Cooperative Agreement for CESU-affiliated Partner
with Gulf Coast Cooperative Ecosystem Studies Unit
 
Funding Opportunity Description 
The USGS is offering a funding opportunity to a CESU partner for research in understanding interactions between cotton farming and avian microbiome, which will: 1) use shotgun metatranscriptomic and other omics analyses to evaluate the effects of exposure to pesticides and associated dietary changes on all members of gut microbiota from multiple domains (prokaryotes, eukaryotes, viruses) and microbiome function (metabolic pathways, gene ontology terms, antibiotic resistance, virulence) in birds from different trophic levels (primary consumers, insectivores, etc), and 2) conduct field-based comparative studies and sample collection addressing effects of stressor factors associated with cotton production and avian microbiome composition.

Background
Agrochemical pollution associated with modern crop production poses the most profound and immediate threat to biodiversity, surpassing that of the global climate change (Dudley & Alexander, 2017; Maxwell et al., 2016).  Recent studies demonstrated that since the 1960s, 74% of farmland birds steadily and significantly declined in the USA and Canada despite  decreased area of cultivated lands since the 1990s (Green et al., 2005; Stanton et al., 2018).  Furthermore, grassland birds suffered far greater decline since 1970 than birds in other North American biomes (K. V. Rosenberg et al., 2019).  Pesticides used in crop production appear to be the most common cause of decline in North American farmland birds (Stanton et al., 2018).
Wildlife mortality events caused by exposure of non-target animals to lethal doses of pesticides are infrequent and accidental.  Sublethal exposure to pesticides, however, is commonplace and have been linked to chronic fitness consequences and population declines over time (Gibbons et al., 2015; Halsch et al., 2020; van der Sluijs et al., 2015).  Pesticides deplete abundance and reduce diversity of vertebrate food resources by killing terrestrial and aquatic invertebrates and plants (van der Sluijs et al., 2015).  Furthermore, sublethal doses of pesticides and shortage of resources adversely affect animal growth, development, survival, and reproduction (Gibbons et al., 2015).  Pesticides also suppress wildlife immune system enabling emergence and spread of infectious diseases with unusually high mortality rates, which may be a leading cause of continuing global wildlife declines (Mason et al., 2013).
A recent review of studies that attempted to address sublethal effects of modern insecticides (neonicotinoids and fipronil) on vertebrates (Gibbons et al., 2015) exposed shortcomings of current research approaches.  Although important for understanding of potential effects of individual pesticides, the utility of studies based on exposure of lab animals to arbitrarily selected levels of single insecticide at a time and not considering environmentally relevant pesticide concentrations or synergistic effects among pesticides or stress induced by food shortage may be limited for understanding drivers of observed wildlife declines.  
Are not aware of field-based studies addressing effects of the pesticide contamination levels observed in natural habitats on wildlife health.  
Another important area yet to be addressed is the effects of pesticides on wildlife microbiota - the community of prokaryotic and eukaryotic microbes and viruses that live inside and outside of an animal body.  These microbes, the vast majority of which resides in the animal gastrointestinal tract (gut), are intimately involved in their host’s development and physiology.  Microbiota participates in food digestion and detoxification, nitrogen recycling, protecting the host from pathogens and environmental toxins, stimulating the host’s immune system, producing vitamins and hormones, regulating brain function, behavior, and reproduction (Clarke et al., 2014; Heintz-Buschart & Wilmes, 2018; Hird, 2017; Jiménez & Sommer, 2017; D. Liang et al., 2018; Mohajeri et al., 2018; E. Rosenberg & Zilber-Rosenberg, 2018).  Surprisingly, the effect of agrochemicals on gut microbiota has not been sufficiently studied in wildlife despite recent studies demonstrating significant negative impact of common agrochemicals on microbiota of humans, laboratory rodents (Defois et al., 2018; Y. Liang et al., 2019; Lukowicz Céline et al., 2018; Yuan et al., 2019) and wild prairie grouse (Drovetski et al., 2022).
Microbiota richness, composition, and functionality are sensitive to diet changes and environmental pollution (Jiménez & Sommer, 2017; Rosenfeld, 2017).  Acute or chronic disturbance of microbiota (dysbiosis), is linked to many animal diseases related to inflammation, gastrointestinal, autoimmune, physiological, cardiovascular, and neurological disorders (Biedermann & Rogler, 2015; Clarke et al., 2014; Heintz-Buschart & Wilmes, 2018; Mohajeri et al., 2018; Stecher et al., 2013).  Understanding the breadth and mechanism of sublethal effects of agrochemicals on non-target wildlife is the key for developing sustainable agricultural practices.  We chose cotton production because cotton is the most chemically intensive crop in the USA.  According to a USDA survey (https://www.nass.usda.gov/Surveys/Guide_to_NASS_Surveys/Chemical_Use/). Cotton farmers use on average nearly 36 lb. of pesticides per acre each year, whereas corn farmers use 29 lb., soy farmers use 25 lb., and wheat farmers use 9 lb. 

