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. Introduction

ThisFisca Y ear 2001 workshop, sponsored by the National Center for Research
Resources (NCRR) and conducted by the NCRR Research Infrastructure (RI) area,
provided a forum for information exchange on “ grantsmanship” for the Extramurd
Research Facilities Improvement Program.

NCRR Deputy Director, Dr. Louise Ramm, opened the workshop with an overview of the
Center. She highlighted grant programs of NCRR'’ s Clinica Research, Biomedicd
Technology, and Comparative Medicine areas. Dr. Sidney McNairy, director of NCRR's
fourth area, Research Infrastructure, described a variety of grant programs administered
by the RI area, Sating the goads and objectives of each (see
http:/Aww.nerr.nih.gov/resinfrahtm). Representatives of NCRR's Research Facilities
Improvement Program, Office of Review, and Office of Grants Management, and the
NIH Division of Engineering Services dso presented information on pre- and post-award
issues. As part of the Office of Review presentation, four members of the Scientific and
Technical Review Board detailed facts and criteria consdered by the application
reviewers. The workshop concluded with presentations by several grantees who have
successfully competed for congtruction (CO6) awards and have completed research
facility congtruction using funds awarded by this grant mechanism.

Il. Presentations

Extramural Research Facilities | mprovement Program (RFIP)

This RFIPis one of eight grant programs administered by NCRR'sRI area. Currently
there are 137 active congtruction awards funded by the CO6 grant mechanism.

RFI Program point-of-contact:

W. Fred Taylor, Ph.D.

Research Infrastructure

National Center for Research Resources

6705 Rockledge Drive, Room 6134 - MSC 7965
Bethesda, MD 20892-7965

Telephone: (301) 435-0766

FAX: (301) 480-3770

E-mal: taylorf@ncrr.nih.gov




RFI Program point-of-contact for engineering and ar chitectural:
Esmail Torkashvan, P.E.

Research Infrastructure

National Center for Research Resources

6705 Rockledge Drive, Room 6136 - MSC 7965

Bethesda, MD 20892-7965

Telephone: (301) 435-0766

FAX: (301) 480-3770

E-mal: torkashvane@ncrr.nih.gov

It is useful to think of aresearch facilities grant application as a process congsting of
three phases:

Application Phase

- Notice of Grant Award issued to successful applicants
- terms and conditions are established

- acceptance of award

Design Phase
- concludes with a revised notice of grant award
- funds are then released

Congtruction Phase

- initiate bidding process &t this time (not before)
- congruction

- gtevidgts by NIH/NCRR program officid

NCRR program staff communicates with the applicant ingtitution throughout these three
phases, and NIH retains an interest in the completed facility for 20 years.

Application and Award:

Prepare application

- program announcement can be accessed from the Research Infrastructure area
of NCRR Web site (http://mww.ncrr.nih.gov) or in the NIH Guide for Contracts
and Grants (http://grants.nih.gov/grants/guide/index.html)

- supplementd ingtructions (also on the NCRR Web site or from RI area program
daff available a 301-435-0766)

Office of Review

- Scientific and Technicd Review Board (first leve of review)

- evaluation and score

- summary statements are issued

Nationd Advisory Research Resources Council (second leve of review)




Office of Grants Management

- notice of grant award

- terms and conditions

Divison of Engineering Services (DES)

- begin design phase (communication with NIH-DES is criticd)

Desgn:
- Divison of Engineering Services
CO6 construction grants
- schematic design
- design development
- fina congtruction design documents
Office of Grants Management
- revised notice of grant award
- notice of federd interest

Congruction:

- Initiate Bidding Process
Congtruction
Site Vigts by Program Officd
Closeout
Y early Progress Reports

NCRR ENGINEER:

Regponghilities of the NCRR engineer with regard to congtruction grants
Consult with grantees on issues related to preparation of construction plans.
Responsible for issues regarding the performance of the design review team.
Construction closeout.

|ssues related to the preparation of congtruction plans (pre-award phase)
Provide advise regarding the design of condtruction plan for specific programs.
Discuss technicd issues and provide information on resources to help granteesin
preparing a comprehensive gpplication for research facilities.

| ssues regarding the design review team (post-award phase)
Provide design submittal to the review team for review at each phase of the
condruction design.
Coordinate between the review team and grantee.
Provide assstance to the review team and designers on making final decisonson
conflicting issues during the submittal review phase.
Monitor design review by the technicd review team.
Provide technical assistance to the Office of Grants Managemen.




