Jean Feldman: Good afternoon, everyone. My name is Jean Feldman. I'm head of the policy office in the Division of Institution and Award Support at the National Science Foundation and I'm extremely pleased to reach out to all you in the audience for a workshop—one of the first we’ve ever done of its kind—for sponsored projects offices across the country for a new program at the National Science Foundation called BREAD—Basic Research to Enable Agricultural Development. This is a fabulous collaboration with the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation and we’ve got a lot of things that we would like to cover today. We’re going to do some introductions—you can’t see but we’ve got a collection of NSF’s finest here in the audience today because we’re covering such a broad range of topics. We will be covering at a very basic level what the BREAD program is so that you’ll have an understanding of that, and one of the most important components of the BREAD program is the international collaborations that we very much hope the BREAD program will generate, and so we’re going to cover that in some detail. In addition, we’re going to really spend some time walking through the BREAD solicitation. I head the clearance process at the National Science Foundation and we clear all the NSF funding opportunities and I can tell you—going through this last night—there’s a lot of meat in this solicitation and so we’d like to go over some of the basics with you that will hopefully generate some questions that we can then respond to. At any point in time, the e-mail can be sent to webcast@nsf.gov, either now, through the session, or afterwards, and we’ll hopefully get answers for you. We’re also going to cover some very basic information on funding information and eligibility, as there are some that are very unique to the BREAD program. We also will be covering a bit on proposal preparation and submission—while we fully understand that many times you get those proposals a whopping 5 minutes before they are to be submitted, there are really some details we’d like to highlight for you and bring you attention to. With the bulk of the session going out in the way of, we hope, Q&A from the community, so we can enter into a dialogue and make sure everyone is understanding what’s going on with this new initiative with the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation. Now, this is the second of these. On May 1 we had a PI webcast, had a tremendous amount of interest and a tremendous amount of questions that were generated from that, and so we thought it would really be worthwhile to have a second where we focused the issues mainly on Sponsored Projects Offices-type issues. 

I’d like to go over who is with us in the audience today. I’m very, very delighted to have Dr. Jane Silverthorne. She’s the acting division director for Integrative Organismal Systems in the Biological Sciences Directorate. Here to really talk about the BREAD program and what it is in collaboration with the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation. Jane was absolutely instrumental in doing those negotiations and they were many, many months in the making, and so I will be turning it over to Jane in a moment. I would also like to let you know that you’re seeing me, but like I said there are a number of folks in the audience here at NSF that will very much be helping me to answer those questions. From our Office of the General Counsel we have Karen Santoro, she’s the designated agency ethics official, and we also have Sandy Scholar who is one of our assistant general counsels. Both of those women were very actively engaged in the Bill & Melinda Gates Memorandum of Understanding. We also have a number of individuals from our Division of Financial Management, most specifically Karen Dasuki—she worked on all the payment arrangements with the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation. From our Division of Grants and Agreements, we have KC Baukin. KC is a branch chief in the Division of Grants and Agreements and her specific organization within DGA will be responsible for making all your grant awards. Also from DGA is Vanessa Richardson, she also will be assisting KC in that endeavor. Also not with us today is Tarsha Johnson, she’s a grants and agreements officer and she will also be working on your award documents. From the Division of Institution and Award Support, I’m delighted that Mary Santonastasso, the division director is here. Mary’s division owns policy, our awards systems, and cost analysis and audit resolution—which many of those issues may be questions that you may have. I’m also very delighted that Carol Orlando, a team leader in the cost analysis and resolution branch—there are some very specific indirect cost issues—specifically related to the BREAD solicitation and she will be easily able to answer those. Anne Doyle, who worked on the solicitation as part of the clearance process and spent an awful lot of time, is in the audience today. And I have the entire rest of the policy staff—Samantha Hunter, a grants and agreements policy specialist. We also have Beth Strausser, senior grants and agreements policy specialist, and Jeremy Leffler, who heads our outreach function. And finally—last but not least, David Campbell from our Education and Human Resources Directorate will also be here if there are any questions. 
I am going to now turn it over to Jane, and she’s going to talk about what BREAD is so that you’ll have a basic understanding of that.