Research Objectives
The overall objective is to test a hypothesis that birds exposed to cotton production and associated agrochemicals suffer from dysbiosis and immunomodulation and therefore may be more susceptible to disease compared to those residing in uncultivated habitats. 
[bookmark: _Hlk68171776]Specific hypotheses are: 1) birds that reside on or in immediate vicinity of cotton farms have higher levels of pesticide residues than those that reside in the areas unaffected by any crop production; 2) microbiota from small intestine differ in composition and functionality from those in the ceca and therefore upon exposure to cotton-associated agrochemicals, birds without ceca exhibit increased virulence factors and antibiotic resistance genes, immune system effects, higher oxidative stress, and altered blood chemistry than birds with ceca; 3) insectivorous birds feeding on ground insects that are targeted by pesticides exhibit increased virulence factors and antibiotic resistance genes, immune system effects, oxidative stress, and altered blood chemistry than those feeding on non-targeted wood-burrowing insects.

Literature Cited

Biedermann, L., & Rogler, G. (2015). The intestinal microbiota: Its role in health and disease. European Journal of Pediatrics, 174(2), 151–167. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00431-014-2476-2
Clarke, G., Stilling, R. M., Kennedy, P. J., Stanton, C., Cryan, J. F., & Dinan, T. G. (2014). Minireview: Gut Microbiota: The Neglected Endocrine Organ. Molecular Endocrinology, 28(8), 1221–1238. https://doi.org/10.1210/me.2014-1108
Defois, C., Ratel, J., Garrait, G., Denis, S., Goff, O. L., Talvas, J., Mosoni, P., Engel, E., & Peyret, P. (2018). Food Chemicals Disrupt Human Gut Microbiota Activity And Impact Intestinal Homeostasis As Revealed By In Vitro Systems. Scientific Reports, 8(1), 1–12. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-018-29376-9
Drovetski, S. V., Schmidt, B. K., Lai, J. E., Gross, M. S., Hladik, M. L., Matterson, K. O., & Karouna-Renier, N. K. (2022). Exposure to crop production alters cecal prokaryotic microbiota, inflates virulome and resistome in wild prairie grouse. Environmental Pollution, 306, 119418. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2022.119418
Dudley, N., & Alexander, S. (2017). Agriculture and biodiversity: A review. Biodiversity, 18(2–3), 45–49. https://doi.org/10.1080/14888386.2017.1351892
Gibbons, D., Morrissey, C., & Mineau, P. (2015). A review of the direct and indirect effects of neonicotinoids and fipronil on vertebrate wildlife. Environmental Science and Pollution Research, 22(1), 103–118. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-014-3180-5
Green, R. E., Cornell, S. J., Scharlemann, J. P. W., & Balmford, A. (2005). Farming and the fate of wild nature. Science, 307(5709), 550–555. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1106049
Halsch, C. A., Code, A., Hoyle, S. M., Fordyce, J. A., Baert, N., & Forister, M. L. (2020). Pesticide Contamination of Milkweeds Across the Agricultural, Urban, and Open Spaces of Low-Elevation Northern California. Frontiers in Ecology and Evolution, 8. https://doi.org/10.3389/fevo.2020.00162
Heintz-Buschart, A., & Wilmes, P. (2018). Human gut microbiome: Function matters. Trends in Microbiology, 26(7), 563–574. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tim.2017.11.002
Hird, S. M. (2017). Evolutionary biology needs wild microbiomes. Frontiers in Microbiology, 8. https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2017.00725
Jiménez, R. R., & Sommer, S. (2017). The amphibian microbiome: Natural range of variation, pathogenic dysbiosis, and role in conservation. Biodiversity and Conservation, 26(4), 763–786. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10531-016-1272-x
