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'Withathe objectives as presented, we, in' general, agree, However, and 
solely i n  order t o  pet the m- -- 
recommend t h a t , u a l ; v e r ~ i t i e s - ~ ~ ~ r l e : i n A E C s e a r c h - b e e . n c o ~ ~ a n d ,  
a t  trimes, -_I- required _CCl- t o  - =K?~~,&JJX&&S. 
respects, we d i f f e r  from the  conclusions and recommended policy of the  
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The draft staff '  paper, dated September 5, 1952, "Contract Policy f o r  
Offs i te  Research", has been analyzed and reviewed a t  Oak Ridge with 
a great deal  of: interest .  

The Comlission'ls directive,  under t he  Atomic Energy Act, t o  bring about 
the accofnpUshnent of research so as t o  expand theore t ica l  and prac t ica l  
knowledge i n  flields related t o  the uses OF atomic energy br5ngs fmportant 
problems t o  f i e l d  offices charged with making prac t ica l  smrungements for 
of fs i te  researdh which w i l l  yield effect ive r e su l t s  i n  an economic way, 

It 5s because of t h i s  responsibil i ty t h a t  we are  ful ly  cognizant of the 
advantages of developing and s t a t ing  a reasoned policy t o  serve as & 
guide throughout the Commission i n  making such arrangements. 

We are fully appreciative of the  f u l l  and objective presentation i n  the 
d ra f t  staff paper of the o f f s i t e  research problem, the background, 
objectives, and recommended policy. We are very glad t o  have t h i s  
opportunity t o  contribute t o  the discussion. 

It is  generally agreed among sc i en t i s t s  t h a t  we a r e  rapidly m f n g  out 
of basic information upon which t o  build our applied programs. 
also agreed t h a t  t h i s  type of research, i n  many cases, can be done nost 
economically and with great productiveness a t  the universities. 
the  univers i t ies  are, i n  many ways, be t t e r  suited t o  do t h i s  work than 
are the laboratories. The environment of the  university researcher, and 
the f a c t  t ha t  h i s  thinking and his associations a re  not as limited as  the 
laboratory researcher, enables him t o  take a less restricted d e w  of the  
basic research problems which should r e s u l t  in a greater  producttveness 
of new ideas. 
but important problems, while the  laboratories can concern themselves wtth 
problems of more immediate importance and with the research problems of 

It is  

Certainkr, 

Also, the univers i t ies  a re  wel l  suited-Tpp taking on small 
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greater scope whlich they are uniquely qualified t o  handle. Hence, 
every e f fo r t  should be made t o  e ds  avai&b& f o r  
a v e r s i t y - t y p e  research. F u r t h e m ~ l o w s  88 a matter of 
c o u r s e i t h % c o u l d  seek t o  invest  these funds i n  in s t i t u t ions  having 
the  f a c i l i t i e s  and competent investigators with which t o  produce the niost 
r e l i ab le  results. 
i t s  very nature,, is speculative an? tha t  any sound s c i e n t i f i c  approach 
t o  the  solution of problems by t he  research method must insure diversifi-  
cation of the work. 
mean that, consfstent with other l imitations,  t h g r o g r a m  ___ should - be 
divers i f ied t o  i i n c l ~ ~ ~ ~ - e i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ e .  Go the r  facet  
of this proposition i s  t h a t  research competence is not always immediately 
recognizable; the his tory of science is  replete  with examples where 
recognition of outstanding accomplishments was delayed f o r  m a n y  years 
a f t e r  the  actua:l performance of t he  work. The merit' of some of these 
accomplishments will fully j u s t i fy  a consideraBle monetary r5sk on the 
par t  of the Comnission in the hopes and expectations of developing I 

sc i en t i s t s  who id111 make important contributions t o  t h e  program, This 
proposition could be developed t o  great lengths but in essence it again 
points up the dtesirability of divers i f icat ion of research programs so 
as t o  spread the opportunities. This divers i f icat ion,  i n  its tm, 
inti-eases the  capacity of the nation f o r  the t ra in ing  and development 
of sc i en t i s t s  because the smaller in s t i t u t ions  can expand much more 
rdpidly than can the larger  ones which a re  approaching a leveling out 
period i n  t h e i r  growth. 