Jane Silverthorne: Good afternoon. It’s a pleasure to speak with you today. So BREAD is a new program supported by NSF and the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, and it is focused on addressing basic research toward improving the lives of smallholder farmers in the developing world. It is a true partnership between the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation. It takes advantage of the NSF peer review process, and it also takes advantage of the extensive experience of the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation in the downstream activities in the field. It allows for us for the first time to be able to support not just the NSF funded researchers in the US, but also to support their collaborators in developing countries and other international institutions. 
So the objective of the BREAD program is to support innovative scientific research to address key constraints to smallholder agriculture in the developing world. And it’s very important to note, when you talk to the PIs of proposals that are going to be submitted to NSF, that a significant distinction between BREAD and other NSF programs is that the proposals to BREAD must make a clear and well-defined connection between the outcomes of the proposed research and its direct relevance and potential application to agriculture in the developing world. And what that means is, if this is a proposal for basic research that could go to any of the other programs in NSF, for example the core programs in BIO or the Plant Genome Research Program, then it’s a pretty sure sign that it’s not a good fit for BREAD.
As I mentioned, there is a significant difference between this program and other programs that we have supported in the past and that is that we have international collaborators. But there are some very important things to realize about what can and cannot be supported. First of all, there are no specific countries or regions targeted by BREAD. This is a little different from what the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation does, so we want to make it clear that unlike their programs and unlike the Developing Country Collaborations at NSF, there are in fact no specific countries or regions targeted. We do encourage proposals that address programs of broad importance to large areas and populations where solutions could have a broad impact. And we don’t want collaborators that are what we call ‘cover page decoration’—we really want people who are truly engaged in the project—partnerships must be meaningful and synergistic. 
So, many people have asked in the PI workshop whether we require collaborators, and we don’t. But we really do encourage collaborators where they have a very important and clear benefit to the project. And while inclusion of a developing country partner is not a strict requirement, we certainly encourage it where it makes sense for the project. And for the purposes of this program, we defined developing world countries as those listed in the World Bank low- and middle-income economies countries, and the link to these countries is given on this slide. So with that I’m going to pass this over to Jean Feldman again, and thank you very much for your attention.

Jean Feldman: Thank you, Jane. I’m going to go over now some of the basics on the funding and award that will be made as a result of this collaboration. There is a total of up to $48 million over a 5 year period, subject to the availability of funds that we hope to have available for this BREAD program. We anticipate that in the first year up to $6 million for the first round of funding in 2010. We expect them to be for about 3 years duration and will be using continuing grants—that means contingent funding after the first year will be subject to progress and the availability of funds. So those are things that you may want to factor in. There are, as I mentioned earlier, some very serious eligibility requirements that we’d like to walk through. All of the proposals have to be submitted by an eligible US institution, and the PI must hold a position with the submitting institution. What do we mean by an eligible US institution? Those are typically 2- or 4-year colleges and institutions located in—with a campus in and accredited in—the US. There also are a number of non-profit organization types that are US institutions that are also eligible. You cannot—we will not be entertaining any proposals directly submitted by a foreign institution. That isn’t to say, however, that a co-PI or senior personnel—
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—for most programs at the National Science Foundation you can submit your proposal to NSF and any other federal agency for simultaneous consideration. There is in this solicitation a little nuance to that—it is part of the biological sciences directorate. So you can simultaneously submit your proposal to this program and another source of funding if you have the prior written approval of all the funding agencies involved. So many of them, you who are out there that understand the type of budget environment and are trying to reach out to many funding agencies at one time do need to keep note that if you plan on doing that, you have to have prior approval. And again, while NSF is certainly not mandating the international collaborator be listed as PI, we certainly encourage that where that’s appropriate for you to do. 

A little bit more, essentially I’ve already talked about this first part in terms of what we consider eligible US institutions, but I did want to make aware that the information is printed on this slide, so you will have as part of the package. It’s typically the US colleges and universities and non-profit organizations. Consortia can be put together, and we expect to see that with BREAD, but the organization actually submitting the proposal has to be one of those eligible organizations. 

Now, in terms of the actual submission process, we will not be engaging as part of this solicitation something that we often have available in other solicitations—we will only be doing the subaward concept for consortia as part of this. Many other programs will accept collaborations that are simultaneously submitted collaborative proposals—you may not do that as part of this solicitation. And if in fact you do so, it will be returned without review, so we really need to make that nuance known to you so you don’t have your faculty member come in at the last minute and tell you they’d like to submit one of these separately submitted collaborative proposals. Now these subawards that you’re able to make, and we’re very excited about, with the funding from the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, can be US or non-US academic institutions, research organizations, research laboratories, professional societies, etc. And so, that subaward relationship offers up a nice amount of flexibility in terms of what you’re allowed to do. We will be going through some of the specifics on those subaward relationships throughout the rest of this presentation. And we expect that we will be getting some questions about that. There is some very specific information relative to the PI that I would like to make you aware of—the PI does again have to hold that position at the eligible US institution. Because we are absolutely not sure of—the program is very broad in terms of what we’re covering and so we are limiting an investigator to serve as a PI or co-PI on only one proposal submitted in response to this solicitation. The co-PIs and collaborators, as I mentioned, may be funded on the subaward mechanisms. 

