for communities to become more resilient their members must have the ability to reason about the ways that human and natural systems functions and interacts to understand the scientific process and uncertainty, to reason about the ways that people and places are connected to each other across time and space, and to weigh the potential impacts of their decisions systematically.

Projects will be based on the latest science about the threats and vulnerabilities facing communities and consider socioeconomic and ecological factors. NOAA will consider funding a wide range of project types but all projects must actively engage participants in learning about and addressing real world issues.

Projects must utilize NOAA’s vast scientific data, data access tools, data visualizations, and or other physical and intellectual assets available on these topics. In order to facilitate these of NOAA assets projects are strongly encouraged to involve partnerships with relevant NOAA entities and or NOAA employees or affiliates. NOAA’s education Web site and an additional list of relevant assets which we provide URLs to link to those - provide links to such data sets, potential NOAA partners, and other resources connected to many of these topics.

So that’s an important paragraph and I’m going to unpack it when we get on to - into another section of the funding announcement. So on Page 6 as I mentioned project topics must relate to NOAA’s mission area which are ocean, coastal, great lakes, weather, and climate sciences and stewardship and should focus on one or more of the goals of NOAA’s next generation strategic plans. Those major goals are healthy oceans, weather-ready nation, climate adaptation and mitigation, and resilient coastal communities and economies.

And I just want to take a minute now to mention a couple of other funding opportunities that are going to be available to fund similar types of projects that are coming out from other parts of NOAA. So the first one is the NOAA Regional Coastal Resilience Grants Program which will be administered by NOAA’s National Ocean Service or NOS. This program will support regional approaches to building resilient coastal communities. Funded projects will result in improved information for decision makers and actions that reduce risk, accelerate recovery, and promote adaptation to changing social, economic, and environmental conditions. Awards will be made to organizations that advance resilient strategies within existing land use, disaster preparedness, environmental restoration, hazard mitigation, or other regional state or community plants. Successful proposals will demonstrate regional coordination among project stakeholders, leverage resources such as funds, programs, partnerships, et cetera and result in economic and environmental benefits for coastal communities.

So that’s a separate funding announcement that isn’t yet out but will be shortly and will be offered by NOAA’s National Ocean Service. The companion competition to that one is called the Coastal Ecosystem Resilience Grant which is being administered by NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service. The purpose of that program is to improve the resiliency of ocean and coastal eco systems.

NOAA Fisheries is in the final stages of preparing a funding announcement that will solicit on the ground habitat restoration project that increase ecosystem resilience to extreme weather and changing environmental conditions. Successful proposals will result in reduced risk of hazards of coastal communities as well as more habitat for fisheries and protected species.

So if your project seems like it might be better aligned with the purpose of one of those two other funding opportunities then you should consider submitting your application to those instead of this one. We will post links to both of these other funding opportunities as soon as they’re published in grants.gov. And we’ll post those links on our FAQs site. So I wanted to mention just those couple of other opportunities that NOAA will be releasing because they are very similar to this one but have different foci.

Okay so I’m back to Page 6 of the Environmental Literacy Grants FFO. So there’s been a significant increase in the number of reports, analysis, and tools that assist individuals, communities, and governments in addressing resilience to extreme weather and environmental change. And many of these assets aren’t being used fully by the education community but could be. And so what we’ve done is we’ve created a list of what we consider to be some of the most relevant resources some you’ll notice are from NOAA, some are not.

And so this list is provided for you as a possible list of resources. You don’t have to use any of these, but we wanted to make you aware of them and the resources that they contain. You should browse all of them some of them you’ll notice are topically specific, like some are focused on drought or sea level rise which may not be relevant to your project, but some are broader and you may find some really useful resources.

I want to point out the third one on this list which is the Georgetown Climate Center’s Adaptation Clearinghouse. This site has a collection of all of the known plans, resilience plan, climate action plans that cities, communities, states have adopted. So this may be a good place for you to start investigating whether your project area focus has an existing plan because that’s an important part that your project should consider.

Okay. Moving on to Page 7. At the very bottom of Page 7 there’s a small paragraph, but it has an important message and that’s about the geographic skill and skills of your project. So the sentence says projects may be implemented on local to regional scales, but all projects should evaluate which components of the project may be applicable to projects in other places. And what we mean by very small in scale are subsidy level, so individual communities, very small towns that type of scale is what we mean when we say small in scale.

Also I want to point out that the impacts of funded projects should occur in the United States or the United States territories. The other thing you’ll notice is that we have a pointer to a community foundation locator finder. Community foundations are often already involved in resilience projects and are good ways to engage broad stakeholders and communities. 

So we wanted to point that out too in case you’re unaware, and you might consider investigating the community foundations that are already working in your project area and think about potentially partnering with them so we’ve provided a little look up tool for you to find community foundations.

One other note applications that propose the expansion or enhancement of previously funded projects through the environmental literacy grants. If they meet the requirements of this funding opportunity they are eligible, however the applicants must explicitly demonstrate significant accomplishments, previous awards or award, and how the project will significantly improve or build on the previous award.

For the target audiences - I’m on Page 8. Target audiences for this funded opportunity are the broader public, K-12 students, and they also include informal educators including interpreters and docents, and formal educators pre- or in-service, and including school administrators. Higher education students and professionals working in the area of community resilience are not a target audience for this funding opportunity. Projects focused on engaging public audiences should involve individuals who represent multiple chapters of society.

There is also an interest in projects that reach groups traditionally underrepresented and are system science and groups from underserved communities which are often the most vulnerable to the risks associated with extreme weather events and environmental change.

Okay. So on Page 8 there’s a list of characteristics of a successful project, this is also a really important list in thinking about whether your projects is applicable to this funding opportunity. Right under the heading of this section characteristics of a successful project there is what begins as a bullet of lists, and this is one of the formatting errors that I mentioned at the beginning that we’re going to be fixing with the new version of the funding announcement.

That very first line specific characteristics that a successful project under this funding opportunity will exhibit include the following that should not be indented with a dash it should be a sentence so we’ll be fixing that kind of thing. So I’m going to review this list because it’s an important one so as we said in the beginning your project should advance NOAA’s mission and you should state how it does that. 

Your project should address the goal of this funding opportunity to build the environmental literacy necessary to increase community resilience by focusing on geographic awareness and understanding of earth systems and that there are actually vulnerabilities that are associated with the community’s location.

I want to take a minute to talk a little bit about that. So what we mean by that are all projects should have some basis in addressing the threats and vulnerabilities of a specific area. We’re not going to specify the geographic skill of that area meaning like a minimal skill or maximal skills, but the area of focus should be to find and an assessment of the threats of vulnerabilities that are threatening that area should be at the root of the project. Okay so these should all really have a strong sort of geographic centric - they should be geographic-centric projects.

The next one on the top of Page 9 is increases participant’s ability to reason about the ways that human and natural systems function and interact to understand the scientific process and uncertainty, to reason about the ways that people and places are connected to each other across time and space, and to weight the potential impacts of their decisions systematically.

So this statement indicates that a project may need to draw on the disciplines of geography, social science, ecological and physical sciences, engineering, and economics and others. So we’re really viewing this as these projects are likely to be quite multidisciplinary and that’s a new area for us in the Environmental Literacy Grant. So I just want to point out that that is what that means in that sentence.

The next one is based on the latest science about the threats and vulnerabilities facing communities and consider socioeconomic and ecological factors. The next one is educationally and technically sound. So we’re really seeking projects here that have an appropriate mix of a very strong science backbone with an equally strong pedagogical approach that is based on what is working in that particular subfield of education. 

So projects may have a PI who is a scientist or an educator, but we would look for whichever the scientist doesn’t have strengths in the field we would look for that maybe in a partner or a co-PI or something like that. So we’re really looking for a nice blend of a strong scientific advisor-type with a strong pedagogical lead there too.

Okay. The next list is based on established best practices tailored to the activity type and to the specific target audience you want to specifically talk about that in your project narrative. Actively engages participants in learning and addressing real world issues, okay what does that mean? What do we mean by that anyway? 

So because this is the first time we’ve had a funding opportunity focused on community resilience we are not specifying a project type or approach other than specifying the target audiences and emphasizing this quote active engagement of participants in learning about and addressing real world issues.

So what we mean by that is it would not be sufficient to have a project that the primary outcome of which would be a movie that participants would watch about resilience or another example might be a museum exhibit about resilience. A movie or a museum exhibit could be a component of our project, but there should be another component that has a more active and interactive engagement with the participants. So I hope that gives you a little bit better sense of what we mean by actively engages the participants.

