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Thisre~ort was,preparedby'Berschel(;)lesner, under the sUl'ervisi~~'
-of Robert L. Wright, ,chiefcoliI\se! of the Subcommitteeon Patents,
"I'rademarks.iandCopyrights, as part of the. subcommittee's study of
the ..U.8 patent system,c.ond}lcted.pU!suan.t to Se.. n.·ateRe~oluti.on 236
-of the 85th Oongross.Bd SeSSIOn. It IS thesecond.ofaseries-that will
-desyripethe current practices ofeach of the agencies of the Federal
Government. engaged in. activities whichmay result-in the ownership
of patents by the Government or patent licenses to the. Government
.fromemplcyeesj-eontractors;.or grantees. ..•.. ."

. This series of reports is based upon material assembled by the sub"
-committee in response to inquiries first made in the summer of 1957.
"The object of theseinquirieswasto determine how GOvernment agen­
-cies have been discharging their responsibilities with respect to
inventions in which the Government had a substantial financial inter­
est, as theresult of its expenditures for scientific research and develop­

.ment. No such inquiry had been made since the in"""tigations,?me
11 years ago, which culminated in the Attorney General's report and

.reoommendations with respect to Government patent practices and
policies, published in 1947. The inquiries were mainly designed to
.show the extent to which Government agencies have followed or dis­
regarded the recommendations of that report and the reasons under­
.Iying the policies presently followed by these agencies.
. The recommendations of the 1947 report were summarized in the
foreword to the first report in this series, which covered the Tennessee
Valley Authority, and will not be repeated here, except to say that it
favored the Government taking title to au inventions under research
supported by Government funds unless a Government Patent Admin­
istrator or the head of a Federal agency directed otherwise in special
cases when the Government would be entitled to an irrevocable, roy­
.alty-free license. The patent practices of the National Science Foun­
.dation reflect a view of Government responsibility for the supervision
-ofinventions produced by the expenditure of Government funds, which
'is opposed both to the practices of the TVA and to the 1947 recom­
mendation of the Attorney General. As to research contracts and
:grants, the Attorney General had recommended that the Government
-should ordinarily take title to all inventions produced in the perform­
ance of the contract.

Up to now the 'Foundation has not thought it necessary to keep
itself informed as to patent applications arising out of the research
'performed by its contractors or grantees. The question as to whether
-or not an application for a patent should be made for the benefit of
the Government is therefore, one in which the Foundation has not
,chosen to take any interest, although the law creating the Foundation
clearly contemplated the possibility that Government patents or
-Government licenses should be obtained (42 U.S.O. 1871A; Exec­
.utive Order No. 10521, sec. 6).
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VI FOREWORD

It seems doubtful that the Foundation's research grantees, most
of which are educational institutions without any responsibility for
carrying out Federal policy, are in ,a position to make decisions as
to the desirability in the public interest of securing patent protection
for federally financed inventiop.,s.prdiscQvcries. On the other hand,
the Foundation, primarily interested;;:.'it· is in pure, rather than
applied research, may well be justified-in feeling that none of its
energies should be devoted to patent matters. The result is that, ip
the.absence.of a Patents AdmIDi",trl'tor,or some otherFederal official,
with primary responsibility for the proper exploitation of all inven­
tions ,and discoveries produced as a result of theuse of Government
funds, the formulation of Government. decisions is being wholly
neglected, 'while the 'opportunity may" be ,thus' created for persons:'
without Government .responsibility to.:ct for private interests 'alone,

As, noted in theforewordfo-thefirst report, the subcommittee's '
views as to what i tha-'National' Science Foundation Or any 'other
governmental agency ought to be doing with respect 'topatentaon
inventions produced withits funds is 'reserved for future' comment.
All that is presented here' is a factual summary of the ag~ncy's stat"
utory authority in this fiel(l,its curr~nt pr~ctice, andits own viewpoint.

,,', , ", " , ,,'.",JosEPuO:O'M""HONEY, ' "
Chairman, Subcommitt~eo.nPate'!'t8;Trad.e,,!,qrks;an.dCopyright" ," /

.comm.ttee on the Jud.c.ar'!J, U'Mted States Senate: ,
JANUARY 2,1959. ," " ,



<C'_" ,:FJrf/,i:T'~ T;' ";'_"5~

PRELIMINARY REPORT AS TO THE .' PATENT. PRACTICES Of
mE .NATIPNAI,.SCIENCE;FQUNDATION

A.,LEGISLATIVE

'The N ~ii<iualsciJl'lcJ F~l1Ildati~Ilwasereatedfu .19150 arid on~ o£its
fnnctions is to'-'-- .. . .

develop and encourage the pursuit ofa national policy forthe
promotion-of .basic-research. and educationfn-the sciences
(42U.S.O.)862(1». .

For. this pm1'6se, the .Foundation has peengivellal1tllcirity to-'-­
enterintocontracts or other arrangements, or modifications
thereof, .fon.thecarrying,on, by,organizations. or individuals
in .the, .United .S~ates and foreign.conntries,ofsuCl:tbasic
scientiflo . research activities as' the Foundation deems
necessary (42 V.S.O, 187Q(c»..

The provisions <WhichC()htroltheFoundl\tion's'patent policies are
the followmg':"""" ','," .. ".' ,..' ,

42U.S.C.<i8'ma/'-----E~?h· h<intractor otheral'rangemellt
executed....pur.. sllan.t.~on this.",sqapter whic.~relates ,to 8~i~ntifi.c
research. shallcontain provisions governing the dISpOSItIOn of
inventions produced thereunder ,m a manner calculated to
protect the public inte~est and the equities of the individual
or organization with which the contract or other arrangement
is executed: Provided" houeoer, 'That.nothing in this chapter
shall be construed to authorize the Foundation to enter into
any contractual or other arrangement.inconsistent with any

,jlfovision oflaw effec~mg the issul\llceor use of patellts..
. ',42U.S~O.1871(b).--No officer.oreIAPlo):'ee .oftheFol1ndii­
tionsnallacqrnre,retain, or transfer. an):' rights, .under' the
'patent'Ia""sof the. Uniterl States .oroth~:vtse,.inal\yinven­
ti"lll wIllch heIll"y mll:ke or produce in connection with per-

) forming 'hisassigned activities. ,and which is directly related
to the subject matter thereof: Provided, however, That this

,subsection. 'shall; not'beconstrned' ,to'prevlmt ,any. officer-or
employee of the-Feundation. frol:nexecu~inganyapplication
for patent.on.any invention forthe.purpose of assigning .the
same to the Govermnentorjts,nomineein"accorrlancewitli
such rnles and regulations as the Director may establish...
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2'PATENTPRACTICES OF THE NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNllATION

B. EXECUTIVE

Executive Order No. 10521, dated March 17, 1954 (19 F.R. 1499),
gives the Foundation advisory powers with respect to research con­
ducted by other Government agencies in the following provisions:

.,Smc.5.=Th<iFoulldatiOn, in consultation with educational
institutions;theh~adsOf Federal agendes,8,Iid the Commis­
sioner of Education of the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, shall study the effectsupon.educational institu­
tions of Federal policies and administration of contracts and
grants for scientific research and development, and.shall rec­
ommend policies and procedures which will promote the
attainment of general national 'research- objectives and reah­
zation of the research needs of Federal agenci~s",hi1e safe­

"guarding the strength and independence of the Nation's
institutions of learning. .

SEC: 6.~The head of each FederaUagency engaged in
scientific research shall make certain that effectiv~ executive,
organizational, and fiscal practices exist to ensure (a)' that
the Foundation is consulted on policies concerning the
support of basic. research, (b) that approved scientific
research programs conducted by the agency are reviewed
continuously in order to preserve priorities in research efforts
and to adjust prograllls to meet changing conditions without
imposing unnecessary added burdellson bildgetary~d
other resources, (c) that applied -research and development

,shall be undertaken with sufficient consideration of the
"imderlying basic research and such other factors as relative

urgency, project costs, and availability of maIlPowerand
facilities

i
and (d) that, subject to considerations ofsecurity

andapp icablelaw, adequate dissemillation shall bemade
within the Federal Governmentof reports On the nature and
progress of research projects as an aid to the efficiency and
economy of the overall' Federal scientific research progralll.

II. ,PllESElITPllAcTICE

A;: :ADMINISTRATION

The F()un~~tionha~.ri(j .persoD1lel ~eaHng' solely, #;th patents ab.d
does nofknowthe number or character of the inventions or discoveries
produced under thaeontracts or other arrangements authorized by
the abovecquotedsection.1871(a) of the act creating the Foundation.
Its annual reports indicate, however, that its research has resulted
in developments which include patentable subject matter.

To :date, .the .Foundation has not.-been-motified 'that any
suchpatent has been .granted although ithasbeen informed
of patent- applications by;.grantees from time to time.'
______ " ,', "i

~ ~c, ...

,r;:



C. FOREIGN FILING

PJA'1'ElIIlr'PRACTICES'::OF ,:'l\HE :NATIONAL ';SCIEN(]E:)F01JN[lAT~Q!f 8, '

"Ri-'- TITL]l',POLICJ'y

1. Employees ,"""'" '."
As noted above, section 1871(a) providesthatno officer or employee

of theFoundation.may 'acquire, retain, or transfer any rights, under
the patent laws of the United States in connection with perforn;ing
his assigned activities and whichjs-directly related to the subject
matter.' ':rhe 'F~U1Idl1tionr'cond1'lctsno" research' thr0llghits, own
employees, 'T,hereforg, no questions' have arisen regarding title to
employee inventions. '

I 2.()ontractotsa~dgJ·antees, ,'", .',. ". "', ,,' . '
('.TlieFoundl1tion'S 'rese»rch' program is' carried,' on mainly. througB,
" grl1llts to educationalIristitutions and occasionally by ,esearch, ~onL

'tracts""thpr'ivate cO\lC~rns. , In »11 instances the Foundatioll, allows
_thet.antee :Q!' con~E"2.~~~() re!ca..in Ej;!.<:..~_a.!!.!n,:.".ntlOns •whl2!fatL:

,:ac~:~~f)~~~~~Rr~'~~lgt~u;s:gG6~~lAii~~a:~~~~~Ec~t,
!Lon :auslve liceiise':al':ilse:ilie'inverftiOIF:foE . =entaL m. oses.

o T:'iouii(ratIoii;:'a:s"jj7riiIe;dQes;;oracq;;rre'~~ right, thrJ?rg~con:"
tract," gr:ant;:\,or;other arrangement; to any·,technica}'jnformation,
know-how, .specialized processes, or other proprietary rights that may
be developed; in connection with that; invention. The Foundation

-.has never cOll,strlied.therequirement that its' contracts and 'grants
dispose" ,of ill,venttoll,s proa:;rc~~mlel'g:fiU.l!§Et'ili,',';;··ID,l1nrr~1'·c"lCl\la'ted
j&_J?J.Q~ecUM--pii1:!li9:;j'i!lefei;t';asrequiring 'tlieassignm"Iit"of,tftIe '"
to, aIL inventio"It"t6 ~ the"-tlovernment'-"6F"'aIie"-'-"GoVernment7a"eii'c"c~;,'"w

It hasthusreHed entirelY: upon lts,contractor~and gra:ntgeno'~te';::~-"
mine when a patent application should be made and what use of these

" inventions may be made hy individuals or organizations other than
~ Government agencies. .

~-----
The Foundation does not reserve the right to apply for foreign

patents in any of its grants, contracts, or other arrangements or to
require foreign applications by others. It therefore has no informa­
tion as to such filing, if any, by the grantees, contractors, or the indi­
vidual inventors.

The Foundation believes that the cost of filing foreign patent appli­
cations on any inventions which might result from its support of
research would exceed any advantage the Federal Government might
obtain.'

D. USE BY PARTIES RETAINING TITLE

As noted above the Foundation has not yet been informed that
any invention which may have been produced by the expenditure of
its funds has resulted in the issuance of a patent. Nor is it presently
informed as to what has been done by others with respect to obtaining
domestic and foreign patent protection on such inventions or as to
the actual use made of such inventions by others.

) Letter of Aug. 26, 1958.. from Robert Brode, Acting Director, National Science FoundatIon, to Senator
Joseph C. O'M8.honey, chairman of the Senate Judiciary's Subcommittee on Patents, Trademarks, and
-Copyrights.



4 l'ATENT'P!lACTICESOF .TEi:El.NATIONAL· SCIENCE 'FOUNIiA'TION

IILAGENCrN,EWpoINT

The Foundation states .that· its-e-
'~r,esent patent~olic.Y"'a~~rrived atafterloIlg and careful.
study, takinginto account the needs of the Federal Govern"
ment and the-role of the Foundation with regard to support
of basic scientific research, W~ibelieve the present Founda- i
tion policy to bean appropriate one for .the .Foundation to
follow and that it should be continued.'

However, since this preliminary report was brought to the attention
of the Foundation.iits General Counsel has indicated that the Founda­
.tion may abandon its present policy of waiting until a patent issues
to .obtain a license. to use the invention produced with theexpendi- .
tureof its funds. In the General Counsel's letter of December 10,
195&, he states: '. .

The Foundation is considering a revision of its patent
clause to require the giving of the royalty-free; nonexclusive
license to the Government upon appUcation for a foreign' 'or
domestic patent rather than upon i8siteof the 'patent as
presently required. HaM when this revision is put into
effect the Fonndation will be informed at an earlier point

'as to 'the steps being taken by its grantees in connection
with patent rights on inventions developed during the course
of Foundation-suppo:rted·research. (Italics supplied.)

o
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Washington, D.O., Octob~r 20, 1967.

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

Hon. JOHN W. MCCORMACK,
§peaker oj theHouse oj Representatives,
Washington, D.G.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: By direction of the Committee on Government
Operations, I submit herewith the committee's ninth report to the
90th Congress. The committee's report is based on a study made by
its Intergovernmental Relations Subcommittee.

WILLIAM L. DAWSON, Chairman.
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· PREFACE

The purpose of this report is toexamirieand .evllluate .the per­
formance .of the Public Health Service-and especially of its principal
research bureau, the National Institutes of Health-in administering
grant programs for the support of health research since the Commit­
tee's previous reports on tills subject in 1~61 and 1962. Under the
Rules of the House of Representatives the Committee has the duty of
studying Government operations at all levels with a view to determin­
ing their economy and efficiency.

The report is based on hearings and intensive studies by the Inter­
governmental Relations Subcommittee. The Subcommittee has care­
fully examined a number of large and varied Public Health Service
grant programs and has identified areas of major administrative weak­
ness.Oonsequently, the report is, and is intended to be, a critical one.

Health research today is big business. It is estimated that $2 billion
was spent for health research in the United States in 1966, about 9
percent of the Nation's investment for all research and development.
Two-thirds of the 1966 total ($1.4 billion) was provided by the Federal
Government, with almost $900 million accounted for by the Public
Health Service,

The health research expenditures of NIH alone were $808 million
. in 1966, of which $601 million was spent in the form of grants for the
support of research in non-Federal facilities. By way of comparison,
NIH grants for the conduct of research were only a little more than $14
million in 1950 and $192 million in 1960. .

Because of the tremendous importance of health research both in
social. and economic terms, the Public Health Service bears a heavy
responsibility for achieving the proper and efficient administration of
the grant programs under its jurisdiction. Similarly, the Oommittee
has a special responsibility to call attention to conditions which impair
the efficiency and economy or otherwise detract from the effectiveness
of these programs.

Inasmuch as NIH is the principal research arm of PHS, all of the
programs and activities examined in this report relate to it. However,
the Committee's general observations concerning grant administration
are equally applicable to the National Institute of Mental Health
(until recently a part of NIH) as well as to all other PHS units which
administer research grant programs.

While the focus of this report is on research grants, the Oommittee
also takes notice of PHS's training grants to the extent that they are
intimately related to the problems under examination. Training grant
programs constitute a large and expanding segment of the Public
Health Service's responsibilities. The Committee expects,therefore, to
examine this important area through a separate inquiry.

In the Oommittee's judgment, project grants will continue to
constitute the primary method of supporting health research. On the

VII



VIII PREFACE

whole, the project system of awarding grants in national competition
on the basis of scientific merit is a desirable way of accomplishing
the Nation's research objectives.

Project grants,however, have their limitations, including the
tendency to widen the gap between richer and poorer schools. Conse­
quently, increased interest is being shown in the distribution of more
of the Government's health research funds in the form of institutional,
grants. As pointed out in the report, institutional grants can be a
useful supplement to project grants and can serve as. a.means of
assisting weaker .educ~tionarinstitutions.. For .these "reasons.vthe
Committee has given close attention to the institutional grant pro­
grams presently operatedby the Public Health Service and has sOI1Sht
to identify weaknesses that should be guarded against in any extension
of the institutional grant concept. ... ...........,...,

Some of the recommendations in thisr~port extend beyond the
Public Health Service and the Departm~n~ ofHealth, Education, and
Welfare because the PHS programs involved are interrelated with
similar programs in other departments and agencies, and because
these. PHS programs have a major impact on national science and
educational policies. . . '.., ... .•. , .. ' . .. ..' .

It is the Committee'shope that thaagencieaconcerned will take
prompt and appropriate action in response to the findings and recom­
mendations of this report in order that the Nation's health research
goals may be more effe,tiyely achieved.
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REPORT
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THE ADMIN!STRATION OF RESEAR.OH GRAMs IN THE
PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE

OCTOBER 20, 1967.----:Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the
Bteteof the Union and ordered.to be printed

Mr. DAWSON, from the Committee on Government .Operations,
submitted the following

NINTH REPORT

'BASED ON A STUDY By'THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS
SUBCOMMITTEE

OnOctober )9, ·196i,theComm.ittee. on Government Operations
approved and iadopted a report entitled "The Administration of
Research Grants in the Public Health Service." The chairman was
directed to transmit a copy to the Speaker of the Bouse.

I. FINDINGS AN]) RECOMMENDATIONS
. .

$Ul\iiVL~R-i, OF ;PRIN<JIPA;L'FINDINqs

The Committee's examination Of several important research grant
programs administered by the Public Health Service disclosed that
the agency-and particularly its principal research bureau, the
N ational Institutes of Health-a-has made relatively little effort to
improve its administration of grants since the CoIl1mittee's previous
reports on this subject in 1961 and 1962. Inadequate administrative
performance is demonstrated, for example, by the inept handling of
payments for the indirect research costs ofgrantees and the extremely
poor administration of the General Research Support and Health
Sciences Advancement Award programs. .' , .... . . " .' .

NIH and other PHS bureaus were found to have made excessive
indirect cost payments to grantees. Excessive payments resulted from
their. practice of paying themaximum indirect cost rate permitted by
law,contrary to the intent of Congress that only a grantee's actual
indirect costs should be allowed if less than the statutory maximum.
Irimany instances 'NIH paid the highest. permissible indirect cost rate

1



2 THE ADMINISTRATION' OF' RESEARCH GRANTS IN PHS

even when it had negotiated research contracts with the Same insti­
tutions providing for .lower rates determined through Government
audits.

In the case of one research organization, NIH's overpayments for
indirect costs were found to total almost a half million dollars for
grants awarded through the 1963 fiscal year. Moreover, in this arid
other cases NIH continued to. make overpayments to these same
grantees for almost 2 years after the Surgeon' General had initiated
action in 1963, at the urging of the Intergovernmental Relations
Subcommittee, to recover theexcessive payments previously ,made. .

Within NIH itself, the individual. institutes used different in­
direct cost rates when dealing with the very same grantee institu­
tions. The failure of the individual institutes to follow uniform policies
and practices wasfound to be largely the result of weak and ineffective
central management ill the National Institutes of Health.

Weak central management has been characteristic also of the
Public Health Service. PHS' has consistently failed to obtain com­
pliance with many of its grant policies; and it has permitted unjusti­
fiable variations among and within its bureaus in the interpretation
and,applicati?n of ag~IlCYP?lides. . .,,'. ."" ...,' ','

Research projects supported by grants from NIH and other units
of the Public Health Service have, according to the agency's own
ratings, declined in quality over a period of years. A large proportion
.of the projects now beirlgsupported by PHSwere rated lower than good
quality by the agency's expert consultants. . .

;.rhe Committee, believes high quality should .be the principal
criterion for PHSsupfortofresearch projects which meet program
requirements. Nationa objectives other than the support of merito­
rious work, such as strengthening the capability and resources of
academic institutions and manpower training, should be accomplished
through programs designed specifically for these purposes rather than
through-the project system. .,,'. ". ' . '.... "

The Committee is concerned by the tendency in the Public Health
Service to use the services of a sm~l1 gr0tlpofindividuals for long
periods on advisory councils and other major advisory bodies. When
some of the same individuals who have served on advisory councils for
many years receive substantial NIH grants, andalso testify before the
.Q?ngress in support of the agency's appropriations.ithe appearance of
favoritism is unavoidable. The Committee endorses the viewexpressed
by the National Academy of Sciences that the Nation's manpower
resources for advisory purposes are large, that more advisers should
be used and rotated more often, and that younger scientists should be
I'ffordedanopportllnityto serve ()nPHS panels. .
. The Committee.found serious weaknesses in. the severalfypes of
institutional grants administered by the National Institutes of Health.

NIH entered into an unusualcost-sharing agreement with a large
research institute to underwrite approximately one-halfthe latter's
total operating expenses. This arrangement has the effect. of: (1) sub­
stitutirJ,g the grantee's own judgment for that ofthe PHS's .scientific
review cOIl1mitteesvvith respect to the merit oftbe research projects
supp.

0.rt.ed, a.nd (2)remo.ving from n.ational compet.iti.on, ov.'e.r. an in...iti.al
5,year period, approximately $23 million of health research funds.
This unusual commitment was made without first developing workable
methods for the comprehensive scientific and administrative review of
a large institution's total program. Furthermore, it was made even
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though. the grantee's successm .competing for I NIH grants on ·.the
basis of merit was no better than average, and NIH had been advised
by the HEW General Counsel's Office thatthe grant could not legally
be ?,w.atd,ed either as a ~"project"oras a -"general. support", grant-'­
the two types of awards specifically authorized by the Public Health
SerVICe Act.· . . .

The procedure used in "initiating-another new institutional grant
program-s-the- Health Sciences Advancement1\ward-was Iound. to
be irresp?nsible,unscientific, and contrary to the best interests of the
academic community and the Government. The first awards under

.this program were made:
(1) without adequate study of the needs of various types of

institutions for development funds;
(2) withoutvcarefulTormulationvof program objectives and

policies; ... . . . ./ .
(3) without a prior public announcement of the new program

and its eligibility conditions; >/. . I

(4) I without open competition for the available funds ; and
(5) without clear statutory authority; .

Moreover, it is apparent from NIH's recent handling of the second
group of HSAA awards that the purpossofthis program is still unclear.
The Committee believes that a Federalagency should have a mature
and defensible plan for a new grant program before commencing it.
NIH should not be "fumbling around," as one of its officials e"pressed
it, when awarding sUhs.tantial amounts of public money. ..

The Committee found NIH's administration of the General.Re­
search Support program surprisingly casual, with policies and pro­
cedures inadequately developed for the equitableand uniform treat­
ment of grantees and with management mdifferent to the waste of
program funds. ... -: .. I •••• •• • •••..•••

The General Research Support program is intended topr6vide
institutions already substantially engaged in NIH research some rela­
tively unrestricted funds to help correct the imbalances in their total
research and trainingactivities created by Federal support of individual
research projects. The amount of each grant is determined by a formula
which takes into account the grantee's health-related research ex­
penditures from both Federal "nd non-Federal sources, with the latter
counting twice as much as the former, .. . . ... . .. . .....

Large amounts of <;mSfunds were I?ai~to. orte private re~ea~c!,
organiaation by including State appropriations for two researchdlvl~

sions of a State health department in the grant computation. The
GRS grants were computed in this manrier, contrary to program poli­
cies, even though the research funds taken.intoaccount were not the
grantee's and were notintended for it.

In addition, separate grants were made in some years to each of this
organization's tW9 branches', thereby .giving, the ,organization a larger
total amount than it wouldhave received from a single award because
of a limitation in the grant formula. One branch received approxi­
mately as illuchinGRS funds, by counting State research expendi­
tures as its own, as the total.amount it received.in NIH project grants.
This is obviou~ly agross.distorti?n of the purpose for which the GRS
legislatioll '\Vas ellacted. . .• .. I ...•. I. .••. I • •.

The Committee found the premium given for. non-Federal funds
under the General Research Support formula difficult to adininister
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and wasteful, of 'Federaf research money.. The Committee. does. not
believe. this 'premium' operates as a meaningful incentive formstitu­
tions to seek private funds. 'I'he.premium.con the other hand, .favors
.research organizations over institutions of higher education-e-for whom
the program was primarily intended-and favors.wealthier institutions
over poorer ones._-,,"."'-':'
,PHS research grants continue tob¢ highly concentratedinarela­
tively smallnumber.of institutions: Moreoverv-thegapbetweenthe

·ffrich",and ·the "poorvsohoolseppears to havewidened.inrecentyears
in the biomedicalsciences. Although this .disparity largely reflects.the
capacity of institutions to perform research; .the Committee found,
that some .PHS policies discriminate against smaller and less wealthy
schools because they do not already have extensive research programs.

While .the 'Committee recognizes the importance of increasing the
number of first-rate universities, it b~lieves it equally important that
weakinstitutions be. improveddt is-inadvisable. for NIH and other
Federal agencies to award "development? 'grantstohelp.already good
schools .achieveI'excellence" in :absolute preference to aiding the Na­
tion's weaker institutions.: ;-' .. ..

. ····R~&,jfuui~.;a~ii()Jri():i.~'l'he &'1lJMitt~~~Wd~gljrecdmIIl~ri~s' ih~t
the Surgeon General make suitable arrangements to assure the uniform
application of the Department's indirect cost rate informationby .all
granting units of the Public Health Service. With respectto theuse of
off-campus-rates, which are normally lower. than on-campus rates,
the committee recommends that the Public Health Servi,ce, ()btsi't
sufl.icien.t .information in gr"nt. applications and. in subsequent reports
to Identify thelocanions at whichthe.research IS performed (p.,20J,

Recommendation No. 2....:-The committee endorses. the concept
of assigning Government-wide responsibility for establishing indirect
cosbrates with, all institutions of a given typet() a. single ]'ederal
agency, with ,each typeofinstitution audited by one Federal agency
only. The. committee recommendsrthaf this concept be vigorOu~b:

pursued by the Bureau of the Bu~g.et and other inter~ted agencies so
thlfta final ,Go:vernmenJ;.-wide plan covering all institutions will
ex.p.'.!?4itjonsly be established (p.,72). . . .

.. .." ... - '.,-'-•....-..-" _ .. _.; - ".,'.' '-',' ....-,' ,,- '. '-'.1", "'-~' ;,.

G,EN:ERAi,RESEXRdH~"sUPPORT .. ,GRANTS'
0." .. ,-, , '-J"-" _,', ,-,', ... ,'- "-.' .,'-. '-,"

"iR~comfilendlttion'No!3;>To .Jliiriju'aWsdmebf .thealrlls#' .. tlr~~
have developed in thegeneral research supportprogram, the committee
recommends that program policies be changed immediately to: "

" (1) .Determine each GRS grant o!'- the basis of the recipient
institution's research expenditures from Federal sources .. alone.
The committee does n(jt believe the premium given for no!'-­
Federal research funds under theexistingformula operatesas.a
me"iringful incentive. for i'tstitutions. to seek private fun~s.
Rather, this premium favors research :orgaIliz.ati()bs'()verj.IIs,titll~
tio'ts of higher education, and~",~ been difficult to:administer and
",a:s~eful of Federal research m9ney, and . .

._ ,.' " "'.- "-,'" ,", -, - , ..... _"',__. ":c,, .. Co-' ;.-
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(2) Exclude from the computation .base fora GRS grant all
Federal payments for research which include fees above a~tual

research costs (1'. 28).
Additional recommendations concerning the GRS program appear

below.
HEALTH ·SCIENCESADVA:NCEMENT. ;AwARD

Recommendation No. 4.-Thecomm.ittee strongly recommends
that no.future granbprograms-be initiated by NIH or the Public
Health Service without fair and open competition after the purpose
"nd the policies of the. program have-been .carefully developed and
publicly announced(p.32).... . . .............• i' . •• ' ••

, Recommendation No. 5.-7'-The committee further recommends that
before any new grant programis statted,ora major change is made in
an existing program, the .proposed.tregulations for the program. be
published in .the Federal Register so that interested parties may have
an opportunity to express their views. The-final regulations should be
approved by the Secretary before issuance (1' ..33) .'

Recommendation No. G.-The committee recommends that before
any new program is .initiatsd in the Public. Health Service without
specific statutory authorization," the. program .should be formally
reviewed by the Department and the Executive Office of the President
to determine its conformance with national education and science poli-

, cies. Also, a written opinion .eoncerning-the legality of anysuch pro­
g~am should be obtained in.advance from the HEW General Counsel
(1'.37).> .• ....,., ' .••

Recommendation No,.7.ccThe committee furtherrecommends that
noadditional HSAA awards be made unless and until PHS obtains
specificlegislative authorization for this program(p. 37).

SHARiNG -AN - INSTITUTION'S, TOTAL RESEARCH';COSTS-THESLOAN­
KETTERING- GRANT.

Recommendation No; 8.-In view of the Dianner in which section
301(i) of thePublic Health Service Act was used as a last resort to

'justify the Sloan-Kettering grant, and in view of the size and com­
plexity of the Government's existing health research progr",ms, the
committee recommends that the Congress amend this, provision of the
act to clarify and limit the Surgeon General's blanket authority to
adopt '.'such additional means as he deems necessary or appropriate"
for theconduct arid support of research(p. ,n).

SHARPENING',THE INSTRUMEN:TS,.OP','SUP,PORT

Recommendation' No. 9.sThecorriinittee recommends that the
Surgeon General establish a high standard of'lualityasthe basic
qualification for research project support, and that he develop ade­
quate procedures for the uniform maintenance of that high standard by
NIH and other bureaus of the Public Health Service. The confinement
ofresearch grants to projects in the range of excellent to good should
not be breached except in special circumstances where the reasons for
supporting a lower quality project are fully dOCUmented in a written
record (1'.47). ",' " . "••, , , .
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Recommendation .No. lO.-+The. committeerecommends that the
Public Health Service's responsibility for programs designed to
develop. or improve the capability and resources' of educational
institutions.be limited to medical and other health professional
schools. The general research support program is not included infhis
category since the Congress authorized these grants,permitting broad
discretionary spending, specifically .t.o sllPplement. project grants.
The committee rec0!Illllendsthlit the responsibility for grants intended
to strengtheneducational institutions other than health professional
schools be confined. to the National Science Foundation andforthe
Office of Education--'-'-the two Federal ligen9iesbroadlyresp9nsibl~
for strengthening basic science and education (p, 52). ...•.•. . ..' .•...•••.•......
'. ·Recommel1dationNo. U;l.LToprovide for more equltabletreatriwnt
of the smaller and less w~althyinstitutions,the committee recoin"
mends the following changes in PHS j:iolicies: .... '.' .• ..' .......•....••

. .(1) QUlilifica:tionfor a general' research suppottgrlintshonld
be based on a school's-receiving $100,000' or II'.ore annuaJly in
research project grant~ from all units ofthePublic'Health Service
combined/rather than exclusively from NIH. Moreover, HEW

. should consider broadening thegeneral research support program,
with. appropriatelegi~lativeauthority, to include health-related
research grants made by other units of the Department in such
progTams~svo.cational rehabilitation lind maternal and child
health. Eventually; a single generll.l research support. grant for

. eacb-eligible institution, administered on a Government-wide'
basis,wouldbe most efficientandp.esirable. ...•.. ...... .:

•.\ .'(2) . Whe same gener91researchsupporteligil)iJity re<luir~inent~
~hoJ!ld.beapplied.to health professional schools. as to other:
institutions. To the extent that health professional schools
require assistance in. dev~loping 11 research capability, ~his
should' be accomplished by a separate' program of technical and
financial assistance tailored for the purpose.

(3) The separate biomedical sciences support grallt should be
discontinued, and the general research support grant awarded to
graduate schools on the same terms as to professional schools,
hospitals, and research institutions, • .' . ...•.....•.

(4) Until such time. as a single general research support pro­
gram may be established on a Government-wide basis, the NIIl
program and NSF's institutional grants program should be closely
coordinated to avoid duplication. Some institutions preselltly
receive general research support from both NIH and NSF com­
puted on. the basis oftp.~.~ame.r~sell.rch.projects;.this occurs
because NSF bases the amount of Its award exclusively on the
researcp.(as..wellas s())1l,e researcp.training) grants it mlj.kes""hile
NIHinc;ludes ~hese sameNill1' research grantsin the computation

..' for gen~alresearchsupport.awards>(p .• 52).
,Recolllmenda1iQIl No. 12.-The. committee recQmmends, further,

that the Secretary of HEW review the. numerous NIIl and.iother
PIl$ training grant .programs to determine if they. are effectively
0rg!'l1i?e9. '. to serve national. J11anp.owerneed~ and objectives.. This.
rey,ewsllO\lld be concernep.partlCularly wIthascertainmgif the
institutions which receive large amounts of training funds are J11ak,.
ing a proportionate contribution to the nation's manpower supply.
Conversely, the Secretary should determine if training grant policies
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discriminate against schools which award graduate degrees in' the
biomedical sciences but receive little or no PHS training support
(1'. 53).

Recommendation No. 13.-The committee recommends that the
President designate one or more Federal agencies to provide technical
assistance, upon request, to help' institutions plan for the improvement

.of their science education and research programs. It would be logical
for the Public Health Service to be concerned with the health pro­
fessional schools; other groups of institutions in which the biomedical
sciences are taught might be made the responsibility of the National
Science FoundatioIl; and/or the Office of Education (1'.55). .'
. Recommendation No. 14.-The committee recommends that the

President give early attention to the problem of improving the
academic quality of weaker graduate institutions and that a unified
and coordinated Federal assistance program be developed for dealing
with this matter. The committee believes the present piecemeal and
uncoordinated approaches of Federal agencies to institutional improve­
mentare competitive, wasteful, and frequently not directed. to the
heart of the problem (1" 57).

SOME :SPECIAL"MANAGEMENT· PROBU1lMS

. Reeommendatlon No. 15'-:-Thecommittee recommends that the
SlIrgeonGeneral(l)establish in PHS, and ·in each of the bureaus
which 'administer grant programs, a single grants management office
to provide uniform interpretations of policies and procedures, and
(2) provide adequate staffing for PHS's Division of Grants and Con­
tracts to enable this unit, on acurrent basis, to maintain surveillance
over and liaison with the several bureau grants management offices to
assure that policies are being properly and uniformly implemented
(p. 61).

Recommendation No. 16,,.--"Thecdillinitteerecommends that
appointments to advisory councils be limited to one 4-year term, with'
members ineligible Tor reappointment, or appointment to other
advisory councils, for a period of 4 years following the completion of
their terms.

The committeerecommends, further, that consideration be given in
the selection of advisory, committees to obtaining abalnncedrepre­
sentation of geographic regions and educational institutions. To the
extent possible, consultants should be drawn from-amongqualified
scientists who Me not themselvesrecipients.of PHS· grants (I'. 62).

ReeommendationNo. 17.~The committee recommends that the
percentage of grant funds allocated..to the general research support
program not be increased,and no new-forms of institutional support
be initiated,until (1) PHS has .modified. GRS policies for 'a more
equitable and efficient distribution of these funds, as recommended
earlier in this report, and (2) PHS or HEW is prepared to promulgate
grants-management .standards and to determine that 'institutions
wishing to be eligible for research support are in compliance with those
standards (1'. 69); .



HEARiNGS, AND,· REPORTS;:'1961-1962­

.:r~.A.P:;:;j1961,thecolllrriittee'issueda cOIrlp:rehensive report~llthe'
health research and. training grant programs administered by the
National Institutes ofHealth, (NIH), the principal research arm of the
Public Health Service (PHS) in the Department of Health, Education, .
and Welfare. That. report,' based on more than 2 years of study by tpe
Intergovernmental Relations Subcommittee, identified major areas of
weakness in. the management of .theprograms and made a series of
recommendations forcorrective action.. ,', " " .

Amorigthese, the committee reoommended specific improvements
in NIH's project review system, changes in policiesforjhe support
of research in profitmaking organizations and for the support of sci­
entific meetings,.hetter~oordinationof NIHresearch activities with
those of other Government and private agencies to minimize unneces­
sar;\; or unintended duplication .ofresearchin the health field, greater
uniformity and simplification of' the policies. and procedures 'for ,NIH
training support programs, arid the initiationof anew type ofdevelop­
ment grant for health professional schools and universities notactively.
engagedin health-related research. With reference to all Federal agen­
cies supporting research in educational institutions, the committee
recommended the establisbment.of-a uniform Government policy on
permissible salarypraetices.in the use of Federal funds, and the adop­
tion of an equitable indirect cost policy.

'I'he committee found NIH .inadequately organized to administer
grant programs:vithm.aximum :effectiven.ess..It found, in particul~rl
that NIH had failed to provide for a meaningfulreviewof the financial
requirements of new research projects, and .that the agency did not.
maintain sufficient contact with grantees for the purpose of determin­
ing appropriate Ievelsof continuation support in relation to project
needs and accomplishmentsiThe existing. arrangements were not con­
duciveto.the.prudentuse of,grant.funds. .. . .• '

'l'heagency concurred in generalwiththe committee's findings and
recommendations. By correspondence and. in public hearings held in .
August 1961, officials of NIH and the Public Health Service expressed
substentialagreement-withall but' one of the recommendations 2 and
indicated their intention to. take the necessarycorrective actions.vv.:

Hearings were held by the subcommittee inMaroh 1962 to examine ..
NIH's progress in implemeIl:tiIl:g the c0!l:'mittee's recommendations..

