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2 REMADE Institute Proposals Submission Process 

2.1 Background 

The REMADE Institute is a Manufacturing USA Institute launched in January 2017 that is focused 
on increasing the reuse, recycle, and remanufacture of metals, fibers, polymers, and electronic 
waste. The Institute will leverage up to $70 million in federal funding from the U.S. Department 
of Energy’s Advanced Manufacturing Office (DOE-AMO) that will be matched by $70 million in 

cost-share commitments from industry, consortium members and partners. 

The Mission of the REMADE Institute is to enable the early stage applied research and 
development of key industrial platform technologies that could dramatically reduce the 
embodied energy and carbon emissions associated with industrial-scale materials production and 
processing.  

The Education & Workforce Development (EWD) focus area identifies the curriculum and training 

materials and creates the Tiered Certificate Pathway framework that will produce the workforce 
needed to research, develop, and commercialize new REMADE technologies and solutions widely 

within U.S. industry.  

Activities to develop training content that addresses the needs of the incumbent workforce 

included a workforce profile analysis to understand how the skill sets of the incumbent workforce 
align with REMADE technologies, industry interviews to solicit feedback on how REMADE can 
best assist industry with their training challenges, and curriculum catalog preparation that 
identifies existing workforce development programs offered by REMADE-relevant trade 
organizations and university partners.  These activities have informed the creation of the Tiered 

Certificate Pathway and REMADE’s approach for creating and piloting training content, which 
focuses on addressing training gaps that are not being covered in existing courses and materials. 

Activities to strengthen awareness and interest in material recovery, remanufacturing, reuse, and 
recycling (Re-X) technologies and produce a future workforce prepared to work with REMADE-
developed technologies will emerge directly from REMADE Institute Projects. Completion of 
these projects will provide opportunities to disseminate the technology to other REMADE 
Members and U.S. industry. Dissemination will also occur as the knowledge that is created is 

incorporated into coursework taught at REMADE Academic Member institutions.  

2.2  REMADE Institute EWD Performance Metrics (EWDPMs) 

To measure performance against the objectives outlined in Section 2.1, the REMADE Institute has 

established the following performance metrics: 

• Build Industrial Partnerships and EWD Eco-System: Demonstrate potential for significant 
industry adoption of training developed 

• Train the Trainers: Train at least 50 trainers per year  
• Educate Incumbent Workforce: Train at least 500 trainees per year 

• Develop Professional Certificate: Create a three level Tiered Certificate Pathway for organizing 
and delivering products and prepares the workforce to deploy REMADE-relevant 

technologies 
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2.3 Project Call Purpose 

The purpose of this project call is to solicit proposals focused on developing educational content 
that prepares the incumbent workforce to deploy REMADE-relevant technologies consistent with 
the metrics listed above. To develop the list of RFP topics, REMADE drew upon the following 

sources of information: 

• Industry Interviews: REMADE conducted in-depth interviews with industry members and 

trade organizations to identify incumbent workforce development gaps and receive feedback 
on how REMADE can help industry address its training challenges. 

• Curriculum Catalogs: REMADE also catalogued existing workforce development programs 
being offered by REMADE-relevant trade organizations, certifying agencies, and university 

partners. This catalog provides a critical baseline that will enable REMADE to address 
workforce training gaps without duplicating existing offerings. 

• 2019 REMADE Education and Workforce Development Roadmap identifies activities that will 

develop the workforce needed to support design for Re-X, recycling, and remanufacturing 
• Feedback provided by the Education and Training Steering Committee (ETSC), Technical 

Advisory Committee (TAC), Strategic Advisory Committee (SAC), and Governance Board (GB). 

2.4 Eligibility 

This RFP process is open to all REMADE Members and organizations interested in becoming 
members of the REMADE Institute. To be eligible to submit a Letter of Intent (LOI) and Project 
Summary, the lead organization must be a member of REMADE by the LOI due date (October 28, 
2019). Do not include any proprietary information in the Project Summary as it may be subject to 

public release. 

To be eligible to submit an EWD Proposal, proposal teams must have first submitted an LOI and 

a one-page Project Summary. To submit a proposal and participate in projects, all organizations 
on the proposal team MUST be members of the REMADE Institute before final proposals are due 

(December 16, 2019).  This requirement applies to all proposal team members independent of 
whether they will receive federal funding. To prevent potential disruptions to proposal teams, it 

is suggested that all members of the proposal team join the REMADE Institute no later than 

Monday, December 9, 2019.  

2.5 Funding Available 

The total investment for this RFP, REMADE-19-01, will be approximately $24 million with 50% in 
REMADE funding and 50% awardee cost-share. REMADE will allocate up to $11 million toward 
Research & Development (R&D) aligned with four REMADE Nodes (research focus areas) to fund 

approximately 12-18 Exploratory and Full Projects. An additional $1 million will be allocated to 
fund approximately 4-8 Education & Workforce Development (EWD). The full list of RFP Topics 

can be found on the REMADE Institute website.  

The $1 million allocated for EWD Proposals and the allocation of funding across the four recycling 
and recovery EWD topics areas, will be commensurate with the quality of proposals received, the 
anticipated results, and impacts to REMADE and the U.S. manufacturing ecosystem. The REMADE 
Institute reserves the right to fund any proposal in full or in part, to request additional 

https://static1.squarespace.com/static/59678de486e6c0c5f27e2a3c/t/5d54340f4bf6be0001954c12/1565799442393/REMADE+Institute+EWD+Roadmap+v1.0_REVISED.pdf
https://remadeinstitute.org/project-call-documentation/
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information to assist in the review process, and to reject any or all proposals. Awards are subject 
to the availability of funding. REMADE is not obligated to make any awards under this RFP, and 
the REMADE Institute will administer all funds awarded under this RFP 1F

1. 

2.6 Cost Share Requirements 

Projects require a minimum 1:1 cost share (e.g. every dollar of REMADE funding must be matched 
by at least one dollar of project team cost share). Cost share may be in-kind or cash but must be 
incurred within the project Period of Performance. All Cost Share must be allowable per the 
Cooperative Agreement and 2 CFR 200 as amended by 2 CFR 910 (For-Profit entities), as 
applicable. Specific sections regarding cost share include but are not limited to: 2 CFR 200.306, 2 
CFR 910.130, 2 CFR 910.352 and 2 CFR 200 Subpart E – Cost Principles.  

As shown in evaluation criteria for Technical and Management Capabilities for EWD Proposals 

(Section 3.3.1), the source of the cost share is one of the factors that is to be evaluated when 
assigning a rating. Cost share will be considered in aggregate and may be committed by the Lead 

Organization and/or any or all the team members. When preparing the proposal and after a 
proposal has been selected for negotiation or awarded, it will be the responsibility of the Lead 

Organization to ensure that the 1:1 cost share requirement is met or exceeded and that all 
proposed cost share and reporting requirements are met. Cost share proposed by the Lead 

Organization and all team members must be clearly documented in the Cost Share Commitment 

Letters. It may not contain contingencies. 

