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Dear Policy Office Colleagues,
 
On behalf of DGA, attached please find our comments on the Dec 2020 draft PAPPG. In order
to compile our feedback, “track changes” were utilized for suggested edits to specific PAPPG
text along with explanatory comments.
 
We appreciate this opportunity to provide input. Please let us know if you have any questions
for DGA.
 
Thanks,
Lori
____________________________________________________
Lori C. Wiley, Senior Staff Associate
National Science Foundation (NSF)
Office of Budget, Finance and Award Management (BFA)
Division of Grants and Agreements (DGA)
Phone: 703.292.8804 | email: lwiley@nsf.gov
 
From: Feldman, Jean I. <jfeldman@nsf.gov> 
Sent: Monday, December 14, 2020 10:55 AM
To: NSF SMART <smart@nsf.gov>; NSF Deputy AD <nsf-deputyad@nsf.gov>; NSF Division Directors
<divdir@nsf.gov>; NSF Program Officers <progoff@nsf.gov>; NSF AMG <amg@nsf.gov>; NSF AO/OS
<aoos@nsf.gov>; NSF Deputy Division Directors <depdir@nsf.gov>; BFA ALL <BFAALL@nsf.gov>;
OGC All <OGC_All@nsf.gov>; DIS ALL <dis-all@nsf.gov>; DAS Staff <dasstaff@nsf.gov>; BFA BPLG
<bfabplg@nsf.gov>
Cc: Feldman, Jean I. <jfeldman@nsf.gov>
Subject: "For Comment" version of the NSF Proposal & Award Policies & Procedures Guide published
in the Federal Register
 
Dear Colleagues:
 
NSF published a notice today in the Federal Register announcing the availability of a “For
comment” draft of the Proposal & Award Policies & Procedures Guide (PAPPG) (NSF 22-
1). We are soliciting Directorate/Office comments on the draft PAPPG until cob February
12, 2021.   Please note that all comments should be coordinated through the applicable
Assistant Director/Office Head’s office. 
 
To facilitate review, revised text has been highlighted in yellow throughout the document
and explanatory comments have been included in the margins, where appropriate. 
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Draft December 2020 PAPPG Review – proposed text edits and comments by DGA:



Introduction: NSF Organizations

Section E.3., DGA (p. xviii – first sentence at top of page before section E.4.)	Comment by Wiley, Lori C.: Delete "Grants & Agreements Officers". DGA staff have delegated authority through our warrant SOG as "Grants Officers" and therefore should no longer be referred to as "Grants & Agreements Officers", which only applies to DACS/CSB.




Grants & Agreements Officers (Grants Officers) have delegated warrant authority to issue awards on behalf of the Foundation and their approval constitutes a legal obligation of Federal funds for awardees to expend to fulfill the scope of the approved proposal.

 

Chapter I: Pre-Submission Information

Section I.E.6., Categories of Proposers – Foreign Organizations (p. I-6)



In cases however, where the proposer considers the foreign organization or individual’s involvement to be essential to the project and proposes to provide funding to the foreign counterpart through the NSF budget (through a subaward, consultant arrangement, or other direct funding {see comment about clarification needed}), the proposer must explain why support from the foreign counterpart’s local sources is not feasible and why the foreign organization or individual can carry out the activity more effectively than a U.S. organization or individual. 	Comment by Wiley, Lori C.: Based on feedback received from program offices, more clarification is needed on what “other direct funding” entails. Does “other direct funding” mean Line G, Other Direct Costs, or Line G.6, Other Direct Costs – Other? Or does it simply mean any cost not appearing on Line I, Indirect Costs? If the intention is that any NSF funds going to a foreign counterpart need explanation, then the language in parentheses is unnecessary and should be removed. If that is not the intention, then the language should specifically identify where “other direct funding” that would trigger further explanation should be added to the budget instructions in Chapter II.C.2.(a)(i) on p. II-10.

 

Chapter II: Proposal Preparation Instructions

Section II.C.2.g.(vi)(e), Other Direct Costs – Subawards (p. II-20)



NSF does not negotiate rates for organizations that are not direct recipients of NSF funding (e.g., subrecipients). Consistent with 2 CFR §200.332, NSF grantees must use the domestic subrecipient’s applicable U.S. Federally negotiated indirect cost rate(s). If no such rate exists, the NSF grantee must determine the appropriate rate in collaboration with the subrecipient. The appropriate rate will be: 1) a negotiated rate between the NSF grantee and the subrecipient; a prior rate negotiated between a different pass-through entity and the same subrecipient, or the de minimis indirect cost recovery rate of 10% of modified total direct costs. When a domestic subrecipient does not have a U.S. Federally negotiated indirect cost rate, and a rate is negotiated between the NSF grantee and the subrecipient, the NSF grantee must maintain in the Federal award record documentation submitted by the subrecipient to substantiate the indirect cost rate requested. No indirect cost rate proposal documentation is required when the de minimis indirect cost rate is applied.

