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Coordinator:
Welcome and thank you for standing by. At this time all participants are in a listen-only mode until the question and answer session of today’s meeting. At that time if you would like to ask a question you may do so by pressing star 1. Today’s meeting is also being recorded. If you have any objections you may disconnect at this time. I now would like to turn the meeting over to (Miss Carrie McDougal). You may begin.
Carrie McDougall:
Okay, thanks Simone. I hope you all have enjoyed that lovely music you were listening to there for a few minutes. Thanks for your patience. We wanted to give people some additional time to join. Welcome to the March 9th 2015 informational teleconference for NOAA’s 2015 environmental literacy grants program. I’m Carrie McDougall, one of the program officers for this opportunity, and I also have next to me...
John McLaughlin: 
John McLaughlin, a program officer for environmental literacy grants program.
Carrie McDougall:
The two of us will be leading the teleconference today and I want to just mention a couple other members of our team. We have Stacey Rudolph who’s also on the line, Christopher Nelson is monitoring one of our emails. Sarah Schoedinger is part of our team although not present today, and we also are joined by June Teisan and Pat Drupp in the office of education.

So as you heard at the beginning of this call, this teleconference is being recorded because it will be transcribed later. We will post the transcription to our frequently asked questions or FAQ Web site by Monday, March 16th, 2015, and due to the large number of participants on this teleconference we were not able to offer Webinar. It essentially exceeded our Webinar capacity so what we’ll be doing today is beginning with an overview of the 2015 environmental literacy grants funding opportunity that has recently been published.

And then we’ll give you an opportunity to ask questions. So you’ll want to make sure you have a way you can view the current funding opportunity. The title of that funding opportunity is “Strengthening the Public’s and/or K-12 Students’ Environmental Literacy for Community Resilience to Extreme Weather Events and Environmental Changes.” We will be reviewing this document page by page and I’ll also cover how to get a copy of it if you don’t already have one.

Throughout the document please note any questions you have and you’ll have a chance to answer them in the second part of the call as I mentioned before. If you’re able to access the Internet while you’re on this teleconference, this may be helpful as we might see if we - we will refer to Web pages as we conduct the overview. Now let me jump ahead and tell you how to find the FFO on grants.gov. Grants.gov is the government-wide place where you can find all federal availability of funding.

So go to grants.gov if you haven’t already using an Internet browser. You click on the search grants tab in the upper left corner, and you’ll see three basic search criteria pop up after you click the search grants tab. You can use any of these criteria to find the current opportunity. For example you can type environmental literacy into the keyword area, or you can type 11.008 into the CFDA number. Any of those will pull up a table on the right and you will see one of the results in that table is funding opportunity #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 there’s a synopsis of the opportunity in the middle of the screen, and if you click on the tab called related documents you will see a table with links to the full announcement. Click on the second full announcement link which will open a PDF version of the FFO, and this is the document we will be overviewing today.

Now this is really important. There were some previous emails sent out to a couple of distribution lists that had an incorrect link in it and it led to an old 2013 environmental literacy funding opportunity so please make sure that the funding opportunity or FFO that you have in front of you now has the title “Strengthening the Public’s and/or K-12 Students’ Environmental Literacy for Community Resilience to Extreme Weather Events and Environmental Changes.” 

If that is not the title of the funding opportunity you have in front of you, you may have an old copy and you need to make sure you get the current version. Okay? So as the operator indicated all participants are muted for the first part of the teleconference, and once we complete the funding opportunity overview, then you’ll have the opportunity to get in a queue, and your phone will be systematically unmuted so that you can ask your question.

That is the only way we will be taking questions during this teleconference today. So the announcement of federal funding opportunity or FFO for short is the primary document that you should be using to guide your applications, instructions, and submissions. You should read the FFO in its entirety, not just rely on our overview today. Also note that we are in the process of posting a slightly modified version of the FFO.

We noted certain minor formatting errors that occurred as we uploaded it to grants.gov, and we will be submitting an improved version with only formatting changes. There will be no content changes to the new version we post. We anticipate that new version will be available by this Friday, March 13th, but again no substantive changes will be made to the FFO, only formatting changes.

Okay, I’m now going to begin the page by page overview of the funding announcement, so if you could go to the funding announcement I’m going to start on page one. Again, you want to just make sure you have the correct funding opportunity in front of you. The deadline for full applications for this funding opportunity is April 13th at 11:59:59. Note that we, office of education staff, are available to answer your questions only until 5pm that day.

So please don’t wait until the last minute. You must submit your applications through grants.gov. We will accept no hard copy or emailed applications, and grants.gov has a series of registration steps that you must go through.  If you’ve never submitted through grants.gov before, if you’re even remotely considering submitting an application for this funding opportunity, you want to make sure that you are fully registered with grants.gov right away.

I would recommend starting this process tomorrow. It can take several weeks if you’re a new organization that has not previously registered with grants.gov and there are several steps, so this is imperative that you begin this multi-step process right away. As part of that process you will also have to establish a registration within SAM.gov, and that needs to happen concurrently but then the SAM process needs to complete before you submit a grants.gov application.

So it’s a bit complicated and I encourage you to go onto grants.gov and read about the process and you need to start it right away. After you have registered for SAM and grants.gov, we still recommend that you try to submit your applications two days prior to our deadline if you can. I know you don’t have a lot of time to prepare applications, but if at all possible, two days is the amount of time that grants.gov typically takes to fully verify an application.

And so if you submit two days prior to the deadline you give grants.gov the full length of time it takes to do a validation check and get back to you and if there were any problems in that validation you would still have an opportunity to fix those problems and resubmit. If you wait until minutes before the deadline and in the end the validation process does not complete sufficiently you will not have an opportunity to resubmit.

Okay, so the first three pages of the funding opportunity are sort of like the FFO abstract or summary, and I’m just going to point out a couple of key points from this section. I’ve overviewed the deadline and the importance of grants.gov submission and registration. On page 3 at the top you’ll see that project must relate to NOAA’s mission areas. This is a NOAA funding opportunity, so you need to do projects that are related to our mission.

Eligible applicants for this funding opportunity are 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 organizations, foreign institutions, and individuals are not eligible to apply.

Projects must be between two and five years in duration and have total federal request of 250,000 to 500,000 for all years of the project. We anticipate that awards under this announcement will be made by September 30th, 2015, and projects should start no earlier than October 1st, 2015. So those are the basics, and now we’re going to dive into details of the funding opportunity, so I’m turning over to page 4.

And diving into the program objectives overview section, so the first paragraph is about NOAA’s environmental literacy grants program. This program 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 not familiar with NOAA’s environmental literacy grants program, it’s been around since 2005.

Please go onto the office of education Web site. The links are embedded in this funding announcement, and familiarize yourself with this environmental literacy grants program. Applicants we’ve funded in the past, you can see their project descriptions there. We are not able to provide previously funded applications, but you can read the abstracts of previously funded awards, but it’s good to get yourself generally familiar with the program if you’re not already.

This particular solicitation of the environmental literacy grants program supports NOAA’s education strategic plan, NOAA’s main next generation strategic plans as well as the US department of commerce and strategic planning. The third paragraph on this page is the goal of this funding opportunity, so the top line of that third paragraph is the goal of this FFO is to strengthen the public and or K12 students’ environmental literacy to enable informed decision making necessary for community resilience to extreme weather events and environmental changes.

We will not fund anything that does not directly support this goal, so if you’re thinking about a project and wondering if it fits in this funding opportunity, read that goal again and think does my project do that? If it doesn’t, this may not be the appropriate funding opportunity for you. The rest of this paragraph is getting into the rationale and background for this goal, and I suggest that you read it when you have a moment.

Moving on to page 5, the top paragraph is further rationale and background information on the goals of this funding opportunity. I want to just highlight a few phrases from this paragraph that are particularly important, and they are that “resilient communities require a scientifically informed and engaged public.” Further, “public understanding of earth’s interconnected systems is crucial to our ability to apply knowledge and problem-solving skills to real world issues.”

So those are some of the key phrases from that paragraph. So the second paragraph on page 5 under the heading description of project activities, this is the most important paragraph in the entire funding opportunity. You really need to review this paragraph over and over again as you consider a project you already are thinking about submitting or if you’re formulating a project in response to this funding opportunity.

You really want to make sure you’re hitting on all these points that are described in this paragraph, so we’re going to take a little while to read through it and unpack this paragraph on page 5, so projects should build the environmental literacy necessary for community resilience by focusing on geographic awareness and an understanding of earth’s systems and the threat 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 function in their environment 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 weigh the potential impacts of their decisions systematically.

So unpacking the first sentence, all projects should have some basis in addressing the threats and vulnerabilities of specific geographic areas. We’re not going to specify the geographic scope of that area, but the area of focus should be defined in your project description and an assessment of the threats and vulnerabilities of that area should be at the root of the project. Furthermore the statement about communities becoming resilient and their members having the ability to reason about the way human and natural systems function and interact.

You’ll see in this lengthy sentence that projects may need to draw on the disciplines of geography, social science, ecological and physical sciences, engineering, and economics, so we really see this as a multi-disciplinary type of effort. I’m going to continue reading from the paragraph on page 5, “projects will be based on the latest science about the threats and vulnerabilities facing communities and consider socio-economic and ecological factors.”