Condruction grant design review
Grant gpplication design review (pre-award).
Construction document approva (post-award).

Grant application approva review (pre-award phase)
- Schematic line drawings.

Drawings should clearly indicate dl construction and renovation work.
Facility location must be identified with regard to related research facilities.
Indicate egress routes and the relationships of rooms.
All specidized facilities and location of mgor equipment must be shown on the
drawing.
All safety aspects must be incorporated in the design.

Congtruction document approval (post-award phase)

- Technica review team reviews the schematic design, design development and
congtruction design documents, and notifies the NCRR of satisfactory completion
of desgn documents. Thisreview typicdly takes 3 to 6 months.

A copy of the Notice of Federd Interest that must be filed in the city’ s record
office before the gart of bidding and construction.

NCRR approves the construction document and releases the funds to grantees to
go to bid and congtruction.

Changes after the design is approved and award is made
All changes to the approved design documents and/or budget must be approved
by NCRR before being implemented.

Desgn-built contract issues

- Desgn-built contracting consigts of a congtruction firm's submission of building
designs to mest the grantee’ s performance requirements within a guaranteed
maximum price (GMP).
The grantee must obtain NIH prior approval to use the design-built method.
GMP is not the preferred method for construction management services under
NIH grants, since congtruction documents require additiond review.
Any changes by the design-built contractor to the approved construction
document shall be resubmitted to NCRR for technical review and gpproval.
On any design-built project, the grantee must ensure afirm tota cost in the
contract and provide that extra codts resulting from omission in drawings or
estimates will be the design-built firm's responghility.
Refer to GMP requirements under “ congtruction management services’ for
additiond information on design-built contracts.

Closeout process
NCRR will closeout the award after it determines dl gpplicable adminidrative
actions, terms and conditions, and required work have been completed.




NIH gaff may vidt the Site to ensure that the NCRR supported facility is
completed in accordance with the gpproved construction document.

Grantee will provide afind tabulation of gross and net assignable space supported
under the award.

Grantee will provide the actua costs of congtruction per gross and net square feet.
Grantee will provide an 8-inch x 10-inch photograph of the areas supported under
the award and the date of occupancy.

A written certification Sgned by an authorized business officid stating that the
grantee has provided insurance a the full appraised vaue of the NCRR funded
facility and will maintain such coverage throughout the period of federd interest

in the fadlity.

Annud reports are due from the grantee. These reports will provide awritten
certification that the space is being used for the purpose for which the grant was
originaly awarded, or for other biomedica or behaviord research activities.

Office of Review

Perspective of Scientific Review Administrator (SRA)

The Scientific and Technicd Review Board (STRB) is the designated review group for
CO06 applications according to Public Law (PL) 103-43, Section 481A and 481B of the
Public Hedlth Service (PHS) Act.

The STRB is composed of nine charter members plus three ex officio members. These
members represent expertise as scientists, architectsengineers, and veterinarians.
Depending upon the number of gpplications received, a number of ad hoc members are
recruited to cover all areas of expertise.

Upon recaiving the CO6 gpplications, the NCRR Office of Review SRA screensdl
gpplications for completeness. Incomplete applications are returned to the gpplicant
without review.

Specificaly, the following points are checked. If incomplete, then the SRA will cdl the
Principa Investigator and request to submit the needed information under the Sgnatures
of the Sgners of the origind gpplication. An origina and four copies of the additiond
materias should be submitted.

Adminigrative Checklist for CO6:

Face Page
ltem 5: Name of PI, Dean or Equivaent.
ltem O: NIH

ltem10: 93.389 NIH Construction

ltem11: Center of Excdlence (COE) if funded in 1999/2000
RR-00-002, Extramural Research Facilities Congtruction

ltem 15: It should metch line 17 of budget.



Minimum = $500 thousand
Maximum = $2.0 million
For COE, Maximum = $3.0 million
Item 15g: Should match line 16 column of abudget page.

Budget
Line10:  Fixed equipment tota cost (no movable equipment).

