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Southern IPM Center 2019 Request for Applications (RFA) 
SAMPLE 

IPM ENHANCEMENT GRANTS 2019 
 

I. Summary 
Through this Request for Applications (RFA), the Southern IPM Center (SIPMC) solicits proposals 
that will enhance the development and implementation of Integrated Pest Management (IPM) in the 
southern region of the United States. SIPMC has implemented similar grants programs previously, 
and projects funded from 2004 through 2017 may be viewed at http://bit.ly/1LNG2xa . 
Funding is outcome-based, and the format of the proposal reflects this. We recommend 
reading through the entire RFA before beginning your planning. We will conduct a webinar on 
Monday, September 17 at 2 PM Eastern time to provide information about this funding opportunity. 
Please register online at  http://bit.ly/2w3cuhm. The webinar will be recorded and posted at 
http://bit.ly/2wGY8EK.  
All projects must further our mission, which is to foster the development and adoption of Integrated 
Pest Management (IPM), a science-based approach to managing pests in ways that generate 
economic, environmental and human health benefits. 
The Southern IPM Center is funded by the USDA National Institute of Food and Agriculture and 
addresses the Southern Region. SIPMC coordinates, enhances and facilitates the flow of IPM 
resources and information regionally with activities including grants management, data acquisition 
and sharing, and infrastructure development.  
A. Available funds, funding limits and project period:  
Approximately $180,000 is available. Most projects are limited to $30,000 although in special 
circumstances IPM Working Group proposals may qualify for up to $40,000.  
Project period may be no more than one year, with start dates on or after March 1, 2019, and end 
dates no later than February 28, 2020.  
Budgets may include indirect charges of no more than 30% of Total Federal Funds (TFF), equivalent 
to 42.86% Total Direct Costs (TDC). 
B. Who may apply:  
Eligible applicants include private individuals and institutions, faculty and qualified staff of four-year 
universities, businesses, commodity organizations, and governmental and non-governmental 
organizations. Projects will be considered regardless of commodity or setting, including but not 
limited to crops, built environments, natural areas, landscapes, livestock production, wildlife, forest 
health, and schools. 
Potential applicants must be in compliance with reporting requirements for any project previously 
funded by SIPMC to maintain eligibility for new funding. Project Directors may access previously 
funded projects at http://bit.ly/1LNG2xa. 
The primary Project Director must be from within the Southern Region as defined by USDA NIFA (i.e. 
these states and territories: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, 

http://bit.ly/1LNG2xa
http://bit.ly/1LNG2xa
http://bit.ly/1LNG2xa
http://bit.ly/2w3cuhm
http://bit.ly/2wGY8EK
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North Carolina, Oklahoma, Puerto Rico, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, the U. S. Virgin Islands 
and Virginia). For the purpose of this RFA the term “territory” is used synonymously with the term 
“state”, and is inferred whenever the term “state” or “states” is used. 
While the primary Project Director must be from within the Southern Region, collaboration with 
individuals outside the region is allowed.  
C. Project types:  
Proposals may be submitted for Seed, Capstone, and Working Group projects. Project limits are: 
● Seed and Capstone: Up to $30,000 Total Federal Funds (TFF).  
● IPM Working Groups: Up to $10,000 for team building activities, and up to $30,000 for output-

based activities. Eligibility for either type of funding or a combination of both is explained in section 
IV.  

Targeted total funding for all Seed, Capstone and Working Group projects is $155,000 this year. 
D. Technological Support Available to Successful Applicants:  
All funded IPM projects are eligible for and encouraged to utilize assistance of SIPMC’s Facilitation of 
Innovation Through Technology (FITT) initiative for aspects including online conferencing 
(GoToMeeting, GoToWebinar, GoToTraining); online project management and communications 
software (Basecamp), email newsletter generation and management (MailChimp), pest 
reporting/monitoring, storage of pest occurrence data, real-time maps online (EDDMapS), content 
hosting (Bugwood Images/Presents/Video), advice on technology use, and other tools. A complete 
listing of FITT offerings is available at http://bit.ly/1Qy3DFV.  
FITT support comes at no added cost to the project. Costs for these functions should not be included 
in the budget, but expectation/request for the support should be included in the proposal. Any 
expectations of such support should be mentioned explicitly in the proposal where applicable. PDs 
should contact SIPMC’s Co-Director J. LaForest while planning the proposal to ascertain that FITT 
has the required capability (see contact information at the end of this document). Use or non-use of 
FITT is not considered in scoring proposals. 
E. Submission Deadline:  
All proposals must be submitted through the online submission system, http://bit.ly/1iLPWZv by 5:00 
p.m. Eastern time on Friday, November 16, 2018. 
 