The committee was-informed that certain actions had been taken'
inresponseto several ofits·recoIrimendations.First, grants forrthe
support of conferences were no longer treated as research project
grants; instead, more restrictive expenditure policies were adopted

I Health Research and Training: The Adminutration 0/ Grants and Awards by the National Imtitutes oj
Health (H. Rept. 321, 87th Cong, flrst sess.), hereinafter cited as 1961report. , .

2 PHS disagreed with the recommendation that Congress consider action to permit the awarding of
research project grants to scientists employed in VA hospitals on the same competitive basis es to scientists
in non-Federal institutions.

8
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for this purpose. Second, NIH 'broadenedtheavailability. of informa­
tion on its own research work,thereby reducing the possibility of
undesirable duplication of-research in the health field, by commenciug
to report its intramural research projects to the. Science Information
Exchang~-theagencywhich serves as a clearinghouse for grantinfer­
mation 'on researchin' the. biomedical and' other sciences. '. Thirdo.Nl.H
took action to exclude or negotiate the payment of indirecLcosts in
certain instances where the direct expenses ofaprojecteither entail
no significant overhead costs or where indirect costs are substantially
lower than the maximum ratepermitted by. law.

However, it became evident in the course of.thesa.hearings that
~IH had done relatively little to improve the overall ma.nagement of
Its grant.programs-since thecom;mttee'sreport of April 196"l. The
committee. was particularly concerned 'by the, continued vabsence of .
soundpr()cedures fordeterminirig the' initial, and .:the continuing
financialneedsof grantees. ,.:" ,"'./' .'

In the absence of appropriate policies, procedures, and 'adequate
staffing, the nongovernmental scientists who serve on study sections
and other review bodies were, in. effect, determining the budgetary
needs .of research projects. yet, .the .Directorof NIlIhacl testified that
these consnltants have neither the backgroundv.the time, nor the in­
clinationto act as budget examiners. As the committee stated in its
1961 report, the responsibility for obtail).illg the efficient and economi­
cal use of public Iundscannotproperly be delegated to advisory bodies.
This is unquestionably the responsibility oLNIH administrators.

The adequacy of NIH policies and procedures for insuriug the
appropriate expenditure ofresearch. funds was tested prior to the 1962
hearings by means of a detailed audit of the grants awarded to Public
Service Research, Inc., a company which hasireceived substantial
NIH .suppo.rt. The audit. disclosed that the..co.mpany. had.. ' mis.u.. sed
and profited from grant fund~ and, in general, had used the very
broad discretion which NIH allows grantees iu expendiug research
money for its own advantage. . ., ., ' ". " .... , . ,,..

The audit also disclosed poor cbordiuationbetween NIH and the
rest of the Public.Health Service. NIH continued to pay Public
Service Research.. Inc., a 15-percent ·iudirect cost .allowance on
grants after the PHS had established an indirect cost, rate, oL,6.66
percent .for the company injconnaetion with a, research contract.··
Following completion of the contract, the Public.-HeelthBervice
permitted the .company to 'retain Government-owned equipment for
use in. connection with an NIH grant but .made no .effortto ascertain
that theequipIJ;lent wasinecessary for.theNIH project.-Bhortly
thereafter, NIH awarded a newgrant to. the company which included
funds for the purchase of equipment similar to th..twhich the company
already had iu its possession from the completed PHS contract.

Because of inadequateadministrative arrangements, NIH did not
know if grant funds were being expendedprudently and for their
iutendedpurp()ses and, consequently, had nofactualbasisforassuring
thecommittee that the misuse of grants demonstrated in this instance
was not widespread among grantees. .

In observing that little serious effort had been made to put manage­
ment improvements iuto effect, the committee iu 1962 concluded:

85-452 Q....-61--2
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It is apparentfromthe subcommittee's recent hearings that.
weaknesses in the-grant programs are due to causes more
fundamental than staff inadequacies and faulty procedures>
The committee believes. these weaknesses are due in large
measure to the failure of NIH officials to understand the
nature of their responsibility for the rnanagement of public
funds>

This is reflected in testimony gi.venby the Director of NIH:
The recipients are selected on the basis of a rigorous
screening by their scientific peers. The idea and the man
are both examined with care.

This is the point at which the really significant admin­
istrative actions designed to make the program efficient
and productive are taken,Selectionoj goodmen and good
ideas-and rejection of the injeriorc-c--is the key. All sub­
sequent administrative actions having to do with the adjust­
ment oj budgets, and 80 forth, arees8entially trivial in
relation to this basic selectionprocess.'

** * * *
The .cori:ltnitteecarinot accept the NIH viewthatadminis­

trativeactions for the effective and economical expenditure
of grant funds are "trivial" orare matters of little importance:
Nor can the committee agree that the choice of the grant
rather than the contract as the device for supporting research
relieves NIH of normal responsibility for the proper and
prudent expenditure of Government funds.

. While. the manner of obtaining accountability and the
required degree of adherence to the research plan may differ
under a grant and a contract, the committee believes that
a Government agency is equally responsible for the proper,
efficient, and economical use of public funds irrespective of
the fiscal instrument employed.'

The committee then went on to say:
It appearsthat the Congress has been overzealous in appro­

priatiug .money for health research. 'I'haconclusion IS inc
escapable, from a study of NIH's loose administrative
practices, that the-pressurefor spending increasingly large
appropriations 'has kept NIH from giving adequate
attention to . basic management . problems. The committee
expects NIH to give high priority at this time to the task oj
correcting its management deficiencies and 8trengtheningits
capacity for the ejfective and efficient· operation oj these vital
health program8.'

NIlI'S:ASSESSMENTOF THE'l'ROBLEl\f

The subcommittee's 1962 hearings apparently jolted the compla­
cency of NIH and stimulated the' agency, and the' Public Health
Service, to engage in some critical self-analysis.

Shortly after the hearings the NIH Director wrote the Surgeon
General: .

BAaministraUon of Gran~ by the Nalwrw.l InstUuicB of HeaUh ,(Reexamination of Management lJefic~ncwB)
(R, Rept. 19,58, 87th cons.• second sess.), p. 14,hereinaftercited as 1962 report.

4 Ibid., p. 15. . .
6 Ibi4.,p. 26; .
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. .

However much we may differ from the specifics of the
Fountain committee's viewpoints, and its .suggested correc­
tive approaches, there are sufficient instances of error,limi­
tations, and inadequacies .in our. actions or .arrangements to
",arrant prompt and extraordinary, effort onourI1art t?
assess, reaffirm o~ modify both the generalities andspecifics
of om; grant administration process. 6 .

The major factors responsible for NfH'sadminietrative difficulties
were id~ntified.l;>y ~l1e DIrector asfollows:

. In the rapid growth of these complex programs a high de­
gree of.dependenoy.has beenplacell upontheadvisorycolln­
oils,,,,nd'other. 'external .·consUlting· and . technical 'groups;­
A!though s)Ichgroupshave served.n'vitaland importantrole;
this. involvement' has' tended to blur' .the 'important distinc­
tion.~ that, must exist between: tl1e QJ<ecutiy,e",nd advisory
pf?ce.ss in tl1e direction and ad1ninistration of Federal.pro­
grams, This problem has in turndiminished.the development
of . adequate ..program management concepts, staffs, . and
mechanisms, '., . ', ..'., ....... "...... ."

The ,principal. Instrumenb fop the support of' research
through' NIH programs has been the grant-in-aid. In the
growth of .our grant programs we have not fully realized the

.:'essential nature of therelationship existingbet",een a grant­
ing agency and a 'grantee. As a consequence, our procedures
andI1olicies~e defici~nt in lllakingelear the obligation
imposed upon grantees under. the grant relationship. Nor
have we taken adequate steps to make certain that grantee
institutions are both capable of and in fact are effectively
discharging their responsibilities.'

The committee agrees substantially with this assessment. Unfor­
, tunately, recognition of the problem was not followed by adequate

corrective action.
RECENT DEVELOPMENTS

The committee expressed dissatisfaction in 1962 with NIH's
slow progress in strengthening the management of grant programs
for health research. We observed that "While NIH has acted in
several areas in response to the committee's recommendations, rela­
tively little effort has been made to improve the overall management
of these important grant programs." 8

. While some further progress has been made since.1962, the committee
is concerned by the failure of NIH, and the Public Health Service as a
whole, to maintain high management standards in grant administra­
tion.

Dsing this committee's 1962 report as the frame of reference, a
special subcommittee of the House Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce found last year, on the basis of its own investiga- .
tion, little improvement in NIH's management of grants. The sub"
committee reported that:

o Memorandum of Apr, 6, 1962, from Director, NIH, to Surgeon General, PHS; SUbject: The Fountain
Committee hearings. Processed. . ..

7lbid.
81962 report, p. 20.
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Although there have been 0some subsequent changes in
the regulations, 0sucbaaarequlremcnt for prior NIH ap­
proval of changes in plans 'for equipment costing more than
$1,000, this procedure appearsperlunctory, and in the view
of the subcommittee, there does not appear to have been
any substantial improvement in the management by NIH
of its grant programs.

The subcommittes added:
The limited controls imposed byNIII do notappear tobe too
stringent. The subcommittee's review showed the administra­
tion .of controlsneeds.furtherstrengthening and-clarification
and theredoesnot appear to be any justificationfor exempt­
ing investigators .supported by NIH from oreasonable fiscal
controls illlPosedo~otherusersof~edeI'~ funds'01 0 '

It is evident-from hearings held by the-Intergovernmental Relations
Subcommittee in June 1965,al1d froma continuous examination of
selected grant management activities, that the Public HealthService,
and particularly NIH, has not performed its administra~ive responsi­
bilities adequately. 0Inadequate management is demonstrated, for
example, by the agency's inept handling of indirect cost payments to
grantees and its extremely poor administration of the general re­
search support and health sciences oadvancemerit award pr?grams.
These and other problem .areas are examined in the chapters which
follow. 0 0 0 0

/ ~ Rep{)rl ~f -~~e-s'~~cia1811b~~~ittee_-dn In:vestigati~n o~-~he_pepartment _of Health, Education, and­
Welfare of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,"Inveatfgation OfHEW (R. Rapt. 2266, 89th
Cong., second sess.L'p. 130.
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In April 1961,.the 9oinrnitteerecoDimeiidedthat.":N'ooverhea:d. be
il110",ed on grants or grant items which do notentailaqtualindirect
expenses, and an amount less than .th~ regular' rate be'allowed 'when
~xtramural research requires few insti tutional~ervices." 10

Special attention was called to the fact thatmedical schools were
being paid the full 15.percent indireot.costallowance-ewhich was then
the l~gal maximum-e-on-more. than,$2,3inillionjn:grants .made by
NIH for the support of research 'projects in YAhospitals.,rhe Gov­

. ernment, therefore, paid overhead twice on these projects, once to the
medicalschools for their-part in.administering thegrants, an? again
in the form ofappropriatrons for theupkeep of VA laboratories and
clinical 'facilitiesused for~he performance,ofthese projects,

The Public HealthService subsequently, agreed that .the indirect
cost rate for grants 'ofthis kind would be-negotiated to reflect, the true
expense totheschoolsfor-their limitedadministrative role.i'I'he.Plffi
also 'agreed to pay.lowern.egotiated' rates-for othertypesof ..grants to
which-the committee's 1961recommendationappli~d,.suchas.grants
which included funds for the rental offurnished.quarters .or computer
time where the rent figure.aireadycontainedanilldirect cost factor .
.,. One. year .I1'ter, following s,!bc()inrni~teehearings, the. committee
made ~4ef':'fther~ee01;nmendati()n:, -vr .. " , •. .. .

Until a uniform Federal policy.is established.andas long as
,NIH operates under: a maximum indirectoost.rate determined ".
by .theCongress.. the committee recommends that NIH: (1)
Pay no more than the .actuat indirect·cost:rate .for: any
institutionhavinga lower rate, than the maximum set by the.
Congress; and (2) Prohibit the use of direct grant funds to
defray .employee•benefit costs unless the .usual accounting. :
practices of the institution properly and consistently treat.

.~hese costs as .direct..expenses,'!
It had beell'diselosed in thesuboommittee hearingsthat-NlH'had

uniformly paid a grantee, Pubjic Service Research, .Ine., the full 15
percent allowance for the indirect. expenses ofreseaichsupported by
grants despite the fact that the Public Health Service had .allowed
the same organization only 666 percent for the indirect costs of
research perfo~ed underan audited contract. .
: ·:Shortly after the committee issued its 1962 report; the 1963 ApprO'
priation Act for the D.epartmentof Health, Education,alld We.lf,:,re
inoreasedthe maximum indirect cost rate from 15 to 20 percent WIth
instructions that the Department was to allow no more.than-any
institution's actual rate if less than 20 percent.
n. '" J.'<I'01 report, p. 75.

,·n196Zreportj p, 24;
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The conference report, dated July 31, 1962, stated:
The committee of conference desiresthat the Department

carefully review the expenses incurred under research grants
with a view to allowing no more than the actual expenses for
indirect costs in cases where such indirect costs amount to
less than 20 percent of thedireetcosts.P

The conference report made explicit what had previously been the
intent of Congress in settin~ ~st!'tutory ceiling up to which grantees
couldbereimbursedfor their Indirect re~earch costs.

On August 20, 1962, the Public Health Service issued a policy
directive (PPO No. 39) to apply the 1963 Appropriation Act's indirect
cost provision to grants awarded on or after January1, 1963. That
document statedin part: . .

'5. At the time the grant is made; the award ,ViII include an
allowance for indirect cost based on a provisional rate. This
provisional rate \ViII be consistent •with the latest accepted
audited rate (but not to exceed 20 percent of total direct
costs) for the institution, where such information isavaila­
ble, In those institutions. where an audited rate has not been
established, a provisional rate of 15 percent will be applicable;

6,In order to assure uniformity m authorizing provisional
rates' a'current file is being established centrally of the latest
approved rates for all institutions for which such information
is available: These rates willbo al'pliedconsistently by all
divisions and institutes of the Public Health Service in make
ing awards fonesearch grants.

:pp() No..39,therefore,eitablish~dtlie policy of basing'Indirect
cost allowances on provisional rates that were to. be consistent with
the latest audited rates, up to 20 percent, for those institutions for
which information' wasavailable;

Tills policy,. however,didnot become effective in January .1963.
Instead, the Public Health .service informed its staff 13 to apply a 20­
percent indirect cost rate on all, research grants with ·the following
notation on award notices: "Computed at 20 percent of allowable
direct costs, subject to reduction of total grant if the institution's
substantiated indirect cost 'rate is determined to be' less than 20
percent." A later PHS policy directive, 14 made retroactive to Januar;y
1, 1963, continued the existing arrangement of a 20-percent provi­
sional rate subject to.Iatersdiustment if an institution's.netual rate
wasfound to be less than 20 percent. .•

Contrary to the congressional intent, explicitly stated in 1962,
and contrary to HEW's stated policy of relying "to the fullest exteut
possible on indirect cost rates of institutions established by cognizant
Federal agency audits," 15 Public Health Service units continued the
practice of including a20-percent allowance for indirect costs in grant
payments untiI1965.. ' . ...•.... .. .' .'... ' .... . ..' •.•.
. The Surgeon Generalexplained the Public Health Service's position
in tills way:

12 Rapt. 2100to MCOmpanyH.J;t.'i0904'.·C
13,PPO No. 62rJan. 4,1963.
Ii PPO No. 76,June 20, 1963.
15 Policy statement, "Cost Principles-Research' Grants," transmitted to Surgeon General',by:,HEW

Comptroller's memorandum of Jan. 18, 1963.
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161965 hearings, p. u.

.In January 1963,· the Comptroller, Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, issued a policy statement governing
determinations of indirect cost rates for research grants.
Following-the issuance of the Department's policy statement,
efforts were begun-to obtain' actual indirect cost rates for all
grantee institutions.'.'. '.

Available specialized fiscal staff resources of the Service
also began working on the development ofimplementing pro­
cedures with the office of the-Secretaryyproviding grantee
institutions with an opportunity to comment vonithese
procedures, and finally preparing. policy issuances. .

One of the final implementing actions in this admittedly
long developmental process is exemplified in a December
~964 memorandum hy t~e Associate Director, NIH, requir­
Ingthe use of listed .mdITect 'cost r"tes on all awards made
hyNIH. '. '" ..•. '.' .. '.' •... ' .•.... . ' .'

In theinterval between January 1963 and the finalissu­
ance of servicewide :iIIfplementing· directives, grants person­

nel of the PHS wereperrpittedto pay thefull 20-percent
l'"teauthorized by the, AppropriatioIlAct, but granteeinsti­
tutions were made aware that the rate on the' grant award
was a provisional one, sub] ect to audit: and-that if the-actual
audited rate were found to bin~ssWan theprovisionalrate,
overpaYIneIlts\Vere sub] e~t.torec"ptllre.16 .: .: . .

The PHS'slongdylayi~implerrtenting ~he(jovernment'sp~licyto
pay "ctualindiryct cost r~tes, within the 20-percentlimitation, was
responsible for extensive overp"yments -ofgrant funds and for creating
needless frictionbet,veell·th'yagel).cy."nd grantee institutions.. Such
overpaymentshave been westefulboth.in the additional interest costs
to the Government and in the expenseof obtaining repayment.

Congressman Fountain emphasized this point in hearings:
I would like to say that apparently we' haven't been sue­

oessfulIn conveying the message that there is a world of
difference between paying the appropriate indirect cost rate
and paying a higher rate with the expectation that the surplus
would he recaptured at some futuretime when the grant has
heenaudited,.. , :< " •.' ...••. , ,.<.> ,.':

In fact, even in these hearings I seem to detect an "ttitlid!l
that no harm is done inpaying excessiverates if you tell the
grantee that the rate is provisional until audited.

Lwould like .to say thatfor one thing, it is only natural
that grantees don't like to return money to which. they have
become accustomed. And, as a result, you have encountered.
considerable difficulty in recapturing overpayments in a
Ilumqer of instanees. In fact, the problem would never have
arisen if you paid the correct rate. " . . . .•.••

~ Bp.tgven;,ll,l?~,ejIl1Por¥tP: t,it ~~enw,to_D1E3; is the obvious .
fact that. ovyrpayments.create interest cost~..1,0 the Gov-.
ernment. The interest on our' national debt-and I think
it is important to emphasize this occasionally n'ny-amo)in)Os« .
.to $11.3 billion a year. This expense is the second largest

-_:"



16 THE ADMINISTRATION OF RESEAIlCH GIIANTS IN PHS

item in the Federal budget, .exceeded only by national
defense.· . '. '. '

I am sure that it is not the intent of the Congress that your
agency give grantees.the use Of Government money .to which
they are not entitled until such time as overpayments can
be recaptured, or under any other oircumstances."

Mr. Fountain added:
AmI speaking of the management a Government funds,

I .am .reminded of the NIH practice not too long ago. of
advancing the full amount Ofan annual grant in a lump sum.
One celebrated case brought to my attention was the advance
of $575,000 to the American Hospital Association in January
1957for a project which never got off the ground, That money
was deposited in a checking accountin a Chicago bank fora
period of 2 years and 2 months, until the unspent balance
of $545,342 was returned to NIH on March 30, 1959.

The Treasury Department has informed the subcommittee
that the Government's interest cost for the unspent balance
amounted to approximately $42,000 for .the 26-month period
that the funds were idle. That is quite a price to pay for. this

.so-called provisional payment which, so far as I am con-
cerned,is.a form of carelessness. , .

The project itself, lmight add, was one which was ap­
proved by a special study section with a very low priority
rating." The reviewcommittee, it should be noted, recorded
only a six-line comment in recommending to commit $575,000
a year for 5 years, a tot~l of $2,875,000..,' .,

.I am ,aware of the fact. that. NIH has progressed from
making annual grant payments to quarterly advances, and
is now making use of the letter of credit for some larger
institutions, which I think isa real improvement. But even

. the letter of credit will not eliminate unnecessary interest
expense if payments for indirect costs are made at a higher
than actual rate,or il grant payments. are otherwise im­
proper."

InM.irch 1963, Subcommittee Chairman Fountuinwroteto Surgeon
General Terry inquiring whether NIH contracts with a large grantee,
Health Research, Inc. (Albany and Buffalo, N.Y.), provided for indi­
rect costrates ranging from 8 to 11.4 percent for the fiscal years 1958
through 1961, durmg which NIH paid that organization a 15-percent
indirect. cost rate on research grants. The. Surgeon General con­
firmed these rates and, in response to a further inquiry, identified
eight additional grantee organizations which had received payments
for their indirect costs of grant-supported research at rates in excess
of their true rates known to the Public Health Service and used for
contr~ctpurpose~_. C,"," _ ,'-', - '.''' " ,:

Mterobtaihll1g legaladyice, the 'Surgeon General aereed in July
1963,that payments in e"cess of an organization's actuat indirect cost

171965. heanngs,PP. ,74:-75. ._.'- -' ,,', ','
IS Rated less 'than average quality;
It 1965·h~arings,_p.75.
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rate were not permissible and therefore.subject to recovery.,o.:FI~ fur­
ther stated thateach ofthecas~ inquestion would be reviewed to
determine the amount of the Government'sclaim. . ."

The Publie Health Service developed partial claims for therecovery
of indirect costoverpayments to most of these granteesdming 1963
and 1964. In a number of iJlstances, how~'I'er, the claiJ.Iisccmldnot be
calculated because the agency lacked es~ell:tialfinanci~l d",ta; this
situation, regrettably, has still not beeneorrected. .•. .••..•• .

ThePublic Health Service originally estimated the overpayments to
Health Research, Inc., at $898,518 fiJr the fiscal years 1958-64; When
the subcommittee inquired whyNfffhadcontinuedto pay indirect
costs. to this grantee in excess of the latter's known. provisional rate
after receiving legal.advice that such larger payments were unauthor­
ized, the Public' Health Service .investigated.: found that some Can­
cer Institute payments had been made-at the proper rate.. and con­
cluded that the estimate of overpayments was too high. The-com­
mittee was informed by PHS that theacttiaLoverpayments of indirect
costs to Health Research,Inc':,amount·to.·$H2,208 for the fiscal
years 1958-63; additional amounts are.being calculated for the years
1~64,6.6.. ....,•. '., " .. ... '.' .. " . '" >,.>, ....

However, after reviewing the agency's computations, t~e GAO has
advised the committee that. NIH's overpayments of indirect costs to
Health Research, Inc., are understated by approximately $84,200;
actual overpayments for the years 1958-63, therefore, total almost a
half milliondollars, .

NIH continued .to overpay Health Research, 1nc.,£or indirect
costs .even after the Surgeon. General had initiated action in 1963
to recover the .overpayments made in previous years, In fact, NIH
institutes, with .the exeeptiono£the .Cancer Institute, I'ersisted in
making such excessive 9.aymentsas;lateast~emiddle of fiscal year
1965. The absence of uniform administration in:this case-was attributed
in thefollowingexchange to 'the existence .of a higblydecentralized

NIH organization:" ......< .... '. .... ...... ..> .•• '" •.•.•.•. ' .,'

·1)r.'GOLDB.ERG;Why.· clid •• the Cancer Insti~titemake'
grants at a lower rate than 20 percent? Did theydo this on
their own initiative?' ...• '.

Dr. SHEJR)I<A.N',!es,sIT. . .' .' .. ,.
Dr. GOLDBERG. Is the National Institutes of Healt~ so

.decentralized an organization that each of the Institutes

.can goits own way in a matter of.thiskind? '.' .
Dr; SHERMAN. I. would qualify your answer and my

•response, Dr;' Goldberg, by saying indeed it is necessarily a
veryhighly decentralized-organizetion, And in this instance;
there is a goodreflection of-that. '

2O;~he'-tiepartme~t:;s A;S~tant"Gener~lC(l1i~lsel:'Iri'a~;o~iriiO[l'ci~ted:APi·.3,:19~: \viot~ :' .,.',' _.
"The authority to make a grant or gift-of Federal funds is an extraordinary one;-it mustbe expressly

authorized by the Congress and strictly construed so as to limit the use or grented.Iunds to.the.authorized
purposes. .Unlike a lump sum or a cost-rnue-reecontract, there canbe no 'rrofit'to the grantee rrom funds
granted fOr a research project. Any amounts paid in excessofwhat is needed for the project:must be retumed
to the United Statessince,by definition, the excessis not needed for the project and so thc grant of the excess
is unauthorized. Unless authorized by Congress, no official of the executive department.ean.waive these
principles or 'agree' to the contrary." The complete opinion appears in the subcommittee's 1965 hearings,
pp., 59-60; .' . '

211965 hearings, p.q2.
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It was brought out inquestioning that the Surgeon General was not
aware of the differing practices being followed by the NIH institutes
in dealing with a single grantee:"

Dr. GOLDBERG. Were you aware in this case that the
Cancer Institute and the other Institutes were going their
separate. ways in setting indirect cost rates on grants to
Health Research, Inc.? .'. '

Dr. SHERMAN. Lmust.confessthatpart of this took place
during my predecessor's term in office and when I assumed
that office, I was not aware of this..

* * * * *
Dr. GOl,DBERG. If this differential application of policy

goes on within the National Institutes of Health, as illus­
trated by this case, and the Office of the Director is not aware
of it, would it be fair to surmise that the Surgeon General
doesn't know about it either?

Dr. SHERMAN. I would certainly think so-.sir.
Dr. TERRY. I did not know about it, sir:

The subcommittee was informed that, the NIH Director, not the
Surgeon General, was responsible for seeing that a grantee was no
longer given excessive indirect cost payments once the decision had
been made to recover past overpayments:" .

Dr. GOLDBERG. As of the time the claim was made and the
public Health Service was satisfied that overpayments had
indeed been made, was any action taken to see thatfrom that
point on the .operating bureaus.. and the institutes and
divisions within NIH, would pay the predetermined rate and
not continue to pay at 20 percent? *,*,.*

.Mr. S,MPSON. * ** ,. Withrespectto ihe continued pay­
ment to Health' Research; Inc., of the audited indirect cost
rate, we did not take any steps in the Office of the Surgeon
General as, such. This rate was well known in the Financial
Management Branch in the Office of the Director of NIH.
From that time on they were the ones working with it.

Dr. GOLDBERG. Is it your position that it was the respon­
sibility of NIH to have taken appropriate action?

Mr. S,MPSON. Yes, sir.
Fiscal year 1965 data were examined for nine additional organiza­

tions and institutions whose actual indirect cost rates were known by
the Public Health Service to be.lower than the 20 percent statutory
maximum. Beven of these grantees received indirect cost allowances
on NIH grants at rates above their provisional rates established by
Government "lldit; in almost ,all instances the grantees were paid the
20-percent rate. 24

In view of NIH's inability to provide the subcommittee a statistically
significant sample of 1965 grants toone of the seven grantees, the
University of California, for off-campus research projects (only two
grants, exclusive of projects conducted in VA hospitals, wore.identified)
the subcommittee requested the General Accounting Office to review

n·Ibid., p. 64.
23 Ibid" pp. 67-68.
2f Ibid., p. 124.See app. 1.
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1"'Ill'srecords to determine 1£ such inf()rlllati()n, was available. The
qOlIlptrollerOeneraI reported. to the subcommitteeas.follows:

In our analysis of 'agBncy>grant files.plortaihing' to 282
of the 488 fiscal year 1965. ~ants insupport6finvestigators

,at the Berkeley and Los Angeles campuses oftheUnivBtsity of
California,wef01l1,:dthat information in the files was not
sufficient in all cases tovpermlt a positive identification
ofthoseresearchproiectsehat were conducted in '",holeLor
in part at off-campus locations.sHowever; we were able to,
identify 43' grants which were ·for.'pr()jectsindicatedto h,!,ve'
been conducted off -campus or partly off campus but WhICh•
included indire'ct'()ostallowancesatthe on-campus Yates.:
FoblOof,these projects indicated to have been 'conducted
wholly .off campus,',we estimll,te that: indirect' cost allowances

•were 'about. $11';000,· 'or about 57' 'per'centgreatertlianthe
amount which would have been,awarded had the off-campus
rates been applied. Availll,ble information was not sufficient
to enable asimilarcomparison for those projects indicated
to have been 'conducted partlyoffcampus,

We also examined into the efforts made by the National
Institutes of Health to Iurnishinformation requested by the
sub?om~tteeonoff-campusp.rojootsattheUniversity', of

"California. We found that, whilBefforts'had been made to
•obtainthereqtteSted information', I the steps taken ,were not
properly designed forident~fying'()ff:damP1!~ ~r<Jjec~st() the"
extent possible on' the basis of available mfortrlatlon.' The
Public Health Service did not consider-theirtformetionob-'
tained through these itepstti be responsive: to the; request

, and accordingly did not transmitthe: information ' to' the;'
•• subcommittee);' ""xc ;, " .. , > •• ,.'.

Webelievethat a positive identification of the loeationof
the conduct of research projects financed through Public
Health Service.grantswouldnotbe possible on the basis of
existing Public Health 'Service records. In the interests of
guarding against this situation in the future and of enabling

" a proper determination to be made of the amount of indirect·
costs appli"ableto Government'sponsored.research, lwei'
believe that the Public Health ,Service.hould , require
grantees to state in •their ~antapplidations the location' or
locations at. which the.research will:be.p~rformed"nd,the
portion to be performed at each locationand to' subsequently
report the location or locations at which the research was
actually. performed." '

The Public Healtb SerVice ~si;,n;ecl thesubcommittee, in May 1965,
th"t;it,w()uld .comply with I, the, subcommittee's suggestion, for, the
maintenance ofa master list ofindirect costrates,including off-campus
rates, to, be used by all institutes and divisions which award grants.'
This fllllction has. since been taken over for all of HEW by the Office
oUIte Comptroller, That Office negotiates indirect cost agreements
",jthgra,ntee .institutions and provides indirect cost rate information
to PHS on a current.basis. ",

, .".;

. ~~'Kepoitpy:the .,GomptroUer'Genel'al;June 30;.1966. See app.2;~'foroolll'pleterepoI'L
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The . committee ... strongly reeommends' that the Surgeon
General make suitable arrangements to assure the uniform
application ot the Department's indirect cost rate information
by all granting units of the Public Health Service. With respect
to the use of off-campus rates, which are normally lower than

" on-campus rates, the committee recommends that the Public
Health Service obtain sutticient information in grant applica­
tions and in subsequent reports to identify the locations at
which the research is performed. ... ...
ThePublicHealthSencice~ought to explain its failuretocomply

for morethanz yearswiththecongressional mandate to pay.no more
than a grantee's actual indirect costs by claiming that the problem was
complex. Specifically, it held that many of the rates established by
cognizant Government agencies, particularly the Department of
Defense,were inappropriate for PHS purposes and unacceptable to
grantees. •.. ." •..• ...

The committee recognizes that some DOD and other rates avail­
able in 1963 were.insufficiently precise for PHS purposes. These, how­
ever, were for the most part exceptional cases. In the great majority of
instances. where. the rates established by Government agency audits
were lower than the 20-percent statutory limitation, their use aspro­
visional rates would have been proper and would have avoided the
overpayments. made. Moreover, the committeefinds it inexcusable
that NIH and other units of the Public Health Service consistently
paid the 20-percent maximum rate to grantees with which these same
units. had negotiated research. contracts providing for .lower rates
determined by Government. audit. . •• . . .. .

In the committee's judgment, the public Health Service should
have been prepared in 1963 to jmplementthe Congressional mandate
to pay no more than a grantee's actual indirect costs; The subcommit­
tee had questioned the Public Health Service as .early as 1960 about
the suitability ofDOD financial audits and DOD established indirect
cost rates for.health research purposes. The PHS advised .the subcom­
mittee in January 1961 that the use of DOD audits appeared to be
the most practical arrangement but that the PHS would continue to
consider the suitability of such audits in relation to its needs." The
necessity of limiting indirect cost payments toa grantee's actual rate
established by Government audit was then. brought forcefully to the
PHS's attention by the subcommittee hearings held in March 1962
and, again, by the committee's June 1962 report and the Appropriation
Committee directive of July 1962. .

STEPS FOR IMPROVING INDIRECT COST BA'TE DETERMINATIONS
AND"FINANCIAL AUDITS

On July' ·1,1965, the newlycreatedHE-vv Audit Agency assumed
responsibility for auditing grants and contracts awarded by the Public
Health Service and all other organizations in the Department. Al­
thoughseparate audit units were maintained for internal auditing of
the Public Health Service and the Social Security Administration,
only the Department's central Audit Agency now deals with grantees
and contractors. The comprehensive audit program planned by the
Audit Agency should make for a more adequate and meaningful re-

2" 19~ hearfngs, p. 89.
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yiew()r grant expenditures than in the past. The committee hasbeen
irif,',o!medthat it is ,',the,.go,,:l ofthis Agenc"y, to.conduct comprehensive
audits of grantee .mstitubions tn order to provide-program officials
"ith information as to the adequacy of their instructions to grantees
and the extent of compliance, as well, as with information relating to
the accountability of grant ,funds. The .committee strongly endorses
this approach. ','J'" " .',"

,)'Vldle unified externalnuditing-has now 'been .aehieved .for HEW,
the committeeis concerned-by theabsenceof unified auditing arrange­
ments for the, FederalGovernmentas awhole, Such unified auditing
",OIildbe,benencial not only to the Government, but also to educa­
'U()!f!,linstitutiolls and other performers of .Government-supported
Xesearch." '"", '; \ \" ""'>\'\' \,' ;,"',"" .",
,,: Illstjttltj()ns,an(l organizations .that, receive ,Federal -research-grants
'and, contracts have beCll,;confrollte(i\,;with', the necessity of.preparing
and submitting separate indirect cost rate proposals to each of the
awarding Federal agencies. The form of submission, the submission
date, and the method of handling submissions may vary among
Federal agencies. At times, the recipient institutions have also been
subject to separate financial audits and separate rate negotiations
performed by several Federal agencies. The duplicating nature of
much of this effort has militated against efficient utilization of avail­
able Government resources for coping with a very substantial work­
load.

, The committee is aware that the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare has recently established cooperative work-sharing ar­
rangements with the Defense Contract Audit Agency for the perform­
ance of audits. Interim work sharing relationships have also been
worked out among HEW, the Department of Defense, and the
National Science Foundation for the establishment of indirect cost
rates with grantees and contractors.

These arrangements currently provide that where the Defense Con­
tract Audit Agency is performing audits, at an institution in connec­
tion with Defense business, HEW-supported work will also be included
in the audit. They further provide that where the Department of
Defense is negotiating indirect cost rates with the institution, HEW
will participate in such negotiations and will be bound by the results.
The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare and the National
Science Foundation have agreed that HEW will assume responsibil­
ity for establishing rates with larger educational institutions not han­
dIed by DOD,with hospitals not handled by DOD, with State and
local agencies, and with health-related nonprofit organizations. The
NSF will assume responsibility for smaller educational institutions
and for non-health-related, nonprofit organizations.

The committee is also aware that the Committee on Academic Sci­
ence and Engineering of the Federal Council on Science and Tech­
nology has established a subcommittee to work for the extension of
these cooperative audit and indirect rate negotiation arrangements on
a Government-wide basis. The ultimate objective of this effort is to ob­
tain single agency responsibility for establishing indirect cost rates with
all insitutions of a given type based on which agency does the pre­
ponderance of business. HEW, for example, would have responsibility
for all hospitals. '



22 THE ADlI11NI8TRATION ()]'REJSEAJiCHGrlANTSINPHS

This plan would ';'void needlessrduplication of effort, provide
for performing the needed tasks economically, and present a single
Federal "face" when dealing with grantees and contractors. Assign­
mentof single agency responsibility to the agency with the preponder­
ant dollar interest would insure priority of attention and would also
insure that audits and negotiations are grounded in a thorough under-
standingof the programs involved. .... . . . ' .•.'

The committee endorses the. concept of assigning Govern­
ment-wide responsibility for establishing indirect. cost rates
with all institutions of a given type to a single Federal agency,
with each type of institution-audited by one Federal agency
only. The committee recommends that this concept be vigor­
ously pursued by the Bureau ot the Budget and other interested

. agencies so that a tinal: Government-wide plan covering all
institutions will expeditiously be established.



IV. GENERAL RESEARCH SUPPORT GRANTS

P~1>lic La,~ .86;'798, .enact~dSelJteIl1.bel~15, '1960, .amended the
Public Health Service Act" to authorize. grants to universities, hos­
pitals, laboratories, and other public or nonprofit institutions. for
the,generalsllpport of theirresearch and research training programs.
The .funds for. these grants are obtained by setting aside a .uniform
percentage, not to exceed ~5percent" o~ theappropriations to NIH
for research grants authorized by existing legislation.. The amount
of the grant to .each eligible institution isto he determined in accord­
ance with a formula developed by the Surgeon General after consul­
tation. with theNational Advisory Health Council, ..

In reporting the bill which authorized the. new program;' the House
committee explained the need for and objectives of this legislation
"s follows: 'r. ., '. ..""

The researth arid res~arch traininijlrogrll:'ris" Sfth.! Na~
tionalInstitutesof Health andof other Federahgeneieshav'~

. now grown to a point where th~ir size .andsc0J;eexert a pro,'
found ~f1",ence,upo,n t~e'P.~di.cal... 'sc.h06~s.a~d.,.i>therins.t.itU.­
tions within which the individual mvestigators work.

