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Background

On behalf of the E-Grants Program Management Office (“PMO”), Rockbridge Associates, Inc. conducted a qualitative research effort to identify stakeholders’ needs and expectations of the E-Grants storefront.  The information collected will aid in the development of communications and design of the storefront.  

A total of 26 in-depth telephone interviews were conducted with stakeholders in March 2003. In addition, two workshops were conducted, one with the PMO team and one with grantor agencies (“Grantors”).  Those who participated in the in-depth telephone interviews were identified by the PMO team and included seven members of the E-Grants Executive Board (“Exec Board”), 10 key influencers (“Influencers”), seven representatives of the grantee community (“Grantees”), and two interviews with those who could not attend the workshops.  Throughout this report, we refer to the groups as a whole as “Stakeholders” and note where a particular group’s views differ from others. 

The in-depth interviews typically took 45 to 60 minutes to complete and were sometimes abbreviated due to the time constraints of the interviewee.  The workshops lasted 3 hours each.  All groups were asked similar questions beginning with the macro-environment within which E-Grants must operate and the goals and expectations of those involved, followed by the best ways to reach all users of the storefront and any challenges that are foreseen with the process. Finally, more of the specifics including important features of the storefront were discussed.  Grantees were only asked about the grantee perspective but were asked to provide more detail in some areas (as noted in the reporting). 
The following report presents an overview of the findings. In-depth interviews and workshops are qualitative methodologies best used to test hypotheses, generate ideas, and identify directional findings.  This research does not purport to measure the prevalence of opinions in the broader population.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

· When thinking of the larger environment, Stakeholders agree that overall demand from the grantee community, new legislation and advances in technology and the prevalence of its use promote and favor a move to a unified electronic granting process.  Grantees focus less attention on the legislative aspects and more on the basic need for improvements, whereas others tend to mention legislative actions first. 

· As for the current granting process, prior to implementation of E-Grants, most Stakeholders believe key users like that the process has become familiar and grantor agencies enjoy their current level of control and customization. However, Grantees are less likely to cite familiarity as a positive aspect related to the current process.

· Several Stakeholders mention they like some of the new electronic grant systems that have been developed recently, particularly those that have seemed to incorporate user input in the development stages.   

· The issues that users have with the current granting process center around it being burdensome for both the grantor and grantee communities, including long turn around times, huge administrative burdens, inconsistencies, duplication in data entry, and all around inefficiencies in time and resources. In fact, many in the grantee community feel the need to hire outside help to handle the entire process successfully. While the customized nature of the current system may appeal to grantor agencies, others see the inconsistencies it fosters as a hindrance.

· The expectation is that the E-Grants storefront will provide a “one-stop shop” that will not only allow grantees to search for grants across agencies, but also enable all users to conduct every part of the grant lifecycle, from finding and posting a grant, to determining eligibility, making inquiries, applying, reporting, managing and tracking, handling disbursements, and closing out the grant.  Overall, Stakeholders expect the process to save time, resources, and money for all users of the storefront. 

· Stakeholders fully understand the challenges related to a cross-agency initiative such as E-Grants. Key issues of concern include funding, agreement on common data elements and standardizations, integration on the back end of the system, and management control.

· Concerns for users of E-Grants mainly revolve around access issues for the grantee community and general technological capabilities, including concerns over successful electronic transfer of private information.  In addition, many anticipate some overall apprehension over a change in the status quo for those who are familiar with the current process. 

· Stakeholders insist that the system must be an improvement over the current process for all users. That means it must be user friendly (with an appropriate level of training and support), reliable, economical, simplified, flexible to user needs, and work well from the start. To ensure its success, many Stakeholders agree that the storefront must be tested thoroughly with all potential user groups and that key information about the initiative be disseminated regularly to prepare the communities for its use.

· Stakeholders identified a number of important features for the storefront to incorporate. Those mentioned by the majority of groups include: searching quickly by keyword and having the ability to sort opportunities based on various criteria, being able to conduct all parts of the grants process using the storefront, and having a synopsis of the grant to facilitate eligibility determination. They would also like fillable forms, auto-population of data and error checks, tracking, email notifications, and proper authentication processes. 

· There are a large number of audiences who should receive key information about E-Grants. Most Stakeholders agree that the grantee community at large should receive information. They specifically cite groups such as state and local organizations and Governments, universities, and nonprofits. They also mention intermediaries, grant-making agencies, legislature, and other Federal, State, and Local Government bodies as key audiences.

· With such diverse audiences, Stakeholders simply say as many communication methods as possible will need to be employed to reach them all.  A number of intermediary groups are identified for each of the primary audiences, as well as a variety of traditional communication methods including print and electronic media outlets (e.g., newsletters, websites / Internet postings, trade publications) and conferences and meetings. 

· Key information that Stakeholders believe users need are the reasons for using the storefront and proof that it works. They would also need some background on the project and its progress, the policies and procedures behind it, and the basics for using it. 

· Grantors in particular need detailed information on the project status and performance, including timelines and costs. In order to communicate this information, some Stakeholders suggest establishing formal distribution channels to grantor agencies and using newsletters, webcasts, or meetings as the methods of communication. 

· Some psychological and cultural resistance to the E-Grants system is anticipated, mostly because it is a change in the status quo.  However, most Stakeholders feel that users will adjust and are willing to struggle through the learning curve to see the end benefits.  

· Most in the grantee community should be technologically ready to interface with an integrated electronic system such as E-Grants.  There is some concern about smaller nonprofit organizations that might have trouble getting access to the Internet and be less familiar with web-based business dealings.  As a result, some know that a parallel paper-based process will still need to exist for some time.

· Further, some grantors fear they will not have the funds or the detailed technical information soon enough to prepare to interface with the E-Grants system by the time it is scheduled for rollout.  

· Most Stakeholders mention the need for the storefront to be simple and intuitive to use, to the point that there should not be a need for extensive training. Nonetheless, they recognize that proper training and support will be necessary.  Although they have a variety of suggestions, most Stakeholders agree that some form of online tools, a help desk, and in-person training will be needed, at least in the early stages. 

· All agree that feedback from potential users during the development of the E-Grants storefront is critical to ensure its success.  Methods of communication might include phone, email and listservs, online discussion boards, participation in pilot tests and research such as focus groups and usability testing, and in-person meetings or webcasts.

· Most Stakeholders think the E-Grants initiative will ultimately succeed but they recognize there will be stumbling blocks along the way and encourage the PMO team to anticipate, prepare for, and address those challenges. 

IMPLICATIONS

The stakeholder interviews and workshops comprise the first critical step in a successful outreach program.  The feedback provides key input to the marketing plan and guides a user-centric development process.  The following discusses some of the more important implications from this task.

