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- . :ance of the contract.

This report wasprepared by Herschel Glesner, under the supervision .-
«of Robert 1. Wright, chief counsel of the Subéommittee on-Patents, -
- "Trademsrks; and -Copyrights, a5 part of the szbecommittee’s study of :
. the U.S.patent system, conducted pursuant to.Senate Resolution 236 ..

-of the 85th Congress, 2d session. -1t is the second of a-series-that will =
-describe .the current. practices of .each of the agencies of the Federal
‘Government, engaged’ in activities which may.result in the ownership
-of patents. by the Government.or patent licenses 1o the. Government -

from employees, -contractors; or grantees.. - .o Toies

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 these:inquiries ‘was to determine how-Government agen-: -
-cles have been discharging: their responsibilities with respect to
inventions in which the Government had a substantial financial inter- -
-est, as the result of its expenditures for seientific research and develop-
nent.  No such inquiry had been made since the investigation some
" 11 years ago, which culminated in the Attorney General’s feport and
.:recommensations 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-

- lying 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 Tennesgsee
Valléy Authority, and will not be repeated here, except to say that it
" favored the Government taking title to all 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 ¥oun-
. -dation reflect a view of Government responsibility for the supervision
.of inventions 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-

S

* Up to now thé Foundation has not thought it necessary to keep
‘itself informed as to patent applications arging 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 paterts or
- .'Government licenses should be obtained (42 U.S.C. 1871A; Exec-
. utive Order No. 10521, sec. 6).
‘ v



VI h o FOREWORD

It seems doubtful that the Foundation’s research oTantees, 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 inventions. or discoyeries. On the other hand,
" the Foundation, primarily interested “ds it"is in pure, rather than
applied resea,rch may well be justified-in feeling that none of its
“energies should be devoted to patent matters. The result is that, in
- the abgence of & Patents Adminigtrator; or some other Federal oﬁicml

with primary: responsibility for the proper ‘exploitation of all inven=.

tions and ‘discoveries produced: as a result of the use 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-act for private interests alone:-" :

As noted in the foreword to -the first report, the subcommittes’s
views ‘as’ to what the-National Science Foundation or any ‘other o
governmental agency ought to-be ‘doing with respect ‘to paterits on-
inventions: produced’ with 'its funds is reserved for future comment

‘All that is presented ‘here’is & factual: summary’ of: the agency’s stat-:

utory authorlty in tlus ﬁeld 1ts current practice; and itsown wewpomt =

“Josepa-C.O’'MaHONDY, .
Ciumman, Subcommzﬂee o Patents Trademarks, and Cog ymghte, 2
Oommzttee on the Judwmry, Umted tates Sena :
JANUARY 2 1959 i .
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LUASE Y s

PRELIMINAR .REPORT AS TO THE PATENT- PRACTICES OF
'”"THE NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 3

'.‘.LEGAL AUTHORITY AS Ty PATENTS e e

oy A LEGISLATIVE

“The Na,tlona,l 'Sclence Foundatlon Was created m 1950 and one of 1ts

. functions is to—

develop and-encourage the pursuit of a na,tlonal pohcy for the
promotion:of :basie’ research and educatlon 1n the scmnces R
(42U.5.C::1862(1)) - SRS

For thls purpose ‘the Foundatlon has been gwen a.uthorlty to—

eriter into- contracts or _other arr&ngements or- modifications.
" thereof; for.the carrying-on; by organizations-or-individuals ..
in .the,. Umted States and. forelgn .countries,..of. such “bagic
smentlﬁc research activities as: the Foundatmn deems
necess&ry (42 U.8.C, 1870(c)). : - : :

The prowsmns which: control the Founda.tlon s patent pohcles ‘a,re
~the fo]lowmg : :

42.0.8! C‘.‘.‘1871(a) —E' h contract or ‘other a,rrangement S
executed pursuant fo this, chapter W]llch relates to sclentific | |
. research’ sgall contain provisions. governing the disposition of -
invéntions produced thereunder m a. manner calculated to =
protéct. the public interest and the equities of the individual ..
or organization with which the contract or other arrangement
is executed: Provided, however, That.nothing in this chapter
_shall be construed to authorize the Foundation to enter into
_any contractual or other arrangement/inconsistent with any
,_prov1s1on of law effecting the issuance or use of patents. . .. .
- .42 U810, 1871 (b)~No ‘officer or employee of the Founda-
jftlon shall ‘dcquire, Tetain, or transféer any rlghts, under the
~patent’ laws-of the Umted States or otherWIse, in‘any inven- .~
~“tion ‘which he- may’ mskeé or prodice in connectmn with per-
‘forming ‘his ‘assighed activities and which is directly related ™ ~
to the subject matteér theveof: Provided, howeper, That this <
~subsection: shall ' not ‘be:construed: o prevent a,ny officetr or ¢ ©'
-employee of the Foundition from ‘executing -any. application
for patent.on any invention: for the purpose of -assigningthe;
same to the Government or its nominee in, accordance with
such rules and regulatmns as the Director may estabhsh

iy

1



9 PATENT ‘PRACTICES OF THE NATIONAL 'SCIENCE FOUNDATION
- B, EXECUTIVE

“Executive Order No. 10521, dated March 17, 1954 (19 FR. 1499),
slves the Foundation adv1sory powers with respect to research con-
cted by other Government agencies in the following provisions:

“:8k0.'5.—The Foundation, in consultation with educational - - "

1nst1tut10ns, the-heads of Federal :agencies, and: the Commis-
sioner of Education of the Departmenit of Health, Education,
and Welfare, shall study the effects upon. educational institus
‘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 reali-
zation of the research needs of Federal agencies while safe-. ...
guardmg the “strength and independence of tha’ Natmn s" B
institutions of learning. o

Suc: 6.—The head of each Federal agency engaged in -

scientific research shall make cértain that effective executive,-
organizational, and fiscal practices exist to- ensure (@) 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
continuiously in order to preserve priorities in Tesearch efforts
and to adjust programs to meet changing conditions without

" imposing” unnecessary added “burdens ‘on budgetary and’
other resources, (¢) that applied research and developmient
shall: be undertaken with sufficient .consideration. of the - ..

undeﬂymg basic research and such other factors as relative * " ..

urgeney, project costs, and availability of manpower and
facilities, and (d) that, subject to considerations of security
and’ appimable law, adequate dissemination shall be made -
_ within the Federal Government of reports on ‘the nafure and~
progress of research projects as an aid to the efficiency and
ecoxxomy of the overall Federal smentlﬁc resea;rch progr&m

II PRESENT PRACTICE

A. ADMIN ISTRATION

The Foundatlon has no person.nel dea,hng solely w1th patents ‘ahd
~ does not know the number or character of the inventions or discoveries
produced under’ the contracts or other arrangements authorized by
the above-quoted section 1871(a) of the act creating the Foundation.
- Its annusal reports indicate, however, that its research has resulted
in developments which include patentable subject matter..

To -date, the. Foundation has not been notifisd ‘that’ any
- guch patefit has-been granted although it:-hag‘been mformed
of patent: apphcatlons by grantees: from tlme to tlme e

—————
1 Letter from’ Wﬂlia Hoﬂ General Oounsel dated Dec 10 1958 L




| PATENTPRACTICES OF /I NATIONAL ‘SCIENCE ROUNDATION 8

R - 0B PIFLE POLIGY . 15!

1. Employees . _ S,
" As noted above, section 1871 (a) provides that no officer or émployee -
" of the Foundation may acquire; retain, or transfer any-rights, under
the patent-laws of 'the United States in':connection with performing
his sssigned ‘getivities &nd which s -directly: related; to:the subject
matter. :The :Foundation~¢onducts norresearch:through-its: own
" employees. « Therefors, no questions have arisen regarding title to
employee inventions. sl L e sl T
1 g Contractors and grantees - o noinn

' {/g “The Foundation’s research program is carried 'on mainly through
| grants 'to ‘edusational institutions and occasionally by research cont
tracts with privite concerns. ' In a]l instances the Foundation allows
the grantee or contractor ‘to ‘retain title to all iiventions which are
made i the course 6f Peiforiming the assigned Tesearcl. ' 'Lhe grantee
..or_contractor 1s required to give the T.S. Government.a.royalty-free,
-nonexclusive ligénge 10 e the invention 16 goyernmental .purposes,
The -Foundation,.as a rule, does not acquire the right, through con=™
tract, grant,.-or ‘other -arrangement; to-any -techmeal .information,
know-how; specialized- processes; or other proprietary rights-that may
be developed; in: connection: with -that. invention. The. Foundation
_has never construed. the. requirement that its’contracts:and -granfs
dispose of inventions prodifced therstider i a mannar caleulated
to_protect tHE Dublic 1hverest’’ as requiring {le assigmiment, of title™
to._an. mvention to the Governm: any G Tt HFEey.

p tors and grantees to det
mine when a patent application should be made and what use of these
inventions may be made by individuals or organizations other than
Government agencies. '

e

Tt has thus relied entirely upon it e

C.- FOREIGN FILING

The Foundation does not reserve the right to apply for foreign
patents in any of itg grants, contrdcts, 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
r(;,)sea,rc];'would exceed any advantage the Federal Government might

- obtain; '
o 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 1t 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.
2 Letter of Ang. 26, 1958, from Robert Brode, Aéting Director, National Selence Foundatlon, to Senator

Joseph ©, O’Mshoney, chairman of the Senate Judielary’s Subcommittee on Patents, Trademarks, and
Copyrights. .



4 PATENT " PRACTICES OF TEEE NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

III AGENGY VIEWPOINT

The Found&tlon states tha.t. 1ts—, L o

-present patent pohcy was arrived at a,fter lon and'careftﬂ
“atudy, taking:into account the nesds of the Federal Governs -
:ment and the:réle of the Foundation with regard. to support:
«of basic scientific research: -Weibelieve the present Founda- :
“ition policy. to be ‘an appropriate one for the Foundat.lon to
follow and that it should be continued.? :

However, since this preliminary report was brought to the attentlon

. of the Founda,twn its General Counsel has indicated that the Fou.nda-

tion may abandon its present policy of waiting until a patent issues -
to obtain a license to use the invention produced with the expendi-
ture of its funds. In. the General Oounsel’s letter of December 10,

1958, he gtates: : -

The- Fou_ndatmn s’ conmdermg 2 ‘Tevision: of 1ts patent'* W

i clause to require the giving of the royalty-free; nonexclusive

" license to. the' Government upon application for-a foreign or

*-domestic’ patent rather than upon-issie “of the patent as:
‘presently required. - If and when: this revision is' put into:
‘effect the Foundation: will be informed at an: earlier:point: -
‘a8 ‘to the: steps being ‘taken by its ‘grantecs in’connection -
;- with patert rights on inventions developed during the course -
of Foundatlon—supported rese&rch (Ita.llcs supphed )

3 Ibtd supra, nota 5,
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. The purpose of this report is to examine and ovaluate the per-
formance of the Public. Health Service—and. especially of its principal
research bureau, the National Institutes of Health-—m administering
‘grant programs for the support of health research since the Commit-
tee’s previous reports on this subject in 1961 and 1962. Under the
" Rules of the: House of Representatives the Committee has the duty of
studying Goveérnment operations at all levels with a view to determin-
- Ing their economy and efficiency. R L
; The report is based on hearings and intensive studies by the Inter-
governmental Relations Subcommittes. 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. Consequently, 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.
"T'wo-thirds of the 1966 total ($1.4 billion) was provided by the Eedera,l _
;' Government, with almost $900 million accounted for by the Public
Health Service. : . '
. The health research enditures 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,
~NTH grants for the conduet of research were only a little more than $14
‘million in 1950 and $192 million in 1960. o . -
- 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 Committee
"hag 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 Committee

. :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 inqu'u_'ﬁ. )
In the Committee’s judgment, project grants will continue to
_constitute the primary method of supporting health research. On the

VI



Svor - PREFACE

whole, the prOJect system of awardmg gra,nts in natmnal competltmn,
on the basis of scientific merit is a desirable wey 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 supp{)ement to project grants and can serve as a means. of
~ assisting’ weaker educational institutions. “For these ‘teasons, " the
Committee has given ‘close ‘nttention to the institutional grant pro-
grams presently operated by the Public Health Service and has sought
to identify weaknesses that should be 0‘uarded agamst i any extensmn ‘
of the institutional grant concept. - '

" Some of the recommendations ‘in’ this report ‘extond beyond the
Public Health Service and the Department of Health, Education, and -
Welfare because the PHS programs involved are Interrela.ted "Wwith
similar programs in other departments and agencies, and because
these PHS programs have s major 1mpa.ct on natlonal sclence and
educational policies.

Tt is ‘the Committee’s hope that the agenmes coticerned wﬂl ta,ke‘
-prompt-and’ appropriate’ action in response to the findings and récom-
mendations of this report in order that the Nation s healt.h research.
goals may be more effectwely achleved
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C TI—IE ADMINISTRATION OF RESEAROH GRANTS IN THE
.o PUBLIGC HEALTH SERVIOF :

VOCTO‘BER 20, 1967 —Comrmtted to the Commlttee of the Whole House on the
- Sta.te of the Union and ordered to be prmted L

'_ M DAWSON from the Comrmttee on Government Operatlons,
e e Eubmmted the fol]owmg SR -

NINTI—I REPORT

_”-BASED ON A STUDY BY THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS '
- - o SUBCOMMITTEE

. On October 19, 1967, the Con'imlttee on. Government Oper&tlons
_approved and | adopted & Teport - entitled “The Administration .of
Research Grants in the Public Health Service.” The chairman was
: -dn‘ected to transmit & copy 1o the Speaker of the House.

I FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
' SU\{[MARY oF. PRINCIPAL FINDINGS

o The Commlttee s examination of several 1mp0rtant Tesearch: grant '

programs administered by the Public Health Service disclosed that
the agency-—and particularly its principal research bureau, the
‘National Institutes of Health—has made relatively little - eﬁ"01t Lo
improve its’ adminisiration of grants since the Committee’s previous
reports on this subject in 1961 and 1962. Inadequate administrative
performance is demonstrated, for example, by the inépt handling of
payments for the indirect researchy costs of grantees and the extremely
-'goor administration ‘of the General Research Support and. Hea,lth
Seiences, Advancément ‘Award programs.

NTH and other' PHS bureaus were found t6. have mide éxcessive
indjrect cost payments to grantees. Excessive payments resulted from
‘their practice of paying the maximum indirect cost Tate perrmtted by
law, contrary to thé intent of Congress that only a grantee’s actual
1nd1rect costs should be allowed if less than the statut01y muximurm.
‘_In many 1nstances NIH psud the hlghest permlsS1ble 1nd1rect. cost rate

Lo



2. .. THE ADMINISTRATION OFRESHARCH GRANTS IN PHS

_ even when it had negotiated research contracts with the same insti-
tuisiions providing for lower rates determined through Government
caudits. o o e e e RSO
.. 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 and.
other cases NIH continued to make overpayments to these samie
.grantees for almost 2 years after the Surgeon’ General had initiated
action in 1963, at the urging of the Intergovernmental Relations
Subcommittee,, to recover the excessive 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 was found to be largely the result of weak and ineffective
central management in the National Institutes of Health.
. Weeak ‘central- management has been characteristic also of “the
: Public Health Service. PHS has consistently failed to obtain com-
- gliance with many of its grant policies; and it has permitted unjusti-
able variaticns among and. within its bureaus in the interpretation
and application of agency policies. .. . oo
- Research projects supported by grants ffom NIH and other units.
cof 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 bei.ng-supported%y; PHS were rated lower than good
quality by the agency’s expert congsultants. ) _
- The Committee, believes. high . quality” should be the..principal
criterion for PHS support -of: research projects which meet program
requirements. National 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. - ~° @ 0 cLrooroi L bl
" The Committee'is conceined by thé teridericy in the Public ‘Health
-Service to use the services of a small group of individuals for long
periods on ad¥isory-councils and ‘other major advisory bodies. When
some of the same individuals who have served on advisory councils for
many years receive substantial NIH graxits, and also testify before the
Congress in support of the agency’s appropriations, the appearance of
favoritism is'unavoidable. The Committee endorses the view expressed .
by thé National Academy of Sciences that the Nation’s manpower
resources for advisory purposes are large, that more advisers should
be used and rotated more oftén, and that younger-scientists should be
afforded an opportunity to serve on PHS panels.. . '

. The Committee. found serious weaknesses in the several types of
institutional grants administered by 'the National Institutes of Health. -
. -NIH .éntered into an unusual cost-sharing agreement with a large

‘resedrch instituteé to underwrite approximatély one-half: the latter’s
totel operating expenses. This arrdngement has the effect.of: (1) sub-
stituting the grantee’s own judgment for that of the PHS's scientific
review cominittees with respect to the merit of the research projects
supported, and (2) removing from national competition, over an initial

‘5-year period, approximately $23 million of ﬁealth research . funds.

© This unusual commitment was made without first developmg workable

‘methods for the comprehensive scientific and administrative review of °

& large institution’s total program. Furthermore, it was made even ..
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though the orantee’s’ success in competmg for NIH grants on’ the
basis of merit was no better-than average; and NIH had been advised
‘by the HEW General Counsel’s Office that the erant could not legally
be awarded either as a‘‘project” or as a general support” grant—
. “the“two types of awards speclﬁoally authorized by: the Pubho Health
" Service Act. .
o The -procedure used in 1n1t1at1ng another new: 1nst1tut10nal grant
- “program——the: Health Scierces' Advancement ‘Award—was: fourd to
" be irresponsible, unscientifi¢, and ‘contrary to'the best interests of the
f_academlo ‘community and the Government The ﬁret a“ards under

T .thls program vere made:::

(1) without adequate study of the needs of vanous typee of -
mstatutlons for development funds; -

%12) Wxthout careful formulatlon of program ob]eotrves and
- policies; . "

(3) mthout 2 prlor pubhc announoement of the ne\\ program
and its eligibility: conditions; g '

“(4) without open oompet1t10n for the avmlable funds and

(5) without clear statutory authority, /..o
- Moreover, it is apparent from NIH’s recent handhng of the second
- group of HSA A awards that the purpose of this program is stili unclear.

The Committee believes that a Fed)eral agency should have a mature
--and defensible plan for a new grant-piogram before commencing it.
- NTH should not be “fumbling around,” as one of its ofﬁozals expressed

it, when awarding substantial 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 equ1tab1e and uniform ‘treat~
ment of grantees and with management 1nd1fferent to the waste of
pro am funds, -

, he General Research Support program is intended’ to provide

*1net1tut10ns already substantraﬁy engaged in NIH research some rela-
tively unrestricted funds to help correct the imbalances in their total
research and training activities created by Federal support of individual
research projects. The amount of each grant is determined by a formula
which takes into adcount the graritee’s health-related research ex-
pénditures from both Federal and non-Federal souroes, \wth the latter
counting twice as much gs the former, -

Large amounts of GRS funds were paid to one prlvate research
. organization by including State appropriations for two research-divi-
- sions of a State health department in the grant computation. The
~ GRS grants were computed in this manrier, contrary to program poli-
cles, even though the research funds taken.into. account were not the
grantee’s and were not intended forit. ..

In addition, separate grarits were made in some years to each of thxs
organization’s two branches, thereby giving the organization a larger
total amount than it would have received from a single award beeause
~of ‘a limitation in the grant formula. One branch received approxi-
mately, as much in GRS funds, by counting State research expendi-
tures as its own, as the total amount it received in NTH project grants.
This is obviously a gross, d1stortlon of the purpose for which the GRS
legislation was enacted.. . .

The Committee found the prermum glven for non-Federal funds
' under the General Research Support formula difficult to administer
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and: wasteful of TFederal research money.. The Commlttee does not
‘believe. this’ premium’ operates as a meanmgful incentive for institu-
tions:to seek private funds. The premmm, on the other hend, favers
research organizations over institutions of higher educatmn—for whom
‘the program was prlma,mly intended—and favors Weelthler mstltutlons ,
ove oorer ones.
. S:research :grants continue to:be highly concentra,ted in e rela.—
-tlvely small number. of institutions: Moreover, the gap- between the
. “rich”:and the “‘poor’ schools appears to have widened in recent years
_in-the biomedical scietices. Although this disparity, largely reflects the
capacity of institutions to perform research; the Committee found:
ithat some PHS policies discriminate against ; sme}ler 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 believes it equally important that
weak-institutions be:improved. It is‘inadvisable: for NIH and other -
Federal a.genmes to award “development” grants:t0 help.already good.
schools-achieve “excellence” in: a,bsolute preference t.o aldlng the Na,—
’j:lon s weaker institutions .

Recomimendation No ‘—The comn:uttee strongly recommends thet
the Surgeon General make suitable arrangements to assure the uniform
application of 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 Servige. obtam
sufficient. information in grant applications and in subsequent reports
to identify the locations at WthJII) the research is performed (p. 20).
Recommendatlon No. 2.—The committee endorses the concept
of assigning Government-wide responsibility for eeta.bhshmg indirect
cost rates with all institutions of a given type fo a single Federal
agency, with each type of institution audited by one Federal agency
only.. The . committee recommends “that this. concept be’ ‘vigorously
pursued by the Buresu of the Budget and other interested agenciesso
that. a final Government-wide ];ﬁan covermg all’ mstltuhons will
~ expeditiously be estabhshed‘ (p 22), . . o

" Recommen atlon No 3 —To ehmma e some of the abuses that _
have developed in the general research support prograin, the committée
recommends that program policies be changed immediately to:

(1) Determine each- GRS grant on. the basis of the recipient
mstltutlon s research expenditures from Federal sources alome.
The committee does not believe ‘the premium given for.non-

- Federal reséarch funds under the existing formula operates as’a

T _'meanmgful mcentlve for institutions toseek private funds.

- Rather, this premium favors research’ orgamza.tlons over institu-

. . tions of higher education, and has been deEcult. to’ adn:umster and

.wa.steful of Federal reseerch mo ”y:, and .
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(2) Exclude from the computatlon ba,se for ‘a GRS grant’ all
Fe eral payments for resea,reh Whlch mclude fees ebove actual
research costs (p.:28). ;

Addltlonal rccommenda,tlons concernlng the GRS program a.ppeer

HEALTH SCIENGES ADVANCEMENT AWARD S

Recommendatlon No. 4 ~The comrmttee strongly recommends
that no future’ grant programs. be initiated by NIH or the Public
Health Service without fair.and ‘open competition after the purpose
. and._the policies of the program have been carefully developed and

publicly anncunced (p..32): -

. Recommendation No. 5.v~—The commlttee further recommends that
before any new grant program is started, or & major change is made in
an_existing program, the proposed regulamons for the program - be
published in the Federal Register so.that. interested parties may have
" an opportunity. to express their views. The final regu]l)atmns should be

approved by the: Seoretery before issuance.(p..33). .
' Recommendatlon No. 6.—The committee recommends tha.t 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 Executive Office of the President
to determine its conformance with nafional education and science poli-
‘ciés. Also, a written opinion ‘concerning -the legality: of -any such pro-
. gram ;:hould be obtemed in.advance from the HEW General Counsel
L (P 37 '

- Recommendation No. --7.-~The commlttee further recommends that
no additional HSAA awards be made unless and. until PHS obtalns
'-speolﬁc leg'islatlve authonzetlon for thls progrem (p 37) S

; SHARING AN INSTITUTION 5. TOTAL RESEARCH COSTS—THE SLOAN-
- KETTERING: GRANT - .« . oo :

Reoommendatlon No. 8.—In view ‘of the manner in Wluch sectlon

301(1) of the Public 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 programs, the

.. committee recomamends that the Congress amend this provision of the

- act to clerl_fy and limit the Surgeon General’s blanket authority to
-~ adopt “such additional means as he deems necessary or approprlate

. for the conduct and support of reseerch (p. 41)

B SHARPENING THE INSTRUMENTS OF SUPPORT B

Recommendatmn No." 9. —The ‘committee recommends ‘that  the
urgeon -General establish & high standard’ of ‘quality &s the basic

que ification 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
of research grants to projects in the range of excellent to good should
not be breached except in special circumstances where the reasons for
* 8UppOrting & lower quahty prOJect are fu]ly doeumented in’a ertten'
record (p 47) : ,
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Recommendatlon No. 10,
Pubhc Health -Service’s responmblhty for programs des1gned to
develop or improve ‘the capability and resources of educational
institutions:-be: lirdited :: to. medlcafv 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 supp. lement project grants.
The commiftee recommends thit the responsibility for grants intended
to’ strengthen® educational institutions othér than health professional
schools ‘beconfined to: the' Nationdl Science Foundation and/or ‘the
Office ‘of Education—the two Federal agencies’ broadly respo 'ble
for strengthening basic science and education (p, 52).

“Recommendation No. 11:-To prowde for:maore equitable trest
of the 'smaller-and“less wealthy institutions, the commlttee recom-
‘mends ‘the'following’ changes in PHS policies: -~ =~ i

1y Quilification-for a' general régearch” support gra,nt shiould

' *’-'be based:on' a’school’s receiving $100,000 of moré annually in’

research project grants from all units of the Public Health Service
- “combined; rather than exclusively fromi NTH. Moreover, HEW
- ghould eonsider broadéning the general research support progrant,
-+ with_ dappropriate Iegisla,twe authority, to include health-re a.ted"

o research grants:made b ly other ‘units of the Department in such

“i.programgas voeational rehsbilitatioti and ‘maternal and- child
-+, hiealth. Eventually; a single general research support, grant for -
“gach religible ‘institution, - administered on- a- Government—mde'.
,‘bams would be most efficient and desirable. .
et (2) ‘The same general research support - eligibility requlrements
:should - be ‘applied to - health  professional. schools ‘85 to other’

institutions. To-'the extent 't 166 hedlth  professional * schools®
require assistance in developing a, research capability, this

-“should-be acéomplished ‘by a separate program of technical and

financial assistance tailored for the purpose. : '
(3) The separate biomedical sciences support grant should be
© discontinued, and the general research support grant awarded to
graduate schools on the same ‘terms as to professmnal schools,
'.f,hospltels and research institutioms. =

*~(4) Until such time as a single general reséarch support pro-;

gram may be established on a Governmént-widé basis, the NTH.

‘program and NSH’s institutional grants prograin should be closely

coordinated to avoid duplication. Some institutions presently
receive general research support from both NIH and NSF com- .
.puted on the basis of the same research projecis; this occurs
Eecause ‘NSF bases the amount of its awsrd excluswely on the
...... research (as well as some research training). grants. it makes, while

. NIH includes these same: NSF research grants in the computatlon :

."for.general research support awards (p- 52). :

Recommendatlon No. 12.—The committee recommends, further,'.
that the. Secretary of HEW review the numerous NIH and. other
PHS training grant programs to determine if they are eﬁ'ectlvely‘
organized t0 serve national manpower needs and . objectives. This.
review .should be. concerned particularly with’ ascertaining if - the.
institutions’ “which receive la,rge amounts of trammg funds are mak-.

ing a piroportionate confribution to the nation’s manpower sup ly. )
P! P!

Oonverse ¥, the. Secretary should determine if trammg grant pollczes o
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dlscrlmmate agamst schools ‘which awa:rd graduate degrees in the

o  biomedical sciences but receive little or no PHS training support

(p. 53). )
Recommendation No. 13.

-~ President designate one or more Federal agencies to provide technical

assistance, upon request, to help-institutions plan for the improvement

" ‘of their science educdtion and research programs. It would be logical

for the Public Tealth Service to be concerned with the health pro-.
- fessional schools; other groups of institutions in which the biomedieal
" sciences are taught might be made the responsibility of the Natlonel
Science Foundation and/or t,he Office of Education (p. 55).

"~ 'Recommendation No. 14,
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 comiittee believes the present piecemeal and’
uncoordinated approaches of Federal sgencies to institutional improve-

ment-are competitive, wasteful a,nd ﬁ-equent.ly not dJreeted to the

= heart of the problem (p 57) S ;

SOME BPEGIAL MANAGEMENT PROBLEMS

Recommendatmn No. 15. ———The commlttee reco:mmends that ‘the
Surgeon General (1) establish in PHS, and in each ‘of the bureaus.
‘which ‘administer grant programs, a. smgle grants management -office
to provide uniform 1ntegretatlons of policies and :procedures, and-

. (2) provide adequate staffing for PHS’s Division of Grants and: Con-
"“tracts to.enable this unit, on a current basis, to maintain surveillance
over and lisison with the ‘several bureau grenhs management offices to -
Lo z(tssure) that-policies .arebeing" properly and umformly 1mp1emented.
i p 61 i
" Recommendation: No. -16. ——The comm1ttee recommends “that
. appo:mtments to advisory councils be:limited to one 4-year term, with -
members. ineligible for reappointment, or -appointment - to - ‘other
" advisory eouncﬂs for - perlod of 4 years: followmg the eompletlon of :
their terms. = = -
o2 'The commlttee recommends further ‘that- consuieratlon be gnfen in:
the seléction .of advisory: commlttees o obtaining ‘a balanced ‘repre-
sentation of %eographlc regions and:educational institutions.: To ‘the
extent possible, consultants should be ‘drawn’from among ‘qualified
scientists who:are not themselves recipients:of PHS grants (p: 62).
~Recommendation’ :No. 17—~ The committeé recommends that the:
. percentage ‘of grant funds allocated: to the general research support:
' grogram not- be increased, -and no new forms of institutional support - -
‘be: initiated, -until (1) PHS has modified- GRS policies for ‘& more
equitable and efficient distribution .of these funds, as recommended
earlier in this report, and (2) PHS: or HEWis prepared to promulgate
grants- management standards and. to. determine: that institutions:
wishing to:be eligible for researeh support. are 1n eomphance Wlt.h those' :

o - standards (p 69)



II BACKGROUN D

HEARINGS AND REPORTS, 1961—1962

I Apnl 1961 t,he comm1ttee Issued a comprehenswe report on the
health research’ and trainihg grant. programs administered. by the-
National Institutes of Health (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 the_
Intergovernmental Relations Subcommittee, identified major areas of
weakness. in_the management. of ‘the programs and made & series of.
recommendations for corrective action.. .

