
  

 

 

 

 

§703.6. Grant Review Process. 

(a) For all Grant Applications that are not administratively withdrawn by the Institute for 

noncompliance or otherwise withdrawn by the Grant Applicant, the Institute shall use a two-

stage Peer Review process. 

  (1) The Peer Review process, as described herein, is used to identify and recommend 

meritorious Cancer Research projects, including those projects with Cancer Research Product 

Development prospects, and evidence-based Cancer Prevention and Control projects for Grant 

Award consideration by the Program Integration Committee and the Oversight Committee. 

  (2) Peer Review will be conducted pursuant to the requirements set forth in Chapter 702 of this 

title (relating to Institute Standards on Ethics and Conflicts, Including the Acceptance of Gifts 

and Donations to the Institute) and Chapter 102, Texas Health and Safety Code. 

(b) The two stages of the Peer Review Process used by the Institute are: 

  (1) Evaluation of Grant Applications by Peer Review Panels; and 

  (2) Prioritization of Grant Applications by the Prevention Review Council, the Product 

Development Review Council, or the Scientific Review Council, as may be appropriate for the 

Grant Program. 

(c) Except as described in subsection (e) of this section, the Peer Review Panel evaluation 

process encompasses the following actions, which will be consistently applied: 

  (1) The Institute distributes all Grant Applications submitted for a particular Grant Mechanism 

to one or more Peer Review Panels. 

  (2) The Peer Review Panel chairperson assigns each Grant Application to no less than two 

panel members that serve as the Primary Reviewers for the Grant Application. Assignments are 

made based upon the expertise and background of the Primary Reviewer in relation to the Grant 

Application. 

  (3) The Primary Reviewer is responsible for individually evaluating all components of the 

Grant Application, critiquing the merits according to explicit criteria published in the Request for 

Applications, and providing an individual Overall Evaluation Score that conveys the Primary 

Reviewer's general impression of the Grant Application's merit. The Primary Reviewers' 

individual Overall Evaluation Scores are averaged together to produce a single initial Overall 

Evaluation Score for the Grant Application. 

  (4) The Peer Review Panel meets to discuss the Grant Applications assigned to the Peer Review 

Panel. If there is insufficient time to discuss all Grant Applications, the Peer Review Panel 

chairperson determines the Grant Applications to be discussed by the panel. The chairperson's 
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decision is based largely on the Grant Application's initial Overall Evaluation Score; however a 

Peer Review Panel member may request that a Grant Application be discussed by the Peer 

Review Panel. 

    (A) If a Grant Application is not discussed by the Peer Review Panel, then the initial Overall 

Evaluation Score serves as the final Overall Evaluation Score for the Grant Application. The 

Grant Application is not considered further during the Grant Review Cycle. 

    (B) If a Grant Application is discussed by the Peer Review Panel, each Peer Review Panel 

member submits a score for the Grant Application based on the panel member's general 

impression of the Grant Application's merit and accounting for the explicit criteria published in 

the Request for Applications. The submitted scores are averaged together to produce the final 

Overall Evaluation Score for the Grant Application. 

      (i) The panel chairperson participates in the discussion but does not score Grant Applications. 

      (ii) A Primary Reviewer has the option to revise his or her score for the Grant Application 

after panel discussion or to keep the same score submitted during the initial review. 

    (C) If the Peer Review Panel recommends changes to the Grant Award funds amount 

requested by the Grant Applicant or to the goals and objectives or timeline for the proposed 

project, then the recommended changes and explanation shall be recorded at the time the final 

Overall Evaluation Score is set. 

  (5) At the conclusion of the Peer Review Panel evaluation, the Peer Review Panel chairperson 

submits to the appropriate Review Council a list of Grant Applications discussed by the panel 

ranked in order by the final Overall Evaluation Score. Any changes to the Grant Award funding 

amount or to the project goals and objectives or timeline recommended by the Peer Review 

Panel shall be provided to the Review Council at that time. 