Now one point that we would like to bring up that isn’t necessarily specifically related to BREAD but that we wanted to make clear here: NSF, within the past year or so, has changed its definition of what a PI and co-PI is. And we wanted to make it very clear that NSF does not infer any distinction in scientific stature among the PIs, whether they’re referred to as PI or co-PI. And that’s something that we would really like to highlight to you. We really understand that institution putting together, actually submitting the proposal is absolutely responsible for determining who those PIs and co-PIs are but this now does offer you a fair amount of flexibility in terms of your relationship with potential subaward organizations and how you’re dealing with those subaward organizations. Now if you are listed as a PI or even a co-PI—while that’s great and we’re very excited about the possibilities that offers, your names will all be identified in the award letter, and you will all be responsible for submission for all of the project reports, etc. So there are certainly responsibilities associated with that role on the project.

Now in terms of size and duration, we actually had a number of questions that came in from the PI community—how big is too big? How small is too small?—as I’ve already said, we expect these to be for up to 3 years, 10-20 awards in 2010 with tentative budgets of in the range of up to $150,000 per year per lab and with three—or fewer—subawards per project. We’re not expecting to see 10 different subaward organizations. Now if you’ve got something that’s a bit larger than this, I would encourage you to contact Debby Delmer, the program officer for BREAD, and talk to her about what you’re envisioning to make sure that before you go through all the effort of putting a proposal together, it’s something that she thinks is a good idea—that is, if you plan on going beyond that more than 3 subawards.

In terms of the submission guidelines, there is a required letter of intent, and it is due August 5, 2009. That means if a letter of intent is not submitted, you may not submit a full proposal, so that’s important for you to keep in mind. The full proposals are due September 9, 2009, and both the letters of intent and full proposals must be submitted electronically via the NSF Fastlane system. We will not be engaging or permitting—at least at this time, and NSF has made several announcements about this—that we will not be allowing proposals to be submitted via Grants.gov. In fact, when it was posted to Grants.gov find, there was no associated application package for you to even submit in grants.gov. So, that’s something important for you to keep in mind and you may want to relay that to your faculty members. Now before proposal submission, and this is nothing new to those dealing with Fastlane, all proposed US or non-US institutions must be registered in Fastlane, it’s just that the nuances—we may be having some subaward institutions that have not in the past dealt with NSF, and so they need to make sure that they go through that registration process. 

Now there’s a couple of other things that are wroth mentioning about the letter of intent. The letters of intent are not required to be submitted by the authorized organizational representative. We actually have two ways of doing them—ones that must come through the sponsored projects office, and one that can be submitted directly by the Principal Investigator. These can be submitted directly by the Principal Investigator. There is again, because of that one proposal limitation per PI and co-PI—each PI can only submit one letter of intent. These letters of intent, in terms of the solicitation, do have specific items that you really need to include. There is some information on the names of the PIs, co-PIs, and all of the collaborators, as well as their institutions and locations, the title of the project, and a summary of the proposed work in 2500 characters or less. So those are some things to keep in mind about the actual letter of intent process.

Now proposal preparation. As I’ve already mentioned, there’s a lot of meat to the actual solicitation, and we go into a fair amount of detail on putting the proposal together. So you’re going to use a combination of the Grant Proposal Guide and, where the BREAD solicitation specifically goes in, there are also some deviations, some supplemental language, that you really need to pay attention to. There are special supplemental instructions included for the proposal cover sheet, I think it says 3 times that you need to begin the title with “BREAD:…” so please don’t forget to do that. They really want to make sure it gets routed to the right location. The project summary—I’m not going to go into great detail on what some of these nuances are, but there are a couple that are worth pointing out because they are different. The project summary—we have the 1-page project summary we always have, but the BREAD solicitation requires that the 1-page project summary not only describe intellectual merit and broader impacts, but also include a list of US and non-US senior project personnel—so the PIs, co-PIs, key collaborators, along with their home institutions. And that’s not something that is typical for our project summary in terms of what you have to put in there. Obviously, there is some very, very special language for your faculty members on hw to put that project description together. Really, one of the key things is that tie-in with what is the constraint to developing world agriculture to be addressed and how is what you’re proposing to do going to provide solutions to these constraints. So again, that’s going to be a nuance that is not in your typical project description, so I would encourage your faculty to very much take a look at that project description section. I will be going over some more of the nuances on the Budget and Budget Justification as well as the Special Information and Supplementary Documentation, and Single Copy Docs on separate slides. 