II. Purpose 
The IPM Enhancement grants program aims to increase IPM information and IPM adoption, and to 
further IPM implementation, in line with NIFA’s IPM Roadmap (http://bit.ly/1iwkj5l) 
 
The overall purpose of the Southern IPM Center is to:  
1) increase coordination and improve efficiency of IPM research and extension efforts,  
2) facilitate collaboration across states and disciplines, and  
3) promote further development and adoption of IPM through regional pest management information 
networks, collaborative team building, and broad-based stakeholder participation. 

http://bit.ly/1Qy3DFV
http://bit.ly/1iLPWZv
http://bit.ly/1iwkj5l
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Projects are expected to advance this purpose, and work toward the specific goals of the Center, by 
contributing to: 
● timely responses to emerging issues of regional importance,  
● improved communication promoting sound IPM-related decisions within the region,  
● promoting further development and adoption of IPM through regional information networks,  
● collaborative team building and broad-based stakeholder participation, 
● documentation of the impacts and value of IPM strategies, techniques, programs and projects, and  
● building support for IPM among the general public and public policymakers. 
 

III. Project Types: Descriptions, Priority and Funding Limits 
A. Seed Projects  
Successful proposals will have strong potential to initiate, enable, facilitate and/or catalyze effective 
solutions to important IPM issues and challenges. These projects should do what the name implies – 
plant a seed that has good potential to grow into a solution. Examples include but are not limited to 
pilot outreach projects, early research, tool and method development, and collection of baseline data 
(documenting current practices) for early stage research or outreach projects. Projects are limited to 
$30,000. 
B. Capstone Projects  
Successful proposals will build on previous research and development efforts for capstone projects 
involving outreach, implementation, and/or educational approaches. Examples include but are not 
limited to expanding successful demonstration programs, improving online educational resources, 
extending model systems, and collecting impact data for long-running projects. Projects are limited to 
funding total of $30,000. 
C. IPM Working Group Projects 
IPM Working Groups (WGs) comprise diverse stakeholders working collaboratively to identify and 
address IPM priorities for important IPM issues. The overall limit for any working group is $40,000 
within the context of project components described below. 
All applicants are encouraged to consider requesting technical support from our FITT initiative. 
Types of Working Group activity:  

All working groups must produce an updated list of research, extension and regulatory priorities that 
is germane to their area of focus. In addition each working group must undertake a combination of 
teambuilding activities and/or output-based activities as follows:  
● Teambuilding activities develop and maintain the group itself. Examples include an annual 

meeting, routine teleconferences, and use of online communications. All of these should be 
directed at ensuring an active and appropriately diverse stakeholder membership that finds 
consensus around defining and prioritizing research, development, regulatory and extension 
activities that successfully address the issue at hand. Proposals to start new working groups are 
eligible for more funds for teambuilding, but existing working groups are also eligible for 
teambuilding support. 
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New working groups are eligible for up to $10,000 for initial teambuilding. Minimal expectations 
are that the group will define its own mission that will lead to regional benefit; will establish 
communications and collaboration mechanisms; and will prioritize research, extension and 
regulatory needs that address the issue. 
Existing working groups are eligible for teambuilding support only if requested in conjunction with 
output-based activities. They must also re-evaluate research, extension and regulatory priorities. 

● Output-based activities are the work that the team does to address the pest management issue at 
hand, i.e. the research, development and extension activities. These activities should address the 
group-identified priorities, and produce outputs like those described in Seed and Capstone project 
types, clearly directed at generating the anticipated outcomes. 
New working groups may include such activities, but these are not required if the core objective of 
the proposal is merely to initiate the new working group. New working groups may focus on initial 
teambuilding – getting the group up and running and establishing priorities. If output-based funds 
are requested the proposal should make a strong case for the need to begin output-based work 
immediately.  
Existing working groups must predominantly address output-based activities to merit any funding. 
SIPMC will not fund existing working groups that do not undertake output-based activities.  
 

Defining “New” and “Existing” Working Groups: A group initiated around the current proposal may 
qualify as a “new” working group. Groups that have been recently funded, either by SIPMC or from 
other sources, are classified as “existing.” Teambuilding funds will not be awarded merely to replace 
previous support from either this program or other sources.  
Funding Limits: All IPM Working Groups are subject to a funding maximum of $40,000, but allowable 
distribution of funds varies depending on whether a group is new or existing as detailed below. Each 
component must be described and budgeted independently. Only proposals that clearly demonstrate 
both need and high likelihood of success will be funded at the maximum rate of $40,000.  
Maximum fundable amounts for IPM Working Group Projects: 
 

Activity New IPM WG Existing IPM WG 
Teambuilding only $10,000 not eligible 

Output-based only 
not eligible as IPM 

WG, might fit in 
another project type 

$30,000 

Combination (project 
includes both types) $40,000 $40,000 
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IV. Eligibility 
Eligible applicants include private individuals and institutions, faculty and qualified staff of four-year 
universities, businesses, commodity organizations, and governmental and non-governmental 
organizations. The primary Project Director must be from within the Southern Region (Alabama, 
Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Puerto Rico, 
South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, the U. S. Virgin Islands and Virginia); however, collaboration with 
individuals outside the region is acceptable and encouraged.  
PDs and Co-PDs who have previously been funded are eligible only if reports on previous projects 
are up to date. PDs of projects funded since 2008 by this program who have not submitted 
appropriate progress and/or termination reports in SIPMC’s online database (http://bit.ly/1MpLPvG) 
are not eligible for funding.  
 