Among -these, the committee recommended spemﬁc 1m}%lrovementsg
in NTH’s project review system, changes in policies for the support.
of research in profitmaking organizations andp for the support of sci-
- entific meetings,. better coordination of NIH research activities with -
.those of other Government and private agencies to minimize unneces-

or: uniritended: duplication .of research:in the health field, greater

_ umforxmty and simplification of ‘the policies:and procedures for-NTH:
training support programs, and the initiation of anew type of-develop-

- ment grant for healt. professmna,l schools and universities not actively

engaged in health-related research. With reference to all Federal agen='

cies supporting, research: in: edueational institutions, the committee . - = ‘

recommended the: establishment. of-a uniform Government policy on

permissible salary practices:in thie use of Federal funds, and the edop-u: - '

tion of an equitable indirect cost policy. i
Fhe committee:found NIH inadequately organized: to administer
grant programs.with:maximum effectiveness, It found, in: particular,
that NIH had failed to provide for a-meaningful review of the ﬁnanela,i ;
requirements of new research projects; and that-the agency did not- -
maintain sufficient contact with grantees for the purpose of determin-:
- ing appropriate levels of: continuation: support in: reﬁamen to. project
- rieeds and. accomplishments/ - The existing. arrangement.s were not con=
* ducive to _the prudent use of grant:funds:. "
i'The. agency concurred.in general :with the commlttee 5 ﬁndmgs and_
reeemmendetlons By correspondence and:in public hearings- held in-
- August 1961, officials of NIH and the Public: Health Service. expressed
substantial agreement awith-all but one of the recommendations 2 a,nd
indicated thelr intention to-take-the necessary corrective actionsy . wo
. _Hearings were held by the subcommitteé in'March 1962 to: exammeia
NIH's progress in implementing the comimittee’s recommendations. :
-The: committee was-informeéd ‘that-certain actions had -been taken
‘in: Fesponse to:several. of -its: recommendations.: First, grants for the:
support - of - conferences .were no.longer-treated.:as. Tesearch: project -

grants; instead, more restrictive expend1ture policies 'were adopted-. .

1 Health Research and Training: The Admznwtratwu of Grants end Awards by the Nutional Institules of

. Heﬂltk (H. Rept. 321, 87th Cong., first sess.), hereinafter cited as 1961 report.

HS disagreed with the recummendatmn that Congress consider action b0 permif the nwu:rding of
research project grants to scientists employed in VA hospitals on the same competitive basis as to sclentlstq .
in non-cheral institutions.
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e for thls purpose Second; NIH broadened the avml&blhty of: mforma,-
“tion-om its own research work; ‘thereby ‘reducing the possibility of
undesirable duplication of: research in‘the health field, by commencing
t0 report its intramural research ‘projecis to the: Sciende Information
- Exchange—the agency which:serves as a clearinghouse for grantinfor-
- mation ‘on research in:the:biomedical and: othersciences.: Third,-NIH
. _took action to exclude or megotiate the payment of indirect: costs in -
certain instances where the: (%u'ect expenses of’a project either entail:

. no significant overhead. costs or where indirect oosts are substantmlly
~-lower than the maximum rate permitted by law.

However, it became evident i in: the ‘course:of - these hearmgs that
~'NIH had done relatively little to 1mprove “the overall management of
* its grant.programs:since. the' -committee’s-report of ‘April 1961. The

.. commiftee ‘was:particularly “concerned by -the continued -absence of -

" sound ‘procedures for determmmg the 1n1t1&1 and: the contlnumg
~fingncial needs ‘of grantees. “ e e

In the absence of appropriate - pohc1es, procedures and tadequate
- 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, Director of NIH had testified that

these consulta,nts have nelther the backﬂround the time, nor the in-
clination to act. as budget examiners. As the oommlttee stated in its
1961 report, the responsibility for obtaining the efficient and economi-
cal use of public funds cannot properly be delepated to advisory bodies.
This is unguestionably the res ponsibility of NIH administrators.
.- The adequacy of NIH policies and procedures for insuring the
appropriate expenditure of research funds was tested prior to the 1962
hearings by means of a detaﬂed audit of the grants awarded to Public
Service Research, Inc., a company which has received substantial
NIH support. The audit disclosed that the company had misused
and progted from grant funds and, in general,” had used the very
- broad discretion which NIH allows grantees mn. expendmg research
money for its own advantage.
* The audit also disclosed poor coordinatmn ‘between NIH and the

"_'r'_.rest of . the Public. Heslth Service. .NIH. continued- to- pay: Public

Service Research,  Inc.,. 8 15-percent: :indirect: cost-.allowantce, on
grants ‘after the PHS had estaghshed an-indirect . cost rate of.6.66
‘ %ercent for the company: in connection with-a research . contract. -
- Following  completion.. of. the contract, the Public,Health-Service
permitted the company to retain Government—owned equipment- for.-
use in, connection with an NTH grant but made no effort to ascertain
" that the equipment. was necessary for the NIH project: - Shortly
‘thereafter, NIH awarded a new.grant to. the company which included
Tunds for the purchase of equipment, similar to thatwhich the company

" already had in its possession from the completed PHS contract.

Because of inadequate administrative arrangements, NIH did not -
- know if grant funds were being expended prudently and for their-

" intended purposes and, consequently; had no'factual basisfor assuring

the‘committee that the misuse of grants demonstrated n thrs. msta,noe"
was not widespread among grantees,: =
. -Inobserving that little serious‘effort had been ma.de to put manage—
: "'ment nnprovemenhs into eﬁect the committes in 1962 concluded S

85-452 0-—67—-—-2
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Ttis appa,rent from the 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
?&tgre of t.he1r respons1bﬂ1ty for the ma,na,gement of publlc
o 1unas Lol
Th1s is reﬂected in testlmony ven by the D1rector of NIH:

‘... The recipients are selectec%l on-the basis of a. rigorous .
screening by their scientific peers. The idea and the man - -
are-both examined: with care. ...

o - This is the point at which the rea,lly s1gn1ﬁcant admin-
Istratlve actions designed to make the program efficient - .
-.and produgtive are taken.Selection ‘of good men and good
“ideas—and rejection of the inferior—is the key. All sub-.
sequent adminisirative actions having to do with the adjust-
coment of budgets; and .so-forth, are essentially . tmmal in
- relation to this basic selection process 3
</_* RN 11--._* o S s _:_,‘ & i DT k- Ll %

- ' The conifnitbee cannot’ aceept the NIH view that adminis-
 trative actions for the effective and economical expenditure -
~ of grant funds are “trivial” or are 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 NTH 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 committes believes that
" a'Government agency is equally responsible for the proper,
~efficient,. and’ économical use of public funds: uTespectwe of
the fiscal instrument employed.*

The comnnttee then went. on to-say:

- It appears that the Congress has been overzealous in appro- )
prmtmg smoney for health’ research. The conclusion 1s in-- -
- ‘escapable, from -a study of NIH's loose ‘administrative *
- -practices, that the pressure for spending increasingly large:
“appropriations - ‘has -~ kept  NIH: from giving . adequate‘
- attention " to -basic’ management problems. The committee
- expects NIH to:give high priority af this time to the task of -~
- correcting. its management - deficiencies and stirengthening ats -
L eagpacity for the eﬁecme ancl qﬁcwnt opemtwn of these mtal' C
: health progmms C R

s NIH S ASSESSMENT OF THE PROBLEM T

The subcomn:uttee s 1962 hearmgs apparently _]Olted the comp la- o

cency of NIII and stimulated . the -agency, and the Public Health
Service, to engage in some critical self~-anal y51s o ¥
_ Shortly aft.er the hea,rmgs the NIH Dlrector Wrote the Surgeon

- Greneral:- : PR,
3 Administration o ]{' Grants by the National Institules of Health (Recxamination of Monagement Deficiencies)
(L Iggpt 1958, Cong., second sess. ), b 14, hereinafter cited as 1962 report

* 8 7bid., p. .
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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
warrant ‘prompt-and éxtraordinary’ effort ' on “our-part’ to-
assess, reaffirm or modify both the generahues and speolﬁos:
of oux, grant administration process.® v '

. The major factors responsible for NTHs: admlmstra,tlve dlﬂicultles
‘were identified by the Director as.follows:

+In the rapid growth of these oompiex programs a ]:ugh de—-
gree of dependency has been pliced upon'the advisory:coun-
- cilsnand ‘other::external “consulting “and -technical grou}i i
Although suchigroups have served a'vital and important role
this involvement: has:tended ‘to"blur:the ilportant distine-
_...;tions that, must exist between: the. executive, and advisory :7 -
: "‘.}process in the direction and a,dmmlstratlon of Federa.l PEO~- .,
- grams, This problem has in turn:diminished the development . .
 of “adequate - program management concept.s staffs, and o
7 mechanisms, .
" The principal 1nstrument for the support of researohr .
) through NIH programs has been the grant-in-aid. In the . -
" growth of our grant programs we have not fuily realized the
. ‘essential nature of the relationship existing between a grant-
“ing agency and a grantee. As a consequence, our procedures .
. and policies are deficient in making clear the obligation
e cimposed upon’ grantees. under” the'.grant relat10nsh1p 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 cominittee agrees substantially with this assessment. Unfor-
* tunately, recognition of the problem’was not followed by adequate

. leorrectlve action.

-’ RECENT DEVELOPMENTS

The oommlttee expressed dissatisfaction in 1962 with NIH’

-7 -glow ‘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 man&gement
of these important grant programs.’ $

While some further progress has been ma,de since 1962, the committes

s concerned by the failure of NIH, and the Public Health Service as a

‘whole, to maintain high management standards in grant administra-
tion.

-Using 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:

i o Memorandam. of Apr, 6, 1962, from Director, NIH to Surgeon Gone.ral PHE; Subject The Fountain :
Con}bpaltteo hearings. Processed, -

.. $1962 report, p. 20.
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Although there have been some subsequent changes -in
“the regulations, such as.a requirement for prior NIH ap-
proval of changes in plans‘for equipment costing more than
$1,000, this procedure appears perfunctory, and in the. view -
of ‘the subcommittee; there does not appear to have been
any substantial: 1mprovement in the management by NIH.
_-of its grant-programs. RIS . U

- 'The subcommittes added: -

The limited controls 1mposed by N IH do not a pe&r to be too
stringent. The subcommittee’s review showed }l)le administra-
tion of. controls needs. further: strengthening andclarification.
and there doesinot appear.to be-any justification for exempt-
ing investigators.supported by -NIH frem: reasonable ﬁscal
controls imposed:on-other users of Federal funds.? ¥

- Ttisevident from hea,rlngs held by thé- Intergovernmeutal Rela,tmns
- Subcommittee in June 1965, and from"s continuous examination of
- selected grant management actlvztles that the Public Health Service,
and particularly NTH, has not performed its administrative responsi-
bilittes adequately. Ina,dequa,te 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 adva,ncement award programs.
These: a,n({) other problem -areas’ are exammed 1n the chapters Whlch
- follow.” : F : £ '
< Report oi’ the Speoml Subcommnttee ‘on Iuvest.lgatwn of the Department of Health Educatwn and--

Welfare of the Commitiee on Interstate and Foreign Com.merce., Inveatigutwn of HEW (H Rept 2266, 89th
Cong., second sess) p 30, - . .




~ MIL INDIRECT"COSTS. " ~ -

ECT COST:OVERI’AYMENTS cey

_ In April 1961 the ‘commiittes ‘fécorimended” that “No Gvethead: be
' 'a,llowedp on gra.nts or srant'items which ‘do not entail actiial indirect
expenses; and an amount less than the regular rate be allowed When
extramural research requires few institutional services.” 0"
© Special attention was called to the fact thét medical’ schools vrere
* being paid-the full 15. percent indirect: cost-allowance—which was then
the legal maximum-—on more. than. $2.3. million: in grants.made by
NIH for the support of research. jprojects ini'V.A -hospitals. Fhe  Gov-
- ernment, therefore, paid overhead. twice on these projects; once to the
medical schools for ‘their part in-adininistering . the grants, -and-again

"+ 1in the form: of appropriations for the upkeep of VA laboratorles and .

clinical ‘facilities used for the. performance:of these .projects: .- '
ThePublic. Health- Service subsequently, agreed -that the: mdlrect.
cost Tate for grants of this kind woul e((l be: negotmted to reflect the true
expense to:the schools for their limited administrative role. The. PHS
also ‘agreed. to. pay lower.négotiated rates:for other t pes of grants to
which:.the committee’s: 1961 -recomnmendation - appll ;-such: dsigrants
which included funds for the rental of-furnished: quarters or computer
* time where the rent figure already contained an indirect cost factor.
“One year later, following Subcomrmtt.ee hea,rmgs, the comrmttee

*ﬁmade the’ further recommendatlon

_ Until a uniform Federal pohcy 19, %tabhshediand as long as;‘f, =
:: NIH operates under a.maximum-indiréct cost rateé determined
:by- the Congress,. the.committee recommends that NTH: (1)
: -Pay 1o more -than-the ;actual: indirect; cost. rate:for: any.....

.+ institution having a lower rate than the maximur set by the.
.. Congress; and (2) Prohibit the use of direct grant funds to ...
2% defray: employee benefit costs unless. the ususl ‘accounting: .
----;practmes of the institution properly and cons1stently treat-,s
~these costs as- direct: expenses. Moo

It had been disclosed in’ the’ subcomm1ttee hea.rmcrs that NIH had
’un1formly paid a grantee, Public Sérvice Research, Inc., the full ‘15
percent ‘allowance for the indirect éxpenses of research: supported ‘by
grants desplt.e the fact ‘that the Public Health ‘Service had allowed

" ‘the- same organization - only ' 666 percent for' the 1nd1rect costs of
"research performed tunder “an audited éontract.: :

Shortly after the committee issued its 1962 report the 1963 Ap 7O+

prmtion Act for the Department of Health, Educsation;-and Welpare
increased ‘the maximum inditect cost-rate from 15 to’ 20 percent with

instructions that the Department was to a]low no more. than any
ingtitution’s actual rate 1flless tha,n 20 percent. : : iy

© .. 11961 report, p. 75.
i 1962report. P A
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. The conference -report dated July 31, 1982, stated:

The committee of conference desires ‘that 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: the direst costs,?;

The conference report made explicit what had previously been t.he
intent of Congress in’ settmg a‘statutory ‘ceiling “up to whlch grantees
could be reimbursed for their indirect research costs. .. . .
- .On August 20, 1962, the Public Health Service 1ssued a pohcy
directive (PPO No. 39) to apply the 1963 Appropriation Act’s indirect
cost provision to grants awarded on or after January 1, 1963 That
document stated in part:. ~ .

5. ‘At the time. the grant i made, the award W111 1nclude an-
--aHowance for indirect: cost. based on a provisional rate. This .
- provisional rate ‘will be ‘consistent with the latest accepted -
audited rate-(but not to exceed 20 percent of total direct.
- “costs) for the. institution, where such information’is.availa-
«+* ble. In those institutions where an audited rate has not been =
_estabhshed a provisional rate of 15 percent will be applicable. . .
- '+~ 6.-In order to assure uyniformity In-authorizing provisional =
ra,tes a‘current file is being: estabﬂshed centrally of the latest
‘a pproved rates for all- institutions for'which such:inférmation: -
“'is gyvailable. These rates will -be applied consistently by-all -
~divisions and institutes of the Public Health Serwce in mak- Ay
- ing a,wards for resesrch grants. - e S

. PPO No. 39; therefore,” esﬁ&bhshed the pollcy of ba.smg mdu'ect-
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 was- a,valla, e, .
" This policy; however, ‘did not: become eﬂectwe in- Januarv 1963
Instead, the Public Health :Service informed its staff ® 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 i§-determined to be less than 20
percent.” A later PHS policy directive,  made retroactive to January
1, 1963, continued the existing arrangement of a 20~percent provi-
" sionial rate subject. to.later adjustment if an- 1nst1tut10n 5. actual ra.te
was found to.be less than 20 ‘percent. .

Contrary to: the congressional intent expllclt,ly stated in 1962
and contrary to HEW’s stated pohcy of relying “to the fullest extent
%ossﬂ)le on indirect cost rates of institutions established by cognizant

ederal agency audits,” 5 Public Health Service units continued .the
practice of mncluding. & 20-perce11t allowance for 1nd1rect costs in grant
payments until 1965. i

~...The Surgeon General expl&med the Pubhc Health Servme s pDSIthIl
in this way' e T e

1z Rept. 2luotoa.ccompa.nyHR109D4 N R L

M1 PPO No. 62, Jan, 4, 1863, . . e L

W PPO No. 76, Juna 20, 1963.

_ 15 Poliey statement, “Cogt Pnnmples—Reseaxch Grants,™ tmnsmitted to Snrgenu General by HEW
Comptroller s memiozandum of Jan. 18, 1
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In Janusdry- 1963 -the-Comptroller, Department of Health
: Educatlon and Welfare, issued g policy statement governing
- determinations of indirect cost rates for research grants.
Following the issuance of the Department’s policy statement,
~ cefforts were begun to obtam actua,l mdu'ect cost rates for al]
grantee institutions:: :

Available specmhzed ﬁscal sta,ﬂ' resources of the Serwce,
also began working on the development of implémenting pro-
“cedures  with' the office of the Secretary, providing grantee
institutions with an opportumty to comment ‘on these

* procedurés, and finally preparirig policy issuances, =
" One of the final mplementing actions in' this admlttedly _
long developmental process is exemplified-in - ‘ Decernber
1964 memorandum by the Associate Director, NIH, requir-
“ing’ the use-of listed mdu'ect cost rates on. all a,wards made
by NIH. o -

In the‘interval betw éen J anuary 1963 and the ﬁnal issu-
ance of servicewide implementing directives, ‘grants person-
‘nel -of the PHS were permitted: to pay ‘the full 20-percent -
‘Fate authorized by the’ Appropnatlon ‘Act, but grantee insti-
“tutions were made swdre thab the rate on the:grant award
was & provisionsl one, subject to audit; and that if the detual
audited rate were found to beless: than the“proms!ona,] rate,
‘overpayments were sub]ect to rec&pture 16

The. PHS’S Tong delay mn 1mplement1ng the Government’s pohcy to
pay. actual indirect cost rates, within the 20-percent limitation, was
responsible for extensive overpa,yments of grant funds and for creating
needless. friction between -the- agency and. grantee institutions. Such
overpayments have been wasteful both in the additional interest costs
to the Government and in the expense of obtammg repayment.

Congressman Fountam emphaslzed this point-in hearings:

-I-would:like to say that-apparently we haven’t been sué-
cessful in:eonveying ‘the message that there is a' world of
-‘d1ﬁerence between paying the appropriate indirect: cost rate
and paying a higher rate with the expectation that the surplus
... would be recaptured.at some future time when the gra,nt has.. -
.. been audited. = e
" Infact, even in these hearlngs I seem to detect an attltudef L
.. that no’ “harm is done i in.paying excessive rates if you tell the
" grantee that the rate is provisional until audlted L
: I would like to say that for one thing, it is only na.tural-* :
_* that grantees don’t like to return money to which they have .-
" bedome accustomed. And ag g result, you have encountered .
©considerable difficulty in reca.pturmg overpayments in a
. number of instances. In fact, the problem would never have
' arisen if you pald the correct rate. S~
i+ -But even more important, it seems to me; is. the obvmus;{
facb that. overpa,yments create interest. costs to the Gove...
ernment. Thé interest on our national debt—and I think . -
it is important to emphasme this occa51c>na]1y—~now AWOUILIES: ;;,
. to $11.3 billion a year ThlS expense is the second largest

B 181965 hea.rmgs,p 6

i
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item- in - the Federal budget exceeded only by na,tlonel
defense.- . -

- Tam sure that it is 1ot the 1ntent of the Congress that you.r
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 clrcumstances ;

Mr Founta,m added

~.And speakmv of the. mana.gement of Grovernment funds,
T.am reminded of the NIH practice not too long ago .of
advancing the full amount of an annual grant in a lump surm.
One celebrated case brought to my attention was the advance
.of $575,000 to the American Hospital Association in January
1957, for a: project which never got off the ground. That money
-was deposited in a checking account in a Chicago bank for a
period of 2 years and 2 months, until the unspent- balance
of $545,342 was returned to NIH on March 30, 1959.

The Trea,sury 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, 80 far as I am con-
_cerned, is.a form. of carelessness. - .-

The project itself, I .might add, was one which was. ap—
proved by a special study section with a very low priority .

- rating.*® The review committes, it should be noted, recorded
- only a'six-line ¢oinment in recommendmg to comrmt $575 0007_ o
-+ a year for 5 years, a total of $2,875,000. " B
I am aware of the Tact. that NIH has progressed from"" '
making annual grant payments' to quarterly advances, and
is now making use of the letter of credit for some lerger
Institutions, which T think is"a resl improvement. But even
" the letter of. cred.lt will not eliminate unnecessary.interest
"expense if payments- for indirect costs are made at a higher
than actuiﬁ rate, or it grant pa,yments are othermse 1m-
-proper.1% ‘

In"Msrch 1963, Subcomm1ttee Chalrma,n Fountmn wrote to Surgeon’
General Terry inquiring whether NIH contracts with'a large grantee,
Health Research qIne (Albany and Buffalo, N.Y.), provided for indi--
rect cost rates ranging from 8 to 1.4 pércent for the fiscal vears 1958
through 1961, during which NIH paid that organization a 15-percent

indirect” cost rate on research grants. ‘The Surgeon General con-
firmed these rates and, in responsé to & further inquiry, identified

“eight additional gra.ntee organizations which had received payments

for their indirect costs of grant-supported research at rates in excess .
of their true rates known to the Publlc Health Serv1ce and used for

contract purposes. -

After obtainting legal ‘advice, the Surgeon General agresd in July
1963 that pa,yments ln excess ‘of an orcramzatmn $ actuafmdlrect cost

17.1965 hearings, pp. 74_75 i : )

18 Raged loss than average quality
¥ 1966 heanngs D.75.
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rete were not permxss1b1e and therefore sub;ect to recovery. 2 He fur- -
_ ther stated that each of the cases in:question would be reviewed to
. determine the amount of the Government’s claim. -

The Public Health Service developed partial clerms for the : recovery
of indirect cost overpayments td most of these grantees during 1963

. and 1964. Tn a number of instances, however, the claims ‘could not be

calculated bHecause thé agency lacked ‘essential’ ﬁnanolal data “this
sﬂauatlon, regret.ta,bly, has still not been corrected.” "
Thé Public Health Service originally estimated the overpa,yments to
Health Research,; Inc., at"$898,518 for the fiscal years 1958-64. When
_the subcommittee mqulred why NIH had-continued' to pay indirect
~costs to this grantee in excess of the latter’s known provisional rate
after recéiving legal adviee 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 the-actual overpayments of indirect
costs to Health Research, Inc., amount:to. $412,208 for thé fiscal
years 1958-63; additional a.mounts are: bemg ca.lcula,ted for the years

o 1964—66

However, ‘after rev1ew1ng the’ egeney s computetlons ‘the GAO THas
advised the committee that NIH’s overpayments of indirect costs to
‘Health "Research, Inc., are understated by approximately $84,200;
-actual overpayments for the yeers 1958— 33, therefore, totel elmost "
half million dollars. - - :

: NTH: continued . to overpey Health Resea.rch Inc, Tor mdlrect
- costs ‘even after the Surgeon General had initiated action in‘1963
- to recoverthe overpayments made in previous years. In fact, NIH
* institutes, with ‘the exception-of. the ‘Cancer! Institite, ersisted in
.. making such excessive payments as'late as the: middle o? fiscal year

*-1865. The absence of uniform: administration in this casewas attributed
“in_the following: exchenge to "the ex1stenee of'a hlghly decentrahzed
.NIH orgemzetlon "ol

Dr.- GOLDBERG Why d1d the Cancer Instltute ‘ma e’
grants at a'lower rate’ than 20 peroent‘? D1d they do this on
their own initiative? - o oo .

"Dr. SuBRMAN, Yes, sir. U B L
- Dr. Goupezrée. Is the Natlonal Instltutes of Heelth 50

- decentralized an organization that eéach of thé Instltutes

-7 scan go'its own way in a-matter of this kind? '~ "=

¢+ Dyt SHERMAN, 1. would® qualify : your. -answer- a,nd my e

oy ;res;)onse, Dr:; Goldberg, by saying indeed-it is necessarily a ="
. very highly. decentralized:- orgemzetaon And m thls 1nstance,_
.. thereis-a good- reflection: of that. - : SR

7 The Departomont’s Assistant’ General “‘Chtrasel, i an opimon dated Apl 3, 1963 wrut,e R o
. “The authority to make a grant or gift-of Federal funds is an ext.raordmary ore; it must ‘be expressiy.

authorized by the Congress and strictly construed so 8s to limit the use of grrmted funds to, the authorized
purposes. Inlike a lump sim or a cost-plug-fee contract, thers can be no ‘profit’ to the granies from funds
granted for a regsearch project. Any amounts paid in excess of what is needed for the project:must be retiimed -
to the United Statessince, by definition, the exeess is not needed for the project and so the grant of the excess

s unauthcunzed Un]ess suthorized by Congress 1o official of the executive department canwaive these
prmclples or ag‘ree to the contrery * The. oomplete oplmon appeals in the subcommlttee 3 1965 heaungs,_

po.
21 1965 hearings, ¢ 52
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It was brought out in questlomng that the Surgeon Gereral was not
aware of the differing practices bemg followed by the NIII institutes
in dealmg with a single grantee:™

. Dr. GoLpBERG. Were you gware in this’ case tha,t the .-
Cancer Institute and the other Institutes were going their

_separate. ways in setting indirect cost rates on grants to
Health Research, Inec.? . : I
"~ Dr. SErrMAN. I must. oonfess that part of this took place -
during my predecessor's term in office and when 1 assumed
that ofﬁce, I was not aware of this. _

: Dr GOLDBERG If this d]ﬁerentlal appllcatlon of pohcy S

: goes on within the National Institutes of Health, as illus-

* ~ trated by this case, and the Office of the Director is not aware ,
- of 1t, would it be- 'fair to surmise tha,t the Surgeon Genera.l et
E -doesn’t know about it either? : ;

- Dr. SHERMAN. Liwould: certamly thmk 80 ir.
. Dr. Terry. I did not know about it; sir.~ =

The subcommittee was informed that the NTH Dlrector, not the
Surgeon General, was responsibleé for seeing that a grantee was no
longer given excessive indirect cost pa,yments once the decision had
been made to récover past overpayments

Dr. GoLpBERG. As of the time the clalm was made and the .
‘Public Health Service was satisfied that overpayments had -
. -indeed been made, was any action taken to see that from that
_gomt on. the oper&tmg bureaus,. and the institutes and .  :
divisions within NTII; would pay" the predetermmed rate and R
. not continue:to: pay a.t 20 percent? * ¥ *
. . Mr. SiMpson.-* * *.. With respect to the contmued pa,y—.
ment to Health: Research Inc., of the audited indirect cost -
rate, we did not take any steps in the Office of the Surgzeon
General as such: This rate was well known in the Financial
Management Branch in the Office of the Director of NIH.
From that timé on they were the ones working with it.
" Dr. GorpsEra. Is if your position that it was the respon-
sibility of NTH to have taken approprla.te aotion?
Mr SIMPSON Yes, sxr _ '

. Fiscal year 1965 data were examlned for nine addltmnal organlza.~--
‘tions and institutions whose actual indirect .cost rates were known by
“the Public Health Service to be:lower than:the 20 percent statutory
“maximum. Seven of these grantees received indirect cost allowances
on. NTH grants at rates above their provisional rates: established by

-Governinent &udlt in a.lmost all msta.nces the grantees were pa,ld the -

20-percent rate.®
-In'view of NIH’s 1nab111ty to prov1de the subcomm1ttee a statlst.lcaﬂy
mgmﬁcant sample of 1965 grants to one of the seven grantees, the
University of California, for off-ca,mpus research projects (only two -
grants, exclusive of prowcts conducted in VA hospitals, were.identified)
the subcommittee requested the Generai Accountmg Office to rewew
2. Ibid, :

5 p. 64
a IMd o, 67—68
B Ibid,p 124. Sea app. 1
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NIH’ records to determme if such 1nformat10n WaS avaﬂable The
Oomptroller General reported to the subcominittee as follows:.

