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Chairman BROUN. Good morning, everyone. This is the joint 
hearing of the Subcommittee on Oversight and the Subcommittee 
on Research and Technology, and we will call this meeting to order. 

Welcome to today’s joint hearing titled ‘‘Reducing the Adminis-
trative Workload for Federally Funded Research.’’ In front of you 
are packets containing the written testimony, biographies and 
Truth in Testimony disclosures for today’s witnesses. 

Before we get started, since this is a joint hearing involving two 
Subcommittees, I want to explain how we will operate procedurally 
so that all Members understand how the question-and-answer pe-
riod will be handled. We will recognize those Members present at 
the gavel in order of seniority on the full Committee and those 
coming in after the gavel will be recognized in order of their ar-
rival. I now recognize myself for five minutes for an opening state-
ment. 

Let me begin by extending a warm welcome to our witnesses, 
and thank you all for appearing today bright and early. In fact, Dr. 
Lee-Glauser, I understand you drove all the way from Syracuse to 
come today, and we really appreciate your taking all that effort to 
do so. Welcome to all of you. 

Earlier this year, the National Science Board issued a report that 
examines concerns raised by educational institutions on the paper-
work required of each of them when applying for Federal funds for 
research. The report references work done by an association, also 
represented here today, which identified through a couple of sur-
veys that on average, researchers spend 42 percent of their applica-
tion time on meeting administrative requirements. That is a mas-
sive drain on researchers’ time and resources, and means they are 
spending that much less time on conducting active research, which 
is their primary objective. 

Forty-two percent sounds to me to be an extraordinarily high 
number. I have often spoken against the bureaucracies associated 
with a large federal government, and it appears that our edu-
cational institutions may indeed be victims of bureaucratic red 
tape. As such, it seems fair to explore solutions such as harmo-
nizing and streamlining federal regulations and reporting require-
ments. It also makes sense to eliminate ineffective federal regula-
tions while also requiring universities to increase their efficiency 
and effectiveness. 

But, as with most issues that appear before this Committee, 
there are many sides to consider, and another one of our witnesses 
today, the Inspector General for the National Science Foundation, 
will provide us with her perspective as an auditor, which is quite 
different. While everyone generally agrees that efforts to reduce 
these administrative burdens should not be at the expense of trans-
parency and accountability, it is the auditor who actually reviews 
grants for waste, fraud, abuse and mismanagement. 

Consequently, I am interested in learning about not only how the 
federal government can and needs to do a better job in cutting 
down red tape to bring that 42 percent number down, but also 
about the tools, or in this case, the paperwork the NSF Inspector 
General needs to access in order to do her job effectively. 

As a physician and a man of science, I can appreciate the value 
to our nation and to our students of research universities’ work to 
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sustain the science, technology, engineering and mathematics 
workforce. The United States relies greatly on the strength and 
success of our universities in order to remain a world leader in 
science and technology. But it shouldn’t be a surprise to most of 
you that when it comes to spending taxpayer dollars, I have some 
well-known opinions on how much, or how little, the federal gov-
ernment should spend and where such funds should go. 

Don’t get me wrong. Making sure our science agencies are funded 
at the appropriate authorization levels is important, but it is that 
definition of ‘‘appropriate’’ that is critical. If we really want to re-
duce the administrative burden on institutions, then all we have to 
do is reduce the size of the administration. No money, no problem. 
But this is a discussion for another day, of course. 

I look forward to today’s hearing, which I anticipate will inform 
us on how to reduce the administrative workload for federally fund-
ed research without compromising the federal responsibility to en-
sure tax money is spent in the manner intended. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Broun follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT CHAIRMAN PAUL BROUN 

Good morning. Let me begin by extending a warm welcome to our witnesses, and 
thank you all for appearing today bright and early. 

Earlier this year, the National Science Board issued a report that examines con-
cerns raised by educational institutions on the paperwork required of them when 
applying for federal funds for research. The report references work done by an asso-
ciation, also represented here today, which identified through a couple of surveys 
that on average, researchers spend 42 percent of their application time on meeting 
administrative requirements. That is a massive drain on researchers’ time and re-
sources, and means they are spending that much less time on conducting active re-
search, which is their primary objective. 