V. Submission 
A. Proposal Preparation 
Project Directors must register online at http://bit.ly/1iLPWZv. Proposals must be submitted in 
electronic format at this site no later than 5:00 p.m. Eastern Standard Time on Friday, November 
16, 2018.  
The entire proposal submission process is explained at this site, all forms should be downloaded from 
this site, and submissions will only be accepted through this site. Because some of these forms 
change from year to year, please use the newest forms on the site. Some documents, such as CVs, 
do not necessitate forms; in those cases, follow the instructions provided for each required document.  
Use single-spaced, 12-point type with 1-inch margins and two returns (one blank line) between 
paragraphs. Font requirements may be relaxed only on the Logic Model diagram page if necessary, 
as described below.  
You must convert several documents as specified below to PDF file format before uploading them. If 
you scan documents such as cover pages, support letters, or appendices, scan them as documents 
rather than pictures so the text is searchable. Make sure documents are close to 8.5 by 11 inches. 
We may need to merge documents, so do not apply security settings that prevent document 
assembly. 
The submission process is begun with data entry using an online form, as follows: 
● Upon visiting the website http://bit.ly/1iLPWZv, you will be prompted to login. The login system 

uses your email as the key identifier, so be consistent with which email account you enter here. 
● At the welcome screen, select “RFAs/Proposals” in the green navigation near the top. 
● Select “List of Current RFA’s” 
● Select “View RFA Details” for IPM Enhancement Grants 2018 
● You may download all pertinent forms here. When you are ready to begin submission, select the 

“Enter New Proposal” button. 
 

http://bit.ly/1MpLPvG
http://bit.ly/1iLPWZv
http://bit.ly/1iLPWZv
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B. Proposal Components 
1. Proposal Submission Form (online entry): This is an online form, with information entered 

directly into the online system and no need to convert files. Please fill out when your proposal is 
ready for submission. Fields marked by asterisk (*) are required. Required fields include: 
a. Contracting State (must be in the Southern Region, state or territory) 
b. Contracting Organization: In many cases this will be the name of the PD’s University 
c. Cooperating States (if any, select all that correspond to co-PDs) 
d. Project Title 
e. Funding Requested: Use only numerals (no commas nor $) in the Funding Requested field. 
f. Proposal summary: Limit to 3200 characters including spaces. Briefly explain a) the problem or 

opportunity; b) your approach, in simple terms that can be understood by the general public, 
university personnel, private organizations, and budget staff; and c) the anticipated impact. 

g. Objectives. Copy the list of outputs and outcomes from the ‘Planned outputs and anticipated 
outcomes’ section of the Narrative. 

2. Cover and Assurances Form (download template, submit as PDF): Download the form, 
complete it, and convert to PDF prior to submitting. The Authorized Organizational Representative 
(AOR) must check the box indicating institutional approval of the entire proposal including all 
pages of this form. The project title should be descriptive and no longer than 100 characters 
(letters, punctuation, and spaces between words). Use the IPM acronym rather than writing out 
Integrated Pest Management. When determining your project start and end dates, note that funds 
will be available as early as March 1, 2019 and must be expended by February 28, 2020.  

3. Logic Model and Discussion:  
Because funding is outcome-based, the logic model is a central part of the proposal. The logic 
model should be viewed as a condensed version of the proposal, arranged so as to highlight the 
logical and temporal links that lead from the problem to its resolution through the activities and 
products that are proposed. It is expected that the narrative, and most of the other sections, will be 
an expanded version of the logic model and its components.  
The format of the logic model in SIPMC’s Enhancement grants program follows the general format 
used in most NIFA projects. It features a small set of six terms that have a specialized meaning in 
this context: situation, inputs, outputs, outcomes, indicators, milestones. Applicants should 
understand those terms.  
In its simplest form, the logic model provides a summary of what the current state of things is 
(situation), the resources that will be used (inputs), the actions that will be taken and products that 
will be created (outputs), and the concrete changes the project aims to produce (outcomes). 
Indicators and milestones are defined later in this RFA. 
Outcomes are the measurable effects of actions and products. They are the state of things that 
follows the completion of the actions and the delivery and use of the products. The main 
assumption of logic models is that there is a logical and temporal chain that connects the starting 
situation, inputs, outputs, and finally outcomes. 
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Use the following instructions and the logic model template provided at the end of this RFA, and 
downloadable as an editable Word document along with this RFA. Save the filled-in template as 
pdf for submission. Minimum font and margin requirements may be relaxed for the Logic Model 
page only, although it should be readable without magnification. General information on logic 
models can also be found at http://bit.ly/HrFRhv.  
a. Logic model diagram: Limit 1 page (download template, submit as PDF). Provide a logic 

model to summarize your proposal. The components of the logic model are listed here. The 
following also indicates some of the correspondence between the model and the whole 
proposal, and additional description of components of the logic model can be found in the 
relevant sections.  

