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Topics Covered 

• About NSF

• Proposal Preparation

• Merit Review

• Award Administration



NSF in a Nutshell

• Independent agency
• National Science Board
• Supports basic research and education
• Uses grant mechanism
• Discipline-based structure
• Use of rotators/IPAs



NSF by the Numbers



$10,183 Billion – a 3% increase over the FY 
2023 Total

https://new.nsf.gov/about/budget/fy2025 

https://new.nsf.gov/about/budget/fy2025


Find Funding Opportunities



Find Funding Opportunities



NSF Award Search



Another Way to Find Funding – Grants.gov



Proposal Preparation



The Proposal & Award Policies & Procedures Guide
The Proposal & Award Policies & 
Procedures Guide (PAPPG) contains 
documents relating to NSF's proposal 
and award process. It has been 
designed for use by both our customer 
community and NSF staff and consists 
of two parts.
• Part I is NSF’s proposal preparation and 

submission guidelines

• Part II is NSF’s award and administration 
guidelines



The Proposal & Award Policies & Procedures Guide
• Provides guidance for preparation and 

submission of proposals to NSF

• Describes process – and criteria – by 
which proposals will be reviewed

• Outlines reasons why a proposal may not 
be accepted or returned without review

• Describes process for withdrawals, 
returns, and declinations



NSF Proposal & Award Process Timeline

14



Categories of Funding Opportunities

Proposals for a Program 
Description must follow the 
instructions in the PAPPG.

Proposals for a Program 
Announcement must 
follow the instructions in 
the PAPPG.

Proposals must follow the 
instructions in the Program 
Solicitation; the 
instructions in the PAPPG 
apply unless otherwise 
stated in the solicitation.

Dear Colleague Letters 
provide general 
information, clarify or 
amend an existing policy, or 
inform about opportunities, 
or special competitions for 
supplements to existing 
awards. They may also 
announce interest for 
Planning, RAPID, EAGER, 
and RAISE proposals

Program Descriptions Program Announcements Program Solicitations Dear Colleague Letters

Funding Opportunities



What to Look for in a Funding Opportunity

Goal of 
Program Eligibility

Solicitations Only: 
Special proposal 

preparation 
and/or award 
requirements



Sample Cover Page of a Solicitation

Program Solicitation 
Number

NSF Directorate(s)
and Offices 

providing funding 
for this opportunity



Sample Cover Page of a Solicitation

Number of awards 
funded by the 
program per year

Funds available to 
the program per 
year



Sample Cover Page of a Solicitation

Eligibility 
information for 
organizations/PI
s submitting 
proposals



Types of Submissions

CONCEPT OUTLINES
Required for some categories of funding 
opportunities



Types of Submissions
LETTERS OF INTENT
Enables better management of 
reviewers and panelists



Types of Submissions
PRELIMINARY PROPOSALS
Sometimes required, sometimes 
optional



When to Submit Proposals
NO DEADLINES
Proposals may be submitted at 
any time



When to Submit Proposals
TARGET DATES
Talk to the Program Office if 
you think you might miss the 
date



When to Submit Proposals
DEADLINE DATES
Proposals will not be accepted 
after this date and time (5 p.m. 
submitting organization’s local 
time)



SUBMISSION WINDOWS
Proposals will not be accepted 
after this date and time (5 p.m. 
submitter’s local time)

When to Submit Proposals



Other Types of Proposals

• Planning
• Rapid Response Research (RAPID)
• EArly Concept Grants for Exploratory 

Research (EAGER)
• Research Advanced by Interdisciplinary 

Science and Engineering (RAISE)
• Grant Opportunities for Academic Liaison 

with Industry (GOALI)
• Conference

• Equipment
• Travel
• Center
• Research Infrastructure
• Career Life Balance (CLB) 

Supplemental Funding Requests
• Research Opportunity Supplemental 

Funding Requests for Predominantly 
Undergraduate Institutions (ROA-PUI)

See PAPPG Chapter II.F.



