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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: Welcome! Thanks for joining us today.

Opening frame: this is not primarily a tour of a webform. The useful question is how federal policy, NSF policy, disciplinary practice, and project realities fit together. The form is where investigators record decisions; it is not where those decisions should originate.




TRANSPARENC Y

AI disclosure
Generative AI assisted the development of this webinar; the presenter remains responsible for the content.

AI ASSISTED

C hatGPT (O penAI) was used for

• Brainstorming the workshop structure and scenarios

• D rafting and tightening slide language

• Synthesizing source material into teaching examples

• Supporting visual design and slide production

HUMAN REVIEW

W hat was not deleg ated

• Final interpretation of NSF policy and guidance

• Selection and verification of cited sources

• Recommendations to researchers

• Responsibility for any errors or omissions

AI assisted the workflow. It did  not interp ret policy.
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: AI was used in the development and creation of this webinar. Regarding notes, “Key points” were added by Wheeler, other notes generated by ChatGPT. Some include useful links. 

Disclosure slide. This presentation was developed with assistance from ChatGPT (OpenAI) for brainstorming, drafting, synthesis, and slide design. Policy interpretation, source verification, recommendations, and final editorial decisions were reviewed by the presenter.




NM EPSCoR  |   Data Management & Sharing Plans

TODAY

From policy to practice

1 POLICY DRIVERS

Why expectations 
are changing

2 NSF 
IMPLEMENTATION

What NSF now 
requires

3 THE DMSP FORM

Reflections for 
actionable plans

We will spend the first 15–20 
minutes here. Then we will explore the form and evaluate different approaches.
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: High level overview of the presentation today. 

Orient the audience. The first section explains the policy landscape, then NSF implementation, then the form. Flag that the interactive comparisons come after the policy context; otherwise participants may treat form choices as if they were policy.
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P O L I C Y  D R I V E R S

The long  arc: from policy to public access

2013

Holdren memo

Agency public-access 
plans

2022

Nelson memo

Immediate access +  
supporting data

2025
Gold  Standard  

Science

Reproducibility +  
transparency

2026
NSF 

implementation

No PAR embargo +  web-
based DMSP

The trend is not simply “ more open.”  It is toward  sharing  that is timely, d iscoverable, 
documented, and usable by someone other than the project team (FAIR).

Sources: OSTP public-access memos; NSF 26-202; EO 14303
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: Many of us know that the current state of policy and requirements is the result of a yearslong evolution of priorities and capabilities.


Use this as the organizing timeline. The 2013 memo established the public-access policy framework. The 2022 Nelson memo pushed agencies toward immediate access to publications and supporting data. The 2025 Gold Standard Science executive order adds a strong reproducibility/transparency frame. NSF's January and April 2026 implementation changes are where those federal drivers become concrete for NSF investigators.

[Sources]
- OSTP, Ensuring Free, Immediate, and Equitable Access to Federally Funded Research (Aug. 25, 2022): https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2022/08/08-2022-OSTP-Public-Access-Memo.pdf
- NSF, Policy Notice NSF 26-202 / PAPPG 24-1 Supplement 2 (Jan. 22, 2026): https://www.nsf.gov/policies/document/pappg24-1-supplement-2
- White House, Executive Order 14303, Restoring Gold Standard Science (May 23, 2025): https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/05/restoring-gold-standard-science/
[/Sources]
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H O L D R E N  M E M O

2013: build a public-access system

≤ 12
months

The 2013 framework allowed 
agencies to use publication 
embargo periods—while requiring 
plans for public access to 
publications and digital data.

PUBLICATIONS Agency plans for public access to 
peer- reviewed results

DIGITAL DATA Access and preservation became 
explicit policy concerns

AGENC Y PLANS Implementation differed across 
federal funders

Key idea: data manag ement has been an established  part of the 
public-access ecosystem for many years.

Sources: 2013 OSTP framework; NSF Public Access Plan (2015)
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: Data sharing policies and expectations (NSF and NIH) go back to the early 2000s, and NSF’s DMP requirement was put forth in 2011. But The Holdren memo created structure and a new imperative.

Do not over-teach the historical details. The point is that NSF data management planning predates the 2026 webform. The 2013 OSTP framework also normalized the idea that agencies would implement public access differently. This becomes important later when we talk about directorate and program guidance.

