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THE SOUTH CAROLINA COASTAL EROSION STUDY

A Cooperative Program of the

U.S. Geological Survey and S.C. Sea Grant Consortium

PHASE II – YEARS
 4 & 5

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

The physical processes responsible for coastal erosion are complex.  Understanding the relative importance of the different contributing factors -- both natural and anthropogenic -- is essential for management and preservation of beaches and coastal development.  Following certain basic natural laws, coastal processes mold and shape the coast.  Together these processes occur at a wide variety of time and space scales.  Beach erosion is therefore extremely variable from location to location and cannot be generally predicted from single-site studies.  Instead, a regional perspective and understanding is required, where changes in one beach or inlet are viewed as the result of multiple factors and processes from within a broader region.  

The Coastal Erosion Study is an ongoing cooperative research program, sponsored by the U.S. Geological Survey’s Coastal and Marine Geology Program and managed by the S.C. Sea Grant Consortium.  Several principal investigators representing four universities collaborated with USGS investigators during Phase I of the study that spanned a five-year time frame from 1994 to 1999.  In the first four years of Phase II, scientists from both South Carolina and Georgia research institutions have expanded the regional and collaborative nature of the study.

The overall goal of the Coastal Erosion Study is to develop an understanding of the factors and processes that control coastal sediment movement within critical areas of erosion along the South Carolina/Georgia coast.  Because tidal ranges and wave heights vary within this region, specific sites must be examined and compared.  Sediment movement associated with the inlets, deltas, islands, beaches, and inner continental shelf (offshore) must be investigated.  The onshore/offshore migration of sand is an extremely important component of the dynamic system that is not well understood or quantified.  Results of the Coastal Erosion Study will lead to better prediction of changes and cost-effective mitigation and management of future erosion and accretion patterns.  Policymakers will be provided with scientific information needed for enhanced protection of valuable coastal resources of the U.S. and its territories.

The Phase I Study Region (Fig. 1) was characterized by a spring tidal range of between 6 and 7 feet, with moderate wave energy.  This “mixed energy” (tidal and wave energies) stretch of coastline is strongly influenced by both long shore sediment transport generated by wave energy, and strong tidal currents that transport and deposit huge volumes of sand in ebb-tidal deltas adjacent to inlets.  In Phase II, the Coastal Erosion Study has expanded northward and southward to coastal regions that differ in their relative influence of tide and wave energies (Fig. 1).  
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Compared to the Phase I Study Region, the Phase II Northern Study Region has relatively higher wave energies, a lower tidal range (less than 6 ft.), and fewer inlets, similar to other major stretches of the U.S. east coast.  Conversely, the Phase II Southern Study Region is a tide-dominated coast, with ranges typically exceeding 8 feet.  Influences by waves are far less significant along this stretch of coast than anywhere along the southeastern U.S. coast.  Ultimately, comparisons between the Phase I and Phase II study regions will increase our understanding of the contributions by and transitions among the various factors and processes that control coastal sediment movement.

A New Strategy for Examining Coastal Erosion

The results of Phase I have led to the development of a refined strategy to identify factors and processes controlling coastal sediment movement.  This strategy is transferable to other coastal regions and involves an investigative process with a general chronology as follows:

· Conduct a detailed examination of a study region’s historical shoreline change.  Critical areas of sediment movement are easily identified for regions where beach monitoring surveys have been continuous for many years.  

· An interpretation of the geologic framework is necessary to identify potential causes of erosion and accretion in certain areas.  The results of Phase I demonstrate the importance of studying both the underlying stratigraphic framework and the offshore geology to improve our understanding of sediment movement (as evidenced along Folly Island; see Figure 2).  
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· Finally, with critical areas identified and potential factors and processes determined, sediment volumes and sediment transport rates and directions can be examined in detail for these critical areas.  Because funding constraints require collection of a limited set of wave and current data, there is a great need to target and concentrate on critical areas of coastal erosion.

THE PHASE II PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

The S.C. Sea Grant Consortium developed and conducted a proposal solicitation and review process in 2000 to develop a technically sound research and outreach effort that met the overall goals and objectives of the first three years of the Phase II study plan as submitted to the U.S. Congress. 

The Phase II five-year study plan was organized into four Program Themes: Data Compilation/ Synthesis; Field Investigations; Outreach and Education; and Program Coordination and Data Management.  The Phase II Request for Proposals outlined the following priority objectives within these themes:  

(1) Compilation/Synthesis of Existing Data

(a) Incorporate the Georgia coastal erosion database into an expanded regional coastal GIS.

(b) Compile beach survey and other available databases for both Phase II Northern and Southern Study Regions.

(c) Integrate Phase II beach survey and other available databases with those of Phase I, and update database CD-ROM.

(d) Compile available aerial photographs of the Georgia coastline.

(2) Field Investigations

(a) Shoreline Change 

(i) Supplement databases with additional beach surveys where necessary throughout the Phase II Study Regions.

(ii) Develop shoreline change maps and identify critical areas of sediment movement in both Phase II Study Regions.

(b) Geologic Framework 

(i) Identify and compile existing data and information on the regional geology of the Phase II Study Regions.

(ii) Determine the underlying (i.e., stratigraphic) regional geology of the Phase II Study Regions where necessary (including the offshore, nearshore and littoral zones), to compare ancient features to the modern surficial geology.

(iii) Examine the offshore and nearshore locations of sand bodies and tidal channels to identify possible shore-perpendicular fluxes of sediment transport.

(iv) Integrate findings from the examination of shoreline geology and sediment dynamics in the offshore, nearshore and littoral zones.

(c) Sediment Volume and Transport (Years 4 and 5 - Northern Study region only) 

(i) Determine a realistic estimate of wave and current effects within the study regions.

(ii) Calculate sediment volumes in the nearshore region (including shore-perpendicular lobes) within and adjacent to critical areas (Phase II Northern Study Region only).

(iii) Focus wave and current measurement studies on critical areas to quantify sediment transport rates and directions (Phase II Northern Study Region only).

(3) Outreach and Education 

(a) Develop and integrate a Public Outreach and Education Component into the program.  

(b) Develop and provide resources and information related to Phases I and II results that are tailored to meet the needs of educators at all academic levels, coastal zone managers, local, county and municipal planners, real estate developers, and the general public. 

(c) Develop supplements to existing (see Appendix B) and future products for use in both formal (i.e., K-12 and college-level) education and informal settings (workshops, conferences, etc.).  

(4) Program Coordination and Data Management 

(a) Organize and coordinate the field research activities of Phase II of the Coastal Erosion Study.

(b) Collect, coordinate and prepare requisite annual and final reports and technical information products.

(c) Expand and enhance the information database for the Coastal Erosion Study, utilizing GIS and other tools for data collection and sharing, analysis of results, and synthesis of information products. 

