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Opportunities to expand the arts and sciences have been increasing in recent years.  The research and development capacity of the country, based on National Science Foundation data, has grown both in terms of expenditures and number of practitioners.  Correspondingly, capacity has been increasing at the University of Idaho; research expenditures have grown 84% over the last five (5) years with grants and contracts awards rising 79%.  However, the facility and administrative costs have outpaced our ability to recover those costs.  Incentive programs have helped us recover a greater proportion of the negotiated rate.  However, we still recover less than a third of the federally negotiated rate from federal grants and contracts in part because of the differential treatment of these costs between federal agencies.  This is further compounded by cost-sharing requirements, rapidly increasing compliance costs, escalating costs associated with multi-disciplinary research, less than full reimbursement of project costs, and other unfunded mandates.  As a relatively small institution in a predominantly rural state, these costs cannot be absorbed on a sustained basis.  We have been coping by reducing our effective capacity through (1) very selective participation in RFPs that have long-term personnel implications, (2) having research faculty spend time on administrative duties that could be better handled by experienced, lower paid staff, and (3) not submitting proposals on RFPs that have cost-shifting components we cannot fund.  This is reducing our competitiveness as an institution and precluding our involvement in certain RFPs.

The subcommittee has been provided much input over the last four (4) months regarding the questions posed in the August 6, 2003 Federal Register Office of Science and Technology Policy notice.  We would like to focus our comments on two (2) areas which are not entirely mutually exclusive, the nature of the partnership and cost shifting.

Nature of the Partnership

· The federal government largely sets and funds research priorities based on national and international needs.  These programs should be funded with full cost reimbursement by the funding agency.  Federally funded research programs with local or limited regional impact could expect cost-sharing from local/regional resources.  In all cases, however, the research provider should be whole at the end of the program.

· Collaboration between the federal government and non-federal research providers should be a performance metric for the federal agencies, particularly those with federal research laboratories (DOE, EPA, NASA, DOD, USDA, DOC).  If this metric existed, in periods of reduced research funding, the federal agency would not be as inclined to protect its laboratory operations at the expense of its extramural partner.    Sustained collaboration should strengthen federal-partner relationships, encourage more multi-disciplinary federal-partner research, and simplify the contracting language and terms used in these activities.  In turn, the business processes are streamlined and more research is accomplished.

· A clearly understood role of the partners is important.  A university’s key role is providing scholarship and educating the next generation of researchers.  Since universities promote the unencumbered distribution of knowledge, restrictions on publication or persons associated with research are problematic.  

· With the variations in the application of cost-sharing, facility & administrative cost recovery, publication, and other grant & contract terms by the funding agencies, universities may be incited to shop for the best deal.  This results in shifts in research focus or capacity that could deplete, in time, the nation’s ability to respond to certain urgent needs.  We are presently making strategic decisions based, in part, on issues such as cost-sharing and administrative burden.  A consistent application of rules and regulations across all federal agencies would remove this barrier.

· It has been well documented that a strong national research capability is critical to sustained economic strength.  A part of the federal government’s research business model should include a diverse and distributed research enterprise.  Programs such as EPSCoR, COBRE, and others have helped utilize and build capacity throughout the nation.  These programs have had a positive impact and should be continued.  However, cost sharing requirements may undermine the original intent of these programs, constraining proposals from smaller institutions as mentioned above.

· Consistent with maintaining a strong national research capability is ensuring that an adequate infrastructure is available.  Particularly in states with limited capital bonding resources and aging facilities, assistance with funding core facilities and their technical support personnel is a critical needed infrastructure component.  With the special infrastructure needs associated with multi-disciplinary research (special facilities, lab buildings, and special shared instrumentation), incentives for infrastructure development and support are crucial.  Multi-agency funding arrangements could be formulated to address multi-disciplinary research infrastructure needs.

Cost Shifting

· Costing-shifting creates disadvantages for smaller institutions that generally have proportionately less unrestricted resources.  Cost-sharing is only one means to shift costs.  Administrative caps on salary, stipend, and tuition costs often shift legitimate research costs to the institution.  Reduced facility & administration cost recovery shifts legitimate research costs to the university.  

· Research administration costs should not be capped.  Properly managed and audited, these are legitimate research costs.

· Consistent application of the negotiated F&A rate is critical.  Institutions must be able to recover legitimate research costs.  For example, the Utility Cost Adjustment should be expanded to include all institutions.