However, it a l s o  must be recognized t h a t  research, by 

In this part icular  case, this is  interpreted t o  

However, Conclusion (a),  Paragraph 51, of the d r a f t  staff' paper, concludes 
that the  Commission should authorize contracts a t  a rate consistent with 
annual appropriations, 
university par t ic ipat ion and in t e re s t  should not be used 'as  a basis  f o r  
contracts, and t h a t  lump sum contracts which cuver the ac tua l  costs  of 
the work shouldL be the general rule. It is presumed from t h i s  that the  
cost per.contract  t o  the  Commission would increase; hence, unless ape 
propriations should be increased proportionately, the number of university 
contracts and the number of par t ic ipat ing univers i t ies  would be decreased. 
For the reasonEi discussed above, t h i s  i s  thought t o  be an undesirable 
si tuation, and consti tutes a log ica l  argument f o r  par t ic ipat ing contracts 
i n  which the  cost is shared, allowing the Commission funds t o  spread mer 
a larger  number of universit ies.  
it i s  believed t h a t  t he  same reasoning will indicate  t h a t  greater beneffts 
can & obtained 
increased support t o  e f i s t i n g  programs. 
program whereby the Gommission pays full costs i n  each case, but is  l imited 
with respect t o  the number of partioipants,  would r e s u l t  i n  each ins t f tu t ion  
ta i lor ing  t h e i ~  program t o  the antielpated des i res  of the  Cm@saion, 
net effeot would be a very r e a l i s t i c  influence on in t e rna l  unfverslty 
pol ic ies  by the  C o d s s i o n  regardless of t h e i r  intentions rEn the matterr 

Furthermore, Conclusions (b) and (c) suggest t ha t  

If appropriations should be increased, 

a broader dis t r ibut ion of t he  funids than by giving 
Furthermore, t he  adoption of s 

The 
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It -is bel5eved t h a t  the  place f o r  par t ic ipat ing contrauts <Type I, 
Paragraph 6 of t he  draft staff paper) i s  me.  -_+- i n s t i t y t ip s  where 
rese- ngt con s t i tu te  a 
a c t i v i t i e s  andJshere the work can be u n d e w  hout major inc 
creases i n  staff overhea ilitleer. For t he  most part, the 
OR00 contracts f - - S r m e e n  invested in  p r o d s i n g  people 
located i n  d : L  i n s t i t u t ions  where a l i t t l e  assistance goes a long 
way, but even t :he  larger  schools, as indicated below, have been 
beneficiaries o.f t h i s  program. 
universi t ies  (large or small) have not become overloaded with Government 
research contracts t o  the extent t h a t  the part ic ipat ing phase.has becosta 
a burden, 
type of program. There are two schools, Vanderbilt University and the 
University of Alabama, which a re  in te res ted . in  additional research but 
are unable t o  undertake expansion of permanent facil i t ies a t  presentp 

he u n i v e x y f q  
- I 

Up t o  the  present time, the  southem. 

On the contrary, there i s  s t i l l  manifest i n t e r e s t  i n  t h i s .  

I 
I 

It is understood tha t  Vanderbilt has requested assistance f o r a  building, 
and t h a t  the University of Alabama has a building with space fo r  sone 
research work i f  arrangements could be made t o  provide additional staff 
and f a c i l i t i e s .  
to build up t h e i r  medical research faci l iWes,  
and be t t e r  schclols i n  the South have been able t o  obtain support fo r  
buildings and staff i n  suf f ic ien t  amount-to warrant support of the part 
of the research program of interest t o  the Commission.. 
Rice Inst i tute , ,  and the University of Texas provide excellent examples 
of this cooperative program i n  operation. Duke and Rice constructed 
buildings f o r  II Van de Graaff machine while the Commission furnished 
the machine. 
i n  par t  from t h e i r  operating funds. 
major costs  of the building a l te ra t ions  and the  Van de Graaff machine 
while the Commission paid for the  shielding and'other equipmen& It 
i s  questionable i f  any one of these three cases would have materialized 

On t h e  other hand, E m s  University obtained $9,000,000 
I n  general, the larger 