 

Chapter III: NSF Proposal Processing and Review

Section E, Funding Recommendation (p. III-5 – last sentence of section E)



A PI or organization that makes financial or personnel commitments in the absence of a grant or cooperative agreement signed award notice approved by a NSF Grants Officer does so at its own risk.

 

Section F under Funding Recommendation (pp. III-5 & 6)	Comment by Wiley, Lori C.: Finding the "financial/administrative" decline section in the PAPPG is not intuitive because the section header starts off with NSF's Risk Assessment, which is only one tool that BFA uses to make decisions to decline. Suggested edits essentially rework the section with subsections and some tweaks to help flow and clarity, including referencing the next chapter for programmatic declines and chapter VI for the actual award.

 

F. NSF’s Risk Management Framework and the Decision to Award or Financially/Administratively Decline Proposals and NSF’s Risk Management Framework for Pre-Award Review

Declination of proposals for programmatic reasons is addressed in Chapter IV.C. 

a. Decision to Award or Financially/Administratively Decline a Proposal

If the program recommendation is for anto award a proposal and final Division/Office or other programmatic approval is obtained, then the recommendedation proposal goes to the Division of Grants and Agreements (DGA) or the Division of Acquisition and Cooperative Support (DACS) for review of business, financial and policy implications. Pre-award review includes utilization of NSF’s risk-based framework, which evaluates the risks posed by proposers prior to issuance of an NSF award. After the completion of this all pre-award review requirements, a final decision by a Grants Officer will be made to fund or decline the proposal. Refer to Chapter VI for NSF Awards.

DGA generally makes the decision to award or decline proposals within 30 days after the program Division/Office makes its recommendation. Proposals from organizations that have not had an active NSF award within the preceding five years, involve special situations (such as coordination with another Federal agency or a private funding source), that are to be awarded as cooperative agreements, new or renewal proposals that exceed $20 million in total costs, or any that have unusual considerations may require additional review and processing time. DACS review of major facilities and related proposals follows the requirements and timeline in Major Facilities Guide. NSF will report proposals that are declined for reasons that meet the guidelines set forth by OMB to the OMB-designated integrity and performance system in accordance with Federal regulation, but only after the proposer has had an opportunity to exhaust the appeal procedures contained in Chapter III.F.2 below.	Comment by Wiley, Lori C.: Moved this section up because it grounds the prior paragraph and summarizes the process for award and decline. Risk assessment is moved down into a separate subsection b.	Comment by Wiley, Lori C.: DACS is noted in the beginning of this section, but no other language is included to clarify that DACS has a different timeline and/or pre-award review process based on requirements in the Major Facilities Guide.

b. NSF Risk Management Framework. 

Consistent with 2 CFR §200.205, NSF’s risk-based framework evaluates the risks posed by proposers prior to issuance of an NSF award. This framework includes, but is not limited to, the following:

· conducting in-depth pre-award financial and administrative reviews for all proposals recommended for awards that are: 

1. prospective new awardee organizations receiving their first NSF award, 

2. organizations that have not recently managed NSF funding, and/or 

3. organizations who have received prior NSF support for small dollar awards but whose cumulative NSF funding would now exceed a specific dollar amount;

· conducting pre-award financial and administrative reviews for proposals recommended for Phase II funding under the Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR) or Small Business Technology Transfer (STTR) program; 

· considering the proposer’s record of how it has managed past and current Federal awards, and leveraging NSF systems to identify any ongoing issues that need to be considered before proceeding with future awards; 

· considering the status of corrective actions necessary to address findings or concerns noted in audits, desk reviews, site visits, or other monitoring activities of the proposer’s past and current Federal awards; and 

· ensuring that NSF conducts review of information available through any OMB-designated repositories and that no awards are made to proposers that are currently suspended or debarred or otherwise ineligible for participation in Federal programs or activities.

DGA generally makes the decision to award or decline proposals within 30 days after the program Division/Office makes its recommendation. Proposals from organizations that have not received an NSF award within the preceding five years, involve special situations (such as coordination with another Federal agency or a private funding source), cooperative agreements, or unusual arrangements, may require additional review and processing time. NSF will report proposals that are declined for reasons that meet the guidelines set forth by OMB to the OMB-designated integrity and performance system in accordance with Federal regulation, but only after the proposer has had an opportunity to exhaust the review procedures contained in Chapter III.F.2 below.