User Expectations.  The following are crucial for the project’s success and need to be considered in the development and communications positioning of the storefront: 

· The grantee community expects a “one-stop shop” that will include all aspects of the grant lifecycle to be housed in a single portal with standardized and simplified forms.

· The grants process delivered by this storefront should be more transparent than existing processes.  It should simplify and outline key requirements for eligibility, simplify and clarify processes and policies, and provide the ability to track applications throughout the process.  

· The storefront needs to be user-friendly which means easy searching by keyword and sorting capabilities; and, easy to fill, automated forms that populate data fields based on previous input and will prompt the user when information is missing.

· It must incorporate all the proper authentication processes and assurances. 

· The storefront should permit flexibility for specific agency needs. 

· It should also work well and provide an appropriate level of training and support. 

The stakeholders make it clear that it is critical for the PMO team to make every effort to consider and include the input of the many users of the E-Grants storefront in its development and implementation.  This includes testing the E-Grants storefront with actual users of the system; this is an essential step, particularly because many Stakeholders emphasize the importance of the system working properly right from the beginning of its launch.

Communications.  The message and channel should be tailored to each major audience (small and large organizations within the grantee community, the grantor community, Governments at large and policy makers, as well as intermediaries).  Branding and messaging should focus on the core benefits to users (time and money savings) and providing proof that the process and storefront work well.  

For the grantee community, messaging should stress that this is “the” best and most comprehensive website for Federal grants.  Specific information provided to the grantee community should include the background of the project, the policies and processes behind it, and the basic instructions for using the storefront. 

Grantors tend to focus more on how this process will impact them and how it must mechanically function well while seeming to lose sight of the larger business process. Therefore, the messaging should reinforce the rationale behind such a move and that citizens are the ultimate beneficiaries.  Aside from the benefits and proof that it will work, communications leading up to and beyond the launch should include a “road map” of sorts, highlighting detailed project status and timelines.  The suggested primary mode of communication for such information is a monthly newsletter; however, there is a strong need for a more formalized distribution chain for disseminating key E-Grants progress updates and information, such as designated contact points in each grant-making agency.

· Also, because some feel that the grantor community may need to feel that this is a mandatory transition, perhaps senior Government officials and policy makers could circulate communication that demonstrates they will be supported but their support will also be needed to ensure the project’s success.

As mentioned, a number of communications methods will need to be employed to reach each of the audiences outlined and should be tailored to their needs and habits.  Such methods might include in-person meetings, webcasts, newsletters and other print and electronic media such as email and mail. Intermediaries should also be used extensively, particularly to reach the various grantee audiences. 

Implementing Change.  The PMO team will need to be sensitive to the technology readiness of grantees and grantors because it is clear that barriers to acceptance exist.  The details and system requirements for E-Grants must be communicated as soon as possible to ensure grantees and grantors are prepared to use the system at rollout.  This information will also help these groups begin the internal change management process that will lead to acceptance.

Training and support of E-Grants will be critical to its success.  For grantors, it is clear that in-person training sessions and workshops will be necessary to ensure system compatibility.  Grantee training and support is less clear and may require multiple methods to help ensure learning styles are accommodated; more techno-ready grantees may only need phone, email, and other self-service options, but less savvy grantees may have to attend an in-person workshop to be successful with E-Grants.    

Grantee and grantor feedback on the development of E-Grants is invaluable and promotes buy-in by these Stakeholder groups.  Including them in research, pilot tests, and providing an on-going method of communication with the PMO team will help ensure E-Grants is a success. 
Ensuring Success.  There is a consensus that E-Grants will ultimately be successful, but not without some pain that is impossible to avoid.  Some of the strongest and most savvy supporters of this initiative advise that success is about managing expectations.  Outreach must make it clear what can (and cannot) be accomplished, and in what time frames, to ensure success.   

DETAILED FINDINGS

Macro-Environment 

When asked about the developments and trends that have promoted or favored a move to initiatives like E-Grants, most Stakeholders cite grantee demand, legislation, and advanced technology. Although all Stakeholder groups identify similar issues, the issue that is most top-of-mind for each group may vary. For example, Grantees first mention the basic need for a more efficient and less burdensome granting process, which is based on the difficulties they experience trying to learn too many separate systems across Government agencies.  While Stakeholders, such as Influencers, who are further removed from the day-to-day granting process also cite the basic need and demand from the grantee community for a simplified and consolidated process as a catalyst for change, they emphasize various legislation, initiatives and public laws that have been enacted, such as the e-Government initiatives, Public Law 106-107, and the Paperwork Elimination Act.  Alternatively, Grantees are less likely to focus on federal legislation and initiatives as a motivating force, and focus instead on the pervasive usage of high technology.   

Indeed, many Stakeholders also discuss advances in technology and the increasingly widespread use of the Internet to gather information and conduct business. The prevalence of Internet use has increased familiarity and comfort levels with computers in the mainstream public, making it possible to use an electronic granting process.  In fact, a few Stakeholders are quick to note that consumers have come to expect and demand the availability of an electronic form to conduct business, and that includes Government business dealings.  This has created a general thrust toward e-Government.  Within this area, the PMO team and Influencers are more apt to mention specific technologies such as “J2EE” and “dot-Net,” or advanced infrastructures and architectures being in place as enabling such an electronic forum as E-Grants.

Although others do not mention it specifically, the PMO team notes the growth of the U.S. population and an increase in the total granting funds awarded as a factor in the promotion of the E-Grants storefront.  In contrast, Exec Board members and Influencers cite financial management pressures relating to accountability and downsizing of IT budgets as reasons for more efficient and effective processes.  

The workshop discussions among the PMO team and Grantor agencies also brought forth the need to share best practices among Government agencies and the benefits involved in such collaborations, although this rationale did not surface in the individual interviews. 

Current Situation

Those interviewed as Grantees believe that most applicants look for grants across multiple agencies.  Because the process is cumbersome, those who can afford it hire consultants or experts in the field or turn to other intermediaries for help not only in finding, applying and managing the granting process, but also to help them assess their chance for award and evaluate whether it is worth the time and resources to apply. As for workload, within an organization, some split the responsibilities between those who find and those who apply; others divide the task between find and apply versus those who handle the financial aspects.    

Positive Experiences with Current Granting Processes

While Grantees report that their community is not very satisfied with the current processes, other Stakeholders contend that grantees are satisfied because they are getting the money from the system.  Stakeholders outside of the Grantee constituency also mention that both grantees and grantors are familiar with the current granting process, which makes it easier for all parties; it makes current grantees feel as if their chances of being awarded under the existing system are increased.  The PMO team in particular mentions that grantees like the relationships they have built with various agencies and the feeling of being on the ‘inside track.’ 

