
 

NOVEMBER 29, 2016 

The Research Community Update informs campus administrators about research-related topics of interest and 
importance.  Staff in the Office of Sponsored Programs are here to help you with navigating the changing and 
challenging world of research administration.   
  
To unsubscribe, or to request that someone be added to this newsletter distribution list, please contact Ron 
Fleischmann, Associate Director of Pre-Award Administration (fleischm@uwm.edu).   
 
This issue features: 

• NSF Releases New Proposal & Award Policies & Procedures Guide;  
• NIH Publishes New Grants Policy Statement;  
• Use of Labor Hours in Proposal Budgets;  
• Lessons from the NSF Merit Review Process Report: Funding Rates;  
• NIH to Host Online Peer Review Briefings in December;  
• SRA Offers its Basics of Research Administration Course in January; and 
• The $5.00 Question.  

 

NSF RELEASES NEW PROPOSAL & AWARD POLICIES & PROCEDURES GUIDE 

The National Science Foundation (NSF) released a new Proposal & Award Policies & Procedures Guide (PAPPG) for 
proposals submitted, or due, on or after January 30, 2017 (NSF 17-1).  Notable changes to the new PAPPG 
include: 

• New Naming Protocol: The two primary sections of the previous PAPPG—the Grant Proposal Guide (Pre-
Award) and Award and Administration Guide (Post-Award) have been renamed PAPPG Part I and Part II, 
respectively.   

 
• Project Summary: The 4,600 character limit has been eliminated.  The document may only be one-page in 

length.   
 

• Collaborators and Other Affiliations Information:  Applicants are no longer required to provide their thesis 
advisor or postgraduate scholar sponsor, only their Ph.D. advisor.   

 
• New Proposal Type: Grant Opportunities for Academic Liaison with Industry (GOALI) proposals will now be 

accepted across all NSF divisions.   
 

• Travel Proposals: The “International Travel Proposal” type has been updated to “Travel Proposal” to reflect 
that this type of proposal can be used for both domestic and international travel requests.   

 
• Letters of Support: Additional language was added to emphasize the importance of submitting letters of 

support only when specifically required.  The inclusion of letters of support when not requested may result in 
the return of the proposal without review.  

 
The full list of all Significant Changes and Clarifications to PAPPG 17-1 is available online.  The Office of Sponsored 
Programs has also updated its NSF Proposal Checklist and NSF Proposal Preparation and Submission Guide to reflect 
the latest PAPPG.  Both are available from the Forms and Downloads page of our website.   
 

NIH PUBLISHES NEW GRANTS POLICY STATEMENT 

The National Institutes of Health (NIH) has released a new Grants Policy Statement (GPS) effective on all NIH grants 
and cooperative agreements with budget periods beginning on or after October 1, 2016.  For the first time, the 
latest NIH GPS does not introduce any new material.  However, the latest NIH GPS does incorporate up-to-date policy 
guidance issued via Guide Notices, clarifies certain policies, and implements changes in statutes, regulations, and 

mailto:fleischm@uwm.edu
https://www.nsf.gov/publications/pub_summ.jsp?ods_key=nsf17001
https://www.nsf.gov/pubs/policydocs/pappg17_1/sigchanges.jsp
http://uwm.edu/officeofresearch/wp-content/uploads/sites/91/2016/11/Pre-NSF-Abbreviated-Checklist-17-1.docx
http://uwm.edu/officeofresearch/wp-content/uploads/sites/91/2016/11/Pre-NSF-Prep-Guide-17-1.docx
http://uwm.edu/officeofresearch/forms-and-downloads/
https://grants.nih.gov/grants/policy/nihgps/HTML5/introduction.htm
http://grants.nih.gov/policy/index.htm#gps


policies that have been implemented through legal and/or policy processes that have occurred since 
October/November 2015.   
 
The full list of all Significant Changes since the October/November 2015 NIH GPS is available online.  The 2015 GPS 
remains as a standard term and condition for grants and cooperative agreements with budget periods beginning prior to 
October 1, 2016.  
 