* '.. ':.' . * ..- *
A.~tud:V()fthi~J?toblelllof institu.tion"iilllp~ctsand re-

··lationships recently parried out by the Public Health Service
concluded that the increasing dependence upon project grants

.as " form of research support has tended to deprive ,medical
schoolsofasubstantial measure of control over the content,
emphasis, and direction of their research activities. Because
such funds arerestricted in terlllsofthe .speeificprojscts
for whichthey can be employed,they have limited the dis­
cretion ofthe schools to. meet emerging opportunities in re­
search, to explore. new and unorthodox ideas, and to use
researchfundsinways and for purposes which they, in their
judg'n.ent, f~el would contributeeffectively to the furtherance

..9fWe'f,:rese~ph progralll, . . .
Ge~eralresearch support (GRS) grants were initiated in i962 with

awandsIimitedIn-theflrst year .to professional schools of medicine,
dentistry, osteopathy, and.public health, Somewhat more than 5 per­
Pent ($20. million) of NIH appropriations .for-research projects was
madeavailable for the program in fiscal year 1962, In fiscal 1963, the
programwasextended to includeschools of. pharmacy, nursing, and
veterinary medicine-as well as hospitals, research institutes, and other
nonprofit organizations heavily engaged in health-relatedresea:rch,
About. 7 percent ($30 'million) of-the NIRresearch grant budget 'vas
made available 'for general research 'support in.1963,.By 1967, the
program had stabilized at approximately 8 percent($51.7million) of
the funds. appropriated to NI~ and NIMH for research grants:

?7,'42 ..:u.s..c. -241(d),.,/. "_:_'"'<'-''':':''' " •.,..:.~.:<\ -'-:,- ',__.,-.--. '-:-.::: :.:, ..,--" ,,',',_ ','-, '<,,-,--':.-.': ,'.:'."',",' -",. ':",": '-'".-.,:<:: ",-, ':: .....,:- ",<'.'" :"'<'<
28House of Representatives, Rept',2174,to accompany H.,R.10341,(86th :Gong.; seecndsess.), pp;'2-3.'

23



24 THE ADMINISTRATION OF RESEARCH GRANTS IN PHS

Beginning in fiscal year 1966, general research support was extended
in the form of a new biomedical sciences support grant to graduate
institutions, such as schools of arts and sciences, engineering, and
agriculture, extensively engaged in research supported by NIH grants.

A completely new program, the health sciences advancement
award, was also initiated in 196611nder the authority, NIH said, of
the general research support legislation. The announced purpose of
this program is to aid in the implementation of specific proposals
through which selected graduate academic institutions may raise the
stature of their biomedical research and research training activities.
Institutions eligible for awards under this program are universities,
or their major organizational units, colleges which grant master's or
doctor's degrees, and health professional schools which are not part
of a ~ive.rsity. '. ." . . .. .
··An institution or orgamsationtnone of the-eligible categories may
qualify for a GRS grant if it has received at least $100,000 of NIH
research grants in the previous fiscal year, provided that the research
supported by such grants is judged to be of sufficient diversity, com­
plexity,andbreadth. This.minimum requirement, however, does not
apply to the four types of professional schools which were made
eligible for grants in 1962. Each of these schools is automatically
given a $25,000 base grantin addition toany amount it would.receive
underthe grant formula, ,." ','

The amount-of a GRS award-is based on a grantee institution's
total health-related research expenditures during its last preceding
fiscal year according to the following computation:

(1) 5 persent of the first $1 million or less and 3 percent of the
amount betw,een $1 and $2 million of expenditures from research
grants and contracts sponsored by Federal agencies, plus

(2) 10 percent of the first $1 million or less and 6 percent of the
amount between $1 and $2 million of expenditures sponsored by
non-Federal gifts, grants, and contracts specifically restricted
for research. . " .. , ". .

(3) The amount available to. any institution on the basis of
this computation, plus the base grant for the professional schools,
is increased (or decreased if necessary) by whatever uniform
proration factor is required to adjust the total amount of all

. awards to the total funds available 'for the GRB. program.
An indirect cost allowance was added to the grant in the first several

years of the program, but was discontinued in fiscal 1965 when the
Appropriation Act prohibited suchpayments." . ,...:.' .

A biomedical sciences supportgrant is.determined quite differently.
Here a higher minimum of NIH research project grants ($200,000)
is the basic qualifying requirement, and the size of the award is de­
termined by the amount of research.project grants the institution has
received from NIH alone. The .quality and scope ofanInstitution's
health research activities.vaajudged by advisory groups, are other
qualifyingcriterill, ., .. .•.. •

.The amount of the award is derived by the following formula:
15 percent of the first $200,000 in NIH research project grants,

plus. .... ..... . ..
7 percent ofthe amount from $200,001 to $500,000; plus

2g DepatlmentB of Laborand Health, Education,and Welfare,andRelatedAg~nc:ie,lJ.,11!_p'i().prjation~il~~ 1966,
Conference Reportc-H. Rapt. 1880(88th Oong., secondsess;), Sept. 2,lQ64,p.'a, ' , ,
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3 percent of the amount from $500,001' to $1 million; plus
2 percent of the amount over $1 million.

The sum of the amounts produced by application of this formula is
increased or decreased by whatever uniform factor is required to
adjust thetotalamount of the awards to all institutions to the total
funds available.

The health sciences advancement award, in turn, is a nonformula
project-type grant for the implementation of specific development plans.
It is awarded to selected institutions for a project period not to
exceed five years. Preference is given, according to NIH, to applicant
institutions which show the greatest promise for advancing the
excellence of their biomedical research and training activities.

Although the committee has made. only a limited study of the
general researchsupport program, certain weaknesses are apparent.

First and foremost, the effort given to developing policies for the
new program was not matched by careful implementation ·ofthose
policies. The cases examined by the committee show that program
management has been less than adequate. The case of Health Research,
Inc. is illustrative of thispoint.

.In Iate 1962, Health Research, Inc., a private nonprofit research
organization associated with the New York State Department of
Health, applied to, NIH for two grants under the general research
support program, which was being extended to research organizations
beginning in 1963. The organization applied for separate grants for
its Albany and. Bu!J'alodivisions, . . .... .

In both applications, Health Research, Inc., reported as Its expendi-

.
tures large sums of money appropriated by New York State for the
operation of two units of the State department of health. These
expenditures were reported, and counted by NIH in computing -the
grants, despite the Public Health Service's explicitly stated policy
on the funds which may be counted toward entitlement. Under the
PHS policy--.-. . .

Each institution. bears responsibility to report as expendi­
tures only those funds awarded to, or those clearly intended
for, that particular institution."

The State appropriations for the health department's Division 01
Laboratories and Research in Albany, and for Roswell Park Memorial
Institute in Buffalo, were counted, according to official testimony,
because NIH at the timethought Health Research, Inc" was part of
the St."te government, Speaking for NIH, Dr. Frederick Stone said:"

A yearand some months, perhaps 2 years later, we are in
a position after extensive steff work on this, including visits
of which you have heard of some, but you haven't heard
of all of them yet, it is clear to the staff that the appropriation
was not made to HRI, and actually I believe did not even
pass through HRI for expenditure, The documents that I had
at my disposal at that trme were not clear to me..

Curiously, however,NIH did not at the same time allow Health
Research, Inc., to include in its application an additional State appro­
priation of almost $2 million on the grounds that these funds were not

3~ GeneralReseaTchSapprm. A General;PoUCUand Injwmation Statement. Pt. I, revised September 1963.
p.4.

311965 hearings, p, 109. :

85-4520-67-3
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$408,322
733;121

1,141,443

1964 Total,',

$241,717
421;630

663,347

awarded to or clearly intended for the grantee. The disallowance was
explained by NIH as follows: 32

In furnishing .information preliminary to its formal appli­
cation for a 1963 general research support grant, the Albany
Division of Health Research, Inc., included under expondi­
tures a total of $3,270,125 in New York State appropriated
funds. Of this amount, $1,947,495 was disallowed by the
General' Research -Support Branch because it represented
amounts paid by New York State through the State depart­
ment of health to cities and counties as matching funds for
approved health research programs carried out by those cities
and counties. Under the policy of the general research support
program, each institution bears responsibility to report as
expendituresonlythose funds awarded to, or those clearly
intended -for,. that particular institution. Because the New
York State appropriated funds in question were neither ap­
propriated to nor clearly intended for Health Research, Inc.,
the funds were not allowed to be included iu the formal appli­
cation which was filed on December 11, 1962.

Geperalresearch Sl1pp0rt grants Were made.tc Health Research,
Inc., in the first 2 years as follows:

~~J~r.T:;:~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :;;' ;:;

$1';'286.980
2,305,891

Division of Laboratories andseseerch__ .'Uh~;;_':~;~;;.;; _;";; -:;---u h;__ $l~ 170,562
Roswell Park Memorjallnstitute~ .u. .... .. ".~ ';~ .. __-_~_' .. ' 2,215,126

Thef6l]0"",ingatn6'u1tsO"f Stat~ appropriated funds to ~riitSof the
State department of health were included in computing thes.e grants:

1963 1964

493,573

Tolal

$62,486
431,087

1964

$37,298
'251,490

288; 788,

1963

$25,188
179;597

-204,785:

If these State appropriations had not beenincluded in applying the
grant formula, Health Research, Inc., would have received the follow­
ing amounts:

~~b:a~~ ~i~i~\~~=~~:'==== ========::::~::::~:-::::::~ ::::::,:::::,'
Total,"~ n._' ~ '.:.-•• __ .~.~;. .::.'••,'. _'. j c~ ''-.... __ ..,; h _,; _

Consequently.vfhe St",teappropriationsthat 'Yere .improperly
counted m determmmgthegrant amounts resultedm overpayments
as follows..

1963 1964 Total

~~mr~~~~~~ ~~~~~e~~.~:~~ ~:~~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~~~~ ~~~ ~ =.~ ~=~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~= ~=~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Overpayments.r, ,', ••"hC~nC.nnnn •••• n ••••.•••'n

'$478,096
204,785

273,3U

$663,347
, 288,788

374,559

$1,-141,443
49.3,573

647,870

Even-if -State appropriations -were .alloweble, .Health Research,'
Inc., would have been overpaid approximately $408,000 for 1963 .and

31 Ibid., p.-lIt.
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1964 because NIH made separate grantseach year to the organiza­
tion's two divisions, thereby exceeding the dollar limit which the
formula places on every institution's GRS grant.

In applying for 1964GRSgrants, Healtb Research Inc., reported
sponsored research expenditures totaling $1,690,115 for the Albany
division, of which$I,286,980 was shown as State appropriations
restricted for research. By treating these State government expendi­
tures as its own, the organization received a grant of $241,717 for a
yea~ in which it received a total of only $201,547 in NIH project
grants. The single item of almost $1.3 million accounted for the bulk
of Health Research, Inc.'s, general research support grant under the
formula which gives double weight to funds from non-Federal sources.

In light of the 'purJlose for which the program was enacted-namely,
to help correct institutional imbalances created by project grants-it
is ObVIOUS that this result is not what the Congress intended. The
overpayments in this case are awindfall to the grantee never intended
by the general research support legislation.

Such windfalls benefit principally nonprofit research organizations,
rather than educational institutions, since most of their income from
non-Federal sources is restricted for research purposes and therefore
taken into accoullt by the GRS grant formula ..It is ironic. that re­
search organizations should be the main beneficiaries of this largess
inasmuch as the legislation authorizing the GRS program was justi­
fied as a means of helping medical and other schools redress imbal­
ances in their total research and research training activities created
by Federal sUI?port of individual research projects. .

The distortion of the program's purpose is. illustrated also by a
somewhat different case. In 1964 Stanford Research Institute received
a GRS grant of $208,218 in comparison with only $517,218 in all other
NIH grant support. On January 1, 1965, the Public Health Service
had active research contracts with Stanford Research Institute for
which the latter was receiving approximately $70,500 in fees. And
these same contracts constituted a substantial part of the expendi­
tures base on which the organization's GRSgrant was computed."
Oddly enough, theGRS policies do not provide for excluding from
the grant computation those expenditures under Federal research
contracts for which a nonprofit organization has already been paid a
fee-largely in recognition of its need to engage in self-sponsored
research.

In the light of its failure to ask the right questions, NIH may have
had reason to view Health Research, Inc., as a State agency when the
latter applied for 1963 GRS grants. However, NIH's acceptance of
New York State appropriations for grant entitlement purposes when
the organization applied for 1964 funds is wholly inexcusable. By mid­
196.3 NIH had been notified by the Office of the HEW General
Counsel that Health Research, Inc., "is a private agency, separate
and apart from the State, a legal entity unto itself." This legal opinion
served as the basis for the Surgeon General's decision in July 1963 to
recover indirect cost payments on research grants in excess of Health
Researc~, Inc. 's, actual overhead rates;34

It was not until the 1965 grants were made that NIH recognized
Health Research, Inc., as a private agency for GRS purposes. NIH

331965hearings, p.1l4.
34 Ibid.; p. 95. Letter-from Dr. Lnther L. Terry to Hon. L~H; Foil'nta.in,-July 12, IIJ63.
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thendisallowed the New York State appropriations, which had been
previously counted in computing the grants, on the grounds that these
appropriations' were not made to Health Research, Inc" and the
organization did not exercise any fiscal or managerial control over
them, .. .... . •.•.. . ...

As a resw"t, the grants made to the Albany and Buffalo divisions of
Health Research, Inc., for 1965 were reduced to $47,617 and $266,870,

'respect.iv.ely,. and for 19.6.6 only a sin.gle com...p.0.s.ite grant of $268,6.65.
was awarded. ..••. •.•. .
o For 1967, however, NIH again reversed itself and made two sepa­
rate grants to Health Research, Inc., with State appropriations to
Roswell Park Memorial Institute and the Division of Laboratories
and Research once more counted in computing the grant amounts.
These grants were technically. awarded to the Albany and Buffalo
units of the New York State Department of Health but paid to Health
Research, Inc., as "fiscal agent." Thenaniing ofa payee other than
the applicant for receipt of the grant was made possible by a July 1966
revision of PHS's policies for the GRS program.... ,
. As a result of this decision, the Albany and Buffalo divisions of

Health Research, Inc., received $161,053 and $416,133, respectively,
for 1967.. 0 0 '.' T. .....0. .•. ..
s-: .To .reemphasize thedistorting effect of taking non-Federal research
funds into account in computing GRS grants, the $161,053 award
to the Albany division in. this instance is' based' on expenditures of
only $170,077 from NIH grants and only.$292,642 from all Federal
s.ources comb.in.ed.Tile size of...the G.I!.Sgra.nt w.. as dete.rmined mainly
by counting $769,165 appropriated by New York State for payroll
and other research expenses of the health department's Division of
Laboratories and Research. . o' .. ' 0 • '. '. o,'. c

The committee is surprised by the casualness with which the
GRS program has been administered. We believe it NIH's responsi­
bility to develop policies and guidelines which clearly define the

. conditions under which grants are to be. awarded, and then to
administer those. policies. conscientiously and equitably. This was
not done in the GRS program. It is disquieting, moreover, to find
policies so vague as to permit the award of either one or two grants
each year to a single organization at the program administrator's
discretion. < .... ..' o. .

To eliminate some of the abuses that have developed in the general
research ..support .program, the committee recommends that
program policies..be changed immediately to:

(1) Determine each. GRS grant OTtthe basis of therecipi­
entinstitution's research expenditures from Federal
sources alone.. The committee does not believe the premium
given for non-Federal research funds under the existiTtg
formula operates as a meaningful incentioe for institu­
tions to seek private funds. Rather, this premium favors
research organizations over institutions of higher educa­
tion, and has been difficult to administer and wasteful of
Federal research money, and. '" .'. .. .: 0

(2) Eseludetrom the computation base fora GR$grant
all Federal payments for research which include tee« a/Jove
actual research costs. ,

Other recommendations concerning theGRS program are made in
o chapters VII and VIII.



V. HEALTH SCIENCES ADVANCEMENT AWARD

As previously noted, the. health sciences .advancement award
(HSAA) was formally initiated in 1966 under the presumed authority
of the general research support legislation. The announced purpose of
this program, however, is very different from the purpose for which
GRS legislation was enacted. . .• . ..•... . •. .. ..

While the latter was intended to establish a system of continuing
general-purpose grants, determined by a uniform formula, to supple­
ment each eligible institution's grants for specific research projects,
the HSAA program was initiated to provide special-purpose grants to
selected schools for"increasing the number of excellent research and
training programs in graduate academic institutions." 35 The HSAA
program is intended "to aid in the implementation of specific proposals
whereby institutions can advance to higher levels of achievement by
developing new and strengthening existing health science activities." 36

In short, its purpose appears to be similar to that of the National
Science Foundation's university science development program-to
create. additional "centers of excellence."

The first public announcement of the new grant programs was
NIH's issuance of the document Health Sciences Advancement Award,
General Policy and Information Statement, dated April 1966. A brief
preliminary announcement was submitted for publication in the April
22, 1966, issue of Science. Both of these announcements specified July
15, 1966, as the deadline for application.

Nevertheless, applications for HSAA awards were received from
three institutions a yearearlier,in May 1965,and two of these insti­
tutions were awarded grants officially approved by the National Ad­
visory Health Council on September 28, 1965; but held in abeyance
until a public announcement had been made on the establishment of
the new program.

Precisely when these three institutions were invited to. submit
applications is not clear, but NIH staff met with their representatives
on. April 28 and 29, 1965, for the purpose of discussing the HSAA
program. At these meetings "each of the institutional representatives
agreed that the suggestions made would be considered in redrafting
their proposals" and that a draft from each of the institutions would
be in NIH hands in 2 weeks." .

An ad hoc Health Sciences Advancement Award Scientific Advisory
Committee met at NIH on June 1, 1965, to review the resulting ap­
plications from Cornell University, the University of Virginia School
of Medicine, and the Graduate Research Center of the Southwest,

The role of the ad hoc committee was confined to the technical
evaluation of the strengths and weaknesses of the program proposed

.u NIHpress release,'Jpue.ll,,1966., '<' _"-',:' '. ->", ",: _'" :,.::'" _:~
3& Health ScienceBAduancemlintAwurd, 'General Policy and InjormatirJn Statement, an edmtntatretive docu­

ment issued by the-General. Research -Support Branch, 'Divisional Research Facilities and Resources,
National Institutes of Health, April 1966.

II NIH "Memorandum of Meetings," dated May 1, 19~,
29



30 THE ADMINISTRATION OF RESEARCH GRANTS IN PHS

by each applicant. The chairman observed that it was not the com­
mittee's responsibility to make the rules or to determine an applicant's
eligibility for the program.

The origin of the three applications was not considered by the
committee except for the following inquiry: 38

COMMiTTEE MEMBER. There issomething I would like to
know. more in curiosity than anything else because I think ..
it bears onwhat kind of attitude weshould take toward this.

We have' only thrse applications, The program wasn't
announced, and I don't'k,nm,vwhat}he mechanism was for
getting these three applications into. the hopper, but 'yere
they asked orsuggested to them that they apply, or did they
hear about the progral1l and ....,---- •.... ". •

NIH OFFICIAL. It was suggestedtothem, each and every
one, that they apply at least by some official in the Public
Health Service.

COMJlHTTEE MEMBER. It was a trial balloon you wanted
to try out? . . • .. '. .'. ..' .'

NIH OFFICIAL. This was a trial balloon. And you realize
you have three quite dissimilar applications here. This
ISn't accidental, and we will not open the floodgates. This
is not a program in which 50 institutions can apply no
matter who or how distinguished they may be. .
COM~ITTEE MEMBER. I wanted to know what the origin

of the application was. .•. ...
~IH .OFFICiAL. We are fumblingaround .here, 'What we

do not want to be is flooded under with 15 applications or
50ar somethii1g.> .,.....

All three applications were approved by. the ad hoc committee,
subject to various conditions, and presented to the National Advisory
Health Councilon JuneS, 1965.. Bylaw, every NIH research grant
must first be recommended by an appropriate advisory council before.
the grant can be .awarded.... .: ....

The.Council, . however, .deferred the three applications for later
consideration along with such other applications as might be presented
to it after the program had been publicized. As one Council member
expressed it, "We are sort of in the position of judging a beauty
contest with not enough contestants." 39

The procedure used in bringing the three applications before the
Council was criticized by another member who stated:

I think that. when public funds are involved * * * there
is a clear obligation on the part of the Federal Government
to announce in Clear and explicit terms to allinterested parties
the terms of the competition. * * .*. And I feel very strongly
that this principle ought to be established. And I think that
if this is done, that we will find ** 'anumber of candidates
and some ofthemmay be even more hl'ely than, what has
gone'on' before. 40,,' .. .. . ,

'I'heqori1~ll, Vin;ii1ia,.ai1d. Graduate Res'~a.r¢p.(iJentet·ofthe
Southwest applications wereneJiLconsidered at: a .meeting of the.

. .... , ,"'" " '" '.",'.'

38 Transcript of meeting; June 2, 1965. Names of participants deleted.
=~1?scr!pt ofmeeting, June 8, 1965.
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Advisory Council on September 28, 1965. At that time the Oouncil
recommended approval of the Oornell and Virginia applications, as
recommended by the ad hoc committee, and deferred action on the
Graduate Research Center of the Southwest proposal, despite the
fact that no public announcement of the HSAA program had yet

. been made. The Oouncil als(j approved an additional grant application
from Michigan State University which had been favorably acted upon
by the ad hoc committee a week earlier: The Council was told this was
the only potential application that NIH was able to reduce to a con­
crete proposal since the previous meeting held in June.

Ooncern was again voiced at the September Advisory Oouncil
meeting over the noncompetitive nature of the applications in the
absence of a public announcement on the program. But the Council
apparently act~dontheNIH Director's assurance that the agency had
ample precedent ill that it had 'used this noncompetitive approach in
the past to initiate a number of other programs>TheOouncilwas told
that the purpose offhis approach was tone!,otiate with alirnited
number of schools in order to develop the.rules and regulations for the
program which would then be extended to a large number'ofinsti­
tutions.

Preparation of a public announcement was further delayed, with
the resnlt that the HSAA program was not brought before the Council
again until it met on March 25, 1966. At that time the NIH staff
suggested that the Michigan State application, already approved by
the Council, might more properly be funded through a program of the
Animal Resources Branch of the Division of Research Facilities and
Resources because of its emphasis ona center for animal resources.
This was agreed to by the Oouncil, whichalso voted to pay the grant
through the HSAA program the following year if the other funds were
not available.

Prior to the March Council meeting, the Graduate ResearchCenter
of the Southwest withdrew its application which had been previously
deferred by the Council, This' action was taken in response to NIH's
suggestion that the institution might accomplish a substantial part of
the objectives set forth in its HSAA application through the normal
research grant mechanisms. . .

Oonsequently, only two applications "for HSAA awards remained,
both having received Council approval in September 1965. NIH
decided to divide the $1 million available in 1966 between Oornell
and Virginia and requested Oouncil approval at the March. 1966
meeting to increase' the amounts payable the first year to these
institutions accordingly. . ". .• . . .r, ... •••

The Oouncil agreed to this request, but only after further expression
of dissatisfaction with the noncompetitive nature of the applications,
and with the principle of making' awards to institutions already re­
ceiving substantial developmental funds from other sources. These
issues are pointed up in the following exchange: 41

OOUNCIL MEl\![BER. Secondly, I take it that' the general
announcement to the university community has only been
made very recently. In other words, the opportunity to
participate in the program ona competitive basis has only
recently been formally announced,

u Transcript ofmeeting, Mar. 25,1966.Names of participants deleted.
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.' NIH STAFF. ActuaIly it has not yet been announced. .It
will be announced very. shortly. . . '. . . ..

COUNOIL MEMBER.. It strikes me as a very specific illus­
tration of policymaking in a vacuum. It is hardly surprising
that the Review Committee found much good in. these pro­
posals, but I would argue they would have found much good
mproposals from other large, prosperous institutions
throughout the .. country had. those institutions had the
opportunity to know about the availability of Federal funds..

I am even tired of my own speech on this, I have made it
so often.; . .•...' •... .;... ..•... .

SECOND (J0lTNOIL'MEMBEI\. We never havegot an answer
to the question Which we have asked several james. How did
these three or those two application. happen to. come .in?

COUNCIL Jy[EMBER. * * * we did get an answer. And it
W'a~!,ot avery good one.Tt was to the effect .these had been
.solicited•..., .( " . .: '" ..•.•.• '. ..:

E\ECOND.oOUNpILMEMBER. T4at was.said at the Septem­
beemeeting. Lrnissed the September meeting•..

THIRD COUNCIL MEMBER. Excuse me, * * *, what you.
have.said and-what * * *.said,I think we.have all.accepted.
My concern is the last time when neither of you were here,
we went over this again. .
. Ithink all of us are recognizing the problem, but let's not
fight the Civil War all over again; I think all of us recognize
that,.s4aII.. w.e sa.y, amaj.ority of th.e.Coun.cil members ·•.felt
that a mistake was. made. * r * I think we ought to get
on with the discussion ofwhat we have here now. It is in the
record that weare dissatisfied.'. .....•. •.,'

On the other hand, We now have this arinouncementmade
suflicieI)tlyaheadoj timeso tpat there will.be the.opportunity
for national competition for this coming up. '..

(JOUNOIL MEMllER.r .am extrcmely sorry** * that I
did miss. the September meeting because it seemed to me
that the obvious .approaeh to this problem would have been
to. suspend review of the program until everyone in this.
country had an-opportunity to participate in it. And I can
sec no other way that meets the test of equal. access to Fed-

...eral funds..." .•..• ....... .
.. But put that aside for the .moment if.you will.There is a

. new arid larger and morediffioult issue, and it is made evident
in the CorneIl application. ..•. . ..• •..

Obviously, Cornell cis a fine institution. Witness the fact
'thatthe]'ord Foundation is willing to put a large sum of
money into.it. The.question that confronts us is whether iu
the light of ~he large grant from the Ford Foundation this
becomes the best expenditure of Federal funds, funds that
are extrelllclyrllj'tricted.* * * <..... .: .

The committee believes that two main conditions-open competi­
tion and the .eareful.formulation of program objectives and policies­
should have been metbefore any HSAA applications were considered.

Whatever the past practices, the committee stronglyrecom­
mends that no future grcInt programs be initiated by NIH or
the Public Health Service without fair and open competition
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after the purpose and the polieies of the program have been
earefuUy developed and publicly announced.

The committee further recommends that before any new
grant program is started, or a major change is made in an
existing program,the proposed regulations for the program, be
published, in the,Federal, Register so that interested' parties
may have an opportf-'nityto express their views. The final regu­
lations should be approved by the Secretary before issuance.

It is instructive to examine briefly the purposes of the two grants
made in 1966.

Cor-nell University, one of the better endowedprivate institutions,
applied for a' 5"year grant to strengthen basic biology as. it relates to
the health sciences. The university sought help in financing a major
developmental program aimed at upgrading the quality of the' bio­
logical sciences by unifying and improving scattered facilities and
attracting additional outstanding scientists to the faculty. The
program calls for the establishment of a centralized division of
biological sciences organized around biological scientists from the
faculties of established, departments in the schools of .agriculture "
and arts and sciences. .

While the ad hoc committee that reviewed the application recom­
mended approval, and expressed the beliefthat the proposed program
wouldbe a positive step in improving the quality of graduate student
training, it did not regard Cornell more deserving of. assistance than
many other 'universities .. This is appar~nt from the following dis,
cussion: 43 'L:

COMMITTEEMEMIlER. What is your feeling-as to what is
uniqlle about this program that couldn't .be stated for
virtually every venerable university in, the country * *. *?

SECOND COMMITTEE ¥El\IBER. This becomes' a difficult
one, ,. * * *, because there .isno doubt that this kind of shot
in the arm would help a good many universities. I would say
that * * * we are correcting by this device a bad situation
that has gone on for a generation. It probably would get cor­
rected without our support, but on a much slower time scale:

. Cornell was awarded $1 million over a 5-year period with $535,000
available for expenditure in the first year beginning June 1966. The
first-year budget included more than $372,000 to purchase equipment
for graduate training and research, despite the fact that the ad hoc
committee was concerned by the size of the equipment request and
had expressly recommended a total allowance of $200,000 for this
purpose. The original request for personnel. support, on the other
hand, was greatly reduced in the award, since the Ford Foundation
had meanwhile granted Cornell $4.4 million for its biological sciences
program with a substantial portion of the grant restricted for faculty
salaries." , .. '. '.' .' ,'. , .• .

The University of Virginia,a State. institution, was awarded
$1,097,650 over a 5-year period, with $465,000 available for expendi­
ture in the first year beginning June 1966. The purpose of the award
is to strengthen six basic medical science departments in the univer­
sity's school of medicine at a time when the university as a whole is

42 A State-supported college operated by Cornell under contract.
is Transcript or meettng, June S, 1965. Names of p~icipants. deleted.
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endeltvom;g, to improve the quality of its science activities. The
first-year budget of the award is weighted heavily toward equipment
and personnel, with lesser sums intended for student stipends and the
renovation of facilities,

Prior to receiving the NIH award, the University of Virginia wits
one ofthe first 10 institutions aided by the National Science Founda­
tion's recently established .university soienee-development program.
However, the3-year $3,780,000 NSF awardjs intended to attract
outstanding scientists to a newly 'created institute in the Graduate
School of Arts and Sciences for research and teaching in six fields of
science, including biology. In this respect, the NIH and NSF grants
complement rather ethan duplicate 'one another by strengthening
science in separate parts of the university.,

The committee does not question that both Cornell University
and the University of Virginia School of Medicine are deserving insti­
tutions.iThe committee-has grave reservations, however, about. the
manner in which NIH initiated the HSAA program and made the
firsttwoawards,namely: , " "

(a) Without clear statutory authority for this new type of

prCwaW!thoutltdequItM.study oftheneedoharious~;pesof
institutions for development funds, and the careful formulation
of appropriate programobjectives and policies for obtaining the
optimum use of limitedpublicfunds; , ,.',
. (c)'Witholltaprior'public announcement of the new program
and its eligibility conditions; and ,," '<H'

(d) Without open competition for the available funds,
The situation is not.changed by .calling these "expsrimental" or

"pilot"awards. NIH has claimed it was necessary to restrict the
first group to invited. applicants for the purpose of enabling, NIH to
develop the rules, regulations, and, guidelinesJor t,h,eprogram. H,ow­
ever, this explanation, lacks credibility inasmuch as the NIH staff
helped the applicants to prepare their applications in relationto each
institution's special situation, and it is evident from NIH's .general
policy and information statement, issued in Apri11966, that each
proposal must be evaluated as a special case" No eligibility specifica­
tionswere developed from the experience of the original applications.

The absence of a clear expression of program purpose and eligibility
requirements is apparent fr~lll the applications filed in response to
the April 1966 HSAA policy and information statement. The list of
the outstanding institutions that applied for HSAA grants reads like
a "who's who" in the educational world; it includes most. of the uni­
versitieshavinggraduate departments insci~nces related to health
that were classified as "Distinguished" in a recent American Council
?n Educatioll study."

The coinmittee intends nocriticism of the-great universities that
applied under th~ HSAA program. Onthe contrary, many oftheir
proposals involved imaginative approaches for strengthening indi­
vidual departments as well as the university's total health sciences
program. In some in.stances, the proposal was frankly presented as an

,4{,TheHSAA document stetes. "In recognition, of the fact that each institution has its cwuunfque and
separate set of conditions, interests, and needs, flexibility will be exercised in the evaluation' and assessment
ortts proposed program. Forthis reason, only general guidelines are provided so as not to restrict institutions
from submitting plans most suitable to their-requlrements," The complete document appears in app. 3.

- 41 Allan M. Cartt% An ABBC8sment of Quality in Graduate Education (American Council on, Education,
~966).
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integral parto~ an. expanded program in the life sciences already
planned by the institution.

Of the 128 institutions submitting summary proposals, 15 were
invited to submit detailed applications. Nine of these 15 finalists had
previously received NSF university science development grants.

Five institutions, all recipients of the similar .NSFaward, were
selected forHSAA grants in July 1967." Moreover, Oneof the original
two HSAA recipients had also received this NSF award for the
development of -"centers 'of excellence>"

Each of the unsuccessful applicants was informed by letter, in
November 1966, that it Was not selected to submit a complete appli­
cation. The applicants were told their proposals had been reviewed by
a special panel of non-Federal consultants who "evaluated each pro­
posal for overall compliance with the guidelines of the program' and
for the quality of proposal as to its likelihood of achieving its aillls
within the framework of the applicant institution's development pro"
gram;"

However, no institution was informed that it was ineligible for the
program. Instead, each was advised that NIH expected to issue an
announcement in January 1967 for fiscal year 1968 awards, and a new
application would be considered at that time.

One illustrious university reacted to the NIH letter with the follow­
ing communication:

TJ:l.e .rejection oflour] proposalforuHealth Sciences Ad­
vancement Award, conveyed in your letter of November 19,
1966, was most disappointing.
. We can appreciate, of course, that the competition for. a

limited number of awards was severe, but we would very
much like to know, specifically, why our proposal did not meet
the competition. We have no wish to add to your workload or
ours by preparing another application for next year if, in all
candor, there is little or no probability of success. We will
very much appreciate, therefore, a full and frank report from
you on the reasons for our failure this year.

Now becoming more specific and candid, NIH replied:
In consideration and discussion of the summary proposal,

it was concluded that since * * * is already a generally
distinguished university in the Nation, with a high concen­
tration of. faculty talent, it would be inappropriate to use the
limited Health Sciences Advancement Award funds to further
strengthen the departmelltsof anatomy, physiology, and
pathology in the medical school, and biological science de"
partments of the school of humanities and science in your
institution. It was felt that support from this program would
fail in its relative impact in stimulating excellence in bio­
medical training and research in the Nation, and for that
reason the summary proposal was declined for further
consideration. ..' _ __- <

We trust .that your goal of strengthening the entire
biological community at * * * may be realized, but we
cannot support your application at this time.

n UD.1versity -of Colorado, University of Oregon, purdue.'University, Vanderbilt - University.vand
WashingtonUniversity.
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. That NIH itself is unclear as to the purpose of the HSAA program
is indicated by the agency's very broad program descriptions which
appear to extend eligibility to virtually all universities and professional
schools offering graduate programs related to health.. .. ,

The nature of the HSAA program still remains to be defined;
(1)ls it a program to help the poorer institutions .with a de:

sire and potential for sel£-improvement to .makea start toward
good graduatcfraining and research? '.' .

(2) Is it a program to help some or all of the many good .insti­
tutionstobecome "centers.of excellence" by enabling them to
offer inducements to attract outstanding scientists and gifted
students fromprestigious. institutions? , . "" .• '

·(3) Is it a program to help the Nation's outstandinginstitti­
<tions-c-tlie "centers .of excellence"-to become even better?',

Any or all of these interpretations of. objectives are possible from
NIH's statements' on, the HSAA program, although the evidence
strongly suggests that the purpose, like NSF's university science.de­
velopment program, is to provide funds for additional "centers of
excellence." "':, ,,',' _ _ _. ,'

It is the committee's view .that .» Federal.agenoy should, have a
clear conception, based on' adequate study, of the' specific need for,
purpose of, and procedures for administering a grantprogram before
initiating it, rather than start a program as a means of studying the
problems-,as evidently was done. in thi~ .instanoe. It is inoompre­
hensiblethat NIH should be "fumbliI!garound," as one of its officials
expressed it, when awarding subst"ntial .aIlJ.ounts of public money
without first formulating a mature and defensible plan for a new
progra1ll. , '.,'. " ·'C ' > /'.. . .. .

Moreover, the committee believes it was the responsibility of NIH
and the Public Health Service to ascertain in advance whether or not
there was statutory authority for treating the HSAA program as a
component of the general research support program to be funded from
the latter's appropriation. The committee has been informed that the,
HSAA program was initiated without any legal opinion on this basic
point having been sought or obtained from the Department's General
Counsel. The language of the act authorizing the general research
support program is broad. However, it is clear that HEW did not
request-s-and the Congress did not specifically consider .authorizing­
an institutional grant program having the special characteristics of
the Health Sciences Advancement Award."