(d) The Review Council's prioritization process for Grant Award recommendations encompasses 

the following actions, which will be consistently applied: 

  (1) The Review Council prioritizes the Grant Application recommendations across all the Peer 

Review Panels by assigning a Numerical Ranking Score to each Grant Application that was 

discussed by a Peer Review Panel. The Numerical Ranking Score is substantially based on the 

final Overall Evaluation Score submitted by the Peer Review Panel, but also takes into 

consideration how well the Grant Application achieves program priorities set by the Oversight 

Committee, the overall Program portfolio balance, and any other criteria described in the 

Request for Applications. 

  (2) The Review Council's recommendations are submitted simultaneously to the presiding 

officers of the Program Integration Committee and Oversight Committee. The recommendations, 

listed in order by Numerical Ranking Score shall include: 
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    (A) An explanation describing how the Grant Application meets the Review Council's 

standards for Grant Award funding; 

    (B) The final Overall Evaluation Score assigned to the Grant Application by the Peer Review 

Panel, including an explanation for ranking one or more Grant Applications ahead of another 

Grant Application with a more favorable final Overall Evaluation Score; and 

    (C) The specified amount of the Grant Award funding for each Grant Application, including 

an explanation for recommended changes to the Grant Award funding amount or to the goals and 

objectives or timeline. 

  (3) A Grant Award recommendation is not final until the Review Council formally submits the 

recommendation to the presiding officers of the Program Integration Committee and the 

Oversight Committee. The Program Integration Committee, and, if appropriate, the Oversight 

Committee must make a final decision on the Grant Award recommendation in the same state 

fiscal year that the Review Council submits its final recommendation. 

(e) Circumstances relevant to a particular Grant Mechanism or to a Grant Review Cycle may 

justify changes to the dual-stage Peer Review process described in subsections (c) and (d) of this 

section. Peer Review process changes the Institute may implement are described in this 

subsection. The list is not intended to be exhaustive. Any material changes to the Peer Review 

process, including those listed in this subsection, shall be described in the Request for 

Applications or communicated to all Grant Applicants. 

  (1) The Institute may use a preliminary evaluation process if the volume of Grant Applications 

submitted pursuant to a specific Request for Applications is such that timely review may be 

impeded. The preliminary evaluation will be conducted after Grant Applications are assigned to 

Peer Review Panels but prior to the initial review described in subsection (c) of this section. The 

preliminary evaluation encompasses the following actions: 

    (A) The criteria and the specific Grant Application components used for the preliminary 

evaluation shall be stated in the Request for Applications; 

    (B) No less than two Peer Review Panel members are assigned to conduct the preliminary 

evaluation for a Grant Application and provide a preliminary score that conveys the general 

impression of the Grant Application's merit pursuant to the specified criteria; and 

    (C) The Peer Review Panel chairperson is responsible for determining the Grant Applications 

that move forward to initial review as described in subsection (c) of this section. The decision 

will be based upon preliminary evaluation scores. A Grant Application that does not move 

forward to initial review will not be considered further and the average of the preliminary 

evaluation scores received becomes the final Overall Evaluation Score for the Grant Application. 

  (2) The Institute shall assign all Grant Applications submitted for recruitment of researchers 

and clinicians to the Scientific Review Council. 
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    (A) The Scientific Review Council members review all components of the Grant Application, 

evaluate the merits according to explicit criteria published in the Request for Applications, and, 

after discussion by the Review Council members, provide an individual Overall Evaluation 

Score that conveys the Review Council member's recommendation related to the proposed 

recruitment. 

    (B) The individual Overall Evaluation Scores are averaged together for a final Overall 

Evaluation Score for the Application. 

    (C) If more than one recruitment Grant Application is reviewed by the Scientific Review 

Council during the Grant Review Cycle, then the Scientific Review Council shall assign a 

Numerical Ranking Score to each Grant Application to convey its prioritization ranking. 

    (D) If the Scientific Review Council recommends a change to the Grant Award funds 

requested by the Grant Application, then the recommended change and explanation shall be 

recorded at the time the final Overall Evaluation Score is set. 