The Phase II RFP was distributed on May 15, 2000, and the proposal preparation and review process was conducted according to the following schedule:

______________________________________________________________________________

Disseminate SC/GA Coastal Erosion Study RFP and Guidelines 
May 15, 2000

Full Proposals Due COB at Consortium Office
July 5, 2000

Review of Full Proposals (Written & Panel) 
July 5-Aug. 2, 2000

Selection of Final Set of Proposals to be Included in 

SC/GA Coastal Erosion Study Plan 
Aug. 2-Aug. 9, 2000

Successful Proposers Prepare Written Responses to Peer Reviews 
Aug. 9-Aug. 23, 2000

Publication of SC/GA Coastal Erosion Study Plan 
Aug. 23-Aug. 30, 2000

Coastal Erosion Study Plan Due at USGS
August 31, 2000

Start Date for FY99 Projects 
September 1, 2000

Upon completion of the review process, the following eight proposals were selected for funding:  

1. “SC-GA Coastal Erosion Study: GIS data compilation, data management, and shoreline change study” (Coastal Carolina University, State University of West Georgia)

2. “Geologic framework of Grand Strand barrier island complexes: Implications for sediment volumes and rates of sediment transport” (Coastal Carolina University)

3. “Geologic framework for grand strand barrier region: Distribution and character of near-surface geologic strata at the active coast” (Coastal Carolina University, College of Charleston)

4. “Framework geology of the active shoreface along the grand strand region of South Carolina: Linking the beach & inner shelf” (Coastal Carolina University, U.S. Geological Survey)

5. “Variation and controls of beach morphology along the coast of South Carolina” (University of South Carolina) 

6. “Surf zone and continental shelf sediment transport due to waves and currents, Long Bay, South Carolina” (University of South Carolina, Clemson University) 

7. “An integrated GIS-based approach to quantifying the rates of, and geologic controls on, shoreline change in the Georgia Bight” (Skidaway Institute of Oceanography, Georgia State University, State University of West Georgia)

8. “SC/GA Coastal Erosion Study: Outreach and Education” (College of Charleston)

Copies of successful proposals, along with copies of the review comments, were forwarded to the USGS Coastal and Marine Geology Program prior to the award of grants for the first year of Phase II.  These Phase II projects were initiated on September 1, 2000, and were funded with $500,000 provided by the USGS Coastal and Marine Geology Program in each of the last three years.  A maximum of three years of funding was committed for each of the eight projects.  

Phase II-Year 4 university research and outreach activities will commence on or about September 1, 2003, supported by FY02 funding of $500,000 provided by the Coastal and Marine Geology Program of the U.S. Geological Survey.  Funding will be distributed to Coastal Erosion Study investigators after receipt of their Year 3 Progress Reports (by July 1, 2003) and their Year 4 work plans (by August 1, 2003), both of which will be reviewed by the study’s Program Coordinator and USGS Program Officer prior to the September start date and the issuance of subgrants by the S.C. Sea Grant Consortium to the study investigators.  

PHASE II PROGRAM STRATEGY AND OBJECTIVES FOR YEARS 4 AND 5

This proposal constitutes the continuation of Phase II of this study.  Phase II-Year 3 support (FY01 USGS funds) has been used to complete many of the tasks outlined above, with a second RFP process to be conducted during Year 3 to develop the detailed work plans for Years 4 and 5 (see timetable below).  Detailed objectives to be included in the upcoming RFP will be determined based upon two activities that are underway and planned over the next seven months.

First, a draft South Carolina Coastal Erosion Phase II Study Plan was generated by the Coastal and Marine Geology Program of USGS in July 2001 and has been finalized with input provided by the S.C. Sea Grant Consortium.  This Study Plan resets the direction for the Coastal Erosion Study by focusing the efforts of the program in South Carolina and on inner-shelf geophysical mapping, shoreface geophysical mapping, groundtruthing, coastal monitoring, subaerial geology, sediment transport processes, and data/program management.

Second, the Program Coordinator intends to work with representatives of USGS to conduct an external technical review during Year 4 of the program (tentatively scheduled for December 2003) to assess progress being made by Phase II investigators, to refine Phase II study objectives for the remaining two years of the current study, and to discuss future research directions.  

Upon completion of the external review and incorporating details of the Phase II Study Plan prepared by the USGS, a revised and detailed work plan will be prepared and submitted to USGS, and will be used as the basis for conducting the RFP process and ultimately awarding sub-grants to the study investigators to commence Year 4 and 5 efforts.

Vision and Objectives for Years 4 and 5

The vision for this program is to acquire a sophisticated understanding of the entire coastal system of South Carolina focusing first on the linkage of geologic framework and inner-shelf processes to coastal evolution.  The information derived in this study, in addition to refining our conceptual understanding of the coastal sediment budget and coastal hazards (vulnerability of the coastal areas to storm impact), can be applied to a variety of issues by State and other agencies that are responsible for management of coastal resources, including:

· Refining sand resource exploration strategy;

· Assessing the impact of proposed coastal erosion mitigation strategies;

· Evaluating the environmental consequences of extraction of sand resources from the inner-shelf areas for use in beach nourishment;

· Evaluating the environmental consequences of disposal of dredge spoils; and

· Assessing near shore  habitats.

Proposals should address the following Phase II-Years 4 and 5 objectives:  

A. Provide a regional synthesis of the Quaternary geologic framework of the inner-continental shelf and shoreface of South Carolina using sea-floor mapping techniques (for more detailed information on technology applied by the USGS, see http://woodshole.er.usgs.gov/operations/sfmapping/).  The offshore segment of this study will be surveyed with high-resolution sidescan-sonar, subbottom profiling, bathymetric, and sediment sampling systems.  Using these survey data, a series of isopach (sediment thickness) maps of sediment deposits and of the sediment distribution patterns on the sea floor will be prepared.

B. Provide a regional synthesis of the sedimentologic framework of the subaerial segment of the coastal system.  The beach system will be surveyed and monitored using beach-profiling systems, ground-penetrating radar and coring (where appropriate), and assessment of historical shoreline change/evolution. Map presentations will be prepared that will be compatible with offshore data sets and maps.

C. Using these map products (Objectives A and B), identify the direction of net sediment transport and form conceptual models of the role oceanographic processes and antecedent geology play in controlling coastal evolution and modern behavior of the beaches.

D. Make these map products, data, and interpretations available to clients/collaborators and other interested parties using GIS technology.  All map products will be in ArcInfo format and distributed on the World Wide Web as appropriate.

E. Identify/conduct studies to further understand the processes controlling sediment flux within the coastal system.

Objectives A to D relate, in general, to the production of a high-resolution geologic map series.  Using state-of-the-art mapping technology, these digital map products should stand the test of time as baseline geologic framework information that can be applied to any number of sea-floor resource issues. 

The project goals are designed to address Objective E above, in that, integration of products from the mapping efforts will form the “direction” or geospatial framework of process-oriented studies.  This interaction of geologists, geophysicists, modelers, and physical oceanographers is the only way our basic understanding of inner-shelf processes and coastal evolution/behavior will be advanced and its predictive capability used by the coastal planning/engineering community.

