NEW ENGLAND GRASSROOTS

ENVIRONMENT FUND

GRANT REPORT FORM

Recipients of a New England Grassroots Environment Fund grant are asked to complete a final Grant Report no later than one year after the grant application deadline.  We rely on your candid responses to help us assess the effectiveness of our grantmaking program.  Completing this report as a group at a regular meeting would help gather a broad perspective from your organization.

Date: September 15, 2011
Contact Person: Doug Bogen








Name of Organization: Seacoast Anti-Pollution League
Address: PO Box 1136, Portsmouth, NH  03802
Phone:
 603-431-5089




Email Address: dbogen@metrocast.net
Date of Award: November 22, 2010



Grant Amount: $1000
Purpose of Grant: To support the staffing, printing and postage for the group’s research, outreach and education efforts to protect the health, safety and general well-being of the NH Seacoast community from nuclear pollution
FINAL REPORT SECTION 1:  UPDATING GRANTEE PROFILE

Please update the 17-question Grantee Profile that you submitted with your original Grant Application.  You can either note changes on the original form, or fill in the changes on the attached blank Grantee Profile.  

FINAL REPORT SECTION 2:  GRANT OUTCOMES

Please answer the following questions about your group and the work it is doing.   

A.  CHANGE OR ADVANCMENT OF GROUP’S FOCUS/GOALS

1. How is your project progressing?  Briefly describe its evolution.

Much has happened since our application was submitted, notably we and allied groups were granted “intervener” status in the Seabrook re-licensing process, we held a very successful public forum on the issue in June and we’ve given three formal and other informal presentations to community groups throughout the Seacoast region.  We were also able to participate and organize volunteers for three hearings/public meetings with NRC officials and even staged an early morning demonstration prior to one of the hearings.  We gained wide media coverage for these events and decision points, which helped attract additional volunteers and supporters to our efforts.  We have also cultivated relations with local media to the point that they sometimes call us as events occur, rather than waiting to hear from us in the usual manner.  Our efforts were best rewarded with a glowing (so to speak, not literally!) editorial in the local paper recently, opposing the re-licensing using our arguments and positions more forthrightly than in the past.

2. What factors have helped move your project forward?

Having regular though limited staffing for these efforts has clearly been the key factor in making these events and developments happen, though of course the terrible events in Japan were obviously crucial to focusing public attention to the general issues of nuclear safety and viability going forward.  A plant assessment report issued last spring also gained attention – after we publicized it – to the issue of structural weakening at Seabrook, exactly the type of problem we sought to highlight in the re-licensing process.  Recent events clearly motivated people, but we had to be there with to “localize” the message and engage and organize people to act on their concerns.

3. What obstacles still stand between your group and achieving “success?”

Well, the US Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s prevailing status-quo approach – still – to plant re-licensing and regulation, most obviously.  Beyond that, we still face inaction and apathy by state officials, along with pro-nuclear sentiment by other media and local officials.

B.  LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT

1. Have members of your group become more active in other community activities or organizations since you began your project?  If so, in what ways?

Many were already active with other organizations, but we made a specific effort to reach out to other relevant community groups and have successfully engaged many of their members in our cause.  This has also of course elevated the public exposure and interest in each group involved.

2. Did the experience with this group make you and/or other group members more politically active at any level?  If so, at what level: local, state, regional?

Again, most of us were already politically active, with two sitting state reps. among our board and other retired ones among our members.  In any case, we were able to increase our interactions with other political leaders over the past year, attending hearings and other meetings in Concord and elsewhere on related issues.

C.  COMMUNITY CHANGES

1. In your opinion, have you and/or group members significantly increased knowledge of how your community works, its environmental issues and how to solve problems locally?

With its long history and ongoing involvement, our group and its members are pretty savvy about these topics, though we have been able to work with some new members to bring them up to speed on the issues we work on.

2. Since the group’s formation, have other local environmental issues received community attention and sparked other community activism?  If so, what issues?

One issue that has sort of “spun off” from our recent work on promoting renewable power is an effort, instigated by myself but now supported by an number of other organizations, to promote the eventual transition of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard to a offshore wind and other ocean power research, maintenance and/or manufacturing facility.

D.  NEGEF’S IMPACT ON GROUP’S WORK

1. Although it’s hard to quantify, please tell us if and how NEGEF’s grant and support made a difference to your group and its work.  If you had not received the grant from NEGEF, what difference, if any, would it have made to your project? 

NEGEF’s support came at a critical time financially for our organizations, and enabled us to keep momentum to organize our public forum/annual meeting, get out our fundraising appeal to members in a timely manner and respond to quickly developing current events last spring.

2. What additional skills, information, trainings would help advance your project?

Internet and social media skills, large-donor strategies

FINAL REPORT SECTION 3:  FINANCIAL REPORT

1. Please attach an itemized expense sheet that shows how you spent the NEGEF grant money.

(see attached/below)

2. Was the NEGEF grant your only source of funds?  If not, what additional funds did your raise?  From what sources?

No, significant – and increased – funds were received from members to support the project over the past year.

FINAL REPORT SECTION 4:  NEGEF PROGRAM EVALUATION

1. Please comment about our program and how you think we can improve it to meet the needs of the grassroots environmental community in New England.

Of course, larger individual grants would really help, but beyond that, we weren’t able to avail ourselves of your other offerings this past year but hope to in the future.

2. Do you know of other community groups that might benefit from our program?  Please include names and addresses and we will contact them.

THANK YOU IN ADVANCE FOR YOUR TIME AND IDEAS.  YOUR INPUT WILL HELP US IMPROVE OUR PROGRAM.

SAPL  2010-11 Outreach Project Itemized Expenses

NEGEF Grant: 

    
        $1000

Staffing – salary/fringe


$734

Postage – member mailing

  210

Printing/copying



    56

Total:




        $1000