Linel?: Federa Share

Table of Contents

Program Overview

Page4: Concise (250 words or less) overview description with long-term objectives and
Secificams

Page5: A. Item 15b costs.
(1) authorized but not sold bonds.
(2) Net cash available.
(3) Cash vdue of pledges with bank |etter.
(4) Contingent gifts and bequedts.
(5) Other financing methods
B. Itemized list of miscellaneous and cost from line 11.
C. Mailing address of PI.
D. Mailing address of Inditutiond Officid.

Program Narrative - 40 pages maximum.

Table of Research Support
Current and pending grant support.
Grant number and agency.
Ligt Principa Investigator and Direct Costs.
Project period listing beginning and ending dates.
Timetable for congtruction.

Description of Facility
Line drawings or schematic drawings of the space layout (not blueprints).
L ocation on campus.
Layout of laboratories and offices and animal rooms.
Loceation of fixed equipmen.
Use of space by investigator or area of research.
Scalesfor dl drawings.
Table of net square feet by progran/Pl.
Table of gross square feet.
Table- Summary of use of vacated space.
Tabulation of space by room type.




Tabulaion of fixed equipment items.

Certifications - SF424D form.

Biographical Sketches - Only of investigators whose research will be affected by
this improvement, sarting with aphabetica liging (two pages).

Scientigs

Will PHS-supported science be advanced? Explain in detail how the
science will be advanced.

Is the facility appropriate for science and improvements requested to
justify the needs of science being conducted?

The application must make the case that the new facility will advance
specific projects and specific planned expended research.

Architects and Architecturd Engineers

Facility design:
Ensure that safety aspects are incorporated in the design and shown in plan.
Evauate physcd location of facility with respect to other facilities on campus.
Describe in detail how the vacated space will be utilized.

Exampl% of frequent problems
Pans are too schematic to know routes and relations between rooms.
Highly specidized facilities requested and support fecilities are
not shown (such as showers and rest rooms).
Location of mgjor equipment missing from plans.
Attention to safety requirements cannot be determined.

Reviewerswill congder the following factors.

- Theimpact of the proposed congtruction on existing and future PHS-supported
biomedical and behavioral research, research training and/or research support
activities.

The impact of the proposed construction on the planned advancement or
expangon of the research and research training activities a inditutions with
limited PHS support.

Appropriateness and suitability of the proposed facilities, including safety and
biohazard aspects, for the research to be conducted and/or research support and
training to be provided.

Specific deficiencies in the existing research facilities that would be remedied and
the impact of the proposed project on current and future research activities.

The appropriateness of the proposed physica location and layout of the new
facility and the reasonableness of the proposed schedule, cost, and sequence for
the congtruction.

Adequacy of the proposed adminigtrative arrangements with respect to
indtitutional commitment to use the space for biomedical/behaviora research,



research training and/or research support and the capabilities of the Principa
Investigetor and gtaff for scientific and fiscd adminigtration of the fecility.

Animd Fadilities Experts

Will look @ the design of the animal facilities.

Will aso look for appropriate procedures to ensure that the
physicd facility will be used asit isintended.

Additiond Review Criteria

Provide an organizationd chart of the inditution. It should define adminigtrative
authority and insure the integrity of the program vis-a vis the established
programs and their program leader.

Fully judtify cost of the congtruction.

Justify need of the space for support steff.

Explain in detail the benefitsto science. If collaboretive efforts, then describe
exactly how it is beneficid to the scientific staff.

Clearly define and judtify new equipment and renovations.

Clearly describe impact on PHS-funded research for both existing and future
research projects.

Ensure there no disparities between text and tables.

Animd Fadlity

For an

Describe in detal any biohazard issues.

Describe veterinary support.

Give details of training and education of veterinary Saff.

Give detailed anima census.

Describe which animals are used for each project.

Describe the composition and procedures of the Indtitutional Anima Care And
Use Committee (IACUC).

Describe who will look at design of animal facilities and who will look for
appropriate procedures to ensure that the physica facility will be used asit is
intended.