[Sources]
- OSTP 2022 memo describing the 2013 memorandum and the optional 12-month embargo: https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2022/08/08-2022-OSTP-Public-Access-Memo.pdf
- NSF, Today’s Data, Tomorrow’s Discoveries: Public Access Plan (2015): https://www.nsf.gov/reports/performance/public-access-plan-todays-data-tomorrows-discoveries
[/Sources]
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N E L S O N  M E M O

2022: shift from delayed access to immediate access

O LDER MODEL NEW  DIRECTION

Publication
Embarg o could  
delay public 
access

Data
Sharing expectations 
existed, but timing 
could be less explicit

Publication Public access at 
publication

Supporting  data

Move toward public 
access without an 
embargo—subject to 
legitimate constraints

This is the policy direction NSF had to implement.
Source: OSTP “ Nelson memo,”  Aug. 25, 2022
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: Generally disallowed embargo, some additional emphasis on raw data beyond data supporting published results. But also increased scope to apply to all federal orgs.

The Nelson memo is the cleanest federal source for the zero-embargo direction. It called on agencies to update public-access policies by the end of 2025 so federally funded publications and their supporting data would be publicly accessible without an embargo. Emphasize that legitimate constraints still exist: privacy, confidentiality, security, intellectual property, Tribal data governance, etc.

[Sources]
- OSTP, Ensuring Free, Immediate, and Equitable Access to Federally Funded Research (Aug. 25, 2022): https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2022/08/08-2022-OSTP-Public-Access-Memo.pdf
[/Sources]
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G O L D  S T A N D A R D  S C I E N C E

2025: reproducibility and transparency become explicit federal drivers

REPRODUC IBLE TRANSPARENT

DO C UMENTED

W hy it matters for DMSPs

Methods +  data must support scrutiny

Raw/supporting data become part of 
the transparency story

Repositories and metadata are 
infrastructure for reproducibility

Sources: EO 14303; OSTP implementation guidance; NSF GSS plan
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: EO, OSTP guidance, follow on actions have broad impact but regarding data sharing, we emphasize here reproducibility and transparency.

This slide makes an important distinction. Executive Order 14303 defines Gold Standard Science and directs agencies to implement principles such as reproducibility and transparency. It is not, by itself, the document that removes NSF's publication embargo or creates the Research.gov DMSP tool. NSF's subsequent policy notice does that work. This distinction will keep the workshop precise without dwelling on legal mechanics.

[Sources]
- White House, Executive Order 14303, Restoring Gold Standard Science (May 23, 2025): https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/05/restoring-gold-standard-science/
- OSTP, Agency Guidance for Implementing Gold Standard Science (June 23, 2025): https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/OSTP-Guidance-for-GSS-June-2025.pdf
- NSF, Gold Standard Science implementation page (updated Sept. 10, 2026): https://www.nsf.gov/policies/gold-standard-science
[/Sources]
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W H A T  C H A N G E D  A T  N S F

2026: N SF turns the policy direction into proposal +  award requirements

JAN 22

Policy notice NSF 26-
202

PA R PD F embargo 
removed, enabling input 
of A AM to PA R

Supporting data shared 
at publication

DMSP requirements 
revised

APR 27

Research.g ov DMSP 
tool

Web-based DMSP 
creation

Required for NSF 
proposals

Questions map to policy 
categories

ONGO ING

Plan → reporting

Annual/final reports 
document 
implementation

Project-specific changes 
can be recorded

Program guidance still 
matters

Source: NSF 26-202; NSF directorate guidance
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: Up to 2026, there has been additional movement on this, especially with regard to DMSPs.

This is the key implementation slide. NSF 26-202 took effect for financial assistance awarded on or after January 22, 2026. It removed the 12-month embargo from NSF-PAR PDF product types and requires data supporting NSF-funded publications to be shared at the time of publication, with exceptions described and justified in the DMSP. The Research.gov DMSP tool launched April 27, 2026 and is required for proposal preparation. Directorate/program guidance can add to the general requirements.