S.C. COASTAL EROSION STUDY - PHASE II-YEARS 4-5 PROPOSAL PROCESS

Work plans for Years 4 and 5 of Phase II of the Coastal Erosion Study will be developed through the issuance of this Request for Proposals.  It is anticipated that approximately $0.5 million will be available through the S.C. Sea Grant Consortium for each of the two years.  Proposals are sought that focus on a set of objectives as identified in the USGS Phase II Study Plan, and will be consistent with the task timelines described further below.  

This RFP seeks proposals that address the work tasks as outlined in the draft South Carolina Coastal Erosion Study Plan, as outlined in Table 1.

Table 1.  Anticipated Cooperative Work Elements and Proposed Percentage of Budget

____________________________________________________________________________

Work Elements



       Proposed % of Budget

Inner-Shelf Geophysical Mapping



  0     

Shoreface Geophysical Mapping



15

Groundtruthing






20

Coastal Monitoring





15

Subaerial Geology – Coastal Zone



  5

Sediment Transport Processes




25

Database Management/GIS




15  

Program Management 




 
  5




____________________________________________________________________________

Again, multi-investigator (USGS-university) projects are strongly encouraged.  All proposers will be strongly encouraged to include an annual and final product development and dissemination strategy to be achieved within the two-year time frame.

Phase II-Years 4-5 Coastal Erosion Study proposals will be distributed for review immediately upon receipt.  Proposals will be reviewed by technical peer reviewers and a panel of experts in appropriate disciplines.  The proposals will be evaluated based on (1) scientific rationale and approach, (2) relevance of proposed research to priority needs outlined in this RFP, (3) expected contributions to scientific understanding, potential management impact, and societal benefits, (4) qualifications and make-up of the project team, (5) management of the project team, (6) regional significance, and (7) reasonableness of the budget to perform the proposed work.  

The reviews will then be evaluated and proposals will either be accepted or rejected.  Successful PIs may be asked to coordinate or join their work with other PIs to enhance the “team” approach envisioned elsewhere in this document.  Successful PIs will also be expected to address reviewers’ comments by preparing a statement that will be attached to the original proposal; no revisions to the proposal itself will be allowed. 

Copies of successful proposals, along with copies of the review comments, will be forwarded to the USGS Coastal and Marine Geology Program prior to the award of grants for Phase II -Year 4.  Awards for Year 5 will be made upon the submission and approval of progress reports by July 1, 2004, and of approved work plans by August 1, 2004, by the PIs.

PROPOSED WORK PLAN

In developing the proposal, prospective PIs should consult Table 1 for information on priority areas and funding limitations.

Task 1:  Inner-Shelf Geophysical Mapping (USGS only)

The inner shelf and lower shoreface will be mapping using100-120 kHz chirp high-resolution sidescan-sonar, subbottom profilers (2-7 kHz chirp, boomer), and a 234 kHz inteferometric sidescan/bathymetry techniques.  We plan to conduct a 21-day long cruise in each of the first 3 years of the project, working from north to south (beginning offshore of Little River; data collection completed to Winyah Bay).  Interpretation of these geophysical data will be verified by subsequent vibracoring and sampling operations (Task 3).  Data collection for this task is scheduled for completion in October, 2003.

Using these data we will generate a structural map of the upper surface of the Tertiary/Cretaceous strata, a map of the Holocene transgressive surface, sediment isopach map of the Quaternary sedimentary section, a bathymetric map, and sidescan-sonar mosaic of the sea floor surface (sediment distribution map).  All sea-floor mapping products will be in ArcInfo GIS format, suitable for merging with subaerial mapping products.  All mapping products will be published as interim USGS Open-File Reports and USGS MI Map series reports.  Interpretations of mapping results will be published in scientific journals.  Primary focus of these reports is the relation of nearshore geologic framework to coastal evolution and behavior.

Task 2: Shoreface Geophysical Mapping Cooperative

The upper-shoreface is a critical interface between the coast and the inner shelf.  Sediment flux across this zone ultimately determines the behavior of the adjacent beach.  However, it is also the most difficult environment to work in (extremely shallow water, noisy acoustics, poor submarine visibility, etc.).  Unlike the approach proposed in Task 1, geophysical investigations on the upper shoreface require the use of a small boat and relatively smaller gear, and are extremely weather-sensitive.  The lower shoreface will be mapped cooperatively with investigators from Coastal Carolina University and Scripps Institution of Oceanography using a dual-frequency (100-500 kHz) sidescan-sonar system, a specialized CHIRP subbottom profiler (1-5 kHz swept frequency), and a 324 kHz interferometric sidescan/bathymetric system. Interpretation of these geophysical data will be verified by subsequent vibracoring and sampling operations (Task 3).  A majority of data collection for this task is scheduled for completion in October, 2003 .  Additional data will be collected in support of oceanographic experiments listed in Task 6 (site surveys for deployment of instruments and time-series studies).

These data will be used to link the structural/stratigraphic interpretations interpreted from mapping the inner shelf (Task 1) to findings derived from subaerial mapping efforts (Task 5) and coastal monitoring efforts (Task 4).  The focus will once again be on the upper surface of the Tertiary/Cretaceous strata, and Holocene transgressive surface (attempt to identify sediment transport pathways).  All mapping data will be combined with data generated in Task 1 in an ArcInfo GIS and published accordingly (See description of Task 1).

Task 3:  Groundtruth Cooperative

The coastal/inner shelf regime off South Carolina is, for the most part, a “sediment starved” region.  Preliminary work shows that there are numerous strata exposed on the sea floor, along with varied reworked sediment deposits and erosional lags.  In order to interpret the geophysical data (produce interpretive maps outlined in Tasks 1 and 2), vibracores, surface grab samples, and bottom video data need to be collected.  Sample sites will be selected based on interpretation of the geophysical data and groundtruth information will be collected and analyzed by cooperators at Coastal Carolina University and University of South Carolina.  Integration of analyses of groundtruth data with geophysical data will be conducted cooperatively with USGS investigators.  Primary focus will be on verifying the location of the Holocene transgressive surface and identification of the lithology of outcropping strata.  Note that some of these strata are likely source material for the modern sediment cover and thus are important to the overall sediment budget.  Data collection for this Task is scheduled for completion in October, 2003 .  All data will be archived in ArcInfo GIS and published as outlined in Tasks 1 and 2.

Task 4: Coastal Monitoring Cooperative

To properly assess the effect inner-shelf processes have on the evolution of the coast, it is critical that shoreline-change trends be well documented; both long-term trends (see Task 5) and high-frequency change. These data are critical to accomplishing the goals of the USGS project in South Carolina.  In addition, the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control, Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management (OCRM) is responsible for conducting seasonal surveys of the State’s beaches for the purpose of establishing setbacks.  Thus, additional monitoring data collected by the USGS will be transferred to OCRM as part of the cooperative effort.  All coastal monitoring data will be edited, analyzed, and incorporated into the overall ArcView GIS by cooperators at Coastal Carolina University, compared with historical shoreline trends (see Task 5) and to interpretations of the geologic framework to assess linkage between the offshore and the coast; i.e., formation of a conceptual sediment budget.

