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cases other federal employees to review 
and evaluate all qualified proposals in 
accordance with the evaluation cri-
teria and values set forth in this no-
tice. A site visit may be required to 
make full evaluation of a proposal. 
From the qualified proposals, a group 
of finalists will be numerically ranked 
and recommended for award based on 
this review. 

(c) Award determination. The Director 
of the NIST, or her/his designee, shall 
select awardees based on total evalua-
tion scores, geographic distribution, 
and the availability of funds. All three 
factors will be considered in making an 
award. Upon the final award decision, a 
notification will be made to each of the 
proposing organizations. 

§ 291.6 Additional requirements; Fed-
eral policies and procedures. 

Recipients and subrecipients are sub-
ject to all Federal laws and Federal 
and Department of Commerce policies, 
regulations, and procedures applicable 
to Federal financial assistance awards. 

PART 292—MANUFACTURING EX-
TENSION PARTNERSHIP; INFRA-
STRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT 
PROJECTS 

Sec. 
292.1 Program description. 
292.2 Training development and deployment 

projects. 
292.3 Technical tools, techniques, practices, 

and analyses projects. 
292.4 Information infrastructure projects. 
292.5 Proposal selection process. 
292.6 Additional requirements. 

AUTHORITY: 15 U.S.C. 272 (b)(1) and (c)(3) 
and 278l. 

SOURCE: 60 FR 44751, Aug. 29, 1995, unless 
otherwise noted. 

§ 292.1 Program description. 
(a) Purpose. In accordance with the 

provisions of the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology Act (15 
U.S.C. 272 (b)(1) and (c)(3) and 278l), as 
amended, NIST will provide financial 
assistance to develop the infrastruc-
ture of the national manufacturing ex-
tension system. Under the NIST Manu-
facturing Extension Partnership 
(MEP), NIST will periodically make 
merit-based awards to develop and de-

ploy training capability and technical 
tools, techniques, practices, and anal-
yses. In addition, NIST will develop 
and implement information infrastruc-
ture services and pilots. MEP assumes 
a broad definition of manufacturing, 
and recognizes a wide range of tech-
nology and concepts, including durable 
goods production; chemical, bio-
technology, and other materials proc-
essing; electronic component and sys-
tem fabrication; and engineering serv-
ices associated with manufacturing, as 
lying within the definition of manufac-
turing. 

(b) Announcements of solicitations. An-
nouncements of solicitations will be 
made in the Commerce Business Daily. 
Specific information on the level of 
funding available and the deadline for 
proposals will be contained in that an-
nouncement. In addition, any specific 
industry sectors or types of tools and 
techniques to be focused on will be 
specified in the announcement, as well 
as any further definition of the selec-
tion criteria. 

(c) Proposal workshops. Prior to an 
announcement of solicitation, NIST 
may announce opportunities for poten-
tial applicants to learn about these 
projects through workshops. The time 
and place of the workshop(s) will be 
contained in a Commerce Business 
Daily announcement. 

(d) Indirect costs. The total dollar 
amount of the indirect costs proposed 
in an application under this program 
must not exceed the indirect cost rate 
negotiated and approved by a cognizant 
Federal agency prior to the proposed 
effective date of the award or 100 per-
cent of the total proposed direct costs 
dollar amount in the application, 
whichever is less. 

(e) Proposal format. The proposal 
must contain both technical and cost 
information. The proposal page count 
shall include every page, including 
pages that contain words, table of con-
tents, executive summary, manage-
ment information and qualifications, 
resumes, figures, tables, and pictures. 
All proposals shall be printed such that 
pages are single-sided, with no more 
than fifty-five (55) lines per page. Use 
21.6×27.9 cm (81⁄2″×11″) paper or A4 met-
ric paper. Use an easy-to-read font of 
not more than about 5 characters per 
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cm (fixed pitch font of 12 or fewer char-
acters per inch or proportional font of 
point size 10 or larger). Smaller type 
may be used in figures and tables, but 
must be clearly legible. Margins on all 
sides (top, bottom, left and right) must 
be at lease 2.5 cm. (1″). Length limita-
tions for proposals will be specified in 
solicitations. The applicant may sub-
mit a separately bound document of 
appendices, containing letters of sup-
port for the proposal. The proposal 
should be self-contained and not rely 
on the appendices for meeting criteria. 
Excess pages in the proposal will not be 
considered in the evaluation. Appli-
cants must submit one signed original 
plus six copies of the proposal and 
Standard Form 424, 424A, and 424B (Rev 
4/92), Standard Form LLL, and Form 
CD–511. Applicants for whom the sub-
mission of six copies presents financial 
hardship may submit one original and 
two copies of the application. 