    (E) The Scientific Review Council's recommendations shall be provided to the presiding 

officer of the Program Integration Committee and to the Oversight Committee pursuant to the 

process described in subsection (d) of this section. 

  (3) The Institute may assign continuation Grant Applications to the appropriate Review 

Council. 

    (A) The Review Council members review all components of the Grant Application, evaluate 

the merits according to explicit criteria published in the Request for Applications, and, after 

discussion by the Review Council members, provide an individual Overall Evaluation Score that 

conveys the Review Council member's recommendation related to the progress and continued 

funding. 

    (B) The individual Overall Evaluation Scores are averaged together for a final Overall 

Evaluation Score for the Application. 

    (C) If more than one continuation Grant Application is reviewed by the Review Council 

during the Grant Review Cycle, then the Review Council shall assign a Numerical Ranking 

Score to each continuation Grant Application to convey its prioritization ranking. 

    (D) If the Review Council recommends a change to the Grant Award funds or to the scope of 

work or timeline requested by the continuation Grant Application, then the recommended change 

and explanation shall be recorded at the time the final Overall Evaluation Score is set. 

    (E) The Review Council's recommendations shall be provided to the presiding officer of the 

Program Integration Committee and to the Oversight Committee pursuant to the process 

described in subsection (d) of this section. 
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  (4) The Institute's Peer Review process described in subsections (c) and (d) of this section may 

include the following additional process steps for Product Development of Cancer Research 

Grant Applications: 

    (A) A Grant Applicant may be invited to deliver an in-person presentation to the Peer Review 

Panel. The Product Development Review Council chairperson is responsible for deciding which 

Grant Applicants will make in-person presentations. The decision is based upon the initial 

Overall Evaluation Scores of the primary reviewers following a discussion with Peer Review 

Panel members, as well as explicit criteria published in the Request for Applications. 

      (i) Peer Review Panel members may submit questions to be addressed by the Grant Applicant 

at the in-person presentation. 

      (ii) A Grant Application that is not presented in-person will not be considered further. The 

average of the primary reviewers' initial Overall Evaluation Scores will be the final Overall 

Evaluation Score for the Grant Application. 

      (iii) Following the in-person presentation, each Peer Review Panel member submits a score 

for the Grant Application based on the panel member's general impression of the Grant 

Application's merit and accounting for the explicit criteria published in the Request for 

Applications. The submitted scores are averaged together to produce the final Overall Evaluation 

Score for the Grant Application. 

    (B) A Grant Application may undergo business operations and management due diligence 

review and an intellectual property review [conducted by third parties]. The Peer Review Panel 

submits a list of applications recommended for due diligence review to the Product Development 

Review Council. The Product Development Review Council decides which Grant Applications 

submitted by the Peer Review Panel will undergo business operations and management due 

diligence and intellectual property review. The decision is based upon the Grant Application's 

final Overall Evaluation Score, but also takes into consideration how well the Grant Application 

achieves program priorities set by the Oversight Committee, the overall Program portfolio 

balance, and any other criteria described in the Request for Applications. A Grant Application 

that is not recommended for due diligence and intellectual property review will not be considered 

further. 

(i) Business operations and management due diligence may be conducted by an outside 

vendor, contracted by the Institute or by members of the Product Development Review 

Council. 

(ii) It will be at the Institute’s discretion as to who to use to perform business operations 

and management due diligence; factors may include volume of work and expertise 

required. 

(C) After receipt of the business operations and management due diligence and intellectual 

property reviews for a Grant Application, the Product Development Review Council and the 
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Primary Reviewers meet to determine whether to recommend the Grant Application for a Grant 

Award based upon the information set forth in the due diligence and intellectual property 

reviews. The Product Development Review Council may recommend changes to the Grant 

Award budget and goals and objectives or timeline 

    (D) The Product Development Review Council assigns a Numerical Ranking Score to each 

Grant Application recommended for a Grant Award. 