Task 5:  Subaerial Geology of Coastal Zone Cooperative

The evolution of coastal areas that are relatively sediment starved are thought to be controlled to some degree by the antecedent geology.  This task is designed to extend the stratigraphic framework found offshore under the modern beach areas and further quantify coastal sediment budget information.

The objective of this task is to use Ground Penetrating Radar, drilling/coring, and historical data to assess the framework geology (shallow stratigraphy) of the subaerial segments of the coastal zone and historical shoreline change.  Samples of prominent stratigraphic horizons will be identified and dated in order to establish the sequence of development and timing of the formation of the modern beach.

Historical maps, coastal monitoring data, and available LIDAR data will be assembled in an ArcInfo GIS and historical shoreline change trends will be analyzed.  Results of this analysis will identify “hot spots” of coastal change and allow analysis relating antecedent geology, nearshore physiography, sediment supply, etc., to sediment transport processes.

Task 6:  Sediment Transport Processes

This task aims at studying the physical processes that drive sediment transport and coastal erosion/accretion processes in the northern part of the state. Studies will focus predominantly on inner-shelf dynamics with emphasis on tidally and wind driven circulation, bed-flow interaction, flow rectification by bathymetric features, wave-current interaction, sediment transport under waves and currents, and nearshore dynamics and gradients in longshore sediment transport. The work will include a combination of field observations and numerical modeling simulations.

The following sub-tasks are identified:


Subtask 1. Circulation and Wave Measurements. This builds on an already existing research program funded directly by the S.C. Sea Grant Consortium (PIs - Voulgaris and Work). This sub-task aims to expand the field component of the NOAA-funded research program by adding measurement sites by the USGS.  Significant improvements to the NOAA-funded program include: (i) enhanced spatial coverage of the study area; (ii) extension of the field measurement duration from 45 days to a 180 day continuous deployment (2x 90 day periods); (iii) additional sensors to address the issue of baroclinic circulation at periods of high river discharges; (iv) increasing vertical resolution of current measurements at certain sampling locations from point to entire water column. 

 
Subtask 2. Benthic Boundary Layer Measurements and Sediment Transport. Measurements in the benthic (bottom) boundary layer are critical for estimating bottom stress of the flow and for calculation of sediment erosive and depositional fluxes. The bottom boundary layer is enhanced due to tidal current flows and interaction with surface driven wind waves. This subtask addresses wave – current interaction and sediment transport in the benthic boundary layer with measurements of turbulence, bottom stress, suspended sediment concentration profiles, bedform geometry, and sediment fluxes under a variety of wave current conditions. 


Subtask 3. 3-D Numerical Modeling of Circulation & Sediment Transport. Field observations provide detailed measurements at specific locations but often lack the coverage necessary to derive the spatial extent of the observed process. Numerical models provide this spatial extent but require field observations for calibration and verification. This subtask entails numerical modeling of the study area to investigate the mean flow gradients under scenarios of purely tidal forcing and tidal forcing plus a variety of wind conditions (mainly northeasters and southeastern blowing winds). Modeling simulations provide the vertical structure of the current field, suspended-sediment concentrations, and benthic geomorphic changes under the modeled wave and current conditions. This subtask requires two models: a hydrodynamic and a wave model. For the hydrodynamic model, the Regional Ocean Modeling System (ROMS) has been selected due to its advanced numerics, extensive turbulence closure algorithms, and capabilities to run on multiple processor machines. The wave model was chosen to be SWAN, and this portion of the subtask will be carried out iteratively with sub-task 4 (wave modeling). 

Subtask 4. Inner-Shelf Wave Propagation Modeling. This subtask will involve the use of SWAN (Simulating WAves Nearshore) for modeling the wave field over the study area. The model will be calibrated / evaluated using the measurements and then it will be used to provide the wave-field conditions for inclusion in the wave-current interaction module for sediment transport. Also, the current field from subtask 3 will be used to assess the effect of water depth and wind and tidally driven currents on wave propagation. 

Subtask 5: Nearshore Sediment Transport & Coastal Erosion. This subtask will involve the modeling of the nearshore (5 to 0m) sediment transport using the results of SWAN. Radiation stress outputs will be used to drive the distribution of the longshore current in the surf-zone and then predict longshore sediment transport rates. Nearshore morphology as measured by the BERM Task of this Initiative (Task 4, led by Paul Gayes, Coastal Carolina) will be used for this exercise. 

Task 7: Data/Program Management

In a cooperative research program such as the proposed work in South Carolina, it is critical that all data/information be acquired and presented in common formats.  All information will be incorporated into a GIS (ArcInfo).  All data will be acquired and archived (with NDGC-compliant metadata standards) using standard procedures developed by the USGS Woods Hole Sea-Floor Mapping Group (http://woodshole.er.usgs.gov/opetations/sfmapping).  Data and interpretive results will be presented, as appropriate, on a web site managed at the Woods Hole Center.

Preliminary or interim results and raw data will be published as USGS Open-File Reports.  The final results of this project will be published as a USGS MI Map Series and in peer-reviewed scientific journals.

An annual workshop will be held that is intended to publicize and promote this cooperative  coastal geology program; to provide a forum for sharing scientific results; and to spawn new ideas, enhance working relationships, and leverage project resources through the development of new cooperatives.  Too often opportunities for cooperation and leveraging of additional resources are lost through simple lack of interaction by appropriate parties.  An annual, focused workshop (15-25 scientists plus other interested persons such as regulators, coastal engineers, and administrators) is expected to open up such opportunities and create cooperative agreements, and scientific collaborations that address the goals and objectives of the coastal geology program.  The workshop will be held in conjunction with the Geological Society of America, Annual Southeast Sectional Meeting (or other geoscience meeting deemed appropriate).  This will allow the results of the South Carolina program to be presented, demonstrated, and discussed by scientists and technologists in the region. 

In addition to the above workshop a separate session will be organized to include technical presentations, panel/round table discussions/and outreach presentations designed specifically for regulators, policy makers, and legislatures.  This session will be held along the South Carolina Coast.   Interested parties not directly working on the project will be invited to provide contact with the broader South Carolina coastal community.  This will promote and publicize the work of the project and provide opportunity for additional investigators and students to become involved and for additional partnerships to develop.

PROPOSAL PROCESS AND PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

Proposal Preparation and Review 

Phase II of the Coastal Erosion Study will be supported pending availability of funding.  It is anticipated that approximately $0.5 million will be available for each of the next two years.  Proposals may describe one- or two-year projects, but should be consistent with the task timelines described earlier in this RFP.  Multi-investigator projects are strongly encouraged; funding levels ranging from $50,000 to $60,000/investigator/year are appropriate.  All proposals must include an annual and final product development and dissemination strategy to be achieved within the two-year time frame.