The committee finds the procedure used in starting the .HSAA pro­
gram irresponsible,unscientific, and contrary to the best interests of
the academic community and the Government.. Unfortunatelyvthe
Advisory Council's recognition that "a mistake was made" provides
no protection whatever against NIH's undertaking other programs

. '.'''-,''' _. " - ,- C'_, -: ,
4T HEW's I.llirpose' in'seekirig'-llutho:dty for ;'PHs,to make Insttruttonalreseareh grants is described in a

letter from the Secretary;to the Speaker as follows:".
"The institutional research grant would constitute thea-ward of asum ofmoney to all educational or

research institution in snpportofthe-general research function or prograrn'of the Instttutlonto assist in the
development and maintenance iti medical, dental, public' health, and other health related areas without
specification ofUw precise research and research training activities to be undertaken with the grant funds." (House
of Representatives Rept. 2174to accompanyH.R.J0341.(86th Cong., second sese.i , p , 6.) [Emphasis added]

HSAA grants do not accomplish this purpose, since the~are restricted forthe specific research and research
training objectives set forth in the grant application. In this respect, the HSAA grant is similar to NIH's
~~~~~~~~glrogram.projectgrents-es wes po~nt~d Up'i~ .the.handli~g, of one of th:~ tllreeprig,il}..al HSAA

In that case NIHsuggested to the Graduate Research.Center of the Southwest that it consider recourse
to regular research grants as an elternenve to.the proposal under consideration stnce, due to the strength
of the center's program In the biomedical sciences, it might thereby substantially accomplish its HSAA
objectives.
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in a similar manner, since the Council's criticism was directed to a
particular situation with no binding effect on the agency's future
actions, and councils have a continually changing membership. In
fact, NIH has admitted initiating other programs in the same way.

It is noteworthy, also, that the Advisory Council Was not asked for
advice in planning the program; the Council was asked only to ap­
prove the individual applications-a statutory requirement for making
the grants. It is pertinent in this connection that in approving the
legislation which authorized institutional research grants, the House
committee specified: "The amount of the grant to each institution
would be determined in accordance with· a formula to be developed after
consultation with the National Advisory Health Oouncil.." 48

Obviously, additional safeguards are needed to help assure that new
programs and major changes in existing programs will be administered
m a responsible manner.

The committee believes the publication of proposed regulationsfor
these programs in the Federal Register, as recommended earlier, will
contribute to this end. In addition, the committee recommends
that before any new program is initiated in the Public Health
Service without specific statutory authorization, the program
should be formally reviewed by the Department and the Ex­
ecutiveOffice of the President to determine its conformance
with national education and science policies. Also. a written
opinion concerning the legality of any such program should be
obtained in advance from the HEW General Counsel.

The committee further recommends that no additional
HSAA awards be made unless and until PHS obtains specific
legislative authorization for this program.

Inasmuch as the National Science Foundation has asimilarprogram
for graduate educational institutions, it is important that the objectives
and scope of any PHS program of thiskind be specified so as to avoid
duplication of NSF's science development activities. The scope and
objectives of the NSF programs should also be spelled out to help
prevent the duplication of activities in this field. .

tgHouse of-Representatives Rept; 2174,'op. Cit.,·p; 3. [Einpbasis added.]



VI. SHARING AN INSTITUTION'S TOTAL' RESEARCH
COSTS""-THE SLOAN·KETTERING GRANT

, . ,

BeginninginJanuary·1966,· NIH substituted 'a single 'cost-sharing
grant for 41 grants and 3 contracts then in effect for the support ofspec
cific .research and training projects at the Sloan-Kettering Institute
for Oancer Research in New YorkCity. The grant, made for an initial
5eyear. period at annual amounts ranging from $4.3. to $4.7 million,
is intended to provide-Iong-term support commencing. at a-Ievel
of almost half (47.3 percent) of the institution's total operating
budget. In addition, provision hasbeeil made for adjusting the
grant· to accommodate .increased costs of conducting research at
the agreed-upon .Ievel. Also,hospitalization costs related to the ree
search, aswell as any authorized-facilities construction, will be financed
by separate grants. NIH has claimed these principal. advantages for
the.Sloan-Kettering grant: .

(1) NIH will be able to review the grantee's program atone
time and as a whole, thereby obtaining a more comprehensive
-mderstanding of the program.

(2) It is in keeping with the increasing need to decentralize
the making of operating decisions, both scientific and admin­
istrative.

(3) It provides .greaterfinancialstability for Sloan-Kettering,
thereby enhancing the grantee's ability to recruit established.
investigators.: . .: ' . f '. • •• '. ..' ••..

(4) I tprovidesan incentive for the granteet? use the money
'where it will be most productive, to redirect grant funds to new
activities OIl shcrtnotice.tand.

(5) The reduction'oLriumerollsapplicatioristo a singledocu­
ment will lessen the. administrative load for. both the applicant
and NIH. .

The committee does not question that this grant is advantageous
to the SloaneKettering Institute, or that it will relieve NIH of many
of its normal administrative responsibilities. The committee is greatly
concerned, however, both by the policy implications of this agreement
and by NIH's embarking upon an experiment of this magnitude
without first developing workable methods for the comprehensive
scientific and administrative review of a large institution's total
program. . .

The committee is especially concerned by two consequences of this
grant arranzsment:

(1) It will remove, over a 5eyear period, at least $22.6 million
of NIH funds which would otherwise be awarded on a competitive
basis, and

(2) Sloan-Kettering's project applications will no longer be
subject to the established scientific review process, thereby
depriving the grantee of an objective, outside judgment on its
individual research proposals.

38
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The committee is aware that Sloan-Kettering Institute is widely
recognized as a leading cancer research institution. As such, it un­
doubtedly merits Government support for its work; this is borne out
by the fact that Sloan-Kettering has received NIH grants for many
years.

Whlle.we do not question Sloan-Kettering's standing as a research
institution, the committee is concerned, nevertheless, by the wisdom
of providing support for Sloan-Kettering's entire program in the light
of the grantee's recent experience in competing for NIH grants.

In the last 2 complete fiscal years which preceded the January 1966
single grant, Sloan-Kettering investigators applied for 34 separate
grants, of which?nly 20 were approved by NIH's scientific review
bodies. The approval rate for thesea},'plications was 59 percent in the
combined fiscal year 1964 and 1965. 'The comparable approval rate
for all NIH applicantsin these same years was 58 percent. Six Sloan"
Kettering applications were formally disapproved in 1964 and three
more in .1965.

Sloan-Kettering' fared even less-well in competing for 'NIH grants
in the half year which preceded the award of a single cost-sharing
grant. During the first half of fiscal year 1966, NIH reviewed 12
project applications, of which, five were approved, five disapproved,
and two withdrawn.:., ..

Moreover, the committee has learned that . during 1965 Sloan"
Kettering itself supported approximately five research projects for
which funds were requested from NIH but denied because the projects
lacked scielltific merit. . .•..•. . . .
'.'rhe several study sections which reviewed. and TecOInmended the

disal'!,"ovalof recent Sloan-Kettering research proposals gave these
explanations in their rtlsl,lmes 011 five ofthe ~pplications:

This unimaginative proposaiplanstodo studies .which
have become ahnost routine in institutions with active hema­
tologyand radioisotope services. 'There is no research support
warranted for this plain date-gatheringexercise,

* * * * *
Disapproval is recommended. The conceptual approach

and experimental plan are remarkably unsophisticated.
There is nothing in the application to inspire confidence that
continuation of this work would add to the understanding of
the mechanism ofaction of antitumor agents:

* * *' *
. There is nothi~g in this proposal to indicate th~t the
applicants are in a position to contribute significantly to this
heavily-workedarea.

* * /* ';* *
Study seetion.believed .that· it was .logical to precede this

study with appropriate pilot studies before initiating the
proposed research, which is based on supposition. Concern
was expressed also that the applicant was unaware of the
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immunological procedures requisite to this proposal.vAc­
cordingly, a recommendation of disapproval was voted.

* ,* * * *
Results of this program have been disappointing, and

on the basis of the application and information obtained
through the ,site visit, there is no .reason to expect that
marked progress or significant results, will be forthcoming'
in the future. " " ' '

'If projects are unacceptable to NIH on the 'basis of an adverse
scientific review: by its nongov~rnmentalconsunants,what justifica­
tion is, there for giving the grantee, discretion to finance these same
projects from a single-cost-sharing-grant? If NIH's Study, Section­
Advisory Council .review 'mechanism is in' fact the best available
method for bringingscientific judgmentto:bear orrresearch project
applications-c-as NIH has stated time and again-s-substituting the;
grantee's own judgment for that of the established review .system.in
selectirig projects for supportis surely a questionable practice: We are
dealing .here not .with delegating discretion to thegrantee institution.
for deciding how a limited amount of, supplementary research and
trainingomoney-may-ba spent, as -in thegeneral.research support
progra!",; we are dealing, ~ather, with th~ grantee's ability to modify
Its entire 'program for, whichNIH contributes nearly: half the, total
cost.

IM.PLICATIONS ,-OF, THE '.'SLOAN-KETTERING'.GRANT i

NIIIWas advised hy the Departrnent'sAssistant (}eneral¢o:~Ilsei
thattheSloan-Kettenng grant could not legallybe,awardedeitjler
as a "project'tor as .a. "g~ner!1l.suPP9rt"grantC7the,t'yo type.~.,of.
awards specifically authorized by the Public Health Service Act."

The g;rant 'vas made, instead,u';1der a longstanding provision of
the act' authorizing theSurgepnGeneral, upon recommendation
of the National AdvisorY'Dallcer Council or other appropriate
council, to "adopt * * * 'such additional 'mean's ashe deems necessary
or appropriate to carry out the purposes of this section." 51

Theconunittee believes the Surgeon General acted, unwisely in
using, the broad discretion permitted by this provision, which was
enacted many years ago under very ,different .conditions, to initiate
a completely new type, of grant without specific statutoryauthori­
zation. It is noteworthy that under similar circumstances theDe­
partment had requeste4 an amendllleIit to the Public Health Service
Act in 1960 in order to commence .the general researCh~upport

prograil}'.... } ,'"," " .... ,,': '" • ":.
Although: costshariIlg'of an ,institution's total, operating-budget

is confined to Sloan-Kettering at present, thisestablishesaprecedent
for a t;vI?e of support which otherresearch institutions would have
every right t9l'equest. Tho extension of such sllPport would necessarily
have the effect of constricting the availability of grant funds to the
detriment of individual investigators and less well known institutions.
This is a development which deserves careful study from the stand­
point of national policy. It is a step which should not be taken without
_~042,U~S,G..241(d)":L' ,.":',',:' " 'o-,i ,_; ._,., : , ",,' ", "

.51 42 U.S.C. 241(i). Reorganization Plan-No, 3:011966, effective June 25, 1966,tl'Bnsferred the runcncns
vested in the Surgeon General by the Public Health Service Act to the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare, who simultaneously authorized their continued performance by the Surgeon General ..
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full consideration within the executive branch and formal authorization
by the Congress.

In view of the manner in which section 301(i) of the Public Health
. Service Act 52 was used as a last resort to justify the Sloan-Kettering

grant, and in view of the size and complexity of the Government's
existing! health research programs, the committee recommends

.that the Congress amend this provision of the act to clarify
and limit the Surgeon General's .blanket authority to adopt
"such additional means as he deems, necessary or appropriate"
for the conduct and support of 'research. '.

~2 42' j; .s.o.241'(i)'.

85-4520-67-,.---4



VII. SHARPENING THE INST!lUMENTSOF SUPPORT

RESEARCH, QUALITY

'NIlI and the Public lIealth Service have. never clearly defined the
qualitative level expected of applicants seeking support for their
research. It is. unclear whether the objective is to support only high
quality research or to extend support to all "competent" investigators.
The available evidence, however, indicates that the agency is support­
ing research of less than good quality.

The quality of a project is denoted by its priority rating-the
numerical grade assigned by a scientific review panel ("Study Section")
when it judges the relative worth of grant applications found accept­
able for support.

In 1961 and again in 1962, the committee called attention to the
steep decline since 1956 in the quality of research projects approved
for NIH support." Table 1 shows this trend continuing, although at
a slower rate.'"

TABLE l...,....PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF APPROVED PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE RESEARCH GRANT APPLICATIONS
BY PRIORITY RATING, 1956-66

Fiscal year

1956 n __ ,.n _. . " _

1957__ . u_n __ n __ • • ._

1958 n. ~ • _ n _

1959.__ ~ h __ ._ n_. ~ ._ nhn_n

1960 . _n. n " n _ ~_ n_. _

196L n __ • __ .'. • • _

i962. _. n • n __

1963 ~ .n__ • .n __ n __ ~ .' _

1964._. n __ n n ,h __ •

1965 n _.n. u_. __,'.h _. __ u'.
1966.un _ •• n_ n • _._ nO. __

100-1991

40
35
32
29
24
24
25
24
24

"26

Percentofapprovals in priority class

200-299 300-399 400-500

44 15 ·1
44 20 1
46 20 2
47 ". 2
48 25 3
49 24 3
47 25 3
49 25 3
47 25 4
49 26 4
47 23 4

I Highest rating.

Note: Total percentage for each year may notadd to 100 because of rounding.
Source:Division of Research Grants, National Institutes of Health.

The proportion of excellent or superior proj ects 55 fell sharply from
40 percent of the total in 1956 to 22 percent in 1965, but increased to
26 percent in 1966. At the other end of the spectrum, the annual
proportion of marginal or merely passable projects" quadrupled from
1 to 4 percent and the projects rated no better than fair ros~ from 15
percent to about one-fourth of the total durmg the same period,

Although priority ratings are not precise measures, the trend away
from the concentrated support of high-quality research is unmis­
takable.

0<1 iaar reoort, p. 28;1962report pp. 25-26. '
~ While tihe tabferelates to all PHS research grants, NIH grants (including the Mental Health Institute)

constitute about 93 percent of the total. The distribution of priority ratings for NIH-approved applications
is a~proximatelY the same as lor PHS as a whole,

3~ Those in the highest quality class with priority ratings of 100-199.
~G Those in the lowest quality class with priority ratings of 400-000,

42
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The significance of the 'upturn in the proportion of highest rated
projects in 1966 is not clear at this time. Whether this represents a
real reversal in the trend remains to be seen.

The investigator's stature in his field, along with the importance Of
the proposed research problem and the investigator's. approach to it,
are. the principal factors taken into account in selecting projects for
support and in assigning priority ratings." . ' '.

In general, the highest priority ratings go to the best investigators,
and there is a distinct and demonstrable relationship .between the way
the study sections which evaluate applications describe projects and
the priority ratings they assign to them.

The. following recurring comm~ntsare typical ofsuperior projects
assigned to thelO.o-199 priority class:

Produced excellent results.
Should yield results .of considerable. interest..
Ellcoura~ing,r~slllts. . '.'
Provid~sinforll1atior' ",bout.·afll.ridameritalprocess,
The grol1P ishighlycoIllP~tent. '.
Have. made outstanditigcQntriblltions;

. .Ontstanding inyestigator.· .
Excelient program.
Important results. ,. . '. ,. .. ..,.
Art experienced investigator of demonstrated competence;
Brilliant recordofresearch,

. An outstanding scientist in this field.
.Produotive, . . ,". . ". -: . .'
Theresearch plan.iscarefully and thoughtfully conceived.

Incontrast.i-thesestndy section comments are typical of thefair
to only passable projects rated in the 300-399 and 400,-500 priority
classes: ,. '. ..., ",. ",,'

Thestll.dy section lacked enthusiasm about this applicant.
Hasn't pursued the problem aggressively.
The application is not very Imaginativs.
N onovelsuggestions are made. . '., .. .
Progress to.date has: been slow.and unimpressive.
Researchis steady .but without any imagination.
No clearly defined goal. . . ..'
Justified as a means of keeping an .experienced investigatorin

contact with research. . .
The work has thus far led to no exciting conclusions nor are any

anticipated,
Based on the technical competence .of the applicant rather than

on the significance of his work. . ,
The useof the reaction does not seeIll19gicaL
Themechanis]ll is not clearIYtiefineiJ...H' ., , ..
Thereis little to indicate that the research will contribute

anything significant 'in this area.. ...: :'..,... . '., .
Contrary to what the ratings reveal, the claim·isfreqll.ently made

that the quality of research supported by NIH has not fallsn-as the
agell~Y'sapProp~i",tions.~,,-e increased, , ...,-: "'. ..... ."." ,.';:

This ~vas the view, for example, of t~eWooldridge Committee which
iIi 1965.said: ..:',. . . " . . . . .'.

\_61,lQ61report; p;,35;·
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Despite the tenfold increase in NIH support of research
during the lastS years, there is no evidence of overall
degradation in quality of the work supported. On the con­
trary, there is good evidence that the average quality is
steadily improving." .

Addressing himself specifically to this Wooldridge Committee state-
ment, Dr. HaroldOrlans of the Brookings Institution has observed:

This glowing judgment comports neither with the evidence
adduced earlier about .the decline in the incidence of high
quality NIH grants nor with a. careful reading of the care­
fully worded judgments of many of the committee's own
panels * * * the general tenor of these panel judgments
does not substantiate the committee's unqualified conclu­
sion of high quality..Most contain reservations the commit­
tee disregards; at most two panels. (for. the ,behavioral sci­
ences and, perhaps, microbiology) are unequivocal in their
praise (and, with some independent basis. for judgment, I
am quite incredulous about the soaring praise for this be­
havioral science work). All told, a more accurate summary
might be that NIH sponsored research is generally of "good"
quality or, as the physiology panel put it, "no better and no
worse" than other work in the same .field."

The Wooldridge Committee, it should be noted, found that approxi­
mately 7 percent of the traditional.projects grants examined by its
panels were ill-advised." Unfortunately, the committee provided no
Information on the quality of the newer types of grants it reviewed­
such as NfH's large, expensive grants for program-projects, clinical
research centers, and primate centers. "

It is evident from the PHS's own rating of grant applications that
the quality of supported research has been declining;" especially the
proportion of the top-rated projects. This trend suggests that a much
lower level of competence has replaced high quality as the standard for
determining whether research is\vorthy ofFederal support. ,

The committee finds this development discouraging. Moreover, the
extension of support to an increasingly larger proportion of poorer
quality research raises some fundamental questions concerning the
objectives of Federal grants.

What is the merit and the national purpose of supporting research
that fails to meet a high qualitative level? If pedestrian research con­
tributes importantly to the advancement of science, that fact has not
been brought to Our attention. On the contrary, distinguished scientists
have warned:

In the advancement iofecience the best is vastly more
important than the next best. Mediocre research is gen­
srally worse than useless, and the same .may probably be
.said of. teaching." .

It has been stated, further.:·
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In science the excellent isnotjust better than the. ordinary;
it is almost all that matters,"

SOME EFFECTS' OF>EXCESSIVE RESEARCH EXPENDITURES

The committee, in 1962, said:
It is probable that the largeannualincreases in the NIH

appropriation made in the past several years has contributed
to the increasing support of lower quality research. ' , ,
The main question raised by this development ' , 'is
whether or not it is sound public policy and in the best
interest of science that every proj ect found technically
sound and approvable by NIH's outside consultants receive
~u~port, regardless of its relative quality." ... .:

In the light of th~ continued lowering of research standards and the
excessive diversion of scarce professional personnel from teaching and
medic.a.! p.rac.. ti.ce to federally supported res.earch, we b.elie.ve thi.s.ques-
tion must now be answered in the negative." .

Perhaps the greatest obstacle to open and objective examination
of the undesirable effects of Federal research grants is the fact that
PHS now supports most of the biomedical. research in the United
States. Consequently, investigators are reluctant to "bite the ·hand
that feeds them"=especially in public. There.is also a disposition on
the part of academic investigators to avoid any criticism which might
in any way jeopardizethe flow of research money, since these funds
also make an important ,contribution to the teaching programs of
most medical schools and many other educationalinstitutions.

It is therefore a. rare jmd refreshing experience to encounter a
knowledgeable biomedical scientist candidly discussing this subject.

Dr. W. C. Davison, the distinguished dean emeritus of the Duke
University School of Medicine, has found, as a consultant on medical
education, that "excessive research funds obstruct medical education
and service.v He states in a provocative article:

It is true that the National Institutes of Health, the
American Heart Association, the American Cancer Society,
and other grantors do not insist that the faculty apply for

. these large grants, but so long as they are available, there
is a great temptation to get as-much as possible. Few faculty
members have the character to withstand this temptation,
and to attend to their chief job of medical education. After
the lean famine years in the thirties of haying too little
money for research, it is hard to refrain from gorging like
small boys or Indians, and to realize that indigestion from
having too much is. worse than hunger from having.toolittle,
Like the captain in "South Pacific," the members of the staff
want more and larger 'projects,. often regardless of ,;,hether
they are particularly interested In the field in which the
grants are available. Some departments are judged by the
amount of.mopey they can obtain.ieven though the.members

621bid.',;_p.28;.',':
631962report,p.25. _ ,';-;' ",.;, ,:",,', ;-"-';',,,--
MFor a discussion of how Federal research programs have diverted scientific manpower from teaching

see, the committee's, 1965 report C~nflict8 Between.the Federal Research ~ogramlJ .and thc-',Nalion',s' Goa/lJ
fdr-HigherE<!ucatirm, H.'Rept. 1168·(89th oong.rnrst sese.l, ch.N.'" ". .' , '
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of the depl1rtmentare already as busy as they can be with
teaching and a reasonably active .research program. Some
appointments and promotions are based on the individual's
ability to attract money. In other words, some research is
being done primarily to obtain an appropriation and not to
further medical education or to stimulate the staff and
students. In fact,some outside sponsored projects have been
so huge and so hastily and badly planned that the principal
investigators, through boredom or fatigue, have refused to
write up the results. They have literally been "choked by
dollars." With grants for research projects, research facilities,
research training, research equipment, research personnel,
and for anythingin anyway, shape, or form; so long as it is
for research, the .central educational function of medical
schools has been seriously distorted. To quote Parkinson's
law for "Grantsmanship": "After your grant has been
obtained-e-perhnps from government, perhaps from public
charity, or more probably from private benefaction, your
next problem is how to overspend the money as quickly as
possible so as to be justified in asking for more the next
time." '65 -

Dr. Davison further observes:
Many American medical schools, including DUke, are being

converted into research institutes similar to those of the
prewar Germans, but even worse, the ressarch programs with
their herds of technicians and junior researchers, instead of
being segregated into separate institutes like the Germans,
are crowdinz out the medical students from the teaching
space in the laboratories and hospital wards, and creating in
the students the image that research is superior to medical
teaching and patient care. The curriculum has been so
distorted that almostevery student is compelled to engage
in the research program. Those who have no research skill
are given special courses in gadgetry.

* * * * *
* • *it is high time that the dangers of the current

research programs in medical schools, as well as their benefits,
were recognized. Although medical education cannot be
sound without medical research, the latter by having, at
present, more available funds than the former is dominating
the. partnership.. A warning is needed for some. heads of
departments who frankly have allowed their research pro­
grams to interfere with their instruction of students and care
of patients. It is such a temptation to have a large grant and
several technicians and to build a small empire that only the
strongminded resist and keep the whole program in balance.
Another fear is that the available manpower Illay be diverted
from the medical care of patients, in community as well as
in. university hospitals, and from the teaching of students
and thus, in the long run, cause even a greater shortage of
medical teachers."----

65 w. c.'nindson, M.D., "Let's djv~the Medical Schools Baek.tcthe Students," The PhaTOBiOctober
1963.

Mlbid.
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While the committee has not studied the impact of Federalresearch
grants on medical school programs, there is much food for thought in
Dr. Davison's observations. It has long been our position that each
school has the primary responsibility for maintaining a proper balance
between teaching and research through <effective internal manage­
ment.Effective managementrequires that an institutioncontrol the
application for. and acceptance of Federal research support so tbat
research does not interfere ",ith its teaching and otherresponsibilities.

A committee of the N ationalAcademyof Sciences has also addressed
itself, to the harmful effects of Federal grants when universities do
not effectively control their research activities. It reported,

. Tbe.otheI'trenq. that may impair the fruitful combination,
of research and graduate education stems from a lack of
strong policy within' the univer,sitie:s themselves. Adminis­
trations, under pressure to retain. distinguished _~cientists
who are tempted bythe simplicities oflife in nonteaching
laboratories in government, research institute, or industry,
find that the easiest counter-offeris a promise of 'reduction
in teaching. Some scientists retire from virtually all contact
withstudents, while. others, only .a littlelessdistillguished
are so overloaded with teaching that theyare forced out ,of
research. Administrations, hoping to add to the prestige
of their universities byencoUl'!,ging ,large-scale research
projects of high visibility, maye~pect faculty men;bers, to
buy large amounts 'of' releas~d, .tIme from thevuniversiby.
If the administration then allows a professor buying released

. tinwto use grant n;roney to run up his salary far above the
r"gIl!!'r,' uniJ':~rsitys9ale, the stage is sctfor teaching of
all kinds-graduate and undergraduate-to become a "poor.
relation" to research inthe university."

. FroIIlthe Government'sstatidpoint, quality should be the principal
criterion for PHS support' of research proj ects which satisfy program
requirements. National objectives other than the support .of meri­
torious work, such as strengthening the capability and resources of
academic .institutions and manpower training, should be accomplished
through programs designed specifically for those purposes. .... ,

The committee recommends, therefore, that the Surgeon
General establish a high standard of quality as the basicquali­
tieation.tor research project support, and that he deoelopode­
quateprocedures Ior: the uniform maintenance of that high
standard by NIH. and other bureaus of the Public Health
Service. The confinement of research grants to projects in the
range of excellent to good should not be breached except in
special circumstances where the reasons for supporting a lower
quality project are fully documented in a written record.

'.. Support for biomedical research of less than high quality has been
rationalized on the grounds that the spillover from this research

, "enriches the academic environment" and thereby benefits the edu­
cational programs of recipient institutions. This trickle-down' theory,
unfortunately, overlooks the diversionary effects of such support as
well as other inefficiencies. If the enlargement of research support is
actually intended as indirect assistance to higher education, the re-

G7Comm1tteeon'Science and Public Policy, National Academy of Sciences,Federal Support of.B.'aSiC
Ruearch in Institutions of Higher Learning (1964), p. 93. -, '
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Training grants

Dollars' Rank

Research-grants

. Dollars R,imk
rflstitutio,R

sulting distribution of that assistance may be quite different from the
pattern which would otherwise result if educational objectives were
openly acknowledged and funds allocated directly for that purpose.

It is important to recognize that lowering the qualitative standards
for project support will not necessarily result ,11) a greater share of
research money forvhave not" educational institutions or change the
geographic distribution of grants.

As the committee pointed out in an earlier report, the very limited
participation of some universities in NIH's research programs is due
less to the quality of their applications than to the disinclination of
their faculties to applyfor grants. An examination of Advisory Council
actions on grant applications showed that, as, a group, 10 institutions
selected from among NIH's smallest grant recipients had actually
succeeded in obtaining a larger proportion of their applications ap­
proved. than NIH's five largest grantees. However, the very small
number of applications submitted by these 10 institutions would
appear to indicate that the research interest of their faculty members
is not strong. 68

CONCENTRATION OF GRANTS

Public Health Service research grants are highly concentrated in a
relatively small number of institutions. Table 2 shows that 10 in­
stitutionsreceived 24 percent of all research funds in 1966 and the
top 25 institutions accounted for 43 percent of the total.

. ' .. ,' --,

TABLE 2.""'25INSTlrUTlONS .• RECEIVING LAR,GESTAMOUNTS·OF PHSRESEJI,RCH AND TRAINING GRANTS, FISCAL
YEAR 196,6

7
20
9

22
49
21
16
11
17
26
19
12
47
33
24

=
1
8•5

13
, 14
··10

2
15
3

$264,286,261

14,797,909
5,142,469
5,988,916
5,827,318
4,323,166
4,268,995
4,835,366
7,098,636
4,221,625
6,697,638

363,202,.038

5,257,623
3,452,597
5,049;472
3,316,552
1,585,029
3,451,995
3,802,529
4,393,666
3,788,980
2,625,902
3,635,618
4,389,204
1,719;024
2,280,840
3,016,447

51,765,478
=

.1114,967,516

11
12
13
I'
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

1
2
3•5
6
7
8
9

10

$643,859,360

37,271;554
17,863,938
13,160,841
12,796,718
12,785,801
12,240,855
11,733,867
11,712,368
11,627;330
10,506,726

215t, 699,998

10,150,724
1O,J35, 958
9,576,839
9,576,652
9,307,421
9,257;261
9,145,252
8,729,637
8,496,543
8,344,949
7,063;218
6,996,883
6,842,396
6,761,179
6,212,168

126,597,080

<1278,297;078

Total, United States- u ' • .:~.: _~ ;-.:-~'. n

CalifOrnib University of 1 " __ '::'~ n-'_:
~~[J;[gjaBj~i~es:~rty=== ==:: ==::: ::::::::::: :-: :::::::::::::::::

~~~~~~~11~~nl%t~!!~f:-&i~: ::~:~~~: :=:'::: ~~:~ == ~==: ~=:: =~'=New York University h __ " __ u __ " .00 u. 00 __

~!~t~!ih~i%{~f}1~;~:f~-:~=,:~~ ~,= ====:====~====~====:=========

Washington,.Uhiversityof ~- - "_nO_~ __:_•. :~ _~ _"- _c _"~_n'':~~' ~.: _
Texas, UniversityofL~_ -.c-- c~_~ " , __ --r- "_00 _':' c:.~' __.','

!~~1V~1JE~~~~¥;;~:~:~~:::~~~::~~'::~~':~~~~~:~::~~~~:: ~':
Washin&t0n UnjVersitY(Mjssouri)~~c __ ~ __, 00 c- _, __,00 -c-

g~~O~{&~l~:!~~~~~ =~= ======= === :======:= ::============'===:=western Reserve University ~ .. , _:_. -, .. . _
Pittsburgh,University of-c • .Cu " 00; -c- , n _ 00 __ •

Massachusetts aeneralHospital. ... ~ _'00 n. _ u _. __ -'. • _

'~r~~~ ~~ji~e:(~:k_-_~~ ~~= .;.: =~: :=~:::~~: ': :~~ :~~::: ::.:::~:::::
Total __ . .~_' , •. __ '__'_,c. '. _

Total, top 25__ ~ "~ n_' '00 _ 'c . 00 • __ c_cc _----c-.

rlnctufes grants to morethan one,majorcampus.
323.6 percentof.total.
323.9percentof total.

ell 1961 report, pp. 31-32.

<143.2 percentof total.
643.5 percentof total.
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Thereis also,a high correlation between.thedistributionof research
and training grant money. The 10 institutionswhich received almost
one-fourth- of all research funds' also obtained .the same proportion
of. the training funds. And the 25 institutions getting 43 percent of
total, .research grants simultaneously, received 44 percent of the
training grant money. '"" >,

Actually the distribution of training grant money is somewhat
more I;Ughlyconcentrated than research funds (table 3). The 10
institutions awarded the largest amounts of training grants accounted
for more than one-fourthof the funds, and the 25 largest recipients
accounted for over 46 percent of all training grant awards in 1966.

TA'B'U:'3.-25:'N~TliUTl6N~. RECE1,VING' lARGES; AMOUN~S~:F'PHS TRA1:NiN,G,;GRANT~:-F;SCAl'~'EA~ '1966
" Rank'Dollars Rank Instltutlon ncners

_ ",', !9tN-"u,nitedState~"_:_X~ :$2.64;286, 261 Pennsylva'nia', UniversltyoL __~-~ 4,323;166 13
New: York,StateUniversity of 1,., 4;ZS8, 995 14

California, University of1____ " __ 14,797,909 1 Wisconsin, University. 0'-_ 4,221,625 15
Michigan,University. of_:~:: _':i.; 7,'098,636 2 Washington UniverSity_________ . 3,802,529 16
Minnesota, Un}versltyofc____ "._ 6,697,638 3 lllmolb unlversttr ct. _____ ~_._- 3,788,980 17
Columbia University_________ ; __ 5,988,916 4 Duke niversity_______________ 3,784,287 18
JohnsHopkins1Jniversity_____ .,. 5,827,318 5 Western Reserve University_m'_ 3,635,618 19
North Carolina, universit!oP~ __ 5,803,854 6 Texas, Umversitx ofl u _ 00 _ 3,452,597 20
Washi~tonJ University 0 n __ ,"u 5,257,623 7 Yeshiva Ilnlveralty u u u 3,451,995 21
Harvar Un1VersitYm_~ ______ "_ 5, 142,A69 .~

StanfordUniversity_~ _________ 3,316,552 22
Chicago, Univ,ersit¥ oL _____;,,_ 5,049,472 Boston Unlversily'm____ "__ 00 3,243,132 23
New York unlversttv_____c __ ,_, 4,835,366 ·10 Tulane University ____."'c H __ 3,016,447 ,24

C~lorad,o, University ot., ___ 2,7,87,603 25
TotaL.unu_~_ ,____ ,~'_ 266,499,201 _UP

Yale Ilnlveraity _____ c ___ .;~ .: ~_~ 4,393,'666 11
To~L~_: __,__ : __ , --- ,~55, 876,396

Pittsburgh" University .of_"____ "_ 4,389,204 12 Total, top 25__•• c __ ;' _'u ,3:~22,375,59~ -,-."-,'

lj'nc'(u'des grantito more thlm'lmajor campus.
225.2 percent of total.
3.4~,3 pereentcftcfal.

DISCRIMINATORy;. ~O,L~QIEE?

'l'~e committee is concerned by thehi!;!l concentrati?n of feSeitr6li
and training funds, and the implication of this .concentration for.
bi.9In:edi~atscienceeducationin inst~tl+tions which receive few or no
Federalgrl.lntS; . ..< •• ••. • •.•If; as thePresidellt's Science AdVisory Committee has stated, "the·
processof graduate education depends on 'research' just as much as
upon 'teaching' indeed the two are. essentially inseparable,"" it
must follow as a resultof the concentration of Federal grants that
some universities are unable to provide quality graduate education
in their health-related science programs.. ..:

The Committee on Government Operations found, in 1961, that
many. universities as well as someprofessional schools in the health
fields were participating very little in the NIH programs." This
s\tuatioll, in our judgment, deserved serious attention, both for the
welfare of these institutions and because of the desirability of a wider
distribution .Of national research resources.

6; SCientific Progre8s, the Unive~sitie8; and the Fede~al G~vern1tient (The White House, Nov,IS, 1960);p. 5;
In 'developtng this point the President's Committec also said: "Of course many necessary parts of a
scientist's education have little to do with research, and obviously also for many professors there must be a
gap betwcenteaching a standard graduate course and working at one's own problems. Moreover, many good
teachera-c-rnen who keep np with thc new work in their subject and communicate its meaning clearly to
their students-c-are not themselves engaged in research. Yet we insist on the eentralpointj the would-be
scielltist must learn what it is like to do science, and this, which is research, is the most important thing
he can be 'taught.' "

701961 report, p. 30.
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.. una., 'p; 32;
72 The commlttee fuundyiu connection withJts 1961 NIH stlidythataImoattwo-thirds of ali study

section members came from 34 institutions, and these institutions collectively received 53.6 percentof total
NIH research grant funds.

To encourage a broader participation in health research, the come
mittee recommended that NIH initiate a program of special short­
term development grants. It was intended that grants of this kind,
awarded on the basis of an approved plan for each eligible institution,
would serve as "seed" money for stimulating research capability 'in
those institutions having training responsibilities in scientific fields
related to' health but not actively engaged in research;" It was the
committee's expectation, at the same time, that high approval
standards would be maintained for regular project grants.

The committee's recommendation was not implemented. On the
contrary, NIH has tended increasingly since 1961 to favor strong inc
stitutions. While some universities which earlier had received very
little research support have improved their status as grant recipients,
the gap between the "rich" and the "poor" schools appears to have
widened in the biomedical sciences. '

Severalfactors are responsible for this development. First, because
a relatively Iimited number of institutions furnish the bulk of PIlS's
consultants, it is quite likely that these advisers will react more fav­
vorab1y to the institutions and scientists they know best when evaluat­
ing project applications." Moreover, study section and advisory coun­
cil members are in a unique position to learn of research opportunities
in their fields and to share with their colleagues an intimate knowledge
of how the grant system operates. At the institutional Ievel, the schools
already extensively engaged in research are better organized and
staffed to eng-age in "grantsmanship," and the little known applicant
from a prestige school may gam a competitive advantage by having
an illustrious colleague nominally affiliated with his project and better
facilities at his disposal.

Of even greater importance, however, are Federal policies that dis­
criminate against schools which do not already have extensive research
PfograIlls.. . .' / .,' ,.,' ,'. ...... . '" '/ .'

To qualify for a general research sUP'p0rt grant, an institution must
receive at least $100,000 annually of diversified NIH research 'project
grants. The amount of the general research support grant IS, then
determined by a formula which gives double weight to the institution's
research expenditures from non-Federal sources. Hence, the Govern­
ment's posture is to provide the most assistance to those institutions
which already have the greatest access to other research funds. These
institutions are thereby further strengthened in competing for project
grants by the availability of substantial general research support
money for acquiring additional faculty,'. equipment, central research
facilities, and other resources, "', ." .. ,

An exception to the $100,000 requirement was made in the case of
certain health professional schools (medicine, dentistry, osteopathy,
and public health). These schools automatically receive a $25,000 base
grant each year in addition to amounts payable under the general
research support formula. In 1962,42 of the 153 schools receiving the
$25,000 base grant, were otherwise ineligible for general research
support grants. The ineligible institutions mcluded nearly 70 percent

71 :r~'.



'I'HE ADMINIS'I'RA'I'ION OF RESEARCH GRAN'I'SIN PHS 51

of-the dental schools,all schools of osteopathy, one medical school,
and one school. ofpublic health."

These professional schools. may need assistance in developing a
research capability, but it is doubtful that the general research support
grant is a good instrument for this purpose. Forone thing, the general'
research support grant, intended to help correctimbalances created
by federally, supported projects, is not restricted to the' conduct of
research. For another, a health professional school which has not
received NIH grants totaling $100,000 is probably more in need. of
technical assistance for developing a research program (if, indeed,
research is valuable for the institution) than of $25,000 for fairly
discretionary spending.

As noted earlier, the health sciences advancement award 'purports
tohelp make good institutions better, and, therefore, is of no benefit
to. the institution lacking aresearch capability.

Another new program, the biomedical SCIences support grant; is.
even .more discriminatory against weaker institutions than theGRS
program ofwhich itis an extension. This grant is intended to provide
general research funds to graduate institutionsextensively engaged in
research supported by NIH grants. However..a graduate school. must
have received a minimum of $200,000in NIH research project grants
(double the amount required for health professional schools, hospitals
and research institutions). to qualify. . . '.

A major factor contributing to the widening gapbetween the "rich"
and the "poor" schools is. NIH's grant programs.fortraining research
workers, Training grants, with their extensive support for faculty
salaries, student stipends, and scientific equipment, generally flow to
where institutional strength is greatest. A school, or department, must
be academically strong as a prerequisite for obtaining training support.
Itwasshown earlier that a.relatively.small group of institutions receive
avery.largeshare of all' training and-research grants awarded by the
Publio.Health.Service; , '- '. -: .•..,.....