An area where Grantees and other Stakeholders tend to agree is the positive experiences with many of the relatively newly developed electronic systems in certain agencies. Grantees cite the National Science Foundation’s (NSF) Fast-Lane, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Department of Justice (DOJ), the Corporation for National and Community Service, and the state of Virginia as good examples of effective electronic systems because they incorporated end-user input and are not confusing.  Electronic systems that are cited as less than ideal by some Grantees are the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), the Department of Energy (DOE), and the Department of Education (ED). A complaint often voiced about the systems that are considered unsatisfactory is that they are perceived as being developed without input from grantees.

Most Stakeholders say that regardless of whether the process is paper or electronic, grantors like their current control over their granting process and have been able to customize it to their individual program needs.  They like being able to make changes to their granting process quickly.

Areas for Improvement in Current Granting Processes 

Grantees

All Stakeholders agree that the granting process is too burdensome for the grantee community.  Grantees and Grantors in particular cite hindrances such as duplicate data entry and unnecessarily long turnaround times for awards. Grantees also cite an overabundance of information requests (sometimes 200 to 300 pieces of information for a single application) and convoluted language and terminology.  In addition, the PMO team feels it may be difficult for some grantees to find grant opportunities without experience and a working knowledge of the most effective search terminology.  

Many Stakeholders recognize that “massive inconsistencies” now exist among the various granting processes of grant-making agencies, resulting in forms that are not standardized.  The burden to learn the systems of one agency, let alone multiple agencies, forces many in the grantee community to seek outside help.  Stakeholders criticize the processes as not being transparent enough to grantees.  Grantees need to understand what goes into the process, how applications are evaluated and reviewed, how to determine if they have a chance of being awarded the grant, and what the general review timeline is, as well as providing the ability to check the status of their application while it is being reviewed.

Grantors

Stakeholders also agree that the current processes are not efficient for grant-making agencies either. They cite lengthy processes for grantors with huge administrative burdens that hamper their ability to manage from a strategic viewpoint and provide accountability and performance metrics for their post-review.  Paper-based processes require an enormous amount of storage space (some agencies citing it accounts for entire floors of buildings) and shipping costs.  Further, one Influencer notes that grantors need the ability to change their processes more quickly in order to deal with current events and priorities.  

Another sentiment is that the current environment has fostered “stovepipe” or “silo-ed” granting processes, where each agency and even the many departments within agencies have developed their own process, which may or may not have any resemblance to others’ processes. They are highly individualized and customized to the needs of a particular program. While that works for the grant-making agencies, the grantee community is faced with multiple systems to navigate and learn.  

In addition to these most basic challenges for grantors in the current granting process, Grantors also have more specific comments. Some relate closely to paper-based processes noting they allow too many errors in applications. Others relate to electronic system challenges, such as reviewers refusing to stare at a computer screen to review the applications, or that there is less discussion about the applications during the review process. 

Expectations of E-Grants and Its Value

Grantees

Expectations of the storefront’s benefit to grantees are similar across Stakeholder groups.  Above all, it is perceived that the E-Grants storefront will provide a “one-stop shop” that will allow grantees to not only search for grants across agencies but also conduct every part of the grant lifecycle, including:

· Finding a grant

· Determining eligibility

· Making inquiries

· Applying 

· Reporting

· Management tracking

· Paying/receiving disbursements, and

· Closing out the grant

Stakeholders are very aware of the difficulty and burden to grantees, currently, of learning and using over 26 different federal agency and sub-agency grant systems.  Stakeholders thus foresee tremendous benefits for grantees from a common standard like E-Grants, with one Influencer referring to the initiative as the “Grantees’ Bill of Rights.”  

In addition, many Stakeholders feel that the consolidation brought about by E-Grants will improve access to grants by smaller, less sophisticated grant organizations, thereby making access to grants more fair.   

The specific benefits of the E-Grants “one-stop shop” for grantees, as Stakeholders see it, will be:

· Labor cost savings when looking for grants.  By making it easier to search for grants across agencies, grantees will ideally find more grants in less time.  

· Labor cost savings when applying for grants.  A standardized application form across agencies will reduce labor hours required to collect various pieces of grant information, especially to groups that apply for grants from different agency sources.  

· Increased accuracy in data submission since the storefront grant application would be “smart” enough to detect if a field is left empty or an invalid entry submitted.

· Reduced printing and shipping costs from electronic transmission. 

· Faster turn around times for receiving grant payments.

· More transparency in the process and accountability to reassure grantees.

Grantors

Although there is an underlying sentiment that E-Grants is foremost for the benefit of grantees, Stakeholders nevertheless identify a number of major benefits for grantors.  Chief among these are gains in efficiency, effectiveness and speed for grant delivery and management.  

· Many Stakeholders see E-Grants as an opportunity to design a system that is more streamlined and efficient.  In their view, the current maze of systems has been built a piece at a time – often in response to new government mandates – and is overly complex.  

With electronic access to E-Grants, all Stakeholder groups foresee the biggest benefits to grantors in the areas of grant administration and post-grant evaluations.  Specific improvements mentioned include:

· Reduction of “tons of” paperwork and associated filing, storage and labor costs  

· Increased accuracy of grant submissions, including automated checks for completion, eligibility and valid data

· Increased speed of receiving information

· Efficiencies from shared access to databases of certifications, standard assurances, boilerplate attestations, debarment lists, etc.

· Richer management data to allow evaluations of grant awards and to make comparisons across grant agencies

Since many smaller granting agencies do not yet have electronic grant systems, all Stakeholder groups except the Exec Board members also mention a shared benefit of combining resources to design a successful electronic grants platform.

Finally, E-Grants is seen as benefiting grantors by attracting a wider applicant pool; this is cited by all Stakeholders except Grantors themselves.  Stakeholders see a wider applicant pool as a conscientious fulfillment of the federal duty to give access to as many grantees as possible.  

Challenges of E-Grants and Necessities for Success

Overall Challenges of a Cross-Agency Initiative Like E-Grants

The challenge of getting multiple federal agencies and departments to work together on a unified granting process appears well understood by all Stakeholders, none of whom are under the illusion it will be easy.  While generally optimistic, they contrast the enormity of the task with the relatively modest funding allocated to the endeavor.  

The overriding concern is that federal grantors will all press to have their agency’s standards adopted by E-Grants.  Without flexibility on the part of all participants and a commitment to the process, E-Grants could ultimately founder. 

· Stakeholders take particular note of those agencies that have already spent significant IT funds developing customized portals.  They perceive that these groups will be particularly reluctant to abandon the systems they worked so hard to build.