Liang, D., Leung, R. K.-K., Guan, W., & Au, W. W. (2018). Involvement of gut microbiome in human health and disease: Brief overview, knowledge gaps and research opportunities. Gut Pathogens, 10. https://doi.org/10.1186/s13099-018-0230-4
Liang, Y., Zhan, J., Liu, D., Luo, M., Han, J., Liu, X., Liu, C., Cheng, Z., Zhou, Z., & Wang, P. (2019). Organophosphorus pesticide chlorpyrifos intake promotes obesity and insulin resistance through impacting gut and gut microbiota. Microbiome, 7(1), 19. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40168-019-0635-4
Lukowicz Céline, Ellero-Simatos Sandrine, Régnier Marion, Polizzi Arnaud, Lasserre Frédéric, Montagner Alexandra, Lippi Yannick, Jamin Emilien L., Martin Jean-François, Naylies Claire, Canlet Cécile, Debrauwer Laurent, Bertrand-Michel Justine, Al Saati Talal, Théodorou Vassilia, Loiseau Nicolas, Mselli-Lakhal Laïla, Guillou Hervé, & Gamet-Payrastre Laurence. (2018). Metabolic Effects of a Chronic Dietary Exposure to a Low-Dose Pesticide Cocktail in Mice: Sexual Dimorphism and Role of the Constitutive Androstane Receptor. Environmental Health Perspectives, 126(6), 067007. https://doi.org/10.1289/EHP2877
Mason, R., Tennekes, H., Sánchez-Bayo, F., & Jepsen, P. U. (2013). Immune suppression by neonicotinoid insecticides at the root of global wildlife declines. Journal of Enviromental Immunology and Toxicology, 1(1), 3. https://doi.org/10.7178/jeit.1
Maxwell, S. L., Fuller, R. A., Brooks, T. M., & Watson, J. E. M. (2016). Biodiversity: The ravages of guns, nets and bulldozers. Nature News, 536(7615), 143. https://doi.org/10.1038/536143a
Mohajeri, M. H., La Fata, G., Steinert, R. E., & Weber, P. (2018). Relationship between the gut microbiome and brain function. Nutrition Reviews, 76(7), 481–496. https://doi.org/10.1093/nutrit/nuy009
Rosenberg, E., & Zilber-Rosenberg, I. (2018). The hologenome concept of evolution after 10 years. Microbiome, 6(1), 78. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40168-018-0457-9
Rosenberg, K. V., Dokter, A. M., Blancher, P. J., Sauer, J. R., Smith, A. C., Smith, P. A., Stanton, J. C., Panjabi, A., Helft, L., Parr, M., & Marra, P. P. (2019). Decline of the North American avifauna. Science, 366(6461), 120–124. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaw1313
Rosenfeld, C. S. (2017). Gut dysbiosis in animals due to environmental chemical exposures. Frontiers in Cellular and Infection Microbiology, 7. https://doi.org/10.3389/fcimb.2017.00396
Stanton, R. L., Morrissey, C. A., & Clark, R. G. (2018). Analysis of trends and agricultural drivers of farmland bird declines in North America: A review. Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment, 254, 244–254. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2017.11.028
Stecher, B., Maier, L., & Hardt, W.-D. (2013). “Blooming” in the gut: How dysbiosis might contribute to pathogen evolution. Nature Reviews Microbiology, 11(4), 277–284. https://doi.org/10.1038/nrmicro2989
van der Sluijs, J. P., Amaral-Rogers, V., Belzunces, L. P., Bijleveld van Lexmond, M. F. I. J., Bonmatin, J.-M., Chagnon, M., Downs, C. A., Furlan, L., Gibbons, D. W., Giorio, C., Girolami, V., Goulson, D., Kreutzweiser, D. P., Krupke, C., Liess, M., Long, E., McField, M., Mineau, P., Mitchell, E. A. D., … Wiemers, M. (2015). Conclusions of the worldwide integrated assessment on the risks of neonicotinoids and fipronil to biodiversity and ecosystem functioning. Environmental Science and Pollution Research, 22(1), 148–154. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-014-3229-5
Yuan, X., Pan, Z., Jin, C., Ni, Y., Fu, Z., & Jin, Y. (2019). Gut microbiota: An underestimated and unintended recipient for pesticide-induced toxicity. Chemosphere, 227, 425–434. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2019.04.088