~‘In-our “snalysis"of ‘agency’ gra.nt files: ‘pertaining to 282'-"
.'_:of the 488 fiscal year 1965 grants in support of investigators™ =
-+ at the Berkeley and Lios Angeles campuses of the University of - *-
““California, “we found- that. information in- ‘the files” was riot
sufficiént in - dll cases: to:permif-a positive: 1dentn‘ics,t10n~-'
‘of “those research ‘projects that were conducted: in “Whole“or’
~in part at_off-campus locations:However,: w were “able’ to*
+-identify 43 grants which were for projectsindicated to have' =
-been conducted: off: campus or: partlyoff ‘canmipus but ‘whichi -
~included -indirect::cost -allowaneces ‘at the' on-campus Fates.
For10-of: these projects-indicated to-have.been’conducted =+
wholly-off'campus, we estimate that'indirect ¢ost allowardes - -
¢ “iere ‘about’ $11;000, or about 57 percent greater than the -
“amount which weuld have been awarded had the off-campus
- - 'rmrates been applied. Available information: was not:sufficient’ © .
:t0 enable a similar comparlson for those pl‘O]thS mdxcated S
-+ to- ‘have been:conducted partly off campus. =
- We also examined into ‘the efforts' made by the Natlona,l-—‘ R
= Institutes of Health to furnish information requested by the* -
i subcommittee ‘on off-campus projects -at the University ‘of =~
... .California. ‘We fouhd that, while efforts'had been made to " -
‘. obtain the requested 1nf0rm&t10n, the steéps tdken were not
~wi.:properly deésigned for identifying off:campus’ projects-to the
o extent possfo%e on thie basis ‘of available information. The-
Public Health Service did not consider the informatiéniob
' rtained through:-these'steps-to be responsive to the request
“-and: accordlngly did' :not transmlt -the‘ nformatlon to: the" o
ssubcommittee.is o 1 : Gt s
7. We believe that a- posmve 1dent1ﬁcatlon of the locatlon of: =
s :"'the ‘conduet of ‘research projects: financed’ through' Public: -
» e Health Service grants Wolﬁd not be possible on’the basis of =~
-+ -existing Public Health ‘Service records. Inthe interésts of
.. - guarding against. this situation in the future and of enabling™ ~ -+
. “'a’'proper determination to bé made of the amount of indirect
‘i costs. applicable ~to' Government: sponsored: resesirch, ~we:
believe : that. the “Public ‘Health ::Service - should - requu'e? .
'”e%ra.ntees to state in: their grant applications the location:or« " -
i locations' at which' the: réséarch -will-be ‘performeéd -and ‘the "~
_portion to be performed at each location and to subsequently =
report the location or looatlons at thh the researoh was
actually: performed.® - o v '

The Public Health Service assured the subcomm1ttee, in May 1965 :
that it would comply with -the subcommittee’s suggestion for, the
maintenance of a master list of indirect cost rates, including off:campus
rates,. to be used: by all institutes and divisions which a,ward grants.:
This funection has since beén taken over for all of HEW by the Office

~of the Comptroller. That Office négotiates indirect cost agreements
with grantee instititions and prov1des indirect cost ra.te mform&tmn.
) to P 1501 a current. basls e e

e Raport by the Comptroller: Genela& June 30,1986, Sec &hp. 2. “for, compiete 1ep01t PHEAE N
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. The committee strongly recommends that the Surgeon
General make suitable arrangemeénts to assure the uniform
. application of 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 sufficient information in grant applica-
tions and ‘in subsequent reporis to identify the locations ut
which the research is performed. - & - . . . v
The Public Health Service sought. to explan its failure to comply
for more than 2 years with the congressional mandate to pay no more
than s.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 Departmént of
Defense, were inappropriate for PHS purposes: and. unacceptable to
granbees. . oo ey e e T e s T
. The committee recognizes .that-some DOD and.other-rates avail-
able in 1963 Wereinsufﬁéiently precise for PHS purposes. These, how-
ever, were for the most part exceptional edses. In the great majority of
instances where the rates established by Government agency sudits
were lower:than the 20-percent statutory limitation, their use as pro- -
. visional rates would have been proper and would have avoided the
overpayments. made. Moreover, : the committee:finds 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-gudit. . . . o0 o i
" In :the committee’s judgment, the Public Hesalth Service should:
have been prepared in 1963 to implement the Congressional mandate
to pay no more than a grantee’s actual indirect costs. The subcommit-
tee had questionied the Public’ Health Service as early as 1960 about
the suitability of DOD 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 to:a 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, . . P T
STEPS FOR IMPROVING INDIRECT COST RATH DETERMINATIONS
o _AND FINANCIAL AUDITS .. . .~ - - .=
“On July ‘1, 1965; the newly created HEW Audit Agency assumed
respousibility for auditing grants and contracts awarded by the Public
Health Service and all other organizations in the Department. Al-
though separate 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-

" 181965 hearings, p- 89.
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_view of grant expenditures than in the past. The committee has been
informed that it is the goal of this Ageucy_ to conduct comprehensive
“audits of grahtee institutions in order to provide program officials .
with information as to the adequacy of their instructions to grantees
and the extent of compliancs, as well ag with information relating to
- the accountability of grant funds..The committee strongly endorses
- this approach.’ o D Dol st

o .;+While unified external Lauditjugl-ﬁﬁé‘si nowbeenachwvedforHEW, ‘

the committee is concerned by the absence of unified auditing arrange-
~ments for the Federal Government ag a-whole. Such:unified auditing
.would be beneficial not-only to.the Government, but-also to educs-
Jtional '.}i:lgstit}utiogs and other -performers -of - Government-supported
SATCIL..¢ e e e T T Bl Bk wini

.- Institutions.and organizations.that.receive Federal research -grants -
and “contracts have been:confronted: seith: the- necessity: of‘preparing
and submitting separate indirect cost rate proposals to each of the

- awarding Federal agencies. The form of submission, the submission

. 'and_Welfare has recently establishe

" 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-
_imblcel, Government resources for coping with & very substantial work-
- load. ‘ .
" The committee is aware that the Department of Health, Education,
: (f cooperative work-sharing ar-
- rangements with the Defense Confract Audit Ageney 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 performung 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-

" dled 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.
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ThlS plan ‘would “avoid needless duphca.tlon “of “effort,. prov1de
'for performing the needed tasks- economically, and present a single
Federal “face” when- dealing with grantees and contractors. Assign-
‘ment-of single agency responsibility to the agency with the preponder-
-ant dollar mterest would insure priority of attention and would also -
insure that audits and negotiations are grounded in a thorough under-
standing of the programs involved.

. The committee endorses the concept: of ‘assigning Govern-
ment-wide responszb:lzty 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 commitiee recornmends that this concept be vigor-
ously pursued by the Bureau of the Budget and other interested
“.agencies 8o thal a final: Government-wzde plan covermg all
. -..mstltutwns wtll expedltzously be e abhshed




IV GENERAL RESEARCH SUPPORT GRANTS
Pubhc Law 86—798 enacted Septembel 15 1960 amended the
: _Pubhc Health Service Act? to authorize. grants to; un1vers1t.1es, -hos-
_pitals, laboratories, and other public or nonprofit- institutions . for
. the:genersl support of their research and research: training progranis.
“The funds for these grants are obtained by setting. aside -a uniform
‘percentage, not.‘to exceed 15 percent, of the .ap ropriations to. NIH
for research grants suthorized by existing legis ]{atlon The: amount
.of the grant to each eligible institution is to be.determined in accord-

" ‘ance with a formula developed by the Surgeon General a,fter consul—_

" tation with the National Advisory Health Council..;

_.In reporting the bill which authorized the new. prowra,m, the House

: _confnrrilttee explamed the need for and-ob]ectlves of t.hls leglslatmn
' ollows: . - Cor

*2The: research and research -'t dning rograms of the Na-
~tional Tnstitutes 6f Health and of other Eedera,} ‘agencies have
.. now grown to a point. where their size arid $cope exert a'pro:
- found influence upon ‘the medical schools a,ndp othér 1nst1tu-
“rtions ‘within Whlc the 1nd1v1dua,1 mvestlgators Work
* T L T L :

H * E

\

SR ¢ study Gt ‘this problem’ of 1nst1tut10na,l impacts and re-

" “lationships recently carried out by the Public Health Service

. concluded that the increasing dependence upon project grants

. a8 & form of reseatch support has tended to deprive medical

"“'schools .of a substantial measure of control over the content,

" emphasis, and direction of thelr research activities. Becatse

. such funds are restricted in terms of the specific projects

. for which they can be employed they . have’ leted the dis-

" cretion of the schools to meet emerging opportunities in re-

" search, to explore new and unorthodox ideas, and to use
research funds'in ways and. for purposes which they, in’ their -

]ud%ment feel would contrlbute effectlvely to the furtherance

eir research program.. .

" General research support (GRS) grants were, mlt.lated in 1962 Wlth

- awards limited in-the first year to, professional schools. of medicine,
- “dentistry, osteopathy, and public.health. Somewhat more than 5 per- .
_‘cent; ($20 . million)- of NIH appropriations for research projects’ was

- .made available for:the program in fiscal year 1962: In fiscal 1963, the

program-was extended to include schools of. :pharmacy, nursing, -and -
veterinary medicine,.as well as hospitals, resea,rch mstitutes,-and other
nonprofit organizations heavily engaged in health-related .research.

About 7 percent, (330 ‘million)- of the NIH.research grant budget Wwas
‘made, available for general research support in:1963.:By-1987, the

.. program had stabilized at approximately 8 percent ($51.7: mllhon) of

the funds appropnated to NIH: and NIMH: for-research: grants.

L 42 U.8.C.2(d). i
% Houge of Represent.atwes Rapt 2174 to accompsmy I-I R 10341 (Sﬁth Oong i secomi sess ), p.: 2—3.
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Begmnmg 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 initidted in-1966 undei the authority, NIH said, of
the general research support legislation. The announced purpose of
‘this program is to aid in‘the implémentation of specific proposals
through which selected graduate academic institutions may raise the
stature of their biomedical research and research training activities,
Tnstitutions eligiblé for awards under this program are universities,
or their major organizational units, colleges which grant master’s or
doctor's- degrees, and health professmnal schools which are not part
—of a university. ‘ :

“An institution or orgamzatlon in‘one of the eligible categones ma,
quahfy for a GRS grant if it has received at’least: $100,000 of N II§
research grants in the preV10us fiscal year, provided that the research
supported by such grants is judged to:be of sufficient diversity, com-
plexity, and breadth. This minimim requirement; however, does not
apply to the four types of professional schools whlch' were made

eligible for grants.in 1962. Hach of these schools .is automatically -
_ gwen a $25,000 base grant.in add1t1on to: any amount it would receive
under the grant formula. .

The :amount:of & GRS. a,ward 1s ba,sed on 2 grantee institution’s
total health-related research. expenditures’ during its. last precedmg
fiscal year according to the following computation: :

(1) 5 percent of the first $1 million or less and 3 percent of the
amount Il)aetween $1 and $2 ‘million of expendltures 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 spemﬁcally restrlct,ed
for research,
© (3) The ‘dmount avallable 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 GRS program.

An indirect cost allowance was added to the grant in the first several
years of the program, but was discontinued 1n ﬁscal 1965 When the
Appropriation: Act prohibited such 'payments®
.._~.A blomedical sciences support: grant is determined qulte d]ﬂ’erently

Here & higher minimum. .of ]i\TIngesearch project grants ($200,000)
.is-the basic qualifying requirement; and the-size of the award is de-
termined by the amount of researchiproject grants the institution has
‘received from NIH slone. The'quality snd scope of -an‘institution’s
‘health research act1v1tles, as’ ]u ged by - adv1sory groups, are other'
quahfymg ‘criteria.i.

The amount-of the awa,rd is denved by ‘the followmg formul& o

15 li:ercent of the ﬁrst "6200 000 ln NIH research prOJect grants,
i plust oo .
7 percent of the amount from $200 001 to $500 000 plus

% Depaitments of Labor and Health, Education, and Welfare, and _RelatedAgenczes Apprupnation Bill 196‘6‘
Conference Report “H.. Rept 1880 (Bsth Cong., ‘second sess: ), Sept. 2, 1964, p.3:
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3 percent of the amoun‘e from $500,00] to 81 mﬂllon, plus 7

2 percent of the amount over $1- million. - o
The sum of the amounts produced by application of thls formula is
increased. or- decreased by whatever uniform factor is required to
adjust the total a;mount of the awards to a]l 1nst1tut10ns to- the total
funds available, . .. -

The heslth sciences advancement a,ward in. turn, is a nonformula
project-type grant for the implementation of specific development plans.
It 1s 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 advancmg the
excellence of their biomedical research and training activities.

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

First and foremost, the efiort given to developing policies for the
' iew ProOgram was not matched. by careful implementation of those
policies. ‘The cases examined by the committee show that program
management has been less than adequa,te The case of Health Research
Ine, is iustrative of this point.

In late 1962, Health Research, Ine,, a pnva.te nonproﬁt research
organization associated with the New York State Departmert of
‘Health, applied to. NIII 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 Buffalo divigions.

In both applications, Health Research Inc report.ed agits expench-
tures large sums of money aEproprlated by New York State for the
operation of two units of the State department of health. These

expenditures were reported, and counted by NTH in computingthe

grants, despité the Public Health Service's éxplicitly stated policy

‘on the funds which may be counted toward entitlement. Under the

_ ,PHS policy

‘Each institution beais responsibility to report as expendi-
tuires only those funds awarded to, or those clea?"ly 'mtended
- for, that particular institution.® :

" The State appropriations for the health department s D1v1510n of
~ Laboratories and Research in Albany, and for Roswell Park Memorial
Institute in Buffalo, wére counted, according to official testimony,

because NIII at the time thought Health Research, Inc., was part of
: the State government. Speaking for NIH, Dr. Frederick Stone S&ld B

A year and some months, perhaps 2 years later, we are in-
" a position after extensive stalf)f work on’ this, mcludlno- visita
. -of which you have heard of some, but you haven’ t hesrd .
< 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 ex_pend1ture The decuments that T had
_at my disposal at that time were not clear to me.

Curlously, however, NTH did not at the same. tlme dllew Health
Research, Inc., to include in its application an additional State appro-
‘priation of alimost $2 million on the grounds that these funds were not,

- 3; General Researck Su;pport A General: Polmy and Informutsan Statemem Pt. I, revised September 1963,

TP
A 1965 hearings, p 169,
B5—452 O-—6T———3
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~ awarded to .or clearly intended for the grantee The d1sallowsmce was
explamed by NIH as follows:

“In furnishing mformatlon prehmlna,ry to 1ts formal apph— o
--'cs,tlon for a 1963 general research support grant, the Albany .
- Division of Health Research, Inc., included under expendi- .. .-
tures a total of $3,270,125 in New "Yorlk State appropriated:: -
- funds. Of ‘this- amount, $1,947,495 was disallowed by the
- General " Résearch - 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 courities. Under the policy of the general research support .- - -
© program, each institution bears responsibility to report as -
' -expendltures only those funds awarded to, orthose clearly
- ‘intended for, that particular institution. Because the New =
"York State approprlated funds in question were neither ap- . =
propriated to rior clearly intended for Health Research, Ine.,. .
“ the funds were not allowed. to be included in the formal appll— i
cation which was filed on December 11, 1962. : :

General ‘research support ﬁrants were made to Health Researoh

[nc in the ﬁrst 2 years.as fo ows: . _ o
i SR 19'539 ce 1964 :.: "5 Total -
AbaRY ISR oo e ,' : $1ss 605 - $241 717 ] $408 a0
* Buffalo dvision. RO L4t Taten T Tad 1A

TOMAL e e e T “F0% T ees, 7 1143 a3

“The following amounts ‘of | State’ appropnated funds to umts of the
State department of health were included in computlng these grants:

P13 1%
*.Dllsion of Laboratarjes and Research__.'.._.__, ............................. .. 8l 170 562 . $I 286 980 R
Roswell Park’ Memunal lnstututa_-._ .......... SR a1 a2 305, 891

If these State a,p ropna.tlons had not been 1ncluded in applymg the
grant formula, Hea. th Research Inc would have recelved the follow-
Ing amounts: : . : iy :

.lsea Y .._rotar,;'%'-

Albany divislon_ <.~ ... D ymas e $62,86
Buffalo division. - DoRCT790597 o7 ‘25480 ¢ 431,087

- Total. | LR B R D AT 278 493,573

Coﬁééquéﬁﬂy, the St&‘ae appropnatxons that Were 1mpr0perly"‘
counted in. determlmno- the grant amounts resulted in overpayments
as fo]loWs ; : . :

1963 1964 Total
Attuial grant paymerits... - SA78.008 . - $663,347 0 . §1,181,443
- Entitioment. . S el C 204785 \zss:m : 493,573
, overpayments_.__..._.--.-.,.-.__.'.'.-.-..__--.._.;__'__ LB 35 . 647,870

o :Even if State -appropriations - were allowa.ble, Health - Research o
Inc would have been overpaid approx1mately $408,000 for 1963 and-

u Ibid., p. L.
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1964 because NIH made separate grants each 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 1964 GRS ‘grants, Healt%rResearch Ine,, rti&orte'd
sponsored research expenditures totaling $1,690,115 for the Albany
- division, of which '$1,286,980 was shown as State "appropriations
restricted for research. By tresting thesé Stale government expendi-
tures as its own, the organization received a grant of $241,717 for a
Vear 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 n¢n-Federal sources.
_ In light of the purpose 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
.ovexﬁayments in: this case are a -windfall to the grantee never intended
by the general research support legislation. . R
Such windfalls benefit prineipally nonprofit research organizstions,
rather than ediicational institutions, since most of their income from
" non-Federal sources is restricted for research purposes and therefore
taken into account by the GRS grant formula. It is ironic that re-
search organizations should be the main beneficiaries of this largess
inasmuch ag 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 - tiaining activities created
by Federal support 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 Iatter 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 GRS grant was computed.®
Oddly enough, the GRS 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
Tesedrch. = ' : e L
“In the light of its failure to ask the right questions, NIH maj have
had reason to view Health Research, Inc:; as 4 State agency when the
latter applied for 1963 GRS grants. However, NIH’s acceptance of
New York State appropriations for grant entitlement pirposes when
the organization applied for 1964 Tunds is wholly inexcugable. By mid-
1963 NIH had been notified by the Office of the HEW General
Counse! that Health Research; Ine., “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 io
recover indiréct cost payments on research grants in excess of Health
Research, Inc.’s, actual overhead rates® - L
.- Tt was not until the 1965 grants were madé that NIH recognized
Health Research, Inc., as a private agency for GRS purposes. NIH
_ 931965 hearings, p. 114, . . . ‘ LT e
* 4 Ibid.; p. 95. Letter from Dr. Luther L. Terry to Hon. L. H. Fountsin, July 12, 1983, " ° .-
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then disallowed the New York State appropn&tlons, which had been
prevmusly counted in computing the grants, on the grounds that these
appropriations were not made to Health Research, Inc., and the
oﬁganwamon did not exercise any fiscal or managerlal control over
1 am B
As a result, the grants made to the A.lbany and Buffalo d1v1510ns of
Health Research, Inc., for 1965 were reduced to $47,617 and $266,870;
'respectlvel and for 1966 only a single eomposnte grant of $268 665
. WAS awar P
. For: 1967 however N IH again reversed 1tse].f and ma,de two sepa-
rate gra.nts 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 pald to Health
Research, Inec., as “fiscal agent.” The naming of -a payee other than
the apphcent 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
fHeaithTResearch Inc recewed $161 053 and $416 133, respectlvely,
-for 196 :
- ..To reemphasme the dlstertmg eﬁect of ta,kmg non~FederaI researeh
funds into. account in computing GRS grants, the $161,053. award
to .the Albany division in, this instance is' based on expendltures of
only $170,077 from NIH grants and only $292,642 from all Federal
sources combmed ‘The size of the GRS grant was determined mainly
by counting $769,165 appropriated by %ew York State for payroll
and.other research expenses of the health department’ Dwxsmn of
. Laboratories :and ‘Research.

The committee - is surprlsed by the casualness mth Wh.lch 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 | _consclentiously and eqmtebly 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 a.dmlmstra.tors
discretion. - '

To eliminate some of the abuses that have developed in the general
research .. support program,. the .commitfee recommends that
program policies be changed immediately to: . .
-~ " (1) Determine each GRS grant on the basis of the rectpl-

. ent. institution’s research expenditures from Federal
. _.sources alone. The committee does not believe the premium
.. _given for non-Federal research funds under the exlstmg
... formula operates as a: meaningful incentive for institu-

.. tions to seek private funds. Rather, this premium favors

-.research organizations over institutions of higher educa-

.- tion, and has been difficult to admlmster and wasteful of.

Federal research money, and .
i (2) Exclude from the computatwn base for a GRS gmnt
~--all Federal payments for research which include fees above
actual research costs.

" Other recommendations concerning the GRS program are made in

ohapters VII and VIII. o !




V. HEALTH SCIENCES ADVANCEMENT AWARD
rewously noted the health -sciences advancement award
(HSAE} wag formally initiated in 1966 under the presumed authority
of the general research support legislation. The announced purpose of
this program, however, is very Jg fierent, from the purpose for which
GRS legislation was enacted. ,

While the latter was intended to est&bhsh ) system of contmumg
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.” % 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.” %
In short, its purpose appears to be similar to that of the National
Science Foundation’s’ university selence development program——to '
create additional “centers of excellence.””

The first public announcement of the new grant programs was
NTH’s issuance of the document Health Sciences Advancement Award,
General Policy and Information Statement, dated April 1966. A brief
- preliminary announcement was sibmitted for publication in the April
22, 1966, issue of Science. Both of these announcements speclﬁed July
15, 1966 as the deadline for a phcatlon ‘

Nevertheless, applications for HSAA awards were recewed from
thiee institutions a year -earlier, in May 1965, and two of these insti-
tutions were awarded grants officially epproved by the National Ad-
‘visory Health Council on September 28, 1965; but held in ‘abeyance
- until‘a public announcement had been- made on the estebhshmenf of
the new program. =

Precisely when these three institutions were invited to- subm1t
- 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 meetmgs ‘esich of the institutional representatives .
agreed that the suggestions made would be considered in redraftin
their proposals” and that a draft from each of the institutions woulg.
be in NTH hands in 2 weeks,¥ .

An ad hoc Health Sciences Advancement Award Scleninﬁe Advmory
Committee met at NIH on June 1, 1965, to review the resulting ap-
" pleations from Cornell UnlverSIty, the Umversﬂ,y of Virginia School

of Medicine, and the :Graduate Research Center of the Southwest.

" The.role of the ad hoo committee was confined: to the technical
~ evaluation of the strengths and weaknesses of the progrem proposed
- 38 NTH press relesse, June 11,-1966. 3

3 Tloalth Sciences Advoncement Award Gmeral Pol:cy and Informatzon Stutcment a1, admmlstratlve deeu
ment issued by the:General. Research Support Branch, Division of Researeh Facilities and Rc\sourees,

National Institntes of Health, April 1966,
. % NIH “Memorandum of Meetmgs,” dated May 1, 1985, :
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' by each applicant. "The chairman observed that it was not the com-
mittee’s responsibility to make the rules or to determine an applm&nt’

'  eligibility for the program. Lo
The origin of the three. applications was not con51dered by the -

- committee except for the following i 1nqu.n"y

COMMITTEE Mzusur. There is ‘something T W{)uld like to
know more in curiosity than anything else because I think -
‘ 113 ‘bears on’ what kind of attitude we should take toward this.
~We have only three applications. The program wasn't |
" . announced, and I don’t know what the mechanism was for'
“getting these three applications into the hopper, but were, .
. . they asked or suggested to them tha,t they apply, or dld they_
~ hear about the program and . o
U NTH OFFiciaL. Tt was suggested to them, each and every
" one,- that they apply at least by some ofﬁcml In the Pubhc ’
_ Health Service. . o
Jv VCOMMITTER MEMBER It was'a - tmal balloon you wantedf‘
to try out? e
S NTH QOFFICIALL Thls Was tnal balloon And you véalize
. you have ‘three 'quite’ dissimilar applications here. This .
. 1n’t accidental, and we will not open the floodgates.: This = '/
- is not a program in which 50 institutions can apply 1o
matter who or how distinguished they may be. -
~ ComMirTEE MEMBER, % wanted to know what the omgm L
of the application was, e
o NIH OFFICIAL. We are fumbling around here. “What we'
" do not want to be is ﬂooded under w 1th 15 &pphc&tlons or
50 0r somethmg :

ALl three applzcatlons were. approved by ‘the" ad hoc commlttee,-_- :
subject to.various conditions, and presented to the National Advisory
- Health Council on June 8, 1965. By:law, every NIII research grant
_ must {irst be recommended by an approprlate adwsory council before.

the grant can be awarded:.
- The Council, -however, deferred the three applmatmns for later.;
consideration a,long with such other applications as might be presented
to it after the program had been publicized. As one Counctl member
expressed. it, “We are sort. of in the p051t10n of ]udgmg a beauty
contest with not enough contestants.” * .

The procedure used in bringing. the three apphcataons before the
Councﬂ 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 -
U to annouticein clea,r and explicit terms to all interested parties
~: - the térms of the comipetition. * *-* And I feel very strongly
i that this prineciple ought to be established. And T think that - - *
i this is done, that:we will find - * * “* g humber of candidates " ™
_: '-f&nd somie of them’ ma,y be even more Iovely than What has -
- goneion befors.* o

,The Cornell, Virginia, a,nd Graduate Resea.rch Cent':
Southwest apphc&tlons were ‘next conmdered atbs

# Transcript of meeting; June 2, 1065, Names of pittickpants daleted
W J'I_‘brs.nscnpt of meeting, JTune 8 1965,
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Advisory Council on Septéember 28, 1965. At that time the Council
‘recommended approval of the Cornell and Virginia applications, as
recommended by the ad hoc committes, and deferred action on the
" Graduate Research Center of the Southwest proposal, despite the
fact that no public announcement of the HSAA prograin had yet
" been made. The Council also approved an additional grant application
from Michigan State University which had been favordbly acted upon
by the ad hoc committee a week earlier; The Council was fold this was
the only potential application that -NIH was ablé to reduce to a con-

. ‘erete proposal gince the previous meeting held in Juné. -

Concern was again voiced at the September Advisory Council
" meetillg ‘over the moncompetitive nature of the ‘applications in the
- absence of a publicannouncement on the prégram. But the Council
apparently acted on:the NIH Director’s assurance thiat the agency had
- ample: precedént™in that it had used this noncompétitive approach in
the past to initidte a number of othér programs: The Council-was told
that the purpose of this approach was to_negotiate with“a limited
number ‘of schools in order'to deévelop the rules and regulations for the
program which would then ‘be extended to = large number  of ‘insti-
tutions.. B L BT .
Préparation of a ‘public announcement was further delayed, with
the result 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 Couricil, 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 on & éénter for dnimal resources.
This was agreed to by the Council, which ‘alsc voted to pay the grant
through the HSAA program the following vear if the other funds were
not available. =i S o et e G
Prior to the March Couneil meeting, the Graduate Research Center
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, = Lo e e
Consequently, only two applications for HSAA ‘awards remained,
 both having received Council approval in September 1965. NIH
decided to divide the 81 million available in 1966 between Cornell
and Virginia ‘and-requested Council ‘approval at the March 1966
meeting. to increase the amounts payable the first year to these
. institutions accordingly. O
" The Council agreed to this réquest, 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:* - S
Couxcin MEMBER, Secondly, I take it that the general
announcement to’ the university community has only been
‘made very recently. In otheér words, thé oppertunity to
participate in the program on ‘a competitive basis has only"
_ récently been formally announced. - T
4 Transeript qi.meﬁting, Mar 25, 1066. Names of part_iéipa.nts deleted.

o
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NIH STAFF Actuelly it hasnot yet been announced. It
will be announced very. shortly. .

‘Councit MEMBER. It strikes mie as a very speclﬁc ﬂlus- o

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 the would have found much good -

2 AT .proposals from. other large, prosperous institufions
throughout the. country had those institutions had - the |

L .ropf)ortumty to know about the availability of Federal funds..

U ber ‘meeting. I. missed the September meeting. .

amm even tired of my own speech on thls, T have m&de Lt

- 50 pften,., . o
SECOND COUNCIL MEMBER We never have got an. answer

t0-the ‘question which we have asked several times. How did -

.these. three or those two. apphcatlons ‘happen to come in?

Counecrn. MEMBER. * * ¥ we did. get an.answer.. And it

> 'Was_ not, a very good one. It was to the eﬁ'ect these had been
s ohclted

“SECOND, COUNCIL MEMBER Tha,t Was. S&ld at the Septem

Trirp Counci MEMBER. Excuse me, * * *, What you

- -.have said and what_* * * said, I think wehave all.accepted.
..My concern is the las‘u time when neither :of you were here,
.. we'went over this again.

I think all of us are. recdgmzmg the prob]em, but let’s not

ﬁght the Civil War all over again: I think all of us recognize
... that, shall we say, a majority of the Clouncil members felt .

that 8 mistake was.made. * * * I think: we ought to get..

.on with the discussion of what we have here now. It is in the .
. record that we are dissatisfied.:

On the other hand, we now Thave’ thlS announcement ma.de

- . sufficiently ahead.of tlme so that there will be the opportumty

" "for national competition for this coming up. :

CounciL. MEMBER.. I am extremely. sorry * % % that I

.' did miss, the September . mesting because: it seemed: to me_ .
. that the obwous approach 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.

. - see no other . way that meets the test of equal acoess to Fed—
‘_;,Eeral funds.

_ ..~ But put that”;aslde for the moment 1f you W].[]. There is. 8. |
. _,k_,new and larger and more difficult issue, and lt ismade ev1dent .

in the Cornell apphcamon
Obviously, Cornell:is a fine.institution, Wlt.ness ‘the fact

' that the Ford: Foundation is willing o put a large sum of
- money into.it. The question that confronts.us is whether in

" the light of the large grant from the Ford Foundation this =
becomes the best expenditure of Federal funds, funds that . .
‘are extremely restricted. * * *

‘The committee beheves tha.t. tWO main condltlons«mopen competl- '
. tion and the careful formulation of program objectives and policies—
should have been met before any HSAA applications. were considered.
Whatever the past practices, the committee strongly recom-
mends that no future grant programs be initiated by NIH or
the Public Health Service wtthout fair and open compet:tmn

~

[ 2
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after the purpose and the policies of the program. have been
carefully developed and publi¢ly 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 thal interested parties
“may have an opportunity to express their views. The final requ-
lations should. be’ approved by the Secretary before issuance.
- It iy instructive to examine bneﬂy the purposes of the two grants
made in 1966. S
Cornell Umversmy, one of the better endowed pnvate mst1t.ut10ns
o I1‘ivphed for a 5-year grant to strengthen basic biology as it relates to
health sciences. The un1vers1ty 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
:%rogram calls for-:the establishment -of -a centralized - division . of
iological sciences organized around biclogical selentists from the
faculties of established departments 111 the schools: of agrlculture i
and arts and sciences.
* While the ad hoc committee that rewewed the apphcatlon recom-
mended- approval and expresséd the belief that the proposed: program
would-be a positive step: in improving the quality of graduate student
training, it did not regard Cornell mere deserving of assistance than
many- other umver51tles This 1s apparent from t.he foﬂowmo dis-
cussion: :

- COMMITTEE MEMBER What is your feelmg as to \vhat is |
. unique “about this program that couldn’t "he ‘stated for °
- virtually every venerable university in’ ‘the: country * * A

-, SEconp CommiTres MEMEBER. This’ becomes s difficult

' one, * * * because theré is mo doubt that’this kind of shot

in the arm would help a good many universities. T 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 millioh 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, desplte the fact that the ad hoe
' 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
prlogram with.a substantial portion of the grant restrlcted for faculty
- salaries. .