Research Proposal Contents



Single Copy Documents

Some proposal documents are for “NSF Use Only” and are not provided to 
reviewers
• Authorization to deviate from proposal preparation requirements

• List of suggested reviewers to include or not to include

• Proprietary or privileged information

• Proposal certifications provided by the organization

• Proposal certifications provided by senior personnel



Required Sections of a Research Proposal
• Cover Sheet
• Project Summary
• Project Description
• References Cited
• Budget
• Budget Justification
• Facilities, Equipment and Other Resources
• Senior Personnel Documents

• Biographical Sketch(es)
• Current and Pending (Other) Support
• Synergistic Activities (beginning with NSF 24-1)
• Collaborators and Other Affiliations Information (Single Copy Document)

• Data Management and Sharing Plan
• Mentoring Plan (if applicable)
• Plan for Safe and Inclusive Working Environment (if applicable; not submitted with proposal unless specified in a solicitation)

Proposals that do not contain these required sections may not be accepted



Proposals Not Accepted or Returned Without Review
If it does not contain all of the required sections, as described in PAPPG Chapter II.D.2.
• Per the PAPPG Project Summary Requirement:

• Must include an Overview and separate statements on Intellectual Merit and Broader Impacts.

• Per the PAPPG Project Description Requirement:
• Must contain, as a separate section within the narrative, a section labeled “Broader Impacts.”

• Must include results from prior NSF support with an end date in the past five years.

• Per the PAPPG Data Management and Sharing Plan Requirement:
• Must be included as a supplementary document.

• Mentoring Requirement (if applicable):
• Proposals that include funding for graduate students or postdoctoral scholars must include a 

description of the mentoring activities that will be provided for such individuals.



Proposals Not Accepted or Returned Without Review
• It is inappropriate for funding by the National 

Science Foundation.
• Has the potential to negatively impact 

research security due to credible information 
of a national security concern.

• It is submitted with insufficient lead time 
before the activity is scheduled to begin.

• It is a full proposal that was submitted by a 
proposer that has received a “not invited” 
response to the submission of a preliminary 
proposal.

• It is a duplicate of, or substantially similar to, 
a proposal already under consideration by 
NSF from the same submitter.



Proposals Not Accepted or Returned Without Review
• It does not meet NSF proposal preparation requirements, such as page 

limitations, formatting instructions, and electronic submission, as specified in the 
PAPPG or program solicitation.

• It is not responsive to the NSF funding opportunity. 
• It does not meet an announced proposal deadline date.
• It was previously reviewed and declined and has not been substantially revised.
• It duplicates another proposal that was already awarded
• It does not contain each of the required sections of the proposal



Sections of an NSF Proposal

Cover Sheet (Required)
• Many of the boxes on the cover 

sheet are electronically prefilled 
as part of the login process.



Sections of an NSF Proposal
Cover Sheet Checkboxes
• Beginning Investigator (BIO Directorate Only)
• Disclosure of Lobbying Activities
• Proprietary or Privileged Information
• Special Exceptions to the Deadline Date Policy
• Historic Place
• Live Vertebrate Animals
• Human Subjects
• Funding of an International Branch Campus of a US IHE
• Funding of a Foreign Organization or Foreign Individual
• International Activities
• Potential Life Sciences Dual Use Research of Concern
• Off-Campus or Off-Site Research
• Potential Impacts on Tribal Nations



Sections of an NSF Proposal

Project Summary (Required)

• Must contain an Overview and 
Statements on Intellectual Merit 
and Broader Impacts.

• Proposals that do not separately 
address the Overview and both 
Merit Review criteria will not be 
accepted.

Text from the PAPPG



Merit Review Criteria

• Intellectual Merit: The Intellectual Merit criterion encompasses 
the potential to advance knowledge; and

• Broader Impacts: The Broader Impacts criterion 
encompasses the potential to benefit society and contribute 
to the achievement of specific, desired societal outcomes.



Sections of an NSF Proposal
Project Description (Required)

• Proposers should address what they 
want to do, why they want to do it, 
how they plan to do it, how they will 
know if they succeed, and what 
benefits could accrue if the project is 
successful.