2.7 Proposals Being Sought 

As part of this RFP, the REMADE Institute is seeking Full Proposals, Exploratory Proposals, and 
Education & Workforce Development (EWD) Proposals. This document only covers the proposal 
submission requirements for EWD Proposals. The proposal submission requirements specific to 

Full and Exploratory proposals can be found on the REMADE Institute website.     

EWD Proposals will develop content specific to each topic within 6 months of the award including 

electronic content recorded via lecture capture software. The collection of content should be 
organized by topic-specific modules thematically tied to each RFP topic and stackable to enable 
creation of a certificate program. 

To ensure that the proposed content delivers significant impact toward the educational needs of 
a wide cross-section of REMADE’s target audiences, proposals must focus on development and 
delivery of training that targets engineers or technicians in the incumbent workforce. Proposals 

should include an industrial team member supporting development of course content. 

Because these projects are intended to be 6 months or less, and the maximum funding provided 

by REMADE will be up to $100K per proposal (that must be matched by at least $100K of proposal 
team cost share), they provide an ideal mechanism for organizations to pursue innovative 

concepts and seed further collaboration between REMADE partners. 

 

1  If a DOE Lab is selected for award, the funding would be administered directly from DOE-AMO through an Annual 

Operating Plan (AOP). 

https://remadeinstitute.org/project-call-documentation/
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EWD Proposals selected for award will be required to submit an updated Statement of Project 
Objectives (SOPO) and detailed cost volume that will be reviewed by REMADE, the TLC, and the 
DOE-AMO. 

2.8 RFP Process 

The REMADE Institute intends to utilize a two-step process for this RFP, which is shown on the 
below. 

Overview of the RFP Process  

 

2.8.1 Letter of Intent and Project Summary 

The first step involves submittal of a Letter of Intent (LOI) and a one-page Project Summary. This 
step, which will be overseen by the TLC, serves three purposes. First, it is intended to ensure 

alignment of proposal ideas with the goals of the project call. Second, it enables the Institute to 
provide feedback to proposers early in the submittal process. Third, it provides the REMADE 

Institute an indication of how many proposals will be submitted in each topic area. This will 
enable REMADE to identify appropriate proposal reviewers consistent with the Institute’s  

conflicts of interest (COIs) policy, ultimately shortening the proposal review process.  

As part of the LOI submission, proposal teams are required to indicate they are submitting EWD 
Proposals and identify the organizations that are part of their proposal team. Because there are 

circumstances, where the members of a proposal team may change following the submission of 
an LOI, proposal teams are permitted to add or subtract Proposal Team Members after the LOI 

has been submitted. While submitting an LOI does not obligate the prospective Lead Organization 
to submit a proposal, a proposal will not be reviewed unless an LOI and Project Summary have 

been submitted by the LOI deadline. 

Finally, the LOI and one-page Project Summary should follow the guidelines provided in the 

LOI/Project Summary Template that is available on the REMADE Institute website.  

2.8.2 EWD Proposal Preparation 

The second step in the proposal submission process will involve preparation of an EWD Proposal. 
This will take place once the Project Summary has been reviewed and the proposal team has 
received guidance from the REMADE team. Guidance may include the following information: 1) 
feedback regarding deficiencies in the proposed approach or the focus of the project, and 2) 

reviewers’ yes/no recommendation regarding whether the proposal team should submit an EWD 
Proposal. 

https://remadeinstitute.org/project-call-documentation/
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THE YES/NO RECOMMENDATION REGARDING WHETHER TO SUBMIT AN EWD PROPOSAL IS NON-
BINDING, AND PROPOSAL TEAMS ARE STILL FREE TO SUBMIT A PROPOSAL THAT ADDRESSES THE 
FEEDBACK THEY ARE PROVIDED.  

2.8.3 Questions and Answers (Q&A) 

The REMADE Institute will hold an information session on Monday, October 7, 2019 during the 
annual REMADE member meeting. During the information session, participants were provided 
an opportunity to ask questions to help clarify the RFP requirements. Answers to these questions 
have been compiled into a Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) document and have been posted 
on the REMADE Institute Project Call website. This Project FAQ includes responses to questions 

that were not fully answered during the information session. 

Questions regarding this RFP that arise during preparation of LOIs or proposals must be 

submitted to the following e-mail address: REMADE_RFP@remadeinstitute.org with the subject 
line: “REMADE-19-01-EWD Q&A”. These questions will be answered directly. In addition, they 

will be appended to the Project FAQ posted on the REMADE Institute Project Call website. 

2.8.4  Submission Process for Letters of Intent and Project Summaries 

Letters of Intent and Project Summaries must comply with all requirements of this RFP and should 
be submitted electronically to: REMADE@remadeinstitute.org. Please include the following 

designation “LOI-REMADE-19-01-EWD-<Lead Organization>-Proposal Title” in the subject line of 
the e-mail.  

To be eligible for review, each proposal team must submit its Letter of Intent and Project 
Summary no later than 5:00 p.m. ET, October 28, 2019. Late submissions will not be reviewed. 

Submitters will receive an email confirmation that their LOI and Project Summary have been 

received. 

Note: Costs incurred to develop the response to this RFP are the responsibility of the proposer 
and are not eligible for reimbursement (or allowable as cost share) under an award. 

2.8.5 Proposal Submission Process for EWD Proposals 

EWD Proposals must comply with all requirements of this RFP and should be submitted 
electronically to: REMADE@remadeinstitute.org . Please include the following designation 

“EWD-REMADE-19-01-<Lead Organization>-Proposal Title” in the subject line of the e-mail.  

To be eligible for review, each proposal team must submit its EWD Proposal and Cost Volume 
(using the EERE 335 Budget Justification Excel Template) no later than 5:00 p.m. ET, December 

16, 2019. Late proposals will not be reviewed. 

Submitters will receive an email confirmation that their proposal was received. 

Note: Costs incurred to develop the response to this RFP are the responsibility of the proposer 

and are not eligible for reimbursement under the award. 

  

mailto:REMADE_RFP@remadeinstitute.org
mailto:REMADE@remadeinstitute.org
mailto:REMADE@remadeinstitute.org
https://www.energy.gov/eere/funding/downloads/budget-justification-eere-335-and-3351
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2.9 Proposal Review and Award Process 

A detailed description of the review process for the EWD Proposals is provided below. 

2.9.1 Merit Review Process for Project Summaries 

The TLC will oversee the evaluation of all the Project Summaries Papers consistent with the 
REMADE Conflict of Interest (COI) policy and COI mitigation plans. 