Forty-two percent sounds to me to be an extraordinarily high number. I have 
often spoken against the bureaucracies associated with a large federal government, 
and it appears that our educational institutions may indeed be victims of bureau-
cratic red tape. As such, it seems fair to explore solutions such as harmonizing and 
streamlining federal regulations and reporting requirements. It also makes sense to 
eliminate ineffective federal regulations while also requiring universities to increase 
their efficiency and effectiveness. 

But, as with most issues that appear before this Committee, there are many sides 
to consider, and another one of our witnesses today, the Inspector General for the 
National Science Foundation, will provide us with her perspective as an auditor, 
which is quite different. While everyone generally agrees that efforts to reduce these 
administrative burdens should not be at the expense of transparency and account-
ability, it is the auditor who actually reviews grants for waste, fraud, abuse and 
mismanagement. Consequently, I am interested in learning about not only how the 
federal government can—and needs—to do a better job in cutting down red tape to 
bring that 42 percent number down, but also about the tools, or in this case, the 
paperwork the NSF Inspector General needs to access in order to do her job effec-
tively. 

As a physician and man of science, I can appreciate the value to our nation and 
to our students of research universities’ work to sustain the science, technology, en-
gineering and mathematics workforce. The United States relies greatly on the 
strength and success of our universities in order to remain a world leader in science 
and technology. But it shouldn’t be a surprise to most of you that when it comes 
to spending taxpayer dollars, I have some well-known opinions on how much—or 
how little—the federal government should spend, and where such funds should go. 
Don’t get me wrong, making sure our science agencies are funded at the appropriate 
authorization levels is important, but it is that definition of appropriate that is crit-
ical. If we really want to reduce the administrative burden on institutions, then all 
we have to do is reduce the size of the administration—no money, no problem. But 
that is a discussion for another day. I look forward to today’s hearing, which I an-
ticipate will inform us on how to reduce the administrative workload for federally 
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funded research without compromising the federal responsibility to ensure taxpayer 
money is spent in the manner intended. 

Chairman BROUN. Thank you, and now I recognize my friend and 
Ranking Member, the gentleman from New York, Mr. Maffei, for 
an opening statement. Mr. Maffei, you are recognized for five min-
utes. 

Mr. MAFFEI. I thank my friend and Chairman for not only for 
recognizing me but for also holding this hearing. I think this is an 
extremely important hearing. I am actually particularly pleased 
that one of my constituents, Dr. Gina Lee-Glauser, is here, and as 
you mentioned, had to make a great personal sacrifice to come 
down. Central New York isn’t as far as Georgia but it is still quite 
a drive. Fortunately, we are not in the winter weather where it 
would have been almost impossible. But I know that the Com-
mittee will value her advice and insights about all of us thinking 
about these issues. 

Regulations can certainly add to the burdens and hurdles of re-
searchers, but we have to weigh the benefits of those regulations 
against the cost. I want to thank Dr. Bienenstock and Dr. Sedwick 
for bringing their thoughtful reports to our attention. Those studies 
provide plenty of examples of places where we can pare back on the 
bureaucratic burdens to free up our professors to do the work we 
really want them to do. 

I am also very pleased to have Mrs. Lerner here to tell us what 
information really is necessary to collect to avoid fraud and waste-
ful grants. That is so important. 

With scientists spending 40 percent of their time perhaps on this 
paperwork, and I have even seen larger amounts of time, it is ex-
tremely important to make sure that we reduce anything unneces-
sary to allow them to spend more of their time doing science, but 
I would be, I think, remiss if I didn’t bring up that so much time 
and energy of a researcher simply comes from applying for grants, 
the same grants, the same research project over and over and over 
again, and with 80 percent of applications for grants going un-
funded, even very, very promising proposals are not funded simply 
because there are insufficient funds. The researchers spend an 
enormous amount of time chasing money from an increasingly 
smaller pot. 