• A separate section within the narrative 
must include a discussion of the 
broader impacts of the proposed 
activities.

Text from the PAPPG



Sections of an NSF Proposal

References Cited (Required)

• Reference information is 
required, and proposers must 
follow accepted scholarly 
practices in providing citations 
for source materials.

Text from the PAPPG



Sections of an NSF Proposal

Budget & Budget Justification 
(Required)

• Each proposal must contain a budget 
for each year of support requested. 

• The budget justification should be no 
more than five pages for all years of 
the project combined.

• Proposals containing subawards must 
include a separate budget justification 
of no more than five pages for each 
subaward.



Budgetary Guidelines
Information regarding budgetary guidelines can be found in PAPPG as well as NSF program 
solicitations.

Amounts should be:
• Realistic and reasonable
• Well-justified and should establish need
• Consistent with program guidelines

Eligible costs consist of:

• Personnel
• Equipment
• Travel
• Participant support
• Other direct costs (e.g., subawards, consultant services, computer services, and publications costs)



Sections of an NSF Proposal
Facilities, Equipment, and Other Resources (Required)
This section of the proposal is used to assess the adequacy of the organizational 
resources available to perform the effort proposed.



Sections of an NSF Proposal – Biographical Sketch

Text from the PAPPG

• Required for each individual identified as a senior/key 
person.

• Used to assess how well qualified the individual, team, or 
organization is to conduct the proposed activities.

• Individuals are required to disclose contracts associated 
with participation in programs sponsored by foreign 
governments, instrumentalities, or entities, including 
foreign government-sponsored talent recruitment 
programs.

• Must certify that they are not a party to a Malign Foreign 
Talent Recruitment Program

• Must be created in SciENcv.



Sections of an NSF Proposal – Current and Pending 
(Other) Support
• Required for each individual identified as a senior/key 

person.

• Used to assess the capacity or any conflicts of 
commitment that may impact the ability of the individual 
to carry out the research effort as proposed.

• Information helps assess any potential scientific and 
budgetary overlap/duplication with the project being 
proposed.

• Must certify that they are not a party to a Malign Foreign 
Talent Recruitment Program

• Must be created in SciENcv.



Sections of an NSF Proposal – Synergistic Activities

• Beginning with PAPPG (NSF 24-1) Synergistic Activities will no 
longer be an element of the biographical sketch

• Must be included as a separate upload for each senior/key person in 
Research.gov

• May be up to one page that includes a list of up to five distinct 
examples that demonstrate the broader impact of the individual’s 
professional and scholarly activities that focus on the integration and 
transfer of knowledge as well as its creation.

• Multiple examples of a distinct activity are not permitted.



Sections of an NSF Proposal

Special Information and Supplementary 
Documentation
This section is used for the required data 
management plan, postdoctoral mentoring 
plan and other pertinent supplementary 
information, such as letters of collaboration; 
more information can be found in the 
PAPPG Chapter II.D.2.i.

Letters of 
Collaboration

Data 
Management 
and Sharing 

Plans



Letters of Collaboration
Letters should be limited to stating the intent to collaborate. While not required, 
the following format may be used:
• “If the proposal submitted by Dr. [name of the PI] entitled [proposal title] is selected for funding by 

the NSF, it is my intent to collaborate and/or commit resources as detailed in the Project 
Description or the Facilities, Equipment and Other Resources section of the proposal."

• Must NOT recommend or endorse PI or project
All relevant collaborative activities should be described in the Project Description, 
or in the Facilities, Equipment and Other Resources pages, such as:
• Intellectual contributions to the project
• Permission to access a site, use instrumentation or facility
• Offer to furnish samples / materials for research
• Logistical support / evaluation services
• Mentoring of U.S. students at a foreign site, if applicable



Mentoring for Graduate Students or Postdoctoral 
Scholars
• Proposals that include funding to support graduate students or postdoctoral 

scholars must include a description of the mentoring activities that will be 
provided for such individuals.

• Proposed mentoring activities will be evaluated as part of the merit review 
process, under NSF’s Broader Impacts merit review criterion.