We’re seeking projects that have an appropriate mix of a very strong science backbone with an equally strong technological approach based on what is known to work in a particular field. What we’re expecting is that we’ll probably see the most successful projects have an appropriate mix and blend of those two components, so if you’re on the science side and you’re thinking about submitting a project, you might want to look at how strong your educational partners are.

If you’re on the education side and you’re thinking about submitting a project you might want to look very seriously at who are your science advisors and how committed are they to the project? We’re really going to be looking for an appropriate blend of those two things, and that may be achieved best through partnership if you’re working at an institution that has maybe expertise in one of those areas but not all.

So please really consider a pretty balanced approach there. Continuing to read through the funding opportunity, “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.” Because this is the first time we’ve ever funded in this community resilience area we are not specifying a project type or approach other than specifying the target audiences and emphasizing this phrase which I just read, active engagement of participants in learning about and addressing real world issues.

What do we mean by this? Well for example it would not be sufficient to have a project that - the primary outcome of which would be movie participants would watch a movie about resilience, or participants would attend a museum exhibit about resilience, just as examples. So a movie or an exhibit could be a component of a project, but there should be another component of the project that has a more active and interactive engagement of participants, maybe in decision-making or something like that.

So that’s what we are trying to get at with that phrase actively engage participants in learning about and addressing real world issues. Continuing from the FFO, “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 the use of NOAA’s assets projects are strongly encouraged to involve partnerships with relevant NOAA entities, offices, programs, etcetera, and/or NOAA employees and affiliates.”

And then we’ve provided a variety of Web links to help you connect with appropriate NOAA people or find appropriate NOAA assets. So there’s strong emphasis on utilization of NOAA’s assets, but again thinking back on prior projects we’ve funded, it’s usually a bit more than someone goes onto our Web site and uses one of our data sets and incorporates that into an educational project.

Usually the most successful projects have a fairly robust working relationship with NOAA in order to really fully understand that asset and maximize the use of that. So you aren’t required to work with NOAA, but you might find that it makes your project better. Okay, moving onto page 6, as I said before, “project topics must relate to the known mission areas of 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 plan, healthy oceans, weather-ready nations, climate adaptation and mitigation, and resilient coastal communities and economies.”

You may also consider a couple of other funding opportunities when you’re thinking about this one, so there are two other NOAA funding opportunities that will be out shortly that deal with community resilience. I’m going to just talk about them very briefly. One of them is the regional coastal resilience grants program which will be administered by NOAA’s national ocean service, or NOS.

The purpose of this funding opportunity will be to implement activities that build resilience of coastal communities to the negative impacts from extreme weather events, climate hazards, and changing ocean conditions. More specifically funding will be - will support implementation of actions that directly build resilience of US coastal communities and to do so using regional approaches, so this one’s focused on coastal communities.

The companion competition, the coastal ecosystem resilience grants program, is being administered by NOAA’s national marine fishery service, and it will be focused on improving the resiliency of ocean and coastal ecosystems. NOAA fisheries is in the final stages of preparing this funding opportunity and listed on the ground habitat restoration projects that increase ecosystem resilience to extreme weather and changing environmental conditions.

Successful proposals will result in reduced risk of hazards for coastal communities as well as more habitat for fisheries and protected species. So these funding opportunities are not yet out but I just wanted to give you a sense of what’s coming. We expect them to be published hopefully by the end of March, but if your project is better aligned with one of these two opportunities than the environmental literacy grants one, then you might want to consider waiting and submitting your application to one of those instead.

Once these opportunities publish we will post links to both opportunities on our frequently asked questions site and they will also be available through grants.gov. Moving back to page 6 of the FFO, I’m still - I’m on the second paragraph from the top, so “there has been a significant increase in the number of reports, analyses, and tools that assist individuals, communities, and governments in addressing resilience to extreme weather events and environmental change. These assets could be better utilized by the education community to create learning opportunities based on current data.” And what we’ve done is we’ve been doing a lot of research for this funding opportunity and we’ve come across a variety of resources and assets that we think are particularly relevant to this funding opportunity. Some you’ll see are NOAA, some are not, but what we’ve done is we’ve included a short list of some of what we consider to be the most relevant.

Some of them are topically specific and so they may not apply to your particular project, but the ones that are not topically specific you should take a look at because there are some broad resources in there that would be applicable to any project and I just want to highlight the second link on this page, which is an excellent community resilience index you may find particularly for coastal communities.

And then the third link, Georgetown climate centers adaptation clearinghouse, what you’ll find when you go to this site is a collection of community resilience or climate action plans. It’s not a comprehensive list, but it’s a really good starting place if you want to try and find out if your state or city or community has - is operating under a plan, so really take a look at this list and review the ones that are broad and the ones that are topically specific to see if they might help you do your project better.

Okay, so moving on to page 7, at the very bottom of this page there’s a little paragraph tacked onto the bottom that’s an important one, and basically it speaks to the geographic scale and scope of your project, so it 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’re trying to say here is that typically environmental literacy grants have funded projects on a slightly larger geographic scale than we expect the funds with this particular funding opportunity but if it’s a very small geographic scale project we’re really hoping you’ll look at that project from the view of how might others learn from what we’ve done, what is potentially applicable to other places, and we’re really expecting that to be part of your project evaluation and what you report out to us.

The other thing I’d like to point out that’s implicit in the language in this funding opportunity is that the impact of the projects that we fund should occur only in the United States, so please keep that in mind as you’re formulating your project. The other thing we’ve done because a lot of the work we expect will be community-based is we’ve recommended that you consider engaging with local community foundations, because many of them are involved in resilience efforts.

And we’ve provided a link to community foundation locator that we hope might be helpful in identifying foundations that might be working in your community in this area. Structurally another note, if you want to propose an expansion or enhancement of a previously funded project, if it meets the funding requirements of this opportunity it would be eligible, but you must demonstrate how you’ve made significant accomplishments based on the previous award and how the project will improve and build on that previous effort.

All right, the middle of page eight, target audiences, as I mentioned before the target audiences are the broader public, K12 students, and may also include informal educators which includes interpreters and docents and formal educators which would include pre- or in-service and school administrators. Higher education students and professionals working in the area of community resilience are not a target audience for this funding opportunity.

Further, projects focus on engaging public audiences should try to involve individuals who represent multiple specters of society. As with almost all of our previous environmental literacy grants, there is an interest in projects that reach groups traditionally underrepresented in earth system science and groups from underserved communities, which are often the most vulnerable to the risks associated with extreme weather events and environmental change.

Still on page 8, there is now a list called characteristics of the successful project, and you’re going to see one of the minor formatting errors that we’re hoping to correct with the new version of the FFO we’ll be posting, so that very first line it says “the specific characteristics of the successful project under this funding opportunity will exhibit include the following.” That set currently has a bullet, and it should be not a bullet. It should be the sentence that leads into the bullet that lists as follows.

So that’ll be the kind of thing we’re fixing with the new version we’re posting. So this is an important list. This is sort of like your checklist for if this project going to score well on the evaluation criteria.  So you want to look through this list and pay close attention to it, because it’s really an indication of what we’re seeking written up in sort of a different way. So the first, the project must advance NOAA’s mission.

The project must address the goal of this funding opportunity. It must increase the participant’s ability to reason about the way the human and natural systems function and interact and continuing on there, I’ll let you read it with your own time. Project must be based on the latest science about stress and vulnerabilities facing communities, and consider socioeconomic and equalizable factors.

The project must be both educationally and technically sound, must be based on the established best practices tailored to the specific activity type and the target audience. It must actively engage participants in learning and addressing real world issues. It must fill an identified need and have clearly stated outcomes and objectives that are measurable and appropriate to the target audience.

And I just want to pause right here and say that another broad characteristic of projects we’ve funded in the past is that the proposal has a very strong explanation as to the rationale of the project. You get - the project states here is how we know the project is needed. Here is what is needed, here is how we’re going to address that need, the approach we’re taking, it uses best practices published in the following literature.

We want to see a very strong rationale for what you’re doing, how you’re doing it, and why you’re doing it. Don’t skimp on that part of your narrative. Continuing from this list, utilizes NOAA’s scientific data, data access tools, data visualizations and/or other physical and intellectual assets, increases awareness and use of NOAA 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 get more into that in a minute.

Shares information on project outcomes and design with NOAA and the appropriate broader science education community, includes PIs, co-PIs and key personnel who are appropriately qualified and have clearly defined responsibilities, and includes a well-justified and sufficiently detailed budget, and that there’s a whole section on budget later on in the FFO.

Additionally a successful project under this funding opportunity may exhibit the following characteristics where appropriate. I’m on page ten now, include partnership with NOAA, is informed by activities previously funded by NOAA’s environmental literacy grants program, involves groups traditionally underrepresented in earth systems science and/or from underserved communities, leverages existing networks of institutions to achieve the goals of the project, utilizes community resilience action or other similar plans for the areas served by the project, provides detail on applicability of implementation at other scales or at other places of similar scale.