[Sources]
- NSF, Policy Notice NSF 26-202 / PAPPG 24-1 Supplement 2: https://www.nsf.gov/policies/document/pappg24-1-supplement-2
- NSF, Preparing Your Data Management and Sharing Plan: https://www.nsf.gov/funding/data-management-plan
- NSF MPS DMSP requirements (example of directorate guidance): https://www.nsf.gov/mps/data-management-sharing-plan
[/Sources]
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A  P R A C T I C A L  H I E R A R C H Y

When guidance seems inconsistent, read across the policy stack

1  FUNDING O PPORTUNITY / SO LIC ITATION
Specific requirements can override or add detail

2  DIRECTORATE / PROGRAM GUIDANCE
Repository, timing, disciplinary expectations

3  NSF- WIDE PO LIC Y +  PAPPG NOTICES
Baseline requirements that apply broadly

4  DISC IPLINARY BEST PRACTICE
Formats, metadata, repositories, norms

5  RESEARCH.GO V FORM
Where you express the plan—not where policy originates

Rule of 
thumb: derive decisions from policy +  practice, then represent those decisions in the form.

Sources: NSF DMSP overview +  directorate guidance
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: Many sources of information and guidance to refer to before creating a DMSP. Some will place real limitations on the kinds of information/responses you can put in the form.

This could be the best spot to shift focus to NSF directorate guidance.

This is probably the most useful mental model for investigators. The Research.gov interface is not the top of the authority chain. Funding opportunities and program guidance can impose additional requirements. NSF's own DMSP overview tells researchers to check directorate, division, and program guidance; if no specific guidance exists, follow the general requirements. Disciplinary practice matters because NSF expects plans to reflect prevailing best practices.

[Sources]
- NSF, Preparing Your Data Management and Sharing Plan: https://www.nsf.gov/funding/data-management-plan
- NSF, ENG Data Management and Sharing Plan Guidance: https://www.nsf.gov/eng/data-management-sharing-plans
[/Sources]
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I M P L I C A T I O N S

What this means for a PI: plan across the research lifecycle

PLAN

D efine products, 
constraints, 
standards

PRODUCE

O rganize, 
document, protect, 

version

PUBLISH

Share publications +  
supporting data on 

time

PRESERVE

D eposit where 
access can persist

The DMSP is a living , lifecycle document. It also commits institutional resources to your 
project – be sure to verify capacity!

Sources: NSF 26-202; NSF DMSP guidance

10

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: Do some advance research into formats, metadata standards, repository capabilities before completing the form. Consult with your librarian!

Translate the policy into project work. This makes the next section easier: each DMSP field is trying to capture a decision somewhere in this lifecycle. The plan needs to cover what will be produced, how it will be documented and protected, when and how it will be shared, and how access will be preserved.

[Sources]
- NSF, Policy Notice NSF 26-202 / PAPPG 24-1 Supplement 2: https://www.nsf.gov/policies/document/pappg24-1-supplement-2
- NSF, Preparing Your Data Management and Sharing Plan: https://www.nsf.gov/funding/data-management-plan
[/Sources]
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P O L I C Y  E N V I R O N M E N T

One more moving piece: the cost of publishing
PRO POSED — NOT C URRENT RULE

C URRENT 2 C FR 200.461

Publication costs— including  APC s 
and open-access fees— can be 
allowable when the current criteria 
are met.

As of O ct. 2026

OMB PRO POSED REVISION

Publication costs would  g enerally 
be unallowable unless required  by 
statute or approved by the 
ag ency in advance.

Planning  implication: do not build  an access 
strateg y that assumes g rant- funded APC s 
are the only path.

Sources: eCFR §200.461 (current); OMB proposed rule, May 29, 2026
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: Not necessarily data, but something to keep in mind. Data management costs can be budgeted, but to refer briefly to APCs we have recommended budgeting for APCs for several years. This may not be allowed at some point. BUT – at least with NSF and NIH, funder sponsored repositories exist that can be used to meet OA published requirements via the federal purpose license.


This is deliberately framed as a moving piece, not a requirement. As of mid-October 2026, the eCFR still states that publication costs and APCs can be allowable under specified conditions. OMB's May 2026 proposed rule would reverse that default and make publication costs generally unallowable unless statute or case-by-case agency approval provides an exception. This is a useful planning complication because immediate public access does not necessarily mean “pay an APC.”

[Sources]
- eCFR, 2 CFR 200.461, current through Oct. 2026: https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-2/subtitle-A/chapter-II/part-200/subpart-E/subject-group-ECFRed1f39f9b3d4e72/section-200.461
- Federal Register, Regulation for Federal Financial Assistance, proposed rule (May 29, 2026), proposed §200.461: https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2026/05/29/2026-10817/regulation-for-federal-financial-assistance
[/Sources]
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BRIDGE TO THE DMSP FORM

Before turning  to Research.g ov, consider three questions

01

What are we 
producing?