Continuing on the list on Page 9. Fills and identifying need and has clearly stated outcomes and objectives that are measurable and appropriate to the target audience. We really want to see your assessment here, we want to see that whatever you’re proposing that it is needed, and you need to describe that it is needed and how you know it’s needed. Okay. Next on the list, utilizes NOAA’s scientific data get access to those visualizations and other physical and other intellectual assets.

I’m hoping that’s fairly clear. Increases awareness and use of NOAA’s resources among target audiences, includes a plan for robust project evaluation during the award period that will assess outcomes on the target audience and John will talk to you more about evaluation when he goes over his section of the FFO. Shares information of project outcomes and design with NOAA and appropriate broader science education communities, includes PIs, co-PIs, in this case principal investigators or co-principal investigators and key personnel who are appropriately qualified and have clearly defined responsibilities.

Finally includes a well-justified and sufficiently detailed budget. I’m on Page 10 now. Additionally, a successful project under this funding opportunity may exhibit the following characteristics where appropriate, includes partnership with NOAA, we’d like to see that but it’s not required, is informed by activities previously funded by NOAA Environmental Literacy Grant, involves traditionally underrepresented in earth system science and or from underserved communities, leverages existing networks of institutions to achieve the goals of this project. I will also say based on a question we had yesterday that in addition to leveraging networks we would also like to see that if the project leverages an existing program that would be great too.

Utilizes community resilience action or other similar plans for the areas served by the project. This is why I refer to that Georgetown URL in the beginning. That is one source of plans although not necessarily a comprehensive list of plan, but we’d really like to see that projects have looked for any existing plans that their target area might be served by and that those plans that they exist are being incorporated into the project where appropriate. 

Provides detail on applicability of implementation at other scales or in other places of similar scale, and again this is for those very small geographical scale projects. Integrates practices cross-cutting concepts and or core ideas from the National Research Council’s framework for K-12 science education, and aligns activities to the principles and the various NOAA-related science principles. So these are not requirements, but these are additional items that are nice to see if they are applicable to your project, and they may not all be.


All right now I’m going to hand it over to John) He’s going to talk to you about project structure and management on Page 11.
John McLaughlin:
All right. Thank you, Carrie. We are at the approximate halfway point of our overview here today. With regard to project structure and management I’d like to highlight that there are two types of potential structures that can be projects submitted through this opportunity.

The first is a project which is funded through a single award through an institution. In this case there may be some awards to project partners that require funding. There would be one application, but there would be one application submitted the institution receiving the award.

The second potential structure is a collaborative award whereby funding is split among two or more awards through institutions that are partnering on a single project. Within this structure each project partner that will receive an award is required to submit a separate application through grants.gov. Within this structure too one of the institutions must be designated as the lead institution for the purpose of submitting applications.

We will go into a little more detail in the content and form section later in this FFO, but I want to make sure that you are aware of these potential project types and have an understanding of them so you can choose the one most appropriate for your particular project.

Moving on to Page 12, project evaluation. Project descriptions should include robust evaluation plans. Evaluation plans should include measurement of the project’s effectiveness in meeting the project goals and objectives as well as the goals of this funding program. Plans for formative and summative project evaluation should be well constructed and should use best practices for evaluating the type of project that you are implementing.

Applicants are encouraged to provide a logic model or a theory of change for their proposed project. Project evaluation should be handled by external person evaluators or by internal staff who have significant experience with each type of evaluation and are not otherwise substantively involved with the project. What we are trying to do here is make sure that you have a qualified evaluator that does not have a real or apparent bias with regard to the project.

As stated later in the budge section but I’d like to highlight here, 10 to 20% of your total project budget is a reasonable estimate for the cost associated with a comprehensive budget evaluation. In addition to evaluating the impacts of your project we want projects to share what they have learned to help inform the broad field of K through 12 and informal science education.

Applicants are encouraged to develop appropriate dissemination strategies towards this end. Provided in this section are some examples of potential dissemination strategies. Moving on to award dates and milestones on the bottom of the page and beginning on Page 13. NOAA anticipates that awards funded in fiscal year ’15 under this announcement will be made by September 30, 2015 and so projects should have a start date no earlier than October 1 of 2015.

As reviewed by Carrie this FFO meets NOAA’s four mission goals. Moving on Section 8 definitions. I suggest you review these definitions, however I will not take the time to go through each one individually. I will point out two that I think may be of particular interest. The first is NOAA assets, these are defined as “the resources, services, or sites that are used to supports NOAA’s mission and to communicate NOAA research, data, information, and knowledge to the public. These include education materials and programs, data sets and visualizations, subject matter expert facilities, and managed natural resource areas.” 

You could find the listing of NOAA assets on our assets page through the URL given in this funding opportunity. I will note based on previous questions that cooperative institutes are considered NOAA assets, but groups that have a cooperative agreement of NOAA but are not a cooperative institute are not.

The second definition I would like to review one that is particularly critical to a funding opportunity focused on community resilience is that of the term resilience. We define this as “the capacity of a community, business, or natural environment to prevent, withstand, respond to, and recover from a disruption”, and this is taken from the US climate resilience toolkit.

Moving on to Section 9 on references, which provides citations for the works that helps inform development of this funding opportunity. Again I will not go through each one of these, but I will point out a few that may be of interest. The first in this is list, the framework for evaluating impacts of informal science education. If you are proposing a project that is within the informal education realm I suggest you review this when developing your evaluation section.

The final three I’d like to review are all from the Natural Research Council - sorry the NRC, and they are respectively the learning science and informal environments report, the framework for K through 12 science education, and disaster resilience and national imperative. All of those may be helpful in developing your respective project models.

I will not go into detail on the next two sections program priorities and program authority instead I will move on the next major component of the funding opportunity Section 2 award information, starting there under a funding availability. We at NOAA anticipate the availability of approximately $2 million of total federal financial assistance in fiscal year 2015 for this solicitation. We anticipate that will fund approximately four to eight projects in fiscal year 2015.

We do reserve the right to hold over a subset of applications that review well - that are not funded in fiscal year 2015 for consideration for funding in fiscal year 2016. Proposed projects must be between two to five years in duration and have total federal requests of between $250,000 to $500,000 for all years of the project inclusive of direct and indirect costs.

If you are proposing a collaborative project this total is also the project for all collaborative partners so basically you would have to add up the funding request through each application from those partners and make sure the total falls in that funding range. 

An important note if you will have NOAA partners involved in your project that will require funding for their participation.  The combined total budget requests should not include any funding that NOAA partners in the project including the personnel involved and activities and takes - they want to take rather any cost associated with these activities that go beyond income support will be handled internally by NOAA’s Office of Education. These costs may not exceed 10% of the total request for the proposed budget of the project bill.

Moving on to the type of fundinginstrument at the top of Page 18. Applications for funding will be funded through cooperative agreements under the terms of this notice. Applications funded through cooperative agreements include substantial involvement of the federal government. This involvement may but is not limited to liaison activities between the grantee and NOAA personnel for contributing data or expetrtise to the project.

The exact amount of funds, the scope of work, and the terms and conditions of a successful award will be determined in pre-award negotiations between successful applicants and NOAA representatives. Moving on to the next major section, Section 3 and starting with eligible applicants on Page 18.

Carrie already listed the list of eligible applicants for this opportunity however I would just underscore that it is essential you review this list and make sure that your institution will indeed be an eligible applicant, meets one of these eligible applicant types. Also if you’re proposing a collaborative model for your project make sure that all the institutions that will need submit applications for that project are also eligible applicant types.

I will point out that for-profit organizations, foreign institutions, and individuals are not eligible to apply. There are no eligibility restrictions on institutions that are serving as project partners but are not submitting an application. As mentioned previously, these partners can receive a portion of the funding through sub- awards or in the case of NOAA partners through direct support from us here at the NOAA’s Office of Education.

I will point out that while NOAA staff - and affiliates can be involved with the project the principal benefit of the project cannot be to support NOAA. An individual may apply only once to serve as a principal investigator for project within this funding opportunity. However, institutions may submit more than one application and individuals may serve as co-PIs - or key personnel on more than one application. Federal employees are not eligible to serve as PIs or co-PIs in any application although they may be included as key personnel.


Moving on to application and submission information on Page 19. Starting with the address to request an application package. Grant.gov is required - is the location to submit to request and download all application packages. Grants.gov requires applicants to register prior to submitting an application. 

This registration process can take several weeks and involve multiple steps as Carrie mentioned. So we recommend that you start on this ASAP if you’re considering submitting an application. And again all members on a collaborative team that will be submitting - all institutions that are members of a collaborative project that will be submitting applications need to do so as well.

Awards will ultimately be submitted through the grant.gov site as well. If you are experiencing any issues with downloading to grants.gov I would draw your attention to the note at this section that gives URL for a list of software applications that allow you to successfully navigate the grants.gov pages and complete your application. It is essential that you’re using some software when you are interfacing with grants.gov.