As part of the evaluation process, proposal teams will be provided with a list of any deficiencies 
that were identified during the review and a YES/NO recommendation whether to pursue their 
EWD Proposal. THIS RECOMMENDATION IS NON-BINDING, AND PROPOSAL TEAMS ARE STILL 
FREE TO SUBMIT A PROPOSAL THAT ADDRESSES THE FEEDBACK THEY ARE PROVIDED.  

2.9.2 Merit Review Process for EWD Proposals 

Initially, a compliance review will be performed for all proposals to insure they meet minimum 

cost share, information, and formatting requirements called out in the proposal template. A 
proposal that does not comply will be returned without review. 

Individual merit review panels aligned to the REMADE Nodes will conduct the proposal evaluation 
process and REMADE’s Director of Education and Workforce Development (EWD Director) will 

lead the review process. These panels will be drawn from the) Education and Training Steering 

Committee (ETSC), the REMADE membership, and other DOE or external subject matter experts 
(SMEs).  

Once Letters of Intent have been received, REMADE’s EWD Director, in consultation with the TLC, 
will assign each project proposal to a set of reviewers (including a chairperson who will lead the 

external review panel). To ensure fairness and objectivity, each of these merit review committees 
will be governed by the Conflict of Interest (COI) Policy for REMADE and will follow a recusal 

process for those with an apparent or real COI. The steps in the merit review process are as 

follows: 

2.9.2.1 Proposal Evaluation Procedures 

• To evaluate each proposal, reviewers will evaluate their assigned projects using the criteria 

in the Scorecard (below) by assigning a rating of Excellent (E), Good (G), and Poor (P) for each 
category using the evaluation criteria in Section 3.3 for EWD Proposal. Reviewers will also 

provide an overall assessment of the project (E, G, P) based on how they rated the four 
individual criteria.  

• Using the individual reviewer’s evaluations, the merit review panel will meet to develop 
funding recommendations for the proposals they were assigned. Independent of whether a 

proposal is recommended for funding, each proposal team will be provided the reviewers’ 
comments and the ratings for their proposal.  

• Following proposal evaluation and scoring, each of the merit review panels will meet with the 

REMADE Chief Technology Officer (CTO) and EWD Director to review their evaluations and 
highlight those projects that they recommend for submission to the Governance Board (GB) 
for consideration and selection for award. The chairperson for each panel will facilitate the 
discussion. 
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2.9.2.2 Development of Funding Recommendations 

• The CTO and EWD Director, in consultation with the TLC and subject to COI Policy, will review 
the final list of projects that the merit review panels recommended for submittal to the GB 
and the DOE for award negotiations.  

• The TLC will prioritize from the list of proposals recommended by the merit review panels to 

develop funding recommendations for the GB. In preparing the funding recommendations, 

the TLC’s authority is limited to prioritizing the proposals recommended by the merit review 
panels. It does not have the authority to overturn the recommendations of the merit review 

panels. Factors that will be used to prepare these funding recommendations include the 
following: (a) available REMADE funds, (b) funding allocation (by Node) as outlined in 

REMADE’s Strategic Investment Plan (SIP), (c) the potential impact of each project and its 
ability to help the REMADE Institute achieve its goals and objectives, and (d) whether a PI is 

leading multiple projects recommended for funding. 
• As a final step, the TLC will provide details regarding the outcome of the merit review panel 

evaluations and its funding recommendations to the GB. 

2.9.2.3 Final Approval of REMADE Recommended Projects 

• Once the TLC has developed a portfolio of projects to recommend to the GB, the CTO, EWD 
Director and the CEO will present the outcome of the RFP and merit review process and 

project recommendations for funding to the GB for approval. 
• The GB reviews, then approves or disapproves, each project that is being recommended for 

funding. The GB will also require a positive technical recommendation from DOE as a 
condition of approval.  

• If the GB does not approve a Project recommended by the TLC, the GB prepares a written 
response indicating the reason for the decision. 

• After selection, all projects must also be formally incorporated into the Cooperative 
Agreement between the Department of Energy and the Sustainable Manufacturing 

Innovation Alliance (SMIA) and approved in an award modification by the DOE Contracting 
Officer prior to the project team receiving a subaward. 

• These subawards, referred to as Technical Project Agreements, will be executed 

between project team members and REMADE (SMIA). All Terms and Conditions that apply to 
REMADE in the Cooperative Agreement with DOE also apply to each Technical Project 

Agreement. 

2.10 Proposal Submission and Award Timeline 

The timeline for submission of the proposals and evaluation and selection of proposals is 
provided below. Following REMADE selection and DOE approval these projects are anticipated 
to be launched in July 2020. 
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K e y  D a t e s  

Proposal Review Stage Key Dates (tentative) 

Project Call Informati on Session October 7, 2019 

Request for Proposal s Released October 7, 2019 
Letters of Intent and 1- page Project Summari es Due October 28, 20192 

Feedback Provided to the Proposal Teams November 11, 20193 

Exploratory Proposals and Full Proposal s Due December 16, 20193 

Projects recommend ed for fundi ng submi tted to DOE-AMO January 2020 

Proposal Teams Notified of Decision January 2020 
Anticipated Project Start Date July 2020 

2.11 Technical Performance Monitoring & Reporting  

The REMADE TLC and the REMADE Project Managers will monitor the technical and cost 
performance of each project. The TLC consists of the Node Leaders for each Node. REMADE 
Project Managers oversee the Institute-awarded projects and work with the PIs to ensure 

projects are executed on time, on budget, and consistent with the project SOPO. Project teams 
will submit the reports listed below to their identified Node Leader and the REMADE Project 

Manager to fulfill their reporting requirements. The TLC, other authorized REMADE staff 
members, and the DOE will access these reports in the course of their official duties. The TLC will 

summarize the technical accomplishments of each project to the SAC and the REMADE Chief 
Executive Officer (CEO) as part of its semi-annual review of Institute activities.  

Monthly Technical Status Report & Financial Report - The Lead Organization shall prepare a 
monthly technical status report and financial report, which include schedule and budget 
progress, respectively. The monthly technical status report should include the following: a high-
level summary of the technical status, current project risks and opportunities, schedule status 
and/or schedule modifications, project issues, as well as any technical deliverables and 
milestones completed during the month. The monthly financial status report should include 
budget expenditure, and cost share, etc. Monthly status reports are not necessary in months 

when Quarterly reports are due. 

Quarterly Status Report/Presentation - The Lead Organization shall prepare a Quarterly Report 
which must address the technical status and financial status of the project and include the 
following: a detailed summary of the technical progress made during the quarter, current project 
risks and opportunities, schedule status and/or schedule modifications, project issues, as well as 
technical deliverables and milestones completed during the quarter. The financial status should 
update the budget expenditures and cost share, etc. A PowerPoint presentation that summarizes 
the quarterly report should also be prepared for the quarterly technology review with the TLC 
and the Project Managers. 