“The Umversmy of Vlrgmxa,, a State. mstltutmn, was’ a.warded
$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 umverswy as a Whole is

CazA State-supported college operated by Correll tnder contract :
4% Transcript of meeting, June 3, 1965. Names.of pa.rtlclpants deieted,
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endeavoring. to improve. the quality of ‘its:science activities." The

first-year budgei of the award is weighted heavily toward equipment
and personnel, with lesser sums mtended for student stlpends a,nd the
' _renovatmn of facilities.” - ‘
" Prior to reoewmg the NTH award the Umverslty of Vlrglma wais

oneof the first- 10 institutions aided: by the National Science Founda-

© _tion’s recently “established -university science ‘development program.

However," the 3-year $3,780,000 ‘NSF award is-intended: to attract
. outstanding scientists to a néwly ‘created. institute in the Graduate
“School of Arts and Sciences for research and teaching in six fields of
_sciefice, including: biology. In this respect; the NTH and NSF grants
‘ 'complement rather ‘than' duplicate one - another by strengthenmg
science-in separate parts of the university. . '
~The committee does -not question that both C‘ornell Umvermty
and the University of Virginia School of Medicine are deserving insti-
tutions, The committee has grave reservations, however, about the
manner in which  NTH initiated. the HSAA program a,nd ma,de the
first two’ awards, namely:
' (e Without clear statutory: authorlty for th1s new type of
program;

(6): Without adequate:study of the need of various tyges of_
~institutions for development-funds, and the-careful formulation
~‘of appropriate program objectives and p011c1es for obtammg the :

£ ‘opt1mum use of limited public funds;"
T nii(e)Without & prior ;public. announcement of the neW‘ p
and its eligibility conditions; and

(D) Wltiout open competltmn for.the a.vallable funds

The situation is not changed by calhng these “experimental” or -
“pilot”’ awards. NIH has- claimed it was. necessary to restrict the
first group to invited. apphca,nts for t.he urpose of enabling NIH to
develop the rules, regulations, and guidelines.for the program. How-
ever, this explanation. lacks credlbﬁ inasmuch as the NTH staff
helped the applicants to prepare their apphcatlons in relation to ‘each
institution’s special situation, and it is evident from NTH’s general
policy: and information sta,tement. “issued in April 1966, that each
proposal must be evaluated as a specml case.! No ehglblhty specifica-
tlons were developed from the experience of the original applications. -

" The sbsence of a clear expression of program purpose and eligibility
requirements is apparent from the applications filed in response to
the April 1966 HS EA policy and information statement. The list of |
the outstandmg institutions that applied for HSAA grants reads like

“who’s who'’'in the educational world; it inclades most, of the uni-
versxtles having graduate departments in sciences related to health
that were classified as: “Dlstmgulshed” in i recent Amencan Councﬂ
on Education study. " '

“The committee intends no ‘criticism of the great universitics’ that
- applied under the HSAA program. On the contrary, many of - their
proposals ‘involved imagindtive approaches for strengthening indi-
vidual departments as well s the university’s total health sciences
program. In some instances, the proposal was frankly presented as an

ram' '

4 The HSAA document stetes “In recognition of the fact that each mstitutlon has its own unique and
separate set of conditions, interests, and needs, flexibility will be exercised in the evaluation’snd assessment
ofits proposed program. For this reason, only general guidelmes are provided so as not to restrict mstltutlons
from submitting plans most sultable to theirrequirements.” The complete document appears in ag
" 9:; .)Allaa M. Cariter, An Assessment of Qualily in- Greduate Education (A.manea.n Cogneil on Education,
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integral ert of -an expanded program 1n the 11fe sciences already
planned l[))y the iristitution.

‘Of the 128 institutions: subnnt.tmg summery proposa,ls, 15 were
invited to submit detailed applications.- Nine of these 15 finalists had
prevmusly received NSH university science development grants. -

Five -institutions, -all recipients of the similar NSF award, were
selected for HSAA grants in July 1967.% Moreover, one. of the orlgmal

© two HSAA recipients had alse recewed thls 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 a,pphcants were told their propossils had been reviewed by
a special panel of mon-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 aims
Wlthln the framework of the epphcant 1nst1tut10n 8 development pro—
gram.”’

. Howevet, no institution was mformed that it was 1ne11g1ble for the
program. Instead each was advised that NIH expected to issue an

announcement in J anuary 1967 for fiscal year 1968 ewards and a riew

epphea,tlon would be considered at that-time. -
- One llustrious unwerslty reacted to the NII—I lebter w1th the follow—

ing communication :

"+, 'The rejection of [our] proposal for a Health Sclences Ad-'
" varcement Award, conveyed in your letter of November 19,
~ 1966, was most dlseppomtmg :
We can appreciate, of course, that the competltmn for a
“limited number of awards was severe, but we would very:
much like to know, specifically, why our propoesal 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 fallure this vear.

Now beeommg more specific and candid, NTH rephed

In consideration’ and discussion of the summary proposal,
it was concluded that since * * * is already a generally
: dlstmgmshed university in the Nation; -with a high concen-
tration of faculty talent, it would be ma,ppropnete to use the
limited Health Sciences Advaneement Award funds to further -
strengthen’ the departments ‘of anatomy, physiology, and -
“pathology in' the medical school, and biological science de-
' partments of the -school of humamtles and ‘science in your
mstitution. 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 proposa,l was declined for further. .
. consideration. . S
% 'We trust that your goal of strengthenmg the entlre'
- bmlogmal community at * * * may be realized, but we .
" cannot Support your appllca.tlon &b thls time.

45 University of Colora.do, Univemty of Oregcm, Purdue Uruversmy Vanderbllt Umversmy, and
. Washingt.on University, © . :

!
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- That NIH 1tself 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 an professmnal
schools offering graduate programs related to health.. .

The nature of the HSAA program still remains to be defined:

(1) -Is it -a program to help the poorer institutions with & de-
~sire and potential for self-improvement. to. maka a start towa,rd
'good graduate training and . research?..

. (@) Isita program to help-some or-all of the m&ny good 1nqt1— :
tutions to becomeé ‘“‘centers of excellence’” by enabling them to
-offer inducements to attract outstanding scientists and glfted
-students from prestigious. institutions? .. - . _

(8) Is it ‘a program.to help the Nation’s outstandlng mstltu-

. -tions—the “centers of excellence”—to become even better?" '
: Any or all of these interprefations: of objectives:are possible: from’
NIH’s statements on. the HSAA gram, . although the evidence
strongly suggests that the purpose, ]I)Jke NSF’s university science de-
" welopment program is to prowde funds for addimon “‘centers of
- exce lence.”” - -+.- .

It -is the. comxmttee s view that a Federal agency shouid have 3

clear conception, based on adequate study, of. the specific need for,

purpose of, and procedures for administering a grant.program before -

Initiating it, rather than start s program as a means:of studying the

ﬁrobiems—as evidently -was done in this instance. It is incompre-

ensible that NIH should be “fumbling around,” as one ¢f its officials
expressed’ it, when awarding substantial ‘amounts of public ‘money
without ﬁrst formu]a,tlng & mature and defensﬂole plan for a new
. program. . .

Moreover, the commlttee ‘believes 1t was the respon51b1]1ty 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 appropristion. 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 Ianguage of the act authorizing the general research
support program is broad. However, it is clear that HEW -did not
request—and the Congress did not speclﬁca,lly consider authorizing—
an institutional grant program having the specml characterlstlcs of
the Health Sciences Advancement Award,¥.

The committee finds the procedure used in startmg the HSAA pro-
gram irresponsible, unscientific, and contrary to the best interests of
the academic community and the Government, Unfortunately, the
. Advisory Council’s. recognition that “‘a mistake was made” provides
no protection whatever agamst NIH’s. undert&kmg other programs

4 MEW's purposé in seekmg ‘authority for PI—IS to make mst]tutmnal 1esealch or ants is descl fhed m a
letter from the Secretary to the Bpeaker as follows: ™ ...

“The institutional research grant would’ ‘constitute the award ofa sum’ of money fo an cducatmnal ar
research institution in support of the goneral research fanction or program of the institution to assist in the
development and maintenance i medieal, dental, public health,"and other health related areas without
specification of the precise research and research .trammg activities o be underinken with the grant funds."” (House
of Representatives Rept. 2174 to accompany H.R. 10341 (86th Cong.; sccond sess.), p. 6.) [Emphasis added

HESAA grants do not accomplish this purpose, sinee they are restricted for the spemﬁmesemch and research
training objectives set forth in the grant appheatlon In this respect, the HEA'A grant is similtar: to NTH’s
project and program-project grants‘—as WaS pomted up m the hzmdlmg of one.of the three or 1gma1 HSAA
applications.

. "In that case NIH suggested to the QGraduate Research Center of the Southwest that it consider Tesourse

to:regular research grants as an alternative to-the proposal under consideration sinee, due to the strength
0{) the center's program in the biomedical selences, it might thereby stibstantially aceompli.sh its HSAA
_objectives. .
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in a slrmlar manner, since the Oouncll’s criticism was dlrected to a
particular situation with no binding effect on the agency’s future
~ actions, and councils have s -continually changing membership. In
- fact, NIH has admitted initiating other programs in the same wa
Tt is noteworthy, also, that the Advisory Council was not aske 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 defermined in accordance with a formula to be demloped a.fter
consultation with the National Advisory Health Council.” *. o
Obviously, additional safeguards are needed to help assure that new'
programs and major changes in: emstlng programs Wl lbe adm.mlstered
n a responsible manner. :
-The committee beheves the- pubhcs,tlon of proposed regulatlons Hor
these programs in the Federal Register, as recommended. earlier, will
contribute to this end. In addition, the commitiee recommends
that before any new program is initiated in the Public Health
Service without specific statulory authorization, the program
should be formally reviewed by the Depariment and the Ex-
ecutive Office of the President to determine ils conformance
with national education and science policies. Also, a writien
opinion concerning the legality of any such program should be
obtained in advance from the HEW General Counsel.
The commitlee further recommends that no -additional
. HSAA awards be made unless and until PHS obtams speczﬁc
legislative authorization for this program..
‘Inasmuch as the National Science: Foundation has a- slmllar Togram
{or graduate educational institutions, it is important that the objectives
and scope of any PHS program-of this kind be specified so as to avoid
_ duplication of NSFs: science developmient activities. The scope and
objectives of the NSF programs should also:be spelled out to help
prevent the duphcatlon of activities in thls field. - -

1 House of Ropresentatives Rept. 2174, op. ¢it., p: 3. [Binphasis added] ~ -




*'\;’I SHARING AN INSTITUTION’S TOTAL RESEARCH
e COSTS—THE SLOAN-KETTERING GRANT :

Beglnnmg ind anua,ry 1966 'NIH: substituted ‘a smgle cost- Sha,rmg o

grant for41 grants and-3 contracts then in-effact for the support of spe-
clﬁc research and training projects at the Sloan-Kettering Institute
for Cancer Research in New York City. The grarit, made for an initial
5-year. period ‘at- annual amounts ranging from $4.3 to $4.7 million,
is-intended -to provide:long-term. support: commencmg at a.level
of almost half (47.3 percent) of the institution’s: total operating
budget. In. -addition, ‘provision - has. been made. for adjusting: the
© grant o' accommodate .increased :costs: of condueting - research. .at
the- agreed-upon level: -Also, -hospitalization - costs related to the re-
search; as-well as any authorized:facilities construction, will be financed
by:se arate grants, NI has cla.lmed these prmmpa,l advantages for
the: Sloan-Kettering grant: - g
(1) NIH will be able to review: the grantee’s program at one
* time and as a whole, thereby- obtalmng a more comprehenswe
- -understanding ‘of the program.. . - :
{2) It is in keeping with the mcreasmg need to decentrahze

.- -the making of operatmg demsmns both sclentlﬁc and admln-

: lstratlve s -

-~ {3) It provides. greater ﬁnancml stabﬂlty for Sloan- Kettermg,'
-+ thereby enhancing the grantees ablllty to recrmt esta,bhshed_

- -1nvest1gat0rs AR Sl

(4) It provides-an: 1neent1ve for the grantee to use: the money‘.

< swhere itwill he most productlve, to redu-eet gmnt funds to new.

- activities. on-short motice, and - :

(5) The reduction:of. Aumerous: apphcatlons o a slngle docu-f.

ment will lessen the adlmmstratlve load for both the apphcant‘
and NIH.

The committee does not questlon that this grant is advantageous -
to the Sloan-Kettering 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 NTH’s emba,rkmg upon an experiment of this magnitude
without first developing workable methods for the comprel ensive
scientific and admmlstratwe reVIeW of a large institution’s total

- --program

The committee is especially concerned by two consequences of this .
grant arra.nwement
' It{; will remove, over a 5-year period, at least $22. 6 million
“of N TH funds which would 0therw1se be awarded on a competitive
basis, and .
(2) Sloan-Kettering’s project apphcatmns will no longer be
" subject to the established scientific review process, thereby
depriving the grantee of an objective, outside ]udgment on its
individual resea,rch proposals. . -

38
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The committee is aware that Sloan- Kettermg Institute is mdely
recognized as & leading cancer research institution. As such, 1t un-
‘doubtedly merits Government support for its work; this is borne out

by the fact that. Sloan Kettermg has received NIH grants for many
ears. ..

7 Whils we do tiot questlon Sloan-Kettermg 5'standing as a research

mstitution, the committee is concerned, nevertheless, by the wisdom

of providing support for Sloan—Kettermg 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 .only. 20 -were approved: by NIH’s scientific review-
bodies.. The approval rate for these a4ppheet10ns was 59 percent-in the
combined fiscal year 1964 and 1965.% The comparable approval rate
for all NIH applicants:in’ these same years was 58.percent, Six Sloan--
- Kettering epphcatmns were forma]ly dlsepproved in 1964 end three
© more in 1965. g

Sloan-Kettermg fa,red even less well incom etmg for N IH grants
in-the half year which preceded the award 0% a single cost-sharing
grant.. During the first half of fiscal year 1966, NIH reviewed 12
project: applications; of Whlch ﬁve were: approved ﬁve dlsapproved o
and two withdrawn, - -

Moreover, : the' eomm1ttee has learned that dlu‘m 1965 Sloan—
Kettering itself supported approximately five researc projects for-
which funds were requested from. NIH but denied because the proj ects

- lacked scientific merit. ,
- /THe several study sections which reviewed and recommendéd the

~disapproval of recent Sloan-Kettering research proposa,ls gave these
explenetlons in thelr résumés on five of ‘thie- apphcetlons ! '

‘This unimaginative propoeal pla.ns ‘to do studles which
have become almost routine in institutions with active hema— ‘
tology and radlolsotope services. There is no research support .
warranted for this plam data-gathering exercise. _
* * s *::.‘.‘_ L - YT ;“*;_ -: -
" Disapproval is- recommended The 'c'oneeptual approach - -
end ‘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 mechamsm of’ ection of antltumor age:uts N

I "* L * ¥ *
There is nothmg in this proposel to mdleete that the' e
: ..eppheants are in pos1t10n to contnbute s1gn1ﬁeantly tio. thls B
heavﬂy worked area. - A o

- Study section beheved that it was loglcal to precede this -~

~study with appropriate pllot studies before initiating the
‘proposed research, which is based on supposition. Concern
was expressed elso that the applicant was unaware of the

4¢ The 20 approved applications include two projects which were net supported because of 1elat1ve1y poor
priority ratings, and one project which was withdrawn beeause the investigator left Sloan-Kettering.
Consequently, the §9 percent approval rate is hlgher than the proportmn of cases in which Sloan- Kettenng
was successful § in eompetlng ror NIH grants
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'+ iromunological procedurés requisité to -this proposal: Ae-
.. 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
inthe future. - .. . ..ol Lo o T

-If ‘projects’ are: unacceptable’ to- NIH: ‘on ' the ‘basis of -an adverse
scientific review: by its nongovernmental consultants, 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: awvailable
method for bringing”scientific judgment to:bear. on research project:

At

applications—as NIH has stated time and again-—=substituting the; .

grantee’s. own judgment for that of the established review system:in:
selecting projeets for support is surely a questionable practice. We. are .
dealing-here not .-with delegating discretion: to the ‘grantee institution:
for deciding-how a limited amount: of supplementary research :and:
training::money- nay. be spent;-as-in the general research support.
program; we are dealing, rather, with the grantee’s: ability to modify-
1ts. entire ‘program for  which-NIH contributes nearly:half- the. total
COSb, v chrasat et pintemipeere s o T LaE e e U
i IMPLICATIONS 'OF THE BLOAN-EETTERING GRANT .

. NIH was advised by the Department’s Assistant,General Counsel
that the Sloan-Kettermg grant, could not legally. be awarded either
as a “project” or:as & ‘‘general support”. grant-—the two types;of,
awards specifically authorized by the gubl_ic Health Service Act.®

The grant was'made, instead, under “a longstanding provision of
the act -authorizing ‘the' Surgeon ‘General, upon recommendation
of the National - Advisory” Cancer “Council or other appropriate
council, to “adopt *'* *“such additional'means as he deems necessary

- or-appropriate to carry out the purposes of this section.” %

The .cornmittee. 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 statutory authori-
- zation. It is noteworthy that under similar circumstances the .De-
partment had reguested an amendment to the Public Health Service
Act in 1960 in order to commence the general research support
program. Giopindan o
-~ Although' costssharitig of “afv-ingtitution’s - total: operating ‘hiidget

- is confined to Sloan-Kettering at present, this:establishes a precedent

for & type: of support which other research institutions would have
-every right to request. The extension, of-such support 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 8 development which deserves careful study from the stand-
point of national policy. It is a step which should not be taken without
B2 UEC. L) ot e T e T T
3142 U.8.C, 241(i).. Reorganization Plan-No; 3:01:1966, effective June 25, 1066, transferred the functions
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 con31derat10n within the executive branch and formal authorlzatmn

- 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 commitiee recommends
_that the Congress amend this {)romswn of the act to clarify
and limit the Surgeon: General’s blankel authority to adopt
“such additional means as he deems necessary or approprwte

- for the conduct and support of research :

% USO 241(:) :

- 85~452% O—BT—t



-+ VII. - SHARPENING THE INSTRUMENTS ‘OF SUPPORT
B RESEARCH. QUALITY.:" .« . =~ TR
NIH and the Public Health 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.
uality research or to extend support to all “competent’” investigators.
he 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 & 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 NTH support.® Table 1 shows this trend continuing, although at
a slower rate.™ ' S

TABLE 1.—PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF APPROVED PUBLIC HEALTH SERVIGE RESEARCH GRANT APPLICATIONS
BY PRIORITY RATING, 1956-66 .

Percent of approvals in priority class

Fiscal ygar

100-1991 200-299 300-399 400-500
a0 44 15 -1
35 44 20 1.

46 20 2
29 £7 22 .2
24 48 25 3
24 49 24 3
25 4 25 3
24 49 25 3
24 - 4 25 4
22 49 76 4
26 47 23 4

IHighest rating.
Nate: Total percentage for each year may rot add to 200 because of rounding.
Source: Diviston of Research Grants, National Institutes of Health.

The- proportion of excellent or superior projects % 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 rose from 15
percent to about one-fourth of the total during the same period.

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

£ 1961 report, . 28; 1962 repott, pp. 25-26. - . .

5 While the table relates to all PHS researeh grants, NIH grants (including the Mental Health Institute)
constifute abous 93 percent, of the tofal. The distribution of priority ratings for NIH-approved applications
is approximately the same as for PHS as a whole,

8 Those in the highest quality class with priority raiings of 100-199.
# Those in the lowest quality class with priority ratings of 400-500.

42
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~ The significance of ‘the ‘upturn in the p W%ortmn of highest rated

. projects in 1966 is not clear at this time.

ether this represents a

~ real reversal in the trend remains to be seen. -

' The investigator’s stature in his fleld, along with the 1mp0rtence of-
the proposed research problem and the investigator’s. approach to it,
e the principal factors taken into account in. seleetmg prcqeets for
support and. in assigning priority ratlngs SN

In general, the highest priority ratings go to the best 1nvest1gators
-and there is a distinct and demonstrable relationship between the way
t.he study sections which evaluate eppheatwns descmbe pro] eets and

riority ratings they assign’ to them.
e following recurring commeénts are typmel of superlor prOJeets

asmgned to tThe-100-199 pricrity class:

‘Produced excéllent results. b
“Shotuld yield results’ of eonmdereble mterest

- Encouraging results..~ - :

:“Provides information about’ i fundamental process

* The grotp is highly’ competent. " -

" ‘Have madé outstanding’ contrlbutlons

. Outstanding’ 1nvest.1getor :

_‘Excellent program.

“ Tmportant results.’ IR '
Anl experienced investigator of demonstra,ted competence

-+ - Brilliant record .of resea.rch

2_:'; An outsta,ndmg scientist in this ﬁeld . ; N i- :7 &
. "Productive. .. '
~The reseerch plen s eerefully end thoughtfully coneelved

~ Incontrast, these study.section.comments are typieal of the. falr
%o only passa,ble pm]ects rated in-the 300—399 and 400«500 pnomty-

: elasses

The s study sectmn laeked enthusmsm about t.h1s a,pplleent

.. Hasn’t-pursued the problem aggressively.

+1-‘The: appheatlon is not very 1mag1net1ve
No novel suggestions are made: La e
- . Progress to date has been slow. and ummpresswe
.. Research is steady-but w1thout eny 1meg1net10n
- No clearly defined goal. :
Justified as & means of keeplng an experlenced 1nvest1gator in

3 contact with research.

Thée work has thus far led to no exeltlng concluswns nor are any
antlelpeted \

.- Based on the teehmea,l co etenee of the applleant rather than
“on the significance of his worlg I i
~ The use of the reaction does not seem logical. . =~

“The meehanlsm is not; clearly ‘defined.” L A
There ‘is ‘little to indicate the,t the resee h" w111 eontnbute
anythihg significant'in this ‘area.” '

‘Contrary to what the ratings reveal, the cla,lm i frequently ‘made
_that the quality of research supported by NIH has not: fellen s the
- agency’s appropriations have increased.

This was the
in. 1965 said’

+.87.1961 report; .. 36.

v1ew for example, ef t}ie Wooldndge Comnnttee Whmh:
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~ Despite the tenfold increase in NTH support of research
during the last 8 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.® - Ce . R

" Addressing himself specifically to this Wooldridge Comrhittee state-

ment, Dr. Harold .Orlans of the Brookings Institution has observed:
This glowing judgment comports neither with the evidence
adduced earlier about the decline in the incidence of high
?uallt.y NIH grants nor with a careful reading of the care-
ully 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,_m_icrobiqﬂogy) _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
anels were ill-advised.® Unfortunately, the committee provided no
mformation on the quality of the newer types of grants it reviewed—--
such as NIH’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
roportion of the top-rated projects. This trend suggests that a much
ﬂ)wer level of competence has replaced high quality as the standard for
détermining whether research is worthy of Federal support. - .
The committee finds. this development discouraging. ieloreo'ver, the
extension of support to sn increasingly larger proportion of poorer
quality researcl raises some fundamental questions concerning the
objectives of Federal grants. o I
. 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
béen brought to our attention. On the contrary, distinguished scientists
have warned: o S
In the advaricement .of science the best is vastly more
- important than the next. best. Mediocre research 1s gen-
erally worse than useless, and the same may probably be
. said of teaching.” O o S A
It has been stated, further:: =~ S
"3t Biomedical Seience and Its Administration, A" Skidy of th :.Iirci;r;én=él In.smutesafffealth (The White House
CPebruary 1965, p: 3 . coovUolten o S d it LD e T o T e
8 The Use of Social Research in Federal Domestic Programs, pt. IL. A staff study for the Research and
Technieal Programs Sabeommittee, House Committee on Governmont Operations. Cormnitted print
{April 1967), pp. 623-624, : TIRIIEES print
: 8 Op. cif., p, 3. Out of 240 rescarch grants investigated, the panels expressed “seriousyeservations” abdauk
. hine projects and -adjudged an additional seven to be “unworthy of support.”

¢ President’s Science Advisory Committee, Sclentific Progress, The Universities und the Federal Govern-
ment (Washington, Nov. 15, 1860), p. 14. ]
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- In science the excellent is not just better than the.ordinary;
it-is almost all that matters.% - S e
_80ME ‘EFFECTS’ OF. EXCESSIVE ‘RESEARCH EXPENDITURES .
The committes; in 1962, said:- .. .. . " © . -
- It is probable that the large gnnual increases in the NIH
appropriation made in the past several years has contributed
to the ineréasing support of lower quality research. * * *
The main: question raised by this development * * * g
whether or mot it is sound public policy and in the best
inteérest of science that every project: found -technically
sound and -approvable by NIH’s outside consultants recaive
support, regardless of its relative guality.® IEEERE
In’the light of the continued lowering of Tesearch stahdards and the
excessive diversion of scarce professional personnél from teaching and
- medical practice to federally supported research, we believe this 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 -
- Btates. Consequently, investigators are reluetant 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 jeopardize the flow of research money, since these funds
also make an important . contribution to the teaching . programs of
‘most medical schools and many other educational institutions. .
It is: therefore a rare and 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.” 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 tempiation,
and to attend to their chief job of medical education. After
the lean famine years in the thirties of having too little
money [or 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 too little. -
Like the captain in ‘“‘South Pagcific,” the members of the staff
want more and larger projects, often regardless of whether.
they are particularly interested in.the field in which  the
grants ‘are available. Some departments are judged by the
amount of money they can obtain, even though the members

w CLnenn ot mueas o R

% 1662 roport, p. 25, . - : : ) R S TP

4 For a discussion of how Federal yesearch programs have diverted scientific’ manpower from teaching
sed the committee’s 1965 report Conflicls Between the Federal Research Programs and H.iej':NufiDn'}q' Goaly

" far Higher Education, L. Rept. 1158 (89th Cong,, first sess.), ch. IV, .
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of the department ‘are already as-busy as they can be with

_ teaching and & reasonably active research:program.. Some
* agﬁomtments and promotions dre based on the 1nd1v1dua1’
ity 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 hastﬂy 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 anything in any way, shape, or form, so long as it is
for research, the central educational functlon of medical
schools has been serlously distorted. To quote Parkinson’s

" law for  “Grantsmanship’: “After your grant has been’
obtained—perhaps from government perhaps from public
charity, or more probably from private benefaction, your
next problem is how to overspend the money as qulokfgr as,

possﬂ)le S0 as to be ]ustlﬁed in askmo for more the next .

time.’ % '

Dr Dawson further observes

*“Many American medical schools, 1ncIud1ng Duke, are bemg :
: converted inte research institutes similar to those of the:

- prewar Germans, but even worse, the research programs with -
‘their herds of téchnicians and junior researchers, instead of -
being segregated into separate institutes liké the Germans,

~are crowding out the medical students from the teaching

“space in theiaboratorles and hospital wards, and creating in
the students the image that research is supenor to medical

 teaching and patient care. The currleulum has been so
dlstorted that almost every student is compelled to enga,
in the research program. Those who have no research ski 1
are given special courses in gadgetry: :

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

- research programs in medical schools, as well as their benefits, -
were reco%m?ed 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 & 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 may be diverted
from the medical care of patiénts,”in community as well as
in. university hospitals, and from the teaching of students -
and thus, in the ﬁ)ng run, cause even & grea,ter shortage of

.-..medical teachers i - i .

&, ¢, Davlson M D., “Let’s Give ‘the Medma.l Schools Back to the Students,“ The' Pham.v October
6 7bid,
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- 'While the committee has not studied the impact -of Federal research -
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 effectiveinternal-manage-
ment. Effective’ management réquires that an’institution control ‘the

- application for and acceptance of Federal research support so that -
research does not interfere with its teaching -and other responsibilities.

. "A committee of the Natichal Academy of Sciences has also addressed

" itselfito. the ‘harmful effects of Federal grants when universities do

not effectively :¢ontrol their research-activities. It. reported: SRR

%' 'The other trend that may impair the fruitful combination -~

. of research and graduate education stems from a lack of

strong policy within the univergities themselves. Adminis-
" trations, under pressure to retain distinguishied scientists
“who are tempted by the simplicities of life in nonteaching’
“laboratories in government, research institute, or industry,
find that the easiest counter-offer is a promise of reduétion -
in teaching. Some scientists retire from virtually all contact

. with students, while others.only .a little less distinguished -

- -are so overloaded with teaching that they are forced out of
xesearch. Administrations, hoping to add to the prestige. ..
of their universities. by encouraging .large-scalé research
projects ‘of high visibility, may expeéct faculty members to

+ by large -amounts-of  réleised time from: the university. 1 -
If the administration then allows a professor buying released
©_.time to use grant money to run up his salary far above the

- -regular- university scale, the stage is set-ior’teaching of

"~ all kinds—graduate and undergraduate—to become a ‘“poor

' relation” to research in the university. ... . .. -

- "From the Government’s stafidpoint, quality should be the principal
“criterion for PHS support of research projects which satisfy program
“requirements. National objectives other than the support of meri-

torious work, such as strengthening the capability and resoutces.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 basic quali-.

fication 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 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 piojecl 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 scademic environment’’ -and thereby benefits the edu-
-cational programs of récipient 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-

. & Committee on Science and Public Policy, National Academy of Sciences, Federal Support of Basic

‘Reséarch in Instilutions of Higher Learning (1964), p. 93. ) R T
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eultlng distribution-of that assmtance may. be quite dlﬂ"erent from the
pattern which would otherwise result if educationsal 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 in a greater share of
research money for “have not” educational mst1tut10ns or change the
geographic distribution .of grants.