Data • software • samples • 
documentation

02

Who should have 
access—and when?

Immediate • controlled • justified 
exception

03

Where will it live after 
the project?

Repository • metadata • persistent 
access

A completed form ≠ an actionable DMSP

12

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: Some broad, high-level considerations that will inform the creation of your DMSP.

Pause here before opening the form. These three questions are the bridge into the interactive strong-versus-weak response exercise. The audience should now understand that the form is a structured representation of decisions that originate in policy, disciplinary practice, and project realities. The phrase “completed form does not equal actionable DMSP” is the core transition.



B R IDGE TO  THE F O RM

The form includes seven questions for each data category
NSF guidance is available for each high-level data or research product category.

START HERE

DATA / 
RESEARCH
PRODUCT 
CATEGORY
A high-level category 
can contain multiple 
datasets or products.

Up to 4 categories

1 Limitations

2 Standards + metadata

3 Provenance

4 Public archive

5 Access timeline

6 Availability

7 Accountability
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: No longer a two-page narrative, supports machine actionable DMPs and provides some efficiency. BUT with multiple categories you may end up developing a longer, more detailed plan than would have been possible with the 2 page format.

Transition: this section is about the judgment behind the fields, not just what to click. Emphasize that one category may cover multiple datasets when they share the same management and sharing approach.

[Sources]
- User-provided PDF: NSF Generic DMSP Webform (2026 Update - Research.gov mirror), pp. 1-6.
[/Sources]



A  Q U I C K  S T A T U S  C H E C K

D irectorate customization: specialized form options are still limited
The form structure is NSF-wide; some directorates add predefined choices, while many others add guidance rather than different defaults.

SPECIALIZED MIRROR

SBE

Predefined options for selected 
data/product categories, standards, and 
repositories.

SPECIALIZED MIRROR

STEM Education (EDU)

Predefined options tailored to common 
education-research products, standards, 
and repositories.

GENERIC MIRROR + 
GUIDANCE

Most other NSF units

Use the generic field set, then layer in 
directorate, division, program, and 
solicitation-specific guidance.

What we found as of October 2026

DMP Tool currently lists three Research.gov mirror templates: Generic, SBE, and ED U. I did not find another current specialized mirror for BIO , ENG, GEO , MPS, or 
O PP - although those units may publish additional substantive guidance.
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: Several directorates have provided guidance, but only two have provided any customization so far. So default options may not be sufficient for your data. 

Use this as a caveat, not a promise about the Research.gov backend. The DMP Tool public template list is the observable evidence for customized mirror templates. NSF separately lists directorate- and program-specific guidance that can be more restrictive than the generic form.

[Sources]
- https://dmptool.org/public_templates?page=1&search=nsf
- https://blog.dmptool.org/2026/05/15/new-nsf-templates-mirrors-of-the-research-gov-webform-now-available/
- https://www.nsf.gov/funding/data-management-plan
[/Sources]



1  ·  D A T A  O R  R E S E A R C H  P R O D U C T  
C A T E G O R I E S

Right-size the plan before you fill the fields
A  category is a meaningful class of outputs - not every file, but also not a catch-all bucket called “ data.”

TOO  BROA D

“Data”

“Research products”

Too vague to drive later decisions.

RIGHT-S IZED

Water-quality sensor data

Hydrolog ic model + code

Interview transcrip ts

Split when standards, restrictions, repository, 
or retention differ.

TOO  GRANULAR

Cabresto Lake daily water 
temperatures

Instrument parameters

Python scripts for interpolating 
missing data

Creates unnecessary repetition when the 
same rules apply.

Rule of thumb: create a separate categ ory when the manag ement or sharing  plan meaning fully chang es.
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: You can provide all the info for up to 4 categories. Categories should therefore be inclusive but not too broad or vague. 

The form says each distinct category should have its own entry, but does not require a separate entry for every dataset or data type. Use the “right-sized” guidance as a practical interpretation: split when the downstream decisions differ.

[Sources]
- User-provided PDF: NSF Generic DMSP Webform (2026 Update - Research.gov mirror), p. 1.
[/Sources]



1  ·  C A T E G O R I E S

Weak answer / strong  answer
Illustrative language - adapt to the solicitation, directorate, discipline, repository, and any IRB or data-use requirements.