Annual Report/Presentation - The Lead Organization will also prepare an annual report that 

provides a comprehensive and substantive summary of the technical progress and 

 

2 Due by 5:00 p.m. ET on the date listed 
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accomplishments achieved during the year. A PowerPoint presentation summarizing the project 
progress will also need to be prepared and the PI may be asked to present their project results 
at the REMADE Institute’s Annual Meeting and/or the REMADE Peer Review. 

Final Technical Report – At the completion of the REMADE Project, the Lead Organization shall 
submit a Final Technical Report, which will provide a comprehensive, cumulative, and substantive 
summary of the progress and significant accomplishments achieved during the total period of 

the REMADE Project effort.  

3 General Instructions for Preparing EWD Proposals 

The following sections provides guidance in the documents required to submit an EWD Proposal 

and describe how the EWD Proposal will be evaluated.  

3.1 Instructions for Preparing an EWD Proposal 

3.1.1 General Formatting Instructions 

The EWD Proposal should be submitted using the proposal template provided on the REMADE 

Institute website. Use of this template is required. There is a 13-page limit for the EWD Proposal, 
excluding the title page. Proposals should retain the formatting in the proposal template (single-

spaced, U.S. Letter (8.5 by 11 inches) with 1” margins on all sides. All text, including captions, 
figures, tables, etc., must be Arial, Calibri or Times New Roman type and no smaller than 12-point 

font. Pages in excess of this limitation will not be considered. 

3.1.2 EWD Proposal Outline 

1. EWD Proposal 
a. Title Page (does not count toward the page limit) 

b. Project Description 
c. Educational Content 

d. Educational Approach 
e. Evaluation Methods 

f. Potential Impact 
g. Resources 

h. Project Management Plan 
i. Preliminary SOPO 

ii. Key Risks and Risk Abatement Plan 
iii. Schedule 

i. Budget/Cost Summary 
2. EWD Proposal Appendices (do not count toward page limit) 

a. Resume of the Principal Investigator (PI) 

b. Resumes of other Project Team Members, if applicable 

c. Cost Share Commitment Letters 

d.  REMADE Future Course Offerings Terms and Conditions 
e. References 

  

https://remadeinstitute.org/project-call-documentation/
https://remadeinstitute.org/project-call-documentation/
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3.2 EWD Proposal Requirements 

3.2.1 Title Page (1 – page maximum – does not count toward page limit) that includes 
the following information: 

• Title of the Proposal 

• Title Proposal Header (do not modify) 
• Submitting REMADE Member Lead Organization 

• Supporting Organizations/Companies 

• Principal Investigator (PI) and Title 

• Co-principal investigator(s) (if applicable) and Title(s) 

• Relevant REMADE Node 
• Relevant REMADE Material Class(es) 

• RFP Topic Addressed (e.g. SA-1, DE-2, MM-3) 
• Proposal Submission Date 

• Project Duration 

• REMADE Funds Requested 
• Cost Share Being Provided 

• Proposed Cost Share Ratio (at a minimum 1:1 cost share is required) 
• Prior DOE/Federal funding for this work? If yes, describe. 

• Do you agree to REMADE Future Course Offering Terms and Conditions? (Y/N) 

3.2.2 Project Description (1-1½ – pages maximum): 

The Project Description must describe the topic areas that the courses will address, state 

anticipated learning objectives from the content developed, outline the approach to developing 
content which works to fill those knowledge gaps, includes SMART milestones, and describe a 

sustainability plan which addresses how REMADE can provide continued offerings. 

3.2.3  Educational Content (1 – page maximum)  

Focus on the fundamental knowledge gaps and topic areas that proposed content will address in 

order to further the study and deployment of REMADE relevant technology. 

3.2.4 Educational Approach (1 – page maximum) 

Focus on the approach, instructional methods, and simulation tools needed to develop and teach 

the content identified in Section 3.2.3. Include at least 5 clear learning objectives. 

3.2.5 Evaluation Methods (1/2 – page maximum) 

Focus on the evaluation methods needed to measure comprehension, knowledge or skills gained 
through the educational content and how it aligns with the knowledge gaps identified in Section 

3.2.3 and thereby learning objectives in Section 3.2.4. 

Make sure to describe how the following would be measured: 

• Participant success 

• Instructor success 
• Course Success 
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3.2.6 Potential Impact (1 – page maximum) 

Identify the potential (e.g.: # of individuals reached) of the proposed approach and learning 
objectives if successful.  

3.2.7 Resources (1/2 – page maximum)     

Outline key staff from partnering organization(s) that will be utilized on the proposed work, along 

with key facility and equipment capabilities that will be utilized. 

3.2.8 Project Management Plan (7 – pages maximum) 
As part of its submission, each proposal team should prepare a Project Management Plan (PMP) 

that includes the following elements: (a) a Preliminary SOPO; (b) a risk abatement plan; and (c) a 
schedule, respectively. These elements should be incorporated in Sections 7.1-7.3 of the EWD 

Proposal template.  

3.2.8.1 Preliminary SOPO (6 – Pages) 

A SOPO is a description of the work to be completed as part of a REMADE Institute Project. For 

the purposes of this RFP, proposal teams must include a Preliminary SOPO, which will be limited 
to a description of the Tasks, Milestones, Go/No-Go decision points, and Project Management 

and Reporting (Deliverables). Preliminary SOPOs will be used during the merit review process to 
determine the suitability of the work plan towards the successful achievement of a project’s 

proposed objectives.  

Once a proposal has been selected for negotiation, the preliminary SOPO will need to be clarified 
and/or expanded to include additional sections that include the project objectives, technical 

scope summary, and a Milestone Summary Table.  

Elements that should be incorporated into the preliminary SOPO are as follows: 

• Tasks and Sub-Tasks: Should be in the form of simple action-oriented sentences describing 

what will be accomplished.  
• Task and Sub-Task Summaries:  Task and sub-task summaries should explicitly describe the 

work to be accomplished and provides a concise statement of the objectives of that task. In 
addition, the Task Summary should explicitly state the project deliverables or expected 
results that this task will help achieve. 

• Task/Sub-task Ownership: For simplicity in preparing the cost volume, it is suggested that 
each sub-task (and ideally each task) should have one participant (Organization) associated 
with it. This will allow reviewers to better evaluate whether the costs and level of effort are 
reasonable for the work scope proposed. 

Project Participant Role and Key Contribution Relative Level of Effort 

Lead Organization   50% (for example) 

Subrecipient #1  25% 

Subrecipient #2  15% 

Subrecipient #3  10% 

  100%  
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• Task Duration: The start and end date for each major task and subtask should be defined in 

terms of months from Project Start. If a 6-month task is scheduled to begin month one 
(designated M1), the start and end dates would M1 and M6. 