 

Exhibit III-1 NSF Proposal & Award Process & Timeline (p. III-8)	Comment by Wiley, Lori C.: This diagram does not show that DGA (and DACS for that matter) can decline an award. Suggest adding a footnote referring to the financial/administrative decline section in Chapter III, Section F.



Chapter IV:  Non-Award Decisions and Transactions

Section C, Declinations (p. IV-2)	Comment by Wiley, Lori C.: This section should be clarified to emphasize that it is for programmatic declines and not inclusive of financial/administrative declines, especially since the next section deals with reconsiderations of programmatic review.



A PI whose proposal for NSF support has been declined by the NSF Program Officer will receive information and an explanation of the reason(s) for declination along with copies of the reviews considered in making the decision. If that explanation does not satisfy the PI, he/she may request additional information from the cognizant NSF Program Officer or Division Director. See Chapter III.G for additional information on the review information that can be provided. PIs and co-PIs may access review information from NSF after the decision has received the concurrence of the cognizant NSF Division Director, when all the review information has been released for their proposal.



Chapter VI: NSF Awards

Section D.3., Changes in a Grant Period (p. VI-2)



b. End Date 

The end date may be changed as a result of approval of a request for continued support of a continuing grant, for a no-cost grant extension, or by approval of a request for supplemental support (up to six additional months per Section E.4. below). When appropriate, the NSF Grants Officer will issue an amendment to the grant.	Comment by Wiley, Lori C.: Deleted because new continuing grants are awarded with the full award period.



Section E, Additional Funding Support (p. VI-3)	Comment by Wiley, Lori C.: This section should be updated because CGIs are no longer issued after the original grant period. Also, this section does not include anything on cooperative agreement increments, which could be helpful to explain the incremental nature of CAs, which are not released based on annual reports.



1.	Types of Additional Funding Support 

Additional funding of a project beyond the original grant period amount awarded will be in the form of renewed support, continuinged  grant or cooperative agreement increments, support or supplemental support. A description of each of these additional funding mechanisms is provided below.



Section E.3.c., Support under Continuing Grants (p. VI-4) – first mention of “budget period”	Comment by Wiley, Lori C.: There appears to be no definition of budget period in the PAPPG. One reason budget period should be defined is that continuing grants are not always issued in one-year increments.



Section E.4., Supplemental Support (p. VI-5)



d. If approved, the NSF Grants Officer will amend the grant to provide additional funding for the current support period. The amendment notice will specify both the amount of supplemental funding and the cumulative amount awarded through the end date, which normally will remain unchanged. Grantees are reminded that most NSF appropriated funds have a limited period of availability for expenditure before the appropriation cancels. Any extensions of the end date due to award of supplemental funding does not extend the period of availability for canceling funds of the original award.

[Insert footnote] In accordance with 31 USC 1552(a), funds will no longer be available for expenditure for any purpose beyond September 30th of the fifth fiscal year after the expiration of a fixed appropriation’s period of availability for incurring new obligations – see also Chapter VIII.E for Financial Requirements and Payments.	Comment by Wiley, Lori C.: This language is footnoted under extensions; however, it is important to emphasize that supplemental funds will not extend the life and availability of previously award funds. Supplements on standard grants is one of main reasons that lead to issues with canceling funds.




ADD: Section E.5. on Cooperative Agreements (p. VI-5)	Comment by Wiley, Lori C.: As noted above, there is no mention of cooperative agreement increments, so this is draft language based on the continuing grant language herein and PAM (p. IX-7) language on CAs.




5. Cooperative Agreement Increments 

a. Unlike continuing grants, funding increments for projects being supported under cooperative agreements (CAs) are recommended for funding by the cognizant NSF Program Officer in accordance with the terms and conditions of the CA, which may be based on the original budget or submission of a revised budget via email or as directed.

b. Continued funding is subject to NSF’s judgment of satisfactory progress, including milestones or other requirements of the CA, availability of funds, and receipt and approval of the required annual report. 



Chapter VII:  Grant Administration

Section D.3., PORs (p. VII-5 – last paragraph before section D.4.)



The POR must be submitted electronically no later than 120 days following end date of the grant. By submitting the POR, the PI is signifying that the scope of work for the project has been completed and that he/she does not anticipate that any further research activities (including a no-cost extension, supplemental funding, or transfer of the grant) need to be completed on the project. Submission of the POR, however, does not preclude the grantee from requesting any further payments for costs incurred during the period of performance.	Comment by Wiley, Lori C.: Submission of the POR comes up a lot in the Merit Review Basics discussion about reports because it can cause a lot of issues if submitted before the PI is truly done. It is my understanding the PIs react to the notices that the POR is overdue, but could additional warning be added to the PAPPG as well? From what I recall from the PO discussions is that PORs cannot be withdrawn once submitted by the PI?