Participation in Phase II of the Coastal Erosion Study is open to teams comprised of individuals from all academic, federal, state and local governments, and private institutions.

Proposal Format and Content  

Prospective investigators are encouraged to include a brief discussion of how their proposed projects will contribute to the overall program.  Prospective investigators should provide in their proposals a full scientific justification for their effort and not simply reiterate justifications laid out in the Request for Proposals.  In addition, it would be helpful if a brief statement is included as to how your proposed efforts may be coordinated with efforts of other potential investigators.  Because of the page limitation, individual proposals with overly complex structure and large numbers of investigators are discouraged.  Proposals should be written to allow adequate review of the details of their goals and objectives, conceptual framework, methodological approaches, integration with other likely projects, analysis and synthesis of results, and product development and dissemination.

The proposal should describe in detail the proposed field research effort.  To be considered for funding under this Request for Proposals, applicants must submit a proposal of no more than 15 pages of text (not including title page, proposal forms, tables and figures, references, budget, and curriculum vitae), and must be single-spaced, word-processed and printed with one-inch margins on 8 ½” x 11” paper with no smaller than a 12-point font. 

The full narrative proposal should be assembled according to this outline:

1. Title/Signature Page (Consortium form)

2. Project Summary Form

3. Budget Form(s)

4. Narrative, to include the following sections:


Title, with Investigator Names & Affiliations


Project Introduction/Background/Rationale


Hypotheses/Goals/Objectives


Scientific Approach and Methods


Work Plan


Expected Results


Product Development and Dissemination Strategy


Anticipated Benefits


Related Work


Budget Justification


References

5. Milestone Charts

6. Vitae Form

7. Suggested Reviewers

Title/Signature Page: The title/signature page should include the title of the project, the name and affiliations of the principal investigator (with address to which correspondence should be addressed) and all co-principal investigators, the total funding requested, and the date submitted, and should be addressed to the Coastal Erosion Study Office.  It also serves as the signature page for institutional endorsements (see below).

Project Summary Form: The form and instructions are also found in Appendix III; note that some spaces will be filled in by the Consortium office.  The summary form is very important in the review process and is of great concern to various federal monitors.  It is suggested that it be completed as the final step in preparing the proposal to concisely summarize what is presented in the text.  Some reviewers get their first and only impression of the project from this form.

The Budget Form (Appendix III) should detail and accurately reflect the actual annual costs of carrying out the project. Although the amount requested on the title page reflects the total costs of the project, the budget form should only itemize the costs for the proposed year of effort.  
Matching funds are not required for successful proposals.  However, proposals that identify collaboration with other agencies or organizations that provide support through matching funds, in-kind contributions, and letters of involvement and/or support are encouraged.  Therefore, a completed budget form must be completed for each year covered by the proposed work.  An inadequate budget causes just as many problems as one that is inflated; please plan the budget request carefully.  There are several federal provisions to be aware of - these are presented in the budget justification section below.  Please do not round off the budget.
The body of the proposal begins on page 4 with the Title at the top of the page.  The title should accurately reflect the nature of the proposal project and be free of technical jargon.  Choose words to which the designated user of the research project can relate (e.g., seafood retailers market or sell their products, they don’t dispose of them).  The name(s) and affiliation(s) of the project investigator(s) should follow underneath the title.

Project Introduction, Background, and Rationale: This section should present the rationale for the proposed project, and detail the problem or opportunity to be addressed.  This section should also provide a summary of the current literature as it relates to the project; a demonstrated knowledge of the literature is a key ingredient in any successful proposal.

Hypotheses, Goals, and Objectives: This section should include a concise statement of the goal(s) of the proposed project and state the questions, testable hypotheses, and project objectives to be addressed.  The project objectives should clearly relate to the goals of the SC/GA Coastal Erosion Study and the research priorities set forth in this RFP.  The goal should be stated as one or more testable hypotheses.  For multi-year project proposals, a set of concisely stated objectives for each year should be listed.  Objectives clearly state what the project hopes to accomplish, and realistically identify the proposed outcome and application of project results.  A short paragraph should follow each objective to support its rationale.

Scientific Approach and Methods: This part of the proposal should detail the approach and the expected results for each objective.  Proposals should summarize the approach that the team would use to conduct the proposed research related to the stated hypotheses of the Program, describe how the PIs and co-PIs would contribute to the overall study approach, and describe in detail the methods to be used.  Technical procedures and the development and analyses of data should be fully detailed.  Use the objectives as subheadings and describe the procedures and methods to be used to meet each.  Cite relevant literature.  Delineate how the hypothesis (hypotheses) will be tested and identify the controls to be used.

Work Plan: The proposal should include a brief implementation plan for the project.  Proposals should describe expected timelines (milestones) to complete objectives, identify project management mechanisms, identify project personnel and their responsibilities, and ensure coordination with the Coastal Erosion Study Office. 

Expected Results should focus on the technical end-products of the project, as they relate to the objectives.  These, along with the methodology, will be used to judge the technical merit of the proposal.

Product Development and Dissemination Strategy: The proposal should identify, as specifically as possible, expected products, a strategy for information dissemination, and how the team will work with the Coastal Erosion Study Office and the Coastal and Marine Geology Program (U.S. Geological Survey) to develop synthesis information and products.  The products to result from the proposed project should be described.  These products will depend on the audiences to be reached or the user groups to be targeted as identified in the introduction.  Journal articles and technical reports are geared to the professional community, marine extension booklets and brochures to marine resource users.  Note: the Consortium also requires annual progress and final reports on all projects; refer to the section on Funded Projects-Responsibilities and Reporting for more details.

The Anticipated Benefits section should state concisely how the proposed results will improve or change the problem situation based upon the information and products produced.  How will the target audience benefit from the work, and to what degree?  What economic benefits might result from the successful completion of the proposed work?  The reviewers will determine whether the proposed effort is conceptually sound based on the arguments made in this section.

Another factor that is considered in the review process is how a proposed effort relates to other recent and ongoing projects or proposals.  Relationships to other efforts should be described in a brief Related Work section.  A statement of how the proposal “fits” with other work in the field is strongly suggested.

The Budget Justification should justify the need for Coastal Erosion Study funds for each and all line items and outline matching fund use.  It must explain the major duties of personnel and percentages of time for graduate students.  All capital and permanent equipment must be itemized along with the cost and specific justification of need.  Construction funds, vessels, and vehicles are not eligible for funding under this RFP.  Travel fund requests must be described via the formula used (e.g., number of miles at cost per mile for so many trips to some destination).  If you are requesting travel funds for a national meeting, indicate the importance of the meeting to the proposed work.  In the same regard, list the types of supplies to be purchased. It is important that the funds requested truly reflect the costs of the project.