And again this is for the very small scale projects, integrates practices, cross-cutting concepts and/or full ideas from the national research council’s framework, and aligns activities to the principles in the various scientific principles that NOAA - that relate to NOAA’s mission, and the list is below. So again, you want to look and make - you want to see if your community or your geographic scope of your project has an action plan that it is currently implementing.

And that should really be incorporated into your project if one exists. If one doesn’t exist you should state that you did some research and discovered one did not exist or that you’re using one similar or something. We’d like to see those be really strongly incorporated where possible. Okay, so I think I’m going to turn it over to John unless John wants me to repeat anything. No, okay, I think we’re going to switch over to John now so you can hear a different voice for a few minutes.
John McLaughlin: 
All right, thank you, Carrie. I’m going to be starting on page 11 under section 5, project structure and management. There are two potential project structures for projects submitted through this opportunity. The first is for a project submitted through a single award to an institution. Such a project may have sub-awards to project partners. In this case there would be one application submitted to NOAA by that institution.

An alternative is to have a collaborative award structure, whereby funding is split among two or more awarded institutions that are partnering in order to take a project, and in this structure each institution would submit a collaborative application to NOAA, and we will overview the content form for each type of project later in this funding opportunity review.

If you go forward with a collaborative award structure, you will need to have a clear management structure and decision-making process that specifies the roles of each collaborative applicant and key personnel. Also you must designate one institution as the lead institution for the collaborative project, and we’ll talk about it more about the requirements for the lead institution with regard to mission and content.

All right, moving onto page 12, and project evaluation, all 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 the funding programs. Plans for formative and summative project evaluations should be well constructed and should use best practices for evaluating that type of project.”

Per the project budget section later in the funding opportunity, it is stated that 10 to 20% of total project budget is a reasonable estimate of the costs associated with the comprehensive project evaluation, just to give you a sense of the funding scale we are looking for with regard to project evaluations. Project evaluations should be handled by external professional evaluators or by internal staff who have significant expertise with each type evaluation and are not otherwise substantively involved in the project.

So we’re looking for qualified evaluators who do not have a real or apparent bias with the project. In addition to evaluating the impact of the project, we want you to share what you’ve learned to inform the broad filed of K through 12 and informal science education. You are encouraged to develop appropriate project dissemination strategies, and in the FFO we list a few types of dissemination strategies used you may consider.

We anticipate that funding decisions for fiscal year 2015 regarding awards selection funding will be made by September 30th of 2015. Therefore your project should have a start date no earlier than October 1st of 2015. Moving onto page 13, definition section, I am not going to go through all these definitions, but I recommend that you review them. There are two particularly relevant ones that I would like to point out.

The second one is NOAA assets, “these are resources, services, or sites that are used to support NOAA’s mission and to communicate NOAA research data information and knowledge to the public. These include education materials and programs, datasets and visualizations, subject matter experts, facilities, and natural resource areas”, and there’s a partial list that can be found on our assets page that we strongly suggest you review.

You can also find NOAA resources in various regions across the country through the NOAA in your backyard Web site which is the link to - it’s provided here and page 13. Moving onto page 14, I would like to point out the definition we use for resilience. As you know our projects are focusing on community resilience, and we define resilience as “the capacity of a community, business, natural environment to prevent, withstand, respond to, and recover from a disruption” per the US climate resilience toolkit.

Next section focuses on references which are the citations of works from which the development of this FFO was informed. Again I will not go through them all but I will point out if you for example, the first framework for our evaluating the impacts of informal science education would be very appropriate if you have an informal science education project that you are looking to evaluate.

On page 15, the three references from the national research council may also be of special interest when preparing a project. They are in order, learning science in informal environments, a framework for K-12 science education, and disaster resilience, a national imperative. Moving onto page 16, I will not go into detail on program priorities or program authority. You can review those if you are interested.

So that will bring us to the next major component of the FFO, the award information section, and we start with 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 4-8 projects in fiscal year 2015.

We do reserve the right to hold over a subset of project applications that do not receive funding in fiscal year 2015 but review well for consideration for possible funding in fiscal year 2016. Most projects for this solicitation must be between two and five years in duration and have a total federal request of $250,000 to $500,000 for all years on the project. I will point out that if you go with a collaborative award structure the total project request is equal to the project request of the award request for each of the awards that makes up that project, so please be aware of that.

The award totals also include direct and indirect costs. The combined total budget request should not include any funding that would support NOAA partners in the project. This would include the personnel involved and the activities and tasks that they undertake. Any costs associated with such activities that go beyond time support from the NOAA partner will be handled internally by the NOAA office of education.

These costs may not exceed 10% of the total federal request for the proposed projects. Moving on to the bottom of page 17 and the top of page 18, the type of funding instrument, we point out that we expect making awards through collaborative agreements under the terms of the funding opportunity notice, applications made through collaborative agreements include substantial involvement of the federal government, which may include but is not limited to liaison activities between the grantee and NOAA personnel who are contributing data or expertise to the project.

The exact amount of funds, the scope of work in terms and conditions of a successful award will be determined in pre-award negotiations between the successful applicant and NOAA representatives. Moving on to the eligibility information, eligible applicants section, Carrie already reviewed the list of eligible applicants so I will not reread it, but I would just highlight her advice to please review your institutional standing to be sure you will in fact be submitting as an eligible applicant type.

And for profit organizations and foreign institutions and individuals are not eligible to apply. I will point out there are no eligibility restrictions on institutions that are serving as project partners, but are not submitting an application themselves. These partners can receive a portion of the funding through sub-awards for NOAA partners or through directory support - sorry, or through direct support from NOAA Office of Education for NOAA partners.

You may serve as a principal investigator on one project application as an individual. However you can serve as a co-PI or key personnel on more than one application, and institutions may submit more than one application. Federal employees are not eligible to serve as PIs or co-PIs on any application, but they may be included as key personnel. Moving on to page 19, the address request and application package.

“Application packages are downloaded through grants.gov. Grants.gov requires applicants to register with the system prior to submitting the application.” As Carrie highlighted, this registration process can take several weeks and involve multiple steps, so we strongly suggest you get started early. All the packages must be downloaded through grants.gov. I would highlight the note at the bottom of the section near the end of page 13 that directs you to a list of software applications that allow you to successfully navigate the grants.gov pages and complete your application.

If you have any trouble with accessing grants.gov pages, first off would be to look at this page and make sure you have the correct software applications. If you are having - if you are experiencing issues with downloading or uploading to grants.gov, we suggest you contact the grants.gov customer service group. The phone number and email address for which are provided in this section. Moving on to the bottom of page 19, the content and form of the application.

Please review the form with regard to font size and page margins and then we’ll move onto a URL here for our templates page. If you have Internet access now, you may want to click on this link. It will provide you with checklists, templates, and models that are helpful for preparing your application package. With regard to the content listed in the federal funding opportunity, elements A through I are required and elements J through K are optional for all projects.

Collaborative applications should ensure that the application submitted by the lead institution includes all elements A through I below, and again elements J through K are optional. If you are part of a collaborative application but you are not the lead institution, you are responsible for a subset of these components and on our templates page you can find checklists of the required elements for both a lead institution of a collaborative project, a partner institution of a collaborative project, and a single institution project.

So I suggest you review those templates when preparing your application. Section A regards the required forms for an application, and I will point out that on our template page we do have an example form for the SF424A, the budget information form, that you may want to review while preparing your submission of an SF424A. On section B title page we also have a suggested template for the title page that includes all the elements, including an executive summary that should not exceed 150 words.

Section C really contains the core programmatic components of your project application, and it is the project description which must not exceed 15 pages and must follow the requirements for content and form. This federal funding opportunity lays out - the section below lays out the required components of a project description. I will not go through all those but I will tell you again that there is a template for the project description available on our templates page that provides more detail on those components that I strongly suggest you review.

And all projects must be described completely within the project description. This brings us to section D on page 23, the proposed works plan and milestone chart, which provides the tasks to be completed in a chronological order. Section E is the brief resumes for all - these are required for all principle investigators and co-principle investigators. Each resume is limited to three pages, and we do suggest while they’re not required, you consider submitting resumes of additional key personnel from applicant institutions.

This will help reviewers assess the applicant’s applications. Section F is description of NOAA involvement in the project. Again this is required component in which you should describe the involvement of any NOAA parties in the project including the personnel involved and the activities and tasks they will undertake. The costs - if there are costs associated with these NOAA partners they should not exceed 10% of the total project budget.

And they are not included as part of your award cap. I will point out that they should not be included in the title page, the SF424 form, the SF424A form, or the project table and narrative. Section G, current and pending support, you need to describe the current and pending support for all federal and non-federal funding including allocations to this funding opportunity for all the PIs and co-PIs for your project.

Again there is a template for current and pending support available on our templates page. Moving onto section H, the budget, applications must include both a detailed table and narrative for the budget. The SF424A form, the budget form, does not count as your budget table. There are templates for both budget table and budget narrative contained on our templates page that are helpful in preparing these sections.

The budget sections do need to have enough detail to allow NOAA office of education staff and the review panel to evaluate the level of effort proposed by the investigators and staff on the project. There is no page limit for this section. Moving on to page 27, section I, the data sharing plan, this is a required element, but we anticipate that most projects on this funding opportunity will not involve the question of environmental data that will require a detailed data sharing plan.

