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FINAL FLEX Meeting Notes   8/27/07 CIS Conference Room

Submitted by MaryAnn Lucas

Attending:  Deb Shafer, Anita Norton, Helen Gordon, Shirley Barkley, Sue Tomeo, Claire Reid, Sheila Clifford, Eileen Wicklund, Lynn Stellrecht, MaryAnn Lucas
A.  NSF Fastlane
1.

a.  Sheila Clifford spoke about problems encountered with NSF submission that was formatted with Prior NSF publications placed in the Reference section of the proposal.  This particular proposal was submitted to the DEB section of NSF.  Dan Fornari contacted Barbara Ransom, Program Director, Marine Geology and Geophysics, to determined if this was an NSF-wide “new” policy.  She said it was up to the program manager’s discretion.  Also encountered were rejections when PI’s CV did not have recent collaborators or Advisees indicated in the information.  Another rejection note said that Current and Pending must include the proposal being submitted.  A question was posed:  Were “soon to be submitted” or “to be submitted in the near future” items at one time included on the C&P and should these again be included?


b.  The question was pondered whether there is a program making the new error messages being generated.  Sheila encountered a “shifting margin” error.  Claire Reid received three errors when submitting proposals that were never seen before.  Has there been a change to the Fastlane system that is causing these new errors and is this a result of Fastlane merging with Grants.gov?


Resolution:  Helen Gordon will contact Brian Midson (NSF) regarding these problems and solve the mystery of why these error messages are being produced.



c.  Helen reiterated that Helvetica fonts are dangerous/quirky to use in Fastlane even if embedded within figures.  The fonts can be shifted/corrupted causing figures to be misrepresented online.  It is highly suggested that figures be made into high quality jpeg format.



d.  MaryAnn Lucas told of the use of Palatino10pt fonts in LaTeX documents in the Physical Oceanography Dept NSF proposal submissions.  At this point it seems that the proposal was accepted in this format even though the 6 lines per inch criteria was not met.  This might be a “Program Manager’s discretion”?



e. It was the Committee’s feeling that extra pages for big group proposals are no longer "automatically" allowed - that for any page # deviation (over 15 pages project description), the PI must ask permission from the Program Manager.
2.

There was some discussion regarding the NSF PI Information page.   Very rarely is the line checked that indicates that the PI does not want information disclosed.  Please confirm that this is true with the PI and change if necessary.  This seems to be a glitch that pops up occasionally in Fastlane.

3.

a.  Claire Reid spoke about Grants and Contracts NSF submission statistics.  The institution’s submissions did not meet Larry Madin’s goal of getting proposals in 2 days before the deadline.  In fact, a significant proportion (18 before/41 after) did not meet the 2-day ahead deadline; this included updates done after submittal to Fastlane and a collaborative update that caused the whole proposal to be missing from the system which resulted in the proposal having to be withdrawn and resubmitted.

A question was posed of what the statistics are regarding collaborative proposals.  Are more collaboratives being submitted than individual proposals?



b.  What is the experience regarding timing submission for collaborative proposal.  The actual guideline is “within a reasonable period of time”.  The consensus is that within 48 hours is a good guideline to follow.  Once all the proposals are LINKED then any proposal whether it is the lead or non-lead can be submitted.  Also note that failure of any linked proposal to meet the deadline will cause the whole collaborative proposal to be rejected.


c.  Further discussion revolved around changes noticed in Fastlane procedures.  In particular there are no longer Temporary IDs printing on pre-submitted proposals, a revised budget no longer has a note in red indicating date of change.


d.  Grants.gov still has no capacity for collaborative proposal submissions, nor do they have a protocol for a revised proposal.   If the package you are using when submitting files through Grants.gov has a category “Optional Files” in the lefthand column it is advised that these files be checked for information that you need to submit with the proposal.  Consensus was that it is safer to submit these rather than not.


In discussions about DURIP proposal submissions it was noted that the Grants.gov package generated many extra pages and contributed to frustration of limiting the proposal to 25 pages.   Shirley Barkley also noted that there was no authority to contact to get information about the Grants.gov package problems.
B.  WHOIgrants



Helen Gordon gave a pop quiz on the following question:  What are extra hours on a cruise?  

Answer:    Extra Hours are real live everyday hours that are charged directly to the project while the person is at sea.  They are part of the 2080 hours that make up one year of support for which a person receives his/her Annual Salary.   If a person goes to sea for 4 weeks s/he will put 160 hours of REGULAR time on his/her timecard.   However, if the extra hours were not included in the budget, s/he would have money only to cover the costs of 152 of those hours.  Extra Hours are not an extra benefit, they are the appropriate calculation for the actual cost that will be incurred while at sea.  



It was determined that Helen will give a lecture to relevant department personnel on the proper procedure and way to fill out WHOIgrants cruise information including Green Sheet info.  After the lecture study hall dates will be implemented.


One note here about WHOIgrants cruise submissions.   It is possible to change In Port and Travel time in cruise data for each individual but it is NOT possible to change the amount of at-sea time.  If a participant is arriving on a separate leg of a cruise then the cruise must be broken up accordingly.
C.  Other



MaryAnn requested that departments give each other a “heads-up” if they are working on a proposal that contains personnel from another department particularly if there are no sub-budgets (being worked on by the individual departments) and the personnel are included in the main budget.   Question was asked how this could have passed thru without an alert when C&P and CV were acquired.


In WHOIgrants proposal preparation Claire asked that the detail for equipment not be included if there is no additional information being offered.   This will eliminate the extra page generation for Equipment Detail if it is not necessary.  Claire produced handouts (attached pdf file) that included examples of what the detail page could be used for.