If you do experience any issues with grants.gov and you are using the correct software applications we recommend you contact grants.gov customer support, the phone number and e-mail address for which are provided within this section are available on their Web site.

Moving on to content and form of application on the bottom of Page 19 and simply focusing on the required elements for applications. Please do review the form section here for information on font size, margins, color and resolution, graphics and such. Next is the URL to our templates page. I would suggest if you have online access now to consider clicking on that template page as it contains checklist, templates, and models that will be mentioned as I review the required elements.

All applicants must submit elements A through I listed below. Elements J through K are optional. Collaborative applications should ensure that the application submitted by the lead institution includes all elements A through I and elements J through K can be optional, but all applicants for a collaborative application to consider submitting all components.

The first step is required forms. Within these five required forms I will tell you that the second one, the SS424A has an example form available from our templates page that you may want to look at template form to help inform your completion of this form. 

Next is the title page. There is a template available on our templates page for affiliated title page that we do recommend you fill out. It provides all the required components of the title page including executive summary that is limited to 150 words.

The next section is the 15-page project description. This really provides the details for the core pragmatic elements of your proposal. There is a checklist available on our templates page that help provide guidance on these different sections. I will not go into detail on the 11 subcomponents of the project description, but they are provided in the funding opportunity, and they are also reviewed within that template.

So we’ll move on to Page 23, the proposed milestone and milestone chart and work plan. This provides the task to be completed by the applicant in a chronological fashion. Moving on to Section E brief resumes. All principle investigators or PIs, or co-principal investigators listed on the applicant title page must provide resumes of no more than three pages per resume. Resumes of additional key personnel from applicant institutions and project partners are optional but recommended as it will help the review panel assess the team’s qualifications.

Section E description of NOAA involvement in the project. Within this section you will describe the involvement of any NOAA partners in the project including the description of the cost associated with these activities that go beyond in kind support. Again, these costs cannot exceed 10% of the total project request of the proposed project. These costs will not be included in the title page SF424, SF424A or the project budget table and narrative.

They also do not count towards the budget minimum maximum as I previously described. Moving on to Section G current and pending support. In this section you describe all current and pending federal and non-federal funding including applications to this funding opportunity for all co-PIs and PIs for your project listed on the title page. I will note there is a template on our templates page for a current and pending section.

Moving on to Section H, budget. Applications must include a budget that contains both a detailed table and a narrative. This is in addition to the official budget form the SF424A which does not count as a budget table. The table narrative should include the same budget categories as shown on the SF424A form though.

We do provide templates for the budget table narrative on our templates page. The budget section should include enough detail to allow NOAA Office of Education staff and the review panel to evaluate the level of effort proposed by investigators and staff on the project.

The remainder of this section, the budget section lists additional guidance that you should consider when developing your budget, but I will not go into details here instead I will go to Page 27 and overview the data sharing plan. We at NOAA - this is a required element although we at NOAA anticipate the lowest projects under the funding opportunity will not involve the question environmental data. If NOAA data will be collected or created as part of this project this element should still be included but consist of a single statement on a separate under the heading data sharing plan indicating that NOAA data will be collected or created.


Moving on to Section J references cited. This section lists any literature references that are cited in the project narrative there is no established page limit and the section must be used to provide parenthetical information outside the 15-page budget description.


Moving on to Section K letters of commitment. If substantive partnerships are described in the project description, letters of commitment should be provided. Letters of commitment are important for demonstrating concrete involvement of project partners including NOAA partners. They are reviewed as part of application so I would caution that including letters of commitment helps provide the panel with a tool to see how solidified your project partnerships are. So again, I highly recommend you include those for major partnerships.

Section L the NEPA questionnaire is - we have determined is not relevant for applicants of this funding opportunity however in Section M the unique identity identifier and systems for award measure or SAM system are relevant. Specifically your institution must be registered in SAM before submitting an application and you must provide a valid unique entity identifier or DUNS number, for example which is number within the application and again every institution that will be submitting an application must do so. So if you do have a collaborative model with multiple institutions submitting applications make sure each institution is registered in SAM and has a valid unique entity identifier.

Moving on to submission date and times. Considering this is such critical information I will underscore what Carrie already stated that the deadline for applications is 1 second before midnight on April 13th, 2015 and again note that NOAA staff will only be available to answer questions until 5 p.m. EDT on the date of the deadline.

Applications must be submitted online through grants.gov. We are not able to submit hard copy or e-mail applications. Late applications are neither reviewed nor considered for funding. So it is an unfortunate situation when applications are submitted late unfortunate for all parties involved. So we do recommend you do all you can to avoid late submissions.

As Carrie mentioned you may want to consider submitting early before the deadline to prevent issues that may arise at the last minute. Moving on to the bottom of Page 29, the evaluation criteria. This section provides the criteria and they’re weighting that the review panel will use while reviewing your applications. Therefore we strongly suggest you familiarize yourself with these criteria and weightings before preparing your application. It can also serve as a useful crosswalk for project ideas to see if they result in a project that would be competitive under this funding opportunity.

I will leave it to you to review these criteria at your leisure and so I will move on to Page 32, the review and selection process. Upon receipt of completed application by NOAA an administrative review is conducted to determine compliance with requirements and completeness of the application, this is called the minimum requires review where we will look at the following criteria which are strictly enforced.

The first thing that all applicants are eligible. The second that the application is received on time. The third that all required elements of the application are present and follow the prescribed format requirements. The fourth is that the sum of the requested budget of all applicants for the project is no more than $500,000 and no less than $250,000 for all years of the project, and the use of the project must be between two and five years. 

All applicants that meet these eligibilities and minimum requirements will be evaluated and scored by a panel of independent reviewers. These reviewers may be federal or non-federal experts each having expertise in separate area so that the reviewers as a whole cover the spectrum of the applications received.

The reviewers will score each application using evaluation criteria that I previously drew your attention to and the relative weights for those criteria. A rank order of all applications will be established by the review panel by averaging the individual review ratings of each application.

Moving on to Section C. Selection factors may be applied by NOAA Office of Education to the rank order provided by the review panel. The list of these selection factors is presented here within this section. Moving on to Section D anticipated announcement and award date. The review of the applications that I just described will occur between April and June of 2015 this will be followed by additional administrative review for those applications that are selected – that are recommended for funding which occur between July and September of 2015.


We anticipate awards start date of September 30, 2015. On to awards section - on award notices on Page 35. All successful and unsuccessful applicants will be notified by e-mail by the Office of Education before September 30 of 2015. The next couple of sections deal with administrative requirements that I’m not going to go into detail in on this telecom to leave time for as many questions as possible, but I suggest you review before submitting an application.

I will move on to Page 41 and agency contacts. I’ll just draw your attention to the fact that this section names four members of our grant team who are here on the call today that Carrie already introduced. It also provides our kind of duration, our preferred method of contact is by e-mail to oed.grants@NOAA.gov. Alternatively you can call us at the phone number provided here 202-482-0793. All right I will now turn things back over to Carrie.
Carrie McDougall:
Okay. Thanks, John. So I just want to say something I actually forgot to say at the very beginning, and you’re probably getting a sense how important it is for you to read the entire funding announcement. So as we have just painstakingly reviewed the majority of the announcement with you there are some sections that we skipped entirely or summarized for you, but the funding announcement is really a very important document, and you need to make sure you really read it from cover to cover and understand completely because this is really the guidance for your process here.

So what I would like to happen now is to turn over to you all for taking your questions. So operator if you could initiate that part of the call now.
Coordinator:
Certainly. To ask a question please press Star 1 on your touchtone phone, unmute your phone, record your name clearly, and I will introduce you for your question. Again it’s Star 1 to ask a question. If you need to withdraw your question please press Star 2. One moment please for incoming questions. Your first question comes from (Joseph Longbottom) and (Dennis Dan) your line is open.

Man:
Hello there. Thank you for the presentation. We were wondering if the project proposals are limited to the areas of coastal line or if you’re considering projects in the Midwest and areas such as that as well?

Carrie McDougall:
So for the environmental literacy grants program in this particular funding announcement we are not limiting the geographic scope to coastal communities. Ours is US-wide so any of the US territories or states are areas of an appropriate geographic impact of your project.

The two other funding announcements that I summarized and read that was coming out in National Ocean Service and NOAA Fisheries those are costal community focused. So those two are, but this environmental literacy grant is not coastal-community focused.
John McLaughlin:
Yes to further what Carried said by underlying the FFO as we stated meets NOAA’s four mission goals which are climate adaptation mitigation, weather-ready nation, healthy oceans, and resilient coastal communities and economies.