References should be listed according to the standards established in the field of study.

Annual and five-year Milestone Charts (Appendix III) must be completed to illustrate the timetable for the completion of all tasks necessary to meet the proposed objectives.  This will allow the reviewer or program monitor to track progress of the project.  This schedule should include a mechanism for self-review or coordination with users, such as an industry steering committee or presentations at professional meetings.  Time for preparing the final report must also be included.  Remember that annual progress reports are required for all projects continuing into the next year.

Biographical data should be provided on the Vitae Form (Appendix III) for all principal and associate investigators.  Please be sure to include your phone number and e-mail address as part of your professional address.  Long resumes in lieu of this one page form are not acceptable as substitutes.

Include, on a separate sheet of paper attached to your transmittal letter, the names, addresses, and phone numbers of four or more Peer Reviewers you feel are highly qualified to make substantive comments on the technical merits of the proposal.  They may or may not be requested to provide reviews.

Word Processing and Format Instructions
The content of any proposal is critical to its ultimate success; however, consistency of format is just as important.  Proposals initially accepted at the state level by the Consortium are packaged and submitted to the U.S. Geological Survey.  Requiring that all proposals adhere to a common style significantly reduces the need for editing and additional word processing as the package is being assembled.  The following instructions must be observed.

· Length of Proposal—the text of the proposal (Introduction through Budget Justification) should not exceed 15 pages. Excessively long proposals will be returned for rewriting.

· Spacing—Lines within paragraphs should be single-spaced; double-space between paragraphs.

· Margins—Top, bottom, and side margins should all be one (1) inch from the edge of page.

· Typing Style—Use a word processor with Times New Roman - 12 pitch or a similar font.

· Headings—all headings (INTRODUCTION, OBJECTIVES, etc.) must be capitalized, bolded, and left-justified.

· Figures and Tables—all figures and tables must be in an 8 1/2 x 11 - inch format. Do not use photographs or photocopied photographs.

· Title Page of Text—Figure 4 provides an example of how the first page of the proposal should be structured.

Proposal Submission

Prior to initial submission, all proposals MUST be reviewed by your Institutional sponsored programs office and endorsed (on the Title/Signature page) by the designated signatory authority at your institution for accurate budget and matching funds commitment.  Therefore, we strongly suggest that the initial proposal be sent to your institution’s research/business office for endorsement and signatures well before the Consortium due date.

All proposals are due at the Consortium by COB on August 15, 2003!!  All proposals must be submitted as follows:
1. An electronic file attached to an e-mail, preferably in Microsoft Word, sent to Elaine.knight@scseagrant.org,  and

2. The original and ten (10) hard copies of each proposal mailed to the Consortium address:
South Carolina Sea Grant Consortium

287 Meeting Street

Charleston, SC 29401-1514

Attn: Coastal Erosion Study Proposal Desk

Evaluation Criteria  

SC/GA Coastal Erosion Study proposals will be distributed for review immediately upon receipt. Proposals will be reviewed technical peer reviewers and a panel of experts in appropriate disciplines.  The proposals will be evaluated based on (1) scientific rationale and approach, (2) relevance of proposed research to priority needs outlined in this RFP, (3) expected contributions to scientific understanding, potential management impact, and societal benefits, (4) qualifications and make-up of the project team, (5) management of the project team, (6) regional significance, and (7) reasonableness of the budget to perform the proposed work.  

The reviews will then be evaluated and proposals will either be accepted or rejected. Successful PIs may be asked to coordinate or join their work with other PIs to enhance the “team” approach envisioned elsewhere in this document.  Successful PIs will also be expected to address reviewers’ comments by preparing a statement that will be attached to the original proposal; no 

________________________________________________________________________

Figure 4: Sample format for the Title/Introduction page of the proposal.

GENETIC IMPROVEMENT OF HARD CLAM, MERCENARIA MERCENARIA, POPULATIONS FOR COMMERCIAL MARICULTURE STOCK DEVELOPMENT IN SOUTH CAROLINA

Principal Investigator:
John J. Manzi


Associate Marine Scientist


Marine Resources Research Institute

Associate Investigators:
A.G. Eversole


Associate Professor


Department of Aquaculture, Fisheries & Wildlife


Clemson University


Robert T. Dillon, Jr.


Assistant Professor


Department of Biology


College of Charleston

Cooperating Investigators:
R. K. Koehn, Chairman


Department of Biology


State University of NY


Stony Brook, NY


G. F. Newkirk


Associate Professor


Biology Department


Dalhousie University


L. S. Adamkewicz


Assistant Professor


Department of Biology


George Mason University

INTRODUCTION

________________________________________________________________________

revisions to the proposal itself will be allowed.  Any subsequent revisions in the budget MUST be endorsed by the investigator’s institutional signatory official.

Funded Projects - Responsibilities and Reporting

The principal investigator of a Coastal Erosion Study project is responsible for all technical reporting and, in conjunction with the institutional business office, all fiscal reporting to the Consortium.  In turn, the Consortium is responsible for technical and fiscal reporting to funding agencies.  Consortium professional staff frequently visit with investigators on campus or in the field to discuss project progress and needs. Investigators are notified in advance of these trips.  Questions regarding budgetary matters should be directed to the Consortium Assistant Director.  Formal requests for budget changes, time extensions, and changes in project scope must be submitted to the Consortium Director, through the institution’s Office of Sponsored Programs, at least 60 days prior to the end of the grant period.

The Coastal Erosion Study project year begins September 1 with the formal award announcements mailed to the investigator.  Under separate notification, the respective institution’s business office is provided with two copies of the Consortium Award Agreement signed by the Consortium Director, which must be read, agreed to, and endorsed by the appropriate signatory authority and the P.I.  The institution must then forward one copy of the signed original back to the Consortium for its records, and the project can formally begin.

Among the provisions of the Agreement is a set of special conditions of which the investigator should be aware.  Changes in projects, whether budgetary or programmatic, subsequent to the formal awards may require prior formal approval by the Consortium Director and/or the U.S. Geological Survey.  The recipient will be required to obtain approval before making any substantive changes in the project objectives, methods, budget, or schedule.  Requests for changes shall be submitted in writing to the S.C. Sea Grant Consortium.  The recipient is not authorized to proceed with any changes until final written approval is received from the Consortium. Also, any budget changes affecting the following categories require prior approval:

1. Any item of equipment not specifically identified and justified in the proposal and approved budget.

2. Any change in the principal investigator.

3. Any change in the scope of objectives of the approved project.

4. Any request to increase by more than $500.00 per trip or 25% (whichever is greater) the amount allotted for domestic travel.