Award information

It is anticipated that one award will be made of $24,950 for one base year and 2 renewal years. Funding in the amount of $24,950 is available for FY 2024. Additional funding will be based upon satisfactory progress and the availability of funding. 

Eligibility Information

This financial assistance opportunity is being issued under a Cooperative Ecosystem Studies Unit (CESU) Program.  CESU’s are partnerships that provide research, technical assistance, and education.  Eligible recipients must be a participating partner of a Gulf Coast Cooperative Ecosystem Studies Unit (CESU) Program.  

Application and Submission Information

[bookmark: _Hlk39754700]Apply electronically through grants.gov.  Questions are to be directed to Faith Graves: 	fgraves@usgs.gov
	Content and Form of Application: 
1. Recipient’s Name
2. Principal Investigator (individual who will oversee the cooperative agreement) including address, phone number, fax number, and email address
3. Technical contact (Staff member(s) who will administer the cooperative agreement) including address, phone number, fax number, and email address
4. List laboratories, field equipment, and facilities available for project work. 
5. Experience of staff to conduct the stated work objectives of the project. 

  Proposal Text -  Please include the following:
a.  Introduction and Statement of Problem.  Give a brief introduction to the research problem.  Provide a brief summary of findings or outcomes of any prior work that has been completed or is ongoing in this area
b.	Objectives.  Clearly define goals of project.  State how the proposal addresses USGS goals and its relevance and impact.  Explain why the work is important. 
c.	Methods.  This section should include a fairly detailed discussion of the work plan and technical approach to both field and laboratory techniques.  
d.	Planned Products and Dissemination of Research Results List product(s) (reports, analyses, digital data, etc.) that will be delivered at the end of the performance period.  The USGS considers dissemination of research data and results to potential users of those results to be an integral and crucial aspect of projects funded by this program.  Beyond the requirements for a final report, describe your plan for dissemination of project data and results that will result in the greatest possible benefit to customers as defined by your proposal.  Applicants are strongly encouraged to disseminate research results to the scientific community and appropriate professional organizations; local, State, regional and Federal agencies; and the general public.  The USGS encourages the Recipient to publish project reports in scientific and technical journals.
e.	References Cited.  List all references to which you refer in text and references from your past work in the field that the research problem addresses.  Be sure to identify references as journal articles, chapters in books, abstracts, maps, digital data, etc.