Duke University, 

Other equipment was purchased 9n p a r t  from AEC funds and 
Texas, on t h e  other hand, paid the 

1 under a plan wlnich in&mporates the  conclusion of Paragraph 51 (b) of 
the d r a f t  staff paper, 

Historically speaking, some of the greatest  contributions t o  science 
have come about through select ion of the problem and the  digressions 
involved i n  its solution ra ther  than in the  solution i tself .  Partici-  
pating contracts tend t o  i n v i t e  and stimulate thinking about potential  
problems, and the  Commission receives valuable contributions by the 
mere submission of these problems t o  it. 
proposals by the many s c i e n t i s t s  throughout the countrylimplies t h a t  in 
t h e i r  judgment the par t ic ipat ing program i s  a sound OM, The soundness 
of t he  program is also a t t e s t ed  t o  by the f a c t  t h a t  universit ies,  hard 
pressed a s  they a re  fo r  funds, voluntarily submit projects  f o r  considera- 
t ion.  I n  general, it is belcleved LMt the results obtained from the 
partidipating contract program jus t i fg  the present policy i n  force and 

I t h a t  there should be no change i n  this respect u n t i l  there  i s  strong 
evidence t h a t  worthwhile research is  not being supported. 

Moreover, the submission of 

i 
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There will, of course, always be research programs, such as the 
cyclotron programs and the like, which w i l l  be large enough ;to tax 
the facil i t ies of the contracting university,* These should'be t reated 
as spec ia l  cases, like the  Type n contracts mentioned i n  Pa rmaph  6 
of the d ra f t  staff paperoa In these instances, such f ac to r s  as the 
competence of the investigator, s i ze  of t h e  university, and the past  
record of t he  university, become of paraaaolmt importance, Such con- 
tracts might w e l l  be covered by Gonclusion (b), Paragraph 51 of t h e  , 
draft staff paper, and it is here that one can take into account the 
inabiliw of the school t o  absorb even a small par t  of t h e  costs  and 
i n  t h i s  way j u s t i f y  payment of fu l l  costs by the Commission, 
speaking, the  la rger  contracts have a greater number of variables in- 
volved and therefore more leeway should be provided i n  drawing up such 
a contract. 

The c r i t e r i a  as t o  when a contract should be considered a "special 
case" involve such things as, a) i s  the contract big enough t o  have 
a decisive impact on other research programs of the university, .and, b )  
i s  the  university, by accepting the contract, incurring addi t i sna l  
maintenance and upkeep costs  such a s  occupation of a b w d i n g  t h a t  
would not otherwise be occupied? 
handled by modification of t he  definition of overhead but  men then 
they would be cmsidered a8 special  cases- 
office indicates that one might set a ra ther  a rMtrary  upper limit of 
Jb100,OOO abuve which contracts are t o  be caglsidered under the "special 
case" category, 
consideration aalght be placed a t  some point between cost  and lump sum 
contracts, as discussed i n  the draft s t a f f  paper, 

Generally 

These cases sometime$ could be 

The experience of this 

OR t he  other hand, this dividing line for special  . 

With reference t o  the matter of averhead, t h i s  off ice ,  i n  accordance 
with direct ives  from Washington, has adopted the f igure  of eight'percent. 
Although it has been labeled "overhead" or, i n  a f e w  cases, "secretar ia l  
assistance", it; was f e l t  that this fixed percentage of the Commission*s 
contribution could be used i n  any manner desired by the  university. It 
i s  o w  opinion tha t  the figure merely r e f l ec t s  the Gost, d i rec t ly  or 
indirect ly ,  of spending the funds contributed by the Commission. I n  
some cases the  eight percent has been used for d i rec t  support of the 
research program while i n  others it has gone for administrative costs, 
building maintenance, e t c  . However, S-&s.felt .-that,Ahis x w a l l e d  
overhwis,no_l, t o  &applied f o r  general support o f t h e -  university 
and t h a t  aqy c(?nsiderafion for  Tnie-lie qv-erhead.should be based 
on a d e m ~ s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ c e ~ - o , ~ ~ h ~ ~ ~ n t r a c t  actual ly  increases 
the expense t o  the university,by moe than the eight percent  allowed. 