If no data will be collected or created as part of the project, then this element of the application should consist of a single statement on a separate page under the heading data sharing plan, indicating that no data will be collected as part of this project. If you do cite references you should list those in - according to the references site - actually section J on page 27.

Moving onto page 28 section K, letters of commitment. If substantive partnerships are described in the project description, letters of commitment should be provided. Letters of commitment are really important for demonstrating the concrete involvement of project partners, and they’re a tool for the review panel to assess how solidified these partnerships are.

Section L, we have determined that a NEPA questionnaire is not required, and section M, unique identity - entity identifier and system for award management or SAM, I will point again as Carrie mentioned already, you should be registered in the SAM system before submitting an application and if you need to register, make sure you work through sam.gov.

Okay, onto page 28, submission date and times. Critical information here, the deadline for all applications as Carrie mentioned is one second before midnight EDT on April 23rd, 2015.
Carrie McDougall:
April 13.
John McLaughlin: 
April 13, sorry. Critical information here, April 13, 2015. As Carrie mentioned our office staff will only be available to answer questions until 5pm EDT on this day, and applications must be submitted through grants.gov. We are not able to accept hard copy or emailed applications. We suggest that you consider proposing - submitting your proposal two days before the deadline, as Carrie already recommended.

Every year we do have late applications and these are unfortunate situations for all involved, so hopefully submitting two days before the deadline will help avoid those. Skipping down now to the bottom of page 29, evaluation criteria, this section lists the criteria and their relative weighting that the review panel will use when reviewing your applications. Therefore we strongly suggest you study these and familiarize yourself with them.

Reviewing your project idea against these evaluation criteria is also a sound way to see if your project will likely be competitive. To leave time for questions, I will not go through all this criteria, but rather just suggest you review them. Moving onto page 32, review and selection process, this section lists the required minimum requirements for an application, and I will point out these will be strictly enforced.

So please do make sure you comply with these. All applicants must be eligible to apply, so you must be an eligible applicant type to be approved for review, the application must be received on time. All required elements of the application must be present and follow format requirement guidelines. The sum for the total project budget request must be no more than $500,000 and no less than $250,000 and the duration of the project must be between 2 and 5 years.

All applications that meet these requirements will be evaluated and scored by a panel of independent reviewers. The reviewers may be federal or not federal experts, each having expertise in a separate area so that the reviewers as a whole cover the spectrum of applications received. The reviewers will score each application using the evaluation criteria and the relative weights that I drew your attention to earlier.

A rank order for all applications will be established by the review panel. Under section C, the selection factors, these are factors that can be applied by the NOAA office of education when making final funding decisions based on the top ranked applications from the rank order from the review panel. Moving onto page 34, anticipated announcement and award dates, the review of the applications that I just described will occur between April and June of 2015.

This will be followed by an additional administrative review for those applications that are recommended for funding. The administrative review will occur between July and September of 2015 and then projects under this announcement that will be funded in fiscal year 2015 will start no earlier than October 1st, 2015. All applicants will be notified of their standing by email by September 30th of 2015.

All right, the next few sections of this FFO detail administrative requirements that I will not review at this telecom, but you can certainly review at your own pace, so I will move to page 41, agency contacts, and this section lists the members of our environmental literacy grant team that are here on the phone today and directs you to our contact information. Our preferred method of contact is the phone number listed here, 202-482-079 - or sorry, our preferred method of contact is the email address which is here, oed.grants@noaa.gov. Alternatively you can call us at the phone number listed here. With that said I will turn things over to Carrie again for a closing.
Carrie McDougall:
Okay, actually I’ll close at the very end, but what we’re going to do now is turn it over to the participants and if we can have the operator, we are now ready to take questions.
Coordinator:
Certainly, at this time if you would like to ask a question, you may do so by pressing star one. Please record your first and last name clearly when prompted, as your name is required to introduce the question. To withdraw a question simply press star two. Once again at this time if you would like to ask a question you may do so by pressing star 1. One moment please for our first question. This question comes from (Kevin Hosman), (Mr. Hosman), your line is now open.
(Kevin Hosman):
Yes, I have a - I noticed that most of - there’s a lot of verbiage towards coastal communities. I’m in a forested community and I’m wondering, you know, if we’re - if we’ll be eliminated because we’re not coastal.
Carrie McDougall:
No, actually, this FFO is not specific to coastal communities. You may have heard me talk about two other NOAA funding opportunities that are specific to coastal communities, but this particular funding opportunity is not specific to coastal communities. Now that said, NOAA has a lot of ocean and coastal aspects and resources and many of them are focused on the coast, but it doesn’t mean that non-coastal communities are not sought in this funding opportunity.
(Kevin Hosman):
Thank you.
Coordinator:
Our next question comes from (David Lustick). (David), your line is open.
(David Lustick):
Hi, thanks for this Webinar - for this conference call. It’s been great. I have a question regarding the language in the evaluation. It says outside evaluation or relevant members of the research that can do the evaluation. Do you have a particular policy that you want outside evaluators, or can evaluation be done internally by say co-PIs involved with the project?
Carrie McDougall:
It would be a little odd I think to have a co-PI doing project evaluation just because typically a co-PI is involved in the larger budgetary and structural decisions of other projects. We do not require external evaluation. What we require is that the evaluator has the appropriate qualifications to be an evaluator, and that they be not a member of the decision - you know, they’re not a core part of the project team. They have to be distant enough from the project that they are able to objectively evaluate the project, and that’s why I think it might be a little awkward to have a co-PI as an evaluator, but (John), you want to add to that?
(John McLaughlin):
Yes, the funding opportunity simply states for internal staff they have to have significant experience Carrie spoke about with the type of evaluation being applied and they are not otherwise substantively involved with the project, so a co-PI would generally be somebody who is substantively involved with the project.
(David Lustick):
So that’s great, that’s exactly what I wanted to hear. Thank you.
Carrie McDougall:
You’re welcome.
Coordinator:
Just as a reminder if you would like to ask a question you may do so at this time by pressing star one. Please remember to record your first and last name clearly once prompted. Our next question comes from (Alison Smith). (Alison), your line is open.
(Alison Smith):
Thank you. I didn’t see anything about a match requirement, so is there a match requirement, or would it be and if there’s not would it be helpful to include a list of in kind contributions?
Carrie McDougall:
There is no match requirement, and I’m trying to - this isn’t something that’s actually changed recently in the new OMB regulations that govern grants as to how federal agencies can require or even request match and so you might see some changes happening at a lot of other federal opportunities about match, so I’m just going to make sure I’m not saying the wrong thing in terms of how we’ve handled it in the evaluation criteria.

I remember it appeared here somewhere so just bear with me for a second while I look up in kind. I think that there is a mention of in kind resources in the evaluation criteria. Just one second. Are you finding it, (John)? This is something we took out at the last part of our process and so that’s why we’re trying to make sure that we don’t have it anywhere in here. So in-kind does not appear?

(John McLaughlin):
No but if you do have in-kind resources, you can include them in your budget narrative. If there resources are equipment, that will provide to support this project.

Carrie McDougall:
Right so...

(John McLaughlin):
So they’re not required but they can be included.

Carrie McDougall:
And they will - and it’s not part of the review criteria.

(John McLaughlin):
No.

(Alison Smith):
Thank you.
Carrie McDougall: Yes. We can take the next question.

Coordinator:
Just as a reminder if you would like to ask a question you may do so by pressing star 1. Our next question comes from (Abby Techlow). (Abby) your line is open.

(Abby Techlow):
Thank you. May I have two questions?

Carrie McDougall:
Sure.

(Abby Techlow):
Ok. My first question is in response to the first person who asked a question about the coastal community. If we choose an inland community -- such as a lake community -- should we have a tie-in to a coastal community? So should we include in our project ways that an inland community impacts a coastal community, or is it ok to just focus on the inland lake community?

Carrie McDougall:
You don’t need to have a link to a coastal community.

(Abby Techlow):
Ok.

Carrie McDougall:
I think that, you know, maybe the way to think about this is when you’re defining a geographic scope for a project, you know, what are the - how do you - what is the rationale for how you determine the geographic scope. What are the barriers? Is it a water shed? Is it a city? Is it a municipal boundary? You know, what are the definitions of the scope of the project? So maybe describing that process and then how the need for the project fits within that.


But we don’t require any connection or work with coastal communities.
(Abby Techlow):
Ok great. And my -- thank you -- and my second question is, there was mention in the RFP about a trip cost to include for PIs. How should we account for that? Where is the trip so we know how much money to put in the budget request for that?

Carrie McDougall:
You can assume that the meeting is in Washington, D.C. on an annual basis.

(Abby Techlow):
And is it an overnight? So we would need hotel accommodations?

Carrie McDougall:
Yes, you should assume probably two nights hotel. But this is the kind of stuff that we’ll negotiate with you when you’re at the final stages...

(Abby Techlow):
Ok.

Carrie McDougall:
...of process so we can fix any minor changes like that as we work through if your project is selected for funding.

(Abby Techlow):
Ok thank you.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes.