USE OF LABOR HOURS IN PROPOSAL BUDGETS 
By Jessica Stroud, Senior Contracts Administrator 

In order to comply with Uniform Guidance 2 CFR 200.430, labor hours or hourly rates cannot be used to determine 
salary applied to an extramural project.  However, there are certain instances in which a federal sponsor requires 
personnel costs to be broken down by labor hours.  While this is undesirable as it does not conform to UWM’s official 
effort reporting record policy, a proposal can be submitted using hourly rates as long as the following statement is 
provided to the sponsor: 
 
The estimated number of [hours and/or hourly rates OR days and/or daily rates] are provided for evaluation purposes 
as required in the funding opportunity announcement.  Rates are not auditable in the UWM financial system of record.  
It is understood that the University will not be required to maintain a record of hours of effort under any resultant award 
nor required to invoice personnel effort by hours.  
 
Labor hours should never be provided to a non-federal sponsor.  Instead, industry sponsors should be provided a 
fully-burdened budget, also known as fully-loaded (see the “Industry” tab of the Budget Tool).  Fully burdened means 
that both direct and indirect costs have been combined for each budget line item to reflect one total cost per line item, 
as opposed to including indirect costs as a separate budget line item in most “typical” sponsored project budgets.  
 
Questions?  Please contact your Pre-Award Specialist.   
 

LESSONS FROM THE NSF MERIT REVIEW PROCESS REPORT: FUNDING RATES 

NSF has released a report regarding the agency’s Merit Review Process. Along with providing a wealth of information 
about NSF proposal submission, review, and award processes, this report has great pieces of general advice about 
grant-seeking and award management. One of the key items in this report is the analysis of 2015 funding rates 
across directorates, program types, and PIs. Here are some highlights: 
 
• Overall Funding Rate: NSF completed action on 49,620 proposals in FY 2015, a 3.3% increase from FY 2014, 

resulting in 12,007 awards, a 9.6% increase from FY 2014. Consequently, in FY 2015, the proposal success rate 
was 24%.  From FY 2010 to FY 2015, the success rate has been relatively stable, remaining between 22% and 
24%. 

 
• New PIs: The success rate for PIs who have not previously had an NSF award is lower than that for PIs who have 

previously submitted a successful NSF proposal: 18% compared to 28%.  In FY 2015, the proportion of proposals 
from new PIs was 37%; since FY 2001 this number has ranged between approximately 36% and 39%.   

 
• Success Rates by Directorate: Below is a snapshot of the proposals, awards, and success rates across the 

Directorates: 
 

Directorate # Proposals # Awards Rate 
NSF Overall 49,620 12,007 24% 
BIO 5,119 1,379 27% 
CISE 8,032 1,886 23% 
EHR 4,242 830 20% 
ENG 12,326 2,504 20% 
GEO 5,812 1,463 25% 
MPS 9,133 2,593 28% 
OIA 91 36 40% 
OISE 582 275 47% 
SBE 4,283 1,041 24% 
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• Research Grants: NSF defines Research Grants as those that represent what could be considered a typical 
“research” award, particularly with respect to award size.  Education grants are included; excluded are large 
awards such as centers and facilities, equipment and instrumentation grants, conference and symposia grants, 
and SBIRs.  In FY 2015, NSF received 40,869 research grants and made 8,993 awards, for a success rate of 
22%.  This rate exceeds the FY 2014 success rate of 20%. 

 
The Proposal Development Services Unit in OSP is an excellent resource for developing competitive proposals, and 
services are provided free of charge. For more information or to request assistance with a proposal, contact Michelle 
Schoenecker at schoene7@uwm.edu or 229-2747, or Kari Whittenberger-Keith at kariwk@uwm.edu or 229-4062. 
 

NIH TO HOST ONLINE PEER REVIEW BRIEFINGS IN DECEMBER 

The NIH Center for Scientific Review (CSR) will host two online Peer Review Briefings in December.  The intent of 
these Briefings is to provide applicants with key information to better navigate the NIH Peer Review Process.  Both 
Briefings will be held from 1:00 PM to 2:00 PM Central, including a 30 minute Question and Answer (Q&A) period: 
 

• December 1, 2016: Eight Ways to Successfully Navigate NIH Peer Review and Get an R01 Grant 
 

• December 2, 2016: NIH Peer Review Briefing for Basic Research Applicants and Reviewers  
 
To participate: 
 

• Navigate to www.csr.nih.gov/webinar to register for the Briefing you would like to join.  No special software is 
required to participate.  