• Milestones: Utilize S.M.A.R.T. Milestones, with metrics of success, minimum of one 
milestone/quarter (See table below). Milestones should be concise, but as detailed as 

possible 3F

3.  
• Go/No-Go decision points: A Go/No-Go decision point4 is not required for EWD projects, 

which are limited to 6 months or less.  
• Project Management and Reporting: Briefly describe relevant project management and 

reporting activities during all budget periods, including any special reporting requirements or 
deliverables. Identify the key deliverable for each of the tasks. The deliverables should be 
described at the task/sub-task level as appropriate.  

The preliminary SOPO must not exceed 6 pages when printed using standard 8.5 x 11 paper with 
1” margins (top, bottom, left, and right) with font not smaller than 12 point. Instructions for 
preparation of the Preliminary SOPO and a template are available from the REMADE Institute 

website. They can also be found in Appendix D.  

Explanation of SMART Milestones 

Acronym Further Clarification 

S = Specific 
 

Clear and focused to avoid misinterpretation. Should include 
measures, assumptions, and definitions and be easily interpreted. 

M = Measurable 
 

Can be quantified and compared to other data. It should allow for 
meaningful statistical analysis. Avoid "yes/no" measures except in 

limited cases, such as start-up or systems-in-place situations. 

A = Achievable Attainable, reasonable, and credible under conditions expected. 
R = Relevant Achievement of the milestone contributes to and is relevant to 

achieving the objectives of project; is important to moving the project 
forward/measuring progress against the Go/No-Go decision criteria 

and successful completion of the project. 
T = Timely Doable within the time frame given. 

 
  

 

3  Milestones should ideally reflect attainment of tangible; measurable results required to demonstrate technical 
progress or move the project toward completion of Go-No/Go decision criteria or accomplishment of project 
objectives. Submittal of a report can be part of the milestone documenting the results or progress, but the report 

in and of itself should not be the milestone. 
4  A Go/No-Go decision point is a risk management tool and a project management best practice to ensure that, for 

the current budget period or period of performance, technical success is definitively achieved and potential for 
success in future budget periods or periods of performance is evaluated, prior to actually beginning the execution 

of future budget periods.   

https://remadeinstitute.org/project-call-documentation/
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3.2.8.2 Schedule (1 – page) 

Provide a schedule in the form of a Gantt chart or similar tool that describes the project tasks, 
milestones, and timeline. An example is provided on the following page. As outlined in Section 
3.2.8.1, the start and end date for each major task and subtask should be defined in terms of 
months from Project Start. If a 6-month task is scheduled to begin month one (designated M1), 

the start and end dates would M1 and M6. 

Project Schedule 

 

3.2.9 Budget/Cost Share Factors (1 – Page maximum) 

The Lead Organization and their subrecipients are required to complete the Budget Justification 

Workbook, Form EERE 335 and submit it as a separate document as part of the proposal package. 
The subrecipients EERE 335 should roll up into the main budget of the Lead Organization. This 

form is available on EERE Exchange at Budget Justification Forms. Details for preparation of Form 
335 are provided in Appendix A. 

In this section, proposal teams must complete the summary table provided on the following page. 
The summary table will reflect the Budget Justification Workbook (Form 335) that is submitted 

with the proposal and will provide a breakdown of proposed cost and cost share for each of the 
proposing organizations. The budget must delineate between REMADE funding and cost share 
funds using the table. Projects require a minimum 1:1 cost share (e.g. every dollar of REMADE 

funding must be matched by at least one dollar of cost share). Cost share provided by industry 
partners will receive favorable consideration during proposal review. 

Proposal teams are also required to submit Cost Share Commitment Letters from each 
organization providing cost share. Section 4 provides instructions on preparing Cost Share 

Commitment Letters. Finally, the proposal team must summarize the budget using the cost 

realism table provided on the following page. 

https://energy.gov/eere/funding/downloads/budget-justification-eere-335-and-3351
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Cost Realism Table 

Cost Element Federal Cost Cost Share Total Brief Explanation or Description 

Lead Organization 
          Materials 

$75,000 
 

$100,000 
$10k  

$175,000 
$10K 

Management; Testing & Validation 
materials 

Subrecipient #1 
          Materials 

$50,000 
$0 

$25,000 
$0 

$75,000 
$0K 

 

Subrecipient #2 

          Materials 

 

 

   

Subrecipient #3 

         Materials 

    

Lead Organization 
         Indirect Costs 

$25,000 $25,000 $50,000  

TOTAL $150,000 $160,000 $310,000  

     

3.2.10 EWD Proposal Appendices 

The requirements for preparation of the following appendices applicable to EWD Proposals can 

be found in Section 4: 

• Resume of the Principal Investigator – Appendix A 

• Resumes of Project Team Members – Appendix B 

• Cost Share Commitment Letters – Appendix C 

• REMADE Future Course Offerings Terms and Conditions – Appendix D  

• References – Appendix E 

3.3 Evaluation Criteria for EWD Proposals 

3.3.1 Scoring of EWD Proposal Evaluation Criteria 

Each proposal shall stand on its own merit. Only information provided in the proposal can be 

used in the evaluation process leading to an award. EWD Proposals that don’t incorporate the 
required sections outlined in Section 3.1.2 will be deemed non-responsive and will not be 

evaluated.  

Reviewers will evaluate proposals based on their Educational Content, Educational Approach and 

Instructional Method, Evaluation Methods, and Potential Impact. Using the criteria provided 
below, reviewers are to assign a rating of Excellent (E), Good (G), or Poor (P) for each category 

and then provide an overall assessment of the proposal based on these ratings.  Descriptions of 

what is meant by E, G, and P are provided to help reviewers calibrate scoring.    
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 Description Excellent (E) Good (G) Poor (P) 

Fit 

Evaluation of how well the 
module topics being proposed for 
the project/coursework are 
aligned with the key content 
identified in the RFP Topic.  

The proposed project  
• Is well aligned to the RFP topic and addresses the 

REMADE material class(es) listed in the RFP. 

• Has a credible plan for (a) delivering the total 
content hours and (b) the electronic content hours 
via lecture capture software specified in the RFP 
within 6 months of award 

• Has organized course content by topic-specific 
modules, and each coursework module is 
thematically tied to the RFP topic and stackable to 
enable creation of a certificate program. 

The proposed project is generally well aligned to 
RFP topic, but there are some gaps relative to one 
or more of the following: 
• Course content or material class coverage,  

• Total or electronic content hours developed. 

• Delivery within 6 months of RFP award 
• Organization of content relative to topics or 

stackability to enable creation of a certificate 
program. 

• The project is poorly aligned with the RFP topic. 