WEAK

Title: Environmental data

D escription: D ata collected from multiple sensors at 
the Sevilleta LTER site.

Problem: reviewers still do not know what the categ ory contains.

STRONG

Title: Hig h- frequency water- quality sensor data

D escription: 15-minute temperature, conductivity, 
dissolved oxygen, and turbidity observations collected 
from 12 tributary sites; includes Q A/Q C flags and 
calibration records.

Why strong er: scope, content, and accompanying  documentation are 
explicit.
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: The strong response describes a single category of data, but includes multiple formats, instrument outputs, processes, etc. But all fall within the umbrella category.

Ask the audience: which answer makes the next six form fields easier to complete? The strong version is fictional and intended to demonstrate appropriate specificity, not prescribe a scientific standard.

[Sources]
- User-provided PDF: NSF Generic DMSP Webform (2026 Update - Research.gov mirror), pp. 1-2.
[/Sources]



2  ·  A C C E S S  P O L I C I E S  A N D  L I M I T A T I O N S

Restrictions allowed but must be justified
The form is built around public sharing. A ny limitation should be specific, justified, and no broader than necessary.

PUBLIC

No limitation applies. Share the product 
openly under the project’s normal 
timeline.

CO NTROLLED

A legitimate concern requires restricted 
access, a data-use agreement, 
deidentification, or another safeguard.

NOT PUBLIC

O nly when sharing would conflict with 
legal, ethical, security, sovereignty, IP, 
or comparable requirements.

Common form- listed g rounds

Human data protection Data sovereig nty Leg al / DUA

Natural resource protection Dual use / security IP / resource limits

A selected exception is not the justification. Explain why it applies and what you will share instead.
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: Avoid applying limitations too broadly – for example, identifiable survey data may not be shared, but what about deidentified or aggregate products? As open as possible, as closed as necessary.

The form allows up to six limitations and requires explanation/justification unless Not Applicable is selected. Emphasize proportionality: often some version of a dataset can be shared even when identifiers or sensitive elements cannot.

[Sources]
- User-provided PDF: NSF Generic DMSP Webform (2026 Update - Research.gov mirror), pp. 2-3.
- https://www.nsf.gov/policies/document/pappg24-1-supplement-2
[/Sources]



2  ·  A C C E S S  L I M I T A T I O N S

Weak answer / strong answer
Illustrative language - adapt to the solicitation, directorate, discipline, repository, and any IRB or data-use requirements.

WEAK

Human data protection

Human participant data will not be shared because of 
privacy concerns.

Problem: blanket restriction, no basis, no alternative access path.

STRONG

Human data protection - justified and bounded

D eidentified survey responses and the codebook will be 
deposited at publication. D irect identifiers will not be 
shared under IRB/consent requirements. Records with 
residual re-identification risk will use controlled access 
under a data-use agreement.

Why strong er: states the constraint, its basis, and the maximum 
responsible sharing  that remains possible. Allows for controlled access 
beyond the life of the project.

18

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: Sharing doesn’t always have to mean open, public access. There are repositories that provide progressively strict access controls. Associated costs are the type of thing you can budget for.

Prompt: “Does privacy mean the entire category must be closed?” Use this to distinguish open, controlled, and non-public data rather than treating access as binary.

[Sources]
- User-provided PDF: NSF Generic DMSP Webform (2026 Update - Research.gov mirror), pp. 2-3.
[/Sources]



3  ·  S T A N D A R D S ,  M E T AD A T A ,  A N D  
P R O V E N A N C E

M ake the research products understandable to other researchers in the discip line
These fields answer three different questions.

FORMAT

What is the product made 
of?

File format, encoding, units, structure, 
versioning.

METADATA

How will someone interpret it?

Schema or standard, variable 
definitions, controlled vocabularies, 
READ ME/data dictionary.

PROVENANCE

Where did  it come from?

Collection or source, instruments, 
calibration, transformations, software 
versions.

Generic- form g otcha The generic Research.gov mirror currently has no predefined standards/metadata options: use Add New and name the standard or describe 
the approach.
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: Encourage reference to domain or disciplinary standards

Stress the distinction among format, metadata, and provenance. If no accepted disciplinary standard exists, saying so and describing the project-specific solution is stronger than inventing a vague “standard.”