Characterigtics of an Excdlent Application:

- Collaborative Research

- Wdl-Organized Plan

- Centralized Facility

- Clear Line Drawings

- Biosafety Addressed

- Strong Indtitutional Commitment
- Wdl-Qudified Staff

- Limited, but Adequate Appendix



- Need Wdll Judtified
- Well Demondtrated Impact on Research

Perspective of Scientific and Technical Review Board

Scientific Reviewer A

The purpose of the NCRR/NIH Extramurad Research Facilities Congtruction and Anima
Resource Improvement projectsisto provide grants to expand, remodel, renovate, or alter
exidting research facilities or congtruct new facilities for biomedica and behaviord
research and research training. It isimportant for individua ingtitutions submitting
gpplications to have a dear vison of the purpose of this grant mechanism in order to
begin preparation of an gpplication for support under this program. While the purposeis
to provide funds for construction, renovation, etc., the objective is to enhance the
biomedica/behaviora research program at that particular inditution. The reviewers
assess the applicant's ability to address how the proposed project will: 1) fecilitate the
inditution’ s ability to conduct, expand, improve, or maintain the research activity; 2)

meet nationd hedth needsin research, research training, or support facilities; and 3) meet
the demongtrated needs of the indtitution. In addressing these rather far-reaching
quedtions, it isimportant that the applicant closdy examine the requirements outlined
under the “Program Narrative’ and the “Review Criterid’ to be used by the reviewersin
evauating and rating the response. The detall requested in the announcement must be
addressed within the appropriate places in the gpplication.

While many variables can decrease the level of merit for a particular gpplication, falure
to address the program needs as they relate to the program objectives and the lack of
aufficient detail within the application are mgor reasons for lack of enthusasm. The
contribution of the construction project to the overal enhancement of the current and
future research activities at the ingtitution must be clearly stated and documented as
accurately as possible. Ligting specific projects that will benefit directly from the
avalability of the facilities requested in the grant does this best. While indtitutions with
maor NIH/PHS support may be able to show favorable enhancementsin severa aress,
inditutions with a smaler support base, such as the Centers of Excellence and Research
Centersin Minority Ingtitutions, should also be able to document the research
contributions of their ingtitution to the overal enhancement of the public headlth of
individuds in the United States. When anima facilities are involved, the benefit to
improving animal welfare, expanding animal research activities and research knowledge,
and the need for such facilities must be discussed and judtified. Why is the project
important to the inditutiona research activities and how will it contribute to the
advancement of public hedth research? For example, facilities do not meet current
federal standards due to age or change in rules and regulations and/or the research
expansonis hampered due to alack of quality space. Information must be presented in
aufficient detail to dlow reviewersto assess the merit of the project. The qudity of
anima careisaso acriticd factor.



A clear description of the anima care and use program affected by the proposed project
must be clearly presented and any deficiencies cited by regulatory and accrediting bodies
should be described in the body of the proposa. Plans for the design, construction or
renovation of animd fadilities mugt be discussed in adequate detail to dlow reviewers
with expertise in those areas to eva uate whether the facility will meet the objectives of
the project. Budget items must be judtified or they will be removed from the budget.
Some gpplicants request design changes and/or equipment, which suggest to the
reviewers that sufficient planning and expertise have not been devoted to the project,
leading to a decrease in enthusiasm for the proposd.

Scientific Reviewer B

Engineering & Architecturd Review Criteria:

Numerous factors are used in the evauation of a grant proposa. The NCRR guiddines
for Condruction/Renovation of anima care facilities give broad outlines reated to the
development of a proposal. In some cases the guiddines are very specific with respect to
the types of information requested. However, what may not be evident are the types of
materids and information that the sdentific reviewers will be looking for in your
proposa. Clearly this information will range over a spectrum of interests reflected in the
scientific meke-up of the review committee. The purpose of what follows is to provide
context and information for the types of items that are consdered important with respect
to the Architectura/Engineering information needed in a proposal.

An unique aspect of the NCRR anima care facilities proposds is that they represent a
blend of the biologicd science and research with the animd-care requirements in support
of the research and the engineering necessary to create a successful environment that will
enhance the relationship between the research and anima care components. The items
liged beow in outline form are not meant to be al-inclusive but rather to indicate aress
that tend to be overlooked or inadequately addressed in most proposals.

Components:

Cost - Total cogt, unit cost ($$/t.2)

l. Cost per square foot - how does it relate to the complexity of the project? Is there
clear judification?

1.  What dternatives were conddered and the rationde for the choice(s) made. Also
see “ Capacity Andysis & Forecasting”.

I1l. Haveyou followed the quiddines?