But I would highlight that you do no not have to respond to all four of those mission goals, in fact being responded to one mission is all that’s required. So one of those mission goals is focused on coastal communities, you don’t have to respond to that particular goal.
Man:
Thank you
Coordinator:
The next question comes from (Stephanie Hessler), your line is open.
(Stephanie Hessler):
Hi thank you. So our question revolves around the timing for when projects can begin on October 1. So we wanted to know if the first like six to twelve months can be planning and then the project implementation after that or does the problem need to be shovel-ready kind of like ready to begin with everything you know reserved and ready to go for October 1?

Carrie McDougall:
No. It does not need to be you know shovel-ready on October 1. October 1 is the earliest start date that we will entertain and any projects that come in with a start date before October 1 we will ask them to change it if they are one of the selected projects. So October 1 is the earliest, you can select the later start date you don’t have to start on October 1. We don’t usually like to see start dates that are you know six to twelve months later than October 1 that’s getting pretty far from you know when our funding is available.

So you can choose a later start date that’s one thing you have as an option, and then in terms of how you phase your project that really comes down to you know the art of how you described the project and how much you get those reviewers to buy in on you know this is a thoughtful project and it’s going to begin with the planning phase where we’re going to work with our partners on making that part up.

But say you had like new partnerships you were forming until you had a phase you needed to kind of develop that partnership from the beginning and then you were going to start implementation later. I think it’s a matter of convincing the review panel that you know enough about what you are going to be doing that you’re describing in a way that people you know feel there’s something to evaluate.

You know for example you couldn’t just come in and say well for the first year we’re going to figure out what we’re going to do and then we’ll do that, but we haven’t really figured out what we’re going to do. You know so but having a year of planning I don’t think is necessarily a bad thing as long as it’s clear you know what you’re really going to do. Does that make sense?
(Stephanie Hessler):
Yes. Thank you so much.
Carrie McDougall:
Okay. We’ll take the next question.

Coordinator:
The next question is from (Gail Scowcroft). Your line is open.
(Gail Scowcroft):
Thank you and thank you Carrie and John for holding a second Webinar this afternoon. I have a question related to the FAQs that are on the announcement Web page under the budget information. The first question is what is the total amount of funding for which I can apply, and this is different than what’s in the announcement.

This says the total federal amount requested from NOAA by all collaborative applicants combined may be no less than 500K and no more than 1 million for all years of the project so I just wanted to get clarification on that this may be an error and I’m assuming that it is.
John McLaughlin:
Gail, thank you for pointing that out; that is indeed an error. The correct total for complete budget request is between 250K to 500K. 

One thing we should point out or highlight is that the federal funding opportunity is the definitive document for guidance on preparing applications. We attempt to match everything we say here in this appraiser telecom in questions we answer and in our FAQ page to the FFO.

If you ever do notice any discrepancy, please do point it out to us but in most cases the federal funding opportunity document itself is the defined document. So please point it out. Our sincere apologies and funding totally between 250 and 500,000.

(Gail Scowcroft):
Okay. Thank you on that. That’s pretty much what I thought and I have a follow-up in that the next line of that of that FAQ says no single institution may request more than 70% of the total combined request for the collaborative project. Is that the case for this opportunity as well or is that also from another opportunity.

John McLaughlin:
I’m thinking that...

Carrie McDougall:
That’s from a previous.

John McLaughlin:
From the previous one. I’m thinking we have to our answer here which is outdated and needs to be adjusted. Yes right now that is the case. This entire answer is from a previous funding opportunity needs to be updated. So thank you for catching that.
Carrie McDougall:
Okay thank you very much.

John McLaughlin:
Yes.

Coordinator:
The next question comes from (Amy). Your line is opened.

(Amy Hughes):
Hi thank you. This is (Amy Hughes). I wondered if NOAA has a definition of what they mean by underserved populations, groups and communities. Certainly there are various definitions based on your perspective.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes there are and we really leave that to the applicants to justify. And partly because it depends on the particular funding opportunity focus. And in this case, community resilience, I think there might be a slightly different flavor of who is underserved than, say, if it were more of a straight scientific literacy type of focus.


And so you should include as that as justification in your application if you - do you feel you are - your project is serving a community or a group that is underrepresented or underserved. I would make that case in your proposal.

(Amy Hughes):
And just to follow on has had previous awards included this particular element or is this the first time that’s being addressed. Underserved populations?

Carrie McDougall:
Previous funding announcements have had a similar although slightly different line. I mean in this case we specifically reference how these communities are particularly at risk to extreme weather and other hazards, we haven’t had that particular phrase in previous funding opportunities. But we have had a similar recommendation in similar, in other funding opportunities.

(Amy Hughes):
Okay great. Thank you.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes.

Coordinator:
The next question comes from (Ruby Papp). Your line is opened.

(Ruby Papp):
Hi thank you very much. Is it okay if I ask a two-part question?

John McLaughlin:
Yes.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes.

(Ruby Papp):
Okay. Actually piggybacking back off of the last question regarding underserved communities, I’m - the question, the first part is about target audience. It says higher education, students and professionals working in the area of community resilience are not a target audience. What about the case of community college students whereby this is, actually, I’m on the island of Kauai in Hawaii where I would make the case that it is an underserved community.


Many of the students don’t have the opportunity to go to four year institutions so they do go to community college. And the project that I have in mind would actually involve those students in collecting environmental data and educating their local communities on resilience issues.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes I agree with you. I think that’s an important community. However this particular funding announcement we are not focusing on that. On students that are enrolled in anything higher than 12th grade. And we have had some feedback from some other folks that that is an important area we should consider. And so it’s definitely on our list of additional audiences that we will consider in future funding announcements.


I don’t remember if either me or John said earlier in the call that we are planning to make community resilience a multi-year focus of the environmental literacy grants. So we’re hoping this is the first in a series of funding announcements that will come out annually. And one of the things we will definitely be looking at for future funding opportunities is the audience you’re describing. But for this one it would not be a target audience.

(Ruby Papp):
So it would have to include K-12 or a broader public and focus on that?

Carrie McDougall:
Correct.

(Ruby Papp):
Okay. And then the second part is in regards to the collection of environmental data, there is a whole section of the announcement on that where it says you assume that this will not be happening. What if you - what if it is a large part of the project. For example collecting beach profile data and then linking that to wave environments; climate change and the like?

John McLaughlin:
Yes. No great question. We have to say for the majority of our work. This particular requirement for data sharing plan would not an issue. However your project certainly can include that collection of data. That is very relevant. In which case you would just need to develop and submit a data sharing plan...

(Ruby Papp):
Okay.

John McLaughlin:
…as described here as a section item data sharing plan description.

(Ruby Papp):
Okay.

John McLaughlin:
So again we - most projects - I was just trying to highlight, would be not be something that they would need to do, but yes, certainly if you are collecting data from such a project that would be used. Please do have a data sharing plan and include here in the section.

(Ruby Rapp):
Okey-dokey, thank you.

Coordinator:
The next question comes from (Becky Manlowe). Your line is opened.

(Becky Manlowe):
Thank you. I just have a quick submission question. At the organization where I work we are required to use Kayuse 424 instead of grants.gov for submission. Is there any problem with that?

Carrie McDougall:
I’m not familiar with what you’re saying.

(Becky Manlowe):
Oh.

Carrie McDougall:
What is the thing? What is this?

(Becky Manlowe):
It’s a system called Kayuse. K-A-Y-U-S-E 424.

Carrie McDougall:
I’m not familiar with that and NOAA requires the submission of an SF424. And if any application comes in without an SF424, it will not be considered for funding.

(Becky Manlowe):
My guess is you know we’ll include it since Kayuse is the name of the system has 424 at the end.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes that might be an organizationally specific thing that interfaces with SF424 form. I’m not incompletely unfamiliar with that.

(Becky Manlowe):
Okay.

John McLaughlin:
But hopefully it will be submitted for grants.gov for consideration of this funding opportunity.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes.

(Becky Manlowe):
Okay I’ll check in our office of sponsored projects. Thank you.

Coordinator:
The next question comes from (David Senfeld). You line is opened.

(David Senfeld):
Hi. Thank you so much for all the information. I just wanted to know if you had an idea of what the application dates might be for the other two funding opportunities you described from the National Ocean Service ending.

Carrie McDougall:
Publication date? Is that what you’re asking publication date?

(David Senfeld):
Yes just in service of making the decision of other ones needs would be this one as you had referred to.

Carrie McDougall:
So because they’re not, neither of them are public. They haven’t indicated their deadlines yet.

(David Senfeld):
Okay.

