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Chapter II.D.2.f.(i)(a) 
The first paragraph of this sec7on basically states that the NSF expect cost share through that 
por7on of a faculty's normal 9-month appointment that supports research. This is a misinterpret
a7on of the intent of the research por7on of a tenured/tenure track faculty 
posi7on. The research por7on of a faculty appointment is directed toward inves7ga7ng new 
avenues of research, gathering pilot date for future grant applica7ons, training new students, 
wri7ng grants, complying with ever-increasing regula7ons related to conduct of sponsored 
projects, etc. A faculty appointment is now consumed with these ac7vi7es and it is 
unreasonable for NSF to expect faculty to cost share this 7me. If the NSF wants faculty and 
ins7tu7ons to cost share on sponsored projects, they should ask for it instead of hiding it in this 
policy. 

Case and point is the second paragraph, which states that the NSF limits the salary it will pay to t
wo months. There is an excep7on stated, but as a prac7cal maMer, program managers leverage 
this language in the PAPG, some7mes in exploi7ve ways such as holding out this sec7on before 
making a final award decision. In fact, some have gone so far as to tell the faculty that they will 
hold up an award decision un7l the faculty is compliant with the "two-month rule". That is not 
what this sec7on states, and to misrepresent it is unethical. Lastly, this form of cost share creat
es massive inequality that NSF needs to consider. Wealthier ins7tu7ons that can afford to 
underwrite NSF-funded projects can compete beMer for funding, which those that cannot afford 
to pay their faculty to run NSF projects cannot. In this era of vast inequity bet
ween academic ins7tu7ons, NSF needs to consider this policy, its language and implement
a7on, and the consequences on universi7es. 

If NSF is requiring cost share, state it, require it, and enforce it. Con7nuing to hide it is a farce 
that creates an uneven playing field. If NSF would like to address this hidden (not so hidden) 
cost to ins7tu7ons, the language should be made more clear.  Here is a sugges7on: 

Current language 
NSF regards research as one of the normal func7ons of faculty members at ins7tu7ons of higher 
educa7on. Compensa7on for 7me normally spent on research within the term of appoint
ment is deemed to be included within the faculty member’s regular organiza7onal salary. 

Suggested edits 
NSF regards research as one of the normal func7ons of faculty members at ins7tu7ons of higher 
educa7on but appreciates that ins7tu7onal resources support many ac7vi7es under these 
func7on. As such, resources dedicated to research are spread thin at many ins7tu7ons and may
  not be available to support and augment the conduct of NSF-funded project
s. When reasonably  available, compensa7on for 7me normally spent on research within the t
erm of appointment is 

deemed to be included within the faculty member’s regular organiza7onal salary. When such 
subsidiza7on of NSF-funded research is not possible, organiza7ons should seek relief from the 
two-month salary guideline as described below. NSF Program Managers should encourage the 
use of this exemp7on, when warranted, in order to create equity in the ability of all ins7tu7ons 
to par7cipate in NSF-funded programs. 
 