(f) Content of proposal. (1) The pro-
posal must, at a minimum, include the 
following: 

(i) An executive summary summa-
rizing the planned project consistent 
with the Evaluation Criteria stated in 
this part. 

(ii) A description of the planned 
project sufficient to permit evaluation 
of the proposal in accordance with the 
proposal Evaluation Criteria stated in 
this part. 

(iii) A budget for the project which 
identifies all sources of funds and 
which breaks out planned expenditures 
by both activity and object class (e.g., 
personnel, travel, etc.). 

(iv) A description of the qualifica-
tions of key personnel who will be as-
signed to work on the proposed project. 

(v) A statement of work that dis-
cusses the specific tasks to be carried 
out, including a schedule of measurable 
events and milestones. 

(vi) A completed Standard Form 424, 
424A, and 424B (Rev 4–92) prescribed by 
the applicable OMB circular, Standard 
Form LLL, and Form CD–511, Certifi-
cation Regarding Debarment, Suspen-
sion and Other Responsibility Matters; 
Drug-Free Workplace Requirements 
and Lobbying. SF–424, 424A, 424B (Rev 
4–92), SF-LLL, and Form CD–511 will 
not be considered part of the page 
count of the proposal. 

(2) The application requirements and 
the standard form requirements have 
been approved by OMB (OMB Control 
Number 0693–0005, 0348–0043 and 0348– 
0044). 

(g) Applicable federal and departmental 
guidance. The Administrative Require-
ments, Cost Principles, and Audits are 
dependent upon type of Recipient orga-
nization as follows: 

(1) Nonprofit organizations. (i) OMB 
Circular A–110—Uniform Administra-
tive Requirements for Grants and 
Agreements with Institutions of Higher 
Education, Hospitals, and Other Non-
profit Organizations. 

(ii) OMB Circular A–122—Cost Prin-
ciples for Nonprofit Organizations. 

(iii) 15 CFR Part 29b—Audit Require-
ments for Institutions of Higher Edu-
cation and Other Nonprofit Organiza-
tions (implements OMB Circular A– 
133—Audits for Institutions of Higher 
Education and Other Nonprofit Organi-
zations). 

(2) State/local governments. (i) 15 CFR 
Part 24—Uniform Administrative Re-
quirements for Grants and Cooperative 
Agreements to State and Local Gov-
ernments. 

(ii) OMB Circular A–87—Cost Prin-
ciples for State and Local Govern-
ments. 

(iii) 15 CFR Part 29a—Audit Require-
ments for State and Local Govern-
ments (implements OMB Circular A– 
128—Audit of State and Local Govern-
ments). 

(3) Educational institutions. (i) OMB 
Circular A–110—Administrative Re-
quirements for Grants and Agreements 
with Institutions of Higher Education, 
Hospitals, and Other Nonprofit Organi-
zations. 

(ii) OMB Circular A–21—Cost Prin-
ciples for Educational Institutions. 

(iii) 15 CFR Part 29b—Audit Require-
ments for Institutions of Higher Edu-
cation and Other Nonprofit Organiza-
tions (implements OMB Circular A– 
133—Audits for Institutions of Higher 
Education and Other Nonprofit Organi-
zations). 

(4) For-profit organizations. (i) OMB 
Circular A–110—Administrative Re-
quirements for Grants and Agreements 
with Institutions of Higher Education, 
Hospitals, and Other Nonprofit Organi-
zations. 
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(ii) 48 CFR Part 31—Federal Acquisi-
tion Regulation, Contract Cost Prin-
ciples and Procedures. 