Chapter VIII: Financial Requirements and Payments

Section E., Award Financial Reporting Requirements and Final Disbursements (p. VIII-8)



5. Grantees are authorized to make upward or downward adjustments to the Federal share of costs for a financially closed award within the following time limits:

 Upward adjustments may be submitted through ACM$ for up to 14 12 months after the financial closeoutend date of the award or until the appropriated funds cancel, whichever is earlier.	Comment by Wiley, Lori C.: Doesn’t NSF need to make changes to the “upward adjustment” period to be consistent with §200.344 on Closeout – i.e., complete closeout actions no later than one year after the end of the period of performance, which includes grants management and payment system actions as indicated in subsection (g)? This will be a substantial change – essentially 6 months earlier since it is based on award end date and not after the 120 days closeout period.



Chapter IX:  Grantee Standards

Section D., Property Management Standards (p. IX-4)



1.	Title to Equipment

Title to equipment purchased or fabricated with NSF funds will normally vest in the grantee organization upon acquisition. This includes IHEs or other non-profit organizations, small businesses or other for-profit organizations, and foreign public entities or foreign organizations, and state, local or tribal governments. Only if specified in the award will title pass directly to the government upon acquisition and is then designated as federally-owned property. For equipment use and disposition, the following applies:

a.	For major facility awards, including associated upgrades, equipment is subject to the provisions of 2 CFR §200.313.

b.	For all other awards, such equipment is considered “exempt property” as outlined below and in accordance with (see PAPPG Chapter IX.D) and subject to the applicable award terms and conditions.



Section D.2 (p. IX-5)



b. General Purpose Equipment. Expenditures for general purpose equipment are typically not available for support. 	Comment by Wiley, Lori C.: Where is the definition? T&Cs refer to this section of the PAPPG, which does not make sense if the definition is not referenced here.

c. Equipment Usage. The equipment must remain in use for the specific project for which it was obtained in accordance with 2 CFR §200.313(c)(1) unless the provision in 2 CFR §200.313(c)(4) applies.	Comment by Wiley, Lori C.: The specific section should be indicated to be consistent with T&Cs.

e. Property Management Requirements. The grantee shall maintain a property management system which, at a minimum, meets the requirements of 2 CFR §200.313(d).	Comment by Wiley, Lori C.: Consistency with T&Cs.

f. Competition. In accordance with 2 CFR §200.313(c)(3), grantees shall not use equipment acquired with Federal funds to provide services for a fee that is less than private companies charge for equivalent services, unless specifically authorized by statute, for as long as the Federal government retains an interest in the equipment. (See subsection D.4 below, Principles Relating to the Use of NSF-Supported Research Instrumentation and Facilities.)

g. Right to Transfer Title. 

(i) In accordance with 2 CFR §200.313(e), NSF may identify items of equipment having a unit acquisition cost of $5,000 or more where NSF reserves the right to transfer the title to the Federal government or to a third party named by the Federal government at any time during the grant period.	Comment by Wiley, Lori C.: Consistency with T&Cs.



Sections D.3 and D.4 (pp. IX-5 & 6)



34. Principles Relating to the Use of NSF-Supported Research Instrumentation and Facilities	Comment by Wiley, Lori C.: Recommend changing the order of these two items because it would flow better and assist the reader to have the Property Management Requirements for FOP right after the Conditions for Acquisition, Use, and Disposition of Equipment section. Excess Equipment subsection 5 should remain as the last section of part D in this chapter.

43. Property Management Requirements for Federally-owned Property

In the event that title to equipment or real property is vested in the Federal government, such Federally owned property (FOP) must be identified, tagged or segregated in such a manner as to indicate clearly its ownership by the government. Unless otherwise provided in the grant, such FOP must be used only for the performance of the project. The grantee must submit an annual inventory report and final inventory report for all FOP by NSF grant number to the NSF Property Administrator using the NSF's Central Property Inventory Repository (CPIR). The annual report must be received in the CPIR system no later than October 15 each year. Additionally, the final inventory report for all FOP is due upon the end date of the grant for further agency utilization and disposition. (See Chapter IX.D.5). Any property related questions should be submitted to the Property Administrator at nsfproperty@nsf.gov.



Section D.5., Excess Government Personal Property (p. IX-7)



c. (vi) The SF 122 should be signed by either the PI or the AOR. The following information should also be provided on each SF 122:	Comment by Wiley, Lori C.: Why would the PI be allowed to sign off on excess property? Recommend deleting this.