[Sources]
- User-provided PDF: NSF Generic DMSP Webform (2026 Update - Research.gov mirror), pp. 3-4.
[/Sources]



3  ·  S T A N D A R D S  +  P R O V E N A N C E

Weak answer / strong answer
Illustrative language - adapt to the solicitation, directorate, discipline, repository, and any IRB or data-use requirements.

WEAK

Standards / provenance

CSV files with a REA D ME. New data collection.

Problem: technically fillable, but not enoug h to interpret or reproduce.

STRONG

Standards / provenance

Tabular data will be stored in UTF- 8 encoded CSV files; 
timeseries data and logs will include ISO  8601 
timestamps; collocated READ ME file with be structured 
using the  EML metadata schema, including variable 
definitions. Raw files are transformed with versioned R 
scripts, with calibration and Q A/Q C logs retained in PD F 
format.

Why strong er: format, semantics, source, and transformations are all 
identifiable.
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: Some specifics in the strong answer – reference to UTF-8 encoding, ISO 8601 for time and date data, EML metadata

The metadata standard in this fictional example is illustrative. Researchers should use the disciplinary/community standard that actually fits the project.

[Sources]
- User-provided PDF: NSF Generic DMSP Webform (2026 Update - Research.gov mirror), pp. 3-4.
[/Sources]



4  ·  P U B L I C  A R C H I V I N G

Choose preservation infrastructure – “backup” is important but is not 
preservation
The repository decision should survive personnel changes, expired grants, redesigned websites, and forgotten passwords.

LO CATION ONLY

Project website / lab server / shared 
drive

Can make files reachable today, but may not provide 
durable identifiers, preservation commitments, stable 
governance, or discovery.

REPOS ITORY INFRASTRUCTURE

✓ Persistent identifier?

✓ Preservation / retention policy?

✓ Metadata +  discovery?

✓ Stable governance?

✓ Access +  licensing?

Generic- form note: no repository choices are preloaded, so most users will use Add New.

The form can accept a website. That does not make the website a g ood preservation strateg y.
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: Consult with a librarian. Preservation is infrastructure and long-term data management. Backing data up is one part of that, but not a complete solution. Important to think beyond discovery and download.

This is the clearest place to surface the form-versus-practice tension. The generic mirror explicitly permits adding institutional resources, including lab webpages, but BIO guidance says reliance on personal/lab websites instead of available repositories may be inadequate. Recommend evaluating repositories against funder, disciplinary, and preservation expectations rather than assuming any URL is equivalent.

[Sources]
- User-provided PDF: NSF Generic DMSP Webform (2026 Update - Research.gov mirror), pp. 4-5.
- https://www.nsf.gov/bio/data-management-plans
- https://www.nsf.gov/policies/document/pappg24-1-supplement-2
[/Sources]



4  ·  P U B L I C  A R C H I V I N G

Weak answer / strong  answer
Illustrative language - adapt to the solicitation, directorate, discipline, repository, and any IRB or data-use requirements.

WEAK

Public archiving

D ata will be archived on the project website and made 
available upon request.

Problem: access and preservation depend on the project team staying  
available.

STRONG

Public archiving

Final hydrologic datasets, metadata, and associated code 
will be deposited with the Environmental Data Initiative, a 
long-lived repository that issues persistent identifiers and 
supports public discovery. The project website will link to 
the repository record rather than serve as the sole archive.

Why strong er: separates project communication from durable preservation 
and discovery. Be sure to consult with your librarian!
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: Again, consult with a librarian! The form allows you to identify a project website as an ‘institutional repository.’ This can inhibit long term access if the website architecture doesn’t support preservation beyond discovery.

Avoid naming a repository as universally “best.” The strong answer describes the properties that matter and leaves room for solicitation- or discipline-required repositories.

[Sources]
- User-provided PDF: NSF Generic DMSP Webform (2026 Update - Research.gov mirror), pp. 4-5.
- https://www.nsf.gov/bio/data-management-plans
[/Sources]



5  ·  T I M E L I N E  F O R  P U B L I C  A C C E S S I B I L I T Y

Treat dropdown timelines as choices -not permissions
Start with the policy and the product, then select the form value that represents your decision.

THE DROPDO W N

At time of collection

At time of publication

< 6 months after publication

< 1 year after publication

Within 2 years after collection

By end of award

The presence of a delayed option does not mean it is appropriate 
for supp orting  data.

PO LIC Y FIRST

For data sup porting  NSF- funded publications

Share at the time of publication.