.The concentration-of .Federal. research and training funds in a
limited number . of .institutions has predictable consequences: The
favored schools are thereby. assisted in competing for outstanding
faculty members and students: these faculty members, recruited
with help of Federal funds, are. able to bring additional project grants
to their new institutions; and the enhanced quality of theinstitution
virtually assures the receipt of more PHS training grants which consti­
tuteun important and flexible contribution to its educational pro­
grams.

AIDING WEAKER INSTITUTIONS

It is important, in the comllliite~'sjudgeme';t,forthe President
and the Congress to identify morerrecisely the respective .responsi­
bjlities pI Federal agencies that dea with educational institutions in
thli bi?,ni~djc,!lsciences.y....O'( '......... .....

Thepo,ni,niittebb"lieves ". itappr~!Wiate for .• all.Fed.~ralagenCles
requidI)g. tli.ej~seaichassistanc.e.. of .educ"tional institutions. in the
pe~?rIl1an'ce6f their.missionsto support .needed and meritorious
pr?jects.:Jlo~vever, the responsibility fOl-Federal programs intended

,7~ ~ational~~a(;l',mY>oisCie~ces---'::::'Natiod~~~ R~~ai'Cli,co~tiCil;TheGkntriirReiiaTc'hStipport-:'Program oj
theNa~ional Instit.utes_ ofHealth~.t\r~fJol'tof a study by:n commtttee of theDlvlsion.ofMedtcal Sciences
(Mar.'31,J965), p,'16:' ,'" . ' " , .
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specifically to strengthen institutions of higher education should not
be diffused among agencies. It is neither economical nor efficient for
every agency sponsoring-outside r~searchto administer a J?rogram
for strengthening recipient insritutions. Educational objectives are
poorly served if 'Federal agencies authorized to sponsor research
relevant to their missions undertake general research support or
institutional improvement programs in order to establish areas of
influence in the academic world.

With respect to the Public Health Service, the committee recom-
, mends that its responsibility for programs desiqned to develop
or improve the capability and resources of educational, insti­
tutions be limited to medical and other health professional
schools. The general research support program is not included in
this category since the Congress authorized these grants, permitting
broad discretionary spending,' specifically to supplement project
grants. The committee recommends that the responsibility
for grants intended to strengthen educational institutions
other than health professional schools be confined to the Na­
tional Science Foundation and/or the Office of Education­
the two Federal agencies broadly responsible for strengthen­
ing basic science and education.

• To provide for more equitable treatment of the smaller and less
wealthy institutions, the committee recommends the following
changes in PHS policies: . .

(1) Qualification tor .« GRS grant should be based on
a school'sreceioinq $100,000 or more annually in research
project grants from all units of the Public Health Service
combined, rather than exclusively from NIH. Moreover,
HEW should consider broadening the GRS program, with
appropriate legislative authority, to include health-related
research grants made by other units of the Department
in such programs as vocational rehabilitation and m.a'
ternal and child health. Eventually, a. single general re-

, search support grant for each eligible institution,admin­
isiered on a Government-wide basis, would be most effi­
cient and desirable.

(2) The dmount -ot each ORS grant should be deter­
mined solely on the basis of the institution's research
expenditures from Federal sources. The committee does
not believe the premium given for non-Federal research
funds under the existing formula operates as a meaning­
ful incentive for attracting private funds. Rather, this
premium discriminate» against poorer institutions, favors
researcb organizations over' institutions of higher educa­
tion, and, as demonstrated in chapter IV, has been diffi­
cult to administer and wasteful of Federalresearch money.

(3) The same GRS eligibility requirements should be
applied to health professional sch(}ols as to other institu­
tions. To the extent that hf3althprofessional schools re­
quire assistance in developing a research capability, .this
should be accomplished by a separate program of tech­
nical and financial assistance tailored for the purpose.

(4) The separate biomedical sciences support •grant,
should be discontinued, and the GRS grant awarded to
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graduate schools, on the same, terms as to professional
schools, hospitals, and research institutions.

(5) Until such time as a,single general research support
program maybe established ona Government-wide basis •
the NIH,program and NSF's institutional grants program
should be closely coordinated to avoid duplication. Some
institutions presently receive general research support from
both NIH and NSF computed on the basis of the same
research. projects; this occurs because NSF bases the
amount of its award exclusively on the research (as well
(lssome research. training) grants it makes, while NIH
includes these same NSF research grants in the eomputa­
tiontor GRS awards.

We believe the implementation of these recommendations, will
benefit the Nation's weaker academic institution's and will result in
a,better geographic distribution of Federal research funds .

. The committee recommends, further, that the Secretary of
HEW review the numerous NIH and other PHS'training grant
programs to determine if they are effectively organized to serve
naiionai rnanpouier needs and objectives. This review should
~e concerned particularly with ascertaining if the institutions
u;h,ieh, receive largeaptounts ,of training funds are making
a,proportionate. contribution to the Nation's manpower
slfPply. Con~ersely, the Secretary should determine if training
gran,t policies discriminate agailJst schools which award gradu­
a~e degrees in the biomedical sciences but receive little or no
PHS training support.

INSTITUTIONAL· DEVELOPMENT' GRANTS

There is a nee,ltoday, ~sthere was in 1961 when!:he committee
first discussed this matter," to encourage the development of research
c"pability in maI)Y institutions teaching sciences related to health.
Special programs are needed to strengthen those institutions which
award graduate or professional degrees in the biomedical sciences but
do not participate significantly in federally supported research.

Such programs, however, should be undertaken only after careful
study of institutional needs and program objectives, and should be
coordinated in the Executive Office of the President to prevent over­
lapping and duplication if the administrative responsibility is assigned
to more than one Federal ageney... ., .' "

The committee recognizes the importance of increasing the number
of first-rate universities, to accommodate our Nation's growing re­
quirements for highly trained manpower. It.is desirable, moreover,
to have strong institutions iII all sections of the country, both for the
convenience of students and the economic and cultural benefits such
institutions impart to their '1J;~"s" .. '0 .' •

But it is equally important that weak.inf3titutions be jmproved.
In the committee's judgment, it is inadvisable for Federal agencies
to award "deve!o'pment" or "advancement" grants to help "lready
g09d schools, ashleve ','excellence" in absolute preference to 0 aiding
the Nation's weaker institutions.

.. .1.1101 report, p. 32.
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This, however, is the policy -that has'. been followed by NIH in
the health sciences advancement award and by NSF in the university
science development program, although NSF has recently initiated
two companion programs forlesser:institlitions,.Moreover, universities
are eligible to receive grants simultaneously under the similar NIH
and NSF programs. .. \

Confiningdeve1opment grants to . those schools submitting the
most sophisticated proposals, or to those most capable of achieving
excellence,is tantamount to freezing out. the most needy institutions
whose resources are too limited for self-improvement. Furthermore,
the effect of such a policy is to direct the flow of outstanding scientists
to already well-developed institutions and away from the universities
most in need of qualified faculty to help them catch up with modern
science.

Although most of the institutions thatrank-emong PHS's largest
recipients of research and training grants also produce relatively
large numbers of Ph. D. 's in the health-related sciences, some schools
receive very little PHS support and yet award a significant number
of such degrees;

To illustrate this point, .the latest available data show thatinsti'­
tutions such as the University of De1aware, the University of North
Dakota, Mississippi State University, and the University of Wyoming
receive comparatively small amounts of PHS -grants for research
and graduate training, even though these schools produce as many
Ph. D.'s in the basic medical and other bioscience fields as some
institutions which rank among the 35 largest recipientsofPII~

_support." .. ... .•. .\.-
Of these universities, Delaware received the most PHS research

money in 1966 ($220,013), and Wyoming the least ($54,292).
Delaware's total included a $29,440 biomedical sciences support grant,
which the university will not receive in 1967 because its research
project grants from :NIH totaled less than $200,000 in 1966. Delaware
received no PHS grants for graduate training in 1966; Wyoming was
awarded $23,500 for graduate training in nursing.

It is true, of course, that grant money is used also for the post
graduate training of M.D.'s and Ph. D's. Much of it, moreover, is
expended by scientists working exclusively on research projects with
no involvement in the educational programs of their institutions.
:N everthe1ess, the fact remains that graduate institutions which
receive little or no PHS training and research money are at •.'" dis­
advantage in obtaining an outstanding faculty, modern scientific
equipment, and gifted students. . .-

It is estimated that in 1964-65 the National Institutes of Health
provided stipend" support to one-fifth of all predoctoral students in
the biosciences-42 percent in the basic medical sciences and 7 percent
in the other biosoiences." Since most stipends were paid from training
grants, it is evident that students enrolled in schools which did not
receive significant amounts of these funds did not have an equal op­
portunity to obtain Federal financial aid.
J~See appendixes 4.and 5forthe number or doctor'sdegrees, by institntionand field, Conferred In 1964­

65 in the basic medical and other bJosclences.First professional degrees, such as the M.D.,areI19tII}cluded
in these tables. - _ '".,,',,' '''''

7& U.S. Department of Health, Educatfon'hand Welfare, Public Health Service, National Center for
Health Statistics, HeaUh Resourcu Statistics, l"uaUhManpower, 1965, pp. 24-26. .:-,
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If it is true, as.Ieading scientists have held, that an active research
. program is essential to graduate training in the sciences, it should be

a matter of public concern that many universities throughout the
.Nation are conferring graduate degrees.in the, biomedical sciences
without their faculties participating actively in Government-sup-
ported research. .,', ." , " ," , '"

The committee has already commented on the desirability of helping
weaker institutions 'to upgrade themselves. We believe it is as im­
portant.for these institutions to learn how to achieve quality in their
science education and research programs as to obtain the necessary
funds for improvement.

, , The committee .reeommends, therefore, that, the" President
designate one or, more Federal agencies to provide technical
assistance, upon request, to help institutions plan for the im­
provement of their science education and research programs.
It would be logical for the Public Health Service to be concerned
with the health professional schools; other groups of institu­
tions in which the biomedical sciences are taught might be
made the responllibility of the National Science Foundation
andtor the Office of Education,
, Dr. }ames B. Conant has called attention to.thensed for a study,
on~,nationwide basis, of the standards for the Ph. Diin the 219
institUtions awarding thisdegrea. J'Qnesllspects," M says, "the
standards in some of these are low." Dr. Conant believes such .an
inquiryis timelybecauseof the vast sums ofmoneybaing spent on
research and, in training research people, 71

The committee strongly endorses Dr. Conant's views on the need
for a study of doctoral degree standards: It is essential that information
of this kind be systematically obtainedthrough a nationwide study.if
institutional development programs are to be intelligently constructed
and applied where they are most needed. As discussed earlier,the
NI)I Health Sciences Advancement Award is a prime example of a
prograJ:D started with no real study ,of the problem and without a
clear concept or.statementof program purpose.

Dr. Conant suggested the .proposedstudy might appropriately be
made by the .recently testablished Education Commission of ' the
States. The committee hopes the Commission will undertake this
study in the near future; As an alternative, the committee believes
it could mostlisefully be done. under the auspices of a respected
private foundation or educational association which would have the
eooperationand trust of the institutions to be studied.

A variety of Federal programs presently ,exist for the improvement
or expansion of 'educational facilities in health professional andgradu­
atesehools. These include, grants under the Health Professions
Educational Assistance Act 78 (to aid in the construction of teaching
facilities in medicine, dentistry, osteopathy, pharmacy, optometry,
podiatry, veterinary medicine, ,,,,nd public health) and grants under
title II of the HigherEducationFacilities Act of 1963, as amended,"
to help universities establish or improvegraduate schools and coopera-
tive centers. ..... ,

71 r"""'h
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Besides construction grants, the PHS provides grants under the
Health Professions Educational Assistance Act 80 to help improve the
quality of educational programs in schools of medicine, dentistry,
osteopathy, optometry, and podiatry. These "basic improvement
grants," which may be used to pay salaries, purchase equipment and
supplies, and for minor alterations or renovations, are designed to
encourage increased enrollments as well as quality improvements. The
amount of each grant is determined by a formula based on the number
of full-time students. In addition, the Surgeon General may award
special improvement grants to help a school maintain its accreditation
or to provide for special functions.

Very few Federal programs, however, are concernedwith improving
the educetional-quality-e-and, consequently, the research capacity­
of universities which offer graduate level instruction in the biomedical
sciences. Those which are concerned with institutional improvement
direct their assistance primarily to strong institutions desirous of
becoming outstanding.

Agrantprogramaimed somewhat lower-s-the departmentalsoience
development ]?rogram-was recently launched by the National Sci­
ence Foundation, Its purpose is to strengthen individual areas of
science and engineering at graduate institutions "not yet ready to
move into the top rank on a broad front but which havesignificant
strength and potential for marked improvement in at least a single
field or area of science." 81- __ ,,, _ ,.'. ',', • _ '''_. ; ',',":'

A complementary .grant program for undergraduate institutions-s­
the college science imj)l'ovementprogram'-'-wasinaugurated by NSF
at the same time. Although this program is intended to aid 4-year
colleges and schools which offer graduate training in science only to
the master's level; those universities which granted fewer Ithan 10
Ph. D.'s in the sciences during a 3-year period are eligible."

Also at the undergraduate level, the Commissioner of Education
-is authorized by title III of the Higher Education Act of 1965 to make
grants to help raise the academic quality of "developing" colleges­
those "which have the desire and potential to make a substantial
contribution to the higher education resources of our Nation but which
for financial and other reasons are struggling for survival and are
isolated from the main currents of academic life." ea

The committee believes similar attention should be given to
improving the academic quality generally of weak graduate institu­
tions. In view of the national need for well-trained scientists, the
Federal Government cannot be indifferent to the condition of our
weaker universities; It is the committee's expectation that the study
of doctoral degree standards proposed by Dr. Conant would provide
important information on where institutional needs are greatest.

Dr. Philip H. Abelson, the editor of Science magazine, has written
pointedly in this eonlleetion:

* * * the have-not Statesform a discontented majority.
There is a painful contrast between the resources of their
universities and those of the schools at the top of the list, and
the current grants system serves to. increase the disparity.
The have-not institutions are especially deficient in modern

soPublic .L<ll,W O"-""'U.
81 Notice to presidents or untversttree and colleges from NSF Director, Oct. 28,1966.
S2jbid.
sa Public Law 89-329.



instrumentation and accordingly can neither compete sucess­
fully in research nor educate properly. A new Federal-aid
program responsive to political realities and educational
needs is required. It should provide substantial sums, on·
a per capita basis, for attendance at science courses that
meet minimal standards."

The committee recommends that the President. give early'
attention to the problem of improving the academic quality
of weaker graduate institutions. and. that a un.ified and co­
ordinated Federal assistance program be developed for dealing
with this matter. The committee believes the present piece­
meal and uncoordinated approaches of Federal agencies to
institutional improvement are competitive, wasteful, and
frequently not directed to the heart of the problem.

It is likely that the improvement of weak institutions will require
an individually tailored plan for each institution involving technical
help as well as financial assistance. Also, consideration should be given
to allocating training grl1nts. to institutions which meet satisfactory
standards in prop?~tion to . .the nulllber of students enrolled and
graduate degrees conferred in the sciences. .

While programs for strengthening graduate institutions might be
initiated first for the' sciences, the committee believes' the liberal
arts should ultimately be included so that our universities can develop
as balancedoinstitutions.The committee's emphasis here on graduate
institutions, occasioned by the fact that these together with the
medical schools produce mostof the biomedical scientists andperform
most of the Nation's biomedical research,shouldnot obscure the
national importance. of also strengthening our colleges whose student
outPl}t makes graduate education possible. .

M_J::icience, Aug. 19, 1966, p. 819.
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·VIII. SOME SPECIAL MANAGEMENT PROBLEMS
:-;,;,~

\",TNEFFECTIYE,:CEJNTRAL MANAGEMENT

•Th~fuQIic .jI~althgerviceI1aElc()llEl{st~lltl~faile(]· ·t';·obtll1llc'olll:
pliance ",ithml1ny.of its grantpolici~s. .•.... . .: .. . .:

Forexample,PHS requires the grantee to file a separate report-of
expenditures for each research project within 120 days after the end
of the annual budget period. Although some grantees have repeatedly
ignored PHS's requirement of timely expenditures reports (which
provide essentialinformation for determining the amounts necessary
to fmid .thecontinuaticin years. of long termproj ects),. the agency has
taken no corr¢ct~ve .acti~n in these instances. As ofF¢bruaryI967, one
grantee(HealthR,esel1rch, Ine.) had notfiled eXiJenditure report~ on.
39 of 81 grants awarded in fiscal yel1r 1964 and6'('of71 grants awarded
in 1965. .Ininformingthe?olllmitte~ that .PHS had requested cXiJendi"
ture reports from this grantee every 3 months, the Surgeon Generalsaid: . .. . .. .. . !. " .•...•.•• • • .• cc·.o ••.•

.,.!}rh;;eeffortsha~emotr;;ultedi{;th~recelptof:d;,yinquent.
expendibure.reports'and.: accordingly.. we'must consider .the C

'Health: Research, .Inc., •expenditure. reports. for.fiseal tyears.r.
-1964 and 1.965 not yet received tobe unjustifiably delinquent."

·c "Xs'was'shownea:tirer, betW~"lil'1962alid1965N"IHandOtheru~iM
.of the PHS made excessive indirect cost payments to manygraIitees
in violation of established PHS policy. . .c. . .

The PHS has also permitted unjustifiable variations among its
bureaus, divisions and institutes in the interpretation and application
of agency policies. There is a large degree of independent action by
PHS units in situations where the uniform implementation of policies.
is both intended and desirable. Some differences are to be expected ill
a large organization, but others are purely arbitrary and result from
inadequate central direction and supervision.

Although an elaborate procedure exists for the development and
promulgation of grant policies, there is essentially no Iollowup to
assure the Surgeon General and his immediate staff that:

(1) policies are being properly interpreted, and .
(2) policies are being implemented as uniformly as practicable.

This situation persists despite the recent reorganization of the
Public Health Service which established a Division of Grants and
Contracts in the Office of the Surgeon General. The functions of this
Division include the followup responsibilities described above, but its
staffing has been so meager as to preclude any significant accomplish­
men t in this area.

The structure of the Public Health Service, and especially NIH,
is so decentralized and its staff so administratively independent that
often one component does not know how another is implementing the
same policies.

S6 Letter of Feb. 20, 1967,from Surgeon General Stewart to Subcommittee Ohatrman L. H. Fountain.
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There. is no single grantsmanagementofljceinthePHS-c-or within
NIH-to provide uniform interpretations of policies and procedures
and to receive complaints from grantees as well as agency personnel.

The effect on grantee institutions of inconsistent policy interpreta­
tions. and administrative practices among. PHS units is obvious.
Variations in the application of policy by different offices of the same
agency can only lead to confusion, administrative difficulties, and
distrust on the part of grantee .institutions. The. existence of such
variations__also offers _a strong _temptation to investigators and -insti­
tutional business officers to "shop around" for the most favorable
interpretations of PHSpolicies. . . ". . ......•

The lackof effective central management in NIH was criticizedby'
anoutside mana,gement consulting firm retained to study the. Cancer
Institute's organization and procedures, It reported:

* * :* organizational and procedural recommendations are
important.Tlowovcr"no organizational arrangements or pr():
cedures will work. effectively if they are not. based on sound,
cl""rly defined concepts..orjf management direction is in,
adequate. Therefore, even "more .criticalthanthe specific
details of organization structure and procedures is. the
effectiveness of Inanagement leadership and direction given
the programs from both the NIH and the Institute levels.

The activities of the grants and training area, though de­
signed to support scientific endeavpr, lt1'e. in themselves
essentially ofa production type. They involve considerable
high volume, repetitive, paper-processingoperations.'l'heir
purpo.se is to facilit.ate the making alldeon.veying .of dec.isions
that affect scientific endeavor. They are also expected to
reflect in a consistent manner the policies andobjectives of the'
National Institutes of Health and the Cancer Institute. If
the underlying decisions, policies, and objectives are clearly
spelled out, then the bulk of the grants and training area
activities can be designed for relatively routine treatment.
They then can and should be carried out at minimum cost,
despite rapid growth, cyclical workloads, and tight deadlines.

-* * * * *
A highly permissive approach reflecting a philosophy of

scientific freedom seems to have been carried over to the pro­
cessing activities. From the~lH level,thisapproach has
permitted, and in ~ome instancesencpuraged, the insti­
tutes to go their separate ways. InNCI,it has been extended
to the operations of branches, sections, and individuals. As a
result, clerks and scientific admiuisteators.have developed a
nu.mbe.r. ofpro.cedu,.es.Pltse.d.. onpe..rsonal inclin.ations: rather
than on well-defined, overall. objectives and common goals,
with the resultthat similar work isnot done consistently or
uniformly byallperforming it. In fact, oneofficial.summed it
up this way:' .:: . .... .

"We have extended academic freedom to the-bookkeeping
department with results too horrible togo1lteInplate."

This somewhat overstates the situation; nevertheless, It is,
indicative of tendencies observed. We sup!Uihthere£ore,
that until there is full acceptance of the need for firm-direc-r;
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-- •.~........ insef_"&',Co;, Inc;, -.Improving -:Organization ,and Procedure8,Grants; a'lid"Trai~i'ltg;Artit,: lfationat

CancerlmtitU(e-(December'1961J,Pp.IV,'1-6;'" - '-" , ",:", ,J ,,'. " -.' .,

87 1962reporti;-p:'~4;: \ '~r'l, - '_;: '. 'j
~a Ibid., 'po 25. -

.tion and control in the .management ofthe production-type
activity represented by the grants and training area, rela­
tively little progress will be obtained in improving organiza-
tion and procedures." '

.. -Thiscommittee arid" othershave{o"er 'theyears;il.ttHbuteilNffi's
managementdiificulties largely ~o'" highly permissive attitude,th~t
allows the Institutes to go their separ"te ways. Nevertheless, th,IS
situation hasc0!1~inueil basically unchallged to the,presen.t.T!>el?w
esteem of .admillistratrve management ill NIH: wll.sepltonllzed5
years ago by the Director's statement that after research projectsar~
selected for support all subsequent administrative. actions arc "essen-
tiallyJriviaL"" , 'r , " '..d> .. '...... > ,. .'...•.•, ., '. ." ...•.•
... In this rega'rd.;.:ve wiiilito'~~statil J"nd reaffi.rin;tllee0rnII1itt~e'~
position of 5 years ago/when we said:' .. ...., . ...• .

"The domIi1ittee 'agreesthiWthe .se'ledti()ri8fgbbdinvesti­
gators and good proj.ects is.vitaltoproiluc~ive.scjelltific r~~
search, butthe'effectlvelllallageIllentof grants is alSoaf)ln­
dame?tal responsibili tyof.". GoverIlmentagency·. f~ar!,ed
with administering grant w8graIll~' ..,•.••... '...•.• '" ".. '"
'·'Theco!Jimittee takes s(,rolJi.e~feptiont.oth~ vi~",exc
pressed by NIH that"ll admillistrative actions subsequent
to the selectioll.of~ll.lItprojects are ~'ess~ntially trivial'~.in
relationto' theb"sic selection'profes~. The seleetioll process
and grant maDageIllent!1re essential "'lid c()llipl~lllentary
parts of NIH, researClFsupport. Excellence isrequlred of
b~~~.8~, ......, y .... .•"....•.." ,C. ., .... '. ,>!. ',.," ..... ,;

The cPlIimitteeis convinoed that NIH's administrativeishort­
comings will not be corrected unless, and until (I) .the NIH Director'
takes .a~tr?ng interesLin' this objective and staffs his .agency with
skilledlllanagementpersonnel who are given adequate authority and
accepted on. all. equal footing . with, personnel .concernedwith the
scientificjaspectsof grantprograllls, and..(2) the .Surgeon General
establishesad~q~ate machinery. forrtheunitorm Interpretation and
implelll~ntationofPHSpolicies..... ..: " ,. . t.', ,. .",' .

Biomedical scientists should not be excluded from seryingin a
managerial caI?acity when they possess the requisitequalifications.
However, . the practice of assigning iseientists without management
skills to suchpositions as' a .substitute for employiIJ.g. highly qualified
administrators should bediscontinued. .' . .
T~e attitude.of'publie offlcialstoward ~heirmal1agenien'tresponsi­

biIitiesisanimp6rtant determinarinof ho:v,vellg~"lItpro~alllsare
administered. Some Nffi ofliCials;ll.s wcl1a~ sOllle g~ll.ntees,tend to
see an.in.compatibiIity' betweentheivigorous .em?rceIllent.. ofgrant
policies alld academicfreed?m:;This"iiiollr jirdgIll~Ilt, is amisleading
view; The' object of skongmanagenieil'j,isto ~~llure(,hatgrant. funds
are distributedc<luitably;alldare' usedpr)ldeiltly andior. their
intended purposes. The committee seesno incompatilliIity between
this objeftive .andthe principle of allowing scientific investigators
the greaWs(,possible freedoIll ofaetiontoc,,'rry out their research.
As we stated,iIJ,ari' earlier report: .. ,.' .
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. • .• •. freedom for. the scientist should not be confused
with license or fiscal irresponsibility. One cannot condone
waste and extravagance wherever it existsasbeing either in
the public interest or in theinterestof science. G,.ant money
that is uneconomicallyor inefficiently spent deprives other
scientistsof support fo,. their work. MOl'.eover,the injudicious
use.of researchfunds is grossly unfair to the American public

.which is.requiredto support this activity throughtaxation,
What~emust achieve is a harmonizing of freedom-for the.
investigator with responsibility tothe public in the expendi­
ture of Government funds. NIH has the obligation to develop

..adequate policies and. procedures for assurinjl' .that grant
funds are prudentlyspent within this context.' .: .

To provide for the more effective manageIi"ent of grant programs,
the committee recommends that the Surgeon General (1) es­
tablishin PHS, and in each of the bureaus which administer
grant programs, a single grants management office to provide
uniform interpretations ofpolicies and procedures, and (2) pro­
vide adequate staffing for. PHS's Division of Grants and Con­
tracts to enable. this unit, on a current basis, to maintain sur­
veillance over and liaison with the several bureau grants
management ottices to assure· that policies are being properly
and uniformly implemented•

.ADVISORY -'COM'MITTEES'; -.

The committee noted in a previous r~~~rtthitther~l~tivel;BIll~ll
number of institutions which receive .the bulk of NIH's grant funds
also furnish a majority of the consultants who serve on study sections.
At that time, almost two-thirds of all study section members came from.
34 institutions receiving at least $L million each in grants, and these
institutions collectively received 54 percent of the total grant money.
The committee was concerned that this concentration of consultants,
together. with the normal tendency of advisersto.favor the institutions
and scientists they know best; might result. in unduly restricting the
distribution of Federal research support."

A similar view was expressed in 1964 by a committee.ofthe National
Academy of Sciences, which warned:

When some individuals serv~ too continuously on the
panels of one or several agencies, and when .,!, few univer­
sities are regularly overrepresented, .the burden is too
concentrated on theindivid~als in"olved alid the system is
op.~lito th~ cha:g~of f~vofitisIi' in judRIil;~nt.91

The A~ademyCommittee further stated th"t: .
The burdens on individual advisers must be kept to a

minimum, by using more advisers and rotating them often.
The pool. of competent scientists fr0Ii' which panels can be
drawn is not only large but expanding. . . . •

891962report, p.21.
90 1961 Report, pp. 28--30.
91 Committee on Science and Public Policy, National Academy of Sciences, op. cft.,-P,'83:'
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. Every efl'ortshould be made to ..giveyouIiger:'scieIitists
their turns. on, panels; both to spread the work and .to-infuse
newpoints.of.view," ,

W e.ar~espe6i..iJly'coiicien\ed 'by the tendency-in PIWto"appoint a
small grOUP of mdi"idiliils .to multipIeterms on .advisorYeQuIl~ils and
othermajoradVis6ryb()di~s''I'liecommitt~ehas.be.en informed that
since 1946, 123'iirdiVidu~ls. Ii,,;veserv~d two or.lllore terrns ()Il these
ad visory bodies'!!four. personS "ha,v'~ ser~edfi,,~ or ·fi1'Ore·. tei-ms;. The
record is, held 'by a 'co:il'liiltailt',vho.h"s~erv~d'On adVisor~..codncils
contiIiuoIlslysiIice.1948. '.a •periodo.f19years""'iind' 'whp ."iiIl)ave
completed'22 year~wheIlliet Ii.resent tei-in.·expii'es" ., . .. '.f .....

In severalc,,'seslirOllght Wtheeo.I\iiliittee'~"ttentioIl'Councifmem­
bel'S or their close 'a:ils6dates,lappear td'ha"''; 'received'prefiir,mtial
treatment ill, the consideration.ofgrant: applications.i.ln.one. of these
instances.-, thegrant.,,,ppli()ant. )\'M ,a·cc6rded·,tne.unusualpriYilegeOf.
appearing' personally .·.,,'ttheCollncil meeting" to. plead his ..case;.the.
CouIJ.~il.:,thenapprovedthegrantasrequested,r"ther.than the much
lower amount .recommended by the study section. .In.otherineteneee,
grant applications disapproved by study sections have; received .
Council.approvelandhave beenpaid intheentireamounts requested,
Instances.such. as these suggest thatconsiderations-otherthan.scient
tif c.merit ·.an:d,progr"m':,objectry¢il at, ,times .enter, 'inbo, the awarding
ot research"grants. " T>,,,-"oN'.' .~~F· ",\" ,;~; ""',';; ,,:;\ ,:e,',"," -,<" ;:,::. '~,'\,,;:o; ".'

Moreover, whe~ some of the sam.e' indi~d~al~"whoha~e -;er;ed
on advisory councils for:;m",nY,YeljJ"s 'recei)\e,substantial NIH grants,'
l1!l.d ~lso, testify before the Congress in s.upport of the agency's ap.wo­
pnatlOn.s:tbe' appearance'Of'Ja:vontlsmqs'unavoldable;:" .." "'') ""
,iWi subscribe! til' theview-espcessed. b:\,-c!theNationabAcademywf

Scierices-the.rthe Nation's imanpower resources for advisory purposes
are-Iarge.that-more advisersshould be used. and rotated more often,
and! that' younger scientists' should be afforded an ()pportumty to
serveonPflf; panels:" .'. '. ".i' f' '",' . .'

. 'The' committee recommends, therefore, that ,!ppointmen'ts'
to advisory councils .be limited to one4-yearterm, !ioitltmem-:
bers·ineligible for,reapp?intment,or appointment: to other
advisory councils, for aperi?d.offour'yeari. followingihe'com-

.pletiori'of'their.'terms;· '. r, >C. ,! .' ....
Continuity of advisory councils would be.obtainedjas 'atipresen~,

by st!}gger~d ~erm~.·•. ,·"."", .",c'.,!.;;'., " '.' ,O'".}',
The~1mniitte~i'ecdfn",en,Cf..s, {zt.i'ther, Piat ciJiisidiirlition be'

given' inthe.8ele~'ti~1I. o(adcjilor/ico",mitteesto.pb'taining a
bala1l.ced reiires~ntt#~o1l. 'l)fgeggraphit:, regions and educational
institutions. To thee)ftent po.silibl~, cons,;rt!!n.ts shl)ulCf.. be

. drawn from among ijriaiified sciep,t1sts who tire not theTiiseJces
recipients of 'PDS grants;' ,t " ,,' , 'J>

·'-;·'ur(Y
. ,. ".'Tt'V"STITU,TIONAL,:::.ACCOUNTABILITY

vr ~ "-'-''':; ::;:;' n;:~: -,'.:'r'..':-;(-i .,': ::-~::,-;'-;<;- -';:';;',':-;; .:, j,.:;>,-'; i':,/~_::,--:';,:-,::, ~::; ::{i'i", ':' .

Without' ail "effective .~y~~em ..ofaceoUli~abili~y )yithm., grantee
institutions for equipment and other major'expenditureitem~,there is
little reason to expect economy and efficiency in th~expenditure.of
Federal funds.:, ' ..

.. Ibid.



Traditionally, Federal grants have required that recipients con­
tribute a major share of programcosts, usually in accordance with a
fixed matching formula. This sharing of costs, together with program
specifications and accountability requirements, has normally provided
the stimulus for grantees to expend Federal money as carefully' as

, their own;
. Project grants, however, are quite different. Here the Federal share
is usually a very large proportion of total co~ts, oftell' approaches 100
percent, and the grant is earmarked for the research of a particular
investigator or research group. Consequently, it is not easy for insti­
tutional management to control the spending habits of investigators
who lack self-restraint, and there;" no built-in incentive .for the insti­
tution itself to economize since unspent research' money cannot be
used for other purposes. Only with theinstallatiori of formal manage­
mentsystems, utilizing modern accounting and auditing, central pur­
chasing, inventory management, and other basic business techniques,
andapl,'licable to-allInstitutional expenditures regardless of. s',lUrce,
can a Sizable grantee-institution be equipped to-provide.meaningful
stewardship of Federal grants when spending decisions are>made
locally. '. ., .
. Jn ithis connection, the Wooldridge Committee's .Administration

Panel= ...•

noted with concern that effective systems for central pur­
chasing .and inventory control seem not to be .universally
present in the grantee institutions. Each of them, we think,
should be expected by NIH to furnish as~uranee, through a
simple inventory system, that any proposcdpurohase. of \'
major pieceof equipment is in response to a need the insti­
tution cannot fill except bl a newacquisition. NIH should
also expect any grantee mstitutionto furnish assurance,
through a sufficiently strong central purchasing opergion,
that its buying is done in an orderlY'1"ell-regulated, easily
auditable manner." . . ..' . . .

T.t w~sthe Pan~l'sYiew that "certain .minimal standards tf com­
petence might properly beestablishedby NIIf as prerequisites for
any institution proposing to become orremaina legalgrantee.",,,

While NIH recognized, as a consequence .of thesubcommittee's 1962
hearings., th.atit had not "taken .adequate steps to make certain that
grantee institutions are both .capable ofalldin .fact are effectively
discharging their responsibilities,' "relatively little has been ae­
complishedalong these lines in the. past '5 .years,

One noteworthy effort was NIH's initiationin 19i13 .of .a study in
seven institutions of the feasibility of enlarging the grantee institu­
tion's role in the management of research projects, The subcommittee
was in.fo.r.me.d late. la.styear...that this. pilot stud.Yh.as be.•. e.n. completed
and that NIH, on the basis of it,is planning to expand.the number
of institutions which will be given more responsibility with correspond-
ing greater authority, in grant administration. .

').'liecormnitteefayors the principle of enlarging the management
rols qf,grantee institutions, provided. that (q,), individual institutions
are equipped to effectively discharge the added.responsibilityand (b)

~3: o;p: ce.,pp.. 119-'-120;
Gi:lblq, p. 101,;;.
~~. See footnote 7/
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the decisions involved.ccan . properly laud. effectively 'be 'made' by
grantees, It is not evident from the NIH study that each of the par"
tieipating institutions possessed satisfactory-policies, procedures land,
systems toadministergrants in accordance with existing PHS policies;

To illustrate this.point, the. Defense Contract Audit Agency recently
completedanau~itfor .HEW of all research and training grants,m~de

byHEW.agenCles during- thefiscal. years 1965 and 1966 to one 'of
PHS's largestgrttntees=a, university which- was one of the seven
participants in NIHfsafptementioned study.' The audit report dis"
closed thefollowingmajor.deflciencies: '..... "/ ' '

,(1) Labor costs' were. charged to grants at the predetermined.
budgetedamountsestimated by the' universityat the time the
grant-was.mnde-The budgeted amounts, were not subsequelltly

•adjusted-, to reflect/amounts properly supported by time and
.• , .effort .reports.v.and .•reports .• of.iexpenditures, also reflected • the

.unadjusted budgeted amounts for. salary and wage costs..
(2) The' basic source documents. (time and efl'ort.·reports)

required to substantiate salary and. wage ohargesto grants were
unreliable.oFor'isxample, at the school of medicine, .wheror.the
preponderance of grant costs are incurred~ the auditors found that·
the time 'reports were.merelyattendance records which did riot
identify work performance or the /Vant on which work was-per­
fOm'ed.}t is impossible to determine the amount of labor costs
properly allocable to HEW grants from ~!lese reports. Inaddition,

tim.. ~a.n.d.•..•.·., ..e.f1'.,.PFt r.ee..
p
.o.. r.ts "'.er.~n0.t .prepared on.I1,.t.im.. e1.Y• basis. inaccordance Wlth.HEW, re'lmrements. ..... ' •.

'.' (3)'No formal'repor4s~xist.toacco,\lnt for. vacations actually
tll,ken. byprpfe~s!onal.pers.onnel. The. Iln\yersi.ty follows the
practice .ofihargiu~ ta'cation' ~alll,ry paymell~s.tP. tI:egrl1n~ on
WhICh allemplpyeels budgeted immediately pnor to his vacation:
no attewptismade to determine .the vacation pay properly
charg~ab~~ .to, " •.gr~llt or/to more thaw one grant.

The audit report demonstrates the possi!>l~conse'luenCes of
this practice with the following. case: An employee who had
worked ona HEWgrallt for 22 days at SO-percentefl'ort was

. terminated:T!le proper vacation charge to the grant should have
been 11 hours. The grant, however, was actually chll,rgeq Jot
16 days of ,this'employee's vacati0Il IlI1Y'" "" ." ': .'
. :'(4.tThe.re. '.iSD.o.. ur .m.'.ver.sl.·tyw.i.de'.wn.. ',t.t.enpo.lic.y..re.la.ti.v.•. e.. ·. t.. 0'. si?!'.'• leave payments, lnigeneral;the university has only a liITlited
numberdf Writ'tenpolicies and proced""es for 'the g\liditnceli£
personnel involved. in the adminis~rationofJIEW'gra.llts. ..' '.'