I\VV. Do you have actuad quotes from vendors?
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Architectura Layout (" blueprint” /footprint)

V.  Will we need amagnifying glassto read it?

VI. Are the diagrams clear, legible and visudly linked (to text and to expanded
diagrams)?

Heating, Ventilation & Air Conditioning (HVAC) Reguirements

VII. What are the projected heat loads for things such as ventilated racks?

VIIl. How will you provide individud temperaure and ventilation controls for each
room? How will you control differentid use rate?

IX. How will you control humidity and if not, why not? Will you need generd ar
filtration--if S0, then to what degree?

Mechanica Reguirements

X. How do you know your eectricd and HVAC sysems will be adequate?

XI. If rooms are to be pressurized how will they be controlled? What force will it take
to open the door?

XIl. How will you provide for water purification and differentid lighting?

“Functiondity” or Traffic How & Usahility

XIl.  If you use aclean/dirty corridor approach how will this be located with respect to
offices and personnel access?

X1, Security.

XIV. Geographicd location of facilities and location with respect to the investigators
laboratories (trangport issues, anima stress, maintaining cleanliness)

Capacity Andyss & Demand Forecasting

XV. How doyou plan to estimate the animal species and numbers needed in 3 years, 5
years, eic. Isthisinformation linked to the types of grants, qudifications of the
investigators and a historical database?

11



XVI.  Would you expect user demand to increase linearly, exponentidly, etc.?

XVII. What are the projected future capacity needs and the impact on research if this
facility renovation/congtruction is not implemented?

The above lig isnot dl-inclusve by any means, but indicates agenerd leve of detal
that will be needed to convince the reviewers that adequate engineering details have been
consdered in the overdl development of the proposal.

Scientific Reviewer C

Scientific and Technical Review Board Perspective

Scientific and Technical Review Considerations

» Effect of project on existing and future PHS-supported biomedical/ behavioral research,
training, or support

* Specific deficiencies in existing research facilities to be addressed

» Suitability of proposed facility for the research, training, or support conducted
* Appropriateness of proposed physical aspects of facility

* Reasonableness of proposed construction time-course, cost, and sequence

Appropriateness of administrative arrangements to ingtitutional commitment

* Qualifications of investigator and staff for scientific and fiscal administration of facility
* Adequate schemetic line drawings of the facility — clear and professional

« Justification of construction costs. Provide cost estimetes

« Judtification for support staff space requirements

* Clear organizational chart of institution administrative authority

* Biographical sketches of principal investigator, program director, and only investigators
who will use facility

I mpact of construction on PHS-funded existing and future research

* Listing of current and pending grants

12



*» Soecific research projects that will benefit from construction and detailed description of
impact

Scientific Reviewer D

The Scientific and Technical Review Board on Biomedical and Behavior al Resear ch
Facilities Committee

G20: Developing and Improving | nstitutional Animal Resources.
CO06: Extramural Research Facilities Constructional Projects.

REVIEW PROCESS
Each Application is Reviewed by at least three members of the Committee and/or Ad
Hoc Reviewer with Demonstrated Expertise in:

Biomedical Research

Architectural/Engineering Design

Veterinary Care

SOURCE OF MEMBERS

Partlupatlng Members Represert:
Leading Academic Institutions
Pharmeceutical |ndustries
Organized Research Establishments
In-House NIH Scientists

ACADEMIC BACKGROUNDS
Basic Scientists (Ph.D.) with Demonstrated Evidence of Grantsmanship at the
Federal level
Health Professionals: MD, DVM, DDS, etc.
Engineers and Architects
Diplomets of ACLAM

RESPONSIBILITIESOF NCRR COMMITTEE

To ensure quality research as evaluated by:
1. Papers published in peer-reviewed journals with high impact.
2. Continued “grantsmanship” as evidenced by successfully competing for
mejor grants at the national level.
3. Probability of extrapolation of lab data to human diseases.

DIFFERENCE MAKERS

Abstract or program overview: everyone reads the abstract but not the entire
application.

PHS- or Non- PHS sponsored projects. incomplete and ambiguous information.
Proposed line of investigation: lack of track record and expertise in residence.
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Collaboration: missing supporting letters.