Exceptions must be described and justified in the DMSP. O ther 
product timelines may be governed by directorate, program, 
repository, or disciplinary expectations.

Derive the timeline from policy + discip linary practice. Then represent it in the dropdown.
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: Many directorates have specific guidance on this. Generally, within two years after collection OR at time of publication but it’s WHICHEVER COMES FIRST, not a case by case choice.

This is a deliberate “gotcha” slide. The generic form includes delayed timeline options, but NSF policy now requires supporting data at publication unless an exception is justified. Some directorates may impose additional timelines - GEO, for example, may require public archive upon publication or within two years of collection, whichever comes first.

[Sources]
- User-provided PDF: NSF Generic DMSP Webform (2026 Update - Research.gov mirror), p. 5.
- https://www.nsf.gov/policies/document/pappg24-1-supplement-2
- https://www.nsf.gov/geo/data-management-sharing-plans
[/Sources]



5  ·  A C C E S S I B I L I T Y  T I M E L I N E

Weak answer / strong  answer
Illustrative language - adapt to the solicitation, directorate, discipline, repository, and any IRB or data-use requirements.

WEAK

Timeline: < 1 year after publication

The data will be released after the research team has 
had time to complete follow-up analyses.

Problem: delayed access is asserted as a preference, not a justified 
exception.

STRONG

Timeline: at time of publication

Data supporting each publication will be released when 
that publication appears. Data not tied to a publication 
will be deposited in a suitable archival repository no later 
than the end of the award, unless a directorate or 
repository requires earlier release. Any restricted subset 
will be handled under the access limitation described 
above.

Why strong er: connects the dropdown choice to the g overning  rule and 
separates different product trig g ers.
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: Be as open as possible, as closed as necessary.

Ask which answer is easier to defend to a program officer. The weaker example reflects a historically common investigator-interest rationale that should not be treated as a default under the 2026 policy.

[Sources]
- User-provided PDF: NSF Generic DMSP Webform (2026 Update - Research.gov mirror), p. 5.
- https://www.nsf.gov/policies/document/pappg24-1-supplement-2
[/Sources]



6  ·  D A T A  A V A I L A B I L I T Y  A N D  R E T E N T I O N

Do not promise “indefinitely” unless the infrastructure can make that promise
The form asks how long the product will remain available and whether you will follow the repository’ s standard retention policy.

PRO JEC T WO RKING CO PY

Local / institutional 
storag e

Useful for active work, backups, 
and institutional retention 
obligations. Not automatically the 
authoritative public copy.

PUBLIC  CO PY

Repository retention 
policy

Where possible, let the 
repository’s documented 
preservation/retention 
commitment define public 
availability.

FORM CH ECK

Will you adhere to the 
repository’s standard  
retention policy?

Yes / No +  justification / N.A .

Form rule: availability under two years after project completion requires justification.

Preservation is strong er when the commitment belong s to durable infrastructure - not to Future You.
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: An advantage to using a repository is being able to refer to their policy and capabilities.

Distinguish public availability from whatever institutional or legal retention obligations apply to local copies. The form says availability under two years after project completion requires justification and asks whether the project will follow the selected repository’s standard retention policy.

[Sources]
- User-provided PDF: NSF Generic DMSP Webform (2026 Update - Research.gov mirror), pp. 5-6.
[/Sources]



6  ·  A V A I L A B I L I T Y  +  R E T E N T I O N

Weak answer / strong  answer
Illustrative language - adapt to the solicitation, directorate, discipline, repository, and any IRB or data-use requirements.

WEAK

Availability: indefinitely

The PI will keep the dataset indefinitely on the lab 
server.

Problem: indefinite promise rests on a person and local infrastructure.

STRONG

Availability: repository standard policy

The repository copy will remain available according to the 
repository’s documented preservation and retention 
policy, which the project will follow. The project will also 
retain working and administrative copies according to 
institutional requirements.

Why strong er: assig ns the public- access commitment to infrastructure 
with an explicit policy.
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: This is a generalized example – in some cases, you may be able to reference and link to those policies.

The strong example avoids making a duration claim the project cannot control. If a discipline or solicitation requires a specific duration, use that requirement instead.

[Sources]
- User-provided PDF: NSF Generic DMSP Webform (2026 Update - Research.gov mirror), pp. 5-6.
[/Sources]



7  ·  AC C O U NTAB I LI TY

Name one accountable senior person -then make the workflow executable
Research.gov asks you to select the PI or co-PI responsible for each category. That is accountability, not necessarily every operational task.