Section D.5., Excess Government Personal Property (p. IX-10 – last sentence before section E)



(ii) Further details may be obtained from the Property Administrator, Division of Administrative Services, National Science Foundation, 2415 Eisenhower Avenue, Alexandria, VA 22314, or via email (nsfproperty@nsf.gov).





This draft version has been revised to incorporate the revised citations to 2 CFR §200:
Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal
Award that went into effect on November 12, 2020. It should be noted that we have not
highlighted the revised references throughout the document.  Please note that if there is a
discrepancy between the current PAPPG (NSF 20-1) and the revised 2 CFR §200, the
applicable NSF award conditions apply.
 
In addition, NSF also has released revised Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) on Current
and Pending Support. These FAQs are effective for proposals submitted in response to the
current PAPPG (NSF 20-1).
 
Any questions should be directed to the Policy Office at policy@nsf.gov.
 
Best,
 
Jean
 
Jean Feldman
Head, Policy Office
Division of Institution & Award Support (DIAS)
Office of Budget, Finance and Award Management
National Science Foundation
 

https://www.nsf.gov/bfa/dias/policy/papp/pappg20_1/faqs_cps20_1.pdf
mailto:policy@nsf.gov


Draft December 2020 PAPPG Review – proposed text edits and comments by DGA: 
 
Introduction: NSF Organizations 
Section E.3., DGA (p. xviii – first sentence at top of page before section E.4.) 
 
Grants Officers have delegated warrant authority to issue awards on behalf of the Foundation and their 
approval constitutes a legal obligation of Federal funds for awardees to expend to fulfill the scope of the 
approved proposal. 
  
Chapter I: Pre-Submission Information 
Section I.E.6., Categories of Proposers – Foreign Organizations (p. I-6) 
 
In cases however, where the proposer considers the foreign organization or individual’s involvement to 
be essential to the project and proposes to provide funding to the foreign counterpart through the NSF 
budget (through a subaward, consultant arrangement, or other direct funding {see comment about 
clarification needed}), the proposer must explain why support from the foreign counterpart’s local 
sources is not feasible and why the foreign organization or individual can carry out the activity more 
effectively than a U.S. organization or individual.  
  
Chapter II: Proposal Preparation Instructions 
Section II.C.2.g.(vi)(e), Other Direct Costs – Subawards (p. II-20) 
 
NSF does not negotiate rates for organizations that are not direct recipients of NSF funding (e.g., 
subrecipients). Consistent with 2 CFR §200.332, NSF grantees must use the domestic subrecipient’s 
applicable U.S. Federally negotiated indirect cost rate(s). If no such rate exists, the NSF grantee must 
determine the appropriate rate in collaboration with the subrecipient. The appropriate rate will be: 1) a 
negotiated rate between the NSF grantee and the subrecipient; a prior rate negotiated between a 
different pass-through entity and the same subrecipient, or the de minimis indirect cost recovery rate of 
10% of modified total direct costs. When a domestic subrecipient does not have a U.S. Federally 
negotiated indirect cost rate, and a rate is negotiated between the NSF grantee and the subrecipient, 
the NSF grantee must maintain in the Federal award record documentation submitted by the 
subrecipient to substantiate the indirect cost rate requested. No indirect cost rate proposal 
documentation is required when the de minimis indirect cost rate is applied. 
  
Chapter III: NSF Proposal Processing and Review 
Section E, Funding Recommendation (p. III-5 – last sentence of section E) 
 
A PI or organization that makes financial or personnel commitments in the absence of a grant or 
cooperative agreement award notice approved by a NSF Grants Officer does so at its own risk. 
  
Section F under Funding Recommendation (pp. III-5 & 6) 
  
F. Decision to Award or Financially/Administratively Decline Proposals and NSF’s Risk Management 
Framework for Pre-Award Review 

Declination of proposals for programmatic reasons is addressed in Chapter IV.C.  

a. Decision to Award or Financially/Administratively Decline a Proposal 

Wiley, Lori C.
Delete "Grants & Agreements Officers". DGA staff have delegated authority through our warrant SOG as "Grants Officers" and therefore should no longer be referred to as "Grants & Agreements Officers", which only applies to DACS/CSB.


Wiley, Lori C.
Based on feedback received from program offices, more clarification is needed on what “other direct funding” entails. Does “other direct funding” mean Line G, Other Direct Costs, or Line G.6, Other Direct Costs – Other? Or does it simply mean any cost not appearing on Line I, Indirect Costs? If the intention is that any NSF funds going to a foreign counterpart need explanation, then the language in parentheses is unnecessary and should be removed. If that is not the intention, then the language should specifically identify where “other direct funding” that would trigger further explanation should be added to the budget instructions in Chapter II.C.2.(a)(i) on p. II-10.