Coordinator:
Next question comes from (Ethan Allen). (Ethan), your line is open.

(Ethan Allen):
Thank you. I’m trying to get clarity on the geographical location of the impact of this work. I thought I heard you say impacts of project should only be in the United States. What about the US Territories and what about the so-called freely associated states out in the Pacific? Are those eligible?

Carrie McDougall:
Yes on US Territories. We’ve had this question before about the freely associated states, and I’m trying to remember so that we have a consistent answer. I think we’ve said yes on the previously - on the freely associated states but I’m going to need to check -- I’m sorry -- our Frequently Asked Questions to see, because I’m trying to be consistent with the way we’ve handled this in the past. (Stacey) if you remember how we’ve handled it, you could GChat in that answer and I’ll read it over the phone.


So why don’t we move onto the next question and I’ll get back to you on that one, ok?

(Ethan Allen):
Ok thank you.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes.

Coordinator:
Our next question comes from (Kathleen Dagger). (Kathleen), your line is open.

(Kathleen Dagger): Thank you. You have indicated at the beginning that we couldn’t do a Webinar because there were too many people online today.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes.

(Kathleen Dagger): Relative to the odds of four to eight acceptances, how many people did respond to this call to listen today? And how many applications are you anticipating?

Carrie McDougall:
Well we have no way of knowing how many applications we’re anticipating. We - this is - we have not sent out any letter of intent or anything, so we really don’t know. And this is -- as I said in the beginning -- the first time we’ve ever funded in this area so it’s a bit of a new foray for us. So it’s really hard for us to estimate.


I will tell you that I think this might be the all-time high for interested - for this phase -- prospective applicants. We’re at something like 350 I think over the two days. And I think that’s the highest we’ve ever had. Yes. It’s the highest we’ve ever had. So - but not by much. We’ve had close to these numbers in the past and, you know, as our funding, in (NOAA) says, we’re planning to fund four to eight awards.


So we’re anticipating this is going to be a pretty competitive process here.

John McLaughlin: I will add that historically, the number of participants on the information webinars is a little higher than the number of applications received.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes.

(Kathleen Dagger): Thank you.

Coordinator:
Next question come from (Stefan Graley). (Stefan), your line is open.

(Stefan Graley):
Thank you. Thank you for the presentation. I have two questions. The solicitation focuses on extreme weather events and it also mentions natural disasters. So, if we were studying our working on coastal communities and education related to that -- including hurricanes and storms -- could we also cover tsunamis, which are natural disasters, or would that be excluded from your areas of interest?

Carrie McDougall:
No, that’s perfectly included.

(Stefan Graley):
Ok. Thank you. And the second question is, how would you view a training of science writer or journalists as a tool for strengthening public awareness in environmental literacy? That’s sort of an indirect way of training non-professionals, but they act as a role of formal or informal educators to society.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes, I mean that’s a little bit of a gray area. I would probably have to see the whole project to say, but it sounds to me like it’s falling into the professional audiences category, just based on that limited description and so I would say that would probably not be an audience of significant interest, you know, especially given the other component of the project that I mentioned of our interest in the active engagement of project participants. So that to me seems a little bit at odds with science journalism.

(Stefan Graley):
Ok thank you.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes.

Coordinator:
Next question comes from (Vince Goshek). (Vince), your line is open.

(Vince Goshek):
Hello. Thank you for taking the question. Been having contacts with NOAA people. I am wondering if you’re saying that researchers would be ideal for data managers or, you know, people with other functions.

John McLaughlin:
Yes basically with regard to NOAA staff to involve in your project as project partners, they do not need to be researchers. If you’re doing a STEM-focused project where say engineering is a component, they can certainly be engineers, they can be NOAA educators. So there’s a wide variety of specialties that NOAA staff that can serve as valuable partners. So they do not need to be limited to researchers.

(Vince Goshek):
Ok thank you.

Coordinator:
Next question comes from (Wendy Felter).

(Wendy Felter):
I wondered whether you could clarify for my colleagues on this teleconference whether two components of our proposed project could be fundable. One is a capital project, a building focused on education about environmental change. And the second is a vehicle to do outreach programs on that subject.

Carrie McDougall:
We definitely cannot fund capital projects. That is prohibited based on the type of federal funding this is. We can only fund projects that are more programmatic or operational in nature.


Vehicle purchase technically falls under equipment, and that would be part of - could be part of an acceptable budget. You would just need to really substantially justify the costs. And typically, that level of equipment request would be accompanied by a lease versus purchase analysis and it’s a different level of budgetary requirement than say purchasing a laptop computer.

(Wendy Felter):
Ok and do you anticipate that this will be an annual funding opportunity?

Carrie McDougall:
We - The Environmental Literacy Grant generally is an annual funding opportunity, with the exception of last year. We did not offer one. But for the past, since 2005, we have offered an Environmental Literacy Grant every year.


Whether - we hope to focus on community resilience in the future. Sometimes we receive congressional direction that modifies that, so. But that is our general plan.

(Wendy Felter):
Thank you.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes.

Coordinator:
Our next question comes from (Eric Walberg). (Eric), your line is open.

(Eric Walberg):
Hello. Thanks for taking my question. I’m curious whether or not a non-traditional educational program might fit here. And what I’ve got in mind is a component of a broader watershed management effort. It wouldn’t necessarily fit the pattern of a pre-existing K through 12 program or a previously established educational program through a museum or an aquarium. Would that be sort of outside the bounds of what you would consider here under this RFP?

Carrie McDougall:
I mean the, you know, one of our target audiences is the public. So it sounds like that would be acceptable. I mean, I don’t feel like maybe I know enough.

(Eric Walberg):
Well would you be looking for an educational institution of some sort to be part of a team to do a watershed-based project? I mean, right now we’ve got a consortium that is interdisciplinary but it doesn’t include an entity that does education per se as part of the team.

John McLaughlin:
 One of the root criteria that the panel will be looking at, the qualifications of the team relative to carry out the project. So the projects under this funding opportunity should build environmental literacy necessary for community resilience by focusing on geographical awareness and understanding Earth’s systems and the threats and vulnerabilities associated with the location.


So that requires the building of environmental literacy. So, you should have a project team with expertise in building environmental literacy. That said, you do not need to be an institution such as traditional aquarium or science center, but you do need the team capabilities in your project team to carry out a project that would build environmental literacy.

(Eric Walberg):
Ok and as an outcome of this, are you looking for formal curriculum, or would it be sufficient to embed educational efforts and other elements of watershed management?

John McLaughlin: 
Yes we are not looking specifically for the development of curriculum. That is not a requirement. We’re just looking for projects that build environmental literacy according to the description in the FFO. So if you feel your project idea would accomplish that, then it would be applicable.

(Eric Walberg):
Ok great. All right. Thank you much. Appreciate it.

Coordinator:
Next question comes from (Vicki Fenwick). (Vicki), your line is open.

(Vicki Fenwick):
Yes thank you. And if our project focuses around professional development for K to 12 teachers in the areas of the environmental science behind climate change and the process of planning for community resiliency, is that enough level of actively engaging participants like you just described on page five in the description of project activities? Is there another step that you would be looking for in that case?

John McLaughlin: 
Basically your question is if professional development adequate to meet the needs of the funding opportunity.

(Vicki Fenwick):
Yes.
John McLaughlin: 
Yes.

Carrie McDougall:
I mean, you know, generally the project sounds like it meets the broad call here, not knowing, you know, exactly what you do with the teachers and how you do it. I think the devil is in the details there. I mean, we would be looking at the PD, follow Best Practices in the broader sense of education, and then the reviewers will be looking at, you know, the exact detail of how the PD is carried out, whether it’s robust and how the teachers are engaged.

John McLaughlin: 
 Some of that will depend on the topic of the professional development. What kind of development are you providing teachers to go out and do what and that may help answer that question.


(Vicki Fenwick):
Ok thank you.

Coordinator:
Our next question comes from (Mary Casanova). (Mary), your line is open.

(Mary Casanova):
Thank you. On page 32 - excuse me, 33 under Selection Factors, what relating specifically to geographics or any of the items under item two A through E would justify selecting an application out of rank order?

Carrie McDougall:
These are standard criteria that you’ll see in pretty much all of NOAA’s funding opportunities. It’s not actually a part of the announcements in place that we modify much. So these are criteria that are available for us to potentially select out-of-rank order if we find it’s necessary. And, you know, most of the time we don’t.


But, you know, sometimes you’ll have a situation where your top five ranked applications are all from Idaho -- I’m making this up, but, you know -- and you probably don’t want to have a national grants program say that the five applications that we’re going to fund are all going to be in Idaho. So that would be an example of a geographic-based selection factor where you might say ok, well we’re going to fund the top two projects in Idaho, but then we’re going to skip down and - skip three, four, and five, and get to some projects that aren’t in Idaho, for example.

(Mary Casanova): I see. Do you anticipate a lot of applications coming out of South Florida, or is it too early to tell?

Carrie McDougall:
Definitely too early to tell.

John McLaughlin: 
Too early to tell.

(Mary Casanova):
All right, thanks.

Coordinator:
Next question comes from (Chris Nolte). (Chris), your line is open.