· Meanwhile, some Stakeholders report fear among smaller granting agencies of being steamrolled by larger ones.

In addition to agreeing on common data collection elements, the E-Grants process will also have to work through some tough decisions regarding management control over different data elements shared by all.  A related concern is how well agencies will share information that is not part of the common database.

Finally, a sizable number of Stakeholders contend that the challenge of implementing the Find and Apply functions will likely be small compared to the task of integrating federal agencies’ back-end systems.  Although two major enterprise architectures have made it possible (dot - Net and J2EE) to integrate different systems and swap information bi-directionally, it is still very challenging technically and apparently costly. 

Challenges for Grantees

As Stakeholders are quick to point out, grantees are a diverse community.  They range from state and local governments receiving block grants, to small non-profit organizations receiving discretionary grants, to large universities receiving research grants.  As such, one concern is that the storefront meets the needs of the various grantee groups, especially in terms of the technological interface.

A fairly prevalent concern is that some grantees will miss out on E-Grant opportunities because they lack technological expertise; however, most Stakeholders feel the issue is fast disappearing as web technologies become more universal.  

Stakeholders cite a list of possible concerns grantees might have with the storefront.  Most have technological remedies:

· System compatibility between grantees and the storefront

· Data integrity: that information gets accurately transmitted without erroneous conversions (e.g. with symbols, charts, graphs, etc.)

· Data display: that the application will have the same appearance as the grantee intended

· Grant attachments: How E-Grants will handle the submission of additional materials (e.g. addendums, work samples, brochures, audio and video samples, tangible objects, etc.)

· Signatures: working out authentication

· Security: guarding the privacy of the proposal and data elements

· System reliability: that there will be no system crashes when grantees all submit at the same time

· Provision of adequate technical assistance and training so grantees can use the storefront

The one concern that may not have a technological fix, as expressed by all Stakeholders except Grantors, is the threat to current grantees of a change to the status quo.  It is generally agreed that E-Grants will generate more grant applications, thus increasing competition.  There is also the possibility that the electronic platform of E-Grants may diminish the importance of other granting factors, such as personal relationships; this would be to the detriment of current grantees.  One Grantee wondered how his institution would differentiate its application from others once online.

Grantees are the main group to raise concerns about “change management,” particularly as it affects large universities.  The worry is that if data standards demanded by the storefront change too rapidly or unpredictably, these universities will have trouble reprogramming their internal computer/software systems to keep up with the change.   

Challenges for Grantors

Stakeholders list concerns for grantors in all of the same general areas as they do for grantees, although the concerns reflect the grantors’ perspective.  These are:

· System compatibility between grantors and the storefront

· Data integrity: that information gets accurately transmitted without erroneous conversions (e.g. with symbols, charts, graphs, etc.)

· Data display: that the application will have the same appearance as the grantee intended

· Grant attachments: How E-Grants will handle the submission of additional materials (e.g. addendums, work samples, brochures, audio and video samples, tangible objects, etc.)

· Signatures: working out authentication

· Security: guarding the privacy of grantee and grantor data

· System reliability: that there will be no system crashes when grantees all submit at the same time

· Provision of adequate technical assistance and training so grantors can interface with E-Grants

While Stakeholders are in pretty much full agreement on the grantor concerns listed above, the emphasis varies by group.  

PMOs appear to emphasize keeping the federal coalition together and overcoming the inclination of individual agencies to break off from the E-Grants coalition.  They are also concerned about funding and staffing for E-Grants.

Exec Board members are more preoccupied than other Stakeholders with agency funding for E-Grants, raising issues about equity of agency contributions and how funding will be secured in the future.   

Influencers, in contrast, are most concerned with making the system work from a functional perspective: getting agencies to work together, making E-Grants operational, maintaining public trust, and securing the data and privacy of grantors and grantees.  Cost is just one component of this focus.

Grantors are focused on grantor concerns about the transition from the current system to an E-Grants environment.  They express apprehension about the timing of the transition for grantors, the technology behind the integration, the transition costs, the need to manage dual processes (paper and electronic) in the interim, and possible system crashes.  It appears that, more than other Stakeholders, this group feels less informed about the E-Grants progress.

System Essentials (Must Haves & Deal Breakers)

In the broadest of terms, E-Grants must be an improvement over the current system for both grantees and grantors, Stakeholders say.  Grantees state essentially one requirement: that the system be easy to use regardless of the type of grantee.  

Other Stakeholder groups list more detailed requirements.  Although there is individual variation as to what is essential, the most generally accepted aspects are that E-Grants needs to:

· Be user friendly (for all parties) and reliable

· Be economical

· Have standardized formats and common data standards

· Allow one-stop shopping for grants

· Permit some flexibility for individual agency needs

· Provide training and technical support

· Work well initially

Concern about adequate funding and agency contribution levels is raised by Influencers, Exec Board members, and Grantors.  

Many Influencers also say leadership and communications are important, an issue in keeping with their concern about giving E-Grants a high profile. They also feel it is essential to have actual users test the system (including specific audiences such as disabled users).  Above all, they say, it is imperative to manage expectations and culture for both grantees and grantors.  Exec Board members alone include post award feedback as an indispensable component of E-Grants.

Important Features 

What Stakeholders believe will be the most important value-added features varies greatly by group, resulting in a list of 28 items that are a “must have” for at least one group.  The table below displays the items cited by each Stakeholder group, making plain the differences in priorities.

· The two must-have features agreed to by all groups are having an effective Search function and being able to conduct all parts of the grant process through the E-Grants portal (although some Stakeholders realize that the latter is still a distant event).  

· Another seven features are mentioned by three to four of the Stakeholder groups.  These items, along with the two features universally agreed upon, have been highlighted slightly in the table.

· Almost half of the features (14) were cited by just one group, perhaps confirming the important and unique perspective that each Stakeholder group adds to the process.