(f) Institute Employees and Oversight Committee members may attend Peer Review Panel and 

Review Council meetings. If an Institute Employee or an Oversight Committee member attends a 

Peer Review Panel meeting or a Review Council meeting, the attendance shall be recorded and 

the Institute Employee or Oversight Committee member shall certify in writing compliance with 

the Institute's Conflict of Interest rules. The Institute Employee's and Oversight Committee 

member's attendance at the Peer Review Panel meeting or Review Council meeting is subject to 

the following restrictions: 

  (1) Unless waived pursuant to the process described in Chapter 702, §702.17 of this title 

(relating to Exceptional Circumstances Requiring Participation), Institute Employees and 

Oversight Committee members shall not be present for any discussion, vote, or other action 

taken related to a Grant Applicant if the Institute Employee or Oversight Committee member has 

a Conflict of Interest with that Grant Applicant; and 

  (2) The Institute Employee or Oversight Committee member shall not participate in a 

discussion of the merits, vote, or other action taken related to a Grant Application, except to 

answer technical or administrative questions unrelated to the merits of the Grant Application and 

to provide input on the Institute's Grant Review Process. 

(g) The Institute's Chief Compliance Officer shall observe meetings of the Peer Review Panel 

and Review Council where Grant Applications are discussed. 

  (1) The Chief Compliance Officer shall document that the Institute's Grant Review Process is 

consistently followed, including observance of the Institute's established Conflict of Interest 

rules and that participation by Institute employees, if any, is limited to providing input on the 

Institute's Grant Review Process and responding to committee questions unrelated to the merits 

of the Grant Application. Institute Program staff shall not participate in a discussion of the 

merits, vote, or any other action taken related to a Grant Application. 

  (2) The Chief Compliance Officer shall report to the Oversight Committee prior to a vote on the 

award recommendations specifying issues, if any, that are inconsistent with the Institute's 

established Grant Review Process. 

  (3) Nothing herein shall prevent the Institute from contracting with an independent third party 

to serve as a neutral observer of meetings of the Peer Review Panel and/or the Review Council 

where Grant Applications are discussed and to assume the reporting responsibilities of the Chief 

Compliance Officer described in this subsection. In the event that the independent third party 
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observes the meeting of the Peer Review Panel and/or the Review Council, then the independent 

third party reviewer shall issue a report to the Chief Compliance Officer specifying issues, if any, 

that are inconsistent with the Institute's established Grant Review Process. 

(h) Excepting a finding of an undisclosed Conflict of Interest as set forth in §703.9 of this 

chapter (relating to Limitation on Review of Grant Process), the Review Council's decision to 

not include a Grant Application on the prioritized list of Grant Applications submitted to the 

Program Integration Committee and the Oversight Committee is final. A Grant Application not 

included on the prioritized list created by the Review Council shall not be considered further 

during the Grant Review Cycle. 

(i) At the time that the Peer Review Panel or the Review Council concludes its tasks for the 

Grant Review Cycle, each member shall certify in writing that the member complied with the 

Institute's Conflict of Interest rules. An Institute Employee or an Oversight Committee member 

attending one or more Peer Review Panel meetings during the Grant Review Cycle shall certify 

compliance with the Institute's Conflict of Interest rules. 

(j) The Institute shall retain a review record for a Grant Application submitted to the Institute, 

even if the Grant Application did not receive a Grant Award. Such records will be retained by the 

Institute's electronic Grant Management System. The records retained by the Institute must 

include the following information: 

  (1) The final Overall Evaluation Score and Numerical Ranking Score, if applicable, assigned to 

the Grant Application; 

  (2) The specified amount of the Grant Award funding for the Grant Application, including an 

explanation for recommended changes to the Grant Award funding amount or to the goals and 

objectives or timeline; 

  (3) The Scientific Research and Prevention Programs Committee that reviewed the Grant 

Application; 

  (4) Conflicts of Interest, if any, with the Grant Application identified by a member of the 

Scientific Research and Prevention Programs Committee, the Review Council, the Program 

Integration Committee, or the Oversight Committee; and 

  (5) Documentation of steps taken to recuse any member or members from the Grant Review 

Process because of disclosed Conflicts of Interest. 