Carrie McDougall:
Partly because they’re usually relative to the publication date. And so my guess is that both will have an opened period somewhere in the 40-60 day period - time period. So from whatever date they publish you know you can assume it will be due about that 40-60 days later. So my, you know I don’t know when they will publish though. That’s the big unknown now. They’re still under review.


I do - I cannot really imagine them coming out after April 13th when this - when our deadline is. But it’s, stranger things have happened in the Federal Government.

(David Senfeld):
Okay. Thank you. That’s super helpful actually. Thank you.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes, yes.

Coordinator:
The next question comes from (Bob Myers). Your line is opened.

(Bob Myers):
Oh hi there and thank you for the information. On page 12 evaluation that says projects should be based on an existing frontend evaluation/needs assessment and there should be a description of that needs assessment in the project description. I’m asking this question because in an existing frontend evaluation could be rather comprehensive and consuming to have done before mid-April. So how do we address that?

John McLaughlin:
Yes. It is comprehensive evaluation or needs assessment. Basically we want you to be able to demonstrate the need so if a comprehensive evaluation exists for a similar project or shows the need for this type of project, you can certainly submit that or basically just any - basically we won’t deal with closing projects that have a demonstrable need.


You certainly don’t need to - there’s currently not an evaluation out there to perform one before the April 13th deadline, or rather you should create a needs assessment that does show and identified a justifiable need for your project.

(Bob Myers):
Okay, thank you.

Coordinator:
The next question comes from (Tara Page). Your line is opened.

(Tara Page):
Hi yes my question is about indirect costs and if there is a limit or guidance on how much you want us to include or cover or you know percentage that we can’t go above sort of thing.

Carrie McDougall:
Can you repeat the question, sorry.

(Tara Page):
Is there a limit on indirect costs or is there a guide you want us to work with the Federal Government negotiated rates or anything like that?

Carrie McDougall:
Yes negotiated rates so if your institution has a federally negotiated indirect cost rate agreement, you should use that rate for your budget and you should include a copy of the rate agreement in your submission package.

(Tara Page):
And if we don’t have a rate negotiated?

Carrie McDougall:
Then you should if your institution is not planning to begin the process of acquiring a federally negotiated rate, then you will need to charge everything as direct costs. I think there’s an allowance for a 10% dominiums overhead rate for all institutions that do not have a federally negotiated and anything that would fall outside of the 10%, you would have to show as direct charges - direct costs.

John McLaughlin:
And you can find more information about Carrie just described on the bottom of page 25 and the beginning of page 26 on the FFO.
(Tara Page):
Thank you.

John McLaughlin:
But if you do have an indirect cost rate agreement we do not have a cap for  allowable direct costs. So there is no cap for this funding opportunity if you have a negotiated indirect direct cost rate agreement.

(Tara Page):
Okay.

Coordinator:
The next question comes from (Julie Benvuen). You line is opened.

(Julie Benvuen):
Thank you. My question is about page 17 the second paragraph that says the combined total budget requests should not include any funding that would support NOAA partners in the project. I am the education coordinator for one of the NEERS, so while I’m employed by the State Department of Natural Resources, we do receive NOAA funding for that.


So am I-and so do some of my other educators that would be working on this project? So are we ineligible to charge salary to this grant?

John McLaughlin:
So thank you for highlighting this yes. Sea Grant and NEERS, these affiliated networks are kind of a unique situation, and as described in our frequently asked questions section, you are eligible to receive funding through this funding opportunity to serve as applicants to the funding opportunity as well. And you also do count as NOAA partners.


So you are NOAA partners, but you’re a unique case where this 10% cap does not apply to you.

Carrie McDougall:
One thing that I just thought of that I want to point out would not be allowed though would be if say a particular NEER, and estuarine research reserve, was going to come in as a major project partner or even potentially the lead applicant which is acceptable. You couldn’t then also add an additional 10% to the budget that would still, that would also go to that estuarine research reserve as the NOAA partner. You know what I mean?


So you couldn’t sort of like have the NEERS be in both - be classified in both ways to kind of like supplement the budget over whatever you’re requesting. Do you understand what I’m saying? It’s kind of a weird thing but I just thought of it because that could happen with NEER and SeaGrant.

(Julie Benvuen):
Not - I don’t really understand what you’re saying.

Carrie McDougall:
So an individual estuarine research reserve can actually come in as a full applicant or a project partner if say a university was the applicant and that particular estuarine research reserve was going to be a partner. And there’s no cap as to how much money the NEER could receive not to exceed 500,000. Okay? And that’s the totally acceptable project plan.


You couldn’t have that project plan and then have that same NEER also come in as the NOAA partner and then get 10% more money through this little clause here that NOAA partners can be supported with 10% above and beyond what we’re providing the applicant.

(Julie Benvuen):
Okay, yes.

Carrie McDougall:
So you sort of have to be either an applicant and a project partner or you’re outside of the applicant project partner and you’re receiving the 10% outside of the award. But you can’t be both.

(Julie Benvuen):
Right. Okay, okay. That makes sense.

Carrie McDougall:
Okay.

(Julie Benvuen):
I was planning on us being the, me being the PI and us being the principle project...

Carrie McDougall:
Okay.

(Julie Benvuen):
Organizations.

Carrie McDougall:
That would be acceptable.

(Julie Benvuen):
Okay, great thank you.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes.

Coordinator:
The next question comes from (Bobbie Morris). Your line is opened.

(Bobbie Morris):
Thank you very much. I appreciate all the questions that have been asked. I’m just calling in a unique situation because I work with a county on Cape Cod that is all the 15 towns on Cape Cod, and we work with the Sea Grant Program at Woods Hole and we are NOAA partners. Basic question are we still eligible to apply?

Carrie McDougall:
Yes.

John McLaughlin:
Yes.

(Bobbie Morris):
Okay, great.

John McLaughlin:
After you dig out of all that snow you went through this winter, you can certainly move forward towards applying.

(Bobbie Morris):
Oh my goodness.

John McLaughlin:
But yes the Sea Grant is also in that same realm that we described in our previous answer regarding the national estuarine research reserve..

(Bobbie Morris):
Thank you so very much. I appreciate that.

Coordinator:
The next question comes from (Ken Bechshelter). Your line is opened.

(Ken Bechshelter):
Hi thanks for taking my call. Could you ship all that snow from the East Coast to the West Coast please? Is that part of the funding? My questions are related to scoring the waiting that happens on the scoring the proposals. I was wondering are projects that have multiple NOAA goals weighted at a higher rate?

Carrie McDougall:
No.

(Ken Bechshelter):
And then are collaborative awards more competitive than single awards?

Carrie McDougall:
No.

John McLaughlin:
No that’s at a project type. It does not make a difference, however in terms of you having a single institution or a collaborative award type, I would say though that award that involves networks or multiple institutions working together would score better than a single institution going alone without any partners. But that would not depend on the collaborative partner or a single institution project submission type.

Carrie McDougall:
And just to add further here. So when we’re talking about collaborative applications versus single institutions applications, that refers to how the applications are coming in. The structure of the awards. Not necessarily the structure of the project, okay. So you can have a single institution award that has lots of partners on it.


It’s just that all the money is going initially to that single institution and then that single institution is toiling out money to through sub awards to their partners. That would be called the single institution from NOAA’s perspective. Another type of application project structure might be instead of having a single institution that receives all the money and gives the money out to the partners, each of those partners comes in with the own application, but it’s all one big project.


And that’s what we call a collaborative application. So both projects may be the exact same in terms of they’re going to be implemented with the variety of institutions. It just has to do with the way the money is transferred from the government to those entities whether we consider it collaborative meaning we’re making multiple awards for the single project or we’re giving it to one institution and that’s a single institution award. So keep that in mind just as a distinction for our lingo versus the way you might be thinking of collaborative.

(Ken Bechshelter):
That’s actually very helpful and thank you very much.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes.

Coordinator:
The next question comes from (Ned Murray). Your line is opened.

(Ned Murray):
Hey thanks so much. This is really helpful. Two, I think, quick questions. One, can the project fund or can the grant fund equipment or facilities or infrastructure that outlive the actual project life and if so does that have to be addressed in any particular way in the application?

Carrie McDougall:
Yes. We can fund equipment and there’s guidelines in OMB regulations as to what counts as equipment versus supplies. We cannot fund capital improvement or any type of construction project, so the project involved the bricks and mortar type of thing, we cannot fund that. That’s considered a different type-different color of money of the government if you will. So we can’t fund construction. But we can fund purchases of equipment. And there are different rules that govern purchases of equipment and you should familiarize with yourself with that. And in fact, they’ve all just changed. So as of December of 2014, the Office of Management and Budget has released new regulations pertaining to grants and cooperative agreements.