i. Situation and priorities are the problem or challenge the project will address. They 
include the present state of things before the project has changed it, and the priorities it 
addresses. This component of the logic model will be elaborated in the narrative under 
‘Problem and Justification’ and ‘Stakeholder priorities and regional importance’. 

ii. Inputs include all the resources, personnel, and expertise that will be enlisted into 
carrying out the project. They also include leveraged inputs: previous work, and related 
current work that is not funded directly by this proposal but will contribute to it. Inputs 
are elaborated in ‘Budget and budget justification’, ‘Personnel and collaborating 
institutions’, and ‘Resources, expertise, and leveraging’. 

iii. Outputs are what you are planning to do or make. They could be activities, services, 
products and more. They include but are not limited to apps and printed materials 
that you develop, experiments you conduct, field days, presentations, training materials, 
websites, services, databases, meetings you organize, reports, articles and models that 
will be published. 
 
Note that in the logic model, the types of target audience participants (e.g. grower, 
homeowner, adult, child…) and number of participants reached by those activities, 
services and products belong within outputs. So does participant satisfaction. On the 
other hand, changes generated in the target audience’s knowledge and behavior by the 
activities, products or services are outcomes. Outputs are elaborated in ‘Planned 
outputs and anticipated outcomes’.  

iv. Outcomes are the effects of actions and products. They are the changes generated by 
the outputs in the audience and in the larger world. In the context of Cooperative 
Extension, they are typically organized into changes in the audience’s knowledge, 
behavior, and condition. However, not all projects lend themselves to that division. It is 
customary however to separate outcomes into short, medium and long term. Outcomes 
should always constitute the resolution of the problem and therefore match the problem. 
They are the new state of things that follows from the completion of outputs. 
It is well understood that outcomes other than the shortest term ones will not 
occur within the time span of the one-year funding period. Most of the one-year 
period will be spent producing outputs; maybe all of it will be. However, it is essential to 
include credible and measurable outcomes in the logic model for the short, medium and 
long term. At the time of planning, outcomes are only anticipated or intended. Even 

http://bit.ly/HrFRhv
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though they may not be reached within the one-year period, it is important that the 
proposal demonstrate that they are clearly identified, concrete and reachable. This 
provides information on both the value of the proposed project and the likelihood of its 
long-term success. Realistic and credible outcomes are essential. 
Note that the ‘Planned outputs and anticipated outcomes’ section of the Narrative (see 
below) will contain only those outcomes that you expect will happen within the funding 
period. 
 
Note also that anticipated use of the project’s success to obtain future funding from 
organizations other than SIPMC is an important outcome and should be listed as 
specifically as possible.  
Finally, logic models for research projects should classify data, results and publications 
as outputs. In the context of the logic model, outcomes only start with a measured 
change in the target audience’s knowledge of those research results, not with their 
publication. In the case of research projects funded as seed, those first outcomes are 
expected to follow publication and are therefore very unlikely to be measurable within 
the duration of the funding period. 

v. Indicators are the variables that are measured in order to quantify outputs and 
outcomes. They might also be called metrics of those outputs and outcomes. You will 
expand them in the ‘Indicators and milestones’ section. For seed projects, medium and 
long term outcomes that are not measurable within the duration of the funding period 
should nonetheless be presented in the logic model diagram. For capstone projects and 
long-running working groups, measuring medium and long term indicators of outcomes 
may be a central part of the project. The logic model only identifies what the indicators 
will be (e.g. “the number of growers participating”) not the actual value of the indicator 
you expect (not “50 growers participating”).  

vi. Assumptions and External Factors should be given consideration in all parts of the 
narrative.  

 
Many projects consist of several sub-projects, or groups of related activities with a common 
goal. Those are often viewed as the overall objectives of the project, and Enhancement Grant 
proposals should limit themselves to a small number of them. It may be useful to organize the 
logic model diagram so as to reflect those sub-projects as separate sets of inputs, outputs and 
outcomes aligned across the diagram. The template includes an example of this format. 
The logic model includes outcomes that will not occur within the duration of this grant’s 
funding, and possibly some outputs too that will only occur later. Please highlight those later 
outputs, outcomes, and the corresponding indicators in gray. Please see the instructions for 
the logic model template at the end of this RFA. 
 

b. Logic Model discussion: Limit 1 page, optional. If you prefer to use a significantly different 
template for the logic model diagram, and its organization requires explanation, please provide 
it here.  
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4. Project Narrative: (download template, submit as PDF). Use a standard 12-point font, single 

spaced, with margins of at least 1 inch on all sides. Each of the narrative’s sections expands a 
part of the logic model, as discussed above. Include these components, and note page limits on 
each:  
a. Title page: Limit 1 page  

i. Project Title 
ii. Name and Institution of primary Project Director 
iii. Name(s) and Institution(s) of Co-PDs 
iv. Total Amount Requested 
v. Project Type (choose 1):  