It i s  conceivahle tha t  the university lacks funds t o  maintain and 
operate its f a c i l i t i e s  and wishes t o  turn t o  the research business as 
a means of meeting 4ts expenses. I n  such cases it seems on ly  logical 

- xs- 
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that t h e  W v e s s S t y  should be considered as being in the same category 
as any indus t r i a l  contraotor and thereby t reated accordingly ra ther  
than as an operation within m i r y  uallsfl. By any other token t h e  . 
Commission Elaqes .i-tseU in- the_rqle,of ,sup-ing-thR.g --“---%tp By 
thus a=& t h e  r o l e  af flfinancial angeln to t he  universities9 the 
Commission MY or may not be on firm ground; this involves entirely 
different  considerations. However, at  t h e  best, it confuses the iesues 
t o  permit this question t o  enter in to  cohkract considerations, 
appears t h a t  t h e  twu problemsashould be studied as separate and‘dis- 
t i n c t  aims and should have no bearing on one another. 
i n to  a contract with a university on an’actual  cos t  bas i s  i n  order that 
the university may have the  money, which would normally be a p p l i e d t a  
the contract, f e r  other purposes is a devious method of providing gen- 
e r a l  support aid, as such, i s  contrary to our general objectives of 
putting a l l  items involved in the  contracts on an honest basis  t h a t  mill 
stand or f a l l  on t h e i r  o m  m e r i t s .  

It 

I n  fact, t o  enter 

In the past, where t h e  university contribution has been spelled out 
specif ical ly  there has been some difficulty with t h e  Oeneral Accounthg 
Office as t o  whether the  contributions made by t he  univers i t ies  have 
f u l f i l l e d  the t,erms of t h e i r  contract., This does not i m p l y  any cr i t i -  
cism of the UC) procedures. On the contrary, t he  government methods 
are sufficiently f le jdble  i f  the contracts a r e  appropriately written. 
This off ice  has corrected this difficulty by drawing up t h e  contract i n  
such a way that the  univers i t ies  contributions are expressed i n  terms 
specifying senrices and f a c i l i t i e s ,  and t o  date this appears t o  be a 
sat isfactory approach. 
adopted i n  drawing up contracts shod&,be one which w i l l  conf l ic t  as 
l i t t l e  as possible with the general methods of disbursing and accounting 
f o r  federal  funds,’ 

I n  general, it is believed tha t  t h e  method 

The report from the Committee of the  American Society of Engineering 
Education on contractual re la t ions Kith t h e  Federal Government m e r i t s  
some comment hi v i e w  of the serious implications of t h e i r  criticisms. 
F i r s t ,  it shou:ld be noted t h a t  t he  members of this c o d t t e e ,  by vir tue 
of t h e i r  positions, a r e  more apt  t o  be interested i n  the  f inanc ia l  
solvency of t h e i r  schools as business ins t i tu t ions  than i n  t h e i r  academic 
accomplishments, 
comments insofar  a s  t he  s c i e n t i f i c  research program of their respective 
ins t i tu t ions  is concerned. This -- is important --- - * r*-..‘- because_,J&-.@&cordance - d t h  
the proaisions __- of _-_I the  - Atomicm-ergsr-&ts>he Coarmissbn:s p r h a r y  in t e re s t  
with r e s p e e o  the-vnArersitAeaAs- tQ-foster and develop s c i e n t u i c  
research and not t o  provide general support t o  tbe d v e r s i t f e s .  
t h e r a f o K t G r t h i s  =pox%- could be more appropriately directed t o  the 
sponsors of a federal  a id  to education policyb 
fcallg and unambiguously develops the  thes i s  “ that  e v e q  project neg- 
t i a t ed  by A X  with an educational i n s t i t u t ion  should recognize the f u l l  

As sucho one might question t h e  objectiveness of t h e i r  

It seem> 

Indeed, t h e  repork apeefg- 

ARCHIVES 



T. H. Johnson 

i 

- 6 -  November 21, 1952 

' 