Wiley, Lori C.
Recommend clarification be added here on what NSF means by a subrecipient’s “negotiated rate”. DGA’s understanding is that the rate is not simply an “agreed upon” rate (e.g., “How’s 30% sound? Or why don’t we just waive indirects?”), but rather results from the prime’s evaluation of an actual indirect cost rate proposal. The UG defines an IDC rate proposal as documentation prepared by the non-Federal entity to substantiate its request for the establishment of an indirect cost rate. 


Wiley, Lori C.
Finding the "financial/administrative" decline section in the PAPPG is not intuitive because the section header starts off with NSF's Risk Assessment, which is only one tool that BFA uses to make decisions to decline. Suggested edits essentially rework the section with subsections and some tweaks to help flow and clarity, including referencing the next chapter for programmatic declines and chapter VI for the actual award.



If the program recommendation is to award a proposal and final Division/Office or other programmatic 
approval is obtained, then the recommended proposal goes to the Division of Grants and Agreements 
(DGA) or the Division of Acquisition and Cooperative Support (DACS) for review of business, financial 
and policy implications. Pre-award review includes utilization of NSF’s risk-based framework, which 
evaluates the risks posed by proposers prior to issuance of an NSF award. After the completion of all 
pre-award review requirements, a final decision by a Grants Officer will be made to fund or decline the 
proposal. Refer to Chapter VI for NSF Awards. 

DGA generally makes the decision to award or decline proposals within 30 days after the program 
Division/Office makes its recommendation. Proposals from organizations that have not had an active 
NSF award within the preceding five years, involve special situations (such as coordination with another 
Federal agency or a private funding source), that are to be awarded as cooperative agreements, new or 
renewal proposals that exceed $20 million in total costs, or any that have unusual considerations may 
require additional review and processing time. DACS review of major facilities and related proposals 
follows the requirements and timeline in Major Facilities Guide. NSF will report proposals that are 
declined for reasons that meet the guidelines set forth by OMB to the OMB-designated integrity and 
performance system in accordance with Federal regulation, but only after the proposer has had an 
opportunity to exhaust the appeal procedures contained in Chapter III.F.2 below. 

b. NSF Risk Management Framework.  

Consistent with 2 CFR §200.205, This framework includes, but is not limited to, the following: 

• conducting in-depth pre-award financial and administrative reviews for all proposals 
recommended for awards that are:  

1. prospective new awardee organizations receiving their first NSF award,  

2. organizations that have not recently managed NSF funding, and/or  

3. organizations who have received prior NSF support for small dollar awards but whose 
cumulative NSF funding would now exceed a specific dollar amount; 

• conducting pre-award financial and administrative reviews for proposals recommended for 
Phase II funding under the Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR) or Small Business 
Technology Transfer (STTR) program;  

• considering the proposer’s record of how it has managed past and current Federal awards, and 
leveraging NSF systems to identify any ongoing issues that need to be considered before 
proceeding with future awards;  

• considering the status of corrective actions necessary to address findings or concerns noted in 
audits, desk reviews, site visits, or other monitoring activities of the proposer’s past and current 
Federal awards; and  

• ensuring that NSF conducts review of information available through any OMB-designated 
repositories and that no awards are made to proposers that are currently suspended or 
debarred or otherwise ineligible for participation in Federal programs or activities. 

  
Exhibit III-1 NSF Proposal & Award Process & Timeline (p. III-8) 
 
Chapter IV:  Non-Award Decisions and Transactions 
Section C, Declinations (p. IV-2) 

Wiley, Lori C.
Moved this section up because it grounds the prior paragraph and summarizes the process for award and decline. Risk assessment is moved down into a separate subsection b.

Wiley, Lori C.
The distinction for deactivating an awardee as “new” again is based on five after they have had an active award rather than receiving an award.

Wiley, Lori C.
DACS is noted in the beginning of this section, but no other language is included to clarify that DACS has a different timeline and/or pre-award review process based on requirements in the Major Facilities Guide.



 
A PI whose proposal for NSF support has been declined by the NSF Program Officer will receive 
information and an explanation of the reason(s) for declination along with copies of the reviews 
considered in making the decision. If that explanation does not satisfy the PI, he/she may request 
additional information from the cognizant NSF Program Officer or Division Director. See Chapter III.G for 
additional information on the review information that can be provided. PIs and co-PIs may access review 
information from NSF after the decision has received the concurrence of the cognizant NSF Division 
Director, when all the review information has been released for their proposal. 
 