● Seed 
● Capstone 
● IPM Working Group, new 
● IPM Working Group, continuing  

b. Problem and Justification: Limit 2 pages 
Describe in simple terms the problem or challenge, and the reason for your project. What is the 
situation, and how will this project improve it? Problems and their description should be 
concrete and well defined, and the anticipated outcomes (Section c) will constitute their 
resolution. This section of the narrative should strive to address the following aspects.  
Problem: Explain the problem being addressed. Describe opportunities to increase IPM 
information, adoption and/or implementation. Explain and document current gaps in 
information and its dissemination, or challenges to IPM adoption and/or implementation. 
Consider including the importance of the crop, commodity or setting, the pest(s), the economic 
ramifications, barriers and opportunities.  
Justification: Show the importance of the problem, and how it relates to the purpose of this 
grant program.  
Stakeholder identified priorities and regional importance: All proposals should demonstrate 
engagement with the intended audience. They should include evidence of appropriate 
stakeholder interest and participation, and indicate how the project addresses their needs.  
Address specific priorities identified by growers or other stakeholders in the Southern region. If 
possible cite at least one IPM stakeholder priority used to formulate the project (provide a link, 
year, and source). State if no publicly identified priority is available, and in that case cite a 
journal review article, proceedings from scientific workshops, or other sources produced by 
qualified stakeholders. The stakeholder-identified IPM priorities for the SIPMC are presented 
online at http://bit.ly/1YBNdCh. 
Demonstrate the importance of the project to the Southern Region. Projects that offer benefits 
to two or more states in the region or that entail multi-state collaboration are encouraged but 
not required. The work may occur in only one state, but if available, evidence of the project’s 

http://bit.ly/1YBNdCh
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potential value across several states (e.g., letters of support, citations of stakeholder 
prioritization in other states,…) should be provided. 

 
c. Planned outputs and anticipated outcomes: Limit 2 pages, in the tabular format provided. 

Name and describe the planned outputs of the project. These are what you intend to do or 
make. You should provide a brief elaboration of the list in the logic model diagram. Limit this 
table to outputs that are planned to take place in the one-year period. 
Outputs could be activities, services, events, and products. They include but are not limited 
to apps and printed materials that you develop, experiments you conduct, field days, 
presentations, training materials, websites, services, databases, meetings you organize, 
reports, articles and models that will be published. 
Participants (audience, recipients) should be included in this table when their participation is 
essential to the completion of the output, as in any outreach, education or service. You do not 
need to include small and marginal outputs, or every step involved in each output.  
For each of these outputs, indicate the intended outcome(s), i.e. the changes that are expected 
to be generated by that output. Match table cells or lines containing corresponding outputs and 
outcomes horizontally across the ‘outputs’ and ‘outcomes’ columns. If one output is intended to 
generate several outcomes, or one outcome is expected to follow from several outputs, repeat 
the same entry in several table cells, or merge cells vertically as appropriate. 
Indicate how each outcome contributes to resolving the problem(s).  

 
Planned Outputs 
What you plan on 
doing or making 

Anticipated Outcomes 
What change are expected 
to occur as an effect 

Problem or priority targeted 
What situation you are 
addressing  

   
   
   
   

(Add rows as needed. If the logic model diagram is divided into separate objectives or sub-projects, the table should 
replicate those subsections using shading, borders, title rows or other means) 

 
d.  Indicators and milestones: Limit 1 page, in the tabular format provided. 

The variables that are measured in order to quantify outputs and outcomes are customarily 
called indicators. They are listed in the logic model diagram. They do not have a specific value 
yet. They are what you will measure, not the numerical value that you expect the indicator to 
reach.  
Indicators of outputs are generally self-evident:  

‒ ‘number of brochures developed’,  
‒ ‘number of tests conducted’,  
‒ ‘acreage of wetland assessed’ 
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Indicators of short term outcomes, particularly changes in knowledge and intentions, can also 
be easy to identify. Corresponding examples of indicators of changes in knowledge could be: 

‒ ‘Percentage of participants able to identify 3 or more pests after using the brochure’,  
‒ ‘Percentage of pest applicators who will consider including our test results in their 

planning’,  
‒ ‘Inclusion of our wetland report in State policy proposals’. 

Indicators of medium and long term effects are often more onerous to identify and measure.  
For seed projects, medium and long term outcomes will likely not be measurable within the 
duration of the funding period, but should nonetheless be presented in the logic model 
diagram. In the case of capstone projects and long-running working  groups however, 
measuring medium and long term indicators of outcomes may be a central part of the project. 
Milestones are target values of indicators for outputs and outcomes, associated with a date. In 
the previous examples of output indicators, the indicators themselves are:  

‒ ‘number of brochures’,  
‒ ‘number of tests’,  
‒ ‘acreage assessed’.  

The milestones for those outputs could include:  
‒ ‘Will develop 3 brochures by April 30’ and ‘Distribute copies of each to 500 farmers by 

August 1st’,  
‒ ‘Will conduct the first test at each of 15 locations, 5 locations in each of the 3 

participating states by April first, the second by May 15, and the third by July 1st’,  
‒ ‘Will assess 500 acres of wetland along the South Carolina coast by July 1st, along the 

Georgia coast by September 15, 300 on the Gulf coast of Florida by July 15 and 400 on 
the coast of Louisiana by October 1st’. 