	FEATURES DEEMED ESSENTIAL BY STAKEHOLDERS

	 
	PMO
	Influencers
	Exec Bd
	Grantors
	Grantees

	Search quickly by keyword, audience group classification, award amount, or chronology 
	x
	x
	x 
	x
	x

	Basic information on grants process
	 
	x
	 
	x
	 

	Post award feedback 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Synopsis of grant, including eligibility requirements
	x
	x
	 
	 
	x

	Fillable forms
	 
	x
	 
	x
	x

	Auto-populating data to avoid re-entry
	 
	x
	x
	 x
	x

	Downloadable forms
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Ability to store data online and come back to it
	 
	 
	 
	x
	x

	Ability to submit full application, including attachments, not just basic 424 form
	 
	 
	 
	x
	x

	Unique identifier for each applicant
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Automatic check for syntax and errors
	x
	x
	x
	 
	x

	Real time bounce backs
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Tracking feature to check grant status
	 
	x
	x
	 
	x

	Integration with current grant systems
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Security to protect data
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Move data quickly
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Can interface with dial-up
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Email notification of opportunities, receipts, modifications, errors, etc.  
	x
	 
	x
	 
	x

	Link from announcement of op to document that provides detailed info
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Data streaming
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Confirmation that application receipt
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Ability to apply for multiple grants at a time
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Final notification on grant award
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Comprehensive database of grants
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Proper authentication processes and assurances
	x
	x
	 
	 
	x

	Grantor access to central contacts registry 
	x
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Training & customer support tutorials
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Full spectrum of capabilities -- find, apply, award, etc.-- with data linked to all
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x


Interestingly, when comparing the features mentioned by PMOs, Influencers and Exec Board members with those of Grantees, Influencers had the most overlap with Grantees, mentioning nine features in common.   

Stakeholders identify very few features that would doom E-Grants.  Systems incompatibility is something of a given.  A number also express concern about forced sharing of data and what will happen if too many agencies are authorized to make changes to the databases.  

Communications 

Audiences

Stakeholders are able to identify many different parties for whom it would be important to receive information about E-Grants.  Some groups are defined in very general terms but Stakeholders are also sometimes more willing to cite specific examples within those groups as well. Compared to other Stakeholders, Influencers speak with particular urgency about the importance of making E-Grants information highly visible to the upper echelons of government, including Congress, the President's Management Council, the CFO Council, and federal partners.  They express awareness of the realities of keeping a new initiative viable and stress that political support at the top is essential for continued funding, agency cooperation and, ultimately, success.  While there may be some overlap in the audiences shown below, it is important to note the specifics as they were mentioned.  

As evidenced, most groups mention the grantee community at large with specific mentions such as state and local organizations and Governments, universities, and nonprofits. They also mention intermediaries, grant-making agencies, legislature, and other Federal, State, and Local Governments as key audiences. 

	AUDIENCES OF E-GRANTS INFORMATION

	
	PMO
	Influencers
	Exec Board
	Grantors

	Grantee community / General Public 
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Potential applicants
	X
	
	
	

	Applicants 
	X
	
	
	

	Individuals
	
	
	
	X

	Recipients or “Grantees” 
	X
	
	X
	

	State and local organizations 
	X
	X
	
	X

	State and local Governments 
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Chief Information Officers
	
	X
	
	

	Chief Financial Officers 
	
	X
	
	

	Program officials 
	
	
	X
	

	Governors Offices 
	
	
	X
	X

	Mayors 
	
	
	
	X

	Universities 
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Scientific Communities 
	
	
	
	X

	FFRDC – Federally Funded Research Development Centers 
	
	
	
	X

	Nonprofit Organizations
	X
	X
	
	X

	Large 
	
	
	
	X

	Small, such as churches local community organizations 
	
	
	
	X

	Public housing authorities 
	X
	
	
	

	Resident Management Organizations 
	
	
	
	X

	Tribal organizations and tribally designated 
	X
	
	
	X

	Faith-based organizations 
	X
	
	
	

	Territories
	X
	
	
	

	Owners of assisted housing 
	
	
	
	X

	Intermediaries
	X
	X
	X
	X

	
Technical consultants/assistants
	X
	
	X
	

	Community leaders 
	X
	
	
	

	Groups that represent the grantee community 
	
	X
	X
	X

	“Big 7” state and local groups
	
	X
	
	

	Public Interest Groups, particularly the ones who follow the granting process and are vocal about its progress 
	
	X
	
	X

	Trade associations 
	
	
	X
	

	Professional organizations
	
	
	
	X

	Federal Demonstration Partnership
	
	X
	
	

	Grantors 
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Internal staff 
	
	
	
	X

	Information Technology staff 
	X
	X
	
	

	Program directors / managers 
	X
	X
	X
	

	Evaluators 
	X
	
	
	

	Business lines in grant-making process 
	
	X
	
	X

	Chief Information Officers
	
	X
	
	

	Chief Financial Officers
	
	X
	
	

	CFO Council
	
	X
	
	

	Political mgmt positions 
	
	
	
	X

	Executive Board of E-Grants
	
	
	X
	

	Legislature / Policy makers 
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Congress 
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Office of Management and Budget 
	X
	
	
	X

	President’s Management Council
	
	X
	
	

	Federal/State/Local Government 
	X
	X
	X
	X


Best Ways to Reach the Audiences

Stakeholders notice that with so many audiences, many forms of communication are necessary to hope to reach them all.  After each form of communication mentioned, the Stakeholder group(s) citing it is noted in order to understand the differing perceptions among the four Stakeholder groups asked.  Their suggestions are as follows: 

· Print / electronic media (PMO, Influencers, Exec Board, Grantors)

· Newsletters (PMO, Influencers, Grantors)

· With existing following of members of interest (Influencers)

· Specifically for grantors (PMO)

· Electronic and print (Grantors)

· Websites / Internet postings of information (PMO, Influencers, Exec Board, Grantors)

· Collaborative websites (Influencers)

· E-Grants (Influencers)

· FirstGov.gov (Influencers)

· Email / listservs (PMO, Influencers)

· Specifically for grantors (PMO)

· Trade publications (PMO, Exec Board, Influencers)

· Information Technology (PMO)

· Brochures/pamphlets (PMO, Grantors)

· Postcards (Influencers)

· PowerPoint or CD-ROM presentations to circulate (Influencers, Exec Board)

· Banner ads on all Government websites (Exec Board)

· Webcasts (Influencers, Grantors)

· Specifically for grantors (Grantors)

· Press conferences / press releases, especially for community leaders (PMO, Influencers)

· Conduct joint launches with partners, e.g. state organizations or universities (Influencers)

· Public Service Announcement space (PMO, Grantors)

· Conferences (PMO, Influencers, Exec Board, Grantors)

· National (Grantors)

· Agency (Grantors)

· Presentations / Meetings / Face-to-face / Interpersonal (Influencers, Exec Board)

· Town hall meetings (Influencers)

· Universities (Influencers, Exec Board)

· Hospitals (Exec Board)

· Round-table discussions (Exec Board)

· Regional workshops for grantors (Grantors)

· Workshops held at E-Grants (Grantors)

· Monthly teleconferences / meetings, especially for grantors (Influencers, Grantors)

· Telephone, especially for grantors (Influencers)

Stakeholders also stress the importance of reaching the various audiences through intermediaries who have contact with them or through existing forums or channels. 