Budget Sheets - This information will provide more details than what is required under the SF 424A form.  Please include the following:

a.	Salaries and Wages.  List names, positions, and rate of compensation. include their total time, rate of compensation, job titles, and roles.
b.	Fringe benefits/labor overhead.  Indicate the rates/amounts in conformance with normal accounting procedures.  Explain what costs are covered in this category and the basis of the rate computations.  
c.	Field Expenses.  Briefly itemize the estimated travel costs (i.e., number of people, number of travel days, lodging and transportation costs, and other travel costs).
d.	Lab Analyses.  Include geochemical analyses, radiocarbon age dating, etc.  Briefly itemize cost of all analytical work (if applicable)
e.	Supplies.  Enter the cost for all tangible property. Include the cost of office, laboratory, computing, and field supplies separately. Provide detail on any specific item, which represents a significant portion of the proposed amount.

f.	Equipment. Show the cost of all special-purpose equipment necessary for achieving the objectives of the project. "Special-purpose equipment" means scientific equipment having a useful life of more than 1 year and having an acquisition cost of $5,000 or more per item.  Each item should be itemized and include a full justification and a dealer or manufacturer quote, if available. General-purpose equipment must be purchased from the applicant's operating funds. Title to non-expendable personal property shall be vested solely with the Recipient. Under no circumstances shall property title be vested in a sub-tier recipient.
g.	Services or consultants. Identify the tasks or problems for which such services would be used.  List the contemplated sub-recipients by name (including consultants), the estimated amount of time required, and the quoted rate per day or hour.  
h.	Travel.  State the purpose of the trip and itemize the estimated travel costs to show the number of trips required, the destinations, the number of people traveling, the per diem rates, the cost of transportation, and any miscellaneous expenses for each trip. Calculations of other special transportation costs (such as charges for use of applicant-owned vehicles or vehicle rental costs) should also be shown.
i.	Publication costs.  Show the estimated cost of publishing the results of the research, including the final report.  Include costs of drafting or graphics, reproduction, page or illustration charges, and a minimum number of reprints.  
j.	Other direct costs.  Itemize the different types of costs not included elsewhere; such as, shipping, computing, equipment-use charges, or other services.
k.	Total Direct Charges.  Totals for items a - j.
l.	Indirect Charges (Overhead).  Indirect cost/general and administrative (G&A) cost.  Show the proposed rate, cost base, and proposed amount for indirect costs based on the cost principles applicable to the Applicant's organization.  If the Applicant has separate rates for recovery of labor overhead and G&A costs, each charge should be shown.  NOTE:  CESU NEGOTIATED IDC IS 17.5%
m.	Amount proposed. Total items k and l.
            n.  Provide copy of recipient’s rate agreement

USGS Data Management Plan Requirements

Proposals submitted to USGS must include a supplementary document of no more than two pages labeled "Data Management Plan" (DMP). This supplementary document should describe how the proposal will conform to USGS policy on the dissemination and sharing of research results and associated data.  A valid DMP may include only the statement that no detailed plan is needed (e.g. “No data are expected to be produced from this project”), as long as the statement is accompanied by a clear justification.  This supplementary document may include:

· the types of data, samples, physical collections, software, curriculum materials, and other materials to be produced in the course of the project;
· the standards to be used for data and metadata format and content (where existing standards are absent or deemed inadequate, this should be documented along with any proposed solutions or remedies);
· policies for access and sharing including provisions for appropriate protection of privacy, confidentiality, security, intellectual property, or other rights or requirements;
· provisions for re-use, re-distribution, and the production of derivatives; and
· plans for archiving data, samples, and other research products, and for preservation of free public access to them.

Additional guidance on data management plans is available from the USGS Data Management web site here: http://www.usgs.gov/datamanagement/plan/dmplans.php

Simultaneously submitted collaborative proposals and proposals that include subawards are a single unified project and should include only one supplemental combined DMP by the lead PI that also addresses all subaward data management needs, regardless of the number of non-lead collaborative proposals or subawards included. 