Milestones for the corresponding outcomes might be: 
‒ ’by September 30th, 75 % of farmers who have received the brochure will be able to 

identify 3 or more pests’,  
‒ ‘95% of pest applicators at the January 2019 meeting will consider incorporating the 

results of the tests in their plans for Spring and Summer 2019’,  
‒ ‘Wetland report will be used in Georgia DNR March 2019 proposal’. 

Milestones for outputs are a tool to help organize the tasks involved in the project. Including 
them in the proposal is important to demonstrate feasibility to reviewers. Milestones for 
outcomes show when and how you will know that the project has produced a change, and is 
achieving its goals. 
In addition, the Indicators and milestones table includes the individuals or organizations 
responsible for each output. This table should not include milestones that will occur after the 
one-year period. The purpose of the table is to inform the reviewers’ assessment, and for 
planning. While funded projects are expected to deliver outputs consistent with the 
proposal, it is understood that these milestones may be modified as the project 
progresses. It is also understood that some unplanned achievements in outputs and 
outcomes will likely be attained. Funded projects are highly encouraged to report them after 
completion. 



 

12 
 

 
Planned Outputs 

Milestone (a value of the indicator) 

Person(s) or 
organization(s) 
responsible for 
completion 

Planned 
completion date 

Develop 3 brochures on cotton pests of concern Joan Porter 
Juan Acedo April 30 2019 

Distribute each brochure to 500 farmers Lucy Smith August 1 2019 
   
   

Anticipated Outcomes 

Milestone (a value of the indicator) 

Person(s) or 
organization(s) 
responsible for 
recording 

Anticipated date 

75 % of farmers who have received the 
brochure will be able to identify 3 or more pests 

Center for 
Education 
Research 

September 1 
2019 

   
   
   

(Add rows as needed. If the logic model diagram is divided into separate objectives or sub-projects, the table should 
replicate those subsections using shading, borders, title rows or other means) 
e. Evaluation plan: Limit 1 page 

Most of the evaluation plan is made up of the logic model, and tables of outputs, outcomes and 
milestones. In this section, add a description of the methods that will be used to measure 
indicators, along with the personnel or organizations responsible.  
Measuring changes implies a record of the state of things before the project takes place, i.e. 
baseline data. In cases where that baseline data is available from third parties, or you have 
collected it previously, you should reference those sources here, and plan to include the data 
in your final report. The variables (=indicators) in that pre-existing baseline data must match 
the variables that will be measured when recording outcomes.  
Note: Seed projects are intended to grow beyond initial funding by Southern IPM Center. Even 
though medium and long term outcomes may not be anticipated within this funding period, 
using the Enhancement Grant to record their baseline state now is very likely to be invaluable 
in demonstrating change later, and supporting the case for further funding at that time.  

f. Procedures: Limit 1 page 
Describe materials, methods, and other relevant technical aspects. This information will help 
reviewers form an accurate assessment of the feasibility of the project. 
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g. Resources, expertise and leveraging: Limit 1 page 
Some of the resources and expertise that will be mobilized to carry out the project are 
presented in the CVs of the PD and team, and in letters of support included in appendices. 
Describe briefly how they will be deployed in the tasks that are planned, and add resources 
and expertise not presented in those appendices. 
Document previous success in related or similar projects. 
Include leveraging of previous or concurrent projects by the PD and team, or others. 
For new Working Groups, describe intended membership or list membership already 
committed when available. For continuing Working Groups mention any significant changes to 
the working group composition and include the membership list as an appendix (see section 
11).  

h. Literature Cited: No page limit. Applicants should list only publications cited in the proposal.  
 
5. Cooperation of Key Personnel and Institutional Units Involved (download template, submit 

as PDF): 
a. Identify key personnel and each institutional unit contributing to the project. In multiple-

institution projects, each institution should be identified and the lead institution designated. 
Applicants should clearly define the roles and responsibilities of each person and institutional 
unit of the project team, if applicable. 

b. If the project includes consulting, collaborative or sub-contractual arrangements, such 
arrangements should be fully explained and justified in the budget narrative and budget. In 
addition, evidence should be provided here that the collaborators involved have agreed to 
render these services. Acceptable documentation for this purpose includes letters of intent or 
statements of work from the individual or organization. Copies of either letters or email 
messages from the collaborators will suffice for this purpose. 

c. Project Directors (PDs), co-Project Directors, and any collaborators who will receive a portion 
of the budget must provide current CV (two pages maximum) including a listing of the most 
relevant publications.  