(iii) 15 CFR Part 29b—Audit Require-
ments for Institutions of Higher Edu-
cation and Other Nonprofit Organiza-
tions (implements OMB Circular A– 
133). 

(h) Availability of forms and circulars. 
(1) Copies of forms referenced in this 
part may be obtained from the Manu-
facturing Extension Partnership, Na-
tional Institute of Standards and Tech-
nology, Room C121, Building 301, Gai-
thersburg, MD 20899. 

(2) Copies of OMB Circulars may be 
obtained from the Office of Adminis-
tration, Publications Office, 725 17th 
St., NW, Room 2200, New Executive Of-
fice Building, Washington, DC 20503. 

§ 292.2 Training development and de-
ployment projects. 

(a) Eligibility criteria. In general, eligi-
ble applicants for these projects in-
clude all for-profit and nonprofit orga-
nizations including universities, com-
munity colleges, state governments, 
state technology programs and inde-
pendent nonprofit organizations. How-
ever, specific limitations on eligibility 
may be specified in solicitations. Orga-
nizations may submit multiple pro-
posals under this category in each so-
licitation for unique projects. 

(b) Project objective. The purpose of 
these projects is to support the devel-
opment and deployment of training 
programs which will aid manufacturing 
extension organizations in providing 
services to smaller manufacturers. 
While primarily directed toward the 
field agents/engineers of the extension 
organizations, the training may also be 
of direct use by the smaller manufac-
turers themselves. Specific industry 
sectors to be addressed and sub-cat-
egories of training may be specified in 
solicitations. Examples of training 
topic areas include, but are not limited 
to, manufacturing assessment func-
tions, business systems management, 
quality assurance assistance, and fi-
nancial management activities. Exam-
ples of training program deployment 
include, but are not limited to, organi-
zation and conduct of training courses, 
development and conduct of train-the- 
trainer courses, preparations and deliv-

ery of distance learning activities, and 
preparation of self-learning and tech-
nical-guideline materials. Projects 
must be completed within the scope of 
the effort proposed and should not re-
quire on-going federal support. 

(c) Award period. Projects initiated 
under this category may be carried out 
over a period of up to three years. If an 
application is selected for funding, 
DOC has no obligation to provide any 
additional future funding in connection 
with that award. Renewal of an award 
to increase funding or extend the pe-
riod of performance is at the total dis-
cretion of DOC. 

(d) Matching requirements. Matching 
fund requirements for these proposals 
will be specified in solicitations includ-
ing the breakdown of cash and in-kind 
requirements. For those projects not 
requiring matching funds, the presence 
of match will be considered in the eval-
uation under the Financial Plan cri-
teria. 

(e) Training development and deploy-
ment projects evaluation criteria. Pro-
posals will be evaluated and rated on 
the basis of the following criteria list-
ed in descending order of importance: 

(1) Demonstration that the proposed 
project will meet the training needs of 
technical assistance providers and manu-
facturers in the target population. The 
target population must be clearly de-
fined and the proposal must dem-
onstrate that it understands the popu-
lation’s training needs within the pro-
posed project area. The proposal should 
show that the efforts being proposed 
meet the needs identified. Factors that 
may be considered include: A clear def-
inition of the target population, size 
and demographic distribution; dem-
onstrated understanding of the target 
population’s training needs; and appro-
priateness of the size of the target pop-
ulation and the anticipated impact for 
the proposed expenditure. 

(2) Development/deployment method-
ology and use of appropriate technology 
and information sources. The proposal 
must describe the technical plan for 
the development or deployment of the 
training, including the project activi-
ties to be used in the training develop-
ment/deployment and the sources of 
technology and/or information which 
will be used to create or deploy the 
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training activity. Sources may include 
those internal to the proposer or from 
other organizations. Factors that may 
be considered include: Adequacy of the 
proposed technical plan; strength of 
core competency in the proposed area 
of activity; and demonstrated access to 
relevant technical or information 
sources external to the organization. 

(3) Delivery and implementation mecha-
nisms. The proposal must set forth 
clearly defined, effective mechanisms 
for delivery and/or implementation of 
proposed services to the target popu-
lation. The proposal also must dem-
onstrate that training activities will be 
integrated into and will be of service to 
the NIST Manufacturing Extension 
Centers. Factors that may be consid-
ered include: Ease of access to the 
training activity especially for MEP 
extension centers; methodology for dis-
seminating or promoting involvement 
in the training especially within the 
MEP system; and demonstrated inter-
est in the training activity especially 
by MEP extension centers. 