As the committee pointed out in.an earher report the very lumted
F&Itlclp&tlon of some universities in NTH’s research programs is due
ess to the quality of their applications than to the disinclination of

 their faculties to apply for grants.’An examination of Advisory Council
‘actions on grant appli ications showed that, as a group, 10 insfitutions
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 reseerch 111terest of their faculty members
1s not strong B \

' CONCENTRATION OF GRANTS '

Pubhc Health Servwe research’ grants are’ hIghly concentr&ted m 8
relatively 'small number of institutions. Table 2 shows that 10 in-
stitutions received 24 percent-of all research funds in 1966 and the
top 25 1nst1tut10ns accqunted for 43 percent of the total.

‘TABLE 2.--25 iNSTITUTIONS RECEIVING LARGEST AMOUNTS (JF PHS RESEARCH AND TRAINING GRANTS FISCAL
. . . YEARlsse ; s )

~‘Resealch grants 2 : Tr:ain"l'n'g‘ grenis

i lnstitﬁiio_r_l i

. Dollars _' Rank " Dallérs" " Rank -

Total, United States- . $ﬁ43 850,360 ...l $264, 285,26 _.____. :
_cmlfornla Umverslty of f a7, 271,554 0 01 14,797,909 [
Harvard University_ __ : 17,863, 938 o 5,142,489 8
Columbia’ Umver5|ty : 13, 160, 841 5,988,916 4
Johns Hopkins University_ .- .12,796,718 5,827,318 6
Pennsylvania, University of._ .. __ 12,785, 4,323, 166 L 13
New York, State Umverssty of b il - 1. 12,240,855 4, 268,995 ~14
e, York Umversity. .o oo oo oi-aomoeooiinoon 11,733,867 . .- 4, 835, 366 10
Michigan, University of oo i i oo il ool ©11,712, 368 7,098,636 2
Wisconsin, Umversxz of e 11,627,330 -.4,221,625 - 15
Minnesota, University of ..___.__ [ 10,506, 726 _G 697 638 . 3
cooFotal e el o : N 215_1,699,398 deemnt 363 202,038 - ..
Washington, -University o - 10,150, 724 b 5,257,623 5 T
Texas, Universily of 1 . 10,135,958 12 - . 3,452,597 . .20
Chicago, University of 9. 576,839 --13 5,049,472- 7 9
Stanford University. .. , 576, 652 .~ 14 3316, 552 22
Georgetowa University 9,307,421 . 15 1,585, 029 19
Yeshiva University__< 9,257,261 - 16 - - 3,451,995 21
Washington Umvermty (Mlssourl)_-_ 9, 145, 252 17 3,892,529 18
Yale University... ..o .oool-.il0 , 729, 637 18 -4, 393, 666 11
. IMinois; University of. 8,496,543, . 19 3,788,980 17
- Gornell"University___.._ 8, 344, 949 20 2,625,902 26
Western Reserve Univers 7,063,218 21 .3,635,618 19
Pittsburgh, University of 6,996, 883 22 4,389,204 12
Massachusetts General H .- 8,842,396 23 ,719,024 7 47
%dor University__ ... . - 6,761,179 24 2,280, 840 33
ane University.._._.._....._. . S, ’ 5 212 168 25 3 016, 447 24
Totaloe ool e IR emnams .-, 126,597,080 _._... 8L, 765,478, ...
Total, top 25 L ci R, | 41278,297,078 ... 114,967,516 _.i___.

: Enclu:les grants to more than one majar campus . £43.2 percent of total..

3236 pertent of tofal. - o 8435 percent of total.
323.9 peicent of tatal . )

‘¢3 1961 report, Pp. 31—32
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There is also a high: correlatlon between -the dlstrlbutlon of research
“and training grant money. The 10 institutions which 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 sunulta,neously r&y::olvecig 44 percent of ther
' training grant money. :
: Actu&l%y the: distrlbumon of trammg grant money is somewhat
“more highly .concentrated .than research funds (table 3). The 10
institutions awarded the largest amounts of training grants accounted
for more than onefourth of the funds; and the 25 largest recipients
a.ccount.ed for. over 46 percent of all tramlng grant awards in 19664

7 TABLE 3-—25 INSTITUTIONS RECEIVING LARGEST AMOUNTS DF PHS TRAINING GRANTS FISCAL YEAR 19561=

- lnslltuuon e Dollars “'Rank ~ n Instltutlon o Doliars © Rank
Tutal Umted States-. -2 -2 3264, 286, 261 '_--:_'.‘_. Pennsylvama Unwersity af_ LTl ¢4, 323166 -
== feew. York, State University ofl K 4,268,995 .
Callfomla Unwersﬂy nfl 14 797 909 1 Wlscunsm University of _.___._. 4,221,625
Michiigan, University uf.._ Y 98,636 2 Washlngtun Unwersny__.......,- * v 3,802,529
Minnesota, University of 6,697,638 3 | tllinojs, University of R 3,788,980
Golumbia University.._.. 5, 988, 916 > 4| Duke University. ... 3,784,287
Jahns HopkinsUniversit 5,827,318 « -5 | Western Reserve Univ 3,635,618
North Carolisia, Univers 5,803,854 6 [ Texas, Uitiversity of s 3,452, 597
Washm'ftun Unwemty [ 8 i 5,257,623 7 | Yeshiva University: - 3,451,935
- Harvard University. . 5,142,469 . 8 /|.Sianford Umverslty__ - , 316, 552
Chicago, Wniversity of- - - 5,089,472+~ -9t Boston University._ ... __.__.. 3,243,132
New York University 4 835 366 ‘10 { Tulane University ... ... -+ 23,016,447

2,787,608
L 55 876,396 .
3122,375,597 i

) Co!uraQo, Unwarmty of_

4393 666 0 11|
aus20e 2l ot

Totabooolo L 166,499,201

Yale Umversuty g
Pltlsburgh Unwersny 0

1ncludes grants to more thar't major campus, .
225,2 percent of total. .
346:3 percent of. lutal e

The commlttee is conoerned by the hlgh concentration of. researoh -
and ' trmmng funds, -and the imphca,tlon of this concentmtlon for_
biomedical science educ&tlon in mstltutlons whlch receive few or no
_Federal ants:, : 5

If, as. the Presldent.’s Solence AdWSory Commlttee has stated, “the
process ‘of gradiate education depends on ‘research’ just as much a8
upon ‘teaching’ —indeed the two are essenmally inseparable,” ® it -
must follow"as a result of the concentration of Federal grants that
some universities -are unable to provide quahty graduate educa.tlon :
in their health-related science programs. .
“The Committee ‘'on Government Operatlons found in 1961, that
‘many universities as well as some professional schoels i in  the Health
fields ‘were participating very little in ‘the NIH programs.™ This
situation, in our judgment, deserved serious attention, both for ‘the
welfare of these institutions and because of the desmabillty of a wider
distribtition ‘of national research resources. '

& Sefentific Promss, the Uniwrextws wnd.the Federal Gamnmem ('I‘he Whmo House, Nov 15, 1960) D 5 -
In developing this point the President’s Commitice also said: “Of course many necessary patts of &
seientist’s education have little to do with research, and obviously alse for many professors there must be a
gap between teaching o standard graduate course and working af one’s own problems. Morecver, many good
teachers—men who keep up with the new work in their subject and communicate its meaning cleatly to
their students—are not themsolves engaged in research. ‘Yet we insist on the central peint; the would-be

scientist must learn what it is like to do science, and this, which is research, is the most 1mportant thmg
" heé can be ‘taught.’ *” : F
. 701961 report, p. 30.
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i To-encourage & broader participation in health research, the com-
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 reséarch.”™ 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 in~-
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. _ .
- Several factors are.responsible for this development. First, because
a relatively limited number of institutions furnish the bulk of PHS’s
consultents, it is quite likely that these advisers will react more fav--
vorably to the institutions and scientists they know best when evaluat-
ing project applications:” Moreover, study section and advisory eoun-
cil members are in a unique position to learn of research opportunities -
“in-their fields and to sharé with their colleagues an intimate knowledge
of how the grant system operates At the institutional level, the schoo%s
already extensively engaged in research are better organized and
staffed to engage in “grantsmanship,” and the little known applicant
from a prestige school may gain a competitive advantage by having
an illustrious colleague nominally affiliated with his project and better.
facilities at his disposal. T R R R
Of even greater importance, however, are Federal policies-that dis-
criminate against schools which do fiot, already have extensive research
programs.... ... o Te e
To qualify for a general research support grant, an institution must

receive at least $100,000 annually of diversified NIH research project °

grants. The amcunt 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. '

. Anexception to the $100,000 requirement was madeé in the case of
certain health professional schools (medicine, dentistry, ostecpathy,
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 included nearly 70 percent
;; {I{]l;l%"(%n??ﬁitteé found, in contlectipn witly Its 1961 NIH study, that almest two-thirds of all study

section members eame froni 34 institutions, and these institutions coﬂectively recelved 53.6 percent of total
NIH research grant funds. - . ) P
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© of- t.he dental schools, -all schools of - osteopathy, one medmal school,
a,nd one-school of public health.™ .

:These professional schools: may need ass1sta.nce in developmg a
research capability, but it is doubtful that the general research support
grant is a good instrument for this purpose. For one thing, the general -
research support grant, intended to help correct-imbalances created
by federally.supported projects, is-not restricted to the conduct of

_research. Wor another, a health professional school which has not -
received NTH grants - totelmg $100;000 is probably more in neéd: of

- _technical -assistance ‘for developlng a- résearch -program: (if, indeed,
~ research-is waluable for the mstltutlon) than of $25 000- for fsnrly

dlscret.lona.ry spending. -
.. ' As noted earlier, the health sciences adva.ncement awa.rd purports

to help make-good institutions better, and, therefore, i is of no beneﬁt
: to the institution lacking a reséarch. capabﬂlty

- Another new program, the biomedical sclences supp ort 1ant is
even more discriminatory - against weaker institutions than the- ‘GRS
program of:which it is an extension. This grant is intended. to prowde
‘general research funds to graduate institutions extensively engaged in
research supported by NIH grants. However, & graduate school- must
have received a minimum of $200,000.in NIH. research project grants
~ (double. the:amount required for health professmnel schools hospltals
and research institutions): to qualify..

A major factor contnbntmg to the w1den1ng gap between the “rlch”

~ “and the “poor”’ schools is NIH’s grant programs:for training research

workers. - Training grants, with their- extensive support-for faculty
salaries, student stipends, and scientific equipment, generally flow to
where institutional strengthi is greatest. A school, or department, must
. _be academically strong asa prerequisite for obtalnmw training support.

- Ttwasshown earlier that a. relatively small group:of 1nst1tut10ns receive

K grams o

- theb medical. s

a'very:large share of.all tralmng and research grents aw erded by the
Public Health.Service. . 2

-~The . goncentration - of Federa.l reseerch a,nd trmnmg funds in a
lmuted number - of :institutions “has predictable: consequences: - The
favored -schools  are thereby. assisted. in- competing for. outstanding
‘faculty members and sthdents; these faculty. members, recruited
with help:of Federal funds, are able:to bring additional roleet grants
to their new institutions; and the enhanced quality of the nstitution
virtually assures the reeelpt of more PHS training grants which consti-
tute. an unporta.nt and ﬂex1b1e contrlbutlon to 1ts educa,tlonal pro-

AIDING WEA.KER INSTI’I‘UTIONS L s

It is 1mp0rtant ‘in the commlttees ]udgement for the Pre51dent
and the Congress to identify more precisely the respective responsi-
b1ht1es of Hederal agencies that dee w1th educationa) 1nst1tut1ons in

) a.pproprla.te ,for a,]l Federal agene:es
requiring  the -Tesearch- assistance of. educational institutions in the
performance of their missions .to. _support needed and. ‘meritorious
However, the resp0n51b1hty for Federal progra,ms intended

13 Natlonal Aem}emy.of SmencesANatmnal Reseamh Counm] The Gemml Resem-ch Su%mrt Progra.m of |

. the Nalionel Instiluie Tieqith ¥ mt ofa study by .a commlttee of the Divisio i edlcal Sciences
: (Mar 31 1965) p 16, i B )
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spec:ﬂca,lly to strengthen mst1tut10ns of hlgher education should not
be diffused among agencies. It is neither economical nor efficient for
every agency sponsoring outside research ‘to administer a program
for strengthening recipient institutions. 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 commzttee recom-
mends that its responsibility for programs designed to develop
or improve the capability and resources of educational insti-
tutions be limited to medical and other health profess:onal
schools. The general research support program is not included.in
this category since the Congreas authorized these grants, permitting
broad discretionary spending, specifically to supplement project
ants. The commiliee recommends that the responsibility
or granis .intended io 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 respons:ble for strenythen-
ing basic science and education. :

“To provide for more equitable freatment of the smaller-and less’
“wealthy institutions, the committee recommends the followmg
changes in PHS pohcles.

(1) Qualificatlion for a GRS ymnt should be based on
/. q school’s receiving $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 nua-

- ternal and child health. Eventually, a single general-re-

- search support grant for each eligible institution, admin-
istered on a Government-wide baszs, would be most effi-
czent and desirable. ‘

" (2) -The amount of each GRS grant should be deter-"
‘mined solely on the basis of the institution’s research
expenditures from Federal sources. The commitliee does

- not  believe the premium given for non-Federal research
funds under the existing formula operates as a meaning-
ful incentive for attracling privaete funds. Railher, this
premium discriminates against poorer institutlions, favors
research organizations cver institutions of higher educa-
tion, and, as demonsirated in chapter IV, has been diffi-
cult to administer and wasteful of Federal research money.

{3) The same GRS eligibility requirements should be

" applied to health professional schools as to other institu-

tions. To the extent thatl health professiorial 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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T graduate schools on the same . terms as to 'professwnal

. schools,- hospitals, and: research institutions. :
< (5) Until such time as «. :single general research support

. _program may be established on'a Government-wide basis,
.the NIH program and NSF's institutional granis program
should be closely coordinated to avoid duplication. Some

. institutions presently receive general research sipport 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
.. ».as -some research iraining) grants it makes, while NIH

. includes these same NSF research grants in the computa—

.- tion for GRS awards: .

We believe the mplementatlon of these recommendatlons wﬂl
Lenefit the Nation’s weaker: academic: institutions and will: result in
8 better geographm distribution of Federal research funds.

- The committee recommends, further, that the Secretary . of
HE W review the numerous NIH and other PHS training grant

- programs to determine if they are effectively organized to.serve

~ national manpower needs and objectives. This review should
be concerned particularly with ascertaining if the institutions
. which receive large .amounis of training funds ‘are - making
“a. _proportionate. . contribution to the Nation's manpower
supply. Conversely, the Secretary should determine if training
grant policies discriminate against schools which award gradu-
.- ate degrees in the biomedical sciences but receive lattle or no
. ;-'_PHS trammg support :

INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT GRANTS

. There is a need toda;y, a8 there was in 1961 When the eoxmmttee
. first’ dlseussed this matter,” to encourage the development of research
- cepablhty in many institutions teaching sciences related to health.
*Special programs are needed to strengthen those institutions which
award graduate or professional degrees in the bipmedical 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 edmlnlstratlve responsﬁ)]hty is assigned
- to more ‘than one Federal agency.

‘The committee recognizes the importance of i 1ncreasmg the number
of first-rate universities to accommodate our Nation’s growing Te-
quirements for highly” trained manpower. It is desirable, moreover,
to haye strong institutions in all sections of the country, both for the
convenience of students and the economic and cultur beneﬁts such

. 1nst1tut10ns 1mpert to their greas.

But it is equally important, that Weak mstltutlons be 1mproved
In the committee’s judgment, it is inadvisable for Federal agencies

* to award “develo ment” or “edvancement” grants to help -already

- good- schools ‘achieve “excellence” in -absolute ‘prefererce” to a::dmg
the Nation’s Weeker 1nst1tut1ons .

™ 1961 regort, p. a2

| -
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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 for lesser institutions. Moreover, universities
are eligible to recelve grants simultaneously under the similar NIH -
and NSF programs, o : S M

- Confining. development grents “to :those schools submitting the
most. sophisticated proposals, or to those most capable of achieving
_excellence, is tantamount te 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
‘sclence. . . . 0 L S e SR :
-: Although most of the institutions that rank/among PHS’s largest
recipients of research -and - training graiits “also produce relatively
large numbers of Ph. D.’s in the health-related sciences, some _schc'mﬁ:
receive very little PHS support and yet award a significant number
of such degrees. . v« o o SR e

To llustrate this point, the:latest ‘available data show that insti-
tutions ‘such as the University of Delaware, the University of North
Dakota, Mississippi State University, arid 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 recipients of PHS
_support.™ : R R

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. B’s, Much of it, moreover, is
expenided by scientists working exclusively on research projects with
no involvement in the educational programs of their institutions.
Nevertheless, the fact remains that graduate institutions which
receive little or no PHS training and research money are at a4 dis-
advantage in obtaining an outsianding faculty, modern scientific

equipment, and gifted students. o . G
Tt 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 biosciences.”™ 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. e

15 Bee aj)pandjxas 4and & for the number of doctor’s' degrees, by institution snd fisld, conferred In 1964—

65 in the basle medieal and other blosclences. First professional degrees, such as the M.T),, are ngt included
in these tables. RS S Nien-ate b

7¢ 1.8, Department of Health, Eduecation, and Welfare, Public Hééiﬁh S'érviloe, Nationsl Cénter for
Health Statistics, Health Resources Stalistics, Heglth Munpower, 1965, pp. 24-25, R SR

-



THE ADMINISTRATION OF RESEARCH GRANTS IN PHS b5

If it is true as leadmg scientists have held, that an active research -

" program is essontml to graduate training in the sciences, it should be

‘o matter of public concern that many - universities throughout the
‘Nation are conferring. graduaie degrees- in the biomedical sciences

" ywithout their f&cultles pa,rtlclp&tmg aotwely n Government -sup-

‘ported research,
The committee has a}ready commented on the desmablhty of helpmg
“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 neoessary
- funds for 1mprovemont ‘
The committee recommends, therefore, that the Prestdent
desngnate 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. responsibility of the National Sc:ence Foundatzon
and/or the Office of Education. .
-Dr. James B. Conant has called attentmn to. the need for a study,
" on. & nationiide basis, of: the standards for the Ph. D.in the 219
- mstltutlons a,wardmg thls degree “Qne -suspects,” he says, ‘“the
o standards in some of these are low.” Dr. Conant. believes -such an
inquiry. is timely. because.of. the vast-sums: of money bemg spent on
- research and in.training research people.” :
The committee strongly endorses Dr. Oonant’s views on tho need
_ for a'study of doctoral degree standards. Tt is essential that information
of this kind be systematically obtained through a nationwide study if
_institutional development programs are to be. mtelllgently constructed
‘and. applied where they are most needed. As discussed. earlier, the
"NIH Health Sciences Advancement Award is a prime example of &

- program started with no real. study. of: the problem and .without 2

olear concept or statement.of program purpose. . ..

Dr. Conarit suggested the ; roposed study mlght approprlately be
.made by the: recently established 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 most. isefully be done under; the auspices of a respected
- private foundation or educational association which would have the
cooperation and trust of the institutions to be studied. :

A variety of Federal programs presently exist for. the merovement
or expansion of educational facilities in health professional and gradu-
ate schools. These include .grants under .the Health Professions
Educational Assistance Act” (to aid in the construction of teaching
facilities in medicine, dentistry, osteopathy, pharmacy, optometry,

podiatry, veterinary: medicine, and public health). and grants under
tltle IT-of the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963, as amended,™
to help unlvermtles estabhsh or iniprove graduate schools &nd coopera-
. tive centers.: i ST :
T Congressional Record Aug 2 1965 p 18280

. 8 Publié Law 89-200,
7 Public Law 89-320. -
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Besides construction grants, the PHS provides grants under the
' Health Professions Educational Assistance Act ® to help improve the

quality of educational programs in schools of medicine, dentistry,
osteopathy, ‘optometry, and -podiatry. These ‘basic 1mprovement
grants,” which may be used to pay salaries, purchase equipment and
supphes and for minor alterations or renova,tlons are designed  to
encourage increased enrollments'as well as‘quality 1mprovements The
amountof each grant is'determined by a formula based on the number
of full-time students.: In addition, the Surgeon General may award
special improverment grants to help a-achool m&mtam its aecredltatlon
or to provide for special functions.

Very few Federal programs, however, are coneerned with 1 1mprov1ng
the educational ‘qua. %ty—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 inastitutions dee1rous of
becoming outstanding. - ,

“A’grant: prograin girded somewhat lower—thie departmental seience
development program—was recently launched by the Nationdl ‘Sci-
ence Foundation. lts purpose is to strengthen 1nd1v1dual areas of
science and engineering at’ graduate institutions “not yet ready to
move into-the top rank on & broad front but which have significant
strength and.potential for ma,rked 1mprovement n at- least a’ smgle
ﬁeld or area of science.” 8- '

CA complementary grant program for undergraduate mstltutmns—
the college science improvement ‘program—-was inauguratéd 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 {than 10
Ph D.’s in the sciences during a 3-year period are eligible.®
-~ Also at the undergraduate level, the Commissioner of Kducation

“is authorized by title IIT of the: ngher Edueation 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 survwal and are
isolated from the main currents of academic life.” *

The committee believes: similar sttention should be- glven 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 Scwnce magazme has ertten
pomtedly in this connectlon '

. * % % 1he have-not States form s dlscont,ented magorlty
. 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 dlspa,rlty _
The have-not institutions are especially deﬁc1e11t in modern ‘

& Pnhlic Law 89-290.

& Notice to presidents of universities and colleges from NEF Dlrecter, Oct. 28, 1968,
82 fhid,

8 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-
8 per capita basis, for attendance at science courses that
meet, minimal standards,® S W RNNE I ERES SR '

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 co-
ordinaled Federal assistance program be developed for dealing
with this matter. The commitice 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 individeally tailored pfa,n for each institution involving ‘technical
help as well as financial assistance. Also, consideration should be given
to allocating ‘training grants to institutions which meet satisfactory
standards in proportion’ to. the number of students enrolled and
graduate degrees conferred in the sciences,- 7 ' s

" 'While programs for strengthening graduste institutions might be
initiated first for the "gciences, the commitiee believes the liberal
arts should ultimately be included so that our universities can devélop
as baldnced institutions: The committee’s: emphasis here-on. graduate
institutions,  occasioned by - the  fact - that these: tegether with the
mediceal ‘schools produce most of the biomedical scientists and pérform
most of the.Nation’s biomedical research, should:- not obscure the
national importance of also strengthening our colleges whose student

.. outpub makes graduate education possible.
\ # Seience, Ang. 19, 1966, p. 819. o ’

| 85-452 0675




VIII SOME SPECIAL MANAGEMENT PROBLEMS g

NEFFECTIVE C!EN'I‘RAL MA AGEMEN'

“The Pubhc _lth Servme hag’ commtently failed to 0bta1 _
phance ‘with many of its grant ‘policies. . L
‘For example,’ PHS requires the grartee to ﬁle Y separate report. of’

expenditurés for each research project within 120 days after the end
of the annual budget périod. Although some grantees have repeatedly
ignored PHS’s requirement of timely expenditures reports (which -
provide essential information for determining the amounts neécessary
to fund the contiriuation years of long term’ projects), the agency has’
taken no corrective action in thése instances. As of February 1967, one '
granteé (Health Research, Inc.) had not filed expsnditure reports on
39 of 81'grants ‘awarded in fiscal “year 1964 and 67.of 71 grants awarded’
in 1865. In informing the committee that PHS had requested expendi=
tméa reports from. this grantee every 3 months, ‘the Surgeon General
.. sai

..;-These orts ha,ve not result in the recelpt. of 1nquen :
expendlture reports and; accordingly, we must -consider .the:
-:{Health:; Research, Inc:;: expendlture reports: for fiscal ‘years:
1964 and 1965 not Fet reeelved tobeunjustifiably delmquent 8.

As ‘was “shoWii earher bet.ween‘ 1962 and 1965 NTH: and ther units
- .of the PHS made excessive indirect cost payments to many grantees
" in violation of established PHS policy. S

The PHS has also permitted unjustifiable varlatmns among 1ts'
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 pohcles, ‘
is both intended and desirable. Some differences are to be expected in
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 followup to
assure the Surgeon General and his immediate staff that: -

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

" This situation persists despite the recent reorgamzatmn 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 prec¢lude any significant accomphsh- .

ment in this area. :

The structure of the Public Health Service, and especially NIH B

is so decentralized and its staff so administratively independent that
- often one component does not know how another is implementing the -
*same policies. _
e Letter of Feb, 20, 1967, from Surgeon Geneml Stewart to Subeommitiee Chuirman L. . Feunfa‘rﬁ.' 7 '
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~ There is'no smgle gra.nts management: office in‘ the PHS~—or wﬁ;hm
. 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 PHS policies. _

“The lack of effective central menagement in NIH was erltlelzed by
an outside management consulting firm retained to study the. Cencer'
Institute’s organization and procedures It reported.:.. _

. ¥ ¥ * organizational and procedural recommendatlons are
1mportant However, no orgamza,tlonel arrangements or pro-
cedures will work effeetlvely if they are not based on sound,
clearly defined .concepts or if management direction is. in-
adequate. Therefore, even more critical thanthe. speelﬁc
details . of organization  structure and procedures 1. the
eﬁ'ectlveness of management leadership and direction given
the programs from both the NIH and the Institute levels:

"The activities of the grants and training ares, though de-
signed to support scientific endeavor, .are in themselves
essentially of a productlon type. They involve considerable
high volurhe, repetitive, paper-processing operations. ‘Their

~ purposeis to facﬁltete the making and conveying of decisions . .
" that affect scientific endeavor. They are also ‘expected to
- reflect in a consistent manner the policies and objectives of the "~
* National Institiites of Health and the €ancer Institute. If -+
_ the underlying decisions, policies, and objectives are clearly ~ °
~ spelled out, ther 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, =~
desplte repld growth cychcal Workloads and tight . deedhnes S
’ Tk : * * * B * :

, A hlghly permissive approach reflecting a phllosophy of <
_sclentific freedom seems to have been carried over to the pro- .
‘cessing activities. From the NIH level, this approach has ...
_ . permitted, and in some instances encoureged the  insti-:
~tutes to go their separate ways. In NCI, it has been extended
to the operations of branches, sections, and individuals. Asa . .
result, clerks and scientific administrators. have developed a
"number of procedures based on personal inclinations: rather
. than on wéll-defined, overall objectives and common. goals, . -
¢'with the result that similar work is not done consistently or .
. uniformly by ¢ all performing it. In fact, one ofﬁcml summed it
" up this way:. :
, “We have extended eeademle freedom to the bookkeepmg
* department with results too horrible to,contemplate.” . .
This somewhat overstates the situation; nevertheless, it is -
*‘indicative of tendencies observed: We subm_lt therefore,
that until there is full aceeptance of the need for ﬁrm du'ec‘




~ bilities is ani’ imiportant- determinant of ho
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Sl _;tlon and: control in the management of the productlon-type" "
. -activity represented by the grants. a,nd trammg ares; rela-,-'w o
~tively ﬂttle progress w111 be obtamed in nnprovmg orga,mza,- S
- tion and proceduree 8 . ; :

Thls commiittee and others heve, ‘over the years a,ttrlbuted NIH’
management difficulties Jargely to'a highly permissive attitude that
allows the  Institutes to’ go their'separate ways. Nevertheless, this
situation has ‘continued basically uncha,nged to the present. The'low
estgem of administrative management 'in' NIH was epitomized '5
years ago by the Director’s statement that after résearch projects are
selected for suppo:t &ll subsequent adlmnlstratlve aetlons a.re‘ “essen-

.....

tlaﬂy trivial.? &
‘In>this' regard; '
posmon of 5 years‘agoj When we'said

*7'Thé cominittes dgrees ‘thaf ‘the ‘selection”of good mvestl-
ga,tors 'and good' projects is vital-to productive scientific re-
" search; but-the: eé)ectlve management of grants is also a’ fun-
da,mental résponsibility *of & Government agency cha,rged
Wlth administering grant programs. =~ '

#'The committes takes strong” exce'ptlon o
pressed by “NTH ‘that all administrative actions subseq ent
to the selectioh of grant projects are “éssentially trivial” in
relation to the basic'seléction process. The' selection process
and ‘grant management are essential ‘and complementary
_' : 1 support. Exce]lence is“required’ of

The, commlttee on' ‘
‘comings- Wﬂl not.be, corrected unless. and until’ (1).the NIH Director -
takes -a strong interest in this ob]ectwe and staffs his agency-with
- skilled. managerment personnel who are given adequate authority and
accepted on an equal footing with personnel concerned .with' the
- scientific, a,spects of grant programs, and (2) the Surgeon  General
establishes. adequate. machinery for the uniform 1nterpreta.tlon and
mplementa,tmn of PHS policies.. . , .
Biomedical scientists should not iy excluded from servmg in a
‘managerial capaclty when the.y possess the requisite qualifications. -
However, the practice of assigning ‘scientists without management.
skills to such positions as a substitute for employlng hlghly quabﬁed
administrators should be discontinued. '
The' attitiide of public’ officials toward’

ir management responsa—
well grant programs are
administered. ‘Sothe NIH offi¢ials; g5 well as ‘some grantees, ‘tend to
see_an’incompatibility ‘betiveen ‘the’ vigorous' enforcement, of ‘grant
policies atid:academi¢ freedomi. Th ur judgment, is a mlsle&dmg
view: The object of strong'm to assure-that grant funds
are distributed - equitably,and “are used’ prudently’ and for “their
" intended purposés. 'The commitiee sees no’ 1ncompa.t1b1hty between
“this objective and the principle of eﬂomng scientifi¢ investigators
the greatest possible freedom’ of actlon to’ ea‘rry out thelr resea,rch
.- As we stated in ea,rher repo .