For the Grantee Community: 

· Grantor agencies (PMO, Grantors, Influencers)

· Existing grant-making contact lists (Influencers)

· National Grants Management Association (PMO)

· Outreach offices (PMO, Grantors)

· Office of Legislative Affairs (PMO)

· Sponsored Research offices (Grantors)

· Public and Special Interest Groups (Grantors)

· Faith-based offices and organizations (PMO, Grantors)

· Congress – information in offices (PMO)

· Intergovernmental agencies (PMO)

· Major bodies or associations with key memberships (Influencers, Exec Board)
· National Association of State Investment Officers (Influencers)

· National Council for State Legislators (Influencers)

· Federal Demonstration Partnership (Influencers, Exec Board)

· FirstGov.gov, tracking those who search (Influencers)

· State Governors offices (Exec Board)

· Small Business Administration (Grantors)

For the Grantor Community:

· Stakeholder meetings (PMO, Grantors)

· Policy pronouncements from OMB (PMO)

· Designated agency point of contact for information (PMO, Grantors)

· CIO/CFO Councils (PMO)

· E-Grants Executive Board (PMO)

· Public Law 106-107 groups (PMO)

· Inter-Agency Electronic Grants Committee (PMO, Grantors)

· Intergovernmental agencies (PMO)

· National Grants Management Association – annual conference April 29-30 (Grantors)

For Top Government Positions:

· Executive level briefings (Influencers)

Grantees were asked about their current sources of information regarding grants.  Because these Grantees tend to facilitate the granting process rather than operate as grantee organizations, some have difficulty mentioning specific sources. Nonetheless, the sources they cite are a good reference point from which to start. They include:

· Federal Register and other public announcement forums

· Federal Assistance Monitor

· Local foundations and their listservs

· Subscription services

· Grant Resource Center

· Community of Science

· Government agency contacts (existing)

· Websites

· Government sponsored

· Non-Government sponsored

· Consultants/Intermediaries

· Conferences

· Email

· Mail

· Chronicle of Philanthropy

Types of Information to Disseminate

There seem to be two fundamental types of information that Stakeholders feel are most important to distribute to potential users of the portal: the benefit to them to use it and proof that it works. Other information requirements focus on the background of the project, the policies and processes behind it, and the basics of using the storefront. Some Stakeholders prefer to summarize by saying they need to know “who, what, where, when, why and how.”  The following list provides more detail into the types of information that users will want and need. 

· What are the benefits / value proposition – concise, clear and consistent message (PMO, Influencers, Exec Board, Grantors)

· Proof that it works – provide testing / play opportunities and results (PMO, Influencers, Exec Board, Grantors)

· What is available on this site (PMO, Influencers, Grantees)

· When is it available (PMO, Influencers, Grantees)

· What’s coming in the future (Influencers, Grantees)

· What are it’s capabilities (PMO)

· Who is involved (Grantees)

· Who can use it (PMO)

· Who is using it now (PMO)

· Are we required to use it (PMO)

· What information is there (PMO)

· Where can I find additional information on E-Grants (PMO)

· How can I get help / training / ask questions (PMO)

· How to use it / what are the steps (Exec Board, Grantors)

· How does it work / behind the scenes processes / what are policies and procedures (PMO, Grantors)

· What is required to use it / how should I prepare (PMO, Grantors, Grantees)

· How is it different from current processes (Grantors)

· Will the old way go away (PMO)

· How will this impact me (Grantors)

· How will the process accommodate those without Internet access (Grantors)

· What do I do if there is a system or transmission failure (Grantors)

· Who has final authority over the grants and what are the roles of all parties (Grantors)

· Will I be able to withdraw or amend my application prior to the deadline (Grantors)

· How much will it cost (PMO, Exec Board)

For Grantors in Particular:

In addition to the aforementioned pieces of information that are desired, certain Stakeholder groups also draw attention to specific types of information that grantors in particular are in need of. There is a sense of frustration among these groups that they are slow to receive these detailed but crucial pieces of information that will help them support E-Grants and ensure its success. The types of information that are important for grantors in particular to receive include:  

· Project status / progress reports / performance reports (Influencers, Exec Board, Grantors)

· List of decision points to show what is known now, what has been decided on, and what is yet to be decided (Grantors)

· What do we need to do to integrate / prepare (Grantors)

· Technical details (Grantors)

· Relevant policy information (Grantors)

· Timelines (Grantors)

· Costs (Influencers, Exec Board, Grantors)

Improving Communication with Grantors During Development

Because grantors feel they are not receiving information as quickly as they could be and feel largely uninformed about the detailed process to develop and implement the storefront, improving the communication lines between them and the PMO is important. 

When the Exec Board and key Influencers are asked how to better communicate with grantors, many say they are unsure exactly because they feel the team is doing a lot already.  However, one comment in particular highlights that there needs to be clearer organization of contact points and that the PMO team cannot depend only on ‘interested’ parties from agencies attending the Stakeholders meetings and expecting the information to trickle down appropriately.  There needs to be formal distribution channels. It is also noted that not all agencies have a grants officer or grants program staff in place to serve as that point of contact. 

Additionally, the Exec Board and Influencers suggest the following as modes of communication: 

· Channel through OMB

· Government publications

· Newsletters

· Federal Register

· Use a centralized program office to disseminate information

· Use designated contact points in each grant-making agency

· Channel through grants officers

· Channel through Inter-Agency Electronic Grants Committee

· Create user groups

· Monthly meetings

· E-Government or other websites outside E-Grants

· When available, use performance and impact results from use of the portal within the grants programs (to supplement the scorecard that goes to OMB already) in order to gain support from senior levels and political interests

Grantors were also asked how they can be reached and they cite the following:

· Webcasts

· Monthly meetings / Stakeholders meetings / workshops

· Internal forms of distribution within agencies

· National Grants Management Association 

· Inter-Agency Electronic Grants Committee

Branding: Important Messages to Convey

Stakeholders were asked what grantees and grantors need to believe in order to use the E-Grants portal. Again, for many Stakeholders, this largely goes back to the importance of conveying the benefits of using the storefront and that the concept will work across all aspects.  

Grantees

Influencers in particular feel that a key benefit for grantees is that this will eventually be a “one-stop shop” that will allow users to interface across every aspect of the grant making process (from Find, to Apply, Award, Reporting, and Closing) and will be the most comprehensive website for dealing with Federal grants. They feel that users need to see that there is consistency across the different functionalities (find/apply/award, etc.) in terms of appearance (“look and feel”) for users to believe it is credible and for it to be a convincible process. It should also be noted that Grantors tend to focus on reassuring about the mechanics of the system when talking about what grantees need to believe to use it, rather than the benefits of using the storefront.   