(4) Coordination with other relevant or-
ganizations. Wherever possible the 
project should be coordinated with and 
leverage other organizations which are 
developing or have expertise with simi-
lar training. If no such organizations 
exist, the proposal should show that 
this is the case. Applicants will need to 
describe how they will coordinate to 
allow for increased economies of scale 
and to avoid duplication. Factors that 
may be considered include: Dem-
onstrated understanding of existing or-
ganizations and resources relevant to 
the proposed project; adequate link-
ages and partnerships with existing or-
ganizations and clear definition of 
those organizations’ roles in the pro-
posed activities; and that the proposed 
activity does not duplicate existing 
services or resources. 

(5) Program evaluation. The applicant 
should specify plans for evaluation of 
the effectiveness of the proposed train-
ing activity and for ensuring contin-
uous improvement of the training. Fac-
tors that may be considered include: 
Thoroughness of evaluation plans, in-
cluding internal evaluation for man-
agement control, external evaluation 
for assessing outcomes of the activity, 

and ‘‘customer satisfaction’’ measures 
of performance. 

(6) Management and organizational ex-
perience and plans. Applicants should 
specify plans for proper organization, 
staffing, and management of the imple-
mentation process. Factors that may 
be considered include: Appropriateness 
and authority of the governing or man-
aging organization to conduct the pro-
posed activities; qualifications of the 
project team and its leadership to con-
duct the proposed activity; soundness 
of any staffing plans, including recruit-
ment, selection, training, and con-
tinuing professional development; and 
appropriateness of the organizational 
approach for carrying out the proposed 
activity. 

(7) Financial plan. Applicants should 
show the relevance and cost effective-
ness of the financial plan for meeting 
the objectives of the project; the firm-
ness and level of the applicant’s total 
financial support for the project; and a 
plan to maintain the program after the 
cooperative agreement has expired. 
Factors that may be considered in-
clude: Reasonableness of the budget, 
both in income and expenses; strength 
of commitment and amount of the pro-
poser’s cost share, if any; effectiveness 
of management plans for control of 
budget; appropriateness of matching 
contributions; and plan for maintain-
ing the program after the cooperative 
agreement has expired. 

§ 292.3 Technical tools, techniques, 
practices, and analyses projects. 

(a) Eligibility criteria. In general, eligi-
ble applicants for these projects in-
clude all for profit and nonprofit orga-
nizations including universities, com-
munity colleges, state governments, 
state technology programs and inde-
pendent nonprofit organizations. How-
ever, specific limitations on eligibility 
may be specified in solicitations. Orga-
nizations may submit multiple pro-
posals under this category in each so-
licitation for unique projects. 

(b) Project objective. The purpose of 
these projects is to support the initial 
development, implementation, and 
analysis of tools, techniques, and prac-
tices which will aid manufacturing ex-
tension organizations in providing 
services to smaller manufacturers and 
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which may also be of direct use by the 
smaller manufacturers themselves. 
Specific industry sectors to be ad-
dressed and sub-categories of tools, 
techniques, practices, and analyses 
may be specified in solicitations. Ex-
amples of tools, techniques, and prac-
tices include, but are not limited to, 
manufacturing assessment tools, 
benchmarking tools, business systems 
management tools, quality assurance 
assistance tools, financial management 
tools, software tools, practices for 
partnering, techniques for urban or 
rural firms, and comparative analysis 
of assessment methods. Projects must 
be completed within the scope of the 
effort proposed and should not require 
on-going federal support. 

(c) Award period. Projects initiated 
under this category may be carried out 
over a period of up to three years. If an 
application is selected for funding, 
DOC has no obligation to provide any 
additional future funding in connection 
with that award. Renewal of an award 
to increase funding or extend the pe-
riod of performance is at the total dis-
cretion of DOC. 