I n  this connection, considerable confusion on the present university 
contracts policy could be eliminated by placing them i n t o  a d i f fe ren t .  
c lass i f icat ion from the  integrated contractorse The reason f o r  this 
is tha t  many GY Bulletin8 are  issued on such subjects a s  Finance and 
Accounting pP"ocedup"esp Insuranceg Classification PTocedures, Use of 

eost t o  the  i n s t i t u t i o n  of undertaking the  research .L.-vsrolo..@~ In 
this &spec% there  are many, w i % h i n  and uithout the universit ies,  
who still believe that research is a major parkof  the normal mivex- 
sity functions. rt, therefore, fol lom that if'it should so happen 
that t h e  university has a research program, or can develop a propa=, 
lmerein there  is mutual i n t e re s t  between t h e  university sponsors of 
this program and the m, then there  i s  a mutual moral obligation $0 
contribute t o  its support. Any other course is  "federally sponsored 
educationn under a new name. 
this off ice  is prepared t o  accept as  constructive some of the e r i t i -  
disms on t h e  d e t a i l s  of the handling of university contracts even 
though there  has been l i t t l e  trouble i n  this respect between OR00 and 
t h e i r  contracting U v e r s i t i e s .  
r e i t e r a t e  t he  two  principles which a re  believed t o  be fundamental i n  
establishing a policy on the contractual re la t ions between the Uniaerv 
a i t i e s  and the  A E s  

Once the  above principle is established, 

I n  summary, it seems desirable t o  

Where there i s  rrmtual i n t e re s t  i n  a research program between the 
university and the #3C9 the  universitybs in t e re s t  being eddenced 
by the  desim t o  do t h i s  research regardless of particfpatibn 
if the meals  are available, then there  should be a recognition of 
mutual obligation t o  contribute t o  the f inancial  support of the 
Prop=;  

1 I 2. T h a t  i f  the  univers i t ies  place themselvea i n  the research business 
i n  order to contribute t o  the general. supper% of t h e i r  ins t i tu t ion  
then they smst expect t o  be t reated on the same competitive basis 
as  any other commercial contractor. 

The URfM f inds  that a f ixed overhead f igure i s  the simplest and best 
from an administrative point of view. 
tha t  the operations off ices  are  not cal led upon to pry i n t o  the in te rna l  
nanagement pol ic ies  of the university in order to determine and ju s t i fy  
the actual  costk i n  each case., 
policy t o  be tlhe one which resu l t s  i n  a minimUn of interference vdBh 
university a f f a i r s  and which can be administered with a minimum of red 
$ape. 
b i l i t y  without @ring r i s e  t o  increased administration burdens i n  the 
way of cost ly  <audits and other forms of paper work. 
proper intentions of the m i v e r a i t i e s  i n  this respect -is the  large 
rider of extensions which have a sizeable carry-mer of fundsa 

It has the fur ther  advantage 

This off ice  considers the soundest 

Xn addition, t he  present OR00 contracts provide the  needed f l e A -  

Fxidenee of the 
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Critical Materials, Gontractor Selection, and many 0 t h e r s . d  the l ike,  
a c h  have no bearing on Univepsity contracts, As an example of ~ this, 
attenldon i s  i n v i t e d t o  WGuide f o r  Contqactorafl, issued by t he  W ,  
Washington Do 6 ,  Nothing in this guide specif ical ly  exempts the 
university-type contractors f r o m i t s  provisions, yet the  amount of 
eaaterial contained therein which spec i f ica l ly  applies t o  these tspes 
of contracts is re la t ive ly  small, 
provisions of GM B u l l e t i n s  and issuing a special  simplified set of 
instructions f o r  them instead, would result i n  a marked increase in 
efficiency and understanding. 

In t he  m a t t e r ~ ~ ~ r ~ f i y o  OR00 bas followed the  general practice of ' permftting the  university t o  r e t a in  t i t l e  t o  the equipment in those 
eases where a substant ia l  contribution was made by t h e  university and 