5. In addition to the above described changes requiring approval, key personnel changes such as PIs or co-PIs must be approved. Significant changes in time devoted to a project by a PI must likewise be approved.
6. Request for no-cost extensions must be submitted at least 60 days prior to the end of the grant year, along with a budget for all remaining funds to be expended. Such extensions may be made when any one of the following applies:

· Additional time beyond the established expiration date is required to ensure completion of the original approved project scope or objectives; or

· Continuity of grant support is required while a competing application is under review; or

· The extension is necessary to permit an orderly phase-out of a project that will not receive continued support.

Approval of annual extensions by the Consortium Director or the U.S. Geological Survey is based on an adequate reason for not meeting the project deadline.  Unexpended funds are not by themselves justification for an extension.

In addition, all projects supported with federal funds must comply with the following:

· The recipient is subject to the provisions of the Fly America Act and must comply with the Act when scheduling transportation for travel paid for with federal funds.

· The recipient is encouraged, to the greatest extent practicable, to purchase American-made equipment and products with funding provided under award.

· The Consortium must have on file a copy of each institution’s approved indirect cost rate for projects submitted for funding.

All formal requests for budgeting actions and subsequent approval must be in writing. A REQUEST FOR TRANSFER form is available for this purpose.

Permanent equipment purchased under a Consortium project is and remains the property of the Consortium, but can remain with the investigator’s institution.  The Consortium does reserve the right to transfer use of this equipment upon completion of the project.  However, if the investigator and/or institution desire to obtain title to equipment purchased under an existing agreement, a formal written request must be made to the Consortium Director.  Final disposition of the equipment will then be determined under existing statutes.

In addition to the Agreement, fiscal reporting forms that reflect the approved budgets are mailed to investigators and their respective institutional fiscal officers.  The FEDERAL AND MATCH EXPENDITURE REPORT should accurately reflect expenditures and must be sent quarterly to the Consortium’s Assistant Director by the institutional business office, with the appropriate endorsement.  The table below illustrates the quarterly deadlines for the receipt of these reports. All payments by the Consortium are handled on a reimbursement basis.  Future funding to the institution and/or investigator may be withheld if annual or final project reports are not received on a timely basis.  If any problems concerning expenditure reporting arise, call the Consortium’s Assistant Director as soon as possible.

Quarterly Deadlines for the Submission of Expenditure Reports


QUARTER
  

REPORTING PERIOD

REPORT DUE DATE


1
Sept 1 - Nov 30
Dec  31


2
Dec 1 - Feb 28
Mar 31


3
Mar 1 - May 31
June 30


4
June 1 - Aug 31
Sept 30

________________________________________________________________________

The policy and procedures set forth in the DOC regulations (37 CFR 401), “Rights to Inventions made by Nonprofit Organizations and Small Business Firms Under Government Grants, Contracts, and Cooperative Agreements,” published in the Federal Register on March 18, 1987, shall apply to all grants and cooperative agreements made for which the purpose is experimental, developmental, or research work.  The Consortium’s Assistant Director should also receive with the final expenditure report a completed FINAL INVENTION STATEMENT if anything patentable was developed during the course of the project.  Three copies of the statement should be submitted within six months after conception or first actual reduction to practice during the course of work.  These forms are available from your institutional research/business office.

Prior approval of the use of survey instruments and brochures to be used as part of any research effort must be received from the Consortium Director. Suggestions and assistance can be provided, if requested, by the Consortium staff at that time.

There are three categories of project reports that are required by the Consortium; a Progress Report, prepared by the Consortium staff (with input provided by the principal investigators) 90 days prior to the end of a project year, that briefly summarizes project progress for the current effort; an Annual Report, summarizing annual progress of a project which is proposed for continuation; and Final Report, prepared at the end of a project, providing a concise summary of results of the entire project.  The PROJECT REPORTING FORM (and accompanying instructions) is used for completing the Annual and Final Reports, and is provided to the investigator 30 days prior to the close of the Sea Grant project year. 

Annual and Final Project Reports are due 60 days after the close of the project grant year.  The Final Fiscal Reports are also due 60 days after the close of the project.  Final and/or fourth quarter reimbursement to the institutions may not be made until the Final or Annual Project Report is received and accepted by the Consortium office.  Ten (10) percent of the funds of each project will be held until the Annual or Final Report (whichever applies) is received and deemed complete.

APPENDIX I

Poster Presentations for the Special Symposium:

Recent Advances in Understanding Change Within the Active Coastal Zone:

The South Carolina Coastal Erosion Study

(American Geophysical Union Fall Meeting, San Francisco, December, 1997)

“The South Carolina Coastal Erosion Study: Understanding Change within the Active Coastal Zone.”  


Sautter, L., M.S. Harris, M. Hansen, and M.R. DeVoe.   

“Shoreline Change; Sediment Volume; Sediment Transport and Inlet Dynamics. Long-Term Longshore Sediment Transport Patterns on the Central South Carolina Coast.”


Work, P.A.

“Modeling Wave and Current Interactions at Price Inlet, South Carolina.”  


Hayter, E.J., Y. Yan, and P.A. Work.

“Short and Long-Term Variability of Ebb-Tidal Delta Shoals: Management Implications.”  


Hansen, M., and P.A. Work.    

“Comparative Wave Characteristics on Two Beaches in South Carolina.”  


MacMahan, J. 

“Quantitative Determination of Variables Associated with Shoal Bypassing Events for Nine Mesotidal Inlets in South Carolina.”  


Gaudiano, D. and P. McKee.

“Analysis of Natural and Anthropogenic Shoreline Change along Mesotidal Barrier Islands of South Carolina Using GIS Methodology.”  


King, E.F., M.P. Katuna, M. Colgan, and M. Keevican.    

“Regional Beach Volume Changes for Central South Carolina - A System in Near-Balance at Multidecadal Time Scales.”  


Kana, T. and J. MacMahan.     

“Short- and Long-term Geomorphic Evolution of the Central South Carolina Coastal Zone: Coastal Response to a Complex Geologic Framework.”  

Harris, M.S., P.T. Gayes, J.L. Kindinger, J.G. Flocks, M.P. Katuna, J.F. Wehmiller, and D.E. Krantz.    

“The Central South Carolina Shoreface: An Active Zone of Linkage.”  


Gayes, P.T., W.C. Schwab, M.S. Harris, and P. Donovan-Ealy.    

“Tertiary Stratigraphy of the Central South Carolina Coast.”  

Katuna, M.P., T.W. Claer, D.L. Holsclaw, M.S. Harris, P.T. Gayes, and J.L. Kindinger.    

“Quaternary Stratigraphy and Depositional History of the Central South Carolina Coast and Inner Shelf: Implications to Coastal Change.”   

Kindinger, J.L., M.S. Harris, P.T. Gayes, J.G. Flocks, W.C. Schwab, and M.P. Katuna.  