Office of Grants M anagement (OGM)

Attendees were encouraged to contact any staff with questions. Grant-specific questions
should be directed to the grants management speciaist identified on the Notice of Grant
Award. It was noted that the new NIH Grants Policy Statement has been published and
appliesto al awards with budget period start dates of October 1, 1998 or after. This
policy statement includes a specid section on administering congtruction awards. It may

be accessed from the NIH Web site (http://grants.nih.gov/grants/policy/nihgps), or a
single copy may be obtained by sending an e-mail request to: Grantsinfo@nih.gov

Because NCRR receives annud authority for the construction program through the
annua appropriation from Congress, which occurs in October or later, the application,
review and award cycle occursin avery tight time frame. Since the NCRR advisory
council review occursin September, thereis a very short time frame for completing the
pre-award administration for those gpplications that will be awvarded. Hence, once
program staff identify those gpplications with a high probability for awvard, OGM saff
have just afew weeksto review the gpplications to ensure that al required documentation
has been submitted, to findlize the budgets, and to prepare the awards prior to the end of
the fiscal year on September 30.

A number of important aspects of the construction program application process were then
highlighted. These requirements, listed below, are described in the supplemental
ingructions and should be addressed in the gpplication itsdf. Due to the tight time frame
described above, thereis avery short amount of time for an gpplicant to prepare these
documents prior to award once sdected for probable funding. Thus, if materids are
missing from the gpplication, it may be necessary to select a different project for funding.

The required materids highlighted were the following:
Legd opinion — Applicants must include an opinion from acceptable title counsd
describing the interest the applicant organization has in the site and the building
and certifying thet the etate or interest islegd and vdid. If thereisalease, the
legd opinion must provide evidence of the existence of alease agreement that
covers atime sufficient for the usage requirement (20 years beyond completion or
occupancy of the project).

Matching funds — Applicants must provide an assurance that required matching
funds are available and that additional funds have been secured to meet project
costs in excess of the Federal award and non-federal matching funds. This
assurance may be explained in detail under the budget section or on a separate
letter included with the application.

Facility certification — Applicants must provide awritten certification that the

facility will be utilized excdlusively for the specific purpose for which it was
congtructed for a least 20 years, beginning 90 days following completion of the
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congtruction project. Written certification may be included under the program
narrative section or on a separate letter included with the application.

Proposed timetable — Applicants must provide a proposed timetable for
congtruction, i.e., target dates for bid advertisement, contract award, construction
completion, and occupancy. Thisinformation will determine the budget and
project period end dates.

Summary of requested research space — A table showing the net square footage in
the proposed facility must be provided. This table becomes aterm of award
subject to NCRR approva for any changes.

SPOC (State Single Point of Contact) — Applicants are required to comply with
Executive Order (E.O.) 12372. E.O. 12372 sets up asystem for state and local
government review of proposed Federd assistance applications. Applicants are
required to contact their SPOC, if one exigts, no later than the time of submission
to aert them to the prospective applications and receive any necessary
instructions on the State process. (See the supplementd ingtructions for alist of
the SPOCs.) The SPOC may choose to not review the application. In either case,
gpplicants must respond to item 16 of Standard Form 424, Application for Federa
Assistance, or indicate that the state has no SPOC.

Public disclosure — Applicants must make a public disclosure of the project by
publication and describe its environmenta impact, usudly at the time the SPOC is
notified. It issuggested that the notice be published in alarge-circulation

newspaper inthe area. Evidence that this has occurred isto be included in the
goplication.

Application Checklist — Complete pages 1 and 2 of the "CHECKLIST FOR NIH
RESEARCH FACILITY CONSTRUCTION GRANT APPLICATION," whichis
provided as Attachment 8 in the supplementa indructions.

Participants were briefed on what happens once a construction award is made and
responded to questions on post-award issues. It was noted that, unlike most grant awards,
recipients of congtruction grant awards must provide a sSigned acceptance of the Notice of
Grant Award. The last term and condition of the award provides a block for the grantee to
sgn, with ingructions to return the signed award to the NCRR OGM. Once the signed
Notice of Grant Award is received, NCRR sends a letter to the grantee, acknowledging
receipt of the Sgned acceptance and outlining specific desgn requirements with a set of
two enclosures. Although an award has been made, no funds may be expended until &l
the required submissions are reviewed and approved by NCRR, and arevised Notice of
Grant Award releasing funds for congtruction is issued. Recommendations of the NIH
Divison of Engineering Services (DES) are provided in writing to the NCRR OGM 4aff,
and officia responses come from OGM.

