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March 20, 1973 

GENERAL COUNSEL CUNNINGHAM 
SPECIAL ASSISTANT POWELL 

Re: Pol icy  on Research Xnvolvlng Human Subjactr  

Attached is a copy of a le t te r  of  February 16, 1973 from Dr. Chalklap 
of N I H  which provides  a response of s o r t s  t o  a quest ion X asked him fa 
my l e t t e r  of January 16. 
po l icy  on human s u b j e c t s  research i 8  broader than t h a t  required by D W ,  
a s  a l leged  by AEC-SAN, and i f  s o  t h e  b a s i s  f o r  t h i s  judgment, 
s e e ,  t h e  Chalkley let ter does not  provide a d i r e c t ,  c l e a r  response. 
Moreover, he  a l l u d e s  t o  a 1963 c o u r t  care punk1 v. Refients), the  import 
of uhfch I would apprec ia te  having explained. 

' 
The ques t ion  was whether i n  h i s  opinion Universi ty  

Ae you w i l l  

As I see i t  we nou need t o  go back t o  Hr. Thorna, manager of the l o c a l  
AEC o f f i c e ,  with t h e  Chalkley l e t te r  i n  an at tempt  to  g e t  Thorne's o f f i c e  
e i t h e r  t o  (1) remove the l i m i t a t i o n  on a l l o w a b i l i t y  of c o s t s  under AEC 

l i m i t a t i o n  s u f f i c i e n t l y  well so t h a t  we can understand i t  and if poss ib le  
l i v e  with it. 
t h e  s ta tement  of t h e  Universi ty 's  pol icy on human subjec t6  o r  i t a  
implementation, i n  order  t o  provide funding f o r  t h e  open-ended obl iga t ion  
o f  unkncxm but  p o t e n t i a l l y  l a r g e  magnitude, s t r e t c h i n g  i n t o  t h e  i n d e f i n i t e  
f u t u i e ,  which I pointed o u t  i n  my memo of September 6, 1972 to, Vice 
Pres ident  McCorkle (copy sent Dr. Powell). 

. cont rac ts  (Thorne l e t te r  of August 18, 1972), or (2) d e f i n e  t h e  

Depending on h i s  rep ly ,  we may then have t o  reconsider, 
. 

We have prepared a - d r a f t  l e t te r  to Mr, Thorne, enclosing Dr. Chalkloy'r 
l e t t e r ,  i n  which w e  have s t a t e d  our understanding of Chalklay's letter, 
ond have 'asked'Thorne - to  review aga in  whether AEC s t i l l - b e l i e v e s  t h a t  the  
Univers i ty ' s  po l icy  goes f a r  beyond DHEW's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of DHEW policy.  
We have f u r t h e r  asked him, i f  he d ieagrees ,  t o  d e f i n e  which c o s t s  he  would 
then consider  t o  be unallowable under the  Universi ty 's  AEC c o n t r a c t s ,  