Chapter VI: NSF Awards 
Section D.3., Changes in a Grant Period (p. VI-2) 
 
b. End Date  
The end date may be changed for a no-cost grant extension or by approval of a request for 
supplemental support (up to six additional months per Section E.4. below). When appropriate, the NSF 
Grants Officer will issue an amendment to the grant. 
 
Section E, Additional Funding Support (p. VI-3) 
 
1. Types of Additional Funding Support  
Additional funding of a project beyond the original grant amount awarded will be in the form of 
renewed support, continuing grant or cooperative agreement increments, or supplemental support. A 
description of each of these additional funding mechanisms is provided below. 
 
Section E.3.c., Support under Continuing Grants (p. VI-4) – first mention of “budget period” 
 
Section E.4., Supplemental Support (p. VI-5) 
 
d. If approved, the NSF Grants Officer will amend the grant to provide additional funding for the current 
support period. The amendment notice will specify both the amount of supplemental funding and the 
cumulative amount awarded through the end date, which normally will remain unchanged. Grantees are 
reminded that most NSF appropriated funds have a limited period of availability for expenditure before 
the appropriation cancels. Any extensions of the end date due to award of supplemental funding does 
not extend the period of availability for canceling funds of the original award. 

[Insert footnote] In accordance with 31 USC 1552(a), funds will no longer be available for expenditure 
for any purpose beyond September 30th of the fifth fiscal year after the expiration of a fixed 
appropriation’s period of availability for incurring new obligations – see also Chapter VIII.E for Financial 
Requirements and Payments. 
 
ADD: Section E.5. on Cooperative Agreements (p. VI-5) 
 
5. Cooperative Agreement Increments  

a. Unlike continuing grants, funding increments for projects being supported under cooperative 
agreements (CAs) are recommended for funding by the cognizant NSF Program Officer in accordance 

Wiley, Lori C.
This diagram does not show that DGA (and DACS for that matter) can decline an award. Suggest adding a footnote referring to the financial/administrative decline section in Chapter III, Section F.

Wiley, Lori C.
This section should be clarified to emphasize that it is for programmatic declines and not inclusive of financial/administrative declines, especially since the next section deals with reconsiderations of programmatic review.

Wiley, Lori C.
Deleted because new continuing grants are awarded with the full award period.

Wiley, Lori C.
This section should be updated because CGIs are no longer issued after the original grant period. Also, this section does not include anything on cooperative agreement increments, which could be helpful to explain the incremental nature of CAs, which are not released based on annual reports.

Wiley, Lori C.
There appears to be no definition of budget period in the PAPPG. One reason budget period should be defined is that continuing grants are not always issued in one-year increments.

Wiley, Lori C.
This language is footnoted under extensions; however, it is important to emphasize that supplemental funds will not extend the life and availability of previously award funds. Supplements on standard grants is one of main reasons that lead to issues with canceling funds.




with the terms and conditions of the CA, which may be based on the original budget or submission of a 
revised budget via email or as directed. 

b. Continued funding is subject to NSF’s judgment of satisfactory progress, including milestones or other 
requirements of the CA, availability of funds, and receipt and approval of the required annual report.  
 
Chapter VII:  Grant Administration 
Section D.3., PORs (p. VII-5 – last paragraph before section D.4.) 
 
The POR must be submitted electronically no later than 120 days following end date of the grant. By 
submitting the POR, the PI is signifying that the scope of work for the project has been completed and 
that he/she does not anticipate that any further research activities (including a no-cost extension, 
supplemental funding, or transfer of the grant) need to be completed on the project. Submission of the 
POR, however, does not preclude the grantee from requesting any further payments for costs incurred 
during the period of performance. 
 
Chapter VIII: Financial Requirements and Payments 
Section E., Award Financial Reporting Requirements and Final Disbursements (p. VIII-8) 
 
5. Grantees are authorized to make upward or downward adjustments to the Federal share of costs for 
a financially closed award within the following time limits: 

• Upward adjustments may be submitted through ACM$ for up to 12 months after the end date 
of the award or until the appropriated funds cancel, whichever is earlier. 

 
Chapter IX:  Grantee Standards 
Section D., Property Management Standards (p. IX-4) 
 
1. Title to Equipment 
Title to equipment purchased or fabricated with NSF funds will normally vest in the grantee organization 
upon acquisition. This includes IHEs or other non-profit organizations, small businesses or other for-
profit organizations, foreign public entities or foreign organizations, and state, local or tribal 
governments. Only if specified in the award will title pass directly to the government upon acquisition 
and is then designated as federally-owned property. For equipment use and disposition, the following 
applies: 

a. For major facility awards, including associated upgrades, equipment is subject to the provisions 
of 2 CFR §200.313. 

b. For all other awards, such equipment is considered “exempt property” as outlined below and in 
accordance with the applicable award terms and conditions. 
 