6. Budget Excel Form: (download the Excel form provided, and DO NOT convert before 
submitting – submit as an Excel file.) If the project entails multiple contracts, include separate 
budget forms and budget narratives for each institution. Indirect costs of up to 30% Total Federal 
Funds (TFF) awarded, equivalent to 42.86% of Total Direct Costs (TDC), may be requested. For 
example, a project for $30,000 could include no more than $9,000 indirect costs.  
Budgets must fall within the limits described above ($30,000 for Seed and Capstone; $40,000 for 
IPM Working Groups). 

7. Budget Narrative: (download template, submit as PDF). A detailed budget narrative using the 
template provided must be included. Items should correspond with and be ordered similarly to 
major budget lines in the Budget form, but should also provide more detail. Explicitly provide the 
computations that lead to the numbers presented on the budget form. If consulting, collaborative, 
or sub-contractual arrangements are included in the project, these arrangements should be fully 
explained. A proposed statement of work and a budget for each arrangement involving the 
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transfer of substantive programmatic work or the providing of financial assistance to a third party 
must be provided.  

8. Current and Pending Support Forms: (download template, submit as PDF). A separate form 
is required for the PD and each co-PD. Enter the current proposal under the “pending” line.  

9. Conflict of Interest Forms (COI): (download the Excel template provided, and DO NOT 
convert before submitting – submit as an Excel file) Provide a separate form for the PD and 
each co-PD. Be sure the form is updated – fairly often we note that recent co-authors in 
someone’s CV are not listed in the COI form, for instance. 

10. CVs of Key Personnel: A CV is required for each of the key personnel. Download template, 
submit a single PDF file containing all CV’s, with each CV limited to 2 pages.  

11. Appendices: Supplementary materials may be submitted in PDF format as appendices. The most 
common use for this is to submit letters of support and/or cooperation from non-PD collaborators 
and organizations (for instance, interested Working Group members), which may be included in a 
single appendix. Project Directors are strongly cautioned not to abuse this provision in an attempt 
to circumvent page limits.  

 

VI. Evaluation and Selection Criteria  
Panelists will rate every proposal using the evaluation criteria scoring sheet shown below. It is 
recommended that applicants consult it closely. The review panel will use the following review and 
recommendation sequence. 
1. Each proposal will be scored by the panel using the evaluation criteria shown in the scoring sheet, 

and rated (outstanding, high, medium, or low priority, do not fund) based on the scoring 
consensus of panelists.  

2. Within each project type, proposals rated “outstanding” or “high priority” will be funded in 
descending ranking order until the assigned fund pool is exhausted or until all those proposals are 
funded, whichever comes first. 

3. Any funds and any proposals remaining after step 2 will be considered together as a single pool. 
The panel will assign remaining funds to the remaining highest-rated proposals until available 
funds are exhausted. 

 

VII. Project Reports  
Successful applicants are required to submit a final report within sixty (60) days after the termination 
date of the subcontract. Reporting is carried out using the same PPMS system as the application 
(http://bit.ly/1iLPWZv). It entails a small amount of information to be entered in the online reporting 
form, and a more extensive text document to be uploaded. A Word report template and instructions 
are available for download with this RFA. All successful applicants are required to use this 
template and upload the resulting document within sixty (60) days after the termination date of the 
subcontract. Applicants are strongly encouraged to consult the report template when preparing their 
proposal.  
  

http://bit.ly/1iLPWZv
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VIII. Proposal Evaluation Scoring Sheet  
Category Points 

1. Proposal Preparation 

10 ● Proposal is complete and follows the format specified in this RFA.  

● Information is presented clearly. 

2. Problem and Justification 

25 

● The problem is demonstrably relevant to the Southern region and its residents.  

● The problem is important to the Southern region and its residents. 

● The project fits the Southern IPM Center’s purpose.  

● Stakeholder needs are documented and will be addressed. 

3. Alignment of Outputs, Outcomes, Procedures & Milestones 

25 

● Anticipated outcomes resolve the problem. Planned outputs can be reasonably expected to lead to them. 

● Procedures are appropriate and can realistically be used to complete the planned outputs. 

● The milestones provide details to demonstrate clear and well thought-out plan. 

● Timeline and scale of project are reasonable. Milestones are achievable 

● The risks associated with potential pitfalls have been mitigated. 

● If an existing Working Group, project is either new or significantly expands a previous effort. 

4. Evaluation Plan 

20 
● Logic Model is clear and complete. Outputs, outcomes and indicators are concrete and well defined. 

● Indicators proposed are valid and accurate measures of all outputs and outcomes in project timespan. 

● Evaluation plan clearly describes specific methods for measuring indicators and methods are appropriate 

5. Expertise and Resources 

10 

● CV(s) indicate that the PD and team have the expertise needed to conduct the project. 

● Collaborators have agreed to participate through a letter of support for new projects.  

● Documentation of success on previous or related projects. 

● The project identifies and leverages appropriate resources.  

● Working Group composition has potential to coordinate regionally and catalyze solutions to IPM issues. 

6. Budget 

10 

● Budget is well-defined, reasonable for the proposed project, and within the project funding limits. 

● Budget includes appropriate funds to carry out evaluation efforts. 

● Budget follows guidelines described in the RFA and instructions on the budget form. 