More specific messages for grantees are as follows:

	IMPORTANT MESSAGES TO ENCOURAGE GRANTEE USE

	
	PMO
	Influencers
	Exec Bd
	Grantors
	Grantees

	Grantees will benefit from using it 
	X
	X
	X
	
	X

	It is the fastest way / will save time 
	X
	X
	X
	
	X

	It is the cheapest way / will cut costs 
	
	X
	X
	
	X

	It is the best way 
	
	X
	
	
	

	It is an easier process 
	X
	X
	X
	
	

	This will be a less burdensome / simplified process or method of access information 
	
	X
	X
	
	

	I will get better response / faster / more timely information 
	
	X
	
	
	X

	I will get the money sooner than I do with the current process 
	
	X
	
	
	

	It is a fair process, even more so than the current process 
	X
	
	
	
	

	The E-Grants staff are listening and meeting users’ needs / someone will be there to answer my questions 
	X
	X
	X
	
	X

	This is the future of the granting process / this is not going away 
	X
	
	
	
	

	It is truly a cross-Government initiative, not just the focus of one agency 
	X
	
	
	
	

	This will be THE authoritative, comprehensive Gov’t grant website / everyone does it this way now 
	X
	X
	
	
	X

	Federal agencies are using it 
	
	X
	
	
	

	It is free 
	
	
	
	
	X

	It works 
	
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Grantees will get the money 
	X
	
	
	
	

	My application will be considered / I will get grants this way / have as good if not better chance 
	X
	X
	X
	
	

	The storefront is safe, secure, and reliable 
	X
	
	X
	X
	

	My application will get to the right place 
	X
	
	X
	X
	

	Only the authorized / authenticated parties will be able to submit 
	X
	
	
	
	

	The system won’t crash 
	
	X
	
	X
	

	The application that reviewers see will be faithful / look similar to what I sent 
	
	
	
	X
	

	I will be able to enter and exit my application to amend it 
	
	
	
	X
	

	Technical assistance will be available 
	
	
	
	
	X


Grantors

As mentioned, grantors also need to hear that using the system will be beneficial for them and that it will work. Further, from the perspective of the PMO team, key Influencers, and the Exec Board, grantors need to get the message that this is the way the Government will handle grants from this point forward because it makes sense, and that they need to comply and provide support in order to ensure its success. 

Stakeholders identify a number of things that grantors will need to be believe in order to use the storefront:

	IMPORTANT MESSAGES TO ENCOURAGE GRANTOR USE

	
	PMO
	Influencers
	Exec Bd
	Grantors

	Have no choice / mandatory due to OMB, legislature, and demands from grantee community 
	X
	X
	X
	

	Is not going away / this is how it is done now 
	X
	
	X
	

	Is possible and will happen 
	X
	
	
	

	Makes good business sense 
	
	X
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Is beneficial for them 
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Easier 
	X
	
	
	X

	Saves time / resources 
	
	X
	X
	X

	Saves money 
	X
	
	
	X

	Is as good or better than current process 
	X
	
	X
	

	Meets their needs and adjusts for their concerns 
	X
	
	X
	X

	Meets needs of grantees / satisfies grantees 
	X
	
	
	X

	Grantees will be handled with the same care as if going directly to agencies 
	X
	
	
	

	Will bring applicants to them 
	
	X
	
	

	Won’t be overwhelmed with spurious applications 
	X
	
	
	

	Will still get quality applicants 
	X
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	It works 
	
	X
	
	

	Will be able to change data elements quickly 
	
	
	
	X

	Authentication and electronic signatures will be reliable and hold up in court 
	X
	
	X
	

	Back-end transition / integration will work/ will have information enough in advance to ensure it will work 
	
	
	X
	X

	Will receive everything that was sent with an application / nothing missing / receive in one piece 
	
	
	X
	X

	Data received will not be corrupted 
	
	
	X
	

	Will not have to handle grantee problems with the storefront 
	
	
	
	X

	Will provide better information and better ability to control the results / more functionality
	
	X
	
	X

	Will be flexible and allow some agency control 
	
	
	
	X

	System will not operate “as an island” 
	
	
	
	X


Organizations’ Readiness

To ensure acceptance and usage of E-Grants, grantees and grantors have to be ready technically and psychologically for the change.  Both groups are likely to offer some resistance to E-Grants.

Grantees

Grantees vary in their state of readiness to accept and use the new E-Grants storefront.  Some groups of grantees, such as universities, are more than ready to use an integrated grants system according to Influencers and Grantees.  Grantees also feel that younger grantees are more likely to accept the storefront, simply because they are more comfortable with technology.  In terms of technological capabilities, the PMO team feels that most grantees have Internet access, so they have the resources to make it happen.

Other groups of grantees may have more trouble accepting and using E-Grants, but the general feeling among Exec Board members, Influencers, and Grantors is that these grantees will push themselves to get ready because it is in their best interest to do so.  In other words, if they want the grant money, they will find a way to use the storefront.  

Grantees, Grantors, and Exec Board members believe there are some grantee groups, such as small non-profits, that simply do not have the computer skills and Internet access to make E-Grants work for them.  There is a concern that they will miss out on opportunities due to their lack of technical know-how, which is detrimental to the entire initiative.  E-Grants will have to continue a parallel paper process for this reason.  One Grantee suggests making it an “evolutionary” process for these grantees; for example, they would begin using E-Grants by simply downloading a PDF file that they can save and pass around. 

Other technical issues that are of concern for grantees include the following:

· Ensuring security of information (PMO, Grantees)

· Registering to use E-Grants may be difficult for some smaller grantees (PMO)

· Storefront crashing, which could jeopardize a grant opportunity (Grantors, Grantees)

· Translating graphics, such as trademark and copyright symbols (University Grantees)

· Changing internal processes to fit the E-Grants application process (e.g., routing issues and internal controls, approvals going through multiple parties, necessary public hearings to grants process) (Grantors)

There are also psychological barriers to overcome to gain grantees’ acceptance and usage of the new system.  All Stakeholder groups believe that there will be a natural resistance to giving up old systems and processes for applying for grants.  PMO team and Exec Board envision grantees having trouble just learning and understanding how the new process of E-Grants will work.  Influencers believe some grantees will need to continue with their current paper processes and watch other, more technology-ready grantees, be the innovators.