" (5) Procurelllentpolicies, systems; and procedures followedby
the granteea,re illll,d~quitte .and ,jneflicientfo,r . the .' annuaLI'Ul'"
'chase of over$2 111i!lion of mat~laI .and suppli.es for use on .HEW

'grants, ''j)heabseneeofaformalproc""ementsystemhas rei
•sulted-inpurchasing practices which canIlptbe' consider~dsound
and prudent busines~'.ll'itn~~eIliell~for~he expelHIiture2fpll.blic
funds., .. . .,.....>, "', ... ' " .. ' :.....
'.' '(6) "The'gralltee:doe~"not h~ye"procedures to:d~termine.that

,all mat~iaVandsuppliesc!largedto.agraut: lill,veactualltbeeni." consnmed-during-theperiod of the grant...> ... 'i.;,'.
This audit reveals a surprising laxity in the management. pfpubi

lie funds by a large institution receiving very large amount~"pf.):);EIS



research and training grants. The committee does not know how
typical these. practices may be of other large grantees. It is reasonable,
nevertheless, to expect even.Iess effective management of grants in
manysmaller.Institutions.

Grants to this same institution wereaudited.for NIH in 1963 by
a certified publicaccounting firm. The CPA firm reported:

At •• • University primary control over the propriety
of expenditures made from grant funds is the responsibility
of the principal investigator. This control is exercised by the
principal investigator in initiating or approving expenditures
of grantfunds and in reviewing monthly expenditurereports
prepared by the university treasurer's office.

The bursars or business office of the individual schools
are chiefly concerned with ascertaining that the grant budget
prepared by the principal investigator is consistent with the
budget approved by NIH.

The Universityvtreasurer's office, insofar as' grant's are
concemed-isessentially limited .to performing thefunctions .
0'£ disbursing and recording-expenditures, There is no

.internal.audit group.atthe university." .
HEW has informed the committee that these same conditions

prevail .today: (1) the control of grant Iunds.tiestill vested. in the
individual jnvestigator, .with no-universityoffice havingthe.authority
to reviewandoverrlIlehis decisions, and (2) the university has not
yet established.aninternal.audit group. The.committee was.informed,
moreover, that the situation is. similar in. a number of other large
institutions.

It is mystifying . that NIH would select an institution lacking
in such essential elements of financial management to participate in a
pilot study which transferred to the. grantee institution~heauthority
"for making many expenditure decisions normally subject to NIH
approval. It is even more surprising .that NIH hasdecided, as a result
of the pilot project, to delegate increased authority for expenditure
decisions to>;dditionalinstitutions.. . . .. ...•. ...

Professor and Mrs, .S,?mers,o.£Princetp~University,haveanalyzed
, the problem of ImprOymgmanageI\lent III granteemsntutions, and

NIH's experimental project for delegating administrative authority to
seven,institutiQ~,inthe followiIJ.gway:

But the success ofthis project and the eventual delegation
ofgreater administrative discretion to all grantee institutions
depends primarily on the ability of these institutions to
develop and to demonstrateeffieientresearch management.
M<iney is.not the principal Problem.l\1edicalschools, despite
their financial difficulties, arenotpoverty ,s,triken.They do
not .operate ..on. subsistence budgets, Their.• #culty .salaries
are higher than those in other branches of American .eduoa­
tion...Lack of administrative facilities. and..leadership .is.not
primarily a matter of moneybut of academic tradition and,
especially, the traditions of academic medicine, including
the extreme individualism of the medical profession and the
autonomy of faculty members, many of whom are unpaid

. or employed part time.
t6 Touche, Ross,Bailey,and Smart, National Imtitutes OfHealth; Examination Ofseleded Grams to . . .

UnwCJ'8ity (Jan. 10,1964). p. 4.
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Many institutions have no special administrative machinery
for handling research grants and contracts. Where .the
machinery exists, it may be little more than a clerical office
for processing: grant applications andwriting-ehecks.rRe­
search ~omIlllttees,<",hileprobablY!llorecom'll0n, rnay
operate III the mostperfunctory manner or even on' aIog­
rolling basis. The idea. ofa research director or dean saying
No toaproject grant that seemslikely to have NIH approval
or ofcalling an investigator on:the mat for inadequate atten­
tionF"aJese.arcJ;t commitmenj, or for impropertraveLon
Fed""al funds.ishighlyrepugnant to all concerned. Questions
of academic freedomwould almost certainly be raised. '.'

At this pointwe wish .onlyto emphasize the necessity for
more. sophisticated and higherlevel research administration
if the creative new partnership between the Federal .Gov­
ernment and the medical schools is not to slide into a general
nationalization ofscience and medical education.'? .

Theobservationthat institutionalresearC'h cOfufuittee's'111ay operate
in a perfunctory manner ill reviewing project applications was under­
scored by the special committee 'that conducted NIH's pilot study in
Sevell,111stitllti()lls··J'he committee reported: i"; i

It isalso'in~estingtonot~tha!toheof.the CpA, firms whiilh.....• ;,
.cairieil out asysFlifu~lI11ditofo"eof the lai'gerPHE\grantees
fuadetheeomlIient .thlJ,treviewof applications' by' g'ra';itee'

.". 'officialstende,d,to', be' curs~ryanduncritieal,' 'witht~eView
" .. , that· the PHS'staff and'corrsultant'reViewwould discern both'

the fis~al and scientificinadeql1acies;at the same time-review
in: tbe PHS has been criticised for cursory r~View'of. fiscal
aspects of.applications. It would not. be reasonable to assume

.that thesecriticisinsapply to all grantees; . all' applications
and all PHS review prjl~esses: Nevertheless, thereis a distinct'
danger that the lack Of discrin:iinatoryreView of.applications····
by the grantee administration; befi>r~submissiollt()thePIIS
will ~ometim"s lead toexcessiVe"rirrelevant.budg~tary'
~i3iuest~alldsett!,e st,:,g~ for,,,,ast,,otlate: administr',tti"e

enltI~s. The .high disapproval rate, particularly f"r llew
applieatiolls"-'-many .ofthefu'',trisingfrom.in~titl1ti"ns Of
considerable scientific statute 'and·depth,c'of 'staffing"""-indic
cates Jack of.preliminary screening.of.applications .for major
scientific, ina(!equaciesbefore:theapplications .are submitted
to the Public Health Service." > .... ..<","

It i~very i'llportantthat,iiIstitutiohsdevelop lJ,dequatemaepinery
and Ieadership for internal reView alld' d"cull)en£ati"hiOft~(* ad­
ministrative d"eisioi{s·th':"tare'intim',ttel:\"reh'ted tbthecon,duct of
research.-such.' asOthe'neei:! forcequip'll~ht and.supplies re911ested by
investigators' aiid?tlie..Pt0priet'y'of .charging t!",vcl.expenses to particu­
lar projects'Whesearematters which came within the purview of the
Nlflpilot"studyan1",hichd~seiv'efurtherandmere .intensive'PHS
atten~ion.i', ,~, '» c' .. > '., .• .., ii. ,•.•

~7 Anne ~._:s~~~~,~~ ~erm~~ M;80~e~:,;.G~~ntsman~hiP~~i~~~war::tsh~1l;'A~bUC~i~~,,~ Public "
HealthReport8;August-l005,'p~666. ,., :,. ", ,c·." ,"",:".,-,-".,. ,,- C,' <.'.: ,',..

98 Third and Final Report of a Special Study Committee, A studVo{Imreas,lng tMRole.oj Gra,nree'Inatitu­
tionain the Management oj Reaearch Projeeu Fundedby Public HeaUn SeTlJice Granta (Apr.Jl'!,JI.l&6},p.~ ..



How carefully and systematically institutions supervise the use of
grants on an institution-wide basis is, in the final analysis, the real
key to the efficientandprudent expenditure of Federal research and
training funds. . . . .' .•......••.

The. public has a right to expect that institutions which receive
Federal. grants for projects requiring relatively small amounts of
institutional money will exercise the same prudence and careas they
do in spending their own funds.•.This is not always the case. The
committee is aware of instances where office and scientific equipment
has been purchased froIlill1rge research grants inquantities far ex­
ceeding any reasonable relationship to the project or the number of
investigators participating in' it.

Project·grantsare intended for the purchase of equipment and
supplies necessary for the particular projects.. and. not for the .. general
purpose of instrumenting an. institution or providing funds for stock­
piling useful items for the future, The temptation is understandably
great. However, it is the institution's obligation to establish' adequate
policies and controls to prevent such ablIses, and the Federal agency's
responsibility to ascertain that grantees arefully.informed and, further,
have adequate and effective management controls. .

Three years ago a committee of the National Academy of Sciences
emphasized theneedfor strengthening the responsibility of universities
for Federal grants. It said:

The touchstone .of.theuniversity stewardship of Government
funds is the rule that Federal grant .money. should be ex­
pendedwith the same prudence, economy, and probity that
governs the expenditure of university funds from other
sources. This rule works well only to. the extent that the uni­
versity has clear policies for the. expenditure of large .sums.
Unfortunately, while Federal research money now equals
the entire university. budget of a few years.ugo, adequate
mechanisms for supervising its proper, productive use are
sometimes lacking. ~~ . .•... . •

. Dean Price of Harvard's .John .Fitzgerald Kennedy School .of
Government has sized up the problem of grant accountability this
way:

. NowI. am unable. to join those who deny that there is a
problem, or that it can be dealt withbyasserting·that pro_
fessors are morally superior to other people and can be trusted
with funds without being subjected to any administrative
check whatever..A few years of experience in a grant-making
foundation, is likely to give anyone a more pessimistic vie", of
human nature.Nevertheless, .itis by no meansclear that we
can solve the problem by imposing on the universities the
kind of overly detailedcentralized checks that, within the
9pvernment itself, have. proved sow.astef1l1l1.udso destructive
of responsibility.' .. -", .... .

Perhaps the first thing is for the universities themselves
to recognize their 0'l'Il responsibilities more clearly. It is now
obvious. that their relationship to the Goyermnent is now
forthembigbusiness, andit up to them.toorganizethem-

~9 Committee on S~lence an<i Public PolicY.:N"a.tionalAead~IIlyofSciences, .op. cit., p.91.
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selves to handle matters accordingly: Onthispoirit I need
say no more than was said last yearby the Committee on

'Science and Public Policy of the National Academy of
Sciences in its report "Federal Support of Basic Research in
Institutions of Higher Learning." 'The strengthening of 'uni~
versity administrl>tion;inord~r:todischflrge fully whatever'
responsibility for' the custo4yand expenditure of public
funds may be involved in research grants, is abasicneces-

"ity:)" '.' 'y . , • ..... ....

])!1Illt1l~~~d~r~!;TI~Wl'B,wt,D~,~Iil"i'i\j~(1)~~~v~:·i'·'
We must find ways to delegate. 'authority, and ,epcourage'
initiativeandresponsibility. in the .relation betweenGovern-

,,' ment 'and:universi.ties:cWe should ,be.able 'to .do so.atIeastaa-r
well.inthis relationship as in State' grants-in-aid, where the
institution 'which' receives the grants -ismads more generally

.responsible for the. detailed accountability.
,·But .this .depends ona.proper system' of incentives, and
that we do not, yet.have. ~*U"

He adds:,..",' '." ..... ' .. ,.',' .,....,."».',,
.'The. pi~blenicannotbe s()lvedbyd~t,l>iledbo;kkeepnig .•

requirements, It can only be solved by fl~ystem",hichgives.
the uni,,~r~ity aniIlceIlti"e to t"ke,th~saille !,ointof view
a~ that required by the higher interests "fHovernlllent
policy" A,rtd this is of, course the most po:wel'ful argurir~ntfor
m0ving,at.'e~stinpart, from a system which bases support
for research on a series of slll",l1 narr()",lyde~ned projects to a,
system of broadsrgeneral' grants to the "prow-am project"
0n~~ institurionalW-I1Ilt,1~2, " •.•• ', .. ..••.• ' ...•, ','.',

The,coIllmitteeag;.~~~that, We must-find ways to encourage in§titu­
tionstC) assume more .initiative and reSponsibility in the management
of Federal grants, Just what incentives would .facilitate this, process
is not clear, .Formaof-research. supporu.broader than project grants
mightservethiapurpose if academic institutions were permitted to
Use unspent research money for educational purposes, This, however,
would constitute a considerabledeparture from basic Federal research
grant policiesand Jlr~s~!,p~sesan equitable distribution of stiChfunds
amongedue"tIon"llllstitutioIlS, " " .:, "; ..-:

There 'is some precedent for this "'V[lroachirr'theNIHgenerai
researohvsupport >andbioilledical sciences support grants, 'which,
although computed entirely on the basis of an institution'§ research
expellditures,are available for training as wen as research purPoses,
As is l'0intedoutelsewhere irr this report, .these l'rog;rams do not
provide aIie'l.uitabl~distribution of pr()gramfiinilsam'ong institutions;
theye?,clud~In par.tlcUI"ririaIlY schoolsthat confer gradu,,:te d~gr.ees.m

tNheHb.10..m,ed... Ie.al. S..Cl.e..n... ces.· .b.eca..u... ,s.e.....t.. h.e.y. .a..re.. . n,.o,..t. air.... ,.,.'~~4... y.>.,s.. ,u.... b..".,~,,:n tialI grantees. " " , ,',' ',' ,i.'»,'
Tile. general' riesearCh'stiPi>'or~.program' serves a8'ab.s~fulinstitu­

tional aid mechanism. But, as noted in chaptersW'l1nd vn, it is
in need of, cer'tain modificl>~ions to eliminate abusesl1ndwovide for
the equitable treatment of smaller and less wealthy institl,lti()Il§..

100 Don K.pi'ice;:' "FMefafMoi:i~~'atid:lJnfv;eri;itY"Re:skrrc:ii/i '&ieme :(J~ri. 21/i966), 'p: 2iJi.
101 Ibid., p. 288.
102Ibid.



This program provided almost $52 million in 1967, equal toapprox­
imately 8 percent of the total amount appropriated for NIH and
NIMH research grants. The Public Health Service Act permits up
to 15 percent of the NIH (and NIMH) appropriation for research
grants to be used for the general research support program.

GRS grants presently serve a wide variety of institutional purposes,
including the funding of faculty salaries, trainee stipends, libraries
and other central facilities, and new as well as established .researeh
projects. In many instances GRS funds are available for exploratory
projects and to finance the research of young, inexperienced investi­
gators.

The committee believes that institutional forms of support can be
of great value to universities and other grantees engaged in PHS
research. However, the committee recommends that the per­
centage of grant funds allocated to the general research
support program not be increased, and no new forms of in­
stitutional support be initiated, until (1) PHS has modified
GRS policies for a more equitable and eflicient distribution
of these funds, as recommended earlier in this report, and (2)
PHS or HEW is prepared to promulgate grants management
standards and to determine that institutions wishing to be
eligible for research support are in compliance with those
standards.
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APPENDIXES

ApPENDIX l.-AN ANALYSIS OF DATA ON FISCAL YEAR 1965 NIH
RESEARCH GRANTS TO SELECTED INSTITUTIONS

Ohild Research Oenter oj Michigan
Four of the six grants made in fiscal year 1965 included indirect

cost allowances in excess of the established rate (10 percent). Three
of the grants were made at 20 percent of total direct costs, the maxi­
mum rate permitted by the appropriation act. , .
Friends oj Psychiatric Research at Spring Grove State Hospital

AlllO of the grants awarded during the fiscal year contained indirect
cost allowances in excess of the established rate (14 percent). Eight
of the grants were made at the 20-percent maximum rate.
George Washington University

Of the seven grants awarded for off-campus research, all were in
excess of the established rates (departmental, 24 percent of salaries
and wages; nondepartmental, 12 percent of S. & W.). Six of these
grants Were made at the 20-percent rate and the seventh at 37 percent

. of salaries and wages. In addition, one large grant for off-campus
research Was erroneously classified as on campus, with indirect costs
paid at the maximum rate of 20 percent of allowable direct costs.
Johns Hopkins University

Of the five grants identified as off-campus projects, all were awarded
at 20 percent of total direct costs, which is substantially above the

. established rate (16 percent of S. & W.).
Massachusetts General Hospital

Seventy-six of the 90 grants awarded to this institution were made
at 20 percent and above. the established indirect cost rate (17 percent
until Sept. 30, 1964, and 19 percent thereafter).
Massachusetts Health Research Institute

Na grants made at rates above the established rate.
Medical &> Health Research Association oj New York Oity, Inc.

No grants made at rates above the established rate. .
Harvard University

A statistical sampling by the Public Health Service of 201 grants
awarded to Harvard University, totaling $8.6 million, for research
performed off campus in affiliated hospitals, disclosed that in every
instance 20 percent of total direct costs was included in the grant for
indirect costs instead of the 13.9-percent rate established. for such
grants. .

71
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University of Oalijornia
. A sample of only two grants was provided for off-campus research
projects exclusive of those performed in VA hospitals; in both cases
the rates substantially exceeded the 12.6-percent rate established for
off-eampus research. The subcommittee had re\/.uested a statistically
significant sample of the NIH grants to the Umversity of California
for off-campus research projects, but the Public Health Service was
unable to provide this;ipforJ11.atioIl",.



. ApPENDIX 2.-By the Comptroller General of the United States,
1966. Report to Intergovernmental Relations Subcommittee.
Commjttee,on90vernmentOperations. House of Repres~lltati!,es.

Review of certain aspects of indirect cost allowances for research
projects. Public Health Service. DepnrtmentofHenlth, Educa-
tion, and ·WeHare. .. .. .
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES

WAS,HINC;;"':c:iN~D ..(;.

JUN 301966

Deai- Mi~-chairrriari:

In response to a request of March 28, 1966, from a staff member
of the Intergoverrirnental Relations Subcommittee, Committee on Gov­
ernrytent Operations, House of Representatives. the General Accounting
Office has reviewed certain aspects of indirect cost allowances related
to selected research project grants awarded by the Public Health SeT""
vice, Department of Health. Education, and Welfare, and administered
by the National Institutes of Health. Our findings and conclusions are
summarized in this letter and described in detail in the accompanying
report.

In accordance with the request, our review was directed primar­
ily toward ascertaining (l) whether research projects conducted at off~

campus locations by the University of California (Berkeley and Los
Angeles campuses) ",::ere identifiable from available agency records
and whether related information requested by the Subcommittee had
been withheld by the Public Health Service, (2) the identity of grants
awarded for. research to be performed at Veterans Administration hos­
pitals and whether indirect cost allowances made at or near 20 percent
of allowable direct costs for these graiLts were based upon negotiation
and supporting justification, and (3) the status of audits of indirect costs
and of actions to recover indirect cost overpayments at Harvard and
Johns Hopkins Universities.

In our 'analysis of agency grant files pertaining to 282 of the 488
fiscal year 1965 grants in support of investigators at the Berkeley and
Los Angeles campuses of the University of California. we found that
information in the files was not sufficient in all cases to permit a poe­
itive identification of those research- projects that were conducted in
whole or in part at off-campus locations. However, we were able to
identify 43 grants which were for projects indicated to have been con­
ducted off campus or partly off campus but which included indirect cost
allowances at the on-cc arnpua rates, For 10 of these projects indicated
to have been conducted wholly off campus, we estimate that indirect
cost allowances were about $11,000, or about 57 percent greater than
the amount which would have-been awarded had the off-ccarnpuu rates
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b~;~:~.~})~l~e:d:.,.,A:va'ihible' i~~r.~ath)n,~s:~~t' suff~ci~nttoenable'ii. simi­
lar: i::~mparison'for-tho'se"projects Indicated to" have' been conducted­
,p.~rt1y:off' i::a'riipu~'~~

We also examined into~the efforl:'s rlta.'de,'bY th~;N~.tiC?na1mstitut~8

of Health to, furnishi~~rm~~,ion,r~qu,e8ted ~! t~e ~ubc:.omrnitt~~,onoff­
cann)u,s .p~ojects,._at'th,eUnive:r Sity.ofCal-~o:rnia;',~~:~oun~th~tj.~~ile
effo~t:s·.h~~.,:.~e,e,n.rna~'~to :()bf~i~,the' r,eciu~~te"d'"inf~-r-m:~ti,o~;tl1est,e;ps
taken'were'riot"properlydesigned~ for :-id~ntifYing,'~~_:c,am.~us',~r6jec.t~';t~,
the extent possible on the baefe of availableinformation;:,;£,ne PUblic
He.~lth~er'Vic~.didnntconsid~rt~e inf0rrxl.~tionobta;inedt~ough~hese
st.~ps t~.~e. re~pon8ive.to"tlie'r;~q\1~st."and accordingly did not lra:J.s,mit
the" information to the Subcommitt~e~ , .

W~i.~e1ieVe·:that ~posi~ive.~dentification ~f the'locaH~,I1,oft~e, 'COO1-.'
duct 'ot:resear~h.project8fi~nced, through Pub~i~ Hea~th'S~rv~c::e;gr~t!J
woul~.'notbe" possible on the basi:s'o~'ex~Stin:g"Pl1bli,7'B:,~alt~,S~r'Vice' r~ct·
ords.~", Int~~intere'~ts.o~ guardingag'aiiis~thrs'~ituatio~,.inthef~tur~',arid
of'e~abling,apr:operdet~r.mhtationto' ~"e :~~~e"of,th~,amou~t: O~;'i~ir~c.t'
costlJ,~pplica~I~.toC?~verhIn~nt8pons0l:'e~'r~~~~,l:'~h,~e.'b~liey~,:tllatthe'~
Public' Health S~r,vice'liIhoU~<i.r'e~u~r~):l'.ant.ees' to:, stat~ in t~u~ir"~r;aht

applic.ations' the'-l~ca~ioriOr'.1C)~'ations" "at 'W~i~li--tlie'.rese'~(:li.WiJl,be' per~ ;
form'ed.allCl:the:p'orti~~ -t~b.~. ~e~fo~m~d .at-- each' l~c~~i~nan~.io', ~~b~e~'
quentlyreport the location" or'locations at which' th'e '~eseal"ch was .
ac:tuallypei"formed.

We reviewed available information-)elatirig: t~ 50grant~aw~r;ded'
to 27 grantees in fiscal year :1965 1 with indirect~ost,r,ates at or near
20 percent, for research to be-conducted in whole ()r in part .,in vet­
era.n,s Administr,~tionhospitals,. We'found't¥t the.,ind,irect ~ost'"~.ate8
for 19 of.the~e~rants had"beennegotia,ted; "l10'Wever,no. i~?rrnati()n i.~';

support ,of the __~e,~otiated' ra~es :~as co~tained ill the.per~inl:!n~ f~le.s .fo~
6gr~ts',fU1dimorn1.ationti:!ndmSto su:pport·therates was contain~d in
the filesfor':l-3 grants~"" -, , , 0

:.~ i: , '

O~"the" rerYlairiiiig. 31i'of,:tne :50gr.~h, anin~i~.ect·c·~t~,a~e>~~,<.;.;.. '
:20 percent-of' total dir~c't':'C,6st~.ha~:~.een~lo~e:d'for,Z.t,,~.rClJ1.t~ ~~.~~. j:il:'~"~
visional basis.'subjec:t·to··later adjustrrient "after -'"aU:dit~--ahd'cdh..pos'it"e ,'.'



76 THE ADMiNISTRATIOKOF :RESEARCH GRANTS IN PHS

B-114836

in~,ireet,post rateS,c9mputed 0Il the'1>asi~" of5p~rcel1t,o£ db:' ect .co s~s,

for the,p!,r:tion ()f the__r,~:searc_h to_q~,perf0l'~~,d:_at Yet~:r;'at1s ,A,dn,l~~t~~,~
tion hospitals and 20 percent for the portion to be perfo;'lnt:lcl"oll,campul:I,'
had been awarded for 9 grants. The composite rates ~ang~d.fro~'i6.-2S

to 18.8"p.~c~ent;of ,t.otF-1 a~o~~ble"c!ir}~ct p~sts,~

~ddi~ion1 ,fo'~,,:4 of__,th~ c. 2.ig;~~t'e_~s~ ';W:~:D:ot~d,' th.~tra;~pus_ indi~
s-ectccat rates_hadb~ell.used))ytll.1'l·av,;~rcli~g institute,s i I1"c.oI'llputing
i~<:1ire,etcost _Elllo?iVance_~ t()-~he_'l:I<ltne gra~te:e fa;, r~s.l!!a.~~h',9,9~~ct~d:,;.n
Veteran,s. Administra,tion,_,hospit<II~~"

~ On the basis of ,our. r-eview», it appeaza .that varying practices have
been followed in awarding indirect eoat. :allo~ance.s for "grant;,~upp,o;t:tecl
research conducted in whole 01' in part at Veterans Administration hos­
pit,.als ..aI1d~th<lt,inrt1allY Clf the awar-ds made, on the basilJ,ofa,20percent
pr~yi.Sio.:t;lalrate,I' e cover i e s will,!>e .requfred .af~,e~".audit. :1t.ClPpears
~l,s,() tp.<:l.t"'YheI';e:J;".ates.:;w:er~neg()ti;:l~e(Ithe bases. for ,negotia.tio:n l1~d:,not..
i~: ..an, :,c:~ses,lleell documented.. Therefor,e,·we,believe, tha.~:the._~ublic::.
H~:~~ll,~erV;ice_sl1olJl~:,req1.1i:r;.,e ,that, tu1~CI~mpoHcies.. and procedure,s,~))e.
fOllo~~cl- ~Y}ll~,tit1.1tesan<i ,d,iV"isio,ns,maki~g, gl'ants .in, th,eiJ;'" deterrnina­
tion:s". of indire:,ct"cost; al1~w~llc:es,for.gr~t.-:supPo.~,ted,research.tc. be
c()n4ucted ,:a~ Vete,~~s_A<imi:nistI'ationl19:.sp}t~ls;thClt"a:re~.l,ieticpro,vi-
a iOllCllr:at~, be lle~d,.when a- rCite for. an, i.nstituti0tl,has,not.:been-e;stClb­
Hshed thr.ough,!l,~g9tiation,~r.~tluO!nvise,;a71d;that, when a-eate,~a,~,be~n
established for a' p~rti~ular institution for research to be conducted,'
wholly at Veterans Administration hospitals,-the rate be used by all
awar~ing institu~.es.and diyisiqns.,

W~ £6undth~t::as o£.t\.;;'~l0196'6:~~it~~r the a~dit .at Harvard
Uniyersity nor the audit at JOMS Hopkins Unive,rsityhad pJ:'ogressedto
a point whereJ?ublic Health Service officialscoll1d furnis,hus with an
estiirtate. ()£ potentta.leecoverIee of indirect; costs. The audit at Hal',.
var~ U:~iversity:wClS's,till,in progr;es,s; TlieaU:eti,t w()rkat.-.J:ohnsHopkinll
University had been completed and tentative indirect;~()st..r.Clte,s,'had
been developed; however. according to agency offic'ials, upward adjust.
menta maybez-equl'red :.i1?-,the.se,r,.at~s:.i:' It·ClPP1=la z: s t,hat,eyen if.'ratfO! ad­
j~~F,:me:llt~,::,~:r,e,..,II).~de-,,· r:~,cq'{,el."it!,l:I' of,I'art()f thejnd~z:ect co.s.! a,llowances
P~~~'~~~,iy"J?1i.idt?;'j.?J:u1s"H.()P,ki,ns y~v:ersity wi.!l be eequtred,



B-114836

Our review showed that.the:':'irif6r.maHri.h:,furnished to your Subcom­
mittee in November 1~6.4,cc:,ollc.e~p,in,g"t,Kes~<:ltuaCl:faudits at Harvard and
Johns Hopkins UniveraiH~~/,was'~r't'ol"1eouH.c'V[7'b'e1ieve.,however, that
the erroneous information r'esUlted:frorit.a,:mis'interpretation of informa­
tion by agency officials and, that t:here,,\\,a~;:n".cle.1iberate effort to mis­
lead the SubS'o;run.itte~.'

In accordance with agre,~men~_s.~~.ac,lledin discussions with the
staff of your Subcommittee, w'ehav~"not eequeeted formal comments of

,the-.:D.epartment of:Heal~h;"Edu.C::ation..and Welfare':on"the information'

,c~n~il:in~~,i~ :t~~,:,,'7ep0.:t"tnpr;h.av:~_Jle" <:lA'f:i;s,~flG'1;!Le- 3:g~t1Sr, ?f.t~E:, pr,<:'Ae­
'dural' cha'nges 'which 'we believe are ne'c-essar'y to enabt'e a'moreproper
-determtnatfcrr to' beIrnadevof indirect cost allowanc-es for rese'arch

pl:',()je~t",gr"':p:~s•

We plan:to make nofurther·,aiEiti-ibUfion, of:this':r~port:Unless'

ccptea f?:'~_ sp,e~ifi?,allY,requ~ste,d~cl t1l:en,distri,butionwill be :ml:\o"e
.-only ~ter your' appro'~,al..~aa been obtained. or pUblic~l:lUncement'has_
'been made"by-:you, concerning the-contents of the report."

iC~;iU~
" Comptr'ol~er:·Gerie'i'al~'

offhe Vnit,ed..,Stl:itel:l

The-Honorable:L.:H. Fountain; Chair'mari

_In~;e'1"g(),vern:t;l~:ntal.;R._elat;iolls,Sllbc0:rII.1TI,.ittee
CO,mmitte'e 'o~ dover~entOperatio~s ' --
Houee of Repz-e s errtatfvea
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REPORT ON

REVIEW OF

CERTAIN ASPECTS ,OF

INDIRECT'OOSTALWWANCES

FOR RESEARCH PROJECTS

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. EDUCATION. AND WELFARE

INTRODUCIION

Pur-suant-st.o ,a':.request,ofMarch--'2R,-1966~-'-from a staff member

of the' __i~,tE!rg:overruii~tital"Reta:t i,btl,s'" Stibc6~,ft tek-J':'--Con~ni t~ee "ori'<¢?V_
ernment "Operations,' :~ouse--of"~epresentativ~sJ-_-_the'G~ne-;~i-_'A~c~~t­

ing-Office has reviewed ,certain a?pects of selected -ihdit~dt c6~t

allowances related, -,to.;,:t"e,see:trch,project,-grant,s-awarded:,by -the Public'

Health Ser~ice:(PHS)\,:~~,partnie~t: 'of';HealtH~:'g_~~C~~_;~-()~;i_-o,_a;rid: ~elfare
(HEW), and adminis~e~ed by the-~a~ional Instit~tes ~f;Healih (~IH).

Our review was directed primarily toward ascertaining

(1) whether, resear6h·'pf~j'~~tsconductedat off-ccampus locations by

the univers~~r,pr,cali,f:ornia(Ber~eleyand Los Angeles campuses),

were identif:ia:'bli fromavai,.,lable-'·agency records and whether related

Lnformat Ion reques,ted~-by-,:;the:S:o.bconunitteehad been withheld by PHS,

(2) the identitY',:of·'gra:nt-~a';;ai-dedfor research to be performed at

veeerens Admfn Latir-atidon (VA) hcspdteLs and-whecher dnddcecu-ccos t

allowances made at or near 20 'perceht'o·f'atiow~hieclire'cd:"cos'ts"for

these grants were based upon neg~t'ia~'i'~i1' andjsuppcr-t fng justifica_

tion, and (3) the status of audits of indirect costs and·of ac­

tions to recover indirect cost overpayments at Harvard and Johns

Hopkins UniverSities. In our review, we examined pertinent PHS

grant files and records, inclUding indirect cost proposals submit_

ted by the grantees and records ,of negotiations, pertaining to the



Lnddz-ect; cost allowances providecf:-t'or:in the selected research

gra~t;- agreements. We e'Leo-dtscceeed -var-Lous related matters-with
cogrrraent 'NIH -aildPHS officials'.
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BACKGROUND

The,research progr~~s administered by NIH ,are auth~rized by

the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C.:_,241). The;act,prov~d~s<~,

that the Surgeon General, PHS, encourage, cooperate with, and ren­

der assistance to appropriate public authorities, scientific insti­

tutions, and scientists in the conduct and coordination of re­

seat-cb; investigations, experiments, demonstrations, and studies

r~lating to the cause, diagnosis, treatment, control, and -preven­

tion of physical and mental diseases ,and impairments of man. Under

this authority the Surgeon Gerieral, through NIH and other PHS or­

ganizational units, has established various grant-in-aid programs

in support of research~ consisting largely of grants for specific

projects. During fiscal year 1965, NIH awarded 15,183 research

project grants totaling about $539 million. Other PHS organiza­

tional units awarded 1,189 research project grants totaling about

$35 million during fiscal year 1965.

Although' research project grants can be ~de directly to in­

dividuals, almost all the NIH grants have been made to universi­

ties, colleges, medical schools~ hospitals, and other public and

private institutions acting as sponsors for investigators named in

the grant· agreements. The grants are intended to pay for (1) di­

rect costs, such as the salaries of professional and ~onprofes­

sional personnel and the costs of consumable supplies and equip­

ment, necessary to the conduct of the projects and (2) indirect

costs allocable to the projects, except for grants to nondomestic

institutions and to individuals. PHS has defined indirect costs

as costs whichj because their incurrence is usually for common or

joint objectives, are not readily subject to treatment as direct

costs of research ~rojects but are supportive in nature and are



Lricum-ed .by the sponsoring; institution .for- ,such:ma,:tter,s>.as: .pensori­

net .management; eervf.cee ,'. a~counti-ng-and,,'pl.lrchasing,functionst, usuaI:

utilities, and normal maintenance andprotect.jon 'of::,the sponsor-dug,

tnst.t.tutton'.s fac:ilities,. Grant' agreements "made, during fiscal:year

196?:p):ovic1..ed::, for. paymentis- of in~:Iir~.ct_ cosua jtn.rterms of: a, perc.en~~:

age oJ·, ,t;l:),~",:s.a,la:r:-Je~: endweges or. :qf, :the",'~'L10:wable:.direct: .cost.e-of

each prpj ect;

"Indirect cost ,ej.Lovances., for, xesearch proj ecus, may -be made on

the ba,sis.;.o.f percentage .ra,~es: ,( l) esuebkd.shed, t.hrough-nego tdejidcn;

(2) agreed 1:9 prgyJ sJ()nally, subj ect; . ,to:, adjustment- when:a>:f-inal

t-ape ,ha::;,been, nego t La t.edj-. ,or (3)- arrJ.yed.:: at.' e.s ,a:' composite..o~rates

established by the preceding methods.

~~gotla,~ed·ra~e~:maY)~e,preQeterm~nec1.;fixed~perce~tage,ra,tes

eat.abLdsbed for an. b:}di,v-idtll.ll ,gr!'intee, on t.he-basd s of;: tnjormet.ton

,0btiaLned duz-Lng, appropj-Lat.e a,1.1di.ts;, by .tbe grantq:r:; agency J::: or t.hey.

may be; ra,te,s es tabf.Lshed by" the~FiJ:la~ci.;l,l, Manag~meJ:l:l;. Bi-anch, JUR,_

on the ,pas.is oLcos:l::,prpP9.s.a1s", ~ubJ:tli!,:tec:t,by:;·:tl:1e grerrtee rneta tu­

tion.

Indirect" co et. renes . ar-e..,e.Lsc -negotIe.ted. when:,1;.J:~e,research, .. i s

to be: <::on~\lctecif1,1l,lY"orp.ar,tialJ,.y"at· a F,edera).,i9.$t~411tionJ such

as a Y~., hcepd.teL. J\:Lt:ll0ugh, tihe PH$:,lliis, not; eatiabLd s hedsa., Urm"
policy on .t.he rate to be used, the accepted practice has.ibeen.•.tg'

use a rate of 5 percent of allowable direct costs for the port:~on

of the research ~o pe;congucted ata Federal, institution.

Provf sdonak u-at.es ar-euised when noiLns t f t.ut.Lona.L rate has b~en

established. "PHS opere.t.fng procedures provide that Ln . such cases

the.·..i.ndire9...t cost allowance be computed at 'the maximum. rate of
',,''- "'_', ," ,'" .-",,, ,',","'-, ", " ;;'.', ::,:;" ,I ::": ':,' ::', ", ,"'," \0" :',':--.-'.'.-':'

20 percent of t()tal direct costs"subj E!;C:,~ t(),r,~(dl;lc~i.oI,"i ~fthe
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total grant or-tt-efunddng-of ;the-'grant'iftheln's t LtutLon I aeubstan­

t i.atied indirect cosu-eerte were- subsequent-Ly. detiermi.ned cto cbe-Lesa

than--20-':percent: oft-dd.rec't costs.'

Wheri"part'-of:-the.:resear'chls conduc.ted at, an':Off:..'campliS 'Loca-.

t.Ionerid. -pat-t; -La"conduc.ted-on' campus {compcisltei'rates:; 'based' 'on-rthe

gr-antee.' svee tdmat.e. of the-percentage. of .eeseeecn- to bevconducted

at each location have been used. For example, if a grantee estl­

me.tea 't.hat; 50 per-cent cfcthe research 'is 'to be conductedtat; a Fed­

eral-facili ty at' whd.oh the; use-of a 5.'..perceht 'ne't.e Lst LndLca't ed

and 50iper'cent' is; t.otbe 'conducted on: 'catnpue at' an institution'aY

which': 'a provt sdone.L rate::'- of....- 20' percent i svusedj:' a composite' rate, of

12-1/2 percent would be used.