• The proposed workscope is inconsistent with the 
RFP requirements and/or does not address 
REMADE material classes. 

• The proposed project develops less content was 
specified in the RFP and/or provides no 
electronic content. 

Impact 

Potential 

Extent to which the learning 
objectives of the proposed 
project/coursework will fulfill the 
educational needs of the 
incumbent workforce and help 
REMADE meet its EWD goals. 

• Proposed learning objectives provide significant 
impact relative to addressing the educational 
needs of a wide representation of the target 
audience of incumbent workforce engineers or 
technicians. 

• Potential pool of course attendees is relatively 
large. 

• Proposed learning objectives meet the 
educational needs of incumbent workforce 
engineers or technicians, but  

• Either the course content being proposed, the 
topics and content being covered, or the 
potential pool of course attendees is relatively 

moderate. 

• Proposed learning objectives provides little to 
no impact on the educational needs of the 
incumbent worker engineer or technician or 
represent needs of a niche section of the target 
audience population. 

• Potential pool of course attendees is relatively 
small. 

Academic 

Merit 
Measure of the academic merit of 
proposed project and 
coursework. 

Proposed project illustrates a successful program 
through based on the: 
• Level of detail provided in the course outline 

• Description of teaching methods employed 
indicates diversity of lecture/hands on training 

• Evaluation methods, includes a description of 
design or simulation tools that would be utilized. 

Proposed project illustrates the potential to deliver 
a successful program; however, 
• Course outline doesn’t provide enough detail to 

fully understand the proposed content 

• Teaching approach appears to be largely lecture-
based - some /AV or hands-on training. 

• Proposed evaluation methods are largely 
qualitative in nature, although there will be 
some simulation tools that would be utilized. 

Proposed project is lacking key elements in the 
following areas: 
• Course outline provides minimal information 

regarding the course outline. 

• Course will be delivered via a lecture only 
approach. 

• Evaluation methods have not been included in 
the course description. 

• No use of design or simulation tools. 

Project 

Team 

Assessment of (a) how well the 
skills sets of the proposal team 
are well aligned to project scope, 
and (b) whether Subject Matter 
Experts (SME) are (current) and 
will be available (future) to help 
develop and teach courses. 

Project/proposed course would be developed and 
implemented by a team with the appropriate skill 
sets. SME instructors for future course delivery are 
identified in the proposal. 

Project/proposed course would be developed and 
implemented by a team with potentially small skill 
gaps that would be addressed via consultation with 
others. Instructors for future course delivery are 
identified in the proposal. 

Project/proposed course would be developed and 
implemented by an individual or team working 
entirely outside of their area of expertise. 
Instructors for future course delivery are not 
identified in the proposal. 

Existing 

Facilities 

Extent to which proposal team 
has access to existing facilities 
necessary to develop/implement 
the proposed project/ course. A 
combination of industrial and 
academic support is seen as of 
significant benefit. 

• Proposal team has access to considerable existing 
resources that would be leveraged for the 
development and implementation of 
project/proposed course, including actual 
equipment and simulation tools that will be used 
during class. Industrial team members supporting 
the project. 

• Proposal team has some potential small 
equipment/facility needs they would need to 
acquire or rent from outside resources. They 
may need to lease simulation tools to deliver the 
course. Limited to no formal collaboration 
developing and delivering the course material 
from outside of the submitting institute. 

• Proposal team will need to rely almost 
exclusively on the use of outside facilities or 
contracted staff in order to develop and/or 
implement the proposed work. 
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4 Instructions for Preparation of Proposal Appendices 

The following sections provide guidance on the preparation of each appendix to be submitted 

with EWD Proposals. 

4.1 Resume of the Principal Investigator - Appendix A 

Insert Resume for the Principal Investigator, which is limited to two pages. If there are Co-PIs, 

their resumes may be included in Appendix A. Each of these resumes should also be a maximum 
of two pages long.  

4.2 Resumes of Project Team Members - Appendix B 

Insert Resumes for Project Team Members. The total number of resumes for the PI and Project 
Team Members should be six or less. Do not include PI and Co-PI resumes from Appendix A in 
this section. 

4.3 Cost Share Commitment Letters - Appendix C 

All parties committing cost share identified in Budget Form EERE 335 must submit a Cost Share 
Commitment Letter. The letter must: 

• Be submitted on the letterhead of the Participant 

• Include the name of the Lead Organizations and the title of the Proposal; 

• State the specific amount of the Cost Share commitment that matches the Cost Share 

amount on the corresponding Budget Form EERE 335; 
• State the source of the Cost Share; 

• If applicable, state any other resources, other than Cost Share, the Participant is 
committing. 

• Be dated and signed by a representative of the Participant with the authority to make the 
Cost Share commitment; 

4.4  REMADE Future Course Offerings Terms and Conditions - Appendix D 

All proposal partners must be members of the REMADE Institute and as a condition of receiving 
funding, proposers must agree to the REMADE Future Course Offerings Terms and Conditions in 

Appendix C of this document. 

4.5 References - Appendix E 
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Appendix A Preparation of Cost Proposals with Budget 
Justification Workbook EERE 335  

The Lead Organization and their subrecipients are required to complete the Budget Justification 
Workbook, Form EERE 335. The subrecipients EERE 335 should roll up into the main budget of 

the Lead Organization. This form is available on EERE Exchange at Budget Justification Forms.  

Lead Organizations must complete each tab of the Budget Justification Workbook for the project, 
including all work to be performed by the Lead Organization and its subrecipients and 
vendors/contractors, and provide all requested documentation (e.g., a Federally approved rate 
agreement, vendor quotes). The “Instructions and Summary” included with the Budget 
Justification Workbook will auto-populate as the proposer enters information into the 
Workbook. The Lead Organization must carefully read the “Instructions and Summary” tab 

provided within the Budget Justification Workbook.  

The Budget must break down all proposed project costs into categories of personnel, fringe 
benefits, travel, equipment, supplies, travel, contractual costs to subrecipients and 

vendors/contractors, other direct costs, and indirect costs. In addition to providing this cost 
category breakdown, the budget form should also identify the type and provider of all  cost share 

required to meet the 1:1 requirement. The budget should also identify any key resources that 

the project team intends to acquire. Guidance regarding cost share requirements is provided in 

Section 2.6 of the RFP. 

  

https://energy.gov/eere/funding/downloads/budget-justification-eere-335-and-3351


 

  

21 

Appendix B Preliminary Statement of Project Objectives 
(SOPO) 

A critical aspect of the Preliminary SOPO is the development of Task Descriptions, Milestones, 
Go/No-Go decision points, and Project Management and Reporting. The information presented 

in the Preliminary SOPO should align with the technical approach outlined in your proposal . For 
proposals selected for negotiation, the Task Descriptions, Milestones and Go/No-Go decisions 

included in your Preliminary SOPO may need to be revised to produce an acceptable SOPO.  