The Budget and Budget Justification. Some very, very important information. We typically allow for the submitting institution a total of 3 pages to submit that justification. Here it is 6 pages. We expect there is going to be a lot more justification involved. The subaward budgets are limited to 3 pages of budget justification. It is of course all in US dollars, and we are requiring that separate budgets be submitted for each subaward. That requirement is in place for all of the proposals submitted to NSF. 

We’ve got lots and lots of questions in the PI meeting about this last bullet. Non-US subawardees may not request indirect costs unless evidence is provided as a Single Copy Document that the foreign grantee has a previously negotiated rate agreement with a US Federal Agency that has a practice of negotiating rates with foreign entities. So if you do not have one of these negotiated rates, then we’re going to show you a bit later what options are available to you. But pretty much if you’ve got one, you’re eligible to put that on the budget; if you don’t, there is another option open to you. 
So if you do not have a negotiated rate with a federal agency, we have come up with something that we hope addresses some of the issues that will make it easier to actually put that proposal together. If you do not have that negotiated rate, you can claim costs associated with compliance—and we go into some specificity in the program solicitation about what kinds of items we’re talking about. But you can put that as a direct cost. Again, you have to justify those, but they are limited to 8% of the direct costs for that budget, so you would be putting those under Other, and you would be putting as a part of the budget justification that goes into some detail in terms of what those costs of compliance are. Again, the solicitation does go into some detail in terms of what those might be. Within the budget justification, we also anticipate there be costs associated for the US lead institution in terms of what resources they may need for oversight, monitoring, and as needed for education for non-US subawardees to comply with requirements related to financial accountability, research ethics, vertebrate animals, and a number of other topics. But again, those would also have to be justified in the budget justification. 
There is a nuance relative to this indirect cost—those non-US subawardees can’t say, we have an indirect cost rate and we’re going to have direct costs of compliance as well—it’s going to be one or the other.

If you have questions about cost eligibility, please feel free to contact the Program Director. We have been working very closely with Debby as she gets those questions, and we assist her with those. We do have a process in place to make sure you get answers to those questions—if not today, then after this session is over via e-mail.


As I said before, there is a lot of meat here in terms of supplementary documentation that is not the standard across all NSF programs. There are—these supplementary documents, we go into detail in terms of what they are—there is a Sharing of Results and Management of Intellectual Property—clearly there is great emphasis in this solicitation on the importance of sharing of the data. So there is a section dedicated to Sharing of Results and Management of Intellectual Property, that’s a maximum of 3 pages. We also have a Project Management plan. If you’ve got more than one PI and/or more than one institution, you’re going to have one of those Project Management plans that talks about what you’re doing, that talks about what the roles are of these PIs, so that everyone understands what the relationships are and what these individuals are going to be doing for the project. There is also a 3 page limitation on that section. We have an Oversight Plan. This is one of the first times that we’re actually paying for the foreign part of the collaboration, and this oversight plan is going to help us understand how you plan to provide financial accountability oversight, including monitoring of expenditures and reporting of outcomes for all subawardees. You’re going to explain to us what your past relationships have been with non-US institutions so that we have an understanding of what your track record has been with dealing with other non-US institutions. How you’re going to ensure compliance with that plethora of issues that you have to deal with—everything from recombinant DNA, microbes, transgenic plants or animals, work on vertebrate animals, etc. How you’re going to ensure compliance with the US Agriculture Bioterrorism Act—we have a link to some documents there that may provide some assistance to you in that regard, as well as adherence to common principles to the responsible conduct of research. 
And there is actually an excellent link on the website to an OECD Global Science Forum document on Investigating Research Misconduct Allegations in International Collaborative Research Projects—a practical guide, and I would very much encourage you to take a look at that document as well. We’ve also got a link to the NIH Fogarty Materials that are available, and we have very much been reaching out to our other federal colleagues that have a lot of experience, particular NIH/NIAID and the Fogarty Institute because of their significant experience there.
We have a Dissemination of Project Outcomes plan, and if you have or are planning to support postdocs at either the submitting institution or any of the subawardees, there will need to be an up to 1-page postdoctoral mentoring plan—that is something NSF has been dealing with for the past few months, but something new to this solicitation—if you’ve got undergrads or grad student you are planning to support, you must also include a 1 page undergraduate/graduate student mentoring plan.
I also mentioned there were some Single Copy Documents that are certainly worth going into. A Conflict of Interested Document, which is a single integrated document—please, this is not for uploading as a Supp Doc. If it’s a Supplementary Document, the entire review process sees that. The Single Copy Documents are only used by NSF, so you are going to put in one document, and attach it as a Single Copy Document, a single alphabetized listing of all the individuals having a conflict of interest with any US or non-US senior personnel. This is vitally important for us to help plan and do our review process, so please remember that. It goes into some details about what we consider those conflicts of interest to be, in terms of who you have to report on that list and put on that table, so take a look at those. And as I’ve already mentioned ,this evidence of previously negotiated indirect cost rate agreement, if applicable. Many of you may not have that.

