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Summary of Significant Changes:
Overall the document is significantly improved compared to the 2021 version.  Several topics including Program Life Cycle Planning are presented in a much more organized and cohesive manner. 
Chapter 1 – Introduction 
•Section 1.1 Purpose and Scope 
Regarding this statement:
“the term project specifically refers to the Construction Stage for Major Facilities”
Recommend changing “project” instead to “Construction Phase Project” since different terms such as “Science Support Program” are used for the Operations phase.  There are many instances of the word “project” and all of them do not relate solely to the “Construction Phase for Major Facilities.”  Using a generic term for something specific will cause confusion, especially since this document covers all facility stages and the project management methods to use for each.
Chapter 2 – NSF Life Cycle Oversight 
Agree with the change of moving this topic from section 6 to section 2.
Recommend keeping the roles and responsibilities as described in the 2021 RIG.  Overall, this section has added a lot of wording as compared to the 2021 RIG, but has not improved clarity.  Examples below:
New Description example:
“Chief Officer for Research Facilities (CORF). This senior executive resides within the Office of the Director, reports directly to the NSF Director, and has full life cycle oversight responsibility for NSF major research facilities.1 The CORF advises the Director on all aspects of NSF Major Facilities and Mid-scale RI throughout their life cycles and collaborates across NSF on the oversight of the NSF research facilities portfolio. The CORF is a member of the agency’s Executive Leadership Team, liaison to the National Science Board’s (NSB) Awards and Facilities Committee and chairs the Facilities Readiness Panel and the Facilities Governance Board. A deputy CORF focuses on oversight of the Mid-scale RI portfolio and chairs the Major and Mid-scale Facilities Working Group (MMFWG).”
Previous Description example:
“Chief Officer for Research Facilities (CORF) – The senior official who advises the NSF Director on all aspects of the agency's support for major and mid-scale research facilities throughout their life cycle and collaborates with NSF employees involved in oversight and assistance of the NSF multi-user research facilities portfolio.”
Section 2.1 NSF Staff Roles and Responsibilities for Management and Oversight
Section 2.1.1:
“However, it acknowledges that variations may arise due to the distinct characteristics of each facility. These deviations reflect the unique requirements and challenges associated with the specific goals and operational demands of individual projects and Science Support Programs. The flexibility inherent in the guidance ensures that the framework can adapt to the varied nature of each facility while maintaining alignment with overall scientific objectives.”
It would be useful to be more specific about the “variations”.  
· How are these handled in terms of NSF decision making and approval requirements (what role makes the decisions)
· Where should they be captured?  The CA?  Program Documentation?
The wording here seems redundant and vague:
“Sponsoring Directorate. The NSF Sponsoring Directorate division? Person? that proposes the project and is committed to funding the pre-construction development and design activities, eventual operations as a Science Support Program, and final disposition. The senior management within the Sponsoring Directorate considers community inputs, discipline-specific studies, advisory committee recommendations and internal NSF factors to prioritize candidate projects, balancing risk with opportunities and competing demands for available resources.”
Overall, this section does communicate NSF’s structure and oversight framework but could be improved by editing content for brevity and clarity.
•Section 2.3.3.2
Re this statement: The primary deliverables for the PDR are an updated PEP along with an estimated cost and DEP for the Final Design Phase.
The RIG should list the Entry and Exit Criteria and Review Artifacts for the CDR, PDR, and FDR. 
•Section 2.7.4 Recapitalization During Operations provides guidance on recapitalization mechanisms.
This is a welcome addition to the RIG.  This section could be improved by outlining the submission and approval process. 
· What are the requirements for the Asset Management Plan?
· Provide an approval chain of command after: “Close consultation with the NSF PO is essential in determining the most appropriate funding mechanism based on the availability of funds and other factors.”
•Section 2.9 Mid-scale Research Infrastructure Guidance is relocated from Chapter5; clarifies and differentiates guidance for Mid-scale RI from Major Facilities.
This section calls out using and tailoring Program Management techniques and how to document them.  Suggest providing a table or bulleted list of required plans and documentation.
•Section 3.2 Tailoring, Scaling, and Progressively Elaborating Plans.
Section 3.3 states: “There are no standard required plans for the Development Stage.” And “Any formal plans required as deliverables would be described in the funding announcement” 
Some requirements for “formal plans” provided by NSF and “standard plans” should be developed such as the recommended “Master Plan” and “Key Performance Parameters” called out in the same section.