The preliminary SOPO must not exceed 6 pages when printed using standard 8.5 x 11 paper with 
1” margins (top, bottom, left, and right) with font not smaller than 12 point. Instructions for 
preparation of the Preliminary SOPO and a template are available from the REMADE Institute 
Project Call website. 

Instructions for Preparation of the Preliminary SOPO 

[The instructional red and blue text and attachments below should be removed in the final 
version of the SOPO] 

The following items should NOT be included in the SOPO: 

• Dollar amounts. 
• Specific dates (only include general time frames (e.g. Demonstrate XYZ result by Month 3, 

not Demonstrate XYZ by June 8th, 2013). 

Intellectual property information and other aspects of the project that could be considered 
proprietary or business confidential should be clearly marked in the final version of the SOPO. The 

SOPO must be marked as follows and identify the specific pages containing confidential, 
proprietary, or privileged information:  

Notice of Restriction on Disclosure and Use of Data:  

Pages [list applicable pages] of this document may contain confidential, proprietary, or privileged 
information that is exempt from public disclosure. Such information shall be used or disclosed only 
for evaluation purposes or in accordance with a financial assistance agreement between the 
submitter the REMADE Institute and the Government. The REMADE Institute and the Government 

may use or disclose any information that is not appropriately marked or otherwise restricted, 

regardless of source.  

The header and footer of every page that contains confidential, proprietary, or privileged 
information must be marked as follows: “Contains Confidential, Proprietary, or Privileged 
Information Exempt from Public Disclosure.”  

In addition, every line and paragraph containing proprietary, privileged, or trade secret 

information must be clearly marked with double brackets or highlighting. 

TASKS, MILESTONES, GO/NO-GO DECISION POINTS 

Note: This content must be consistent with the workscope described in the Technical Approach   

The section should describe the specific activities to be conducted over the life of the project. 

https://remadeinstitute.org/project-call-documentation/


 

  

22 

This section provides a summary of the planned approach to this project and should clearly 
articulate what work must be accomplished to execute the project scope and thus meet the 
established project objectives.  

Tasks: The Preliminary SOPO should identify the appropriate tasks and sub-tasks for the entire 
project and provide a summary of what will be accomplished. Tasks should be organized in a 
logical sequence. They should be divided into 12-month budget periods 17F

5 separated by at least 

one project-wide Go/No-Go decision point for any proposed work that will span more than one 
year. A Go/No-Go decision point is not required for exploratory projects, which are limited to 12 

months or less. For exploratory project that have a logical evaluation point, proposal teams may 
still opt to include a Go/No-Go decision point, but it should be placed before the end of the 

project (M11 or earlier).  

Each task/sub-task is comprised of the following elements: Task Number and Title, Task Duration; 

and Task Summary. 

Task Number and Title: Each task and subtask are to have a unique number and title and indicate 
the approximate duration of the task or subtask in months. Task/Sub-task Titles should be written 

in the form of simple action-oriented sentences describing what will be accomplished.  

Task Duration: The start and end date for each major task and subtask should be defined in terms 

of months from Project Start. If a 6-month task is scheduled to begin month one (designated M1), 

the start and end dates would M1 and M6. 

Task Summary: Each task and subtask are to have a task summary that explicitly describes the 
work to be accomplished and provides a concise statement of the objectives of that task. In 

addition, the Task Summary should explicitly state the project deliverables or expected results 
that this task will help achieve. 

Appropriate milestones and Go/No-Go decision criteria should be incorporated into the task and 

subtask structure. 

Milestones:  The Preliminary SOPO should identify appropriate milestones throughout the 
project to demonstrate success, where success is defined as technical achievement rather than 
simply completing a task. For example, delivering a report is not an acceptable Milestone. 
Reports are deliverables NOT milestones.  

Milestones should be CONCISE, not more than 1 or 2 sentences. The minimum requirement is 
that each project must have at least one milestone per quarter for the duration of the project 

(depending on the project, more milestones may be necessary to comprehensively demonstrate 
progress. 

Milestones should also follow the SMART rule of thumb, which is that all milestones should be 
Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant, and Timely (see table below), and the Proposer 
should specify the criteria for measuring and verifying achievement of the Milestone in the 
Preliminary SOPO. To summarize, when preparing your milestones; consider the following two 

 

5 Dates for proposals selected for negotiation will need to be modified to align with REMADE budget periods.  
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questions; What is the event for the Milestone? How will the event be measured; e.g. how will 

you know that the milestone has been achieved.  

The Milestone numbering convention should include the Task and Milestone number, e.g. 
Milestone 1.1, Milestone 2.1, etc. If the milestone applies to multiple sub-tasks, it should be 
placed at the end of the Task and be numbered as Milestone X.Y, where X is the task number and 
Y is the milestone number. If the milestone applies to a single sub-task, it should be placed 

immediately after the sub-task and numbered as Milestone X.Y.Z, where X.Y is the subtask, and 
Z is the milestone number. 

Explanation of SMART Milestones 

Acronym Further Clarification 
S = Specific 

 

Clear and focused to avoid misinterpretation. Should include measures, 

assumptions, and definitions and be easily interpreted. 
M = Measurable 
 

Can be quantified and compared to other data. It should allow for 
meaningful statistical analysis. Avoid "yes/no" measures except in limited 
cases, such as start-up or systems-in-place situations. 

A = Achievable Attainable, reasonable, and credible under conditions expected. 
R = Relevant Fits into the organization's constraints and is cost-effective. 

T = Timely Doable within the time frame given. 

Go/No-Go Decision Points:  A Go/No-Go decision point is a risk management tool and a project 
management best practice to ensure that, for the current budget period or period of 
performance, technical success is definitively achieved and potential for success in future budget 

periods or periods of performance is evaluated, prior to actually beginning the execution of 
future budget periods.  The Preliminary SOPO should have at least one annual Go/No-Go decision 

point for any proposed work that will span more than one year. A Go/No-Go decision point is not 
required for exploratory projects, which are limited to 12 months or less. For exploratory project 
that have a logical evaluation point, proposal teams may still opt to include a Go/No-Go decision 

point, but it should be placed before the end of the project (M11 or earlier).  

Go-No-Go decision points in the Preliminary SOPO should explicitly and concisely state the 
decision to be made. They should also include the specific technical criteria that will be used to 
evaluate the progress and make the Go/No-Go decision.  

The Go/No-Go Decision numbering convention is G-1 to G-n over project duration. 