Prohibition on Issuing Financial Assistance Awards to Entities that Require Certain Internal Confidentiality Agreements

Section 743 of Division E, Title VII of the Consolidated and Further Continuing Resolution Appropriations Act of 2015 (Pub. L. 113-235) prohibits the use of funds appropriated or otherwise made available under that or any other Act for grants or cooperative agreements to an entity that requires employees or contractors of such entity seeking to report fraud, waste, or abuse to sign internal confidentiality agreements or statements prohibiting or otherwise restricting such employees or contractors from lawfully reporting such waste, fraud, or abuse to a designated investigative or law enforcement representative of a federal department or agency authorized to receive such information. 

Recipients must not require their employees or contractors seeking to report fraud, waste, or abuse to sign internal confidentiality agreements or statements prohibiting or otherwise restricting such employees or contractors from lawfully reporting such waste, fraud, or abuse to a designated investigative or law enforcement representative of a federal department or agency authorized to receive such information.

Recipients must notify their employees or contractors that existing internal confidentiality agreements covered by this condition are no longer in effect.

Application review information

Review and Selection Process:  Applications are considered based on the completeness of documentation, meeting of stated basic eligibility, and other category requirements. Specific evaluation factors are identified in the proposal narrative. Budget information is evaluated for reasonableness and appropriateness to applicant project goals.   

Proposals are reviewed by the U.S. Geological Survey technical personnel. Individual proposals are evaluated and scored. The evaluations and scores will be submitted to the contracting officer for final award

Proposals will be evaluated based on the following criteria:

Purpose, Objectives, and Relevance: (25 points)
(a)  How well does the proposed research clearly address synthesizing the risk of tick occurrence and tick-borne disease in the northeastern U.S.to provide tools to decision makers for evaluating and managing risk?
(b) How well does the proposed research clearly address development of expertise and infrastructure for developing decision support tools that explore alternative actions and critical uncertainties?
(c) How well are the objectives defined, measurable, and realistic for the project’s 	anticipated timeframe?

Technical Approach: (25 points)
(a)	How well does the project summary provide a description of the relationship between partners, tasks, milestones, and goals? Are the milestones supported by a schedule that can be accomplished during the period of performance?
(b)	How well does the applicant demonstrate they can conduct formal estimates and analyses of disease dynamics such as species susceptibility, routes of exposure and transmission, and the probability of host infection?
(c) How well does the applicant demonstrate they can work with taxa specialists and management agencies to develop causal chains for wildlife species, identify possible control points, estimate spillover risk, and provide decision support tools using accepted models, software, and methodologies?
(d) How well does the applicant demonstrate that they can work as part of a complex team of researchers, decision-makers, and other agency partners to develop decision support tools that are useful in a diversity of tick-related disease contexts?
 
Budget Justification and Clarity: (25 points)
[bookmark: _Hlk80202093](a)	How well does the proposal demonstrate the staff is sufficient to accomplish proposed goals?
(b)	How well does the proposal demonstrate he budget line items are appropriate and reasonable and commensurate with the level of effort needed to accomplish project objectives?



Qualifications, Experience, Past Performance: (25 points)
(a) How well does the applicant demonstrate their expertise in fields of wildlife disease research and management, decision science, and zoonotics?
(b) What is their depth of experience in such research as demonstrated by scientific publications and completed projects in the research area?
(c)	How does the applicant demonstrate capability to complete the proposed project?
(d)	How does the applicant demonstrate they have applied these methods to other species or wildlife diseases?
(e)	How well does the applicant’s past and current assistance demonstrate they have completed project goals associated with approaches for conducting studies on tick-borne diseases and applying principles of decision science to accomplish management goals?