(Chris Nolte):
Thank you Carrie and John. This has been a very useful conference today. My question relates to the geographic scope of the project, and I’m trying to get a handle on the sort of size. You talked about communities. Are we talking about anything from a city to a state size scope, or do you see limits there?

Carrie McDougall:
In terms of how big?

(Chris Nolte):
In terms of how big or how small.

Carrie McDougall:
I think that it will be all in the art of the justification. So I think that if you have a strong basis for the geographic scope you’re describing and the scale of the project -- meaning budget and people working on it -- seems like it matches that scope, then I think it would be, you know, considered reasonable as an approach by reviewers.


So we’re really trying to not give a whole lot of guidance in terms of geographic scale and scope because I think first of all, community resilience tends to have a much smaller focus than we’ve had historically with environmental literacy grants. But also, I think that there’s a lot of different kinds of projects that can come in and, you know, as I said in the beginning, this is the first time we’ve funded in this realm. And so we’re keeping this funding opportunity deliberately broad because we want to see the different scale and scope and approaches that come in on this funding opportunity.

(Chris Nolte):
Ok thank you very much.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes.

Coordinator:
Next question comes from (Rebecca Rubin). (Rebecca), your line is open.

(Rebecca Rubin):
Hi, thank you. On page 20, it says, “Collaborate applications should ensure that the application submitted by the lead institution includes all the elements in A through I.” So I heard earlier though in the webinar that both the lead and the co-applicant need to fill out SF-424 and 511. But it’s not stated in the - I don’t see it written here. Which is the proper procedure?

John McLaughlin: 
One resource you may want to review -- which I think will help answer that question -- is, on the template page, the checklist.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes.

John McLaughlin: 
And there’s checklist required elements for single institutions and collaborate lead institutions, and then there’s a separate checklist for the required elements for a collaborative partner.

(Rebecca Rubin):
Yes I see that. I was just concerned because it’s not actually in the RFP but we should follow what’s in template. That’s what you’re saying?

John McLaughlin: 
Yes exactly.

(Rebecca Rubin):
Ok. Do you foresee any other situations like this where maybe it’s not explicitly stated in the RFP but it’s on another link? I’m just concerned about possibly missing one if I’m not clicking on maybe non-required links. Are there any instances like that?

Carrie McDougall:
You know, the bottom line is, if you follow the instructions in the funding opportunity, we will not reject your application.

(Rebecca Rubin):
Ok all right, perfect. Thank you so much.

Coordinator:
Just as a reminder, if you would like to ask a question may do so at this time by pressing star 1. To withdraw a question, simply press star 2.


Our next question comes from (Allison Biser-Knocks). Miss (Knocks), your line is open.

(Allison Biser-Knocks): Thank you for taking my question. I was curious to find out the - a big chunk of our budget would be to purchase NOAA equipment -- specifically Science on a Sphere. And I’m just wondering about, I mean, the appropriateness of that.

Carrie McDougall:
So Science on a Sphere, the equipment is actually off the shelf, commercially available equipment -- NOAA equipment. 
(Allison Biser-Knocks): Right. That’s why I’m asking. Ok. But I’m just - ok.

Carrie McDougall:
But there is a component of that cost that you’re describing that has to do with an installation cost that does go to a NOAA entity. And that should be handled outside of the federal request.


And so, that’s something we should talk about offline. So if you could actually submit that question to the OED Grant Web site...

(Allison Biser-Knocks): Yes to the email that you referenced a little while ago?

Carrie McDougall:
Yes.

(Allison Biser-Knocks): Ok.

Carrie McDougall:
That’s right. And then what we will do is we will discuss that as a team...

(Allison Biser-Knocks): Ok.

Carrie McDougall:
...and then we will post the answer - we will respond to you individually, but we will also post the answer on our FAQ page...

(Allison Biser-Knocks): Ok.

Carrie McDougall:
...for anyone else who has that question.

(Allison Biser-Knocks): Ok. Because I can certainly find the other funding for other pieces of it somewhere else but - ok. Thank you very much.

Carrie McDougall:
Ok.

Coordinator:
Next question comes from (Hazel Yates). (Hazel), your line is open. Miss (Yates), your line is open.


We’ll just move onto the next question. Our next question comes from (Annie Easelman). Miss (Easelman), your line is open.

(Annie Easelman): Hi. Thank you for taking my call. I have a couple of questions. The first one is from the Solicitation. It says that higher education students are not a target audience for this funding opportunity. Can undergrads be involved as facilitators, leading activities for K-12 students, for example, or for the public?

Carrie McDougall:
So I guess my question might be in what capacity would these undergraduates be operating? Like how would they be doing that? Hello? Maybe they lost (unintelligible).

John McLaughlin: 
 (Annie) are you still there?

Coordinator:
Looks like we lost her. We’ll just move onto the next one here. Next one comes from (Colleen Haskell). (Colleen), your line is open.

(Colleen Haskell): Thank you. You had mentioned that this is an initial environmental literacy opportunity for community resilience. And I wondered if the size of the geographic population and area is important in this opportunity. In other words, the more populated areas might be looked at first as opposed to a less populated area in terms of funding.

John McLaughlin: 
So we really do not have any strong requirements for geographic (extent) or size of the population range to really - as Carrie mentioned earlier depends on the project type. And we do actually have interest in reaching traditionally underrepresented audiences and groups as well. So a smaller population may well fall into that category. But we do look at project impact but there’s so many different project types out there and there’s certainly no requirement that it be a large urban area. Smaller, more rural areas with smaller demographics may well be a project of interest to us -- as long as the selection of that audience is well justified.


We do look for projects that can provide a firm description of their need -- so basically a needs assessment. So if you can show that that audience is an area of need for community resilience programming, then that is certainly applicable.

(Colleen Haskell): Ok could I kind of add to the question from your response?

John McLaughlin: 
Yes.

(Colleen Haskell):
In our geographic area are many smaller communities who are in the process of finishing or have just finished what they call their town’s comprehensive plan. One of the communities has received a resilience plan to do some work in their community.


So is it possible that different activities occurred with a group of children from one community. The same activity might go with a group in another community, but the communities to the later planning stage are in a more advanced stage. Activity might be different for that community. I don’t know if I...

John McLaughlin: 
Absolutely. And we’d love to see leveraging of project models in multiple communities, but the FFO states the project should be tailored to the needs of that specific community.

(Colleen Haskell):
Ok.

John McLaughlin: 
So as long as the project you’re proposing would meet the needs of all of the communities you’re proposing to serve.

(Colleen Haskell):
Thank you very much.

Coordinator:
Our next question comes from (Rochelle Muscadoba). (Rochelle), your line is open.

(Rochelle Muscadoba): Hi. Thank you for taking my question today. I was wondering - it’s kind of a two part question. Would you guys be accepting applications from projects that are already very established in a community doing environmental education?

Carrie McDougall:
Yes.

(Rochelle Muscadoba): And would you want to see like enhancements to programs, or if it’s a program that already looks at community resilience, could we apply as the program stands?

Carrie McDougall:
Yes. I mean, I think that we’re certainly not looking to create if there’s already on the ground infrastructures. If they’re - again, it has to do with what do you feel is needed that you would be adding and how you justify that element that you’re adding to an existing project that if that falls within the guidelines of this funding opportunity, we absolutely will entertain that.


And specifically there is a call out in the successful projects characteristic that says we’re interested in leveraging existing networks. In addition to being interested in leveraging networks, we’re interested in leveraging existing infrastructure.

John McLaughlin: 
We are looking for projects that utilize NOAA assets, though, and have all of the other requirements, have all of the other properties described in the FFO. So existing project’s great as long as it has those required properties and one of them being utilizing NOAA assets.

(Rochelle Muscadoba): Ok great. Thank you very much.

Coordinator:
Next question comes from (Ben Gonzalez). (Ben), your line is open.

(Ben Gonzalez):
Yes thank you for taking my question. Can you - I’m trying to get a better sense of the upcoming Regional Coastal Resilience Grants and the Regional Ecosystem Grants in terms of differentiating whether a proposal would be appropriate for this versus those. Now these - can you take a second to compare and contrast, because one thing that I’m thinking about is a community where that’s not on the coast and it’s not - it’s primarily like, for example, devoted to drought issues.


Would that -- given that there’s an RFP that’s coming out about coastal resilience and ecosystem resilience -- would there be a greater interest in funding a community that has challenges that aren’t about coastal resilience or ecosystem resilience, but in other forms of challenge?

Carrie McDougall:
Yes, go ahead sorry.

(Ben Gonzalez):
And, you know, are these other ones that are coming out, are they kind of similar budget ceilings and are they also around education?

Carrie McDougall:
Ok. So the other two funding opportunities that I mentioned, so they are not yet published so I don’t know the details. I don’t know the funding ceilings. I haven’t seen the detail announcements yet. They’re still undergoing clearance and in some cases modification to the funding announcement.


So these two funding announcements are coming out of the two parts of NOAA that focus on ocean and coastal issues explicitly -- so that’s the Fishery Service for the Ecosystem-Based Resilience Project. And then the National Ocean Service with Coastal Community Resilience Project.