• Proposals that identify graduate students or postdoctoral scholars on the budget 
but do
not include a maximum one-page mentoring plan as a supplementary document 
will be prevented from submission. 

• For collaborative proposals, the lead organization must submit a mentoring plan 
for entire collaborative project. 



Mentoring for Graduate Students or Postdoctoral 
Scholars

Mentoring activities may include:
• Providing career counseling, training in the preparation 

of grant proposals, or training in responsible 
professional practices.

• Developing publications and presentations.
• Offering guidance on techniques to improve teaching 

and mentoring skills.
• Providing counseling on how to effectively collaborate 

with researchers from diverse backgrounds and 
disciplinary areas.



Data Management and Sharing Plan Requirements
• All proposals are required to include, as a 

supplementary doc, a Data Management 
and Sharing Plan of up to two pages. 

• Plan should describe how the proposal will 
conform to NSF policy on dissemination and 
sharing of research results.

• A valid Data Management and Sharing Plan 
may include only the statement that no 
detailed plan is needed, as long as a clear 
justification is provided.

• Plan will be reviewed as part of the 
Intellectual Merit and/or Broader Impacts of 
the proposal.



Safe and Inclusive Working Environments for Off-Campus or 
Off-Site Research

• For each proposal that proposes to conduct research off-campus or off-site, the AOR 
must complete a certification that the organization has a plan in place for that 
proposal regarding safe and inclusive working environments

• Off-campus or off-site research is defined as data/information/samples being 
collected off-campus or off-site, such as fieldwork and research activities on vessels 
and aircraft

• The plan itself is not submitted to NSF as part of the proposal



Seeking and Obtaining Tribal Nation Approval for Proposals 
that May Impact Tribal Resources or Interests

• Proposals that may impact the resources or interests of a federally recognized American Indian 
or Alaska Native Tribal Nation (Tribal Nation) will not be awarded by NSF without the prior 
written approval from the designated official(s) from the relevant tribe(s). 

• For these purposes, references to “resources or interests of a Tribal Nation” are limited to 
resources and interests connected to Tribal Nation lands or those aspects of Tribal life that are 
within the domain of a Tribal Nation, (including, but not limited to, Tribal languages and 
subsistence rights on Tribal Nation lands) as opposed to individual Tribal Nation members. 

• Proposal Preparation Instructions:
• New checkbox on the Cover Sheet to indicate if there are “Potential Impacts on Tribal Nations”
• Proposers seeking funding for such proposals must provide at least one of the following at time of proposal 

submission:
(i) A copy of the written request to the Tribal Nation for the activities that require review and approval;
(ii) Prior to award, a written confirmation from the Tribal Nation(s) that review and approval is not required; or
(iii) A document providing the requisite approval.



Reminders When Preparing Proposals

• Read the funding opportunity
• Ask a Program Officer for clarifications if 

needed

• Address all the proposal review 
criteria

• Understand the NSF merit review 
process

• Avoid omissions and mistakes
• Check your proposal to verify that it 

is complete!



Merit Review Process



Proposal & Award Policies & Procedures Guide (PAPPG)



Program Officer Review
• Upon receipt at NSF, proposals are routed

to the PI-designated program office.
• NSF staff conduct a preliminary review to

ensure proposals are:
• Complete;

• Timely; and

• In compliance with proposal preparation
requirements.

• NSF may not accept a proposal or may
return it without review if it does not
meet the requirements above.

• If the proposal is outside the scope of the program, the Program 
Officer usually tries to transfer it to the most appropriate program for 
evaluation.



Merit Review Criteria
When evaluating NSF proposals, reviewers should consider what the 
proposers want to do, why they want to do it, how they plan to do it, how 
they will know if they succeed, and what benefits would accrue if the 
project is successful. These issues apply both to the technical aspects of 
the proposal and the way in which the project may make broader 
contributions. To that end, reviewers are asked to evaluate all proposals 
against two criteria:

• Intellectual Merit: The Intellectual Merit criterion encompasses the potential to 
advance knowledge; and

• Broader Impacts: The Broader Impacts criterion encompasses the potential to 
benefit society and contribute to the achievement of specific, desired societal 
outcomes.