8 McKinsey & . Co:, Ing; Imp

+ Cancer Imfttu{e-(Decemberl },
® 1062 Teport,.pildi ;i i
& Jbid., p. 25.




S freedom for: the scientist should- not - be confuged
Wlth license or-fiscal irresponsibility. Oné cannot:condone
waste and extravagance wherever it exists-as ‘being either in
the public interest or in the interest.of scierice. Grant money -
. that is uneconomically or mefﬁciently spent. deprives other . .
- scientists of support for their work. :Moreover, the injudicious . .
... use of reseerch funds is. grossly unfair to the American public - ...
.- which is.required to support this activity through taxation. .
" What we must_achieve is a harmonizing of freedom for the ..
inyestigator with responsibility to the public in the expendi-
ture of Government funds. NIH has the obligation to.develop .. -
- ,adequate policies .and .procedures. for assurmg that . grant -
.. funds are prudently spent within this context.”

To provide for the more effective managemen’s of grant programs
the commitice recommends that the Surgeon General (1) es-
tablish 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) pro-
. vide adequate staffing for PHS’s Division of Grants and Con-:
tracts to enable this unit, on a current basis, o maintain sur-
veillance over: and' liaison with the several bureau -grants
management offices to-assure that policies are bemg properly-
: and umformly zmplemented , S e

ADVISORY COMMITTEES

The commﬂ:tee noted ina: prevmus report that the relatwely small_\;
- 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 ail study section members came from.
34 institutions receiving at least $1 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 restrlctmg the
distribution of Federal research support.* -
A similar view was expressed in 1964 by a commlttee of t.he Natlonal,,
Academy of Sciences, which warned:: -

When some individusls serve too contmuously on, the'ﬂ'
‘panels ‘of one or several agenciés, and when g few univer-
“sities are regularly overrepresented, the ‘burden’ is too
concentrated on the individuals mvolved and the system is
open fo the cha.rge of favorltxsm in ]udgment b o

The Academy Committee further stated thab:

The burdens on individual advisers must- be kept to a,rr
minimum, by using more advisers and- rotating them often.
~ The pool of competent sclentists from whmh panels can be i
i drawn i is not only large but expa,ndmg :
+ 91962 report, p 21

‘w1961 Report, pp. 28-80. ° ' ) : S
" Comxmttee on. Beience and Public '.E‘olicy, Nntlonal Academy of Sciences, op. cit., 1. 83
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. Every. effort should. be made. to.. give “younger: selentlst.s
thelr turns.on: panels both t.o Sprea,d t.he Work a,nd to mfuse
new- pomt,s fwew i

Vendency n PHS to appomt a
i ‘u1t1p & terms ‘on advisory couneils and
e cofiimittee has been informed that

io11, 0 ermn-
ppedr’ €6 lave Téceéived preférential -
" treatment: in-the consideration:.of grant:applications.. In one. of: thiése
instarices;: .the grant-applicant: was.accorded: the-unusual pnvﬂege of:
appearing ‘personilly:at.the Couneil meeting. to. plead his cage;: the
" Council-then-approved :the grant as’ requested, ‘rather. than the much.- :
lower amount recommended. by the study section, In:other instazices;

. grant: applications; disapproved by:study sections have. received: -

- Federal funds.»

Council approval and:have been paid in-the entire’amounts: requested:
Instances:such:as these suggést that considerations-other than:sdiéns
tific.menit anid-program -objectivés at times:enter.into’the awarding
-of research grants. ' 5 e
Moreover, when some of the same 1nd1v1dueﬂs who have served

on adwsory councils for:many years receive;substantial NIH grants, - -

and also testify before the Congress in support of the agenc 's appro-
priations$; the!appearance’of: favoritism is:unavoidable.
#"We subscribe’ to” the ¥iew:expressed: by the :National: cademy: ofs -
Sciences-that the:Nation's'manpower resources for advisory-purposes. .
+ arelarge; that 'more advisers’should be-used’ and rotated more often’,-

~and that: younger : scmntlsts fshould be afforded an- opportumty t.of_,_ -

serve'on: ‘PHS panels. S . )
~‘The commitiee: recommends, therefore, that appomtments"
to advisory councils be limited to one 4-jear term, with mem-
bers ineligible for reappoinitment, ‘or appointment io other
“advisory councils, for a pertod of four years followmy the: com-r

pletion-of ‘theirterms: . ; . > i
"~ Continuity of advisory counc]ls would be obtalned a8’ at' resent '
by staggered term
The committe recommends, r .
given ' in ‘the. s_el_ectwn of ‘adpisory committees to_obtaining a
: (’tton qf [/} aphic regions and educational

balanced i represe ,
institutions. To. t. tent ble,. consultants should be
y i themselves

. drawn from among qualified sc
: .rectptents of PHS grants.

Wlt ou ability. withi, "gra.ntee'
" institutions for equipment and other maj or- expend1ture items, there is
little reason to expect economy and efﬁclency in th_ expendlture of

. ¥ Ibid.



Tradltlona,lly, Federal grants- liave” requlred that recipients con-
trlbute a major: share of program costs; 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 ts expend Federal money a3 carefully a8

their own.

. Project gra.nts, however, are qulte d1ﬂ’erent Here the Federa.l share
is usually a very large proportion of total costs, often approaches 100
percent, and the gra.nt is ‘earmarked for: the research of & particulap
mvestigator 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-is no-built-in incentive for the insti-
tution itself to-economize since unspent research: money cannot be
used for other purposes. Only with the installation of formal manage- .
ment systems, utilizing modern accounting and auditing, central pur-
chasing, inventory management, and other:-basic business techniques,
and-applicable to-all institutional expenditures regardless of ‘source,
can a Slzable grantee institution be equipped:te provide: meaningful
?texxi?rdsmp of Federal grants When speudlng damsmns are:made
ace. :
P Injthls connectmn the Wooldndge Commﬂ:tess Admmlstratlon

Amel—r . o o i s gl e .

noted with ‘concern that eﬁ’ectwe systems for central pur-
chasing. and- inventory control seem not to be Amiversally
" present in the grantee institutions. Each of them, we think, -
should be expected by NIH to furnish’ assurance,.through 2’
sample inventory system, that any proposed purchase of .a.
major piece of equipment is in response to a need the insti-
tution cannot fill except by a new acquisition. NIH should :
_‘also expect any grantee institution to furnish assurance, .
- ‘through' a sufficiently strong central purchasing operation,
that its buying is done in an orderly, well~regula,ted ea,sﬂy
auditable manner, AR :

It was the Panel’s. view th&t ”certam mmlmal standards bf com-

petence might properly be -established by. NIH as prerequisites for
any institution proposing to.become or remain & legal grantee.’ %
- While NTH recognized, as & consequence of the subcommittee’s 1962
hearings, that it had not “taken adequate steps: to make certain that
grantee Institutions are.both capable of .and in fact are effectively
discharging ' their respons1b111tles 7 % relatively .little “has  been. ac-
complished . along these lines. in: the ‘pasti 5. years. -

One noteworthy- effort was- NIH’s initiation in, 1963 of & study i
seven institutions of the feasibility .of enlsrgmg the grantee. institu-
tion’s role in the management of research projects. The subcommittee
was informed late last. year that. this pilot. study has been completed
and that NIH, on. the {ams of it is planning to expand: the number
of institutions which will be given more responsibility: with correspond—-
1ng greater authorlty, in grant administration. .

.The. committee favors the principle.of. enla:rgmg the- ma,nagement
role of .grantee institutions, provided. that (¢)individual institutions .
are equipped to effectlvely d.lscha.rge t.he added respons1b1hty a.nd (b) .

© Op. o, ,pp- 1g-120.
- W See Iootnote R




64 - THE ADMINISTRATION OF RESEARCH GRANTS w PHS

the. deelslons mvolved ~¢an’ properl -and: eﬁ'ect.lvely ‘be-made”’ by .

grantees. It is not evident from the NTH study that-each.of the par-. =

trcipating institutions possessed sabisfactory: policies,- procedures ‘and:
systems to administer grants in accordance: with existing PHS policies.:
'~ .Toillustrate this point, the, Defense Contract Audit Agency recently
comﬁleted an’ a,udlt. for HEW of all research and training grants- made
EW. agencies during:the'fiscal years 1965 and 1966 to one of
PHS s, latgest. .grantees—a. university - which..was one of -the seven .
participants in NIH’s- aforementioned study 'I’he audlt report dls-
closed the following :major deficiencies: - : ‘
-(1). Labor .costs' were:charged to- gra,nts at the predetermmed
-f-,..budgeted amounts estimated by-the university ‘at.the time the
i grantwas:made.. The budgeted amounts:were not stbsequently
.adjusted- to reflect, ‘amovints : properly: supperted: by time and
effort . reports; .and - reports: o}) expenditures :also reﬂeeted the.
;unadjusted. budgeted ‘amounts for: salary and wage costs..: e
_ ::(2)- The . basic source ‘docurnents:(time and ' effort: reports),
_requlred to substantiate salary ‘and wage charges to grants were:
. unrelisble.: For' exaniple, -at -the school of ‘medicine, where:-the

preponderance of grant costs are incurred, the auditors found that: .~

+:the-time reports were:merely: sattendance records which did ‘mot,
identify work performance or the grant on which work was':per-
formed. It is impossible to determine the amount -of labor costs
’properly allocable to HEW grants from these reports. In. a,ddltlon,
time and. effort. reports were not prepared on a tn:nely besm in
a.ecorda.nee with HEW, reqmrements ,
'(3) No formal records exist to aceount for Vaeamons aetuelly
taken. by ’p_of‘essmnall pérsonnel. The university ‘follows, the
practlee of ‘¢l ergmg vacation” selery peyments to. the grant on
whiich an employee 18 budgeted immediately prior to his vacation;
no attempt. is made to determine .the vacation pay properly
chargeable. to a gra,nt or, to more than one grant. .
The audit report demonstrates the possfb%le consequences of
. this practice with the following case: An employee who had
;7 worked ‘on'a HEW grant: for 22 days ‘at 50-percent éffort was -
+ terminated: The proper vacation charge to' the grant should have
 "Deen' 11-hours. The grant, however, was ai tuelly charged for
216" days - of this einployee s' vacation pay.
, “(4) There-is o  universitywide: Wntten--pohey rela,tlve to! smk‘
© '+ leave payments. “Tn' general, “thie: university has only o limited
~* numberof written- policies and procedures for ‘the giiid
personnel involved in:the administration of HEW grants :
:(5) ‘Procurement policies, systerns; aiid’ procedures followed by
‘the grantee: are’ inadequate and inefficient’ for ‘the * anriual j
‘chase of over $2-milliori 6f material and' supplies foruse on’ W' '
‘orants. ‘The -absenice' ‘of 4 formal ‘procurement ‘systeinhas e’
‘sulted-in :purchesing practices which eannot be considered sound:
ogngd prudent busmess mgnagément for the expendlture of ‘bllef .
funds. SR
=(6): The>grantes: does '
all: materisl and: supplies charged to a gra,n ha.ve'3 ctiia
consumed diiring: the perlod of the grant L
This sudit revesls a surprising laxity in the man&gement_
lic funds by & large institution reeelvmg very large amounts

i-‘(:\




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:less effective management of grants in'
many sipaller institutions. - . e o :
Grants to this same. institution. were audited.for NTH in 1963 by
s certified public accounting firm. The CPA firm reperted: :
. At ** * University primary control over the propriety
of ‘expenditures made from grant funds is the résponsibility
of the principal investigator. This control is exercised by the
prineipal investigator in initiating or approving expenditures
of grantfunds and in reviewing monthly expenditure reports
prepared by the university treasurer’s office. = - =7 -
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. /- 0 700 e B et
The University treasurer’s office, insofar ds grants are
... concerned, is essentially limited .to performing the functions
....of .disbursing . and .recording expenditures. - There is no
;. - Internal audit:group at the university.® .. . ... .« L.
- HEW has informed the committee that' these'same'‘conditions
prevail today: (1) the control.of grant funds.is-still vested in the
individual investigator, with no.university office having the authority
to review and .overrule his decisions, and (2) the university. has not
yet established an internal audit group. The committee was, informed,
moreover; that the situation is. similar in a number of other large
institutions.. -~ .- . ... L Sl
.. It is mystifying that NIH would select an institution lacking

in such essential elements of financial management to participate in a - o

pilot study which transferred to the grantee institution the authorit;
‘for making msany expenditure decisions normally subjéct to -NH§
approval. It is even more surprising that NIH has decided, as a result
of the. pilot. project, to delegate increased authority for.expenditure
decisions to additional institutions.. , =~ - . . 0
Professor and Mrs. Somers, of Princeton University, have analyzed
. the problem of improving management. in grantee mstitations, and
NIH’s experimental project for delegating administrative authority to

seven.institutions, in the following way: -

- But the success of this project and the eventual delegation
of greater administrative discretion to all grantee institutions
depends primarily on the ability of these:institutions to
- develop .and. to demonstrate efficient research- management.
... Money is not. the principal problem. Medical schools, despite
-, their financial difliculties, are not poverty striken. They. do .. .
not . operate onsubsistence . budgets. Their. faculty salaries . .. .
... are higher than those in other branches of American.educa- . -
. tion. ack_Qf,.q.dininistmtive._facili_tiés,;a_nd.}leader?._hip,is;I_i,ot
. primarily ‘a, matter of money but 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.’ - oo i e e
__#Touche, Ross, Bailey, and Smart, National Institutes of Health;, Examination of Selécied Gronis fo .
: Uniz)graity (Jan, 10, 1864), D. 4. ] ) . - - :
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' Many institutions have nospecial 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 and writing: checks. Re:
“search committees, ‘while “probably ‘more ‘common, may "’
operate in-the most perfunctory manneér or ‘even on: a log- ' :

" rolling basis. The idea, of .a research director.or dean saying =~
Notoa ]})_IO_j ect grant that seems likely to have NIH: approvaﬁ ‘
or of calling an investigator.on: the mat for inadequate atten-~
tion ‘to. a research commitment or for improper travel.on'
Federal funds is highly:repugnant to all concerned. Questions
of academic freedoem would almost certainly be raised.

At this point we wish only to emphasize the necessity for
more sophisticated and higher. level research administration
if..the creative new partnership between the Federal Gov-
ernment and the medical schools is not to slide into a general

nationalization of science and medical education.¥ ' -
The observation that institutional resesrch committees risy operate
in a perfunctory mannerin reviewing project spplications' wis under-
scored by the special committes ‘that conductéd’ NTH’S pilot study in
- seven institutions..The committee reporteds: - .07 ..
Tt is“also’ intéresting t0 noté that one of the CPA fitins whi
‘carried out o systems aindit'of one'f the larger PHS grantee
miade thecomment that review of -applications ‘by “grante
“officials ‘tenided to e’ cursoty ind uncritival; with' the view’
“that the PHS staff and consultgnt réview would diséern. bot;
. the fiscal and scientific inadequacies; at the same time review
0 i the’ PHS hias ‘been” eriticised for cursory review ' of fiscal *

- that these eriticisms apply to all ‘grantees; all applications < **~
* and all'PHS review processes: Nevertheléss, theré'is a distinet:
““danger thatthe lack of discriminatory review of applications
"'by the grantee administration, before siibmission to the PHS = '
. will sometimes lead to excessiVe ‘or “irrelévant:budgetary
- ‘requests-‘and ‘sét ‘the 'stage for waste or later administrative -
s diffieulties. The high disapproval rate; partieularly for new,
* “applicetions—many “of - them™ arising’ ‘;;fgom' institutions- of*
considerable scientific statire “‘and“depthof 'staffing—indi~ ‘"
cates-laclk of preliminary. screening. of applications for major -
scientific.inadequacies before: the -applications are .submitted
to the Public Health Service/® . ... - : :
' Riii b institutions’ develop ddequste
sview: and+ doetimentationof. ¢
15 that are’ intitnately ‘rélatéd to~the ‘conduct of
¢ s*the'need for*equipment and supplies-requested by
investigators anid’the proprietyof charging fravel expeénses to particu-
lar projects. Theése ‘are matters which ‘caime within' the purview of the
NIH pilot’study and ‘which' deserve further-and miote intensive PHS
. attentio ’ Lo T .

¥ Anne R, Somers and Herman M: Somers, “Grantsmanship and Stewardship: A Publie View,” Public .
Hedlth Reports; Augnst 1065, p. 666, *°° "7 10 75T LT e et e ey e S
* /% Third and Final Report of a Special Study Committee, A Study of Increasing the-Role of Graplee Instilu-
tions in the Management of Research Projects Fumded by Public Health Servicé Granifs (Apr, 15, 1966}, p. 48.

aspects of applications. It would not be reasonable to assume’ - ™



How. ca,refully and - systematlce,lly 1nst1tut10ns supervise the use of
grants: on an institution-wide.basis is, in the final analysis, the real
key to. the: efficient a,nd prudent expendlture of Federal research and
training funds. = ..

The public has a rlght to expect that 1net1tut1ons Whlch receive -
Federel grants for projects requiring relatively small amounts of
mstltutlona,l money will exercise the same prudence and care as they

“do in spending their own funds..This is not always the case. The
committee is aware of instarices where office and scientific equ1pment :
has been purchased from. large research grants in quantities far ex-
ceeding any reasonable relatlonshlp to the prOJcot or the number of
investigators participating in it.-

- Praject. grants are: intended for the urcha.se of eqmpment and
supplies necessary for the particular pro;;ects, 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 abuses, and the Federal agency’s
responsibility to ascertain that grantees are fullyiinformed and further,
have adequate and effective management controls. 4
Three years ago a committee of the National Academy of Sciences
emphasized the need for strengthenmg the respons1b111ty of unlvermtles

- for Federal grants. Tt said:- ' :

The touchstone of the. unlverslty stewerdshlp of Government
funds is the rule that Federal grant mioney.should be ex-
pended. with 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 & few years ago, adequate
~mechanisms for, superv1smg 1ts ‘proper, productlve use a.re_f'
" sometimes lacking.®
Dean Price of He,rvard’ John Fltzgerald Kennedy School of
Government has smed up the problem of grant accounta,bﬂlty thls
W&y:k :

Now I'am unable to oin those WhO deny tha.t there i ma
problem, or that it can be dealt with by asserting 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 grent-mekmg o
foundation is likely to give anyone a more pessimistic view of
human nature. N evertheless, it is by no means clear that we
_can solve the problem by imposing on the universities. the. ..~
~ kind of overly detailed.centralized checks that, within'the . .-
- -Government itself, have proved so wasteful and so destructive . i
" of responsibility.
. Perhaps the first thing is for the unlver31t1es themselves
to recognize their own responsibilities more clearly. It i is now
obvious that théir relationship to the. Government is now
for them big busmess, and it up to. them to organize. them—.

# Committee on Scienc.e and Public Policy, National Academy of Sclences, op. cif, B9l " .. ;
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.+ selves to handle matters: accordmgly On - this: point T: need""

* say no'more than was said-last year by the Committee on -~ - "
~Scierice - and - Public - Policy - of the' National Académy of = -
_ Sciences in its report ‘“Federal Support of Basic Researchin i

i Institutions of Higher Liearning:” The strengthening of uni-
- versity: administfation, in .ofder:to dlscherge fully: whatever -
. responsibility - for *the ‘custody’ andexpenditure’ of public "

- funds may be mvolved in arch gra.nts is'a basic neces-"
e 100

We must find ways to delegate ‘authority :and -encourage:
initiatiye and responsibility. in'the relation between (Govern--
‘mentand juniversities: ‘We should be able to-do so-at least as-
.well in ithis relationship as.in: State grants—m—a.ld ‘where the:
-institution which' receives th&'grants is-made more: genereﬂly
-responsible for the detailed. accountability. - i

-~ But this idepends: on:a:proper system of mcentlves, and—
: that we do:not:; ye ; L ; o

The proble not_be solved by detailed. | ookkeepmg Lo
'reqmrements Tt can only be solved by a.-system which gives . .
the university an incentive to take ie same point of view

as that’ required ' by ‘thé higher interdsts of “Government
policy. And thisis of cotrse' the most powerful argument for
moving; at least in part, from & system which bases support

for résearch ofi'a series of small narréowly” deﬁned projects toa
system of broader general grants—to the program pro;ect”

or ‘the 1nst1tut10nal gra,nt

. The ol mlttee agrees that we mus ﬁnd ways- to encourage mstltu-
. tlons t0 assume more initiative and: responslblly ity in the management
of Federal grants. Just what incentives would facilitate this process
is not. clear., Forms: of.research: support broader: than project, grants
might serve this .purpose if academic institutions were permitted. to
use urspent research money for educational purposes. ‘This, however,
would constitute a considerable departure from basic Federal research
grant policies ‘and 1presuppos.es an eqmta.ble dlstrlbutlon of sueh funds
among educational institutions. = ° o .
“i§’ some ‘precedent for ‘this” a,pproach‘r  Fthe  NTH general _
‘support and “biomedical sciences support grants, which,
although ‘computed entirely ‘on’ the basis- of an institution’s reseerch
expenditires, are available for -training as well as research purposes.
As is ‘pointed -0t elsewhere in this ‘report, these programs do not
provide an‘equitable distribution of program’ funds: among institutions;
they excliude in partlcular many schools that confer adua.te deégrees in
the biomedical seiences because they “are not™: 'bstantla.l
- NIH grantees.
' The general research’ support progra,m ‘serves as”a’tiseftl 1nst1tu-
tional “aid” mechanism. ‘But, &s noted in chapters IV:and VII, it is
in needof ‘certain modlﬁcatlons to eliminate abuses and prowde for
the equitable treatnient of smaller and less ‘wéalthy mstltutlons

© 0 Don X, Pnce ““Fgeral Money ‘and’ Umversity Researeh i Smeﬂce (J' an, 21; 1966), D. 287,
0 {T%ﬁ ) D. 288, _
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This program provided almost $52 million in 1967, equal to-approx- .
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 research
projects. In many instances GRS funds are available for exploratory. .
. projects and to finance the research of young, inexperienced investl-

ators, .
_ 8 The committee believes that institutional forms of support can be
of great value to universities and other grantees engaged in PHS
research. However, the commitiee recommends that the per-
centage of grant funds allocated to the general research
support program not be irncreased, and no new forms of in-
stitutional support be initiated, unitil (I) 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 granis management. .
standards and to determine that institulions wishing te be
.eligible for research support are in compliance with those
standards. . : S '






APPENDIXES * '

ArPENDIX 1.—AN ANaLysis oF Dara on Fiscar YEar 1965 NIH
REsEArcH GRANTS TO SELECTED INSTITUTIONS

| thld Reseaieh Oenter of Mwhzgan

‘Four of the six grants made in fiscal year 1965 mcluded indireet .
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 of Psychiatric Research at Spring Grove State Hospital
All 10 of the grants awarded during the fiscal year contained indirect

- ¢ost allowances in excess of the established rate (14 percent). Eight .

_ of the grants were made at the 20-percent maximum rate.

e 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 Hoplins University
. Of the five grants identified as off-campus projects, all were awarded
at 20 percent of total direct costs, which is substantla.]ly above the
.- established rate (16 percent of S. & W.).
Massachusetts General Hospital

Seventy-six of the 30 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
No grants made at rates above the established rate.

Medical & Health Research Association of New York City, Inc.
No grants made at rates above the established rate.

Harvard University
A statistical sampling by the Public Hea.lth 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 mstead of the 13.9-percent rate established. for such
: grants ’
o . 71
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-

- Unaversity of California - . . o
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-campus research. The subcommittee had requested a statistically -

significant sample of the NIH grants to the University of California
. for off-campus research projects, but the Public Health Service was

-~ unable to provide this:information.. ; <s -+ & : L
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" . 1966. Report . to Intergovernmental Relations Subcommittee.
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Review of certain aspecis of indirect cost allowances for reséarch
projects. Public Health Service. Department. of I-Iealth, L‘duc‘l— :

' tlon, and W’elfare
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED $TATES
TF T b WASHINGTON, DG 20M8 7 sy

" 'Dear M#, Chairman:

In response to a request of March 28, 1966, from a staff member
of the Intergovernmental Relations Subcommittee, Commiltee on Gov-

' ernment 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 Ser-
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 (1) whether research projects conducted at off-

- eampus locations by the University of California {Berkeley and Los
Angeles campuses) were 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 grants 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 ‘andlysis of agency granmt files pertaining to.282 of the 488
fiscal year 1965 grants in support of investigators at the Berkeley and
L.os Angeles campuses of the University of California, we found that-

"+ information in the files was not sufficient in all ¢ases to permit a pos-,

itive identification of those regearch 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-campus ratea, 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 ofi-campus rates
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We alac examined info the efférts miade by the Mational Institites
of Health to furnish m.formatlon requested b]r the Subcommztteel on off-

taken were hot" propérly des1gned for” 1dent:.fy-mg oﬂ- : mpus'proJects tof‘
the extent possible on the basis of available information.’ The Public ~ *
Health Service did not consider the m!ormatzon obtained through these
ste 8 to be’ responswe to'the’ request a.nd accordmgly d;d not transm:.t
nformatmn ‘to the Subcommxttee. :

We Believe that & positive :.dentﬁica.twn of the locatmn of the con- 5
duct ‘of fesearch projecta financed through Public Health Service
wouldinet be possxble on the bas1s ‘of existing Pubhc Health Serv
ords In t'he mterests of guardmg agam t thxs s:.tuatxon in’ the fu.tur'

apphcatzons the location or lecatw at w}uch the" research wxll be per-"
formed and 'the’ portmn to be performed at'each locah on and’ to subse- i
quently report the locanon or 10 atlons at wh:ch the research was
actually B rformed : - -

We reviewed available information’ relatmg to 50 grants awarded :
to 27 grantees in fiscal year 1965, with indirect cost rates at or near
20 percent, for research to be conducted in whole or in part in Vet-
erans Administration hospxtals, We found that the indirect cost’ ‘rates
for 19 of these grants had -been negotxated however, no information in”
support of the negotxated rates was ‘tontaired in the. pertme:nt files for
6 gra.nts 'and mformatmn tendmg to support the rates was contained in

vipional bas:s. subject ‘to later adjustment after ‘aucht and’ eompos: e
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. rect cost rates had been used by the awardmg 1nat1tutes .1.11. computmg
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'mdn'ect .cost rates, computed on the basis. of 5 percent of dn-ect costs,
. £or the portmn of the research to be performed at Veterana Admm.istra-

tion hospitals and 20 percent for the portion te be performed on campus,
had been awarded for 9 grantas, The composite rates ranged. from 16,25

to 18.8 percent of total a]\.}owgble direct costs, :. S

onducted. m

1nd1rect cost allowances to.the same. grantee fur research
Veterans Aclmm:.strat;on hosp1tals. -

On the basus of our rev;ew 1t appears that varymg pracnces have
been followed in awa.rdmg indirect cost: aIlowances for grant-supported
research conducted in whole or in part at Veterans Administration hos-
pztals and.that, in many. of the awards made on the basis of a 20 percent
prov151ona1 rate, recoveries will be required.: after aucht It appears . . -
also hat where ‘rates were negotiated the bases for negotiat:on had:not ..
in all cases, been documented Therefore, we believe that the Publ:c L
Health, Serv;ce Ehou.ld require that umform policies. and procedures be
followed by mstltutes and dwm:ons ma.kmg grants in their. determma-
t1ons of mchrect .cost allow nces. £or grant- supported research to be:
COnducted at Veterans Admlm.stratmn hospltals. that 2 reahstlc prov1
Elonal ra.te be used when a: rate for an, institutionhas. not.been estab- ... -
lished through negonatmn or othcrwme and.that, when a rate has been. -
established for a part:cula.r institution for research to.be conducted
wholly at Veterans Administration hospitals, “the rate be used by all
awarding mst1tutes and dwzsmns - PR

We found_ th‘ét' és ‘of Af:ril'_-i 96'6-neither the audit at Harvard
University nor the audit ‘at Johns Hopkins University had progressed to
a point where Public Health Service afficials could furnish us with an ..
estimate oi potenhal recoveries of. mdn-ect costs. The andit at Har~ - -. .-
vard Umversuty was st111 in progress. The audlt work at . Johna Hopkine
Univergity had been completed and tentative indirec cost rates had-:: ..
been developed; however, according to agency off:cxals upward adJust-
ments may. be required.in these rates,.It appears that, even if rate ad-
e,made, recoveries. of. part of the. indirect cost allewances

: provi mely ps 3] to Joh.ns Hopkms Univers:t)r w:.]l be requu'ed
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Our review showed that theiinforination furnished to your Subcom-
mittee in November 1964, ‘concermng ihe status-of audits at Harvard and
Johna Hopkins Universit N was erroneoua Vv_’g beheve however, that
the erroneous information resilted from a ‘misinterpretation of informa-
tion by agency officials and:that there was no-deliberate effort to mis-
lead the Subc mmittee, .

"In accordance with agreements. reached in discussions with the
' ptaff of your Subcommittee, we have' “Agt requested formal comments of
sthe:Department of:Health; Education, and Welfare on:the information”
_contained in this report nor have we advised the agency of the proge~ ..
~“diiral’ chahgss which we beliave are necessary 16 endble a more proper’

. idetermination t& beirnade.of. indirect cost allowances for research iinEE

.project grants,

Ton S We plan téd make no furthéi dist¥ibution of ‘this r éport unless™ 7

. _copies are spegifically requested and then distribution will be made .:::. ..
" only after your approval has been obtained or publac annot ceme_nt ‘has B .
‘been ma.de by you concermng the contents of tHe report R e

Smcerely ]rours, o : _- ) .