Before':J'uly ,1955 ~ 'allowances fbr';'indl'l~e'ct:;'cos t.s. 0'£:, research

projects-:were'iadministtatl,vely>e'stabll:shed'by P'HS' at avrete 'of'

8 -pefcenttof- allowable:' direct,'proj ec t J :costs: Effect'ive' for proj,;,,;

ects"start,ing:thl or' after:July 1',; 19'55 J "ebe. rate , wli's'adminlstra:

tively'iilcreased to provide'c,up to 15'perceht':of"allowable'direct'­

project costs. Two years later, a legal limitation on indirect

cost ;payinents""to'~i:rahe;re'cipientswas' e.stablished:'for,,'the:'first'

time :by,:the','DepartrilEmts--of:'Labbr:~,andHee l tb;' Edi.i6atioit',-'arid WeI';;;

fare Appropriati6ri Attr 1958:(7Fsb{t.210)~' Section'208:of the

act s te tedvthet-r

'i'None of 'the funds provfded herein sballbe used to pay
any recipietitof 'a 'grattt:forthe ccnduc ttofi-a .t-eaearch
p;roject"an amo:unt, ,for ,i:rldirect .expeoeee "in"connect~on
with such projects in exceas 'of 15 'per-centum of the di-

-a-ect costs ~4! .- - ,

llffi:t'ta.fion rema{~e(ri'ri,ef-fectby

sub~~~~erit ~pprop~i~tion'~ct~'

and Health, Education; ~nd Welfare

The :15'~pe'r~'~h·f.:-;fh;dii;~ct cb-~'f

inclusiori' :6f :;-fh~:)~'aJri~" p~:0"i:si6'ri

until the Departments of Labor,



Appropriat+on-, Act, 19·63.: {79,; St.at·.:::361}, tncreeeed the, limita.'!:.ion to

20 perc~,nt,'-w~th;)lo ,,?;h~}:< change..!n, ~lle..p'i?X~si9:~~i\tS'O·,':the:)rtate-

ment 'of the Manager,s on the Part of the House attached .to, cha-con­

ference l:~po~1:. ~~,""t:1l~",l~6.~:.,.lil9.~ ,~,~~~.~,i~,;par~,:

'.·.il'The ccuunt.ccee- en-conference. desires .t.hat cthe. Depar-tment;'
.~_a1:'~J}ll}y. r~yie'r_:thla, ~el1se.~ ,in?\lrre~:l, UU(17:r, :l:e~la~rchgt<arits wytita'view to allowin'g rio more thau'''the 'actiial
expenses for indirect; costs frr-cases whereisuchc Lndt'rect;
.~ost~"amount t9~e~§ tha~.20 percgnt.9f t~~.4ir~ct

• i ;~o'st:s".'I'll ','''', . ''''--:-:' .: -,-," ,,':', '", "',;" ','" ,:, .', ::,-",,;,',;:: .'" ,.

,As a, .resul~ 9fthe, COl1Ull~J:lt!3:inth~ c~nfe:rencereRort,~HS

revised its policy in June 1963--retroactive :t? ~~nt~,~pproy~(1 on

ora;f1:e:r Ja~~a~y..l~.~9~.3--1:9 Fequ,~Fe,>the l1S~ of an indirect cost

rat~ qL20p~:t;gell,t or ora"lesRe"f p'~rc!=ntage when a lower rate' has

been established in 'connection with other Government contracts with
:" .,"." ",:-- ", "''' ',' '''i "",d',,,' ,,' -' ""'.

the same institution or, when a rate has not been established, the

use of a provisiotmi- rate 'of:<20 per-centr, s~bject td :,a---re~~cti~n of;" ' '.','--.,''-- .. '. -c'" ,,' --"',',,.,.,- ,-' " ,,',.'.' -,',' '-,--"., ...

-t.he total, grE!:nt.i:if tne,,'institutiqn~.s ..subsuant.Lated"irate vwe're subse­

quently','deter~ih~d'to "be ,l~~s'" tha:rl ~6·.'pe~beiit'.' 'Th~;'irid:i'rect cost
".. ,,,, '.J" .- --,' .-- ---, ... -" '"

limi tatIon-provtatcn cin"thE:!,lQQ3"Clpprop1;iation act:wa,s .dnc'luded

also Ln ther196.4 and','1965 appropriation acts, and" the, desire that

payments for indirect costs,not exceed actual costs incurred by the

grantees was restated in thE:! reports of both the Senat~ and the

House of Eepresentatives Committee on Appropriations in 1964.

The 20-percent limitation on payments of indirect costs was

not: included .Lnit.he )Department~,~of·,::Labor,andHealth, -Educatdon,

and Welfare.- Ap'propri:,ation -Act;"d966., (79-;Stat.<:589). .ncwevew.sec­

tion<203,'of rthe.ract; (7·9.. ·"Stat •. 608) »provddes s

1 ,e., ... , .,
H•. Rept , 2100, 87th Cong ,", znd'-sess , , p , 10.
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"Nonei of" the: fundscp'rovddedlher-edrr' shalt- be. used' to-pay:
anY,F.ecipie,nt of:. a.: gJ;<?J;1t tor _~he col1.411c:tofa_,re_s~arch
project an amount'equal-to as much as the entire cost of

-euch: proj'ec,t'.11

The PHS Grants Manhiii';'i e'fte:;:A~it~ b~tJ~~h J~~~ai~e'i}hi3~< and

April 1-,- 1964.-:-sta,ted .tha.t; PHS:woo.ld -apply :theprinciples>set::for~h

in -Bur-eau. 'or~Jh~~':BVd~:~;t-i ci·~c.tii~{r :~/); ~'A~-2l" t-i/~ -'th~\ :'fW(ie'$f~*t-eDt

practicable in': determining indirect costr-r-at.esofor- all grantee: In­

sti tut.Lons , Th~-rtmniliii- fhrth'~r-'pfo~ided. h6\;;~vet'; tll~i-:th~-"thdi­

reet cost rate established for an institution fora given period

was to'ap'plyf6r ali 'PHS research grahts'a~~rded to that institu­

tioh during that period.

R~gulati6ns'relating to 'PHS' gTk6t~ 'f~r're~ear6h'pi-oject~:i,e;e

first L'3~ued>'iri' S~pt~lnbe:r 1963'(28 pjf; 10420). S~ct:i6n"'5:L3Z("b) ­

at' the'f~g1iiiitioh~i pr6v'id~s:

"(b) Determination ,of amount of award for indirect costs.
'Subject to "suchfnaxdmum amounts orperceIlt:agesas
'may "be'Ypresc:dbed-by4aw:'and'to .:accourit'ebit i tiycas
p~oy~de<i",~;n §52_.A~~",t1}~ ~Illount:,_()f a,l1Y :,award ;fo:r.-,:the
indi~ect costs 'of any project shall be' calculated
.by (the' -Sur-georr-Genez-a.LveLther- ,(1) on.' the' basis <of
his",estimotte of the, actual"indirect,;cos~sr-eesonabLy
related to the approved project, or (2) on the basis
of a .per-cencage of all, or a portion of, 'the eat.L.
mated direct costs of theapproyed project when
there are reasonable assurances that the use of such
percentagewill'not e~ceed the approximate 'actual
indirect costs."

Despite this provision in the' regulations,' .tbe c-evd sed-Orants»
Ma.nual~-effective between ,::Ap'r1.'l'1 , '':19:64 j' "and ',July ',-,1 ,"'1:~65.;;..,.'cori.;;

tinued the earlier r-equfr-emerrtctha t Sbha Indfc-ect; cost-rate 'estab­

lished for an institution for a given period be epp'Hedrtc all

"grants to that institutio,n for t~tperiod.



The PHS "Grants for Resear5h'ProJects- ...Policy Stie'tement;" ef­

fective July 1, 1965, provides fOril}eg~:~~a~i~~_:of'::S~~Cl~~f:~-~a.te~

for indirect costs for certain types of--~r~~t~~ Included ar~

giant~ where a'-Fed~raiim~tlt\lii~ni~:th~~ante~;~r,Wher~'-'the"re~_

search is to ,be fUll~ or ,part~ai~Y_COnductedata Fede~~l,in~t~~u~
tion and ~ants where limited supporting services are furnished by

th~:;gra~te€- instii'rition to;~hpport a pi-oject; 'til wl~ich:a m.:i}or pafi
of <the-wor~ {"sto:::£e:ipeifci'rriied off campus'. .

---Thd-su:fg:~on G~'netal "ha:s proV'i:d~'d'f~~th~ 'iiudii~f-grant~' for
heat'th ~a:nd r~ei~te'd~~s'~a:rch;~~ojec'~s 'sirice 1946~:' S~:cti~h" 5z.:i3(b)'
of th~ PHS regGlat-icin~:-:p~6\iid~:s~'foiat.ld:it --hy rep~~'s~rita:ti:ves :'of"--tlle­

surg~oh Ce'n~rai'iiha: siipula:t~s::that II**~ ,a'dce~tari6:~ ot an; grant

awatd"'-urlder se~tiO;ri 52.-14 ;Mw.licoristitut~ ;t'he~:onsent of the

grantee'tQ"fnspect-{bl"l and f'Lsca'l ahdi{*** ."' The PHS Grari-ts Ma~'ual

effective Ap'ril I, 1964, and 'the' PHS policy::st~'t~~e~t "Gr~l"lt'~--fo~

Resear-ch Proj ect.s" effective July 1, 1965,' _each include a section

on aiiciftart'd provide for the audit of grant'f~nds'.

'Before "July l', 1965, re-sponsibility-";for~;h~-audi~of research

gr~nt:itihds was.assigned to NIH. On ~uly 1, 1965; the audit func­

tio'n~ 'k.s.·.:-''.t.'--'.ra.-nsferred..tCf th.. e.Off.ice of t~e Secre.t.:ary...'~ HEW. In car­

rYingo~~:~heir_~'Udit res1wn,sibilitfes, both the NI~ and the HEW

audi t: gr,OUPs have; __\.lsedi:~: p~,r~",t;he services of cognizant Department

of Defense audit groups'to provide information on indirect cost,

rate-sto' be ~~e'd it gb:l.~t'~~-'iri~tit:~tions.
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FINDINGS

IDENTIFICATION OF OFF-CAMPUS PROJECTS
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

We ~alyzedgrant f~les at five.institutes or divisions of the

NIH and at one bureau of the PH~, whish,llad awarded',282 PHS graQ~s

in fiscal year 1965 totaling S12,.5 TI:lillion in support of inyes,tiga­

tors at the Berkeley andLosi\t1geles.carJlPu~esof the _U~:livers~ty_of,

California. During fiscal ye~T19~5, a ... ,!=,otal of .488 gr:an1;s,,~QUIl;t'":',

ingJto $18.5 m~11ion ~e~~,a~~r.ded,~o investigat?rs,attpe ~wocam­

pu~~:s.,:by organizational units: ,of~HS. _~~e __or-gand ze.tLone.L units __ se-.

lected for review were th~se ~hose research project~;~~re, jn,opE
opinion, of ,the type lik~_ly to, be_pE:!rforII!~d; ofE C~lT!pUS. WE!' .fcund

that Lnfo'rmatIon in the gr-ant; Jiles was not suffi~Jen:l; In ,all .cases

to, permit a positive identification of t.ho'se "research projects

whdchwer-e conducted in whole or in part .ec o f fccampue locat;,~,on..s.,~

However, we were a9le t;o.identify 43 grants for projects indicated

to have been conducted off camPus or partly off campus~ ~ncluded

in the 43 projec~swe~e 14 ~onducted at VA hospitals with inQi~ect

costsallo~ed at 10 per~ent of total direct~ostsor at a ~~m?osi~~

rate",~.rrived ~t, after, consd derIng the, proportion of the research to

be conducted at the VA ?ospiFal an~ ~t; the.pn-camp~s, 19~at~ons~

Ihfo~atio~~n the~~iles f~~ the,r~~~~~ing 2~;grants i~dicat;ed

that they were ~~nducted' totally ~r part~y off'c~pus; however"al­

lowances for indirect costs for t~e~egrantsw~remade at the es­

tablished on-campus indirect cost rates. For example, we found

that indirect costs were allowed at the on-campus rate in a grant;

awarded to the University of California at Berkeley for a juvenile

delinquency study which was to be perfo~ed at an off-campus loca­

tion. The grant appli~ation showed that the research waS to be

conducted in rented spa~e at Los Angeles. The budget included in



tihe.iappbdcacdon. -for- .fd.sce.L. year, T965 ' requested -funda for -direct

payment, of Ltems csuch "as rent, utiTitiesj: telephone J -and equipment

and office mafnt.enance r

The29grantsare<listed in schedule·1 (see p.'23). 'by campus

and classified on t.hevbasd s' 'of our-analys-is of whetl;J.er the projects

wer'e .conduct.ed off campus or partly 'off campus. The vschedul.e-Ln­

c~udes a comparison for the totally off-campus pr~jects:betweenthe

amount of indirect cost awarded and the amount that would -have .beerr

awarded if the off-campus rate of lL9'percent of total allowable

direct costs' had been:used to compute the·amount. The schedule

show's .t.hat; the indirec_t cost.' ~-l-lowailces·,tnthe:.grant;were:'$1.1.i370;

orc'about.,,57 percent -greetrex :·than,:the amcuriti-wh i ch woukd-have <been

awarded the 10 off-campus projects had the off~campus'rate;been'

"app.lsted,> We' did, not .make a s Imt Lar-rcomperd son for' t.hev.proj'ect.e'

conductred partly off campus because uhergr-ant; files: did met; contain

sufficient"informati'ofl'for'.'us_ to 'identify 'the percentage -of: re;;;:'

sear-ch- .conduct.ed at 'off'-campus 'Lccatidons ;

Dur.ing':1965, -Ln -response to evrequeat; from the .lntergovern­

menta~ Relations Subcommittee of the Government Operations Comm~t~

tee~'Houseof Representatives,NIH Unsuccessfully tried to obtain

information .f.rom the' ,University of California',as:well astfrom zbe

NIH 'institutes -end-ddvd sdons .vhfch made "the awerdsv-cto determine

whi'ch of,' the PHS grants: awarded to grrantreea at:' the-Berkeley and' .Loa

Angeles -campuses were'coriducted'at off~campus~locations~

In a furtheref-f6rt·t6 obta-in tiherdnformeudons- NIH .t-evLewed

- 421 "Notffl'cati6'n end-Btat.ement; of '.Awa'rdl' no tdces' -for'. awards made

to grantee's' on-the ·twdcampu:s:es -in'fisca:l -ye~r196S: In'this re.,.

view, gra.ntswere:c1.assifiedas·being conductied'<of f campus.ron the

basi's "of an Lndfcaued i'ndirect co'st; 'rate,of:less_ tharithe on-campus:

Lnddrect; coeu eece. -Grerrts'von which .dndtrect; ccscs.vereraverdeder.
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the on-campusvrat.es we'reino t.iexermned vtc ascet-t.atn whetiher-rthe.a-e-,

search' was being conducted off campus. Using-:this procedur-e, NIH

identified 42 fiscal year 1965 research gz-ant s craI L awarded to

grent.ees.vat.v.the-Los Angeles campus ; as bedngiconduct.ed-at; off­

cempua-Locar.tona.. Further analysis by IiIH 'showed that jof .t.he 42

proje.cts,,36,werecond,ucteci .at; -VA-hospitals and 6 at-the Universlty

of, California Center, for-Health -Scdences . (In our-review,'we found

that-research work,.for the-6 projects was also actually 'conducted

in w:hole,or·}npart 'a,t --VA hospitals;)'

We fou~d, tbat, while efforts:had ·been made to obtain the -re~

quested 'information,::;the' s teps otakenwere-noc properly desf.gned-fo'r

ident'ifying-off":'"campus,proje,cts to: -the .extent; po s ad-bLe -on 'the' -baed s

of evat.Labke .Informat.Lon.

The·informat:ion deve'loped-omder the procedures. descr-Ibed :,abov~;··

was' forwarded -to- the" .'PHS in, December 1965,:, accompanied .by, a .Let.tier­

from NIH expt-easdng-jihe .optntcrr.Ehat the' information 'should not be

forwarded to the Intergovernmental.-,:Re'lations"Subcommittee"'since'

such actLonmt.ght Jeopardize 'NLH.effoz-t s-rto .r-esoLve the' .Lnd Lz-ect;

cost" probtem.
We':were- informed by aPHS"official that the, .Lnfor-mat.Lon ,fur­

nished~,by"NIH was.,corisideredinadequate and not responsive to the

Subcommttrteet s vrequesu ': and' that ,..t.he-Lnformatdon, ,', the:refore,: was- not

submitted' -to .tihe..'Lnter-gove'rnment.ed .Re'l.at Ions Subcommi.t.t.ee . This .d s

the only incident 'of informationbein~withheldfromthe,Subcommit~

tee that came to' our attention in the.course of ourreyiew.

Oncthe bas fs-rcf our ,-revi'eW:,per.taining·. ,to .:theUniyersity of

California, we: believe ·:that-apositiye,J4erJ;ification of, the Ieee­

t.Lon-of rtbe .conduct of research -pz-oj ect.s .fdrrancedvthnough IlllS

gt-ant.awoul.dmo t obe po as'LbLe from extsrIug. PHS: records. In the .Ln­

terests.:ofguar,ding- agafns t-rthj.s vsd.tuacdcn in~he future: and of



enabling a proper determination to:')e madetcf the amount-ref Lndf-.

rect costs applicable·to Government-sponsored research, we beli~ve

that PHS ,Should,~.equi~~,gr~nteesto state In their grantapplica­

tions the location or locations at which the researcq will be pe~~

formed and the portion to be performed at each location and to sub­

·sequ~ntly!~port_th~ lqcatio~ or locations at which the res~arch

was act_u~lly performed.

85-4520_67--,7
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INDIRECT COST RATES FOR SELECTED PROJECTS.
CONDUCTED AT .VE~ERANSADMINISTRAT10~~OSI'ITALS

~erevi~~ed,:~he' general ~n,f~rm,~ti~'n files m~:'i~1:ai~_ed:brtli~

Div~~,i~n,:~f :R_~~,e~?;~l~:',?ran~~:(~~G)~; ~~H~",r:~l~tingto ,.:50 _~'a~t's
awarded iri fis~al yearC1965:~i~h indirect cost'allow~~des at or

neat-:i i::it~'ci'f;:28 'P'~'~:-~eri'·(tor 'r~:'s;~~ictrt~ he conducted' in whole or
in paf't :-hi'VA h6~spit;~{~'. The 'gr~ri'ts: ~~re awa;d~d ?t6 a ·;t:~'~~ii. "6~i 27 .

grantee institutions. The tnd rrect cost rates ~li~~~d; 't~b th-~ '2/-/
grantees by NIH are presented in schedule 2. (See p " 24.) We used

information in the DRG files to ascertain whether the indirect cost

rates ~llowed the grantees. by NIH were arrived at by negotiation

and, if so, whether the documentation in support of the negotiation

was adequate.

We found that negotiated indirect cost rates bad been used by

NIH in connection with indirect cost allowances for 19 grants made

to six grantee institutions. Cost information and correspondence

tending to support the negotiated rates used for 13 grants to four

of the institutions were available in the DRG files. We found ho

information in the files in support of the negotiated rates used in

connection with the remaining 6 grants which had been made to two

institutions.

Information in the DRG -files showed that indirect cost allow~

ances for 22 other grants were made at a rate of 20 percent of

allowable direct costs, the maximum legal rate in effect at the

~time of the awards. Information furnished by the awarding NIH in­

stitutes in response to a 'requeat of the Intergoverrunental ReLa-.

tions Subcommittee indicated that indirect cost allowances for 14

of these awards were based upon provisional rates, that 5' grants

involved only limited use of the. VA facility, and that the rates

used for 3 grants were in error~-NIH indicating that in two cases



a rate of'S percent 'should' have been u'se'd.'andiri the third ,'a" nego­

tiated rate bf 19' percent' should' have been used.

Indirect cost allowances for the remaining 9 of the SO,grants

reviewed were made atacomposfte r-eteicompuced on'<tihe basts of

S percent'fo~ the 'portion of the research to .be;performed'at the VA

facility and 20 percent 'for the portion of the:' research to be per-.

formed on campus. These 'rat.es vt-enged from 16.2S"'t6 "18.8 perce,ntof

allowable direct costs.

'In';,iidrlition, 'forfour grantees wht'ch received grants from a

nUmber of NIH institutes, we "noted that the variousawardingin~

st.d tutiea used different indirect costrat'es tnconputtng indirect

cost allowances to the same gral1teefo~research 'projects conducted

in VA 'hospitals. Fbr example; Yeshiva' Ul1iversity:wasawarded three'

grants during fiscal year 1965 for 'support"'o'f "i-eaeaz-cb 'eo' be 'con~

ducted in VA hospitals. Indd'rectvcosus Eo..~~'re'_~~ari:h',to: be con-;"

ducted in VA hospitals under.two.of:,the gr~,nt:~.i';'~!1<3.r,c:l.e.<f. py_: the"Na~
tional Institute of Arthritis apd :Metabolic Di~eases,<were computed

ata 'S-percent rate ;,l1owever. indirect costs under the:thirdgrant,

awarded by the Nat.LoneL ,Institut~;of General Med.icalS.cience,wer.e

comptrted.vat; a20,percent rate,. The use ofproyisi.ona1 rates when

the Use of lower rates is warranted and appropriate for computing

indirect cost allowances. such as those noted above and in sched­

ule 3 (~ee p. 26), results in the unnecessary obligation and/or

disbursement of Federal funds and points out the need for more ef­

fective management of grant programs. Schedule 3 presents details

of the various rates which had been allowed in connection with

awards to the four grantees.

On the basis of our "review, it appears that varying practices

have been followed in awarding indirect cost allowances fOr
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grant.,..auppo'r t.ed r-esearch conduct.edd.n __ WP91e: ()r, , in -part, at VA_hos­

pitals'and that, for maAr of the,award? made on the,ba~is of.s

20 percent p'rovdedonak rrete , 'recover tes will be requ_~red,aft~r au­

dit. ,It a;l.~() ~pp'e_a}:s",th:a_t,(~he:fe,_ra t es. wE7:r.~-,n!=g();ia'tE!9: i;hebases;

f()~n~~0't~ati9.n had not iD a~l ca~esbeen do~umen~ed. ~herE!;orE!'

we _b~;li~~e that the PHS sh9Hlq .req\.l}rca:~hatunifo~_,p()l_ic:~e_sand

p'rccedut-es bE! f91;L;()w~4. by i.n~titll~~s_,and ,div~sions ffi.a:kiIlggrant:fi in­

their determinations of indirect cost a Lfowances Jpr ,:,grCl:IJt:-",C.; .. -,'

suppor-ced.c-eaear-ch-to be conductedvat; "YAho.spitals; that .;8;realis­

tic p rovdsdona l, __rate 1;)e,u~ed when' ar~,tefor"anjlistittitionha~'Ilot

beene_stablish~dthroughl1;egp,t;iat.icln ,o.r .5~t1,lerwi;~,e,;.a.Ild th~t,,_wheI'l :a,:

rate h~s",,1:l_een,.est~blished ,for.f1-pB:.'t':t;iSU~.fl1:':,_~n_st~tuti·ogfor-. re,s.~~rch

tq:::be,c()Il.d~ctlTd,_wl1;0lly.:atVAhosp~:~:a~s,_~.tl~e. ,:r;_,a.~e,b~ used bya:L1

awar.d,i l1,g "i,n'7l,t,i ~U_~;~!?: B:Ild,,~,iYisJpPl:>.

STATUS OF AUDITS OF INDIRECT COSTS AND OF ACTIONS
TO RECOVER INDIRECr' COST' OVERPAYMENTS
AT IlARVARDANjj"JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITIES"

~ :W~/f~)Und-'itha t:, as":drAprtl':196:6 ''tied. ther' the':auclit"foFfis'cal"

year':l964"'a:t"-Harvard "Undve'r.s fty. 'hor' 'the -at:idit for:'flscal'ye'ar'; 196'3

at Johns Hopk'Iris trIi,iVersi-'ty';'had-:' progresseo'·to 8::;~poiht; whe'i"e-:PHS; ;of~-'

Efc Ia'l s. could; fU:rhl'sh Ufl"',withah: estlmate:~'Of,p'otehtlaJ'>·rec'C:>Ve'rie'-s'-­

of irrdi-vect:,:c6sfs"
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Harvard University

Pursuant to' the Subco~mittee's request,weexarnined into

whether any action wastakert'to recover indirect cost overpayments'

et; Harvard Uriiversity as a result of audits "reportedly "completed ae

stated:i.na PHS memorandumc1atedNovernbetl9,l964',' a'c'opy df wh:ic~

had been furnished to tbe Bubcomrnt t tee , We were advised 'by NIH of-,

ficials in April 1966 that the HEW regional afiditors were'still

working on the auditfdr tiscal 'year 1964 and had returned to Har­

vard unfvers t ty to reche:ckcertedhexpense figures'. At that stage

of the audit, N!H~'couldtlot estimate whetherHarva~dUnive-rsity had

been overpaid indirect costs a~dthuswhether a 'refund would be

forthcoming.

We have been advised that the off~campus projects at Harvard

University have been identified as be Ing those which are cc.iductied

in hbspitalsin the Boston area. We were informed that the HEW re,

gional auditors had a list of uhesetp'roj ect.s , W~-were informed

also that theiridire'ct cost rate allowed Harvard Un!yersity;byNIH

for qff-campus research projects is 13.9 percent of t6tal'direct

cos te-;' -'-

W~' were'ad'vi~ed' by 'NIH' 'of'Heials that NIH' 'auditors: prior to

November 1964, had done only 'certainworkpreiiminary'to undertak­

ing 'a financial audit at Harvard University. Hovever , the audit

referred to in the November 1964 PHS memorandum apparently was

either one, being made by Department of Defense (DOD) auditors Or

one which had been made by a national certiffed public ac~ounting

firm under" a contract arrangement with NIH.

In'regard"to the DOD audit, we were informed by' NIHofficials

that 'the auditors did not adequately cons1derthe overhead costs

applicable eo PHS research proj ecbs trt developing an'indirect 'cost'

rate for fiscal year 1964 for appli~ation to Government-financed
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projects at Harvard University. -Ther-efot-e , the NIl:l·at,i.4~tqrs, at );he:;

Boston ~eg~onal off Lce initiated an eudt ti at Harvard Urnvere Lty

early,JX,1"j965. Thi,sB:\1dit,del,ayed .somewhat bY"th~:~raIlsfer of" th~

Nt~ grB:n:t s, ,:~tl,d~~ :JP'::0u,p':',J;:o ; th~_, depaz-tmerrtak level, -ws,s.;referrecI tp

i Il ,,1;h e ~S men'l0randll.ltl.of }~ovem1?_E~,r,9;, :196:,5, _.t,o, the Subcommd t ree .es

ba i,£g, :1') p_r;o~_r;e"s~ :-,~nd.) t~. ~Mrre1),tly-tJil .:;t;:tLe, ::8 ~"'nc: ~ t,~~l1s:~

Johns ,Hopkins Uni~~~~~ty

'~a,ud_it. c,o:y;e"rlIJg, the f~s,~al x:.~_ar; ,ep~ed _J~;ne.; ;~p~ 1.~,p3,~ has

been ;c~mple_t:ecI,i,by ~~Ii_~ ,", ~o~~YE1,:;,,::e"(_~(?'t"}:.~._:)by:,~}J) ):,0 ,JdeN;i.f.x o~f7"

cBflPps, ces eer-ch p,~,()j,~,c;:.~~~~F~.!not;,.,S9P,,su~ce!3!3t:~:~~...,a~?ut Si,x; off-,.

campus ,Pt::ojE!,cts~,a,ving ~~eI'!, ,identified. Rather- :th.8;n.,dev~l~pin,g

separate indirect cost rates for on- and off-campus resear:,~hp;?l.."

ect.e , NIH.~udit,oX~. have deveLoped compos'tte .retes for"E!ac1;l of the
..;,' , --' ,', '. ",. ",," ',',,'

th~eE!,~()hn~ Hopki~sdivis~ons: ~heHo~ewpo4,Divi~~on,.~~e SchoR!

of :~~d~~~n.~,: an~::t'~~S~ho.ol,9,£ .liyg,iene .:~?(f Pup~ic'o1ie~l.1th. ,.NIH, qf­

ficials ,pe.liev~_,~llii1tthe ,coIIlP()sit:e.. r:a,tes:. Will, be. 1p,w:er..~,J:1an"t.!le:-ak"

LowebLe .2~,Pf'!F~,~P~,:?f;)~?:ta,~; 9}Fe:~:t: costs an~.,th~t.·,FPmP1J.t~7ton,pf

separ~.~e.: "i,nd~r}~5~ 'f9s~.,r-;t~7:~ Jor,' o{~-?~l'll:l?~~,.. ,re<s~fl~cp,:::pr;,?:j.~S:,~s' 'ff'S

each division will result only in redistribution of indirect co~;~'~':::::'<'

among.-th'7" ,r:,~sPi~~t~y:~,;diYi,~i_ons.,1 9p;-, an~,:pf{n~ampu~. ;pH,S" re,l?~.~rcp;

proj ects ,w,:~,1;:h,no,_".s,~y~n~f'3,;.:t;9t~t="; G(?V.~:q::W\l£j!nt:.,._

The documentat.Lon., suppor-t.Lngv t.he. .c.ompo,si~e indirect, cost, rates

deve1oped",by:NIH. .shows "tha.tthe rates applicable to total direct

costsare:7.91peF~en~for the School of, HYgiene and Public Hea1tp,

9.01, percent fo~ theS.ch901 of Med.icine, and 19.,6,2 pel:'cen~.forple

Homewood Division. We were advfs ed pY. NIH 6ff~cia:1s ,tJ:?at,up~,~r~

adjustments of..,ab,out,3 percent i,n these, ~~te.s"q1ay be"requil:".. ed ,
--, , 'c' .- ", __ c ,,', '''" ,',: ','n "",'-,; -,,',,' ," ',' ,,' ,'" ,~, ,', --'" ,,__ ., -', "

However, even after adjustments J the,rates shou1d,be con~Jderap1y,
, i :'.J>:,.' ::"·:"';"--:'--,','c" ,',:' ',' "'-"'-,>.\ :,':-;.y,.' '<':, ',',;';; i' :,":':'-''-('''''' ":,", ;,:'; ,c' , .- '; •. " .. ,>

below ,~he, maxJllJUffi,. ,<3.1l9W,~,b1~,,2() R~r~.~!},~,:. c>{., t()t;,~J .d1rec~:,; cp~ t§ ~ j;..



~.c:J...I'.i .n..uJ.V~.u.'~D~~.n.~~VJ.' V.I.' ~.l'.iD.I'.i.n.J;\>""".c:J.. U~.l1.J.',~D· ~J.'" r..l:l.O

NIH has submitted its computation of the composite indirect

cost rates for application to fiscal year 1963 'to Johns HOpkins for

review'and expects to'receive a formal proposal relating toestab~

lishIDehtof an indirect cost rate from the University in June or

July 1966. Since' ~HShas provisionally allowed Johns Hopkins

20 percent of 'total direct costs' for indirect coatis and since the

actual composLte indirect 'cost rate 'that NIH proposes'-for 'applica­

tion to fi.scal year 1963 grants is less, 'NIW ot'fici'als stated tha't

it is likely that a refund will be forthcoming from Johns Hopkins,

although not specifically from off-campus grants. However, since

n~gotiations are involved, NIH could not furnish us with an esti­

mate of the amount of probable recovery.

NIH officials informed us that the field work on the NIH audit

at_Johns, Hopkins was nearly complete as of November 1964. The of­

ficials believed, however, that, due to a misunderstanding between

,NIH and PHS, the,audit referre~ to in the November 1964 PHS memo­

randum was one which'was performed by a national certified, public

accounting firm.

Based on the information obtained during our review, we be­

lieve that the information contained in the PHS memorandum-of No­

vember 19, 1964, concerning the status of the audits at Harvard

University and Johns Hopkins University was erroneous. We believe,

however, that the erroneous information resulted-from a misinter­

pretation of information by NIH officials and 'that there was no

deliberate effort on the part of either NIH or PHS to mislead the

Subcommittee. Also, our ~eview_showed that subsequent information

on audits at these universities, provided to the Subcommittee on

November 9, 1965, was SUbstantially correct.
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At,the",~ime ·of"otir r,ev:ie,w, neLtherof the NIH .audLt.a at the:

two unive~sities had ,resulted in sufficient,information_~oenable

us tp,J"rp,vid,e :_,tl1e:,Stlbcommi,~~F!,E7-with .an estimate. of. the amount; of

indire,c,tsosts", prevtousIy. aw,a,rded,-Jor ;PHS.-:...suppo.rte,d,:researcph P~P~.~_

ect.s , which .may, be, .recovered , It:~ppears.,,:~lO'~ever.:: tl1,a~~:~ome o,~,

these f;un,d,~ ,will,_b~ :rec.overe.d,fromJ;ohns .Hopk,ins, yn~v;ersi;~¥ 'i al~_

though ,no,t,:sp;eFifi~,a~.ly a~:·,a rie~plt of" in~~re<:tc:ost qv~rP8::rrnent,~,

for Rf:~-C}~!IlPt1;~.: li,~~,~a;r::c:h; p:r:9~ect:3-';

,,~
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SCHEDULE 1

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

RESEARCH PROJECTS CONDUCTED AT OFr -CAMPUSLOCATIQNS

AND COMPARISON OF INDlREGT COSTS

AT ON-CAMPUS AND OFF-CAMPUS RATES

FISCAL YEAR 1965 AWARDS

Grant number

"Indirect cost
awarded by PHS­

at on-campus rates

Indirect cost
at 11.9 percent
off-camPUs rate Difference

OFF-CAMPUS:
Berkeley:

MH 10563 -oi
MH 10160 -01S1
MH 10564 -01
MH 7677 -03
MH 11629 -01
MH 11628 -01
MIl 8507 -02
MH 11273 -01
MH 11487 -01

Los Angeles:
NB 5427 -01

Total

PARTLY OFF-CAMPUS:
Berkeley:

GH 13197 -01
MH 4000 -0551
MH 4000 -06
MH'10627 -01
MH 4087-05
MIl 1341 -02.
MH 8565 -02
MH 970 -03
MIl 1430 -02

Los· Angeles:
GM 9053.-04
GM 11959 ;;;.02
MH 11430 -01
MH 4684 -05
MR- 8744 -02
MH 10460 -01
MH 89 -0751
MH 89-oS
MH 10083 -01
NB 1162 -09

Total

$ 1,391
448

1,122
18.449
1,065

573
468

1.069

6,620:;, c' ~ ,:~:~(_).~:

$31,205

$ 4,759
2.097
8.611

583
9,686

10',504
6.494

11.981
3.436

2,605
703
700

5,076
8,109
2.985
1.610

824
6,074
5,890

$92.727

$ 828
267
668

10,978
855
943
278
636
443

3,939

$19.835

$ 563
181
454

7.471
-210

-370
190
433,

-443

2,681

$11,370



SCHEDULE 2~

Page.ik
RESEAi!.CH,_ PRO.JEqS

AT

VETERA!'lS' ;'Alr.'lINISTR.'\TION HOSI'~rALS

INDIRECTCOSl5' AWAROEOAT OR NEAR 20 PERC£NT,RAT,E

FlSCALYEAR1965 FUNDS

Grantee· institution

Awarding
institute
,"""--')

'Number
of

&timE!.

Rate' and basis of
indirect cost allovance

Duke University NHI
NIA"'D

1
6

20 percent
20 percent

Negotiated
Negotiated

George Washington
Urilversity

Harvard Univel;slty

Nill

HHI

20 perce~t Negotiated

20 percent; Negotiated

Indiana. University NHI
HHI
NIAMO

1
2
3

20 percent
19 percent
19 percent

Provisional
Negqtiated
Negotiated

(note a)

Johns Hopkins University

Rutgers University

Stanfot"d University

State University of Iowa
Wayne'State University

Yeshiva l1r:LiYersity

Univel'sity ot:.Alabam8

University of Arhona

University of Arkansas

N~CI-ID

HINH

HIMII

NHI

NI~"lD_

HIGMS
NIAIO'

NIAMD

HIGMS
NIAMD

NHI
HIMII

1
1

1
1

20 percent _ Limiteduse'(n6t~: b')

20 percent _ Provisional

20 perc'ene _ Provisional

20 percent _ PrOVisional (not.e d.

17 percent, and 18.5 percent_ Composite
rates' (note d)

20 perce;nt _ Provisional
18,8 percent - Composite rate' (rioted)

11 p'e;t::ce~~ ~ Composite rate, Gioted)

20 percent. Provisiollsl.,,, .,
17.15 percent - Comp0i!lite"rste (not~ d)

20 percent Limited use (ncite' b)
20 percent _ Provisional

University of 'California
Berkeley
Los Angeles

NIATD
NIMH
NIA..an

1
1
1

20 ' percent:
20 percent
20 percent

Limi ted, use (note, b)
PrOvisional. ,:.,;
Limi ted use (note' b)

University of Cincinnati

Unl vers!tY,pfIllino~s

HIMII

NIMH-,

2 20 percent _ Provisional

20"perciE!nt; ''-. Provis ional
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SCHEDULE,'2
Page·;,2

RESEARCH "eecrecrs:
AT

VETERAAs;·AiiiiN IS1RAttON ' itOSrn'ALSr

niDIREct-CoSTS AWARDED AT· OR -NEAR-'20 PERCENT ,RATE

FISCAL: YEAR 1965 :F\1NDS<{continued)

University of Mlehiglln

UniveJ:'~~ty of NeJ'~xi~6';-'

University OfPit:~~~*~h:

AWarding
institute

.'.(note e)

NflI
NCI-.'
NIMH
NICHD

NIAMO

NHI -"
N~!lI'W

'('-"',',.'
NIMH

Number
of

grants

I
I
I
I

2

Rate an:! basis of
indirect CQ!lt alloWance

20 percent - Negatiilted
20 percent _ Negotiated
20 percent - Provisional
20 percent - Negotiated

, 20 percent _ Negotiated

20 percent' - Provisional' (note c)
16:25 pe~~~nt _ Composi~~ rate~note:"d~,,;

20 per<;~nt, _ Provisional

Univer9.ity~o{,~ou~,!,e_1:"n'
California NrMn 20 pe~~iin;~: _ Provisiori~l;'

University of SoUth'
Florida N~MH

Univers_ity.(I,f,W~~.illg~()rl,,_,-· N~A.-~

~f\89:t_\lte:,for,:,B.ehavioral"
- Research.' Inc.