Five Review Elements

The following elements should be considered in the review for both criteria:
• What is the potential for the proposed activity to:

• advance knowledge and understanding within its own field or across different fields 
(Intellectual Merit); and

• benefit society or advance desired societal outcomes (Broader Impacts)?
• To what extent do the proposed activities suggest and explore creative, original, 

or potentially transformative concepts?
• Is the plan for carrying out the proposed activities well-reasoned, well-organized, 

and based on a sound rationale? Does the plan incorporate a mechanism to 
assess success?

• How well qualified is the individual, team, or institution to conduct the proposed 
activities?

• Are there adequate resources available to the PI (either at the home institution or 
through collaborations) to carry out the proposed activities?



Types of Reviews
Ad hoc: Proposals sent out for review 

• Ad hoc reviewers usually have specific expertise in a field related to the proposal.

• Some proposals may undergo ad hoc review only.

Panel: In-person or virtual conducted by reviewers at NSF and other 
settings

• Panel reviewers usually have a broader scientific knowledge.

• Some proposals may undergo only a panel review.

• Some proposals may undergo reviews by multiple panels (especially for those proposals 
with crosscutting themes).



Types of Reviews

Internal: Review by NSF Program Officers only

• Examples of internally reviewed proposals:
• Planning proposals
• Proposals submitted to Rapid Response Research Grants (RAPID)
• Proposals submitted to Early-concept Grants for Exploratory Research (EAGER)
• Proposals submitted to Research Advanced by Interdisciplinary Science and Engineering (RAISE)
• Career-Life Balance (CLB) Supplemental Funding Requests
• Proposals for conferences under $50,000



What is the Role of the Reviewer?

Review all proposal material and consider

• The two NSF merit review criteria and any 
program specific criteria.

• The adequacy of the proposed project plan 
including the budget, resources, and timeline.

• The priorities of the scientific field and of the 
NSF program.

• The potential risks and benefits of the project.
Make independent written comments on the 
quality of the proposal content.



How are Reviewers Selected?
Types of Reviewers Recruited

• Reviewers with specific content expertise

• Reviewers with general science or education expertise
Sources of Reviewers

• Program Officer’s knowledge of the research area

• References listed in proposal

• Recent professional society programs

• Computer searches of S&E journal articles related
to the proposal

• Former reviewers

• Reviewer recommendations included in proposal or sent by email



Personal Relationships with Principal Investigator 

Examples

• Known family or marriage relationship

• Business partner

• Past or present thesis advisor or thesis 
student

• Collaboration on a project or book, 
article, or paper within the last 48 months

• Co-edited a journal, compendium, or 
conference proceedings within the last 
24 months



Affiliations with Proposing Organizations 

Examples

• Current employment at the organization

• Other association with the organization, 
such as being a consultant

• Being considered for employment or any 
formal or informal reemployment
arrangement at the organization

• Any office, governing board  
membership, or relevant committee 
membership at the organization



How Do I Become a Reviewer?

Contact the NSF Program Officer(s) of the 
program(s) that fit your expertise

• Introduce yourself and your research experience.

• Tell them you want to become a reviewer for their 
program.

• Ask them when the next panel will be held.

• Offer to send a 2-page CV with current contact 
information.

• Stay in touch if you don’t hear back right away.



Why Serve on an NSF Panel?

• Serve the community by helping to inform 
and guide research investments.

• Gain first-hand knowledge of the merit 
review process

• Learn about common problems with 
proposals

• Discover proposal writing strategies
• Meet colleagues and NSF Program Officers 

managing the programs related to your 
research



Funding Decisions
• The merit review panel provides:

• Review of the proposal and a recommendation on 
funding.

• Feedback (strengths and weaknesses) to the 
proposers.

• NSF Program Officers make funding 
recommendations guided by program goals 
and portfolio considerations.

• NSF Division Directors either concur or reject 
the Program Officers’ funding 
recommendations.



