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[bookmark: _GoBack]Helpful Acronym Definitions
FAP = Forest Action Plan
NFPORS = National Fire Plan Operations and Reporting System
NRAP = Northeast Regional Action Plan
WRR = Wildfire Risk Reduction
WUI = wildland-urban interface
FY16 MD–076
Making Maryland Fire Adapted 	
Nicely prepared application.
Equipment justification provided, partners with financial support. Note: Hazardous fuels treatments on Federal lands cannot be paid for with grant funds, nor can the value be counted as grant match. Proposer should communicate a clearer understanding of the authorities and limitations of grant funds.
FY16 WI–079
Enhancing and Expanding Fire Adapted Communities	
Nicely presented.
Augmenting existing programs.
Budget: the Other category seems to mostly fit into Contractual(?).
Risk reduction: excellent tie-ins to the State FAP.
Partnerships: excellent.
Outcomes: deliverables could be better enumerated.
Efficiency: very good, low costs. I want to know how so many acres are treated for those listed costs!
A solid WRR project. Reads a bit like a “core program” narrative. Not particularly unique, but solid work.
FY16 ME–087
Targeted Hazardous Fuels Reduction in Communities through the Development and Implementation of Community Wildfire Protection Plans	
Outcomes are very general/not well defined. Are the figures in the Partner Budget Table incorporated into the project budget at the beginning of the application? How is the partner match tracked?
Budget: What is Other?
Risk Reduction: Tied to State FAP; although the action plan does not reference high-risk landscapes, the project seems responsive to this criterion.
Efficiency: excellent.
NRAP: good. Option 3 not evaluated due to described potential inclusion of Federal beneficiaries.
NFPORS: doesn’t seem to match narrative (no training numbers, no mechanical acres treated values).
Two financial partners, letters of support, adjacent Federal land, maps of potential Community Wildfire Protection Plans; budget unclear for the $30k in the Other category.
FY16 MA–082
2016 Multi-County Wildfire Preparedness and Fuels Management in Massachusetts	
This shows that the balance of the match is coming from the consolidated grant. Is $89,000 of the match accounted for in the project scope and the remaining $89,000 coming from activities accounted for through match activities outside the scope of this project? Does the purchase of the Remote Automatic Weather Station (RAWS) require an FS-1500-34 form like was provided in the Maryland application?
Budget: RAWS don’t cost 17,500. Either there are some personnel costs here or they are gold plating it.
Partnerships: Links are strong between the fire program[s] in general but no strong direct connection is made with this proposal.
Efficiency: The relative high cost of mechanical treatments is not explained (what is the stand condition? why is mechanical the best option?) but must be known if the project is that specific. Leverage with other funds would appear to be more significant than is claimed (no costs for training identified but 150 firefighters trained, prescribed burns to follow mechanical treatments, etc.)
NRAP: Not clear that the areas being treated are priority landscapes or are fire dependent. The regional options are not clearly referenced. 
Minimal justification for equipment. Little description of how partners, other than fire departments, are engaged and how project ties to the NRAP. 
A solid WRR project with many activities. Not particularly unique, and technology transfer potential is limited unless there's something innovative about the Nantucket Island work. 
FY16 PA–078
Fuel Reduction and Education	
Project proposal lacks continuity; mentions mulcher head purchase, but not listed in the efficiencies section; P-310 Prevention Team Member course shows up at the very end; say [you] treat acres with a prescribed burn at $80-100/acre, then the state will do 200 acres for $50,000; is overtime eligible in the grant?
Shouldn’t the $30,000 Federal and $140,000 match be accounted for under Contractual?
Does the purchase of the mulching head require an FS-1500-34 form?
The fire portion of the State’s FAP is included as an exhibit, but it is not very well referenced in the narrative portion of the application.
Item #3 in 8) Explain the Effectiveness . . . seems to calculate to $250/ac rather than $80-100/ac. 
The Partner Budget table is the same as the Overall Project Budget Table?
Excellent match from volunteer time, weak justification for equipment for $30k (efficiency score), grant $ to communities, "possibly" a video?
FY16 MN–085
Growing Fire Adapted Communities Education and Mitigation	
Narrative does not address number of communities assisted by the Citizen Fire Academy (although they are sort of identified on the NFPORS form); costs might have been broken down a bit better.
Risk Reduction: educating citizens/local governments is not included in the State FAP’s eight strategies for reducing wildfire risk (p. 40, strategy).
Partners: good, except no tie-in with Federal partners of any agency.
Outcomes: good.
NRAP: good tie-in to 1 & 2.
A solid WRR project. Expanding use of the Citizen Fire Academy concept is a positive aspect of this proposal.