: C‘omptr’ol-léf ‘Generals
of:the Umted States. -

I B I

The Honorable L, H, Féuntain, Chajrman :
. ,Inte govern.mental R.elatxonl Subcommxttee

- House of Representatzves
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'REPORT ON
. REVIEW QF _
. CERTAIN ASPECTS: OF foycimr: oo
. INDIRECI‘ OOST ALLOWANCES :
 FOR RESEARCH PROJECTS - .
. PUBLIC ‘HEALTH SERVICE -
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

o o INTRODUC‘I‘ION SR 7
Pursuant to & request of March ‘28, 1966 from a staff member

of the Intergovernmental Relatlons Subcommlttee, Commlntee o

ermment Operations; House of: Representatlves, ‘the? General Account-
ing ‘Office has reviewed -certain aspects of seleeted 1nd1rect cost
 311oWances related to;research:project grants- awarded-by the Public-
_ Health Serv1ce (PHS) Department of° Health Educatlon, and Welfare
(HEW), “and adminlstered by the Natlonal Institutes of Health (NIH)
Qur review was dlrected prlmarily toward ascertaining
(1) whether. research prOJects conducted at off-campus 1ocat10ns by
‘the University of\Callfornia (Berkeley and Los Angeles campuses)
were identlfieble f:om ava;lable dgency records and whether related
information requested - by.-the -Subcommittee had been withheld by PHS;

(2) the identity“of grants awarded for research to be performed at ..

Veterans Administration (VA) hospitals and.whether indirect:cost
allowances made at or near 20° percent of allowable direct costs for
these grants were based upon negotiatlon and supportlng Justlflca-
‘.tion, and (3) the status of audits of indirect costs and -of ace
“tions to recover lndirect cost éverpayments at Harvard and Johns
Hopkins Universities. In our review, we examined pertinent PHS )
Cgrant files and records, including indirect cost propesals submit-
ted'by the grantees and records of negotiations, pertaining to the



indirect cost allowances provided’for in the selected research

grant agreements. ‘ We also discussed various related mattérs with
. cognizant NIH'and PHS officials, =0 7o riesi fio
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_Llihe‘research,prégramsuadmiﬁiStered—by”NIHTare authqfizgg‘bf,,ﬁg
‘the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 241). :The act provides. .
thdt the Surgeon General, PHS, encourage, cooperate with, and renj-
der assistance to appropriate public authorities, scientific insti- o
tutions, and scientists.ih the conduct and coordination of re-
_searcﬁl investigations, experiments, demonstrations, and studiesf
relating to the cause, diagnosis, treatment, control, énd‘prevén-'
tion of physical and mental diseases.and impairments of man. Under -
this authority the Surgeon General, through NTH and ofher PHS' or-
ganizatiomal units, has estaﬁlished vatious grant-in-aid programs
in support of research, consisting largely of grants for specific.
" projects. During fiscal year 1965, NIH awarded 15,183 research
. pfoject grants totaling about $539 million. Other PHS orgéniza-
tional units awarded 1,189 research project grants totaling about
$35 million during fiscal year 1965. ‘ '
_ Altﬁough'résearch project grants can be made directly to in-
dividuals, almost all the NIH gfants 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 salafies of professional and nonprofes-
"sional bersonnel'and the costs of consumable supplies and equip-
" ment, necessary to the conduct of the ﬁrojects and (2) indirect
‘costs alloeable to the'projects, except for grants to noﬁdoméstic
institutions and to individuals. PHS has defined indirect costs -
as costs which; because their incurrence is usually for common or
: joint objectives,are'not readily subject to treatment as direct

costs of research projects but are supportive in nature and are




incurred_by‘the sponsoring: institution.for such matters: as person- .:

nel management :services,: accounting: and, purchasing .functions,, usual:

. A N :
utilities, and normal maintenance andwprOtection“ofgthe,sppnsoring;hq

-institution's faciIities. Grant agreements made. during flscal year
1965: provided; for, payments of -indirect costs in:terms: of: a: percentft
':age of. the. salarles and, wages or of the.allowable;direct:costs.of .
each projects ... o L: .. . : I .

Indlrect cost allowances. for research projects.may be made on:
:the basrs_of percentage ratesﬂgl) established, through negotlatlonﬁapf
-~ (2) agreed to provisionally,-subject—to-adjustment—when.a;final-s'
Vrate has - been negotiated,.or. (3} arrived:at as a-composite. of rates’:
establlshed by the precedlng methods. : [ ; .

Negotiated rates.may.be.predetermined fixed-percentage rates
cestablished: for an:individual granteeon:the:basis ofﬁinformatign;,;t
.obtained during appropriate audits. by the grantor:agency,:or:they. . .
may beﬁrates_established_bygthelFinapcieldmanagement Branch,\NIH,,¢_x
'_on thewbasisiof;costLpropgsalsHsubmitted;by;the grantee institu-. .
v . Indirect,gostwretes;areialso;negotiated whenhtpe;researchuisﬂar
‘Tto_be;canugted_fully:or‘partial;y,at-a:Federal:institgtion; such .
as a VA hospital..-Although the PHS has not.established.a firm .

pelicy on the rate to be used, the accepted practice has;been,to&--u
use a rate of 5 percent of allowable dlrect costs for the portlon
-~ of the research to be conducted at a Federal 1nst1tut10n.__;
Prov151onal rates are used when no 1nst1tut10nal rate has been
. establlshed. PHS operatlng procedures provxde that in such cases

the 1ndirect cost allowance be computed at the max1mum ate of

'20 percent of total dlrect co Ss subject to redu
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.total'grant'or\réfundihg*ofwthe'grant;if the-institution's-substaﬁe
tiated indirect cost: rate were subsequently determined to be.less S
" than 20 percent of direct costs.: i BN B
- When-part of the research -1s ‘conducted at‘an°bff¥bampu§'rdcaﬁ"
tionTand~pért~is“coﬁdugted-oﬁ”campué;-coﬁpdSite?ratesfbdséGVOﬁﬁtHé’ 
grantee's estimate: of the percehtage of research to- be' conducted
- at each location have been used. For example, if a granteé*ésti—”'“:
mateé=that 50 percent-of “the résearch is ‘to:be condicted at 4 Fed-
“eral facility.at which' the’use of a S-percent tate is indicated : =%
and 50ipercent’ is-tobe' conducted on campus at’an’ institution at’ -
" which'a provigional ratetof: 20 pércent is used; ‘a’ composxte rate of”ﬂ
12-1/2 percent would be used. Doy Pl B
iBéfbre”July—1955;‘alloﬁandéS'fb%?indifebtﬁcbstsnofireéé&féh
- projects wereiadministratively:estiblished by PHS at a -'r‘a_t’é Gofi
8 percéntof:allowable’direct projeet! costs)  Efféctive for projs’
dots starting on or-aftetr July’ly 19557 ‘the rate was admindstras’
tively inereased té-providé upto’15 percent o6f allowable diréct '~
project costs. Two years later, a legal iimitation on indirect

cost:payménts to-grantiretipients’ was- established  for the First:

time'iby* the ‘Departments-of ‘Labor; and’ Health,*Eduéationy and Wel--

fare Approprlatlon Act; 1958 (717 Stat, 210) o Saétion’ 208 ‘6f the * ¢
act stated that? e E BT L e

”"None of ‘the funds prov1ded hereln shall be used to pay

any recipiefit "6f ‘a grant for -the conduct of a research
... project an amount for indirect .expenses.in.connection -
" with such prOJPCtS 1n excess of 15 percentum of the dl— )

irect costsift ol " : : e R

direct costlllmltat1on remalned in effect by o

1nc1u510n'of ‘the same provxsio' n subsequent appropriation acts.

until the Departments of Labor, and Health, Educatlon, and Welfare



Appropr1at10n Act :1963; (76 Stat.,-:361),: 1ncreased the: limitation to
20 percent with no other change in the provision. TAlso the'State—

ment of the Managers on the Part of the House attached: to the -con-

ference report on the 1963 act reads in part: . . .

¢ 7.:"The. comhiittes: onsconference’ desires that the:Department!
carefully review. the expenses  incurred und research
grants with'a view to allowing no more than the “actial’
~93expenses for indireet:costs inscases where:such:indirect. .-
:€OSts amount to less than 20 percent of the dlrect
f‘costs nl

lAS a result of the comments ,in the conference report PHS o
b rev;sed 1ts policy in June 1963——retroact1ve to, grants approved on :
or, after January 1 1963——to requlre the use. of an_ 1nd1rect cost J
.rate of 20 percent or of a lesser percentage when a lower rate has 5
E been established in connection with other Government contracts thh

the same 1nstltution or, When a rate has not been establlshed, the

llmltatlon(PrOVlSlOn xnﬂthe 1963 approprlatlon act was 1ncluded

_also 1n the 1964 and 1965 appropriatlon acts, and the deslre that

payments for 1nd1rect costs. not exceed actual costs lncurred by the.
grantees Was restated in the reports of both the Senate and the )
- House of Representatlves Committee on Approprlatlons in. 1964.

The ZO—percent limitation on payments of indirect costs was
not :included 'in the :Departments-of .Labor, and Health Educatlon,
"and WelfarecApproprratlonrAct,c19664(1&vStatwn589).-,HQWeven-sece.zj
tion 203:of :the act (79-Stat. 608) provides: ;

Ly, Rept. 2100, 87th Cong., 2nd sdss., p. 10.7
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- "None'of: the: funds:provided herein”shall bé used'to pay =~ -
..any recipient of a grant for the conduct of a research

" project an amount equal to as much as the entlre cost of '
+iguch! progect " : O St i

The PHS Grants Man&elf’e%fett Ve between January i;:i§é3jﬁenéh:
April 1;-1964,:

in Bureau of

determlnlng 1ndlrect cost rates for all grantee in-

. practicable’ i

stitutions. The manual further provided however, that the 1ndi—
‘rect coet rate establlshed for an institution for a given perlod :
was to apply For all PHS reSearch grants awarded to that 1nst1tu—
tion durlng that perlod ’ T
Regulatlons relatlng to’ ‘PHS grants for research prOJects Were ik
flrst issued“in September 1963 (28 F R 10420) Sectlon 52 32(b) f

] of the regulatlons prov1des

"(b) Determlnatlon of amount of award for 1nd1rect costs
“Subject to such maximum amounts or percentages as
< may “Beprescribed by+«law’and "té jaccountability asis tor ot
..provided, in §52 41, the amount. of any. award for the.
"indirect costs ‘of ‘any project shall be’ calculated
" by 'the ‘Surgeon ‘General-eithet (1) ionithe ‘bagis of
his. estimate of the actual, JAndireet costs reasonably
related té the approved project, or (2) on the basis
~of a:percentage.of all, or a portion of,;“the esti-
mated d1rect costs of the approved project when
there are reasonable assurances that the use of such
-.percentage will neot exceed the approx1mate actual
.- indirect costs." . :

-Despite this provision in the‘regulations; itheé revised:Grantsg:.:: .
Manual—-effectlve bétween sApril /1, 51964, sand July 1; 1965-—con—: -
tinued the earlier requifemént-that’the indiréct cost rate estab-
"lished for an institution for a given peried.be applietho all |
‘grants to that institution for that period. . . ..

'

statéed that PHS: would apply the: prlnc1p1es set” forth -




¢

The PHS "Grants  for Research Projects--Policy Statement” ef-.

fECtlve July 1, 1965, provides for- negotiation of separate rates

' for indlrect costs for certaln types of grants ' Includer ar
grants where a Federal 1nst1tut10n 1s the grantee ‘or where the re-‘“
search i's to be fully or partlally conducted at a Federal 1nst1tu— ‘

tion” and‘grants where 11m1ted supportlng ‘services are furnlshed by

,_the grantee 1nst1tut10n o' support a pro;ect 1n whxch a major part'h

‘_of the work 1s 6 be performed off cam“us.'"“ :
. “The Surgeon General has prov1ded for the audlt of grants for fﬁ
health ‘and rélated research prOJects 51nce 1946.‘ Sectlon 52 23(b)
~of the’ PHS regulatlons prov1des For audit by representatlves of thej
Surgeon General and stlpulates that kA acceptance of any grant i

award under sectlon 52, 14 shall constltute the consent of the.
grantee to 1nspect10n “and flscal audit #*¥k " The PHS Grants Manuaf'
_ effective April 1, 1964, and the PHS pollcy ‘statement "Grants for:‘”
Research PrOJeCts" effectlve July 1, 1965, each 1nclude a Sectlon :.
“on audit ‘&nd prov1de for the audit of grant funds. ' :f
' Before July 1, 1965 responSLblllty for the audlt of research f
grant finds was a551gned to NIH. On’ July 1, 1965 the audlt func—'r
t10n~was transferred to the Office of the Secretary, HEW i In car— .
_rylng out their audit responsibllltles, both the NIH and the HEW .

. aud:t groups have used in part the services of cognlzant Department_

of Defense audit’ groups to provlde 1nformatlon on rndlrect cost

rates to be used at grantee in

1tut10ns. T
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FINDINGS .

IDENTIFICATION OF OFF-CAMPUS PROJECTS
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

. We analyzed grant flles at flve 1nst1tutes or lelslons of the E
NIH and at one bureau of the FHS, whlch had awarded 282 PHS grants__
in flscal year 1965 totallng 512 5 mlllion in support of investlga-.T

tors at the Berkeley and Los Angeles campuses of the University ofj}
Callfornla During fiscal year 1965 a total of 488 grants amountwg
ing "to $18 5 million were. awarded to 1nvestlgators at. the twa cam- '
puses by organlzatlonal unlts of PHS The organlzatlonal un1ts se-_L
lected for review were those whose research projects were, in our
0p1n10n, of the type 11ke1y to be performed off campus.. We found .
that 1nformation 1n the grant, files was not suff1c1ent 1n a11 casesr.
.to permlt a p051t1ve 1dent1f1catlon of those research projects
Wthh ware conducted 1n whole or in part at off campus 1ocat1ons L
However we were able to 1dent1fy 43 grants for Projects indlcated i
- to have been conducted off campus or Partly off campus Included 7;_”
in the 43 projects were 14 conducted at VA hospitals With indirect
costs allowed at 10 percent of total d1rect costs or at a comp051te”?
rate arrlved at after con31der1ng the pr0port10n of the research to‘f
.be conducted at the VA hospltal and at the on—campus 1ocat1ons »
Informatron in the flles for the remalnlng 29 grants 1nd1cated_l
'that they were conducted totally or partly off campus‘ however, al—.g
_lowances for 1nd1rect costs for these grants were nade at the es-,w:
. tablished on-campus indirect cost rates For example we found L
-that ‘indirect costs were allowed at the on-campus rate in a grant
awarded to the University of California at Berkeley for a juvenile
delingquency study which was to be performed at an off-campus loca-
tion. The grant application showed that the research was to be
conducted in rented space at Los Angeles. The budget included in



" the. _application for fiscal year 1965 requested -funds for-direct 7!

. payment of.:items :such as: rent, ut111t1es, telephone, .and- equlpment 3

and office malntenance. .
The 29 grants . are-listed in schedule -1 (see P- 23) by campus
" and class1f1ed on:-thebasis iof our ‘analysis .of whether the proJectsi
" were conducted off campus or partly off campus.; The schedule in- -
'cludes.a-comparlsonzfor the totally off-campus-prqjects‘between-thé=
amount: of indirect cost awarded and the amountithat-would‘hafe‘béeﬂﬁ
: _aWérded.if the off-campus rate of 11.9 percent of total allowable -
. direct costs had been'used to compute the amount. - The schedulé
_showsfthat the“iﬁdirec; cost dllowances-in-the-grant Were5$11;3705%“r

" or:about: 57 percernt greater thar the amount- which would ‘have been

éwarded the 10 off-campus projects had the ofﬁféampué'raté‘bﬁénv-;“
”appliédimnWefdid~not,make & similarcomparison for: the projects’
conducted partly off: campus because:the grant: files did not contain:
‘sufficient information for us to -identify.ithe perqentage'pfsrel(‘
"searchaconducted'atrbffrcampusﬁlocatibns;H:nn;::-~T
'Duriﬂg~1965;’in=responsewtoféirequest”from,the.Intergovefn—f;”;
Vﬁenta} Relations Subcommittee of the Government Operations.ﬁommith.::
‘.fegi~Hohse of Representatives, NIH unstccessfully-tried to -obtain
'--informétiOnifrom the University of Califérnia, as-well as ‘from the: .
NIH- institutes and divisions -which made the awards;- to -determine .
which of the PHS grants awarded ‘to grantees at: the Berkeley iand Los: .’
Angeles -campuses weére ‘conducted at' of f-campus: locations:.: _-‘ ‘
" Ina further effort to obtain the ‘information;: NIH ‘reviewed r.
- 421 "Nﬁtificatioh”and~StatéménfﬁoflAward“-notice§=fdrfawards-made
to grantées on the twb:campuses“fnﬁfiSCal-yeér-1965311In'thiS‘ré—»gﬁ
view, grahﬁs”weré:classifiéd-as'being conducted ‘of f ‘campus:on the .

basis of an indicated indirect 'cost rate.of lless: than:the on-campus:.

. .indirect ‘cost tate. “Grants on which indirget costswere awarded at..:
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the on-campus rates were.not-examired to ascertdin whether“theﬁrEA‘;
VSearch’Was;being conducted off campus. Using:this:procedure, NIH" -
identified 42 fiscal year 1965 research grants; all awarded to gyll
grantees. -at.the Los Angeles:campus,: as beiﬁg_coﬁducted~at of £~
campus~lopationspl Further analysis-by NIH :showed that; :of the 42
projects,. 36 were. conducted at ‘VA-hospitals-and 6 &t.the Universityw
- of=Califo:nia_Cente:gfor~Héa1th-Scienges;..(In-our;review,"we found
.that-researéh work .for the 6 projects:was also actually conducted -;.
in whole.or in partat VA hospitals.): . SO
We -found that, while efforts:had-been- made to obtaln the TR~
-quested information,. the steps taken‘were_not_properly_designed fof

identifying—bff-cémpuS—projects_to:thé_extent possible-on “the basis ..

of avaiiable .informaticn. .. ©.. w oy m o aee Bha b ey Dedaen
Theinformaticen 'developed-under the procedures: described! above-‘;;

was::-forwarded “t6: the PHS in December:19653;. accompanied by a lettér: ..

~ from NIH eXPreSSing'thefopinidnuthat;the-information~3Hou1d“notahe::5.;

forwarded to the Intergovernmental::Relations.- Subcommittee’since”-~-u-" o

'such action might: Jeopardlze NIH effortsto resolve the 1nd1rect
cost: problem.:. : s . ot e g
5 Wet‘were: informed by a PHS-offitial thét-tﬁe.inform&tion fur-~j~
- nished :by NIH was..considered inadequafe'and not’ responsive, to the
" Subcommittee's Tequest-and that .the-information, :tHerefore,: was- not
submittethoﬂthejIntergovérnmental-Relations Subcommittee.- Thisnisgy
. the only incident'ofainformation.being:Withheld frdm.the-Subcommith'f
tee that came -to' our attention in the course of-purifeview,.
ﬁuOn.the"basis{of.our;review;perraining;;p@the-University;bf"
California;- we believe -that a positiveﬁidep;ification of theﬂlqga; .
tion:of ‘the:conduct ofxreseafch‘projectsffinanced;through PHS . -
grants would: not be possible from exiSting-PHS;repqrds.-;In.the-ine_:

Eerestsxoﬁ.guarding*against-thrs-situation-in the future .and of. . -:



enabling a proper determlnation to be made of the amount of 1nd1-.‘
rect costs apphcable to Government sponsored research we be11eve
'that PHS should rec;'uire grantees to state in their grant appllca— .
tions the 10Cat10n or 10Cathl‘lS at which the research will be per-
formed and the portion to, be performed at each location and to sub—

‘sequently report the locat:.on or Ior:ations at which the research _
 was actually parformed

. 85-452 O.-67_.7
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. INDIRECT COST RATES- FOR SELECTED PROJECTS .~ . ... .
CONDUCTED AT VETERANS ADMINISTRATTON HOSPITALS h

THe rev1ewed ‘the general 1nformat10n flles malntalned by the

D1v151on of ‘Reseatch Grants (DRG) NIH relatlng t 50 grants

awarded 1n fiscal ear 1965 w1th 1ndirect cost allowances at

neat” a rate of 20 P rcent “For research to e'conducted 1n whole.or

in part ‘in VA hospltals. The grants were awarded to a total of 27

grantee Institutions, The indirect cost rates allowed to the 27”

' .grantees by NIH are presented in schedule 2. (See p.24.) We used.

-information in the DRG files to ascertain whether the 1nd1rectrcost _;;H

" rates allowed the grantees by NIH were arrived at by negotiation
and if so, whether the documentatlon in support of the negot1at10n .
was adequate. ) .

We found that negotiated indireet cost rates had been used by

_NIH in cqnnéction with indirect cost allowances for 19 grants made -
to six grantee institutions. Cost information and correspondence -

_tendiﬁé to support the negotiated rates used for 13 grants to four’

" of the institutions were available in the DRG files. We found no _

r_informetion in the files in support of the negotiated rates used in

_:connection with the femaining 6 grants which had been made to two E

:_1nstitutions.

Informatlon in the DRG flles showed that indlrect cost allow— S

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-
-etitutes in response to a request of the Intergovernmental Rela-~
tions Subcommittee indicated that indirect cost allowances for 14
Vof these awards were based upon provisional rates, that 5 grantS'
) involved only limited use of the VA facxlity, and that the rates

B used for 3 grants were in error--NIH indicating that in two cases



a rate of 5 percent should ‘have besn Used and in’ the third’a nego—"
tiated'rate of 19 percent *should have been used o T
Indirect eost allowances for the'remalnlng 9 of the 50 grants
rev1eWed were made at a‘composite rate computed on-the basis of
5 percent “for the’ portlon of the research to be’ performed at the VA
fa0111ty and 20 pereent' for the portion of the research to be per—
- formed on campus. These ‘rates ranged from 16, 25 ‘fo 18 8 percent off
'-{allowable ‘direct ‘dosts. " ¢ ' e '
“In‘addition, for. four grantees which received grants froma '’
'-number of NIH 1nst1tutes, we noted that the various awardlng 1n—
stitutes used different indirect ¢ost ratés in- computlng 1ndirect
cost allowances to the ' same grantee for research projects’ conditeted
in VA hospltals. For example, Yeshiva Unlver51ty ‘was awarded three“

grants during fiscal year 1965 for. support ‘Of research to be con-

. ducted in VA hospltals. - Indirect costs for research t ‘be co
ducted in VA hospitals under twotof the grants;: : ' the' Ne
tional Imstitute of Arthritis and Metabolic Dlseases, were: computed

‘at a S-percent rate;. however, indirect costs under the.thlrd-grant,_

:ewerded:by.the,Netiqnal;Institute_pf;General.Medical Science, .were .-
computed at a.20-percent rate... The use of provisional rates wnen :
the use of lower rates is warranted and. appropriate -for computing

' indirect cost allowances, such as those noted above end in sched-

" ule 3 (see p. 26), results in the unnecessary obligation and/or

diebursement 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 connectlon with '
awards to the four grantees,

On the basis of our treview, it appears that varying practices

"have been followed in awardlng indirect cost allowances for
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grant supported research conducted 1n whole-or in part at; VA hos—.lf
pltals and that, for mary of the awards. made on. the ba$lS Bf a ,fxz;‘
20_pe?cent-p:ov1stona}_rate,_regqve;;es‘Wil; be required .after-au-

: dit. It also appears-that -Whete retes were. negotiated the_beées;gnm':
for negotiation had, not in all’ cases been documented ‘ Therefdre,

© we _believe that the PHS should requlre ;that unlform pOllCleS and ..

- procedures be follawed by institutes and divisions making grants. m

their determinations of indirect cost allowances for .grant-. ..

supportedzresearch,to‘be conducted .at VA hospitals; that a,reali
“)tic provisional rate be used when'a rate for an imstitution- has not .

been establlshed through negotiation or otherw1se, and that When a .

rate has been establlshed for a- partlcular 1nst1tutlon for. researchd;

to, be conducted wholly Aat VA.hospltekstithe_tete be qsedlbg_ellﬂy

awardlng 1nstitutes and diV151ons. -

STATUS OF AUDITS OF INDIRECT COSTS AND OF ACTIONS
TO_RECOVER "INDIRECT COST OVERPAYMENTS ) o
AT ‘HARVARD “AND::JOHNS: HOPKINS: UNIVERSITIES:# #iof i eivus A0 o

’*’WWe “found that-as of Spril 1966 ‘neither thevaudit for fiscal™

year*1964 at’ Harvard Un1ver51ty ‘not’ 'the dudit “for Fistal year” 1963
at -Tohns Hopkins University ' had’ progressed “to Fpoint’ where PHS? of—f--.

ficials: could: furnisht us with an’ estimate’ of potentlal TecoVerids

‘of 1nd1rect ‘cdsts.:




Harvard University -

Pursuant to- the Subcommittee'’s. request we examined into

_whether any acdtion was taken to recover indirect cost overpaymehtsf

' LAt Harvard University as a result of audits: reportedly completed as’

stated in ‘a PHS memorandum dated November 19, 1964 a copy of which
had been furnished to the Sub‘commlttee. We were adv15ed by NIH of-.
'ficials in April 1966 that the HEW reglonal auditors were still
worklng on the audit for flscal year 1964 and had returned to Har-
vard Unlversity to recheck eértain “expense flgures ' At that stage
of the audlt, NTH" could not est1mate whether Harvard Unlversity had:
_been overpaid lndirect costs and thus whether a refund would be ’
forthcom:r.ng - BN o o
We have been advised that the off- campus pro;ects at Harvard _

) Univer51ty have been identlfled as being. those which ‘are ccuiucted:
Sin. hospz.tals in the Boston area. We were infomed that the HEW re— .
gional auditors had a llst of these’ progects. We were informed '
also that the indirect cost rate allowed Harvard UnlverSLty by NIH"J
_for off campus research projects is 13 9 percent of total direct o
costs;” k e S o '_
C We wer“e"adkr'isea‘by-"NIﬁ-' officials that NIH auditers, prior to ..
November 1964, had done only certaid work prelim%neryfto'uhdertek;
ing s Financial audit at Harvard University.  However, the audit
referred to in the November 1964 PHS memorandumuapparently was
elther one being made by Department of Defense (DOD) auditors or .
one which had been made by a national certified public account1ng
" firm under a contract arrangement with NIH. ’
. In regard to the DOD’ audit, we were informed by NTH officials "
that’ the auditors did not - adequately consider the overhead costs

applicable to PHS research’ prOJECtS 1n developlng an 1nd1rect cost’
rate for fiscal year 1964 for applioation to Government-financed




- 94, THE ADMINISTRATION.OF RESEARCH GRANTS IN PHS.

projects at Harvard University. Therefore, the RIH auditors at’ the;
" Boston regional office inltiated an audit at Harvard Un1ver51ty
early in_l965 .This audit, delayed somewhat by, the transfer of. thejl '

- NIH grants, audit. group to the, departmentel 1evel Was. referred .to
in the PHS

bei:g in progress - and

memorandum of November 9, 1965, to, the Su

 currently in the same status.. -

Johns Hogklns Unlver51tx

successful—-about six. off-
Campus projects having been 1denti 1ed. Rather thaun developing

separate indirect cost rates for on- and off.campus research proj:

' _ects, NIH audltors have developed comp051te rates for each of the
three Johns Hopkins d1v1s1ons the Homewood Divislon, the School :
of Med1c1ne, and the School of Hyglene and Public Health. NIH of-:w

ficials believe that the composrte rates, will, be lower than the ‘al-
] lowable 20 percentwof total d1rect costs and that computation of .
separate 1nd1rect eost. rates for off campus research projects for
each d1V131on will result only in redistribution of indirect costs

among the respect1ve diV1s1onsﬂ onr.and,offﬂeampus.PHS.researeh-

projects 1th o, 5aVings o the Government.,

The documentatlon supportlng the, eomposite lndlrect cost. rates
deﬁeloped by NIH shows .that -the rates, appligable to total direct. :ﬂ.*,d
costs are 7,91 percent for the- School of Hygiene and Public Health..;
9.01 percent for the School. of Med1c1ne, and 10.62 percent for the i_
Homewood Division. We were adv1sed by NIH off1cials . that, upwerd ,fr.

adjustments of about 3 _percent 1n these rates may he required
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NIH has submitted its computation of the composite indirect

cost fapes for application to fiseal year 1963 ‘to Johns Hopkins for

b

" review and ‘éxpects to receive a formal proposal relating to estab-

'liEhheht of an indirect cost rate from the University in June 6% f
-July 1966. ' Since PHS ‘hés prov131ona11y allewed Johns Hopklns
20 percent of total direct costs for indirect co5ts and since the’
actual composite indirect cost rate that NIH prop05e5'for app11caa
tion to fiscal year 1963 grants is less, NIH officials stated that
it;is-liﬁely that a refund will be forthcoming from Johns Hopkins,
EIthoﬁgh not specifically from off—campus'grants. However, since.
negotiations 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 comblete as of November 1964, The of;;
~ ficials believed, however; that, due to a misunderstanding.betqeen'
.,NIH and PHS, the audit referred to in the November 1964 PHS memo-
‘randum was one which was performed by a national certified. publlc
accountxng firm.
: Based on the information obtained during our review, we be-
,;lieve that the information contained in the PHS memorandun -of No-
.'_vember 13, 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 nb

_deliberate effort on the part of either NIH or PHS to-mislead the -

:. Subcommittee. Also, our review. 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 time .of. our teview, neither, of the NIH-audits at the
" two., umvers:.t:t.es  had resulted in suff1c1ent :Lnformation o, enable :
us to, prow.de the Subcommittee w1th an estimate of the amount. of

indirect costs, prev1ously awarded for PHS supported research prOJ- l. .

ects, which may: be recovered.. It appears, however that ;Some. of . .
“these, funds will .be recovered from Johns Hopk:.ns Umvers:.ty, al-__r_f

though ;not:,spie:cfif=l:._g,a]|_._]7y_,__asy,a_ ri_eis.plt:‘ Pf,- indirect cost overpayments .

for off-campus research projects.
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PARTLY OFF-CAMPUS:

. Berkeley:

GM 13197
MH 4000
MH 4000
MH 10627
MH 4087
MH 1341
_MH 8565
MH
MH

<. Los

970
1430.