Feedback from Merit Review

• Reviewer ratings (such as: E, V, G, F, P)
• Analysis of how well proposal addresses 

both review criteria: Intellectual Merit and 
Broader Impacts

• Proposal strengths and weaknesses
• Reasons for a declination

(if applicable)
If you have any questions, contact the 
cognizant Program Officer



Examples of Reasons for Declines

• The proposal was not considered to be 
competitive based on the merit review criteria and 
the program office concurred.

• The proposal had flaws or issues identified by the 
program officer.

• The program funds were not adequate to fund all 
competitive proposals.



Revisions and Resubmissions

Points to consider

• Do the reviewers and the NSF Program 
Officer identify significant strengths in your 
proposal?

• Can you address the weaknesses that 
reviewers and the Program Officer 
identified?

• Are there other ways you or your colleagues 
think you can strengthen a resubmission?

If you have questions, contact the cognizant 
Program Officer.



NSF Reconsideration Process

Explanation from 
Program Officer 
and/or Division 
Director

Written request for 
reconsideration to 
Assistant Director 
within 90 days of 
the decision

Request from 
organization to 
Deputy Director of 
NSF within 60 
days of the 
decision



Possible Considerations for Funding a Competitive Proposal

• Addresses all review criteria
• Likely high impact
• Broadening participation
• Educational impact
• Impact on organization/state
• Special programmatic considerations (e.g. 

CAREER/RUI/EPSCoR)
• Other support for PI
• “Launching” versus “Maintaining”
• Portfolio balance



Issuance of the Award

• NSF’s Division of Grants and Agreements (DGA) reviews the recommendation 
from the program office for business, financial, and policy implications.

• NSF’s grants and agreements officers make the official award as long as:

• The organization has an adequate grants management capacity.

• The PI/co-PIs do not have  overdue annual or final reports.

• There are no other outstanding issues with the institution or PI.



Award Administration



NSF Award Process

What Kind of Awards are Issued?
• Assistance Awards - the principal purpose of which is to transfer anything of value 

from NSF to the grantee for them to carry out a public purpose; and not to acquire 
property or services for NSF’s direct benefit or use.

• Grants (Standard and Continuing)

• Cooperative Agreements
• Fellowships

• Other Types of Awards
• Acquisitions
• Contracts
• Other Arrangements



Award Requirements

Award Terms and Conditions 
• Terms and conditions are identified in 

the award notice
• For questions about an award reach 

out to the grants and agreements 
officer



Recipient Responsibilities
National Policy Requirements



Recipient Notifications to NSF
• Grantee-Approved No-Cost Extension

• Significant Changes in Methods or Procedures (Other than Changes in 
Objective or Scope)

• Significant Changes, Delays or Events of Unusual Interest (Other than Changes 
in Objective or Scope)

• Annual and Final Cost Share Notification



Recipient Notifications to NSF
• Conflicts of Interest that can not be satisfactorily managed, reduced or eliminated 

and research that proceeds without the imposition of conditions or restricts when a 
conflict of interest exists

• Finding/Determination that a PI or  co-PI has been found to have violated awardee 
policies or codes of conduct, statutes, regulations, or executive orders relating to sexual 
harassment, other forms of harassment, or sexual assault

• Placement by the recipient of a PI or co-PI on administrative leave or the 
imposition of any administrative action on the PI or any co-PI by the awardee relating to 
any finding/determination or an investigation of an alleged violation of awardee policies 
or codes of conduct, statutes, regulations, or executive orders relating to sexual 
harassment, other forms of harassment, or sexual assault.