● Budget narrative follows the order of the budget form and fully justifies budget items. 

Total Points 100 
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Contact us with any questions or comments: 
Request for Applications or submission of a proposal 
Joe LaForest (laforest@uga.edu, 229-386-3298) 
Danesha Seth Carley (Danesha_Carley@ncsu.edu, 919-513-8189) 
 
Technical questions regarding submission of a proposal 
Alex Belskis (abelskis@cipm.info, 919-522-5602)  
 
Evaluation 
Jean Jacques Dubois (jbdubois@ncsu.edu, 919-515-0496) 
 
Provision of Resources from Facilitation of Innovation Through Technology (FITT) 
Joe LaForest (laforest@uga.edu, 229-386-3298) 
  

mailto:laforest@uga.edu
mailto:Danesha_Carley@ncsu.edu
mailto:Danesha_Carley@ncsu.edu
mailto:Danesha_Carley@ncsu.edu
mailto:abelskis@cipm.info
mailto:jbdubois@ncsu.edu
mailto:laforest@uga.edu
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Logic Model Diagram template instructions 
 

● There are two templates. They are nearly identical. Use only one. The first one contains illustrations 
of the type of entries that are expected, the second one is blank and in addition, shows how to 
separate the logic model into separate objectives or sub-projects (three of them, in this illustration). 
 

● Please adapt the dimensions of columns and rows to suit your project. Font size may also be 
adjusted, within reason. The headings of Situation, Inputs, Outputs, Outcomes, Indicators, 
Assumptions and External Factors are required. 

 
● Separate sub-projects (objectives) as needed for clarity. The second (blank) template shows a 

suggestion of how to create three horizontal sections to separate three sub-projects. That division 
could extend left to ‘Inputs’ if there was a clear separation between inputs for each sub-project. 

 
● The illustrative examples inside each cell are NOT linked logically across the columns or rows, as 

they should be in an actual project. Each cell contains an assortment of prompts for the type of 
content that might be found there, but they are not connected. 

 
● In the logic model diagram, outputs and outcomes that are expected to occur after the end of the one-

year period should be highlighted in gray. 
 
● Cut or copy the template into a separate document and save it as pdf once completed. 

 



 

 

Situation Inputs 
Outputs Outcomes 

Activity/ 
Product/Service Participants Short Term Medium Term Long Term 

The current state of 
things, including the 
problem to be 
addressed 
 
Identified needs, and 
existing assets 
 
Priorities 
 
Stakeholder engagement 
 
… 
… 
… 

The resources you 
will use to produce 
the planned outputs 
 
Staff 
 
Expertise 
 
Leveraging of other work 
 
Facilities 
 
Existing research 
 
Partnering organizations 
 
Contractors 
 
… 
… 
… 

What you will do or 
make 
 
Conduct experiment 
 
Develop and distribute 
training materials 
 
Assess practices 
 
Improve model system 
 
Create database 
 
Organize meetings 
 
Provide consultation 
 
Survey past users 
 
Sample pest population  
… 
… 
… 

The recipients or 
audience of those 
activities, products 
and services 
 
Pest Applicators 
 
School superintendents 
 
Nursery owners 
 
Land managers 
 
Homeowners 
 
… 
… 
… 

Short term effects 
 
Changes in the target 
audience’s knowledge, 
attitudes, skills or intentions 
 
Increased interaction 
among participants 
 
Faster response time to 
new pest detection 
 
End users access data in real 
time 
 
Land managers contact 
appropriate specialist 
 
… 
… 
… 

Medium term effects 
 
Changes in the target 
audience’s behavior, 
practices, decision-making 
 
Future grants secured 
 
Use of results in regional 
policy 
 
… 
… 
… 

Ultimate impact 
 
Changes in economic 
conditions of the target 
audience, changes in social 
and environmental 
conditions 
 
… 
… 
… 

Indicators → 
(Variables measured) 
Do not provide 
numbers here. Just list 
the things you will 
measure. 

List of personnel 
 
# of field stations 
 
# local collaborators 
… 
… 
 
 

# of training workshops  
 
# of participants 
 
Experimental results 
 
Articles published 
 
# acres surveyed 
… 
… 

% participants who intend 
to adopt a practice 
 
# days decrease in diagnosis 
time 
 
Increase in number  of 
entries added to database 
by users 
… 
… 

% change in participants 
who use a practice 
 
Specific grants secured 
 
# of outside databases 
linked into the project’s 
database 
… 
… 
… 

$ saved by regional growers 
 
Improvements in tenants’ 
health 
 
Increased species diversity 
… 
… 
… 

 

Assumptions 
The outputs will lead to those outcomes as long as the following assumptions are true: 
… 
…  

External Factors 
These events, people and organizations out of our control will have the following influence on the success of 
outputs and outcomes: 
… 
… 



 

 

Situation Inputs 

 

 
Outputs Outcomes 

 

Activity/ 
Product/Service Participants Short Term Medium Term Long Term 
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Indicators 
(Variables measured) 
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