:where, because of obsolescence and the  nominal value of the equlpment, 
it mas not economical t o  maintain property records, T h i s  off ice  does 
not feel t ha t  there i s  anything t o  be gained by adjusting the contract 
so %hat t h e  university money goes f o r  equipment and the  government 
money for operations costs, salaries, etc,  It appears t ha t  this is 
merely avoiding the issue, so long as it does not a l t e r  the amount of 
money contributed by the  Government. ,It is f e l t  that t h e  preferable 
method is t o  accept the ac tua l  realities of the ease r a the r  than 
attempt t o  d i s t r ac t  from the  fact tha t  equipment i s  being furnished by 
the Government. 
the  program i n  the  form of equipmentwhieh would be fi existence f o r  
mamy years m u l d  be the type of support most eas i ly  ju s t i f i ed  now, 
or some future  date, Furthermore, it i s  more easily determined that 
funds spent i n  this manner are t o  serveO or  have served, a useful 
purpose than if  the same amount of money had been used to cover intan- 
g ib le  costs such as overhead or  salaries* Moreover,.even a f t e r  t e d -  
m%iom of the contract, the  equipment remains with the university and 
prox6ddiia them with the means and incentive f o r  training and developing 
new sc i en t i s t s  and carrying out research on the i s  awn fnitiativea 
w o d d  be partfeularly true where the Commission terminated t h e i r  con- 
tractual intarest  in the program because of lack of funds, 
i n  xwq~ cz: the rapM obsolescence of the equipmenti and the cost of 
dn ta in5x .g  p m p e r t y  records provides suff ic ient  jus t i f ica t ion  t o  turn 
tUs equipment over t o  the contractor as par$ of the Codssfon*s 
contribution t o  the program. 
i n  foreseeing use of the equipment f o r  other purposes, 
reasons for tMs are  that  the  equipment might undergu modifications t o  
adapt it t o  the desired program, thus e r e a t h g  a non-standard itam; it 
might be made p a r t  of an accessory system; or use of the  item might 
be Lcst  by 5 %  being stored under a non-standardiaed ansmenelatce. 
Because of thesep and other similar reasons9 this off ice  has adapted 
the practice o f  remining t i t l e  t o  large items, such a s  Van de Graaff 
=chines, aromd which the  program is  built,, but  ab" t ransfer l ing 
to smller items gf equLpmentG 

BEcepting the  universities f romthe  

f 

It would appear t h a t  tang5ble evidence of support t o  

Thie  

I n  addition, 

In this respect, there  is some U f i c u l t y  
Some of the, 
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With refepence t o  payment of sa la r ies ,  this office belfmes t h a t  payment 
of suimer participants- C a n  Be- zwt i f i ed .  
are fh, if any, summer par t ic ipants  in t h e  univepsfty contracts programs 
who could not enjoy as much or  more monetaq income by hi r ing  out t o  the  
national laboratories or  other research in s t i t u t ions  often a t  a greateP 
salary. To stay a t  the university during the  summer a t  less salary in- 
dicates  an fntense personal i n t e re s t  i n  t he  contract. 
advantage of the Commission a s  it provides f o r  work  continufty and 
maintains in t e re s t  throughout the  year, resul t ing i n  increased efficiency. 
Furthermore, it is believed t h a t  close scrutiny by the operat4ons offices 
of the  progress of the work a t  the  end of each contract  year would insure 
against a contract being perpetuated unless a r e a l  contribution were 
being made. 
member par t ic ipat ing i n  the contract  but who has permanent tenure with 
the  university should be paid by the  university f o r  a l l  periods other 
than the summer a s  mentioned above, 
encourage the waivemfty t o  build up a permanent s t a f f  which they cannot 
suppoPe when and if t he i r  contracts a r e  terminated, 

First, is the  f a c t  that there 

This is t o  the 

However, it i s  believed that  the salary of any faculty 

The purpose of t h i s  is t o  not 

The draf t  s t a f f  paper (Pars, 30 and 50) indicates t h a t  the authority of 
the Commfssion -to enter i n to  of f - s i te  research contracts i s  contained fi 
subsections ( b ) ( l )  aEd (b)(3) of Section 1 of the Atomic Energy Act, It 
is the understanding of this off ice  t h a t  Section 1 of t h e  Act  is merely 
a statement of the policy and purpose of the Congress i n  its enactmentg 
and t h a t  the authority t o  enter i n to  off-site research contracts i s  
specif ical ly  provided i n  Section 3(a) of the  Act, a s  follows: 