ACCOUNTABLE

PI / co-PI

Owns the commitment and 
ensures the category is 
managed and shared as 
promised.

OPERATIONAL ROLES

Data manager / RA QA/QC + documentation

Repository liaison Deposit + metadata

PI Release check + exceptions

Collaborative proposals: make roles across institutions explicit in the plan, even though the form’s accountability dropdown is populated from senior personnel.

“The PI will oversee the data” names a person. A strong plan also makes the handoffs visible.
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: Make data management a team effort, but have an accountable party.

The form prepopulates the accountability field from senior personnel on the proposal. The operational-role language is a recommendation for making the plan actionable, especially for multi-institutional or staff-intensive projects.

[Sources]
- User-provided PDF: NSF Generic DMSP Webform (2026 Update - Research.gov mirror), p. 6.
- https://www.nsf.gov/eng/data-management-sharing-plans
[/Sources]



7  ·  AC C O U NTAB I LI TY

Weak answer / strong  answer
Illustrative language - adapt to the solicitation, directorate, discipline, repository, and any IRB or data-use requirements.

WEAK

Accountability: PI

The PI will oversee data management and sharing.

Problem: accountable person is named, but execution is still opaque.

STRONG

Accountability: Dr. Wheeler (PI)

Dr. Wheeler is accountable for this category. The project 
data manager will complete quarterly QA/QC and 
metadata updates; the repository liaison will prepare 
deposits; Dr. Wheeler will verify release at publication and 
approve any documented exception.

Why stronger: accountability is tied to a repeatable workflow and clear 
handoffs.
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: Role of this person is to monitor whether and how the DMSP is being carried out, with the understanding that the plan may need to be changed. It is a living document.

The form itself asks for a PI/co-PI. Use the strong example to show what the team should know behind that dropdown choice; some of the operational detail may live in Additional Information or internal project documentation.

[Sources]
- User-provided PDF: NSF Generic DMSP Webform (2026 Update - Research.gov mirror), p. 6.
[/Sources]



B EF O RE Y O U  SU BMI T

The final test: could someone else execute this plan?
An actionable DMSP should still work after personnel changes, publication, and the end of the award.

1 Products Are the categories specific enough to drive different decisions?

2 Restrictions Is every limitation justified and narrower than “do not share”?

3 Interpretability Are formats, metadata, and provenance sufficient for reuse?

4 Preservation Is there a durable repository and a policy-grounded timeline?

5 Responsibility Does a named senior person own a workflow that can actually happen?

Draft in DMP Tool → get collaborator / institutional feedback → transfer the final decisions into Research.gov
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Key point: If the PI or other team member wins the lottery, will you be able to keep the work going?

Close this section by moving from compliance back to actionability. DMP Tool mirrors the NSF form and supports collaboration/feedback, but final submission still occurs in Research.gov.

[Sources]
- https://blog.dmptool.org/2026/05/15/new-nsf-templates-mirrors-of-the-research-gov-webform-now-available/
- https://dmptool.org/
[/Sources]



KEEP THESE HANDY

Resources & support
Use these resources to draft, check requirements, choose repositories, and get help before submission.

DMP Tool

Draft the plan using NSF-aligned templates and request 
institutional feedback.

https://dmptool.org/

UNM Data Management

Planning guidance for organizing, documenting, storing, sharing, 
and preserving research data.

https://libguides.unm.edu/data

UNM Research Data Services

UNM Libraries support for data management, sharing, 
repositories, and related research workflows.

https://libguides.unm.edu/rds

NM EPSCoR

Program information, opportunities, and support for
New Mexico EPSCoR researchers.

https://www.nmepscor.org/

Also bookmark NSF Data Management & Sharing Plan guidance: nsf.gov/funding/data-management-plan
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Resource slide. Point participants to DMP Tool for drafting and feedback, the two UNM Libraries guides for local support, NM EPSCoR for program resources, and NSF for authoritative DMSP guidance.

[Sources]
https://dmptool.org/
https://libguides.unm.edu/data
https://libguides.unm.edu/rds
https://www.nmepscor.org/
https://www.nsf.gov/funding/data-management-plan

https://dmptool.org/
https://libguides.unm.edu/data
https://libguides.unm.edu/rds
https://www.nmepscor.org/
https://www.nsf.gov/funding/data-management-plan
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