(d) Matching requirements. Matching 
fund requirements for these proposals 
will be specified in solicitations includ-
ing the breakdown of cash and in-kind 
requirements. For those projects not 
requiring matching funds, the presence 
of match will be considered in the eval-
uation under the Financial Plan cri-
teria. 

(e) Tools, techniques, practices, and 
analyses projects evaluation criteria. Pro-
posals from applicants will be evalu-
ated and rated on the basis of the fol-
lowing criteria listed in descending 
order of importance: 

(1) Demonstration that the proposed 
project will meet the technical assistance 
needs of technical assistance providers 
and manufacturers in the target popu-
lation. Target population must be 
clearly defined. The proposal must 
demonstrate that it understands the 
population’s tool or technique needs 
within the proposed project area. The 
proposal should show that the efforts 
being proposed meet the needs identi-
fied. Factors that may be considered 
include: A clear definition of the target 
population, size and demographic dis-
tribution; demonstrated understanding 

of the target population’s tools or tech-
nique needs; and appropriateness of the 
size of the target population and the 
anticipated impact for the proposed ex-
penditure. 

(2) Development methodology and use of 
appropriate technology and information 
sources. The proposal must describe the 
technical plan for the development of 
the tool or resource, including the 
project activities to be used in the tool/ 
resource development and the sources 
of technology and/or information which 
will be used to create the tool or re-
source. Sources may include those in-
ternal to the proposer or from other or-
ganizations. Factors that may be con-
sidered include: Adequacy of the pro-
posed technical plan; strength of core 
competency in the proposed area of ac-
tivity; and demonstrated access to rel-
evant technical or information sources 
external to the organization. 

(3) Degree of integration with the man-
ufacturing extension partnership. The 
proposal must demonstrate that the 
tool or resource will be integrated into 
and will be of service to the NIST Man-
ufacturing Extension Centers. Factors 
that may be considered include: Ability 
to access the tool or resource espe-
cially for MEP extension centers; 
methodology for disseminating or pro-
moting use of the tool or technique es-
pecially within the MEP system; and 
demonstrated interest in using the tool 
or technique especially by MEP exten-
sion centers. 

(4) Coordination with other relevant or-
ganizations. Wherever possible the 
project should be coordinated with and 
leverage other organizations which are 
developing or have expertise on similar 
tools, techniques, practices, or anal-
yses. If no such organizations exist, the 
proposal should show that this is the 
case. Applicants will need to describe 
how they will coordinate to allow for 
increased economies of scale and to 
avoid duplication. Factors that may be 
considered include: Demonstrated un-
derstanding of existing organizations 
and resources relevant to the proposed 
project; adequate linkages and partner-
ships with existing organizations and 
clear definition of those organizations’ 
roles in the proposed activities; and 
that the proposed activity does not du-
plicate existing services or resources. 
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(5) Program evaluation. The applicant 
should specify plans for evaluation of 
the effectiveness of the proposed tool 
or technique and for ensuring contin-
uous improvement of the tool. Factors 
that may be considered include: Thor-
oughness of evaluation plans, including 
internal evaluation for management 
control, external evaluation for assess-
ing outcomes of the activity, and 
‘‘customer satisfaction’’ measures of 
performance. 

(6) Management experience and plans. 
Applicants should specify plans for 
proper organization, staffing, and man-
agement of the implementation proc-
ess. Factors that may be considered in-
clude: Appropriateness and authority 
of the governing or managing organiza-
tion to conduct the proposed activities; 
qualifications of the project team and 
its leadership to conduct the proposed 
activity; soundness of any staffing 
plans, including recruitment, selection, 
training, and continuing professional 
development; and appropriateness of 
the organizational approach for car-
rying out the proposed activity. 

(7) Financial plan. Applicants should 
show the relevance and cost effective-
ness of the financial plan for meeting 
the objectives of the project; the firm-
ness and level of the applicant’s total 
financial support for the project; and a 
plan to maintain the program after the 
cooperative agreement has expired. 
Factors that may be considered in-
clude: Reasonableness of the budget, 
both in income and expenses; strength 
of commitment and amount of the pro-
poser’s cost share, if any; effectiveness 
of management plans for control of 
budget; appropriateness of matching 
contributions; and plan for maintain-
ing the program after the cooperative 
agreement has expired. 