[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: OLE_LINK3]Award Administration Information 
[bookmark: _Hlk109193892]Award recipients are responsible for managing the day-to-day operations of the grant/cooperative agreements and sub-award supported activities to assure compliance with applicable Federal requirements, and that performance goals are being achieved.  Recipient monitoring must cover each program, function or activity.

	Progress Reports

a) The Recipient shall submit two copies of each Progress Report to the USGS Project Officer and one copy of the transmittal letter to the USGS Contracting Officer.  Unless otherwise specified in this Agreement, annual progress reports should be submitted at least sixty (60) days prior to the end of the current budget period to allow adequate time for the designated office to review the report.  In the case of multi-year Agreements, failure to submit timely reports may delay processing of funding increments.  For Agreements with a total anticipated performance period of twelve months (12) months or less, only a Final Technical Report will be required.  A progress report is not required in the final budget year, unless the Recipient requests an extension to the project period.

b) The progress reports shall include the following information:

(i) A comparison of actual accomplishments to the objectives of the Agreement established for the budget period and overall progress in response to the performance metrics.
(ii) The reasons why established goals were not met, if appropriate.
(iii) Additional pertinent information including, when appropriate, analysis and explanation of cost overruns or high unit costs.
(iv) An outline of anticipated activities and adjustments to the program during the next budget period.

c)	Between the required reporting dates, events may occur which have significant impact upon the project or program.  In such cases, the Recipient shall inform the USGS as soon as the following types of conditions become known:

(i) Problems, delays, or adverse conditions which will materially impair the ability to meet the objective of the Agreement. This disclosure must include a statement of the action taken, or contemplated, and any assistance needed to resolve the situation. 
(ii) Favorable developments which enable meeting time schedules and objectives sooner or at less cost than anticipated or producing more or  different beneficial results than originally planned.




Final Technical Report

a)	The Recipient shall submit two copies of the final technical report to the USGS Project Officer and one copy of the transmittal letter to the USGS Contracting Officer.  The final performance report will be due 90 calendar days after the period of performance end date.

b)	The final technical report shall document and summarize the results of Recipient’s work.  The report shall include a quantitative description of activities and overall progress in response to the performance metrics which documents and summarizes the results of the entire Agreement.  The final report shall include tables, graphs, diagrams, sketches, etc., as required to explain the results achieved under the Agreement. The report shall also include recommendations and conclusions based upon both the experience and the results obtained. 

Annual Financial Reports
a)	The Recipient will submit an annual SF 425, Federal Financial Report, for each individual USGS award.  The SF 425 is available at https://www.grants.gov/web/grants/forms/post-award-reporting-forms.html The SF 425 will be due in accordance with the following schedule.  USGS acknowledges that this annual reporting schedule may not always correspond with a specific budget period.

b)	The SF 425 must be submitted electronically through Grant Solutions or, if GS is not available, by e-mail to SF425@usgs.gov with a cc to the Contracting Officer.  Recipient must include the USGS award number in the subject line of all correspondence.  If, after 90 days, Recipient has not submitted a report, the Recipient’s account in ASAP will be placed in a manual review status until the report is submitted.

Final Financial Report
a)	The Recipient will liquidate all obligations incurred under the award and submit a final SF 425, Federal Financial Report in accordance with C.3.b. no later than 90 calendar days after the Agreement completion date. 