Recipient Requests for NSF Prior Approval
• Changes in objectives, scope, or methods/procedures
• Changes in PI, co-PI or person-months devoted to the project
• Second no-cost extension
• Transfer of funds from participant support to other categories of expense
• Subawarding, or transferring part of an NSF award (subaward)
• Postaward additions of postdoctoral scholars

For the full list, see the 
Research Terms and Conditions, Appendix A Prior Approval Matrix

https://www.nsf.gov/awards/managing/rtc.jsp 

https://www.nsf.gov/awards/managing/rtc.jsp


No Cost Extensions

• Awards with $0 balances cannot be extended.
• Awards cannot be extended just to spend remaining funds.
• Submit Grantee-Approved NCEs at least 10 days prior to the award end date.
• Submit the NSF-Approved NCEs at least 45 days prior to the award end date.
• Research.gov will automatically determine what type of NCE is appropriate 

based upon eligibility.
• NSF-Approved NCEs may be submitted “late,” but you will need to explain why.
• Verify that the no cost extension changed the end date.



Technical Reporting Requirements

Annual and Final Annual Project Reports
• Must be approved by the NSF Program Officer
• Annual reports are due 90 days prior to the end of the current budget period
• Final annual reports are due no later than 120 days following the end date of 

the award

Project Outcomes Report (POR) for the General Public
• Not approved by the NSF Program Officer.
• Due no later than 120 days following the end date of the award 



Technical Reporting Requirements
• By submitting the final project report, the PI is 

signifying that the scope of work for the project has 
been completed and that they do 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 final project report does not 
preclude the grantee from requesting any further 
payments for costs incurred during the period of 
performance.

• See PAPPG Chapter VII.D



Technical Reporting Requirements
General Information about Project Reports
• NSF sends “reminder” notices for all reports – when they are due and when they become overdue.
• The report requirements for an award are available to the PI and all co-PIs via Research.gov.
• The SPO can run a report to show reports that are due and overdue via Research.gov for all the 

organization’s awards.
• Any active personnel—the PI and all co-PIs – may submit the reports.
• The SPO does not have access to submit the reports.
• When in doubt, contact your Program Officer, or the Research.gov Help Desk.

Consequences for Overdue Project Reports
• No future funding – subject award or associated awards

• No administrative actions – subject award or associated awards

• Can impact other PIs’ awards

• Will be reported to FAPIIS (more on this later)



Reporting Requirements Pilot

NSF initiated a pilot in September 2023 intended to improve the timeliness 
of annual reports.

• Tested whether targeted communication and withholding future payments would 
improve the timeliness of annual project report submissions.

• Scope: awards from three Divisions with overdue annual project reports as of 
October 1, 2023, and awards that became overdue through February 1, 2024. 

• Initial finding show over 95% of targeted awards submitted annual reports, 
which is significantly higher than nonparticipating Divisions.



Overdue Project Reports and FAPIIS
• The Uniform Guidance requires Federal 

awarding agencies to post overdue 
project reports at the time of award 
closeout to a PUBLIC-FACING repository 
of POOR PERFORMERS – the 
Responsibility/Qualification (R/Q 
formerly FAPIIS).

• No one wants to go into FAPIIS. DON’T 
WAIT UNTIL IT’S TOO LATE.

• Click here to learn more about the 
project reporting module on 
Research.gov and see the current 
status of your reports.

https://www.fapiis.gov/fapiis/#/home
https://www.research.gov/common/attachment/Desktop/RPPR_FAQ.pdf


Award Transfers

Awards are made to the Organization, not the PI
If the PI is moving to a new Organization, the transferring organization 
typically has the options below:

• Nominate new PI: The request will be reviewed by the NSF Program Officer and sent to DGA 
for final review/approval. 

• Request to sub-award
• Agree to transfer – New Award issued to New Awardee
• Terminate: Contact DGA and the NSF Program Officer immediately.  There is no module for 

requesting termination of an award. 

These and other possible alternatives should be discussed with the Grants 
and Agreements Officer in DGA.



Who to Contact on Your Campus and at NSF

• Your Organization’s Sponsored Projects Office – questions on proposal 
preparation & submission; general policy questions; guidance in the PAPPG

• NSF Program Officer – programmatic questions; questions on guidance in a 
funding opportunity

• NSF Grants & Agreements Officer – questions related to an NSF award

• NSF Policy Office – general policy questions; questions on proposal 
preparation, and other guidance specified in the PAPPG



Ask Early, Ask Often
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