§ 292.4 Information infrastructure 
projects. 

(a) Eligibility criteria. In general, eligi-
ble applicants for these projects in-
clude all for profit and nonprofit orga-
nizations including universities, com-
munity colleges, state governments, 
state technology programs and inde-
pendent nonprofit organizations. How-
ever, specific limitations on eligibility 
may be specified in solicitations. Orga-
nizations may submit multiple pro-

posals under this category in each so-
licitation for unique projects. 

(b) Project objective. The purpose of 
these projects is to support and act as 
a catalyst for the development and im-
plementation of information infra-
structure services and pilots. These 
projects will aid manufacturing exten-
sion organizations and smaller manu-
facturers in accessing the technical in-
formation they need or will accelerate 
the rate of adoption of electronic com-
merce. Specific industry sectors to be 
addressed or subcategories of informa-
tion infrastructure projects include, 
but are not limited to, pilot dem-
onstration of electronic data inter-
change in a supplier chain, implemen-
tation of an electronic information 
service for field engineers at MEP ex-
tension centers, and industry specific 
electronic information services for 
MEP centers and smaller manufactur-
ers. 

(c) Award period. Projects initiated 
under this category may be carried out 
over a period of up to three years. If an 
application is selected for funding, 
DOC has no obligation to provide any 
additional future funding in connection 
with that award. Renewal of an award 
to increase funding or extend the pe-
riod of performance is at the total dis-
cretion of DOC. 

(d) Matching requirements. Matching 
fund requirements for these proposals 
will be specified in solicitations includ-
ing the breakdown of cash and in-kind 
requirements. For those projects not 
requiring matching funds, the presence 
of match will be considered in the eval-
uation under the Financial Plan cri-
teria. 

(e) Information infrastructure projects 
evaluation criteria. Proposals from ap-
plicants will be evaluated and rated on 
the basis of the following criteria list-
ed in descending order of importance: 

(1) Demonstration that the proposed 
project will meet the need of the target 
customer base. The target customer base 
must be clearly defined and, in general, 
will be technical assistance providers 
and/or smaller manufacturers. The pro-
posal should demonstrate a clear un-
derstanding of the customer base’s 
needs within the proposed project area. 
The proposal should also show that the 
efforts being proposed meet the needs 
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identified. Factors that may be consid-
ered include: A clear definition of the 
customer base, size and demographic 
distribution; demonstrated under-
standing of the customer base’s needs 
within the project area; and appro-
priateness of the size of the customer 
base and the anticipated impact for the 
proposed expenditure. 

(2) Development plans and delivery/im-
plementation mechanisms. The proposal 
must set forth clearly defined, effective 
plans for the development, delivery 
and/or implementation of proposed 
services to the customer base. The pro-
posal must delineate the sources of in-
formation which will be used to imple-
ment the project. Sources may include 
those internal to the center (including 
staff expertise) or from other organiza-
tions. Factors that may be considered 
include: Adequacy of plans; potential 
effectiveness and efficiency of proposed 
delivery and implementation systems; 
demonstrated capacity to form effec-
tive linkages; partnerships necessary 
for success of the proposed activity; 
strength of core competency in the pro-
posed area of activity; and dem-
onstrated access to relevant technical 
or information sources external to the 
organization. 

(3) Coordination with other relevant or-
ganizations. Wherever possible the 
project should be coordinated with and 
leverage other organizations which are 
developing or have expertise within the 
project area. In addition, the project 
should demonstrate that it does not 
duplicate efforts which already are 
being performed by the private sector 
without government support. Appli-
cants will need to describe how they 
will coordinate to allow for increased 
economies of scale and to avoid dupli-
cation. If the proposer will not be 
partnering with any other organiza-
tions, then the proposal should clearly 
explain why the project will be more 
successful if implemented as proposed. 
A proposal which makes a credible case 
for why there are no, or very limited, 
partnerships will not be penalized in 
evaluation. Factors that may be con-
sidered include: Demonstrated under-
standing of existing organizations and 
resources relevant to the proposed 
project; Adequate linkages and part-
nerships with relevant existing organi-

zations; clear definition of the roles of 
partnering organizations in the pro-
posed activities; and that the proposed 
activity does not duplicate existing 
services or resources. 