Section D.2 (p. IX-5) 
 
b. General Purpose Equipment. Expenditures for general purpose equipment are typically not available 
for support.  

c. Equipment Usage. The equipment must remain in use for the specific project for which it was 
obtained in accordance with 2 CFR §200.313(c)(1) unless the provision in 2 CFR §200.313(c)(4) applies. 

Wiley, Lori C.
As noted above, there is no mention of cooperative agreement increments, so this is draft language based on the continuing grant language herein and PAM (p. IX-7) language on CAs.


Wiley, Lori C.
Submission of the POR comes up a lot in the Merit Review Basics discussion about reports because it can cause a lot of issues if submitted before the PI is truly done. It is my understanding the PIs react to the notices that the POR is overdue, but could additional warning be added to the PAPPG as well? From what I recall from the PO discussions is that PORs cannot be withdrawn once submitted by the PI?

Wiley, Lori C.
Doesn’t NSF need to make changes to the “upward adjustment” period to be consistent with §200.344 on Closeout – i.e., complete closeout actions no later than one year after the end of the period of performance, which includes grants management and payment system actions as indicated in subsection (g)? This will be a substantial change – essentially 6 months earlier since it is based on award end date and not after the 120 days closeout period.

Wiley, Lori C.
The PAPPG reflects what is contained in our terms & conditions and since state/local/tribal govts are covered by GC-1, they should also be noted here.



e. Property Management Requirements. The grantee shall maintain a property management system 
which, at a minimum, meets the requirements of 2 CFR §200.313(d). 

f. Competition. In accordance with 2 CFR §200.313(c)(3), grantees shall not use equipment acquired with 
Federal funds to provide services for a fee that is less than private companies charge for equivalent 
services, unless specifically authorized by statute, for as long as the Federal government retains an 
interest in the equipment. (See subsection D.4 below, Principles Relating to the Use of NSF-Supported 
Research Instrumentation and Facilities.) 

g. Right to Transfer Title.  

(i) In accordance with 2 CFR §200.313(e), NSF may identify items of equipment having a unit acquisition 
cost of $5,000 or more where NSF reserves the right to transfer the title to the Federal government or to 
a third party named by the Federal government at any time during the grant period. 
 
Sections D.3 and D.4 (pp. IX-5 & 6) 
 
4. Principles Relating to the Use of NSF-Supported Research Instrumentation and Facilities 
3. Property Management Requirements for Federally-owned Property 
In the event that title to equipment or real property is vested in the Federal government, such Federally 
owned property (FOP) must be identified, tagged or segregated in such a manner as to indicate clearly 
its ownership by the government. Unless otherwise provided in the grant, such FOP must be used only 
for the performance of the project. The grantee must submit an annual inventory report and final 
inventory report for all FOP by NSF grant number to the NSF Property Administrator using the NSF's 
Central Property Inventory Repository (CPIR). The annual report must be received in the CPIR system no 
later than October 15 each year. Additionally, the final inventory report for all FOP is due upon the end 
date of the grant for further agency utilization and disposition. (See Chapter IX.D.5). Any property 
related questions should be submitted to the Property Administrator at nsfproperty@nsf.gov. 
 
Section D.5., Excess Government Personal Property (p. IX-7) 
 
c. (vi) The SF 122 should be signed by either the PI or the AOR. The following information should also be 
provided on each SF 122: 
 
Section D.5., Excess Government Personal Property (p. IX-10 – last sentence before section E) 
 
(ii) Further details may be obtained from the Property Administrator, Division of Administrative Services, 
National Science Foundation, 2415 Eisenhower Avenue, Alexandria, VA 22314, or via email 
(nsfproperty@nsf.gov). 
 

Wiley, Lori C.
Where is the definition? T&Cs refer to this section of the PAPPG, which does not make sense if the definition is not referenced here.

Wiley, Lori C.
The specific section should be indicated to be consistent with T&Cs.

Wiley, Lori C.
Consistency with T&Cs.

Wiley, Lori C.
Consistency with T&Cs.

Wiley, Lori C.
Recommend changing the order of these two items because it would flow better and assist the reader to have the Property Management Requirements for FOP right after the Conditions for Acquisition, Use, and Disposition of Equipment section. Excess Equipment subsection 5 should remain as the last section of part D in this chapter.

Wiley, Lori C.
Grantee also has to include their request for disposition in the final report.

Wiley, Lori C.
Why would the PI be allowed to sign off on excess property? Recommend deleting this.