(k) For purposes of this rule, a Peer Review Panel chairperson or a Review Council chairperson 

that is unable to carry out his or her assigned duties due to a Conflict of Interest with regard to 

one or more Grant Applications or for any other reason may designate a co-chairperson from 

among the appointed Scientific Research and Prevention Programs committee members to fulfill 

the chairperson role. Such designation shall be recorded in writing and include the specific time 

and extent of the designation 
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§703.13. Audits and Investigations. 

(a) Upon request and with reasonable notice, an entity receiving Grant Award funds directly 

under the Grant Contract or indirectly through a subcontract under the Grant Contract shall 

allow, or shall cause the entity that is maintaining such items to allow the Institute, or auditors or 

investigators working on behalf of the Institute, including the State Auditor and/or the 

Comptroller of Public Accounts for the State of Texas, to review, inspect, audit, copy or abstract 

its records pertaining to the specific Grant Contract during the term of the Grant Contract and for 

the three year period following the date the last disbursement of funds is made by the Institute or 

all reports required pursuant to the Grant Contract are submitted and approved, whichever date is 

later. 

  (1) A Grant Recipient shall maintain its records pertaining to the specific Grant Contract for a 

period of three years following the date the last disbursement of funds is made by the Institute or 

all reports required pursuant to the Grant Contract are submitted and approved, whichever date is 

later. 

  (2) The Grant Recipient may maintain its records in either electronic or paper format. 

(b) Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Grant Recipient shall submit a single audit determination 

form no later than 60 days following the close of the Grant Recipient's fiscal year. The Grant 

Recipient shall report whether the Grant Recipient has expended $750,000 or more in state 

awards during the Grant Recipient's fiscal year. If the Grant Recipient has expended $750,000 or 

more in state awards in its fiscal year, the Grant Recipient shall obtain either an annual single 

independent audit, a program specific independent audit, or an agreed upon procedures 

engagement as defined by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants and pursuant to 

guidance provided in subsection (e) of this section. 

  (1) The audited time period is the Grant Recipient's fiscal year. 

  (2) The audit must be submitted to the Institute within thirty (30) days of receipt by the Grant 

Recipient but no later than nine (9) months following the close of the Grant Recipient's fiscal 

year and shall include a corrective action plan that addresses any weaknesses, deficiencies, 

wrongdoings, or other concerns raised by the audit report and a summary of the action taken by 

the Grant Recipient to address the concerns, if any, raised by the audit report. 

    (A) The Grant Recipient may seek additional time to submit the required audit and corrective 

action plan by providing a written explanation for its failure to timely comply and providing an 

expected time for the submission. 

    (B) The Grant Recipient's request for additional time must be submitted on or before the due 

date of the required audit and corrective action plan. For purposes of this rule, the "due date of 

the required audit" is no later than nine (9) months following the close of the Grant Recipient's 

fiscal year. 
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    (C) Approval of the Grant Recipient's request for additional time is at the discretion of the 

Institute. Such approval must be granted by the Chief Executive Officer. 

(c) No reimbursements or advances of Grant Award funds shall be made to the Grant Recipient if 

the Grant Recipient is delinquent in filing the required audit and corrective action plan. A Grant 

Recipient that has received approval from the Institute for additional time to file the required 

audit and corrective action plan may receive reimbursements or advances of Grant Award funds 

during the pendency of the delinquency unless the Institute's approval declines to permit 

reimbursements or advances of Grant Award funds until the delinquency is addressed. 

(d) A Grant Recipient that is delinquent in submitting to the Institute the audit and corrective 

action plan required by this section is not eligible to be awarded a new Grant Award or a 

continuation Grant Award until the required audit and corrective action plan are submitted. A 

Grant Recipient that has received approval from the Institute for additional time to file the 

required audit and corrective action plan may remain eligible to be awarded a new Grant Award 

or a continuation Grant Award unless the Institute's approval declines to continue eligibility 

during the pendency of the delinquency. 