(4) Management and organizational ex-
perience and plans. Applicants should 
specify plans for proper organization, 
staffing, and management of the 
project. Factors that may be consid-
ered include: Appropriateness and au-
thority of the governing or managing 
organization to conduct the proposed 
activities; qualifications of the project 
team and its leadership to conduct the 
proposed activity; soundness of any 
staffing plans, including recruitment, 
selection, training, and continuing pro-
fessional development; and appro-
priateness of the organizational ap-
proach for carrying out the proposed 
activity. 

(5) Financial plan. Applicants should 
show the relevance and cost effective-
ness of the financial plan for meeting 
the objectives of the project; the firm-
ness and level of the applicant’s total 
financial support for the project; and 
the ability of the project to continue 
after the cooperative agreement has 
expired without federal support. While 
projects that appear to require on- 
going public support will be considered, 
in general, they will be evaluated lower 
than those which show a strong ability 
to become self-sufficient. Factors that 
may be considered include: Reasonable-
ness of the budget, both in income and 
expenses; strength of commitment and 
amount of the proposer’s cost share, if 
any; effectiveness of management 
plans for control of budget; appro-
priateness of matching contributions; 
and plan for maintaining the program 
after the cooperative agreement has 
expired. 

(6) Evaluation. The applicant should 
specify plans for evaluation of the ef-
fectiveness of the proposed project and 
for ensuring continuous improvement. 
Factors that may be considered in-
clude: Thoroughness of evaluation 
plans, including internal evaluation for 
management control, external evalua-
tion for assessing outcomes of the ac-
tivity, and ‘‘customer satisfaction’’ 
measures of performance. 
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§ 292.5 Proposal selection process. 
The proposal evaluation and selec-

tion process will consist of three prin-
cipal phases: Proposal qualifications; 
proposal review and selection of final-
ists; and award determination as fol-
lows: 

(a) Proposal qualification. All pro-
posals will be reviewed by NIST to as-
sure compliance with the proposal con-
tent and other basic provisions of this 
part. Proposals which satisfy these re-
quirements will be designated qualified 
proposals; all others will be disquali-
fied at this phase of the evaluation and 
selection process. 

(b) Proposal review and selection of fi-
nalists. NIST will appoint an evaluation 
panel to review and evaluate all quali-
fied proposals in accordance with the 
evaluation criteria and values set forth 
in this part. Evaluation panels will 
consist of NIST employees and in some 
cases other federal employees or non- 
federal experts who sign non-disclosure 
agreements. A site visit may be re-
quired to make full evaluation of a pro-
posal. From the qualified proposals, a 
group of finalists will be numerically 
ranked and recommended for award 
based on this review. 

(c) Award determination. The Director 
of the NIST, or her/his designee, shall 
select awardees based on total evalua-
tion scores, geographic distribution, 
and the availability of funds. All three 
factors will be considered in making an 
award. Upon the final award decision, a 
notification will be made to each of the 
proposing organizations. 

§ 292.6 Additional requirements. 
Federal policies and procedures. Recipi-

ents and subrecipients are subject to 
all Federal laws and Federal and De-
partment of Commerce policies, regula-
tions, and procedures applicable to 
Federal financial assistance awards. 
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AUTHORITY: 15 U.S.C. 278n. 

SOURCE: 55 FR 30145, July 24, 1990, unless 
otherwise noted. 

Subpart A—General 

§ 295.1 Purpose. 
(a) The purpose of the Advanced 

Technology Program (ATP) is to as-
sisted United States businesses to 
carry out research and development on 
high risk, high pay-off, emerging and 
enabling technologies. These tech-
nologies are: 

(1) High risk, because the technical 
challenges make success uncertain; 

(2) High pay-off, because when ap-
plied they offer significant benefits to 
the U.S. economy; and 

(3) Emerging and enabling, because 
they offer wide breadth of potential ap-
plication and form an important tech-
nical basis for future commercial appli-
cations. 

(b) The rules in this part prescribe 
policies and procedures for the award 
of cooperative agreements under the 
Advanced Technology Program in 
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