FY16 NJ–086
Building Wildfire Resiliency in New Jersey’s High Risk WUI	
Isn’t the development of the Wildfire Risk Rating Guide considered Research and Development…which is not eligible? Also, wouldn’t the risk conceivably change annually?
RE: BMP development/publication (also Research and Development?)…who is the audience for this? There is $25,000 assigned to this and it is only referenced in #5) Wildfire Risk Reduction, nowhere after that. 
No project cost details were provided and the summary numbers in the narrative do not track with the NFPORS form.
On the NFPORS form: Under Applications received and approved – what do those figures reference?
No letter from State Forester?
Good leverage of prescribed burn acres due to grant. Limited information regarding cost and efficiencies.
FY16 OH–080
Mid-Atlantic Compact Prevention Committee Highlights Magazine Project	
I am concerned about what they intend to use for match for this grant. They have applied for the cash outlay of this project, but have not provided good rationale for their match. Is this a concern?
Would Highlights for Kids be happier about distributing this product to a wider audience initially? Could this be taken to NFFS or the Alliance of Compacts to see if others would be interested?
Great idea; suffered from minimal description in the narrative.
Innovative. Information on the source of cost estimates would be helpful; has a quote been obtained? Though partnership is shown through a compact of seven states presenting the proposal, there is no indication in the narrative of how they contribute or will be engaged in the project other than distribution of the final product. How will partners work with a designer? Will the distribution be facilitated by the partner states?
FY16 OH–083
Expanding and Supporting Fire Adapted Communities in Southeastern Ohio	
Note: Personnel, fringe, and indirect costs are CORE to this grant. Indirect costs seem excessive.
Also, $100,000 is identified as being from consolidated match…is that $100,000 incorporated into the budget spreadsheet already or in addition to it?
Under the budget table is a comment about the Division of Forestry not collecting financial data from other organizations, so do they intend to offer the contributions of those organizations as non-Federal match? If so, how will that be determined?
Prescribed fire treatments are not included as part of #5) Wildfire Risk Reduction?
Under #7) Outcomes…it appears that they are identifying course offerings that will be outside of the grant period? Do we care about those?
I have my doubts about how functional/used the 400 communication kits will be.
Good leverage of prescribed fire acres due to grant. Limited description of how Federal and other partners are engaged. Good ties to NRAP. Thirty-eight new prescribed fire managers certified, 500 acres treated with prescribed fire, no cost comparison information for hazardous fuels treatments.
FY16 WI–088
Northeast Region LANDFIRE Coordinator: Building Bottom-up Participation in Wildfire Planning Tools	
This is a great project and my highest priority. So great that the compact has taken this on! This data must be corrected!
Start point for risk reduction through identification only; huge coverage area to prioritize; action from NRAP to form a group to do this.
Budget: Giving the money to the Great Lakes compact and then contractually giving all of it to Wisconsin to support a position is apparently a legal way to subvert the rules if only half the grant is going to wages and fringe costs. It’s a clever one and I’m sad I didn’t think of it. The goals of the application provision limiting these costs should be examined and either tightened, explained in a more complete way, or abandoned.
Risk Reduction: State(s) FAP not referenced. Case for necessary updates could be more clearly explained. 
Partnerships: Strong given LANDFIRE’s organizational structure, even considering lack of support letters (assuming all the partners are on board with Wisconsin’s approach).
Outcomes: It was not clear how many acres will be analyzed or how it will be prioritized; otherwise good.
Effectiveness and Efficiency: Good discussion of the problem and approach, less explanation of specific efficiencies.
NRAP: Very strong tie-in. Option 3 not evaluated due to described potential inclusion of Federal beneficiaries.
This is not a WRR-RFP-type project proposal. I could support setting $300k of WRR funds aside, then making a "go/no-go" decision with the Area Director and Fire AD with documented input from all Fire Compacts on whether to fund this or not. This WRR proposal can serve as an attachment to a decision memo from the NA-Fire AD to the Area Director.
FY16 OH–084
Wildland Fire Drill: Educating Fire Adapted Communities with SimTable	
This proposal is basically for the purchase of a SimTable and should not be approved under guidance associated with this grant (10% equipment).
Why is the budget table not identifying the SIMTABLE as EQUIPMENT?
Are indirect costs calculated on the full cost of the project or just the Federal portion? Seems excessive.
Since Ohio Division of Parks is such a large contributor, why is there no letter of support or concurrence from them?
The SIM software may be considered equipment due to life and cost (>2 years and $5k), in which case this proposal is ineligible as nearly 100% of the proposed amount is for this acquisition. Otherwise, a description of how the Federal partner is engaged would have helped points. Financial "partners" are internal to DNR.