(e) For purposes of this rule, an agreed upon procedures engagement is one in which an 

independent certified public accountant is hired by the Grant Recipient to issue a report of 

findings based on specific procedures to be performed on a subject matter. 

  (1) The option to perform an agreed upon procedures engagement is intended for a non-profit or 

for-profit Grant Recipient that is not subject to Generally Accepted Government Audit Standards 

(also known as the Yellow Book) published by the U.S. Government Accountability Office. 

  (2) The agreed upon procedures engagement will be conducted in accordance with attestation 

standards established by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants. 

  (3) The certified public accountant is to perform procedures prescribed by the Institute and to 

report his or her findings attesting to whether the Grant Recipient records is in agreement with 

stated criteria. 

  (4) The agreed upon procedures apply to all current year expenditures for Grant Awards 

received by the Grant Recipient. Nothing herein prohibits the use of a statistical sample 

consistent with the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants' guidance regarding 

government auditing standards and 2 CFR Part 200, Subpart F, "Uniform Administrative 

Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards." 

  (5) At a minimum, the agreed upon procedures report should address: 

    (A) Processes and controls; 

    (B) The Grant Contract; 
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    (C) Indirect Costs; 

    (D) Matching Funds, if appropriate; 

    (E) Grant Award expenditures (payroll and non-payroll related transactions); 

    (F) Equipment; 

    (G) Revenue Sharing and Program Income; 

    (H) Reporting; and 

    (I) Grant Award closeout. 

  (6) The certified public accountant should consider the specific Grant Mechanism and update or 

modify the procedures accordingly to meet the requirements of each Grant Award and the Grant 

Contract reviewed. 

(f) For purposes of this rule, a program specific audit should address: 

 (1) sample of awards; 

 (2) reporting; 

 (3) Indirect costs; 

 (4) Matching funds, if appropriate;  

 (5) expenditures; 

(6) Expenditure Reporting; 

(7) Personnel Level of Effort Reporting;  

(8) Grant Closeout;  

(9) Performance Measures; 

(10) Publications and Acknowledgements; 

(11) Title to equipment;  

(12) Contract certifications; 

(13) Changes in Principal Investigator or Program Director; 

(14) Intellectual Property and revenue sharing;  

(15) early termination and event of default; and  
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(16) any other issue identified by the Institute, the Grant Recipient, or the person 

performing the program specific audit. 

(g)[(f)] If a deadline set by this rule falls on a Saturday, Sunday, or federal holiday as designated 

by the U.S. Office of Personnel Management, the required filing may be submitted on the next 

business day. The Institute will not consider a required filing delinquent if the Grant Recipient 

complies with this subsection. 

§703.26. Allowable Costs. 

(a) A cost is an Allowable Cost and may be charged to the Grant Award if it is reasonable, 

allocable, and adequately documented. 

  (1) A cost is reasonable if the cost does not exceed that which would be incurred by a prudent 

individual or organization under the circumstances prevailing at the time the decision was made 

to incur the cost; and is necessary for the performance of the Grant Award defined in the Scope 

of Work in the Grant Contract. 

  (2) A cost is allocable if the cost: 

    (A) Benefits the Grant Award either directly or indirectly, subject to Indirect Cost limits stated 

in the Grant Contract; 

    (B) Is assigned the Grant Award in accordance with the relative benefit received; 

    (C) Is allowed or not prohibited by state laws, administrative rules, contractual terms, or 

applicable regulations; 

    (D) Is not included as a cost or used to meet Matching Fund requirements for any other Grant 

Award in either the current or a prior period; and 

    (E) Conforms to any limitations or exclusions set forth in the applicable cost principles, 

administrative rules, state laws, and terms of the Grant Contract. 

  (3) A cost is adequately documented if the cost is supported by the organization's accounting 

records and documented consistent with §703.24. 