Grantees are required to make three submissons. schematic design, design developmernt,
and congtruction documents. One copy of each submission is sent to OGM as the officia
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file copy and one st is sent directly to the DES for review. After the first two
submissions are reviewed and gpproved by DES, NCRR typically contacts the grantee by
phone indicating that the next design phase may begin. Once dl of the submissons have
been reviewed and approved by DES, amemo is sent to NCRR recommending release of
funds. OGM then issues arevised Notice of Grant Award, releasing funds for
expenditure.

Division Of Engineering Services

The DES review helps insure that the gods of the facility and the interests of NIH are
met, including accurate program interpretation, sound technical/design practices, but does
not replace review by facility.

Benefits of Review
* Increased Communications
- Early identification of potentid problems
- Program people understand what A/E is providing
- Learning process
e Document Accuracy
- Technicd /congtructability
- Bidahility of documents
- Coordination

Grant Review Process

Interactions

* Main connection is Grantee to NCRR

» DESdedswith Grantee after review in progress
* DESand A/E may have direct discusson

Required Submittals

Schematic Design (SD)

» 15-35% complete

* 2Copiesto NCRR

Desgn Development (DD)

*  65-75% complete

» Copy to DESonly

Congtruction Documents (CD)

e 95% complete-Find

* Copy to DES (and NCRR if Record Set)

Final Record Set

* Incorporating al comments into drawings and specifications
* Provided to NCRR and DES

* Anédectronic verson of the documentsis now requested
» The CD submittal may be accepted as the fina record set
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Submittal Checklist

Avallablein Grant Approva Letter

Not al items goply to dl projects
DESwill cdl if additiond info is required
Submittal can be rgected if sufficient materid is not provided for review

Review Methods

Conference Cdl

no back-and-forth of written comments

discussions resolve issues during conference call

minutes of cal are recorded and submitted by the grantee or A/E
submittal completed when minutes are submitted and accepted

typicd comments take the form of requirements and recommendations

References

1.

Guiddines for Planning and Design of Biomedicd Research Laboratory Facilities
- NIH/AIA collaboration

Biosafety in Microbiologica and Biomedicd Laboratories

- BSL Leves

- Labsand Animd

- Containment Devices

- For information, see:
http://mww.cdc.gov/od/ohs/biosfty/bmbl 4/bmbl 4toc.htm

Primary Containment for Biohazards
- Biologica Safety Cabinets

The*Guide’

- Guide for Care and Use of Laboratory Animals
- Dedgn of the animd environment

- Referred to for AAALAC accreditation

NIH Design Policy and Guiddlines

- Four volumes, Lab, Vivarium, Clinicd, and Reference

- Developed for use with NIH facilities, not al information is gpplicable to grants
available on Internet - http://des.od.nih.gov/nihpol.htm

DES Technical Review Team

Gary Zackowitz, RA
Coordinatior/ architectura
301-435-2105

Fred Khoshbin, RA
Architecturd
301-435-2131
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Tom Ligis
Electricd
301-435-2129
Bob Farahpour
Mechanical
301-435-2119

Per spective of Current Grantees

Presentation #1:

Firg Things First

Decide who is going to write this grant.
- It CANNOT be written by one person
- Built ateam composed of:
scentigs
planners/'designers
schoal officids, who have sgning authority
Read the indtructions
- NO, redly read the indructions

Wheat is the Congruction About?
Brief history of group
Key milestones
Magor recognition
Research affected by C06
Faculty affected
Total support current and pending

Proposed Facility
How will it be used to expand, improve or maintain existing programs?
Show how the net benefit will be of nationd research importance.
Indude al researchers affected by the proposed facilities dterations.
Provide descriptions sufficient to alow reviewers to objectively judge the scope.

Who are the Reviewers
Reviewed by the Scientific and Technica Review Board of NCRR. Review the
Rogter, it is made up of scientists (DVMs, MDs, PhDs)
Primary reviewers
Two scientigts
One design expert
Summary Statement shows that the scienceis key
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The Tables

Follow the directions--you have heard that before
When dl fails, pick up the phonel!! Talk to NCRR Program Officids.
These tables are confusing; don't be afraid to ask for advice.