It’s actually the largest change to grants for cooperative agreements in about 30 years. There are many, many regulations that are new and modified in that. You’ll see references to them in this FFO. It’s called 2CFR 200. And there’s specific regulation and guidance on how to handle and how the government will handle funding that goes towards equipment purchase which you should read.

(Ken Bechshelter):
Thank you very much. And a quick question about target audience. I want to go back to the example that the caller from Hawaii gave. If I understand - so my question is can there be a primary target audience that meets the criteria but also a secondary target audience maybe that doesn’t. So she described what a community college group that she would equip to then go out into the community and serve what sounded to me like an undeserved population that would meet your criteria.


So in that model, can the target audience be presented as the community and so that secondary target audience that she equips of the say the community college students to just get residual benefit from the project?

Carrie McDougall:
Yes, that is - that would be acceptable. Most projects have primary and secondary audiences. That’s very common, and we are specifying that the primary target audience. However you know sometimes we have seen proposals come in before where you know people are trying to make a project that doesn’t really fit.

(Ken Bechshelter):
Yes.

Carrie McDougall:
And you know really their target audiences, that secondary audience that they’ve just called this other one their primary to make it fit with the funding opportunity. So you know reviewers can see that if it’s not - if the majority of the effort and the majority of the outcomes aren’t about that target audience and where is the budget being spent and all of that, it won’t review very well.

(Ken Bechshelter):
Got it, thank you. Very helpful, thank you.

John McLaughlin:
Along the same lines with the evaluation criteria I think reflect what Carrie said, the review panel will be looking at how well the project addresses the goals of the funding opportunities and the goal is with the target audience. So we’ll be looking at how well the project addresses your primary audience. If there’s a secondary audience, the impact of that secondary audience would not be captured in these evlauation criteria.

(Ken Bechshelter):
Got it. Thank you.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes, before we move on to the next question I just want to return to a question that we answered a minute ago because I’ve been thinking about it a little bit more. The person who asked about if they have a project that addresses more than one of the NOAA admission goals will it score higher and I said no. And I’m still saying no but I just want to reiterate the first line of the paragraph under description of project activities on page 5 which I call the most important paragraph in the funding announcement.


Projects should be build the environmental literacy necessary for community resilience by focusing on geographic awareness and an understanding of earth systems and the threats and vulnerabilities that are associated with the community’s location. So there may be a dominant threat to a particular community.


Say like if you’re on the coast sea level rise might be really a serious threat and you might have a project that’s focused on sea level rise but we’re hoping for at some level of broader assessment of you know, what are all of threats to that community in terms of the NOAA admission areas. So you may then later on decide to focus on one particular threat, but we would like at some point there to be some level of overarching assessment that is a bit broader. So I just wanted add that as a clarification because these really should be community. And where this community is and what are the things that that community is facing. Okay? We can go on to the next question.

Coordinator:
The next question comes from (Melissa Teepgold). Your line is opened.

(Melissa Teepgold):
Hi yes. That last answer actually answered my question. I was going to ask that. So thank you.

Carrie McDougall:
Okay.

John McLaughlin:
Glad to help.
Carrie McDougall:
That’s weird.

Coordinator:
The next question comes from (Gabriel Harp). Your line is opened.

(Gabriel Harp):
Hi thank you. My question is about eligibility. Are fiscally sponsored nonprofit organizations eligible either as lead applicants or partners?

Carrie McDougall:
What is that?

John McLaughlin:
What is the definition of fiscally sponsored.

(Gabriel Harp):
So they are organizations who use the nonprofit status of another organization for the purposes of the IRS, but do not themselves have 501C3 status.

Carrie McDougall:
So there’s, what I would recommend you do is to go into an application. You can go into through grants.gov our application and the very first form you’re going to get is the FF424 which is called the application. And there’s - you should take that to your financial people and say what would check on this form. And that will be your answer and if it’s the you know for profit check then you wouldn’t be eligible.

(Gabriel Harp):
Okay, great that helps. Thank you.

Carrie McDougall:
Okay.

Coordinator:
The next question comes from (Shannon Lingen). Your line is opened.

(Shannon Lingen):
Hi my question may have been answered by your second to last answer as well talking about threats to a certain community. And what we were specifically wondering is if the geographic focus has to be the community where we’re located and that’s relevant because we have a community audience but also have a national audience. Does that make sense?

Carrie McDougall:
I think so. So you know there may be projects that have national aspects to them. And that’s great. I think it has to do with the approach and so we’d like there to be some level in your project where you’re taking this approach of here’s a community it exists here. We are examining you know, we looked at the following resources to determine based on its, you know, geography, topology and location and the type of people who live here.


All those of kinds of matters. A very holistic kind of an assessment. These are the threats and vulnerabilities to this specific community. And then here’s how we’re going to address them and oh then this tool might also be you know usable by other communities. That would be fine.

(Shannon Lingen):
Okay.

Carrie McDougall:
So does that get it?

(Shannon Lingen):
Yes I think that’s helpful and then also would it be possible to extent on that and focus on, and if the project addressed threats in multiple geographic areas?

Carrie McDougall:
Yes, I mean some I imagine will.

(Shannon Lingen):
Okay.

Carrie McDougall:
Like sea level rise obviously is not a unique threat to any one community. It’s something that many communities are facing. Drought you know many communities are facing. So there’s certainly going to be threats that are going to be held in common and there may be that there’s an approach - an educational tool that is developed by one project that could be usable by other communities.

(Shannon Lingen):
Okay. That’s helpful. Thank you.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes.

Coordinator:
The next question comes from (Melissa Kenny). Your line is opened.

(Melissa Kenny):
Hi. This is (Melissa Kenny). I have a two-part question. And both of them relate to the information that’s on page 9. So on page 9 of the grant it has a strong statement of the project should include an understanding of direct vulnerabilities. To what extent do you want to see or not see that the understanding leads to actions?

Carrie McDougall:
Good question. That’s why we’re silent for a moment here. There’s no requirement of action on the participant’s part in this funding announcement. We would like to see participants actively engaged as I stated at the beginning of the call. But that doesn’t necessarily mean taking action about addressing that threat. It means actively engaged in that. it may be you know hands on really actively looking at you know where-how bad is the drought? You know how high the water is expected to rise. You know what do flood maps look like in my community and what does that mean? More of a deliberative active engagement is what we were picturing there. So there is no requirement that participants then take action and I want to actually be clear that that is one thing that we’re not interested in seeing projects that are only about participants taking action.


So for example, projects where the vast majority of the effort would be something like and I’m just absolutely making this up, but you know sea grass planting but didn’t really have a deeper educational component and didn’t really have any explanation as to the science behind why sea grass beds are protected in nature. That would not be a project of interest for this funding opportunity.

(Melissa Kenny):
So, go ahead John.

John McLaughlin:
I’m sorry but as she was saying the real goal is to strengthen the publics and/or K-12 students’ environment literacy to enable informed decision making necessary for community resilience. So really we want them to be enabled to make informed decisions. It may be the case that the threat does not occur in the lifetime of the project which might be a great thing.


So they may not actually be taking actions but the ultimate goal is for them to be enabled to make informed decisions to satisfy this? Does help answer the question?

(Melissa Kenny):
So, yes. No that’s really helpful and the second actually relates to things that you’ve been refining during the answer to this question which is what constitutes active engagement because you gave examples of what inactive engagement was but not necessarily examples of active engagement. And let me give you, you know potentially a concrete example.


Would something where communities are defining the threats that they received and the kinds of ways that they want information to help them understand what this is so it’s - help them understand some of the things that they might be perceiving or making decisions about. Is that active engagement or could you just give some more concrete examples of what you really mean by that idea.

John McLaughlin:
Right, yes, thank you great question. To answer your question, yes that would be considered active engagement. Basically the participants have to do something; think through something. They can’t be in receive-only mode. The have to be in receive and transmit or receive and do. So basically analyzing data; looking at threats; collecting data; analyzing data; looking at literature and studies; actively being engaged in community discussion.


All those things count. It doesn’t have to be action in terms of physical action, but it has to be a thinking process; an analyzing process or a physical process of going out and collecting anyone of those things, but it cannot be sitting there apssively and just receiving information via a one way source without being required to either digest or analyze that information. Does that answer your question (Melissa)?

(Melissa Kenny):
It does and then just one final sort of tag up to this is I know that evaluation is a critical component of this but are all activities that count toward evaluation. Do they need to be done externally and let me just give you a concrete example.


One of the ways that a lot of folks you know potentially testing’s that are going out to a broader public or by doing surveys or focus groups or informational interviews which are part of the research process that are also evaluative to the understanding of the way that scientific information is communicated to those audiences. How does that - is that considered research project? Is it evaluative? Is it both?