Some Stakeholders offer ideas on how to overcome the psychological barriers to acceptance.  These include the following:

· Providing a receipt for application submission (PMO)

· Offering a downloadable form to print and save (PMO)

· Managing expectations about the functionality of E-Grants (Influencers)

Grantors 

Similar to grantees, grantor readiness varies by organization.  Exec Board members, PMO team and Influencers believe there are some organizations that are very ready to accept E-Grants, although it may be a small number of agencies according to Influencers.  Groups of grantors that some Stakeholders feel are more ready include the following:

· Grantors who use electronic systems currently (Exec Board)

· Younger workers in grantor organizations (Influencers)

· Smaller grantors who do not have to build their own system now (Exec Board)

While there are legitimate technical issues that may hinder acceptance and usage of E-Grants, Stakeholders believe the E-Grants team will have a bigger challenge in encouraging a cultural change within many grantor agencies.  The PMO team, Influencers, and Exec Board believe grantors will be resistant to change because they see their current system meeting their needs. The PMO team also feels that grantors may believe jobs are threatened by E-Grants, and they have a lack of control over the functionality or a dislike of OMB that could contribute to them resisting the change.  Influencers believe the key is to get buy-in from grantors, and this has not happened yet.  Grantors put the blame for lack of buy-in back on the E-Grants team because they feel there has been a lack of communication of the technical changes required of them, making it difficult for them to begin the acceptance process.  Influencers and Grantors also believe that grantors are skeptical that E-Grants will work technically.

Technological barriers to acceptance also exist.  The PMO team and Grantors recognize that there is limited time for getting grantors’ back-end systems re-programmed.  In fact, Grantors believe that they will have trouble getting the funds appropriated in time to do such a change before the rollout of E-Grants later this year, and they do not have the money now to do it. 


Other technical issues that could hinder grantors’ acceptance are as follows:

· E-Grants may not capture important agency-specific data in the application form (PMO)

· Grantees may push back on grantors if the system does not work as easily as consumer e-commerce portals like Amazon.com  (Influencers)

· Grantors may not be ready to handle a larger number of applicants, because it could require expanded resources from grantor agencies (PMO, Influencers) 

Important Training and Support

Stakeholders envision different training and support priorities for grantees and grantors.

Grantees

All Stakeholders but Grantors mention the need for the storefront to be simple and intuitive to use for grantees.  Stakeholders believe it should be so straightforward that there should not be a need for training, particularly in-person, if it is designed properly.

Despite this feeling, most agree that training will be necessary in some form, although the specific type of training needed is not definitive across all Stakeholder groups.  However, all mention online tools, a help desk, and in-person training.

Online tutorials are an important training method for grantees.  All Stakeholders but the PMO team feel that a “sandbox” tool on the web site is necessary to allow grantees to practice sending applications to grantors.  This tool would allow them to increase their comfort level with the process and ensure that it works for them before doing it with a real application.  The PMO team, Grantors, and Grantees believe self-help tools, such as an online help section or FAQs, would also be helpful.  Online classes using a webcast may also be needed according to Grantees and the Exec Board. 

All Stakeholders believe that a help desk is a critical support tool for grantees.  Stakeholders envision the help desk to include both telephone and online support.  However, Grantees are the only group to mention that the help desk must be adequately staffed and be available 24/7.  Grantees need to feel comfortable that they have access to help when they are trying to meet critical grant application deadlines.  Influencers agree that it is important that grantees have access to ensure no applicant misses an opportunity to apply for a grant because of the E-Grants storefront.

In-person training is another method that is mentioned by all Stakeholders.  All groups but the PMO team believe that in-person training classes and workshops may be necessary to help grantees learn to use the storefront.  Grantees also suggest including “train-the-trainer” classes to help disseminate the information to all grantees.  The PMO team, Grantees, and the Exec Board believe that demonstrating the storefront at conferences of national organizations would also be helpful.

Several groups of Stakeholders mention various informational needs regarding training and support.  Grantors and Exec Board members believe a reference guide that includes step-by-step directions on how to apply for a grant would be useful to grantees.  Influencers, Exec Board, and Grantors feel it is important to communicate to grantees what is expected of them (e.g., they need to register to use E-Grants 24 to 48 hours in advance of applying), how to resolve issues, and where to get information in the training and support mediums.

Finally, Grantees and Grantors believe that training and support will be necessary on basic computer information and terminology for some grantee organizations.  For example, this might include definitions for terms like “ISP” and instructions on how to navigate a web site using a mouse.  These groups feel that there are many smaller grantee organizations that will have trouble with the basics of using the Internet and computers.

Grantors

Stakeholders agree that grantor agencies will need more hands-on, in-person training since they are dealing with the back-end issues of E-Grants and will need more technical help.  In-person training sessions and workshops are mentioned by all Stakeholder groups.  The PMO team also believes “train-the-trainer” sessions will be important for grantors.  

Other forms of training are mentioned for grantor agencies, including the following:

· Help desk (all groups)

· Online classes through a webcast (Exec Board, Grantors)

· Reference guide (PMO)

Feedback During E-Grants Development

Stakeholders offer many ideas for ways grantees and grantors can provide feedback on the development process of E-Grants.

Grantees

Stakeholders believe it is important to gain feedback from grantees on the development of E-Grants.  They mention offering phone and email access to grantees to send comments to the development team.  Similarly, Influencers and Grantees believe that offering listservs and discussion boards would be an easy way for grantees to offer feedback.

The Exec Board, Grantors, and Grantees mention grantees’ participation in the pilot tests as a useful way for grantees to offer their feedback.  Influencers cite the planned focus groups and usability testing as another way to offer feedback.

Grantees would like to see meetings, either in-person or by webcast, to offer feedback too.  They also mention the FDP (Federal Demonstration Partnership) as another way to gain feedback.

Grantors

Stakeholders would like grantors to take a hands-on active role in the development process of E-Grants.  The Exec Board and Grantors want grantors to offer feedback on the process through participation in the pilot tests.  Influencers and PMO team mention the research being conducted, including focus groups on the pilots and usability testing, as good ways for grantors to provide their feedback.  Other ways to elicit feedback from grantors include:

· In-person meetings (PMO, Grantors)

· Review of current processes that are successful (PMO, Influencers)

· Email (Influencers, Grantors)

Future of E-Grants

Most Stakeholders feel that the PMO team has done a good job so far of moving the project along. They feel there is a good team in place with good leadership who champion the effort. The majority of Stakeholders feel that the initiative will succeed in the long run but they know there will be struggles along the way.  They recognize that the team has a monumental task ahead of them and refer back to some of the most basic challenges discussed earlier, particularly managing expectations and the impending culture change, implementing collaborative efforts across agencies, gaining support and buy-in, and dealing with funding issues.  Stakeholders also stress that in order for the initiative to succeed, the storefront and all its components need to be tested thoroughly with actual users to minimize the inevitable challenges that will be faced during the initial launch and throughout the systems rollout. 
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