Life After Review

Be careful what you wish for!!!!

Schematic Design, Design Document and Construction Document (see other
presentations)

Approvas, Presentations, and Bidding (see other presentations)
Communication, Communicetion

Criteriato think about:

Adequate PHS Funding
Collaborative research

Wl organized plan
Centrdized facility

Clear line drawing

Need well justified

Biosafety addressed
Inditutional commitments
Well qudified staff

Limited but adequate gppendix
Wl demonstrated impact on research
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Presentation #2:

Congtruction Projects Congraints

e Scope Of Work:
- Performance Criteria
- Quality
- Quartity
- Programs
e Cost Edtimate
e Schedule

Project Life Cycle

Concept Phase

2000

ecember 2000

January 2001

| February 200 |

Task Name 14 11 2(] 2:1

o

2424

2| 5] 8l11d 112021 2(2

1] 4] 7]1dad1d1doi 212431 3] 6] 9]1d191d 2121 21

CONCEPT PHASE
Project Selection
Program Developme
A/E Concept Plans
Program Review
Cost Estimate
Schedule
Application Prepara
Grant Application R«
Grant Submittal

Olo(N[o|O|(B_]|W[IN]|F

[EnY
o

P

Planning/Design Phase

Planning/Design Phase— Detailed

O

Task Name

4th Quarter

1st Quarter

2nd Quarter

3rd Quarter

4th Quarte

Sep

Oct| Nov | Dec

Jan | Feb | Mar

Apr| May| Jun

Jul | Auq| Sep

Oct| Nov

Anticipated Grant Award

4-9/29

A-E Programming

ORPRC Review & Approval

!il

Schematic Design Documents

| N

Preliminary Cost Estimate

ORPRC Review & Approval

S.D. NIH Review & Approval

City of Hillsboro Development Review

Ol |N[ojO|~[Ww|N |-

Design Development Documents

=
o

Second Preliminary Cost Estimate

[N
[N

ORPRC Review & Approval

=
N

D.D. NIH Review & Approval

=
w

Construction Documents

[
SN

95% Cost Estimate

=
&)

ORPRC Review & Approval

=
o

C.D.NIH Review & Approval

[EN
~

Building Permits




Consruction Phase
Termination Phase

Challenges/Opportunities

- Limited Funds— Multiple Phases

- Program Development & Changes

- Schedule Timeline

- Architectura/Engineering Guiddines

- Knowledgeable A/E Team

- Smoother Implementation & Termination
- Learning Curve

Pr esentation #3:

Planning for the Renovations

Congder the research program

|dentify the Site to be renovated

Determine who will lead the planning process
Attend the RFIP Workshop

Who to Involvein the Planning

The User Community

The Inditutiona Leadership
The Architects and Engineers
The Fiscd Office

Do'sand Don'tsfor Success: The Howard University Per spective

DO:

Consider the needs of the Users
Congder the Avallability of Inditutional Resources
Get acommitment of support, in writing, from the highest inditutiond officid
Prepare agood draft of the proposa in consultation with:
TheUsars
The Architects and Engineers
The Ingtitutiond Adminigtration
Sdect an architect with agood track record and reputation in designing the kind
of facility being planned
Deveop aredlistic and reasonably accurate estimate of the costs
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Vidt amilar fadilities thet have been successfully developed at other inditutions;
Select a contractor who, by reputation, is:

Dependable

Gives an accurate estimate of costs

Follows on the congruction time line with minima cost over-runs

DON'T:
Don't under-estimate the cost of the renovations when preparing the proposa
Don't plan without input from an architectura consultant, it isworth the
investment
Don't expect to let a contract for the work without the find gpprova of the plans
by the NCRR Architecturd and Engineering staff
Don't sacrifice qudlity to save money

Vision Statement
State the vison and long term direction

Goal and Objective

State the desired god
State the desired objective

Use multiple pointsif necessary

Today’s Situation

Summary of the current Stuation
Use brief bullets, discuss details verbaly

How Did We Get Here?

Any rdevant historical information
Origind assumptionsthat are no longer vaid

Available Options

State the alternative strategies
List advantages & disadvantages of each
State cost of each option

Recommendation
Recommend one or more of the Strategies
Summarize the results if things go as proposed

Wheét to do next
|dentify action items
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