John McLaughlin:
Yes so I would have to clarify that we do not strictly require external evaluators. It says that it should be handled by expert evaluators or by internal staff who have significant expertise which, in each type of evaluation and are not otherwise subsequently involved with the project. So I just want to clarify that it does not necessarily have to be external.


There are some cases where institutions have internal evaluation groups or departments that could handle that evaluation. So a summative data question could be handled by people who are substantively involved in the project, but we do want the evaluation to be informed and carried out by people who do not have a real or apparent bias to the project. So the evaluation model should be designed and overseen by such folks although certain components potentially such as the some of those components that you mentioned; questionnaires or evaluation form of specific activity. Those could be administered by the project team.

Carrie McDougall:
I mean I think for proportional, I mean it would somewhat depend you know if you came in with 50% of your budget devoted to you know what you’re calling evaluation, then that might raise you know questions up to is this really more of a research project. So I think to some extent it would be determined by a proportional consideration. You know the level of effort with these projects is really expected to be more in implementing the educational aspect of the project.


And if a good chunk of change - I mean we generally say 10-20% is not unreasonable for evaluation. I think when it starts getting you know quite a bit above 20%, its starts be looking like maybe this isn’t dedicated to participant activities as much.

(Melissa Kenny):
Great, thank you so much for the clarifications.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes.

Coordinator:
The next question comes from (Cindy Savry). Your line is opened.

(Cindy Savry):
Hi thanks for all of your time on this RFP. My first question is do you have a, does NOAA have specific definition that they use for broader public when thinking about your target audience?

Carrie McDougall:
No we don’t. We - the only way I can help you get a sense of it is the things that we don’t want. And that is you know as we stated students that are enrolled in higher education are not a target audience here so yes they are of course members of the broader public. But if they are being engaged as their roles as students in college, they would not be a target audience.


Professionals are not a target audience for this particular funding opportunity. So for example if you had a set of decisions makers - local decision makers that there’s programs that specifically provide support for those types of efforts, and so we are not having that as a target audience. So I don’t know if that helps you get a sense of and we also have a line in there about members of the broader public should target multiple sectors - should represent - involved individuals who represent multiple sectors of society. So that sort of gets that how broad we’d like. So maybe you might have a project that works with say gardeners, but maybe you don’t want to only work with gardeners for example. Unless those gardeners really represent you know a broad section of society, so. Does that help you get a sense of it?

(Cindy Savry):
Yes that says with a - can I just ask for clarification on your comment about decision makers so, just with that, policy makers, would those be considered professionals?

Carrie McDougall:
Yes.

(Cindy Savry):
Yes, okay.

John McLaughlin:
Just a expand– the funding opportunity justified professionals working in the area of resilience are not a target audience.

Carrie McDougall:
Right but yes I want to just add because yesterday we got a question on journalists. And that’s really, we wouldn’t consider that an appropriate target audience.

(Cindy Savry):
Okay, no journalists and then policy makers also...

Carrie McDougall:
Right.

(Cindy Savry):
Considered a professional audience.

Carrie McDougall:
Right.

(Cindy Savry):
Okay. Perfect and then my other question, I was looking at in the definition section, its outcome versus output. So I’m just wondering if having specific output and deliverables would make the proposal more competitive. Or whether it’s really ultimately just how closely it’s aligning with the criteria, sort of the characteristics of a successful project, whether or not there is some specific deliverable that might be you know some other organization might then be able to use and take away.

Carrie McDougall:
There’s no requirement that you have a deliverable that is necessarily usable by another institution.

(Cindy Savry):
Okay.

Carrie McDougall:
However, other than I guess the knowledge that you’re gaining through your projects, that is a deliverable. And so you know if you’re going to do your projects or some sort of approach, hopefully you’re going to be evaluating that approach on some level; you’re going to have some outputs and some outcomes as a results of that approach.

You’re going to be evaluating those and then at the end you’re going to have a summative evaluation that you know looks at the whole thing and so those are deliverables right. Those formative and summative reports are deliverables and those then could inform the broader community about your approach and what you did and what you achieved.


There doesn’t necessarily have to be like a curriculum or a data product or something like that. But thinking of evaluation as a product in of itself that might be usable by someone else. That, we would view that as a deliverable.

(Cindy Savry):
Okay. Perfect. That answers my question.

Carrie McDougall:
Okay, great.

Coordinator:
Again, if you would like to ask a question please press Star 1 on your touchtone phone. Unmute your phone, record your name clearly and I will introduce you for your questions. If you need to withdraw your question, you may press Star 2. The next question comes from (Don Woodhouse). Your line is opened.

(Don Woodhouse):
Yes, I have a technical question and a clarification of scope. On the technical side, does grants.gov have a mechanism similar to fast lanes for linking collaborative proposals? I do that a lot at NSF I said I’ve never done it grants.gov. And is that...

John McLaughlin:
So the answer is no it does not. It’s actually done through our title page template.

(Don Woodhouse):
Okay.

John McLaughlin:
And there you actually specify your partners or it’s actually done just through that title page of the project.

(Don Woodhouse):
Okay.

John McLaughlin:
Many applications that we - after we receive the applications, match them up based on what’s described in title page and the title of the project is also a big help to make sure all applications for a collaborative project have the exact same title as well.

(Don Woodhouse):
Okay and they indicate that it is a collaborative proposal?

John McLaughlin:
Yes, yes. And you actually - there’ll be a bunch of overview on the title page template that will help you out there.

(Don Woodhouse):
Excellent okay second question on scope. I understand we’re not limited to specific communities. We can have a region - a regionalized project if we can clearly describe the reason and document the need and make the case for why and how we deliver them providing those services. Is that correct?

Carrie McDougall:
Yes, that’s correct.

(Don Woodhouse):
Okay, thank you.

Coordinator:
The next question comes from (Allen Strauss). Your line is opened.

(Allen Stroud):
Thank you for all the information so far. So my question I heard pretty clearly that outcomes in the project need to be in the US. And so we are very close to an international boarder and of course all of the things that come with that comes with social and economic, cultural relationships with the climate. And so I guess my question is can some of the activities and say learning experiences take place across the border, or does the entire scope of project have to take place within the U.S. boarders? Thank you.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes, that’s a good question. You know we’re limiting this one to U.S. impact. But it’s definitely I think what we’re going to do is we’re going to take that idea and put it on the table for future consideration like I had mentioned for the higher education audiences. So but this one the impact should be occurring inside the United States.

(Don Woodhouse):
Okay, so just to be clear and I hear that so for instance if we were you know working around local community but we have water, things that go back and forth over the border. Science things like that. Could a group of participants cross the border as part of the project?

John McLaughlin:
Yes, the goals of the environmental literacy grants program in general are focused on environmental literacy and improving the public understanding of how our nation’s resources are managed and understanding of the importance of these resources. So really the goals of the funding program are relative to increasing the environmental literacy here within our nation. So we really want that to be the primary outcomes of a project.

Carrie McDougall:
So are you saying that so like a river that crosses a boarder you would want to have participants...

(Don Woodhouse):
Exactly.

Carrie McDougall:
Go across the border to examine the river in the other country...

(Don Woodhouse):
Exactly.
Carrie McDougall:
As part of a project theoretically?

(Don Woodhouse):
We have mountain ranges that straddle the international boarder. Exactly. There’s wild life right that relates to drought, things like this and so if we were to have people begin to explore some of these things, it would of course be on a much more active participatory approach to be able to do these things in multiple locations. 
Carrie McDougall:
That’s a nuance for sure. I mean...

(Don Woodhouse):
Hopefully we can for our submission but I just wanted to try to get some clarity, and maybe it’s a phone call with the program officer later too.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes, we might want to take that off line. I mean I can’t say definitively no to what you’ve described that I understand it now. But you know some of the scrutiny would come in where is money being spent? You know if it looks like money’s being spent on a lot of international trips that would be a problem.

(Don Woodhouse):
Sure. Thank you.

Carrie McDougall:
Okay.

Coordinator:
The next question comes from (Carol Ann). Your line is opened.

(Carol Ann):
Hi thanks for taking my question. They’re actually three parts. The first part has to do with, you had said that there were with the place we could see previously funded grants. Where’s that in the application? Is there a link? I’m not finding it.

Carrie McDougall:
Oh, okay. Go on to your next question and we’ll get you your answer to your first and the second.

(Carol Ann):
Okay. The next one has to do with the eligibility information. You say there were no eligibility restrictions on institutions at service project partners. I work for a four profit company but I’m wondering if we can partner and be one of the, you know a vendor if you will to help out in the execution of some of the details.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes you can be a sub-awardee.

(Carol Ann):
Just wanted to make sure. And then do we apply for - do we still have to do the SAM or no?