If I were to draw the scopes of the three FFOs, there would be gaps in terms of communities that are served and approach and target audience. So the three together are not meant to be -- and do not provide -- synoptic and comprehensive coverage of the United States geographically or topically.


So that said, I don’t believe because the environment literacy grants one is the broadest in terms of geographic and topic, I don’t foresee us funding - us having a priority for the gap areas, essentially, that are created by the other two funding opportunities.


The other two funding opportunities, you know, one from Fisheries is focused on building ecosystem resilience. So that’s really working within s specific habitat to do, you know, things that improve fish habitat or something like that -- things that improve the resilience of a particular ecosystem.


The NOS -- National Ocean Service -- one is focused on actual resilience, resiliency infrastructure types of projects for coastal communities.


It’s not clear to me that either of them will have a substantial or even a mention of any education component. I imagine they would accept a small component of the projects to be devoted to outreach maybe.


So the Environmental Literacy Grants one is distinctive in that the entire focus of that - of our funding call is on education and it’s not focused on coastal communities. So does that answer your question?

(Ben Gonzalez):
Yes. That’s very helpful. Thank you.

Carrie McDougall:
Ok.

Coordinator:
Next question comes from (Catherine Pulla). (Catherine), your line is open.

(Catherine Pulla): Hello. I was wondering if you could give us maybe some examples of active engagement for participants that you have in mind. Like, are you thinking citizen science projects? Are you thinking workshops? I was just wondering if you could give us a little more clarity on that.

John McLaughlin: 
Yes so you already listed a couple of examples. I mean, something like citizen science, experiential learning, could be data analysis, manipulation of data, working on and engaging the public in community planning discussions. So something where people are actively engaged. It’s a two-way communication that participants are not just in receiving mode. So they’re receiving, but they’re also transmitting. They’re also actively doing something.

(Catherine Pulla):
Ok.

John McLaughlin: 
Does that help answer your question?

(Catherine Pulla):
Very much. Thank you.

Coordinator:
Our next question comes from (Carrie Conten). Carrie, your line is open.

(Carrie Conten):
Thank you. I was very happy to see on page ten -- the next to the last single dash line bulleted item -- your recognition of the NRC’s Framework for K-12 Science Education. I’m concerned, though, at the use of and/or in the integration. That document and the next generation science standards that have grown out of that are based on a three dimensional idea of teaching and learning.


And so I just was wondering if the panels would give more consideration to a project that truly integrated practices, cross-cutting concepts, and core ideas -- which is aligned with the framework -- rather than just one of them?

John McLaughlin: 
I would say if you’re doing a formal education project that you really want to align well with the NRC framework, then hitting all of those would seem a positive. However, if you are say a project where hitting the - connecting with the framework is not a core interest or a requirement but maybe you’re an informal project but you want to say take some of the concepts and integrate them in, then you would not be required to hit all four of them. So a little of that depends on your project type and if this is a core interest of yours within your project.

(Carrie Conten):
Wonderful thank you.

Coordinator:
Next question comes from (Brain Plankus). (Brian), your line is open.

(Brian Plankus):
Thank you very much, and thanks for this call. Just, you know, there were a couple of earlier questions on local versus regional, and I just wanted to at clarify just a bit more. So in terms of writing out a proposal, you mentioned needing to write how very small projects would need to focus on their broader application.


I was just curious if you would consider an urban area of about 1.5 million people. If we’re working with multiple schools within that site, is that considered very small still or is that more of a - or do we need to be thinking a little bigger for something to be regional?

Carrie McDougall:
So again, there’s no requirement to be regional, that the very small scale might I would say would probably not be smaller than what you are describing, just given some types of projects we’ve seen in the past. You know, very small scale might be a community within a city...

(Brian Plankus):
Ok.

Carrie McDougall:
...but not necessarily a whole city. City level is typically considered I would say on the - not on the small scale.

(Brian Plankus):
Ok. Thank you very much.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes.

Coordinator:
Our next question comes from (Donna Adams). (Donna), your line is open.

(Donna Adams):
Thank you. I was wondering how important is your DUN’s PAYDEX Score? We have several non-profits that might be partnering. Should we submit the grant with the best partner or the best DUN’s PAYDEX Score?

Carrie McDougall:
We don’t consider that in our review process.

John McLaughlin: 
We don’t consider it in our programmatic review or merit review. I am not sure, however -- I’m getting a little bit of echo here -- but however, it is considered in the administrative review that I mentioned that will be occurring in the July/September timeframe.

You do want to make sure that the institution that you submit through does have a - is in good standing with the federal government to be able to ultimately receive funding.

(Donna Adams):
Ok. Do you have a minimum PAYDEX score you recommend having to be in best standing or good standing?

John McLaughlin: 
We here at the Office of Education don’t for our programmatic review, for a merit review. I am not sure about the administrative review. If you don’t mind, send an email to OE.grants and we will see if we can get you the answer there.

(Donna Adams):
Ok thank you very much.

Coordinator:
Once again if you would like to ask a question, you may do so at this time. Please press star 1 to record your first and last name clearly when prompted.


Our next question comes from (April Gilley). (April), your line is open.

(April Gilley):
Thank you. Is this opportunity open to youth groups such as Scouts and their leaders?

John McLaughlin: 
As long as the activity types are as described in the FFO yes, those would be eligible applicants. Or as long as you meet the - you have to check that you meet the eligible applicant types. So as long as you meet the eligible applicant types and your project is working towards the goals of this funding opportunity, then yes you would be.

(April Gilley):
Thank you.

Coordinator:
(Jennifer Easelman) has returned. Miss (Easelman) your line is open.

(Jennifer Easelman): I thank you. Sorry, you lost me before. I was asking the question about involvement of undergrads. That was my first question.

Carrie McDougall:
Right.

(Jennifer Easelman): And you had a follow up about the role.

Carrie McDougall:
Right.

(Jennifer Easelman): We would involve pre-service teachers and we would also involve undergraduate science majors, and they would serve as docents, so they would be leading activities and we would have community and K-12 students come in.

Carrie McDougall:
Ok. So I think the reason I wanted to know about more of their role is I think it’s that the important part there is the role that they’re serving...

(Jennifer Easelman): Yes.

Carrie McDougall:
...in the activity you’re describing, not necessarily that they’re students. So higher ed, when we have to say is that higher ed is not the target audience, what we mean is we don’t intend to fund, you know, undergraduate courses, for example -- other than in-service teachers. So in-service teachers sort of fall into a unique category. But everybody else -- undergraduate major - or undergraduate courses would not be something we would be interested in funding.


But based on what you’re describing generally it sounds like that would probably meet the intent.

(Jennifer Easelman): Ok all right. And I have one other question. We are also actually interested in Science on a Sphere. And based on the earlier call, I understand that the components of Science on a Sphere are not considered NOAA funds, so that doesn’t fall within the 10% but just the installation cost is quite high. So the question I have is that 10%, I know we can’t exceed 10%. Can that be frontloaded as long as we don’t exceed the total 10%?

Carrie McDougall:
I’m not sure what that means.

John McLaughlin: 
Yes I’m not sure what you mean by frontloaded.

(Jennifer Easelman): So for example, if it’s just say $50,000. That’s going to not - that won’t exceed 10% of the total budget, but we would spend that in the first year on installation.

Carrie McDougall:
No, that doesn’t matter.

(Jennifer Easelman): That doesn’t matter?

Carrie McDougall:
No.

(Jennifer Easelman): Ok.

Carrie McDougall:
The timing of when you’re spending the portion doesn’t matter.

(Jennifer Easelman): Ok all right. Thank you.

Carrie McDougall:
But I will say, we will -- based on that previous question -- we do have a little bit of a homework assignment here at NOAA and we will post additional information on our FAQ site about how to handle Science on a Sphere in particular.

(Jennifer Easelman): Ok. All right. Thank you.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes.

(Operator):
Next question comes from (April Aids). (April), your line is open.

(April Aids):
Yes I had a question about the collaborative applications. I didn’t know if you had a limit on those. Could eight applicants submit collaboratively, or would you rather see a lower number on that?

John McLaughlin: 
So we do not have a hard limit posted in the funding opportunity. However, at some point in time it’s just a logistical issue of having to make many awards to many different institutions and the award review - everything will become more difficult relative to the number of applicants and the chance of a failure with one application not coming in on time or one institution not meeting administrative requirements only increases with the number of applicants. So there is some cause for concern there. But we do not have any hard limits built into the system.

Carrie McDougall:
That - so what (John) is talking about isn’t specifically mentioned but I think is worth pointing out. So on a collaborative application where you have multiple applications that are all under one project being submitted independently, if any of those applications fails to meet minimum requirements, the entire project is not reviewed. So keep that in mind when you’re structuring your project.

John McLaughlin: 
Yes with regard to award submission and also with the administrative review that follows, all the institutions would have to be in good standing and not have any issues as the award is being carried out as well. If any one institution ran into issues as the project went on, it could affect the entire project.


So while we don’t have a hard limit, there is a - some practical considerations you might want to consider when designing such a project.

(April Aids):
Ok thank you.

Coordinator:
There are no questions in queue at this time, Carrie.