Unfortunately, the FIRST Act that we marked up a few weeks 
ago in the full Committee failed to provide an authorization that 
even matches the already constrained level offered by the appropri-
ators. Now, I am not trying to be partisan on this. I actually be-
lieve the President also has not done enough in terms of funding 
science and in terms of real buying power, the cost of science. We 
have seen that the actual funds have gone down for research from 
the federal government, and by failing to provide more robust fund-
ing, I fear that we consign many researchers to hours and hours 
of unfunded effort that will four out of five times only result only 
in failure. That also constitutes a huge hidden cost, and we need 
science—we need scientists in this country to do the science, not 
paperwork burdens, not applying again and again and again for the 
same grant because there is so little funding. 

Now, I realize there are a lot of burdens obviously on federal 
funds, but if we don’t do it, Mr. Chairman, I fear that first of all, 
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competitors such as China and others will overtake us very quickly 
in terms of research on science but also we are putting our society 
at a far higher cost. This is a capital investment when we invest 
in scientific research. It is not the same thing as throwing money 
out the window. In fact, societies for thousands and thousands of 
years, even if they had zero social programs, still invested in sci-
entific research, and those that didn’t did it at their peril. 

So I am very, very grateful to you for having this hearing. I think 
it is very important to reduce the paperwork burden but I do want 
to make sure that we put it in the proper context, that it isn’t the 
only thing that is going to solve the problem of scientists spending 
so much time doing things other than science, and I yield back, Mr. 
Chairman. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Maffei follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT 
RANKING MINORITY MEMBER DAN MAFFEI 

Mr. Chairman, I am happy we are holding a hearing on this important subject. 
While I am grateful to all the witnesses who are here today, I am particularly 
pleased that the Vice President for Research at Syracuse University, Dr. Gina Lee- 
Glauser, is able to join us. I know her well and value her advice and insight to in-
form my thinking about policy related to our Universities. 

There are many who think that academics have it easy, but I can tell you that 
the academics I have known—many of them at Syracuse University—are among the 
hardest working people you will ever meet. Many professors have to juggle their 
teaching, their research and their University and community service. So when I 
hear from many researchers about the additional burdens of the ‘‘time and effort’’ 
reporting system, I am not the least bit surprised. 

My hat is off to all the teachers and researchers who educate and innovate. It 
is hard work, and sometimes it does not receive the recognition it deserves, but it 
is essential to building the kind of country and world we want our children to in-
herit. 

Regulations can certainly add to the burdens and hurdles of our researchers, but 
we have to weigh the benefits of those regulations against the costs. I want to thank 
Dr. Beinenstock and Dr. Sedwick for bringing their very thoughtful reports to our 
attention. Those studies provide plenty of examples of places where we can pare 
back on bureaucratic burdens to free up our professors to do the work we really 
want them doing. 

In this, I think there is no disagreement across the aisle. We both want to reduce 
unnecessary regulations. That said, I find this hearing’s timing to be unfortunate. 
We are receiving testimony on ways to reduce the burden on researchers just two 
weeks after the Committee finished marking up the National Science Foundation 
(NSF) authorization in the FIRST Act. That would have been a perfect opportunity 
to craft legislation that would have given statutory guidance to NSF about tackling 
reductions in regulatory burdens. Instead of providing meaningful guidance, the 
FIRST Act just tells Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) to start think-
ing about doing something. 

I also have to say that the FIRST Act itself creates new regulatory burdens, either 
directly or indirectly, on researchers. It also increases administrative overhead at 
NSF, which will drain funds away from research to support the new array of compli-
ance requirements invented by the Majority. 

Lastly, there is another area of administrative burden that the Committee con-
tributes to. Reading through the testimony, it is clear that one of the largest time 
and energy sinks on researcher’s time comes in the form of simply applying for 
grants. With 80 percent of the applications going unfunded, even very, very prom-
ising proposals are not funded simply because there are insufficient funds. Re-
searchers spend an enormous amount of time chasing money from an increasingly 
smaller pot. The FIRST Act failed to provide an authorization that even matches 
the already-constrained level offered by the appropriators. By failing to provide 
more robust funding, the Majority consigns many researchers to hours of unfunded 
effort that will, four out of fivetimes result only in failure. That constitutes its own 
hidden cost on researchers. 
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So, I approach this hearing with a sense of gratitude that we can get so much 
good information on the record, but also aware of the irony in the topic and timing 
of this hearing. 