• Section 3.6 Operations Stage Planning contains improved guidance on the Annual Work Plan and Facility Condition Assessment of a Major Facility. 
The new Operations Stage Planning section of the 2025 Research Infrastructure Guide, Section 3.6, under public discussion in NSF programs from 2022 through 2024, represents a substantial advancement in the depth and quality of guidance for major facility operators over previous requirements stated in RIG 2.5.1; Cooperative Agreement – Award Specific Financial Administrative Terms and Conditions (FATC); and Modifications and Supplemental FATC ¶85. The new §3.6 provides a strong conceptual structure including specific elements sufficient to enable development of a detailed approach to the scope and processes for conducting, reporting and using the results of a Facility Condition Assessment (FCA) and the Asset Management Plan (AMP). Our organization was able to develop a detailed initial draft FCA process based on the guidance as presented in drafts NSF made available to the major facility community through June 2024.
Sections 3.6.2.1 and 3.6.2.3 discuss identifying “resources needed” and corresponding timelines to address FCA Report issues as well as cost estimates within the FCA Report and Asset Management Plan. Section 3.6.2.4, “Identify Funding Needs” requires submission of annual estimated costs to execute the Asset Management Plan. NSF-conducted public presentations on conducting Facilities Condition Assessments indicated cost estimates likely would be expected at a quality/accuracy level of concept or feasibility studies. (See How to Conduct FCAs – P. Anticona, RI Workshop, June 2023). It is understood that there is a substantial difference in labor, documentation, and preparation time between cost estimates and schedules developed under §4.3 that support specific financial assistance proposals and industry-standard practices for cost estimates and timelines at a concept or feasibility study level. Although §4.3 suggests that a major facility operator “tailor and scale” GAO and NSF cost estimating and scheduling guidance to its facility, “departures” from the RIG and GAO estimating structures must be noted and justified. We suggest that specific guidance on NSF’s expectations for FCA/AMP cost estimating and schedule standards be included within §3.6, or include the potential for collaborative review of the FCA results (that may include feasibility study level cost estimates and related timelines) to inform successive steps toward more detailed estimates culminating in meeting the standards under §§4.3 and 4.4 that would provide a sufficient basis for funding proposal alternatives under §§2.7.2, 2.7.4. This approach appears to be consistent with guidance under §3.2.
Both Cooperative Agreement FATC (§1.8) and RIG (§3.6.2) require that the facility condition assessment address potential vulnerabilities and needed upgrades against natural hazards anticipated from climate change, as well as mitigations through resilience to climate change. In view of recent events, revised or additional guidance seems appropriate on the future natural hazards major facility operators should anticipate and address in the facility condition assessment. 
• Section 4.5 Monitoring Progress Against Plan. 
Suggest rewording the sentences that begin with “NSF aims to…” and “NSF also aims to…” to be less ambiguous.
• Section 4.7 Contingency Estimating and Management is decoupled from risk management. 
It’s interesting that this section specifically calls out:
“NSF Requirement: Major Facility projects must use a combined cost and schedule risk analysis using Monte Carlo methods and select a value within the 70-90% confidence range.”
All the other sections allow for various methods for other project management processes, but this one is setting a hard requirement by stating “must use”.  By stating this as a “Shall” requirement it’s at the same level of importance as using EVMS during the construction phase.
There are alternatives such as a decision tree analysis.  
• Section 5.3 Information Assurance .
Not specifically limited to this section, but the “Key Takeaway” text boxes shouldn’t really be needed.  These sentences should just be the first sentence the sections, or clearly stated as a program requirement.
• Section 5.9 Agile Guidance provides new content and guidance on applying Agile methodologies to NSF awards. 
Interesting that this guide calls out “Agile Development Methods”.  That means NSF Program Officers need to accept scope adjustments and uncertainty as well as WBS flexibility.  I agree with Agile being an option, but this seems like a big jump from the last guide.
Other comments:
It would be interesting to see NSF’s “Internal Management Plan” (section 2.2).    
There are many new references to Agile, including an entirely new section.   The additional section was highlighted under the Significant Changes, but “Agile” appears 99 times throughout the entire document.  
The RIG needs to provide more guidance related to the “what,” “who,” and “how’ of Facility Commissioning including (1) Can portions of a facility be commissioned?,  (2) What if the verification/validation test results do not match the Plan?, (3) What is the process?, and (4) What is the role of the PO in Commissioning?   
Requirements management and verification and validation activities need to be spelled out.


[bookmark: TITUS1FooterPrimary]  