"Set. 3. (a)  Research Assistance. -- The Commission is 
directed t o  exercise i t s  powers in such manner a s  t o  insure 
the contfnued conduct of research and development act5vft ies  
i n  the f i e l d s  specified below by pr ivate  or public ins t i tu t ions  
or persons and t o  ass i s t  i n  the acquisit ion of an ever-expanding 
fund of theoret ical  and prac t ica l  knowledge i n  such f ie lds .  To 
t h i s  end the Commission is  authorized and directed to make ar- 
rangements (including contracts agreements and loans) for the 

of research and development a c t i v i t i e s  re la t fng to -- 

nuclear processes; 
the theory and production of atomic energy, 
inc:luairig processes, materials, and devices 
ffelated t o  such production; 
u t i l i za t ion  of f iss ionable  and radioactive 
mat,erials f o r  medical, bfological, health, o r  
n5:Litar.y purposes 5 
ut:Llfzation of f iss ionable  and radioactive materials 
and processes entafled i n  t he  pmdnctlon cf s m h  
m s % r i a E s  f o r  a l l  other purposes 
U 3 P Z ,  and 

inclu&ng industr ia l  
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( 5 )  the protection of health duPfng research an4 
production activities o." 

Attention is invited to the fact that the  Comkssion is no& o d y  author- 
ized, but is directed, t o  make arrangements for t h e  eonduetion of the 
above Eg?&=arch and development. 
stated above implies a much broader research base than ts being prekently 
applied to university eontractso Therefore, a statemen% OS poliey'bg. 
the M E  nhieh irecognizes these broad implications would be G s t  bene- 
f i c i a l  t o  the 13rogram and also would be i n  keeying d t h  tho wording a d  
the  s p i r i t  of -the Atomic Energy Act. 

It is feU that .the program 

In summzpg, the Oak Ridge Operations Offices 

Agrees with Conclusion (a), Paragraph 51 6f the draft  staff p a p %  
on Wontract Policy f o r  Offsite Research"; svhJset t o  the fix% 
that  the Commission should adopt a policy d.L&L ~ l l  ntab-0 f x e r y  
effort t o  obtain as much research as possible for each dollar spent, 
and, t o  t h i s  end, should insist that the universities sapport as 
much of the load as possible, consistent with their intsrest ib the 
program; the type and amount of Commission ~ l q p o r t  being d o r m  %XI 
small contracts for l e s s  than $100,000, but with provEeions for 
individual. negotiations f o r  contracts larger than this amount,- OF 
f o r  contra,cts covering a specific need and in which there is nu 
expressed interest by a university; 

Believes that there should be a5 l i t t l e  tampring as possible with 
the 'general prese-ntly accepted -hod of disbursing fedel-zi% i'u.r& 
so as t o  not make the problem of j u s t u y h g  additional. f i m b  ~ 8 r e  
diff icu3.t 1; 

Believes that the participating contracts advocahd by Pa.ra@?apki 1 
above should pay a fixed rate f o r  overhead rather than adapt one 
which reqifiires an audi% of the universities* books; 

Agrees w i b h ,  and has followed except on large Stem of equipnen%, 
Cone1usio.n (dip Paragraph 51, of draft staff paper, on transfer of 
equipment j 

Believes tha t  contracts f o r  basic research should wver no p . l t - f ; h ~  
~f the szlary, other than for-the sumer~naontk&, 0% the rzatsarsl%y 
representative designated as i n  charge of the  pz'ojc7&, cr  sq- ather 
faculty member having tenure; 

A g ~ e e s  with Conclusfon (f), Paragraph fl, ~f draft sL@f psper. 0% 

'iQor?tract P d i e y  for  Offsite ResearchQ. 
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7. Believes that the authority for university research contracts 
rests  on Section 3(a) of the Atomic Energy Act rather than 
Section 1, 
by the Commission should recognize that not only is  a broad research 
program authorized but i s  necessary in  order t o  carry out the 
directives o f  t h i s  section. 

Furthermore, it is believed that aqy policy statement 

S. B. Sapirie 

CC: J. We Ould, Jr. 
J. Re Moore 
N. H. Woodruff 
Kenneth Ka:;schau 
R. Ws Cook 
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