=01
-0581
-06
=01
~05
-02 .
-02
-03
~-02

04

202
-01
=05
-02
-01
-0751
~08
-0L
-09

SCHEDULE 1.
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA o
- RESEARCH PROJECTS CONDUCTED AT OFF-CAMPUS LOCATIONS
AND COMPARISON OF INDIRECT GOSTS -
AT ON-CAMPUS AND QFF-CAMPUS RATES '
FISCAL YEAR 1965 AWARDS
Indirect cost Indirect cost .
. awarded by PHS’ at 11.9 percent L e -
CGrant number - at on-campus rates off-campus rate Difference =
. OFF-CAMPUS: o ' : o
Berkeley: . .. -
.~ MH 10563 ~01 $ 1,391 $ 828 o $ 563 - o
MH 10160 -0151 448 ) 267 . 181
MH 10564 -0L 1,122 - 668 454 R C
MH 7677 -03 18,449 10,978 7,471 Rt
MH 11629 -01 1,065 . 855 210 o
MH 11628 -01 573 - 943 . =370 Lo
MH 8507 -02 468 278 S 11 R U
MH 11273 -01 © 1,069 | 636 433 - LT
MH 11487 -01 < 443
Los Angeles: oo
NB 5427 -01 2,681
Total $11,370




SCHEDULE 27

Page 1 N
RESEARCH ; FROJECTS :
AT
' VETERANS ;ADNINISTRATION. HOSPITALS,
INDIRECT ‘COSTS: AWARDED AT OR NEAR.20 PERCENT-RATE

FISCAL YEAR ‘1965 FUNDS

Awarding  Number . IR

. : . To. . institute of L Rate’ and basis of
Grantee institution - {note o} Erants . : - indirect cost atlewance - :
Duke University : L NMI 1 20 pereent - Negotiated::-

NIAMD - 0 6 20 percént - Negotiated

George Washington B - .
University - L 1 . 20 percent -:Negotiated

Harvard University KHI 1 20 percent - Negotiated . ; )
Indiaha University <= NHI: 1 20 percent - Provislonnl {nota a) E
T . NH1 2 19 percent - Neg(}tiﬂtecl

NIAMD 3 1% percént - Negotiated

" Johns Mopkins Untversity  NIGHD 1 20 percent - Limtted 18é (note'B) [

- Rutgers University NIMH 1 20 percent - Provisional . )
Stanford Untversity” = " CONIMH G 1 - 20 percent - Provisional ’
State University of Iows MHI : L1 20 percent - Provisional (note’ ey A
Hayne-‘ State University .. NIAMD . 2 17 percent and 18.5° percent - Compusite

) T ST - rates’ (nete d)
Yeshiva quver'sity . HIGMS 1 20 percent - Pruvisionnl AR s
T oo T NIAIDS 1 18.8 percent - Composite rate (nnr.e d)
University of Alabama =~ HNIAMD . 1 17 percent - Composite rate.(no__t_e r.l_)_: g
University of Arizona NIGHS 1 20 percent - Provisional .
NIAMD . 1 17.75 percent - Composite’ rate (note dy’
Un:l.véréi'-.:ﬁi ‘of ‘Arkansés . WML 1 20 percent - Limited use (néte B
NIMH | 1 20 percent - Provisionnl
University of California o T
Berkeley ... _NIATD. 1 .20 percent .- Limited:use (note b}
Log Angeles ... NIMH e .20 percent .- Provisicnal. - ...
- ‘NIAMD 1 20 percent - lelted use (nute b)
University of Cincinnati NIMH "percent - Provisicmnl U

Unive_t:g:lr-ty_ubf_.'1;1.46015_. NIHH percem: -Provlaionul
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. . SCHEDULE: 2.
. : . : o Page:-
RESEARCH PROJECTS T

&T 5
VETERANS-ADMIN ISTRATION: uoapzm..s

- INUIRECT :00STS AWARDED AT OR NEAR- 20 PERCENT: ‘RATE::::

FISCAL YEAR 1965 'FUNDS (continued)

Awarding Number

Rate and basis of

s dland Lo oo institute of : .
_Gesntee:ipstitution  ; -<(pote 8) grants indirect cost allewance .- .-

20 percent:- Negotiated
20 percent’ - Negotiated

BHI--
- NGCI-

University of Miemi:

1

1 >
NIMH o1 20 percent - Provisional
RICHD 1

20 percent - Negotiated ...

Univers!.l:)r of Hichlgan o 2 " 20 perce'n{ - kego:iated
Universlty of New Maxts 1 20 perednt - Provisionel (note &
. 1 16.25 percent - Composite rate,{note.d).:
_Unlver.sity of PL 1 - Provisional
University, of, Southern, - -
© California 1
University of Soith . : b
© Flerida - ... MH. 1 . 20 percent..- Provisional. . . ... .. .. !
University, of Haahi:ngl:on e, HIRMD o 1 . 16.4 percent - Compogite rate {note d).
1nsl;it.ute for. Behavioral . : e
- ‘Research, Inc. 1 20 percent - Provisional
" Oklahoma Hedical Res .
Foundatton, 1 s “rate (note d)
- Philadelphfa General
Hospital b - 1 v
Cedara of Leban f
Mt Singl" Hogpital'
Los A:l'g_gef!._es B 1

BtRat:e in error, shuuld te 19 pez-nent.

hPrnviaiunal Fate' of 20 péreent 5 0w
cauons uhich shaw that 11tt1 use of VA facﬂi:y was contemplated.

G.Rate in error, ahuuld‘be 5 percent. oo

d'.RM:e based on grantea's estimate of pereentnge of resesrsh to be ennducted fo campus.
Off-campus portidn’éomputed at’ S pércent or at off-campus ‘rate, On-campis’ portlon com-
puted at provisional rate of 20 percent,

géee schedule 4 for full names of ewarding institutes.
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' SCHEDULE 3 ‘
I RESEARCH PROJECTS
AT VETERANS ADMINISTRATION HOSFITALS
VARYING INDIRECT COST RATES
‘USED' FOR SAME GRANTEE- Iusnrirridu -
“brocat vEAR 1955 FUNDS N
.'Awarding N .
institute  Number . Rate and basis of
Grantee institution (note b) of grants’ 1ndirect gost al.lowance :
" Yeshiva University . NIAMD 1 5 percent - Feﬁeral 4
. i e faclllty L3 o
NIAMD - 1 18.8 percent - Composite
. e .. rate (note.a). :
© NIGMS ¢ 1 20 percent - Prnvisional )
University of Arizona - ' ' - ° NIAMD- . ‘17.75 percent - Cbmpositei
: . . . rate (note a)
_ NIGMS 1. .-20° percent .~ Provisional.:
University of Miami =~ = . NHI. L .20 percent r_Negotiated
- o T NCL 1 20 percent - Negotiated
NIAID . 2 . . 15-percent - Negotiated .,
NIMH - L '20 percent - Provisional
NIGMS 1 15 percent - Negotiated
- NICHD 1 20 percent - Negotiated
University of Pittsburgh RHI 2 5 percent - Federal
i ~ facility
: S . NIMH 1 . 20 percent - Provisional.
SR . NIAMD 2 S percent - Federal '

facility

®Rate based on grantee's estimate of pércentage of research to be conducted
off campus, Off-campus portion computed at 5 percent; on»campus portion
computed at provisional rate of 20 percent.

' ?See schedule 4 for full names of awardingnlnstltutng
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SCHEDULE 4 -

NATIONAL - INSTITUTES. .OF-HEALTH

el ’ ] IDENTIFICATIDN OF AWARDING INSTITUTES

SHOWN IN SCHEDU'L 3 2 AND 3

.N_EI = National Cancer Insfitute

1.8, GAQ, Wash., D.C.



" APPENDIX 3 —He"llth Sclences Advancement Aw ar d Géneml Policy
: and Information Statement . '

A Grant Program
_ ~forthe
DeveIOpment of the Health- Scrences
N R in. . e
Instttutlons of H|gher Educatron

An Administrative Docu‘ment
¢+ issued by the - % _
o GENERAL RESEARCH SUPPORT BRANCH - o
DIVISION OF RESEARCH FACILITIES AND- RESOURCES
- o Nat|onal Institutes of Health
- Bethesda Maryland
200]4 )

U, S DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH EDUCATION AND WELFARE-
' Public Health Serwce '
Aprrl 1966
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. HEALTH SCIENCES ADVANCEMENT AWARD PROGRAﬁ

. INTRODUCTION:

The National Institutes of Health has initiated a new program of o
support to institutions, primarily praduate academic institutions,
© .to ald 1n the implementation of specific proposals whereby insti-
tutions can advance to higher levels of achievement by developing
“new and strengthening existing. health® scienceractivities, The
program objectives are to accelerate the advancement of existing
" capabilities in health research and related graduate research edu-
catiopal activities within:institutions. of higher education which
‘already have demonstrated some achievement“in the health sciences

or in scientific fields related to the biomedical area; support . .-
" the advancement of mew health research-and fraining iendeavors in '
emerging and less well established academic ifstitutions of higher -
‘education which, however, possess an appropriate base for the de-
velopment of the health sclences; promote the better training of
‘biemedical investigators, and increase the total number of well-
trained health scilentists. : )

WHO MAY APPLY:

Health Sciences Advancement "Awards : areﬁinitlally limited teo 1nsri-
tutions of higher; education. within the United: States, its terri-
tories and possessions. Preference “for Health Sciences Advancement
Awards ‘will be'glven. to ‘applicant ‘institutions which ‘offetr the
greatest promise for:advancing to-new leyels: .of health science
activity. Institutions eligible to- apply under this program include:”
(1) a university or any oneor:la combination of its major organiza-
.tional: components .such as one or_more of its health professional
- schools, ‘entire medical center, ‘orcolleges, and (2) colleges which.
grant master or doctoral level degrees and health professional
schools which are not a part of a university,

EXCEFTION: In university gygtems'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,”
issued by Office of Education, Department of Health, Educatiom,
and Welfare is considered a separate institution and must £ile
separately, Ex&mples of university systems are the State
CUniversity "of New York,' the Texas A& M University: System, and
the University of Californi :




oy IMPORTANT:  A-university;.with: the:exceptipn noted. above,: may:
. :submit. only- one application, whether: this-includes one-or more
. than one. of the university's major organizational . components.;
B ) The application, however, does. not have to embody programs which .
T L . formally involve the total uaiversity structurei:::For:exampley
S 2 university may apply for a Health: Sclences Advancement Award
- on:behalf: of 1ts:school:of- medicine, its: entlre medical: center,
.or;a division which_bridges several:.schools: ox colleges swithin
;the university EERTINERER B T

;;GENERAL CONDITIONS OF HEALTH SCIENCES ADVANCEMENT AWARDS

Health Sciences Advancement Awards will be: made o &= competitive, nen-
. renewable basis, and will: prcvide funds. to a. grantee for; no: more.than
.a.single,: five-year. periodi. - No:grant may be awarded without., A prior
recommendation of approval by the National Advisory.Health. CQuncil and’
acceptance of this recommendation by the Surgeon General, At the time
<~ that a grant is funded the institution will receive an;official
. "Notification of Grant Awarded" together with supplementary inf
:tional materials. relevant to:administration of the grant.: As;the
result;of- NIH: experience. in, its General Research. Support: program,
grantee institufions will be given wide latitude.in exercising dis-
cretion in grants management matters customarily reserved to the funding.
<agency. . Usual administrative and: fiscal. controlg.will. be: required of
" lsaomc il the grantee- together with. annual: progress:and expenditures reports,
s Levels. of support will be: negotiated annually. and, if justified, funds '/
.. may be carried forward. throughout the project- period of. the grant, The
,principles_oﬁ «eost=sharing will: be: applicable to.these grants, Health
Sciences Advancement Award funds may not be used.for construction,
- Applicants in need of additional facilities should consider whether an
c.rapplication-under Title VLI A of-the: Public, Health:Service Act might
"meet the-anticipated need. The general 1eve1 of - funding. for each
grantee is expected to average about $1-$3 million for the total period
of support, FHS requirements-relative to:civil-rights, patents, conduct
" of clinical research using human beings ds subJects, etc, will apply to’
_Heslth Sciences. Advancement  Awards, .. Lo .

iPROCEDURE:FORaAPPLYING::xr

ii-Because of-the interest this program is expected to receive and the
. relatively modest level of funding.available.for. next year, it is re-
"quested that each interested institution submit at this time only a
:+ letter: of intent and.summary statement of the, ingtitutlon's plans,
. . . Gulidelines are presented below concerning theimature of the informdtion
‘.. this summary sheuld contain, A deadline of Juli 15, 1966 for receiving
- all letters. and. sunmaries has been .established;..Tn Trecognition of the
7. fact :that each-institution: has: its:own unique’ and separxate set of con-
mziditions, interests: and . needs;; flexibility will be: exercised in the .

. 85-452 O-67--8
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eveluetion and assessment- of it propoeed program. For this reasonm,
only general guidelines are provided 80 a8 not to restrict inastitu-
: tions from submitting plans most euitable to their requirements.

FER

'_REVIEH PROCEDURES:

'Summeriea will be reviewed for the purposes of evaluating those which -
' ‘best appear to meet’ the stated: objectives of the program: Following
‘the review of the summary, the applicant will be informed of its
status; a relatively small number of applicants will be ‘invited to
. prepare full-scale,:formal applications For subrequént review through
& dual review procedure, The number of institutions invited to pre- '

':ipare full-acale"applications will:depend in part upon the funds

available in-FY 1967 and those projected for' future years. As ex=’
-pansion of ‘the pragrnm occurs, future additional open filing perioda

F_Twill be anﬁounced.

HHAT TO SUBMIT' SO

A letter of intent eigned by the President or: Chief Executive"
*Officer of ‘ the: institution which attests to: his approval for
*the proposal. SRS N E .

*125;'A face’ page (see suggested format) identifying the title of

the proposal,:the-institution, its address; major organizatiomal -

‘eomponents involved; name of program director, his" title,!
- address and telephone number, estimated first year and ‘total’
» ‘costs of the program and emounte requested of the NIH, and date :
‘ 'of applieatian. i i . o

A suitmaTy’ of approximately 3 000 to: 5 000 words which includes .
f'the following information- e

INFORMATIDN ABOUT THE PROPOSED PLAN

Neture of the program to be supported k 5? o
Principal goals, areas and flelds. to be’ adveueed.-f'

“Relationship of the: plan to the institution 8 overall
'f’development plauﬂ.~ R o .

s’ thet can. be expected if objectives are

.Facilitiee availeble and thoae needed to eerry eut the

! proposed. program, ' (Funds -for new constxuction should. not

- be included since. these cannot be provided from these
grants.)
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VSpecialized research?eqoipmentIWhich-will“bé*nEedeanl'

'-QiiEvidence of the commitment of ‘the. university 8 resources
to-the plan, :

b, INFGRMATION ABOUT THE BUDGET

o : _ Estimate of the total and each year's cost of the plan

. ' " by major category of expenditure (e.g.;-personnel;’ il

STt danipment, research training support) showing: (L) the -
institution's proposed share of the!costs:andy: (2)sthe

“amounts requested of the National Institutes of Health.:

) ?Present commitments of the applicant institution, state
legislature, community, ete. .

“‘Plans and principal sources for maintenance of program
beyond the termination of the grant, .

Te. INFORMATION ABDUT THE APPLIC.ANT INSTI'I‘U.I?ION .

"Present. areas of scientific strength thrcaughout the
_institution, including health research and’ tesedrch
training programs, their scoPe and magnitude. ' o

""Total current Federal aupport for the institution 8.
_healthirelated: programs, (e.g., NSF¥, DOD, NASA AEC,
PHS).

Major science facilities built or acquired in past
five years, Identify scilentific area (physics; “ouid
‘- hlologlical sciencea, ete,), total cost and approximate -

- -amounts ‘obtained from ?ublic Health Service, -

In oraerrto expedite the internal processing and:review. of
summaries, it is requested that an oOriginal and three carbon
. copies of each letter of intent snd summsry statement be

WHEN AND WHERE TO SUBMIT LETTER OF INTENT AND SUMMARY:

For consideration for a grant for FY 1967, the requested material must .
‘be postmatked no later than July 15, 1966, and should be mniled to.u i

Health Sciences Advancement Award ?rogram
General Research Suppori Branch .
Division of Research Facilities and Resources
. National Institutes of Health

Bethesda, Maryland 20014
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: (Suggested Format .for Face.Page Summary) -

+ SUMMARY OF HEALTH SCIENCES ADVANCEMENT AWARD PROPOSAL

'aFRfﬂfy?Tf' = o
(Applicant leave.blank)

\Title of Propoeal

: Applicant Institution."

1Major Organizational Components Represented.
o EEEY . (e g, Total University, School of Medicine only)

Address:

Telephone No.:'

<Name of Program Director"' o

. Address:

‘Budget Summary: .

: P Estimﬂted : ’
"-Total Cost S Requested of NIH

cFirst Year:

Teféi-Prqject Period ( yeers):

Pates:: & 0 e oo ‘




.APPENDIX 4——NUMBER oF" DOCTORS DrerEns ! CONFERRED N
..Basic MEDICAL. SCIENCES BY SCHOOL AND. FIELD 1964-65.

.“.Totgl o Biu- N Bm- 'VIMit:ru- ‘155- Phar=-.-. Phys-: :
B basic ~ Anat- chem- phys- biol-  thoi- ;. - -
State and schood < medigal Vomys istry 7 Ics ogy3 ..
L 2 sei= © o
" ences 7

Total, alI scheols

Alabama:. University of Alahama......

_Arizona: University of Arizona
California -

. California Institute of Tachnolugy-.

- Stanford University.

- University of Galifornia, Barkaley.-

University of California, Davis_ .~ -_

University of California, Los Angeles_, .

Universify of California, 5an Franclsco

. Umvamty of Snuthern callforma .....

o Cnlura

P Colurado State University

. Unwersnty of Colnmdo_.

: _Cunnecticu

'D|strlct of Columbia: -
Catholic Unwersu!y of America
Georgetown University-.....
-~ George Washington University. -
el Howard Umverslty
Sy Florida: - :
Chees Fiorida State Umversnt_v ----------

~-University of Florida... :
‘ . University of Miami...

e Georgia:

. o7, Emory University_..

. University of Georgia
- Hawaii: University of Hawaii._

" -Idaho: Unlverstty of |daho__-

Hlingis: - - : '
11linois Institute of Technnlogy ............
Loyola University.__.____._.
Northwestern University.. -
-Soputhern [llinois University.
- -University of Chicago_-
Um-.rersuty of [Iimols.._

tnd!ana Unurerslty
Purdua Umverswy

Iowa State . Universify of Sclence and
Technology... .
" University of lowa.
- Kansas:
B Kansas State Unive; ty uf Agm:ulture and
Applied Scienca...
- - University of Kansas
. Kentucky:
- " University of- KONt EERY o o mmamee e
University of Louisville. . om o oeveuo
- Louisiana:
Lolisiana State University and Agncultural
and Meshanical College_
Tulane Unwarsaty of Lauusuana
. Maryland:
Johns Hopkins Unwerstty
University of Maryland._-_
‘Massachisetts: - -
Boston University '
- Brandeis University____.... d
Harvard Unwemly Radcllffe_
Tufts Universt
Universlty nl L
© - Michigal I
Michugaa Slata Umversuty ut Agncullure ind
Applied Science......
University of Michigan
~ Wayne State University_
o . Mlnnesota University of Minneso
= . -Mississippi: Universily of MLssisqu

': See footnotas atend of table, p. 110,
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APPENDIX 4—NUMBER oF Doctors’ DEGREES‘ CONFERRED IN
‘Basic Mepicarn Sciencss, BY ScHOOL AND FIELD, 1964-65—Con.

Total - - '
T ¥ hasic oo 7Y Bioy:  Bioe . Micfde - Pa-  Phab< . Physe
_State and schoal - ’ medical * Anat- chem- phys-  hiol-  thol- macol- |o!;—
P S e oaosele . omy? dstry © igs . ogyR ogy! ogy- < --Ogy®

ences

M |ssour| e
-8t Louis Umversﬂy
“University of Missouri.
Mnntana Montana State Un
Nebraska: University of Nebraska____
New Jarsey:
" Pringeton nlversity.
Rutgers the State University
New York:
culumhua University__-
Cornell University_..
Fordham University.__
;.- NewYork University..

" Rockefeller institute.__.__
SUNY; College of Fnrestry._
SUNY, Downstate Medical C
SUNY, Univarsity of Buffalo.

- SUNY, Upstate Medical Cent
Syraeuse Unijversity__-_...

- University of Rochester. .
< Uniop University..._...-
- Yeshiva University. . ... ..l loccoail :
- North Carelina: )
o+ Dake Uni 'erqll .......................... 13
Univorsity of Norlh Barullna at Chapel Hil! 16
Uni\rersny of Morth . caro!ma State at -

.
el
a0 e DO

[y

A& e e

Ohm State Universuty-__.._.__'. Ll
University of Cincinnatl. ..
:Okl '#estern gserve Universily. .2
“  Oklahoma  State Umvers:ty of Agrmulture

and Applied Science. . _
} " University of Oklahoma__ 6
Oregon:

- Oregon State University.

" University of Oregon
Pennsylvania: - S
mMawr. .

""" Hahnemann Medzeal College and Hosmlal_-
" Jefferson Medical Goliege_ . _.___Z..-.l_.
Pennsylvania State University_ .- __
Philadelphia College of Pharmaey

[T

o = e

University of Pennsylvani

Univarsity of Pittsburgh..______

Wmn's Medical Cullege of Penns!
Tennessee

Unwersﬂr of Tonnessee. ... .ovouoacs

Vandarhl t University. ... PRI

Baylur UNiversity - oo as-—eeeecooaoaae

- Texas A. & M. Univarsity...

- University of Texas. ... _-... [
Utah: : a ’

Brigham Young Utah_
Gniversity of Utah____
Utah State University of Agncultu
Applied Sciente. . o....—-
. .¥ermont: University of Vsrmon!..
-Virgina:

ww Mook

e
N

-

o

University of V|rgu1|a ....... 1
Virginia Polytech nic Instltula__ ~ 5
‘Washington:
) University of Washmgton 20
Washington State University___ )
- "West Virginia: West Virginia University___.___. 8 -
~ -Wisconsin: : :
Marguebte University, ... F A
University of Wisconsin_ __..... [ 31
tPh. D', Sc. D's,

5 2Includes hlstolu_gy. cytology, and embryology. :
. & Inecludes bacteriology, virology, mycology, and parnsn!ulogy.—
4 Excludes plant pathology
s Exeludes plant physmlogy

Sourcé: National Center for Educatmnal staﬂstu:s Ofﬁce of Educatnoa Bepartmant o



©.= - Northwestern University__ -

AppENDIX 5 —NUMBER oF -DocroRs’ DuerEEs! CONFERRED IN
Brosciences (OtaEr - TuaAN Basic  MEpicavn), By SCHOOL -AND .
- F1eLp, 1964-65 . o

Tata] g Ento- Genet- s

. = , Patl
State and school ’ hiosci- Blology Botany mology 5108 . pathol
e ences T

Total all schools___.__., .............. 1,049 180 202 ..

. Alabama
‘Auburn: Universit
; -~ Unlversity of Alabama_ . R
o Alaska: University of Alaska.._.._.___._..__ 2 .
Arizona:; . :
"~ Arizona State University_
‘University of Arizona.___..
Callfornla
Galifornia Institute of Techrlology....
Stanford University____._..___i__.
Univarsity of Califernia, Berkeley. .
- University of Califorma Davis. ...
*~University of Callfornia Los Angele:
Univarsity of California, Riverside_
“University of ‘California, San Diego.
* - University of Camurnla Santa Barh
: Unlvers:ty of Southern California
: Cu[ura LK
Colorado State University
Unlverslty of Colorado_
- ‘“Connecticut:
i Unl\remty of Connecﬂcut.
~ Yala University. ...
"Delaware;’ University of Delawara_
District of Golumbia: - -
-~ Gatholie- University of America
George Washington Umversnty_
Howard University

orida;

Florlda State I.Imversnty

University of Florida.

Umversity uf Miami___
Georgla
S Emory Umvemty __________ PR

University of Geargia. .
HawaH: University of Hawait.
tdaho: Unwerstty uf idaho
Illmos e
“lilinols Institute of Technology.....--.‘...-__-_

o
3 S

I

Southern IElinois University.

- University of Chicago..

Unwersnty of Hlinois.
Indnana

Indiana Umversity

Purdue Univeysity.

’ Um\rersnty of Notr

lowa State Universﬂy:uf Sclence and Tech-

Umvemty of lowa
Kansas:

Kansas Stale University of Agrlnu!tura and

Applled Sefence____ . ... ..l oo

Unlversity of Kansas..__...__. e

Kentucky: 0 :

Unlverslty of Kentucky_ -

: University of Lumswl L4

‘Louislana: EN

: Louisiana State Unlverslly and Agrleultural R

and Mechanical College

~ - Tulana Un:vars|ty of Lumslana.._ Ny

‘Maryland: -
Johns Hopkins University-._-.-2.o.._o..0
~University of Maryland_________._________

* Sag footnotes at end of table, p. 113.
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ArpEnpIx 5—~NvuMsER oF Docrors’ DEGREES ! CONFERRED IN
Brosciewces (OrHER TrAN Basie MEDIcAL) BY SCHOOL AND
Fiewn, 1964-65—Continued ' B

T Tota Ento- égnet- Plan All
State and school . . . . - blosci- Blology. Botany mology, ies pathoi- Zou!ogy othersa_
PR . enges 2 ogy -

Massachusetts
. Baston Unwerslly
--Brandeis University-
Clark University______
" Haryard. University-Radcliffe_
*'Massachiusetts’ Institute of Technu ogy
Tufts Universityzi______
- University of assachusetts-
Mlchl an:
il Mlch fgan Stafe University of
“and Applied Sclen
Untversity.of Michigan.,
Wayne Sfate Universit
anesuta University of Minnesota...... ...
-Missigsippi: -
Mississippi State University. ...
University of Mississippl. - .........__.
Missouri:
Univarsity of Missouri. ... ...
Washington University_.._.
" Montana: Montana State Univers
‘Nebraska: University of Nebraska._...__
New Hampshire: Unwers:ty of New Hampsh
New Jersey: c :
Princaton University, ..... _coo oLl
Rutgers, the State University.___ Lo
‘New Mexico: Umversaty of New axmu _______ i
New York:-
. Cniumbla Unlvamlty
Cornell Univeisity____. -
-~ Fordham University.. . _ ool
New York University. . e
“Rockefeller Institute__. L
- 8t. Bonaventure,._. :
-~ 8t. Johns University._._-
* SUNY, College of Forestry.
SUNY University of Buffa
. Unwers:ty of Rochester_ .. .
: Norlh Carolina: :
Duke University _.______ .. _____.__
. University of North Caralina at Chapel Hill_
P l.lmversily of North “Carolina State™ at

Western Reserve Univnrsily ..............
‘Oklahoma:
" Oklahoma State University of Agricultare -
and Applied Science. :
University of Oklahoma
‘Oregen;
Oregon State University__
. University of Oregon_______..... elmen -
Pannsylvania: C T
Lehigh University_.._.._____. SR,
Pennsylvania State Un]vemty
. University of.Pennsylvanls. .. ..
. University of: Pittshurgh_ v oo .
Rhode Island:. ) C
: Brown University
- Unlversity of Rhede IsIand_m :
South Carolina;.
“""Clemson University_..
University of Sout carullna._
- Tennessee:
" University of Tennessee..
andemli’t University

Rice Unlverstty
.Texas A, & M. University..
University of Houston..._
University of . Texas.

Seq footnotes at end of tahle, p. 113.




. AprenDix - 5—NumBER oF Dog

Tors’ DEcrees! CoONFERRED IN

BIOSCILNCES (Oruzr Tuan Basic MEDICAL), BY SCHOOL AND
" Fierp, 1964-65——Continued -
- Total, Ento- Genet- Plant -
State and school bioscl- Biology Botany mology  fos pathol- Zoology nlhersﬂ
: ences . " ogy
|

ah: :

Unjversity of Utah..__________ ... 3 ... ] 2 .
Utah State University o .

: Applied Science.. . - T, 2
-Yerment: Unijversity of Vermont. 1 1ol cmme i e eeees
Virgida:

Unlverskty of Virginia. .. _____._...__.__ B P 1
Virginla Polytectrnic fnstitute___......__- 4 1 B iin cmmeee Cewwen emiean
Washington: -
University of Washington.___......_..__. : . | S 8
Washington State University_.__- R 3 2 3 4 . -
.. West Virginfa: West Virginla University........ & ______ .. ... oooo. 3 | S
- Wisconstn:
© . Marquette University 1 R
Umvemty of Wisconsin____... . I [} 17 7 8 8 8
,,_W_vuming University of Wyummg,_.. S U -

UPh.D.'s, Sc. D
2includes ecolngy, nutrition, piant physiclogy, and all nth

Source: National Center for Educational Statistics, Office

(

ers,
of Education, Department of Health Education, and Welfdre.