Carrie McDougall:
I don’t – sub-awardees do not have to register with SAM as far as I know.

John McLaughlin:
So there are - there’s a section in the FFO that deals with requirements for sub awardees and let me find that for you. These are good questions here that are making is dig, apologies.
(Carol Ann):
And I was afraid to ask them. And then my last question is will there be a list of participants in yesterdays and today’s Webinar to help facilitate bringing partners together?

Carrie McDougall:
Yes we’re not allowed to do that.

(Carol Ann):
Oh, okay.

Carrie McDougall:
So sorry, yes I mean it’s logical. And we would love to. But unfortunately we’re not allowed to do that so.

(Carol Ann):
Okay because other government agencies do. But...

Carrie McDougall:
Yes we have not collected that information in a way that it will allow us to distribute it.

(Carol Ann):
Okay, yes.

Carrie McDougall:
In terms of the - do you have it?

John McLaughlin:
Yes, I’ve got it. Okay. So with regard to your second question about sub awards, I draw your attention to the bottom of page 11 under project structure management and that basically shows you, that directs you to requirements set out for selection of consultants, subcontractors and sub awardees.

(Carol Ann):
Where do I find that?

John McLaughlin:
Page 11. Oh where do you find the reference in our funding opportunity or where do you find the reference...

(Carol Ann):
The information that’s in the reference. You must file a requirement set out at.

Carrie McDougall:
If you Google it, it should come up.

(Carol Ann):
Yes, okay.

Carrie McDougall:
It’s an OMB regulation that it was referring to.

(Carol Ann):
Okay.

Carrie McDougall:
Your first question page 3 of the funding announcement. There’s a URL at the very bottom of that last paragraph. And that leads in to our environmental literacy grants Web site and through that you can find the link to awards.

(Carol Ann):
Great. Thank you.

Carrie McDougall:
Sure.

Coordinator:
The next question comes from (Gayle Scowcroft). Your line is opened.

(Gayle Scowcroft):
Hi guys. I just actually was going to clarify the question on Kayuse for the woman who asked the question earlier. I don’t know if you’re still on the phone, but Kayuse is a system through which you can apply to all federal agencies for grants. And so your sponsored program office will enter all the information for grants.gov into Kayuse and then Kayuse will talk to the grants.gov Web site to submit your proposal.

Carrie McDougall:
Thanks for that clarification.

John McLaughlin:
Thanks (Gayle).

(Gayle Scowcroft):
Sure.

Coordinator:
The next question is from (Stephanie Hefler). Your line is opened.

(Stephanie Hefler):
Hi thank you. We have a question about the evaluation portion. I’m going to defer to my colleague here. Hi there does an evaluation consultant need to be identified for the proposal?

Carrie McDougall:
That would be more competitive.

(Woman):
Okay. And then are you looking for a full scale evaluation plan? Is that a requirement or not?

Carrie McDougall:
What do you mean by full scale?

(Woman):
Like are you looking for your full plan for evaluation as part of the proposal. Like do we need to know exactly what’s going to happen when and how it’s going to happen? You know if it’s going to be, yes I guess do you want to see a full evaluation plan as a component or is that what you’re saying it’s going to make it more competitive?

Carrie McDougall:
Reviewers are definitely are going to want to get a sense of what’s planned for the evaluation. Maybe not all of the exact tools that will be used and you know the exact methods  may not be finalized yet, but some sense that the PI’s have worked with the evaluators to the extent that this not a boilerplate standard page that has been inserted into this proposal and 15 others because believe me we can tell.


We’ve seen proposals where we literally have the exact same language from a same evaluator in multiple proposals. And so in that case you can tell this is a totally boilerplate generic description of what’s going to be done for evaluation. That does not fly. It needs to be a little more than that. It doesn’t have to be pages long. It can be you know two or three paragraphs in the proposal narrative.


But it needs to be specific to the project and it needs to give reviewers a sense of what will be evaluated. If the project is selected for funding after the project is funded, we then go back to the applicant and require that four months after award begins, a full evaluation plan is submitted and reviewed by the federal program officer. So there is that additional requirement only for awards that are selected. So we don’t expect to see a full blown evaluation plan in the proposal, but something that is specific to that particular project.

John McLaughlin:
Yes and just to expand on Carrie stated the description of the evaluation plan is one of 11 components that’s in your project description which has a page limit of 15 pages. So it should be a component of a 15 page section that describes your entire project. So that may give you some idea for the length you want to put in here.


But it should as Carrie mentioned, include a rhobust evaluation plan and talk about how your plan’s formative and summative evaluations and how they are constructed and use best practices to evaluate your specific type of project.

(Stephanie Hefler):
Did you want to ask...

(Woman):
No, I think that answers.

(Stephanie Hefler):
Okay, thank you very much.

Carrie McDougall:
You’re welcomed. We’ll take one more question.

Coordinator:
The last question comes from (Ruby Papp). Your line is opened.

(Ruby Papp):
Hey guys this is (Ruby) again. I have a couple more questions. One was about the broader public discussion. Would the visitor industry qualify as broader public?

Carrie McDougall:
What do you mean by that?

(Ruby Papp):
Hotels, yes. Hotels, hotel operators. Those that would be affected by sea level rise; beach erosion, etc.

Carrie McDougall:
Are you targeting them in their professional capacity or in their private - as private citizens?

(Ruby Papp):
In their professional capacity to respond to be more resilient.

Carrie McDougall:
I don’t know.

(Ruby Papp):
So they are not an educated group right now currently on these issues.

Carrie McDougall:
No question. There’s all kinds of groups out there that this opportunity does not address. It’s only two million dollars. So we recognize that we are not funding every group that is in need out there and you know hopefully like I said this will be the beginning of several solicitations.

(Ruby Papp):
Okay so that’s a, I guess that’s a no then.

Carrie McDougall:
I’m leaning toward no and I think that what your question raises is the you know I asked about in what capacity would you be reaching them. In their professional capacity or in their capacity as private citizens. And that’s one way to distinguish what we mean by broader public, right.

(Ruby Papp):
So you’re saying it has to be in the capacity of a private citizen and making his or her own personal decisions?

Carrie McDougall:
That’s what, yes I mean there may be some times when people have pointed out, there may be groups that people will point out that are not falling into that that would be eligible. So I don’t want to say that that’s exclusively what we mean by broader public, but that’s kind of generally a good way to think about it.

(Ruby Papp):
Okay. Thank you and then I guess to follow-up since you did mention that there will be follow-up funding announcements for these other types of audiences such as community college and now I’ve mentioned certain industries. Do you have a sense of when that will occur and also will the format of the announcement or you know the contents be similar to this such that we could be getting started now? Which is always a good idea in terms of scoping out a project.

Carrie McDougall:
You know generally this is a fairly common format for environmental literacy grants announcements. I mean you can look at previous announcements we’ve issued to get a sense of how much diversity there is. But we you know projects always have be NOAA related. We almost always require use of NOAA assets. We always have a strong emphasis on robust evaluations.


So there’s several characteristics of this funding announcement that I can’t imagine changing in future funding announcements. The target audience and the approach specified might change. The specific goal of the opportunity might get reworded a bit. And generally we issue announcements annually but that depends heavily on Congressional appropriation.

John McLaughlin:
(Ruby) I’d just like to clarify part of your question. You said we had stated there will funding opportunities coming out for community resilience with future higher education and with professionals working in that capacity. I just want to clarify, we didn’t say there will be funding opportunities for those specific audiences, we just said we anticipate hopefully issuing further environment literacy grants solicitations focused on community resilience and will take under advisement the need for reaching those communities that we heard here. But just wanted to make it clear that there was not a firm commitment that those funding opportunities will be forthcoming. 
(Ruby Papp):
Okay. Thank you.

Carrie McDougall:
Sure.

Coordinator:
At this time I’m showing no further questions.

Carrie McDougall:
Okay, great. So I’ll just say some quick closing remarks. I just want to emphasize again the importance of reading the entire funding announcement. That’s really going to answer a lot of your questions and then taking a look at the frequently asked question site to see if your questions might be answered there. We will be fixing a couple of the areas that came up today.


And then if you have additional questions that weren’t answered here today or not answered and after reading the announcement or the FAQ, please email us your questions at OED.grants@noaa.gov. And please remember that we’ve had a high level of interest in this announcement and so we’re getting a lot of email traffic so be patient with us we’ll get back to you as soon as we can.


But thank you all for your attention today and your interest in this opportunity and we hope this teleconference provided answers to most of your questions. And we’ll be signing off now. Have a good day.

John McLaughlin:
Good job.

Coordinator:
This concludes today’s conference. Thank you for your attendance. You may disconnect your lines at this time.

END