 
• Register by November 30 for the December Briefings. 

 
• Submit questions for the Q&A period by sending to AskExperts@csr.nih.gov.   

 
Cannot participate in the Briefings due to schedule conflicts?  Both will be made available approximately one month 
after the live airing.  Please share this information with interested researchers in your department/division.   
 

SRA OFFERS ITS BASICS OF RESEARCH ADMINISTRATION COURSE IN JANUARY 

The Society of Research Administrators (SRA) will offer its Basics of Research Administration course in San Diego, 
CA from January 18 to January 20, 2017.  This course will offer an intensive, 2.5 day professional development 
opportunity in most areas of research administration, including finding funding, pre-award, award acceptance, 
compliance, and post-award.  
 
This course is specifically targeted for research administrators with less than two years of experience.  
Department/division-level personnel are encouraged to attend, especially those with newly acquired responsibilities 
who need to understand the broad spectrum of research administration.   
 

THE $5.00 QUESTION 

In the spirit of professional development, during the Fall 2016 semester OSP will present a question or scenario to 
Research Community Update subscribers about various aspects of research administration (proposal development, 
pre-award, compliance, and post-award). Subscribers will have one week from the date of publication to submit an 
answer, and the subscriber(s) with the best answer(s) will receive a $5.00 gift card to The UWM Grind*!  OSP will 
publish the best responses along with the subscriber’s name, department/division, and response in an upcoming edition 
of the Research Community Update.  Our recognition jackpot will accumulate if we have no responses—and it’s now 
up to $10!  
 
THIS WEEK’S QUESTION: 
True or False: An investigator must meet his or her effort commitment, or the amount of time to be spent on a project 
specified in the funded proposal, during each effort UWM Effort Reporting period of performance (January 1 – June 30 
and July 1 – December 31). 
 
Please send your responses to Ron Fleischmann, Associate Director of Pre-Award Administration 
(fleischm@uwm.edu).  
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PREVIOUS WEEK’S QUESTION AND RESPONSE: 
Q: A principal investigator intends to develop a shared instrument on her project.  The instrument will be assembled 
using various items that cost less than $5,000 individually, but will only function as intended when assembled together.  
The PI lists each of these costs individually in her project budget under the “supply” category.  Did the PI complete her 
budget correctly?  Why or why not?   
 
A:  The primary issue here is “how is the instrument intended to function as proposed and subsequently awarded?”  If 
the individual components are necessary to build the instrument as proposed and awarded, and if the cost of these 
items combined exceeds $5,000, then these components should be listed as “Equipment” in the budget.   
 
If the cost of the individual components will be less than $5,000 cumulatively, then the components should be 
listed as “Supplies” in the budget.  It all depends on how the instrument will function in the proposal and what 
components are required in order for it to do so.   
 
Why does it matter that these costs are included in the proper category?  Well, for several reasons:  
 

• Costs included as “supplies” are subject to MTDC Facilities and Administrative cost calculations, but 
“equipment” is not.  Misclassifying equipment as supplies could have an impact in terms of budgeting purposes, 
especially if a program has a total cost cap.   

 
• Most sponsors require grantees to disclose whether equipment was purchased with award funds.  

Misclassifying equipment as supplies may be an issue during final project closeout as we may not properly 
disclose the purchase of equipment.   

 
• Equipment must be logged into the University’s inventory control process/system, which is typically audited on 

a regular basis.  Equipment purchased under supplies could result in that particular item being excluded from 
the University’s inventory control system—and could create an audit finding for our campus at a later date!  
Many of our sponsors require that we disclose audit findings during each proposal submission, so preventing 
audit findings is important for us all.   

 
*No state funds are used to purchase recognition items. Staff from the Office of Research and the Office of Sponsored 
Programs are ineligible. 

 