APPENDIX II

Products developed during Phase I of the Coastal Erosion Study:

* South Carolina Coastal Erosion Annotated Bibliography

* South Carolina Atlas of Shoreline Change (in progress)

* Air Photo CD-Rom of the South Carolina Barrier Islands

* GIS Database of the South Carolina Coast

* Bathymetric Map of the Phase I Study Region

* Image of Sand Bodies of the Phase I Study Region (poster)

* USGS Openfile reports of side-scan sonar imagery

* Framework geology poster on coastal evolution

* Volumetric change map of Folly Beach

Products anticipated for development during Phase II of the Coastal Erosion Study:

* Supplement to the South Carolina Coastal Erosion Annotated Bibliography (Phase I product) to include citations for 1995-2000

* Supplement to the South Carolina Atlas of Shoreline Change (Phase I product)

* Regional maps of bathymetry (water depths)

* CD-ROM of Coastal GIS for Phase I and Phase II Study Regions, including shoreline change models

* Web-based educational materials for use by coastal managers, scientists and educators

* Expanded Air Photo CD-ROM (Phase I product) covering the expanded study region, with educational activities

* Workshops and conferences for coastal zone managers, planners and developers to present results of the Coastal Erosion Study

* Presentations of scientific results at national meetings

* Publications of scientific results in refereed journals

APPENDIX III: FORMS AND INSTRUCTIONS

South Carolina Sea Grant forms and instructions are available on our web site at the following url:
http://www.scseagrant.org/funding/funding_rfp_forms.htm
INSTRUCTIONS FOR PREPARING THE PROJECT SUMMARY FORM

The project summary is intended to present a concise description of the funded activity in a form useful to a variety of readers. Project summaries are not substitutes for proposals or reports but should permit judgments as to whether such proposals or reports merit reading for a particular purpose. The summary contains the following information:

(1)
TITLE: Project titles should be carefully constructed to give as much information as possible about the project in not more than two lines (about 16 words)—preferably less. Consider always that there will be people (perhaps influential) who will judge the content of a program from scanning a list of titles—or titles plus funding numbers.

(2)
PROJECT NUMBER: Assigned by SCSGC. Leave it blank.

(3)
GRANT NUMBER: Assigned by USGS. Leave it blank.

(4)   SUB PROGRAM: Assigned by SCSGC. Leave it blank.

(5)   REVISION DATE: The date on which the summary is compiled. Each time the computer file is changed in any way, this date will be changed.

(6)
INITIATION DATE: The date on which USGS support for the project is to be initiated. Leave blank if summary is for a project proposed but not yet agreed upon.

(7)
COMPLETION DATE: The date on which it is estimated that this particular project will be completed.

(8)
PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: The name of the P.I. as, i.e., “Maris, H.O. (5.00 mm), “ indicating in parentheses the time in man-months the P.I. will devote to the project for the duration of the entire project.

(9)
AFFILIATION: The academic affiliation of the P.I., i.e., Animal Science Department, Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

(10)
ASSOCIATE INVESTIGATOR: Names and man-months of Associates whose efforts are significant to the success of the project, as Cancus, A.M. (6.00 mm)

(11)
AFFILIATION: As for P.I., i.e., Biology Department, Tufts University.

(12)
FEDERAL FUNDS TO DATE (MATCH FUNDS TO DATE): Total federal (and match) funding awarded (committed) to the project up to the beginning of the grant year for which the proposal is prepared.

(13) CURRENT FEDERAL FUNDS (CURRENT MATCH FUNDS): The grant funds committed to the project for the current year, if applicable.

(14) PROPOSED FEDERAL FUNDS (PROPOSED MATCH FUNDS): The grant funds requested for the project for the proposal year, if applicable.

(15) RELATED PROJECTS: The project number(s) of other project(s), if any, that are directly related to this project.

(16) PARENT PROJECTS: The project number(s) of other project(s) begun (or completed) earlier, from which this project was derived. The intent is to build a record of continuity. For example, the project may be to establish economic feasibility of a scheme, and be a follow-up to a project which established technical feasibility.

(17) SEA GRANT CLASSIFICATION NUMBER: Assigned by SCSGC. Leave it blank.

(18) KEYWORDS: Assigned by SCSGC. Leave blank.

(19) OBJECTIVES: This section should describe what the investigator intends to accomplish. Preferably it should be stated so that, at a later date, it can be determined whether he/she has, in fact, done it.


The heading “Objective” should be interpreted as “The Objectives of this task are.” Objectives should be numbered and listed, and should begin with the word “To” followed by a verb.  Such appropriate verbs are, for example: test (the hypothesis), develop, provide, determine, isolate, characterize, identify, restore, implement. Less desirable but sometimes appropriate are: promote, conduct, analyze, apply, investigate, examine, describe. Some, such as: study, consider, continue, etc. should not be used since failure to do these is not determinable.

(20) METHODOLOGY: This is an optional section of no more than six lines to indicate the methodology or show sub-objectives that indicate the approach to be taken.

    
Specific questions that an interested person would ask should be answered under objectives or methodology, like which heavy metals, which pollutants, which pathogens, what species of seaweed or shellfish, what kind of a model?

(21) RATIONALE: This section should make a concise statement of why this is an appropriate SC/GA Coastal Erosion Study project; i.e., what problem or opportunity is being addressed. The project need not promise to fully solve a problem but it should be shown that it is a logical step towards solution. Long involved background statements should be avoided. Where the potential users (of the information to be developed) have been identified this should be conveyed. This information should be no longer than six lines.

(22) ACCOMPLISHMENTS: This section is generally applicable to an ongoing project and should contain concise statements of progress towards the stated objectives. Publications resulting from the project should be reported.

   
When the PROJECT SUMMARY is prepared for a proposed project, enter: “To be updated.”

(23) BENEFITS: This section is not strictly a part of the Project Summary but an after-the-fact accounting of benefits that flow to society from the effort. Where possible these are to be quantified. Instructions for uniform reporting of BENEFITS have yet to be developed. This is an important section of the permanent record to be updated regularly, subsequent to the project’s completion.

APPENDIX IV: CONTACT PERSONS

If you need assistance or require further information about the SC/GA Coastal Erosion Study RFP, please contact the appropriate person, listed below, at (843)727-2078, unless otherwise noted:

Program Area Priorities
Rick DeVoe

Executive Director

S.C. Sea Grant Consortium

E: rick.devoe@scseagrant.org
William Schwab, PhD.

Coastal and Marine Geology Program, USGS
P: 508-457-2211

E: bschwab@usgs.gov
Proposal Submission and Review Information

John Dwyer
Assistant to the Director 
for Program Management

E: john.dwyer@scseagrant.org
Fiscal and Budgetary Information

Elaine Knight

Assistant Director

S.C. Sea Grant Consortium

E: elaine.knight@scseagrant.org
Communications and Information Products
Susan Ferris

Public Relations Coordinator

S.C. Sea Grant Consortium

E: susan.ferris@scseagrant.org
Sea Grant Extension Program
Bob Bacon

Program Coordinator

S.C. Sea Grant Extension Program

P: 843-727-2075

E: robert.bacon@scseagrant.org
PAGE  
27