Carrie McDougall:
Ok. Thank you. So we will give it a couple more minutes, see if there are any last remaining questions. I do want to say that for the gentleman who asked about the freely associated states, we are still looking into that and we’re going to have to just post an answer on our FAQ site. So, sorry we don’t have a clear answer for you today but please check back on our FAQ and we will post our decision there.

Coordinator:
You have a few questions in queue at this time.

Carrie McDougall:
Ok.

Coordinator:
(Linda Pratt), your line is open.

(Linda Pratt):
Hi. I was wondering if say we had a single award application -- a single application. How important is the role of other collaborators to the application? For example, is there a better chance of having a successful application if we have many collaborators, not necessarily submitting their own applications?

John McLaughlin: 
Yes. And you can certainly have a collaborative that also receives funding through sub awards. So you can still have partners actually involved and funded but it’d just be a different funding model relative to what we call a collaborative application.


We at - within the environmental literacy grants program look for projects that leverage existing networks, that network existing partnerships, and that have qualified project teams. So your chances of being able to - a single institution award model versus a collaborative model will not impact how your project reviews in the merit review. But if you do not have any partners at all, it’s just your institution going forward, I think you’d have a tough bar to show that you’re truly active - acting in a collaborative manner and that you have a fully qualified team at your single institution.


So generally, we look for projects that do have partners, but whether you submit as a collaborative project model or as a single institution project model does not affect that decision.

(Linda Pratt):
Great. I have a second question, and that is as far as your mission areas -- the Ocean Coastal Great Lakes Weather and Climate Sciences Stewardship -- would you be more likely to be funding projects that include more than one of those mission areas?

Carrie McDougall:
I think, you know, again it would go back to the rationale for the project. So if the project is addressing a very small geographic scope in a very narrow, say one small community and one specific threat to that community, then you know, that might be getting just too small in terms of overall impact. So I think it would really have to do with the way you’re justifying the project and describing how it’s needed.

(Linda Pratt):
Ok thank you.

Coordinator:
Our next question comes from (Audra Miller). (Audra), your line is open.

(Audra Miller):
Hi. I just have a clarification about the 10%, the - towards NOAA. There was a phrase at some point about how the 10% would be dealt with by the Department of Education. I didn’t quite understand what that means.

John McLaughlin: 
Yes actually it was not the Department of Education, apologies. It was NOAA’s Office of Education.

(Audra Miller):
Ok.

John McLaughlin: 
That is our office, the office in which the environmental literacy grants go through so we would actually handle that outside of the award to the institution or institutions that are applying.

(Audra Miller):
Ok and so if we did have - so what I understand is that there could be up to 10% of the total project cost that is in some way going to a NOAA partner, but it wouldn’t be part of the ask. It would just be part of the project budget. Is that correct?

John McLaughlin: 
That’s correct.

(Audra Miller):
Ok thank you.

Coordinator:
Our next question comes from (Alex Mendes). (Alex), your line is open.

(Alex Mendes):
Thank you very much. The deadline for application falls on a Monday. And so with regards to giving the two day window, would applying on a Friday suffice? Is the process (ultimated) such that the verification can take place over the weekend, or do we need to apply (unintelligible) until Thursday?

Carrie McDougall:
The process is automated.

(Alex Mendes):
All right. Another question -- with regards to registering for SAM and grants.gov.  Are those institutionary registrations or is it individual registrations that we need to take?

Carrie McDougall:
They are institutional registrations, but this is an important question. I’m glad you asked it.


So depending on your institution, some institutions have multiple institutional affiliations in SAM, and you want to make sure that the way the project is being submitted is in the same SAM system that it will be handled, and that - some, particularly universities or very large non-profits sometimes will have this structure where they’re multiple SAM entities within one larger institution.


And if the PI has, you know, potentially affiliations with more than one, if all the numbers don’t match up in terms of this PI’s affiliated with this institution and that was the SAM number listed, that can cause a rejection in the submission process when grants.gov is doing the validation.


If you’re a small institution, this probably won’t apply to you but we’ve seen that happen with folks coming in with larger, complex institutions.

(Alex Mendes):
All right thank you.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes.

Coordinator:
At this time, Carrie, there are no questions in queue.

Carrie McDougall:
Ok. We’ll give it a couple more minutes. We’ll give it until five until the hour to see if there are any remaining questions and then I will close the teleconference. We’ll just sit here and see if there are any other questions.


This is your best opportunity. You’ve got all of us here.

Coordinator:
Our next question comes from (Dan Zelles). (Dan), your line is open.

(Dan Zelles):
Thanks. Well this is my second question, so I appreciate the time. Can you -- and maybe the details reveals this -- but in terms of the idea of the NOAA partner, is there a - I’m trying to get a better sense of like what is like say for example the expected time commitment or - of somebody that would be officially put into a proposal as a partner. So, you know, a partner could be anything from like somebody that’s spending like, you know, multiple weeks working on a project versus somebody that’s in a few phone calls, you know, or reading something.


So, I’m just trying to get a better sense of that and also, you know, I’m assuming that the partners are not necessarily going to be funded through that in kind sort of support that some of these people would be doing it as part of their existing work or on their own or whatever. So a little more detail on that would be nice. Thank you.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes. So first of all, just very generally, there’s not a requirement for a NOAA partnership. There is a requirement to use a NOAA asset, but not have a NOAA partner. NOAA partnerships -- as (Dan) indicated -- can vary greatly, and we have seen very different kinds of partnerships with NOAA entities in the projects we’ve funded.


Some of the partnerships are supported purely through the in-kind services of NOAA staff, meaning -- as (Dan) mentioned -- it’s considered part of that NOAA person’s job to support that work and so it’s just part of their everyday activities. And so they don’t need to receive any extra funding to support that work. That’s perfectly fine and, you know, it doesn’t mean the partnership is less important or less robust if it’s not explicitly funded.


So I think that, again, you know, it would come down to what is the project, what is needed to make the project really effective. We don’t have a bar for like, well this one’s got a really, you know, well-funded and big NOAA partnership so we’re going to fund this one over this other one that seems to have a tiny NOAA partnership. It’s really more of does the NOAA partnership make sense, given the project? Is it a reasonable partnership? Does the partnership seem real -- which we’re going to assess through letters of commitment.


Sometimes, particularly for the NOAA people, we contact the NOAA folks and confirm that they are committed to the project when we’re in the final phases of reviewing the highest-ranked applications. So we do do some internal checking, but I wouldn’t say that we have a preconceived notion about what constitutes a sufficient partnership.
John McLaughlin: 
This is John. I would add to what Carrie said that under the first evaluation criteria, importance and relevance, reviewers will evaluate the extent to which the project utilizes NOAA data and other assets, and also were applicable, involved NOAA employees and/or affiliates, to facilitate use of these assets. So the review panel will be looking at the extent to which NOAA employees and affiliates are involved in the project relative to the needs to facilitate the use of those assets.


So I would say you want to make sure that you have sufficient involvement of the NOAA personnel to carry out the project and use NOAA assets, because that’s specifically what the review panel will be looking at.

(Dan Zelles):
All right thank you.

Coordinator:
Our next question comes from (Diane Selbich). (Diane), your line is open.

(Diane Selbich):
Hi thank you. Thank you for taking my call. We’ve had a lot of discussion over the last couple of hours on small and large geographic areas and what works, but I was wondering whether there was any weight given to the number of people that the project will reach?

Carrie McDougall:
No. If there were, we would’ve stated it in the evaluation criteria -- because we have to. So that’s really what you want to look at in terms of what will be the basis for scoring and applications by the reviewers. And you know, I just, you know, I wish I had a better answer for you and it seems like this is our most common type of question, which we knew it would be. I just don’t have an answer, a good, clean answer for you in terms of how to scope a project.


I mean, I think that look at what you think is needed. You know, look at community action plans. What is the scope of those plans? And then maybe think about structuring a project that way. You know, for educational approaches, some of them are scalable; some of them are not. So, you know, that’s going to be a limiting factor.


So, you know, maybe just an intersection of all the various limiting factors might help define your project. And I think if you describe a very rational approach just to how you scoped your project, the reviewers are really going to appreciate that.

(Diane Selbich):
Ok. All right thank you.

Carrie McDougall:
Yes. I think that’s going to be our last question. Sorry we didn’t give you any warning. So if you have any additional questions that didn’t get answered, please submit them to that email address -- OED.grants@noaa.gov and what we’ll do is we’ll answer the question to you directly to your email -- personal email -- and then if it’s a question that we feel is more potentially broadly more applicable we will also post the question and the answer to the FAQ site.


So again, I just want to close with emphasizing the importance of completely reading the funding announcement. There are additional details in there that we did not review today that are very important. And then also you might want to take a look at the Frequently Asked Questions web page. And if you still have questions after looking at both of those documents, then go ahead and submit an email at the email to OED.grants. But please keep in mind that we are having a very high level of interest to this funding opportunity and so we may not be able to get back to you right away.


So thank you for your attention today and your interest in this opportunity. And we hope this teleconference provided some additional insight and answers to most of your questions. We’re signing off now. Thank you.

Coordinator:
This now concludes today’s meetings. All lines, please disconnect at this time.

END