Additional considerations to keep in mind, subawards may be requested for any eligible education or research institution, and there are no specifics as to which countries, they just can’t be on the embargoed list by the US government. 

A couple of other nuances that would be very important relevant to those subawardee institutions. Before proposals submission, not only must be registered in Fastlane, but all proposed US or non-US subawardee institutions has to have a DUNS number, and there is a link to how you might go about getting one. They also must be registered with the Central Contractor Registration—the CCR process. Again, many of you are thinking, that’s for if it’s Grants.gov—no, actually, NSF needs this information so that we can submit and validate the Federal Accountability and Transparency Act information that we are required to submit on behalf of NSF. So this is our way to validate—I emphasize this because some of these subawardee institutions in foreign countries may not have a CCR registration, and it does take approximately 2-3 weeks so you may want to plan accordingly with that. 
A couple important reminders that we want to end this with. Let me also emphasize that we know that in this part of the segment, we’re only touching the surface in terms of responsibilities and expectations. We do not expect to provide you NSF standard presentation on subaward monitoring—Carol can take an hour to several to go over that alone—so when that 10-20 institutions that we know about are known, we’d like to gather that group together and go over more of this information in much greater detail, having our colleagues like Carol in the Division of Grants and Agreements go over that information. But we do expect that you’ll manage all the subawardees from these bulleted perspective—technical, financial, administrative—from submission of all requisite reports and with compliance of the ethical conduct of research according to relevant country regulations.
Keys to success—we try to end all of our presentations with this. You’ve got to know what the requirements are, what the award letters says, our terms and conditions, OMB circulars. Understand and follow those good accounting practices. Focus on the objectives of the program, and document, document, document. And make sure that to the extent you ever need to get something in writing, that you get it in writing, and not a verbal conversation with an NSF program officer.

Q. Do researchers of the USDA qualify under non-profit agricultural research organizations?

A. We received this, actually, from the US Department of Agriculture, and unless the individual has a joint appointment with an institution, we consider those to be federal agencies, and therefore our rules on dealing with federal agencies apply, and you would not be getting direct awards from the National Science Foundation. I understand that that is disappointing news and that the USDA would love to have come in separately, but that’s the answer to that question.

Q. Besides being registered with the US government Central Contractor Registry, is there anything else that is needed to get foreign collaborators eligible?

A. We’ve already talked about the DUNS number, we’ve already talked about Fastlane registration. Those are the key things—again, there may be some questions on costs, but we would have to handle those independently and offline from this. 
Q. The program solicitation mentions, Please limit the overall number of biographical sketches to 10, prioritizing as required. Can a PI have more than 10 collaborators/PIs?

A. I can tell you absolutely the answer to PIs is no. There can be a maximum of 1 PI and up to 4 co-PIs that are listed in that award letter. Our awards system will not allow us to have more than that, so there is an absolute limitation. But there is a restriction on the solicitation of 10 biographical sketches, and it does indicate prioritizing as required, so if you’re going to do something more than that—but please don’t come in with 45. I think there may be some flexibility on the 10, not of the PI and 4 co-PIs but on the collaborators, but please try to use some judgment there on what really is a true collaborator. 

I would also mention, someone—there was also an important nuance on the references cited. They’re asking that anything that is something from a PI or co-PI funded by NSF to put a little asterisk, so I didn’t mention that so I thought I’d bring that up now.

There may be some issues—please e-mail bread-wg@nsf.gov 

We thank you very much for you time and attention! Take care, everyone.