20 perC,eI}:t_; - l'Tovis iona1 i

16.4 perpept ~ COl1IPO!;li~e ~at~ (note, d)

20 pe~;;~ri~; - l'Tovisi~~i

18. 5 PJic~lit _ Composit;;-' r~t~"(ri~t{'d)'

Philadelphia General
_Hos'pfi:a'f'" """ c.

i;;ed8;r$'c ,of L.l1blUl':¥'~':
He.' Sinai' Hospl tal
Los ~e.~~_~. '

NIAIO'""

NIA."lJ)..

20 per'b~'~t:;~_ Limited"GS~"(rio~1! is:

18.5 perc,~,nt - Comp~~~ ,l:'~te".'",o,t:~",c:l};

~atein error, should be 19 percent.

bI'TOVis'fc:mal;rate~~~',-20iPl!tcent,':'';':,aliardi'nginsu'tute justi.{i~'~tion based upon grant ~ppii_
catiol'l;S which, show' that'litt1~'use, 'of yA facility was cO;l).t,e!n1:l1ated.

~ate in error. '.;'~IllJ~d,~, i~ perc,ent"

~te based on ~~~t~~;~" ~~t~~~~~!:"pe:rcentage of researC;l:t,t9 be Clonduc~ed ,off _eampUII~
Off_Clampus portion 'eomputedat'5"percent or at 'off_campus rate. On_clullpUS 'pOrtioneO!li';;'
puted at proviSional rate of 20 percent.

eSee sClhedule 4.for full names of awarding institutes.



SCHEDULE 3
RESEARCH PROJECTS

AT VETERANSADMINISTRATtON HOSPITALS

VARYING INDIRECT COST RATES

USE'ri'YOlr SAME GRANTEE- INSTITlrrt6N

Grantee institution

Yeshiva University

University of-Arizona

Universi ty of Miami

University of Pittsburgh

FISCAL'YEAR 1965 FUNDS

Awarding
institute Number
(note b) of grants

NIAMO I

NIAMO I

NIGHS I

NIAMO I

NIGHS I

NHI I
NCI I
NIAID 2
NIMH' 1
NIGHS 1
NICIID 1

NHI 2

NIMH 1
NIAMO 2

Rate and basis of
indir~~t co~t allowance

5 percent - Federal /
,'faciH,ty,: . :
18.8 percent - Composite

rate (note,s)
20 percent - Provisional

17~75'percent _'Composite
rate (note a)

20' percent - Provisional-

20_p~rce~t - Negotiated
20 p~rcent - Negotiated
15 percen,t -He,B()tlateet.:
20 percent - ProVisional'
IS'percent - Negotiated
20 percent - Negotiated

5 percent_ Federal
facility

20 percent - Provisional
5 percent _ Federal

facility

8aate based on grantee's estimate of percentage of research to'be conducted
off C8tllpus. Off-campus portion computed at 5 percent,;. on~campus portion
computed at provisional tate of 20 percent.

bSee schedule 4 for full name~ of awarding.institute~.
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SGHEIJULE •.4

NATIOIiAL.•INSTI1'UTES.O~.REALTH

IDENTIFICATION OF AWARDING INSTITUTES

SHOWN IN SCHEDULES 2 ~D 3
"-co

'Y)i/'

N8:F :" Natfonal'::Cilii~'er Instftht'k
i""·"i'lf.'-'-'

NHI - NationaL:,Heart!: Institute

NIAID - N.itiort~j~_ ~r~'~itute of ,A11ergy,.and, Infectious Disease
I,;, .. '.'-,-

NIAMD - :,National Lnatid-tute of ,Arthritis.,., and MetabqlJc_:.,:Diseases

NICHD ..:: National, Institute of 'Child Health and Human Development

NIGHS ~'N~tibn&l'rrlstttute of 'General M~dical Sciert~~~~
,.",_,_" ", ......·..•;'";o.,t .""'",' " .... co·., ",' .:. :-. ',. ,'.
'..",-"'. (., ..•.• .'-•••.'..; .:~,':-~ ..-,..,;.:<:: ';';.' .;:- ;, \, -,;:,';-:

N~;'7,' Na.~io-p.a~;:,_Ips.:tft~te of Mental HeE!J,.t:h

U.S. GAO. Wuh... D.C.
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HEALTH SCIENCES ADVANCEMENT AWARD PROGRAM

INTRODUCTION:

The National Institutes of Health has initiated a new program of
support to institutions, primarily graduate academic institutions,
to aid in the implementation of specific proposals whereby insti-,
tutions can advance to higher lev~ls of achievement by developing
new and strengthening eXisti~~:,.-pe~lth·;s,ci.'anc~t:,_activities. The
program objectives are to adceie!~te_th~ advancement of existing
capabilities in health research ~tid'retated graduate -research edu­
ca t LoneI activi.ti:~s;:·:w~:t~in:Hl~:t;itu:t:lons.. _"jfi- :h~:gh~,~.;educationwhich
already have demo~~trated'some achieve~ent-in the health sciences
orin scientific fields related to "the b LomedLc.a Lvaz-ea ] support;
the advancement of rnewi-,·p..~,.a~th';r~~earch·,an4-'.;tr~i~i:ng.endeavors Ln
emerging and less well established academic institutions of higher

. education Which, however, possess an appropriate base for the de­
v~lopment of th~ health sciences; promote t~e better training of'
biomedical investigators, and increase the total number of well­
trsined health scientists o

WHO MAY APPLY:

Health Sciences Advancement~~~ardS'~~~Z~riitially'limited toinsti­
tutions of hi-gh~:t\ed:,:,cati.~~,:~,i~.ht:Il-·:the.. U~:l;:t~d,St~t_7.s:,·it8 .terri­
tor~e~~nd.pofJB~'ssfons."~,.efe:~enc:e.-:for _Hell~.~~' '.Sc:tences ~,dva~cement
Award,s, ,:w'flL be ',,'given,to:'appli~~nt,instit\ltions whichoff~r~:t.l)e

greatest promise for· advancJiW .tones -l eveIs..:.?~" health science
ac tivi try, Insti tutiorls . ~li'gible -·t<l:a'p~l~" under' this program include:
(1) a university or any',:-9:n.e "'0,1:':/8.' c_onibi:na'-ciion of its major organtaa­
tiona1 components .such asone ~r!"J1l-;'.re of Its hee Lcb professional
schools,entire medical center;'-or'-'colleges', and (2) colleges which.
grant master or doctoral level degrees and health professional
schools which are B£! a part of a universityo

EXCEPTION: In university systems each of the campuses and
colleges which are listed in boldface type in the most recent
edition of the "Education Directory, Part 3, Higher Education,lI
issued by Office ~f 'Education, Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare is considered a separate institution and must file
~~par~,~el?,~". ExaDl'pl~~.of.uI1iversity. syseelIls __ .~,r.e .. ~,he. Sta te.:
:.unJv¢,rB;ity',',o~ .N!=w· y·or-kj·: ,th~' Texas,';J;.':& ~,;U~iy~i;'sn:y< Sys'tet~I:~: 8;-q,d
the U~ivexs Lt.y or,q~l:i}'prn~.~,~';:r_



;IMPORTANT: A·:unLverstty, :cwi:th>the".,exceptipn' noted. above; m.ay:~

subnn t; Only, one 'application;.::whether ,this':includes'.one'or more
than -cne of the. untvecs.I ty I s •major crgantaaud cue.l.. components ..
The application, however, does not have'to embody programs which
formally involve the total university structu.re:~.>,'.F:~,:",:;~.x~.n;Llll,e",;.
a university may apply for a Health: Sciences Advancement Award
p.n:.beha.1f;of'its'; schcct., of: medfcdnej; t.ee: entire medical :, center ,
o~) a dJyi:~.ion whdch-, br-Idges seve.rat, ecbootsj ox c9lleges.~witi;!.JI;l

the:" unkvel:'s:i.ty,; ;

Health,' .ScLenc ear Advancement;' AW,s·rds {w1l1 be : made' on-ce- competitive ,'. non­
renewable: basis , and-wdl.L; pr9v:lde·funds,toa-. grantee, fOJi.: no: mo~~.,ttlan

.re , single,.:,: five-year.perio.d,; Nc. grant. may- beaw,arde.d :witho.ut;.,s''. pl:'Jpr
recommendation of approval by the National ,Adviso~y" He,~l_t.l;t.,C9\lnciJ:.,:and
acceptance of this recommendation by the Surgeon Generalo At the time;
that a .g'rant; is funded the institution will receive ,aJ:l:.::.,9.~'~:i~',i~1:,::;y:>,

llNotification of Grant Awarded" together with suppleme'ntai:y informa­
tional ,materials relevant .co. adminis.t.rati()no~, t:he," gFa,n~o, As;, the
res.ult·,,>.o~,::NIH: experIence. in".i,tsG.ene.ral: Re,sea,rch ~upp,ort':::program,
grantee institutions will be given wide latitul1e:>J!1::e..xe,l:',c:lsingdis­
cretion in grants management matters customarily reserved to the funding
, ',\, ' ' ' ,
agency; Ilsue Lredmfnfstre t Ive- and: fisc~akcon.trol,~i,wi11,:.be-requdred of
the', gxantiee' -t ogethez with: armual • prog'reaa-and expendttures reports.
Levels of support will be'. negotiated annually. an4,'i£ Justified, funds
maybe cam-Led. forward.throughoutthe project; per-ted of:,t):l.e g'rant , The
,prin~iples :of~,.cost,-shaxing, will',beapplic<~b1~t,o,; these gran ca, Heal th
Sciences Advancement Award funds may not be ,9B.e.d,f,or,constructiono
Applicants in need of addi~ional facilities should consider whether an
appjl.Lce tdon-undez .,Ti,tle" VLI~ A' of-".the:', Pu,b1ic,Health,,;SeI:'v:ic,e Ac,t: might
meet the-anticipated need, The genl';!.ral,·,leyel';o,f.:fup.,d-,ing',for' each
grantee is expected to average about $1-$3 million for ,the total period
of support. PHS' requLr~ll1e:n~s,'rel<lti:v~.to:::.':J\7,il":rightf;l, patents, conduct
of clinical research using human beings' as subjects, etc. will apply to
Health Sciences Advancement Awards 0

PROCEDURE FOR ,APPLYING'

Because of: the interest :this. prpgram· ise~p,~.c;:.,.te4,·,to receive and the
;:relatively modest level of funding,;aYl1!JaqJe}.f,pr:'<i:lext year, it. is re­
quested that each interested institution submit at this time only a
letter ',of, ,intent "and,:l3umIl~.s:rY-Bta.tement,.()~,.the,iJ:ls,titution I s plans 0

Guidelines are presented below concerning ,the;,na·ture of the information
thi~ 'summary should contain. A dea~line of JulY 15. 1966 for receiving
all Leut-exa, and; ,summari,es .haa ',heen.:,e.s,ta.blished.'.': ':',I:n 'recognition of -che
fac"t ,;that.each'i'ns'ti-tution.::has<'.it,ft:',~"uni'que·'ands epaxace set of con­

~'dit'ioris,:'. int,ere,~t'B;andne,edB",,:f1exi,b-ilfty::wi:ll. be,', exercised in the

85-452 0-67-8
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evaluation-and:-a8sessment- of-' lts"proposed: progr.m~ F'or-:this '-reason"
only general gUidelines' are provided 80 as nottores.trictinstitu­
tiona from submitting plans most suitable to thetrrequi-reme:nts.

REVIllil PllOCEDIlllES,

summaries-will be reviewed,£or-ehe-purposeB'ofevaluating those which
best appear- to meet,' the 'stated-objectives of. the program. Following
the: review,o£the summary) the applicant will be informed of its
status; a relative!)l' BDUll l number of ,'s ppl i c an t s" wi l l be 'invited to
prepare full-sesle"formal .applications for subsequent review· through
a dual review procedure. The number of inStitutions invited to pre­
pare. £ul1-scaleapplications will:depend-in"part.upon the'funds
,availableinFYc'1967.and those projected, for fu'ture years. As ex ...
pansi01lo~ the "program occurs • future' additional open', filing periods

-will'be,'atiiiounced; .

WHAT TO SUBMIT'

l;~ A letter 'of 1i1tent",B'igiled: by', the Presid'ent', Or', Chief Executive
Officer of:th'e institution which attests,,,to,his approval",for
the' ,proposato '

2~ A>face' 'page: tsee suggested ;format) ,'identifyirlgthe title of
the proposal,.'"' the institutiont1ts ilddress:t, maJor organiz'ational
compone,nt~1nvo1vedtnameof program-director, his title,
address and telephonenumber t estimated first year and 'total
costs of,: the program and 'amounts requested,of the NIH. and. date
of application.

3~ A' summ.ary of approximately 3 tOOO 'to 5 tOOO' words which: includes
the followlng"information, "

a.' INF01lllATION ABOUT THE PROPOSED PLAN

Nature 'of, the prog,ram.' to'be'supp'orted.

Principal goals, areas' and fields,to be adva:ri.C:;~d.

aeliitiotiSh1p of, the, plauta- the, 'inat;l.,tution'· a. ;ove'rall
'development',lans.

-Miljol"'cha,:}igesth'at 'C'~I'1-"be:"~,xpec'tedi;if,obJectiyes are
reached. ,- - -

Fac1Iitlei:.vailableand thoee' needed to carry,outthe
propose,d~-program.. (Funds "for. :new,,;constructionshould, not
beineluded slnce;theae :cannot be provided from' these
grants.,).



Spec ialized research. .equfpmentr. which :will' 'be: 'needed..'

Evd.dence ",of .,'t~e.c::.~itrrie,l:1:t:: ,<i.:f ,dl~, UJj:ly~-rs~j:::y,~ s resources
to the plan.

INFORMATION ABOUT THE BUDGET

':"Pl:~s'~nf'''cont:n1tm,ents.' Qf; th~, applicant institution,. state,
legislatu~e,community,etc.

Plans"and princ'fpaf sources "for "maintenance of program
beyond the termination of the grant.

Estimate of the total and each year's cost 9f the plan
~?' "IUaj,0t:,c:B:t,~go:ry" o~ __,e~p~.ncii~':l~.e. _-<fa Q g:.·".'-'p~rs-orihe1,;­
eq'uipinent, research-trainIng' support) .showi.ng r (1) the
in~~,i.tll~~l)llls~l:.()I>()~edliha,r~ ()f _the: costs: and,': (2)' -tihe

,amounts 'ieq~ested of- 'the 'National -Lns t Ltuties of HeaLth,

c , iNFORMATION ABOUT THE APPLICANT INSTITUTION

Present areas of scientific strength "throughout the
,~~I!,;:itl,ltJ.,9J::l,.. ,iqC;J,'U,c:l_:i.nK_h,~a,lt:h" r~,s"e,l1~ch."and research
training programs, their scope and magnitude.

Total current Federal support for the institution's,
h~alth~re14ted:programs, (e.g., NSF, DOD. NASA. AEC.
PHS).

MBjo~ science facilities built or acquired in past
five years. Identify scientific area (physicsi

".bic),~()g,ica1 sciences, etc.). total cost and approximate
amounts,io[)~~iq~ci-fromPublic Health Service.

In order to expedite the internal processing end review,: of
summaries, it is requested that an original and three carbon
copies of each letter of intent and summary statement be
provided..

WHEN AND WHERE TO SllBMIT LETTER OF INTENT AND SUMl!AEY:

For consideration for a grant for FY 1967. the requested material must
be postmarked no later than July 15. 1966"and shQuld be mailed to:

Health Sciences Advan~ement Award Program
General ,Research Support Branch
,Division of Research Facilities and Resources
Natiopal Institute~ of Health
Bethesda, Maryland 20014
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(Sl1'ggesJedFormat ;fprFacePage JiuriJmary)

SUMMARY OF HEALTH SCIENCES ADVANCEMENT AWARD PROPOSAL

\~pp.l.J.caUL Leave cbLank)FR rrr:-_::-'C:.C:-::-::;";:;;;;-blBiikl

TitI~'of,Proposal:

AppLtcene ,Tnstitution:

MajorOrganizatlonal Components Represented:
,(eogo Total University; School of Medicine only)

Address:

Telephone No• .:. _

,Name of Program 'DirectOr:

Budget ~ummary:

Esti·mated
TotaLCost ',Requested of NIH

First,Year:

Total Project Period ( __ years):

naee r. '- _



2
2
1
5

109

Micro·
blot­
ogy,a

39

BiD·

prJt

1
5
6

un-a
n.ni

Bio·
chem­
istry

1
5

2
3

1
4
8
1

6
4

290

'-----2

2
1

11
6
4
5
2

1

___ nj

4

2

m;:i

--mi

u---6
3

3 nu_.
11 . 1
32
3l
20
15
5

8
4

7
"15

2
9
7
2

15
6
7

6
2
1
2

5
2
3
3

16
24

'13
11

11 ......
..10 1

2 nnn
4 2

2 1
6

4
18 6

8 3
22 3

24 __~ ___
12 1
1
3

21 5
15 1
3 2

38 6
8 1

879

1
5

Total
basic Anl;lt·

medical omy2
scl- -

ences

State and school

rotal; an eeheele,__ ,. . • ~•. _.••. _

ApPE]~~l~IX4,~~YMBE~ o,r>,D()cTo~S';, ',' DEGREES 1,>Q9N:F:ElRRED IN
BASI" MEDICAL, S"IEN"ES, BY S?HOOL AND FIELD, 1964-65

Alabama:. University of Alabama. c__
Arizona: University of Arizllna~c.. _-•••• 7,--.:-.
California ., , ' ,',' .

California Instituteof Technology.• nh -
Stanford UniversitY.n.'__ ~ __._~._ nn _"n

. University of California, BerkeleY_n... c.~
University of California; Davis.•'_ c __ c--~-­
University of California" LosAngeles~'_. __.;
Universifyof California; San Francisco __ :,'n
University ofSoutherncaurcrnla.: ••~_.

Colorado:' , ::' ..
Colorado State University.•• _mmn_c,U
University of ,ColoradO~.h.h_nnm" __

Connecticut: -
University of Connecticut_m_ . __ •. .•
Yale'University_~__._~ __ . ._.. __ ~--

District of,Columbia:.' -
Catholic University of America.__ m m m
Georgetown University~ ••.•• _•• _~~ ~~ __,__ C
George Wa,hington' University. ~ .•.. ~ .. ~_.
Howard University_ •.•...•........... c..

florida: . ,-
floridaState University n cc __• __ ._
University of'floridan'~_._n __ ~c_c ~~ __c__
University of MiamL _n_"n_

Georgia:
- ,Emory University__•__~n c __ Cnn._C

University of Georgia~~ nn • ~~"~.n n
Hawaii:·University of HawaiLn nnnm~.
Idaho: University of Idaho•.~~_.~n~_~~ ,n-
Illinois:'

Illinois Instituteof Technology un,.'_

Loyola University_~ .•.~.m m ~ ••
Northwestern University__. . __ c _
SouthernIllinois University_.__•__ c. __.~_ ~

'University of Chlcago_:n __ nn;:m_•• _'~ ••
University of tllinois.h •••• n'mmm

;,Indlana:'

~nu~3~:8~:::::i:::_::::::::::~:::~: ::,:::
Iowa:

Iowa "State, University of Science and
Technology.._. ~~ u •••••

University of lowa.u ._m.'_' .m<__
Kansas:

Kansas State University of Agriculture find
Applied Science .~ _•••• h;. .. __ : _.

University of Kansas.'; ._•.• n n~ n
Kentucky: .

University of,Kentucky_•. C... __n~n_
University of louisville.~_. '_h•• _

Louisiana:
louisiana State University and Agricultural

and Mechanical College_nn __ ~_~ __ .;_ ••
TulaneUniversity of Louisianan _

Maryland: ,', """,
johns Hopkins University . ; ~c __ ~ •. _
Univ,ersity of Maryland._n.__, ----,cc--

Massacfiusetts: ' ,

R~:~Se~n~~~~~i:iiiy~i.: ~ ~ ~:: ~ ~==~ ~==C==~
Harvard University·Radcliffen _
Tufts Univers ty ._~~ _c~ c--i n~; c__~n ,c
university of Massachusetts. n n_ n_

Michigan: ","
Michigan State University ofAgriculture and

Applied Sciencem.~_n m _ m_ n m __

University of Michigann~n u m_ n m

Wayne State University. __ m_ m _ n _m_

Minnesota: University of Minnesota... _.• _
rw'jisslssi,ppi: .UlJjl/e,~~ity ~f,fI1is,slssi~pic,7_"".-- '" ;

See footnotes at end of table, p. 110.
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ApPENDIX 4.~NuMBER OF DOCTORS' DEGREES 1
BASIC MEDICAL SCIENCES, BY SCHOOL AND FIELD,

OONFERRED IN
1964-65-00n.

Total
basic ,.:. Bio~ Blo· Micro- Pa- Phai'~., 'Phys~

Stateandschool medical Anat- chem- p~ys- bioi- thol- maecl- ;lel-
eel- omy2 Istry res ogy,3 ogy' ogy ogy ~

GO'"

2 nn __,
_0000- nn_.,n __ n

2 _0000. 2 _.nn
24 ______ 3 n_n_ m-2i

11 , 5
18 1 9
4 3 _mn·
6 nnn ____ 00

6 ___ 00_ 3
1 1
3 ~~~~,~~ _n ___

15 1 ,
4 nnn z
6 m~n '·---516 z

-6 nn.. 3
z 1 1

"13 1 8
16 ____ •• J

3 noon ___ .00

8 6 ,
9 z "'2 n __ n _00 ___

8 1 3

4 .u ... __ nn
6 nnn 1

1 noon 1
2 nnn z
2 n_·"n 2
5 n_~n __ nn
4 1 -----58' n_"C_

2 00_ ••• -----518 3

~ ~==~~-
3

9 "' 3
9 z 5

4
6 noon

12 1

1 .--ni
6

z
2

1 ___ ., __ 0000_
n ___ •

_n~".

5 noon 4 ~~~==~

20 2 12 2
1a =~=~~= -----5 ~~~~:~

7 ___ .n ..nij n-hi 4
31 , 2

Missouri:

~~i~~~iijyU~/V~~~~u-rr :-:,}~:: ~ ~ ~~;{~-~:: : ~~,
Montana: Montana StateUniversity_ H' ~ • __

Nebraska: University of Nebraskan _
NewJersey:

Princetori'lJ'nl\ieTSity~--~. c ~ ,- __ • m co::::
Rutgers, the StateUniversity un __ • _

.NewYork:---'- ."", -'. "-
Columbia Unlverslty__ ~~~ c_c _ne •• ~~ __~:c
Cornell Universlty__ ._~-__ • cc_ n .. ~ __

Fordham UniversitYh un. h ._

NewYork University_. ~_ ~_~ __~_"h __ ~ __

Rockefeller lnstitute.~~ •• .••• _
SUNY; College .ofForeStry." ~ ..L_
SUNY, Downstate Medical Center .:••
SUNY, University ofBuffalo__•• .. ~'.•
SUNY, Upstate Medical Center n~_.
SyracuseUniversity .u..• __ n __ : __

, Un!versit¥ of ~ochestern ._~~~m- :_.
Union University_•• _••• •• __
Yeshiva Unlversity ...._nn ...

North Carolina:
D'ike Uni"el"llty~:o ~ _00 ~ • ~ ~ ~

Unlva,rsity of North Carolina at Chapel HilL
University of North -: Carolina State at

-:". 'Ral!ilgh c_~~_~ __ ".. ~~~:~~ __ "~_-

'North Dakotif: University cif North Dakota ___
Ohio: -Ohio' State University ~ _

University ofClncin~atL:n.~- :::~ - ~-
Western Reserve Umversltyu•• 0000 On

Oklahoma:
Oklahoma" State' University of Agriculture

and Applied Science.:-:'•• n ••• "n~-'~-_
-University of Oklahoma n ~._~: .....n

Oregon:, -
Oregon State UnIVilrsitY~ n_n _~ __ •• n
University of Oregon n _~nn_. 00 __ '

Pennsylvania:

-R~~~r::~rii-Medica-(Ciiilege·and-Hosjifta,i==
Jefferson Medical College n ••• ~.n-.-
Pennsylvania Slate University _
Philadelphia College of Pharmacy and Sci-

ence n_n...... n ••

Unlversityof pannsylvanla, n _n •• ~n _
University of Pittsburgh-e- ---- .--------.­
Wmn's Medical College of Pennsylvania•• __

Tennessee:
University of Tennessee ••• - _.__ ._~ __
Vanderbilt University__ •••• 00 __ .-. ~_u.. -

Texas:
Baylor University un._ 00_0000 ___

Texa.s A.& M. Ul\iversltyu" -..... ---
University of Te.xas.--n-- 00 __ ••.-.-." .c.

Utah:
Brigham Young Utah••• -.•,c...,__,h,-C- nm
University of Utah__~_·..-__ ._._.m ---nc­
Utah,Slat~ University of Agriculture and

Applied Sclenee m. n 0000 ._.

Vermont: University of Vermont. u. " _
Virginia:

University of Virginia~n __ n.: _
VirginiaPolytech nic Institute_"' c_c._•

,-Wasbln,ton:
Umversity of Washin'tonn •_.__ 00 _ 00

Washington State UmversitY...._.,.ncn_
WestVirginia: West Virginia Universityc_ nc. n
Wisconsin:

Marquette University_ -C' c·- --- __ -- ---- --.
Universi.ty of Wisconsin. _..... __ •• ---c- 00

1 Ph. D's,Sc. D's.
2 Includes histolo~, cytology, and embryology.
3 Includes bactenology, ,virology. mycology, and parasitolOgy:·
4 Excludes planl'pathology .:' . .<",'
5 ExCI~des plantphysiology. .' . ,',:">::":' ." ..'::<C':':~ ,C ..::::;

Source: National Centerfor Educational Statistics,Office of Education, Department ofHealth; Education, and'Welfare.
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ApPENDIX 5.-NuMBER of DOCTORS' DEGREES 'CO"FERREDIN

BIOSCIENCES· (OTHER THAN BASIC MEDICAL), BY SCHOOL -AND
FIELD, 1964-65

III

---n

7
mn

2

m;"2

3
5

1
2

4
2

----iii
a
3

-----s
3

12

..0--
3
4
1

.....-r 4
5

, ,Ento- Geriet~ ",{'lalit, '-";:"",:':,\~=--'AII -
Biology Botany m,o!!I'W'; .les . pat~ol.' Z,ooJogy))t,hers 2

'081-

2
10

1 u_'.H
12 12
51
39
25
4
1 nun
1 1
9 9

11
7

~ -"I
9
5

6
3 1
3

4 -'I
15 2
10

1
7

11,
1 1
8 8
4

21-
23

8 _n_"~
15 11
10 10

13
14 u-c-

1
5

11
4

19
12

17
8

1,049 180 202 !3~

6 nun 1 2
4 4 nun nun ;,",h_""
2

Total.
hiosci­
enees

State andschool

Total. all schools_nn __ ,_nn nn n

Alabama:
AubumUniversityuu~: * _

University ofAlabama~nn __ n"nH __,h_

Alaska: University of Alaska_h nn ~_n

Arizona:
Arizona State UnlversitY_un_* _

University of Arlzona ~._"------nn---
California:

California Instituteof Techllology_h __ nn

Stanford Universitym_u_n n~_nn __ ~~_
University ofCalifornia, BerkeleY_un _"u
University ofCalifornia; Davis n n _ h __ :_.

University ofCalifornia, losAngelesnu~ __
University ofCalifornia, Riverslde_~ _
University ofCalif(irnia, San Diego~~ •• _~ __ '
UniVersity ofCalifornla;santa Barbaramh
University of SouthernCalifornia_~_~: •• __ :

,-Colorado,:"
, Colo,rado StateUnlvers,ty__• __::•• n '.:: n

University of Colorado'~n ~nnn_'~._

Connecticut:
University ofCOl1llecticuL_n __ hhnnn'
YaleUniversit.F~.~h n' :'_" n~~ n _

Delaware: 'University of netaware., •__
District of Columbia:

Catholic University of America_ n" n •_.
George Washington University ~'~ _
Howard Universityun __._~ ~~-~n- n_

Florida:
Florlda StateUniversity__~n ~nn _,. __
University ct Florlda.,',__ ~_'_ n~.n.n __ n

, , Universltyof"MiamL,-,"--cn:'-----------
-aecrata:

-,ij~i~Zrs~t~i~W~~rgia~~~~~~~ ~:~~~~ ~'~~~~~ ~
H,3wafl: ~niversity of HawaiL~ mm,_n
Idaho: Universiij'of Idaho -, ___
Illinois: '

IIHnolslnstitute of Technology~.h_ -'n~n_
Northwestern University n • ••
SouthernIllillois Unlversitynn, •
Un!vers!ty of C~icajl:o:'_,--n- .:•• ---nc:,--­
UllIverslty of IIlInOlLn'_'nn.;__ •__ nn_

Indiana:;"
Indiana Universily•• nn_nn •
PurdueUniversity.-mm-m._nnn __ -'-'_
University of Notre name., nnnn _

Iowa:
Iowa State UniverSity'of Science and Tech-

un~~~~rtY'oi'i~~8-~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Kansas:

Kansas State University of Agriculture and
Applied sctencec.,__ n __ , __ n •• ,h n

University of KansaS.u n n _n',n n _n __ n
Kentucky: " " "University of KentuckY_~~_: -':-
: Uniyersityoflouisvilre__ n m_';m
louisiana: .' -,
, LoulslanaState University and'Agricultural

and Mechanical College n_nn _
, Tulane University of louisiana':'uu_nun
Maryland: '" "

Johns Hopkins llniveralty; " _
University ofMaryland~un _

See footnotes at end of table. p. 113.
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ApPENDIX 5:-NUMBElR OF DOCTORS' DEGREES 1 OONFERRED IN
BroSCIENCES (OTHER THAN BASIC MEDICAL) BY SCHOOL AND
FIELD, 1964-65-0ontinued

Stateand school
Total,
blcscl­
encee

Enta­
Biology ~Botany mology

uenet­
ics

Plant
pathol­

ogy

All
Zoology, others ~

Massachusetts:
Boston University~ ••••• m _____ u _~_n __ 4 4
BrandeisU nlver,ily~ '" •••-••'. _"c .; _ ~ ".'C'';'_ 2 2
ClarkUniversi,ty- __- ne __ u_. ~~,7::- - -c·- 3 3
HarY,ard University-Radcliffe_n _;...~__ "___ ":' 14 14 __ n __ __ n __ _u_.__

nu __ -----g,:,::" Massachusetts 'Ins,lltute ofTedinology___-.'.,'~ 17 8 ____ n

--un ------ n __ n

Tufts UnlverS~~~~ __________ ~_~ ___:~ ~ ______ J I -----i -·---2 -----i _n_._ -----SUniversity of assachusetts,__________ ,,__ 9 __ u __ ---- --
Mi,chigan:

f,1ichigan State Univ.ersity _ot 'Agrlc.ullural
22 16andApplied setence,________ n. __ nn_ n_n_ -----4

Universi~,of Michigan.~~_ ~ ___ ""m _n ___ 17 u-"2 6 ----Wayne Sate UniversiUn ____ " __ nn _n_ 2 _u nmS -----gMinnesota: University of' lnnescta, __ cun_~_ 37 _n_n -s
Mississippi:

Mississip'pi state University" _~ ___________ 4 mUi n_h_ 3
UniverSity ofMississippL nC___ m Un n_ 1

Missouri:
University of Missouri_______ n __ n_ n _n 10
Washington University____ h _nCn ____ n_ 2

Montana: Montana state.unlversny.,c. Uu_ U 6
Nebraska: University of Nebraskac_cc_nn_~ __ 3
New Hampshire: Umversity ofNew Hampshtre.; 3
New Jersey:
; Princeton University... c·_~c~ __ ~ __ nn_ccc 3 3

Rutgers; the StateUniversi~n_cccu_:c~ 19 -n--2New Mexico: University of New exicoc~u_u~ 2
New'York: ..: -

Columbia UniversitYn~u ...-.)n--n-"--' 16
Cornell University____ ~ _______ •'c~~ c___ c__ 26
Fordham Universi~. _n~_C C_nCC~ C~_.~_ ~ J n·-uNew York Univers ty_____ .nnnn_u_u 11
Rockefellerlnstitute_ u _ --:- .----- ------- s ---00

3- St. aeneventure,__~~_.nn __~u ..hn_n 3
Sf.JohnsUniver'sl~~ _____ mm ____ hm 4 4
SUNY, College of orestry____ mn ___ •• u 4 -.-h

3SUNY, University of Buffalo._.nu_____ .;__ 3
University of Rochestern_n ___ 00_ nn~ __ 6 2

North Ca'rolina:

S~~~gr~~7~rtii-caroli na·cit ciiip-el-Hirr ,14 7 ------ n_n. 7
3 2 nn n , __ 00_ 1

University of North Carolina State at
Raleigh__ nnn... __ m n;m~hmn 22 __ nn -'''-i 4 11

North Dakota: North Dakota State____m_..h_ J _n ___
Ohio:

Kent State_~~ ••,••• ---- ___•••• _.____,-',--- J 1 _.---]Ohio State University___ hn __ nn _._~'h_ 23 n_n_
University ofCinclnnatL._nm _n._'-h_ 1 J
Western Reserve untversrts,...._n ____ n s ---n

5
Oklahoma:

Oklahoma State University of Agriculture
and Applied Science~_~_~:._ •• _~ _____""'- 18 n.,_,n 1

University ofOklahomsn_m_"_c.. n"n_ 7 nnn 4
Oregon:" ,', -

Oregon StateUniversity_~~ ...___ nn __ "__ 20 n--·6
s

University ofOregonnn~n._ .....nn'~n 6
Pennsylvania:

sLehigh UnlversltY:~"h_m __ m _____ •__ 3 _hh_ -m-
3 •.... i -----3 ---'-4Pennsylvania State UniversitYn_~.' __'h' 12 1 -n--i ----·iUniversity o~Pennsylvanla. __ n n_ n n,__ - 7 -----5 .---_. ._0000 n ____ s

University ofPittsburgh___•__ ._••• _______ 8 nn __ n __ n ...... __ nn ._._n 3
Rhode Island:

Brown Universlty.......... ___ ncnn_n 8 7
University of Rhode Island"'-._:,n_n_c'c __ 7

South Carolina:· .
.' ' --ClemsonUnlversltK____ m __ •••m.n~~_. 3 ---"iUniversity ofSout earenne.,_____ .,-n.~u 1
Tenne,ssee:' ,,-, "'" ,

13Universit~ etrennessee.,'; ____ n nnn'_n ---n
3Vandernl t University___ m .........nm 4

Texas:
Rice' University_ •.n._ '_hnn mm m_ 8 8
Texas A. & M.-Universlty~ ...u.-.hnnn 13 ----·iUniversity of Houston"'._nn_nnn•• _... J
University of:Texasn~ •• _..._.,nn.--.-n- 16

Seefootnotel$ at endoftable, p. 113.



ApPENDIX 5.-NuMBER OF DOdTORS' DEGREES 1 OONFERRED IN
BIOSCIENCES (OTHER THAN BASIC MEDICAL), BY SCHOOL AND
FIELD, 1964-65-0ontinued

I

Total, i Ento- Genet- Plant All
State and school blescl- Biology Botany mo[ogy tee pathol· Zoology others2

ences I ogy

Utah:
University of Utah••hn __ u __ .n. _'hn_ 3 I~ _____ 1 n ____ -.---- __ n __ 2
Utah State University of Agriculture and

Applied Science._.um _______ ~ __ un_ 2 1______ ""--i nun
_. __ n

nun 2
Vermont: University ofvermont,_____________ 1 'n.h_

Virginia: " . .
1 !mmunlversl~ ofVirginia. "n ____ ._ m. _m_ --.hi -----3VirgiRla olytechnlc Instltute___ ~ ___ --.--- 4 1______

Washinrvon:
Un versity of Washln~tDL-- ___ - -.-------- 24 ______ 9 -----2 3 -----4 8 4
Washln~toll State UnlVersify._nn_.m ___ 12 L, ____ 3 3 '----iWest Virgin a: West Virginia University_______ c 4 'n __ n ------ n.h. ------ 3

Wisconsin':
Marquette University__ m _ n __ n __ ,_ nn 1 1

--~h6 ----i7 ---n

7
mn

8 h---8
-m-

8' Unive_rsit~ of 't,Vlsconsin __ ; __ "__ nn __ c. __ 54 'n_.n

/Wyomlng: URiVerslty of Wyommgw _______ nn_ 3 ~m __ _h
n_ nnn _nn _ _ nu. 3

1Ph:Do's, sc. D.'s.. i
2 Includes ecology, nutrluon, plantphysiology, and all ethers.
source: National Center for Educational Statistics, Office rf Education, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.
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