Project Management and Reporting: This section should briefly describe relevant project 
management and reporting activities during all budget periods, including any special reporting 

requirements or deliverables. Identify the key deliverable for each of the tasks. The deliverables 

should be described at the task/sub-task level as appropriate.  
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EXAMPLE PRELIMINARY SOPO 

Below is an example of a typical task structure. While the example illustrates two Budget Periods 
and three tasks, the specific project work scope will dictate the appropriate number of budget 

periods, tasks and subtasks: 

BUDGET PERIOD X (M1-M12); Project Months M1-M12 

Typically, projects will span 2-3 REMADE Budget Periods. Text describing the milestone is to be 

inserted into the task structure at the point where prior completed work is expected to confirm 
attainment of the milestone. Text describing Go/No-Go Decisions and the criteria established to 
make the Go/No-Go decision should be inserted at the end of the Task write-ups for the REMADE 
Budget Period in which the Go/No-Go Decision will be made. For exploratory projects, Go/No-Go 
decision points may be placed before the end of the budget period. 

Task 1.0: Distinctive Title, Date range of the task in months (e.g. M1-M4)  

Task Summary: Task summaries shall explicitly describe what work is to be accomplished, identify 
the project objectives/outcomes being addressed and provide a concise statement of the 

objectives of that task. In addition, the Task Summary should explicitly state the project 
deliverables or expected results that this task will help achieve. 

Subtask 1.1: Title, Date range (e.g. M1-M2) 

Subtask Summary: Describe the specific and detailed work efforts that go into achieving the 
higher-level tasks. 

Milestone 1.1.1 (if applicable) Milestones that reflect work performed in a single sub-task should 
be placed at the end of the sub-task. For example, if a milestone only involved worked performed 
in sub-task 1.1, the milestone would be placed at the end of the sub-task 1.1. 

Milestone 1.1.2 (if applicable) 

Etc. 

Subtask 1.2: Title, Date range (e.g. M3-M4) 

(Continue until all Task 1 subtasks are listed) 

Milestone 1.1 (if applicable) Milestones that result from of the work performed in multiple sub-

tasks should be placed at the end of the Task. For example, if a milestone involved worked 

performed in sub-tasks 1.1 and 1.2, the milestone would be placed at the end of the tasks. 

Milestone 1.2 (if applicable) 

Etc.  

Task 2.0: (continue in the format above until all tasks and subtasks are listed) 

Subtask 2.1: Title, Date range, Subtask Summary Description  

Subtask 2.2: Title, Date range, Subtask Summary Description 

Budget Period 1 Go/No-Go Decision Point: Insert Go/No-Go decision description, including the 
specific technical criteria or basis on which the decision is to be made. 
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REMADE BUDGET PERIOD X+1 (M1-Mn); Project Months 13-Mn+12 

Task 3.0: Distinctive Title, Date range of the task in months (e.g. M13-M14) 

(Continue in the format above until all tasks and subtasks are listed)  

 

PROJECT MANAGEMENT AND REPORTING 

This section should briefly describe relevant project management and reporting activities during 
all budget periods, including any special reporting requirements or deliverables. The 
requirements for all REMADE projects are identified in the bullets below and should not be 

removed18F

6: 

Reports shall be submitted in accordance with the “Federal Assistance Reporting Checklist” and 

the instructions accompanying the checklist. In addition to the reports specified in the "Federal 
Assistance Reporting Checklist", the Recipient shall submit the following: 

• Bi-weekly progress report (in a format to be provided by REMADE) and call with REMADE 

project manager to review the report. 

• Monthly status reports (in a format to be provided by REMADE) which include schedule and 

budget progress as well as any technical deliverables completed in the month covered by the 

schedule. Monthly status reports are not necessary in months of Quarterly reports. Monthly 
reports are due no later than the 15th of the month following the month covered by the 

report. 

• Quarterly status reports at the end of each of the four quarters of the project (in a format to 

be provided by REMADE). Quarterly status reports will include schedule and budget progress 
as well as any technical deliverables completed in the quarter covered by the schedule. 

Quarterly reports are due no later than the 15th of the month at the end of the quarter 

covered by the report. 

• Quarterly technical review (in a PowerPoint template to be provided by REMADE) 

• Final technical report that provides a comprehensive, cumulative, and substantive summary 

of the progress and significant accomplishments achieved during the total period of the 
REMADE Project effort (in addition to a close-out Quarterly report). This report will serve to 

document the Task 7 deliverable (below). 

Identify the key deliverable for each of the tasks. The deliverables for this project should be 
described at the task/sub-task level as appropriate. NOTE: The following paragraph should be 

retained. 

Additional deliverables (to be included in the corresponding monthly or quarterly status reports 

 
6 To view the instruction for this section, please select the ¶ button on the Home screen of Microsoft Word. To avoid 

running over the 6-page limit for the Preliminary SOPO, you may de-select the ¶ button on the Home screen of 

Microsoft Word prior to submission.  
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and/or quarterly technical reviews or final technical report) as indicated in the task/subtask 

descriptions include the following: 

See the following examples: 

1.   Task 1.0 – The deliverable is a report summarizing the … 

2.   Task 2.1 - (Topical Report or Item (e.g. hardware for testing) Description) 
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Appendix C REMADE Future Course Offerings Terms and 
Conditions  

REMADE Educational Content Terms and Conditions 

1. Per the Sub‐Award agreement, the Member will develop Course materials and deliver a 

Course offering. 

2. All materials developed for the Course and any future Course offerings will be works for 
hire and become the property of the REMADE Institute. 

3. REMADE grants the Member the use of Course materials developed under the Sub‐Award 

agreement for internal educational purposes only. 

4. REMADE is hereby authorized to use the Instructor(s)’s name and likeness in connection 

with the Course, the Course Materials and any revisions or updates of them, the 
marketing of the Course, and for any other related purposes. 

5. Standard Representations and Warranties: a. Instructor possesses requisite knowledge 
and background to perform the services in a highly competent and professional manner. 
b. Instructor’s performance will not conflict with or breach any agreement with a third 
party and that there are no claims, litigations, etc. that would adversely affect REMADE’s 
rights. 

6. Non-compete. Instructor without prior written consent of REMADE will not teach another 
outreach course substantially equivalent in subject matter and scope to the Course 
Offered for a period of before or after any scheduled offering of a course. 

7. Instructor(s) will distribute Course evaluation forms to all  participants at the end of the 
program, and return the completed forms to REMADE 

8. No part of this agreement shall limit or infringe the Member's right to use, present, 

publish, copyright or license any form of any material such as text, charts, figures or 
photographic or graphic materials or images, or any software or spreadsheets existing 

prior to the date of this agreement 

9. REMADE may cancel the Course or any Future Course if (a) the instructor fails to provide 
materials by the agreed upon date or (b) Member and/or Course Instructor Breaches any 
terms of the signed Agreement. 

10. Member warrants that it has the right to use any content provided in response to this 
request and further agrees to indemnify and hold harmless REMADE and its officers and 

employees for any damage arising out of a violation of this term. 