b)	Recipient will promptly return any unexpended federal cash advances or will complete a final draw from ASAP to obtain any remaining amounts due.  Once 120 days has passed since the Agreement completion date, USGS shall unilaterally deobligate federal funds as reflected in the Final SF 425.
c)	Subsequent revision to the final SF 425 will be considered only as follows:
i.	When the revision results in a balance due to the Government, the Recipient must submit a revised final SF 425, Federal Financial Report, and refund the excess payment whenever the overcharge is discovered, no matter how long the lapse of time since the original due date of the report.
ii.	When the revision represents additional reimbursable costs claimed by the Recipient, a revised final SF 425 may be submitted to the USGS Contracting Officer with an explanation.   If approved, the USGS will either request and pay a final invoice or reestablish the ASAP subaccount to permit the Recipient to make a revised final draw.  Any revised final report representing additional reimbursable amounts must be submitted no later than 1 year from the due date of the original report, i.e., 15 months following the Agreement completion date. USGS will not accept any revised SF 425 covering additional expenditures after that date and will return any late request for additional payment to the Recipient.
Publications
a)	Acknowledgment of Support
Recipient is responsible for assuring that an acknowledgment of USGS support:
1.	is made in any publication (including World Wide Web pages) of any material based on or developed under this Agreement, in the following terms:
This material is based upon work supported by the U.S. Geological Survey under Grant/Cooperative Agreement No. (insert agreement number).
2.	is orally acknowledged during all news media interviews, including popular media such as radio, television and news magazines.
b)	Disclaimer
Recipient is responsible for assuring that every publication of material (including World Wide Web pages) based on or developed under this Agreement, contains the following disclaimer: 
The views and conclusions contained in this document are those of the authors and should not be interpreted as representing the opinions or policies of the U.S. Geological Survey.  Mention of trade names or commercial products does not constitute their endorsement by the U.S. Geological Survey.
c)	Publication

Publication of the results of any project carried out under this assistance award is authorized in professional journals, trade magazines, or may be made by the USGS.  Such manuscripts or publications submitted to journals or professional publications for publication shall be accompanied by the following notation:

This manuscript is submitted for publication with the understanding that the United States Government is authorized to reproduce and distribute reprints for Governmental purposes.

d)	Copies for USGS

		Recipient is responsible for assuring that the USGS Project Office is provided a digital version, preferably as a MS Word DOCx file, of every accepted manuscript upon acceptance for publication by the journal. 

e)	Department of the Interior Requirements

		Two copies of each publication produced under a Grant or Cooperative Agreement shall be sent to the Natural Resources Library with a transmittal that identifies the sender and the publication.  The address of the library is:

U.S.  Department of the Interior
Natural Resources Library				
Division of Information and Library Services
Gifts and Exchange Section
18th and C Streets, NW
Washington, DC 20240

Payment

Payments under financial assistance awards must be made using the Department of the Treasury Automated Standard Application for Payments (ASAP) system (www.asap.gov).

a)	The Recipient agrees that it has established or will establish an account with ASAP.  USGS will initiate enrollment in ASAP.  If the Recipient does not currently have an ASAP account, they must designate an individual (name, title, address, phone and e-mail) who will serve as the Point of Contact (POC).

b)	With the award of each grant/cooperative agreement, a sub-account will be set up from which the Recipient can draw down funds.  After Recipients complete enrollment in ASAP and link their banking information to the USGS ALC (14080001), it may take up to 10 days for sub-accounts to be activated and for funds to be authorized for drawdown in ASAP.

c)	Inquiries regarding payment should be directed to ASAP at 855-868-0151.

d)	Payments may be drawn in advance only as needed to meet immediate cash disbursement needs.
Federal Awardee Performance and Integrity Information System FAPIIS Checks (PPIRS) 

Funding Opportunity (2 CFR 200 Appendix I)
For awards expected to exceed SAT ($150K), This is to inform applicants that, prior to award, agency is required to review and consider any information in FAPIIS about the applicant.

Pre-Award Review of FAPIIS (2 CFR 200.205)
Where Federal share is expected to exceed SAT ($150,000) during Period of Performance, Information must demonstrate satisfactory record of executing programs under Federal grants, agreements, or procurements; and integrity and business ethics.


Agency Contacts
Contractual Point of Contact:
Faith D. Graves  
CESU Contract Specialist  
U.S. Geological Survey
Mail Stop 205G  
12201 Sunrise Valley Drive  
Reston, VA 20192  
Phone: (703) 648-7356 
Fax: (703) 648-7901  
Email: fgraves@usgs.gov