(b) Grant Award funds must be used for Allowable Costs as provided by the terms of the Grant 

Contract, Chapter 102, Texas Health and Safety Code, the Institute's administrative rules, and the 

Uniform Grant Management Standards (UGMS) adopted by the Comptroller's Office. If 

guidance from the Uniform Grant Management Standards on a particular issue conflicts with a 

specific provision of the Grant Contract, Chapter 102, Texas Health and Safety Code or the 

Institute's administrative rules, then the Grant Contract, statute, or Institute administrative rule 

shall prevail. 

(c) An otherwise Allowable Cost will not be eligible for reimbursement if the Grant Recipient 

incurred the expense outside of the Grant Contract term, unless the Grant Recipient has received 
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written approval from Institute's Chief Executive Officer to receive reimbursement for expenses 

incurred prior to the effective date of the Grant Contract. 

(d) An otherwise Allowable Cost will not be eligible for reimbursement if the benefit from the 

cost of goods or services charged to the Grant Award is not realized within the applicable term of 

the Grant Award. The Grant Award should not be charged for the cost of goods or services that 

benefit another Grant Award or benefit a period prior to the Grant Contract effective date or after 

the termination of the Grant Contract. 

(e) Grant Award funds shall not be used to reimburse unallowable expenses, including, but not 

limited to: 

  (1) Bad debt, such as losses arising from uncollectible accounts and other claims and related 

costs. 

  (2) Contributions to a contingency reserve or any similar provision for unforeseen events. 

  (3) Contributions and donations made to any individual or organization. 

  (4) Costs of entertainment, amusements, social activities, and incidental costs relating thereto, 

including tickets to shows or sports events, meals, alcoholic beverages, lodging, rentals, 

transportation and gratuities. 

  (5) Costs relating to food and beverage items, unless the food item is related to the issue studied 

by the project that is the subject of the Grant Award. 

  (6) Fines, penalties, or other costs resulting from violations of or failure to comply with federal, 

state, local or Indian tribal laws and regulations. 

  (7) An honorary gift or a gratuitous payment. 

  (8) Interest and other financial costs related to borrowing and the cost of financing. 

  (9) Legislative expenses such as salaries and other expenses associated with lobbying the state 

or federal legislature or similar local governmental bodies, whether incurred for purposes of 

legislation or executive direction. 

  (10) Liability insurance coverage. 

  (11) Benefit replacement pay or legislatively-mandated pay increases for eligible general 

revenue-funded state employees at Grant Recipient state agencies or universities. 

  (12) Professional association fees or dues for the Grant Recipient or an individual. 

  (13) Promotional items and costs relating to items such as T-shirts, coffee mugs, buttons, 

pencils, and candy that advertise or promote the project or Grant Recipient. 

  (14) Fees for visa services. 
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  (15) Payments to a subcontractor if the subcontractor working on a Grant Award project 

employs an individual who is a Relative of the Principal Investigator, Program Director, 

Company Representative, Authorized Signing Official, or any person designated as Key 

Personnel for the same Grant Award project (collectively referred to as "affected Relative"), and: 

    (A) the Grant Recipient will be paying the subcontractor with Grant Award funds for any 

portion of the affected Relative’s salary; or 

    (B) the Relative submits payment requests on behalf of the subcontractor to the Grant 

Recipient for payment with Grant Award funds. 

    (C) For exceptional circumstances, the Institute’s Chief Executive Office may grant an 

exception to allow payment of Grant Award funds if the Grant Recipient notifies the Institute 

prior to finalizing the subcontract. The Chief Executive Officer must notify the Oversight 

Committee in writing of the decision to allow reimbursement for the otherwise unallowable 

expense. 

    (D) Nothing herein is intended to supersede a Grant Recipient’s internal policies, to the extent 

that such policies are stricter. 

 (16) Fundraising. 

(17) Tips or gratuities. 

(f) The Institute is responsible for making the final determination regarding whether an expense 

shall be considered an Allowable Cost. 

 

  