Yield back, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman BROUN. Thank you, Mr. Maffei. Surely you are not 
suggesting we get rid of social programs as a Democrat. 

Mr. MAFFEI. Surely I am not. I am just drawing a comparison, 
though I do think we could do those more efficiently as well. 

Chairman BROUN. Amen, brother. 
I will now recognize the Chairman of the Subcommittee on Re-

search and Technology, the gentleman from Indiana, a medical col-
league, Dr. Bucshon, for his opening statement. Dr. Bucshon, you 
are recognized for five minutes. 

Mr. BUCSHON. Thank you, Chairman Broun, and thank you to 
the witnesses for appearing here today. 

Our hearing today on reducing the administrative workload for 
federally funded research, brings forward an important subject for 
all of us: reducing burdensome red tape caused by an overly entan-
gled bureaucratic web on the research community. 

Last April, I did a university tour in my State of Indiana, which 
is home to many premier research universities. At every school I 
visited, the administrative burden on researchers was of utmost 
concern. 

In 2012, the National Research Council produced a report, in re-
sponse to a bipartisan bicameral request, highlighting ten rec-
ommendations for the future of U.S. research universities. One of 
the recommendations from that report was to reduce or eliminate 
regulations that increase administrative costs, impede research 
productivity, and deflect creative energy without substantially im-
proving the research environment. 

In early 2013, I joined the former Chair of the Research Sub-
committee, my colleague Mo Brooks from Alabama, on a request to 
the GAO to identify Federal requirements that create burden for 
research universities. To avoid duplication, GAO waited to move 
forward on our request due to ongoing work of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, the National Science Board and the Federal 
Demonstration Partnership. I believe now that these projects have 
wrapped up we can expect GAO to begin to identify and address 
concerns regarding both the burden and potential value of regu-
latory requirements. 

Additionally, a bill I authored, H.R. 4186, the Frontiers in Inno-
vation, Research, Science and Technology Act, was reported favor-
ably from the full Committee on May 28th and included a provision 
requiring the Director of the Office of Science and Technology Pol-
icy to establish a working group responsible for reviewing federal 
regulations surrounding research and research universities and 
making recommendations on ways to minimize the regulatory bur-
den on universities. 

I want to be sure we address the concern that 42 percent of a 
researcher’s time, according to the FDP, is spent on administrative 
tasks which may take away from the conduct of science. But we 
must also ensure that we maintain processes to safeguard account-
ability, transparency and responsibility in handling taxpayer re-
sources. 
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I am confident that we are taking thoughtful and beneficial steps 
toward addressing the issue of the regulatory burden. I look for-
ward to hearing from our witnesses today on their experiences, con-
cerns and suggestions to alleviate this problem while preserving ac-
countability. 

I yield back. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Bucshon follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SUBCOMMITTEE ON RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY 
CHAIRMAN LARRY BUCSHON 

Thank you Chairman Broun. Our hearing today on Reducing the Administrative 
Workload for Federally Funded Research brings forward an important subject for 
all of us; reducing burdensome red tape caused by an overly entangled bureaucratic 
web on the research community. Last April, I did a university tour in my state of 
Indiana, which is home to many premier research universities. At every school I vis-
ited, the administrative burden on researchers was of the utmost concern. 

In 2012, the National Research Council produced a report, in response to a bipar-
tisan bicameral request, highlighting ten recommendations for the future of U.S. re-
search universities. One of the recommendations from that report was to ‘‘reduce or 
eliminate regulations that increase administrative costs, impede research produc-
tivity, and deflect creative energy without substantially improving the research en-
vironment.’’ Early in 2013, I joined the former Chair of the Research Subcommittee, 
my colleague Mo Brooks from Alabama, on a request to the Government Account-
ability Office (GAO) to identify federal requirements that create burden for research 
universities. 

To avoid duplication, GAO waited to move forward on our request due to ongoing 
work of the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), the National Science Board 
(NSB) and the Federal Demonstration Partnership (FDP). I believe now that these 
projects have wrapped up we can expect GAO to begin to identify and address con-
cerns regarding both the burden and potential value of regulatory requirements. Ad-
ditionally, a bill I authored, H.R. 4186, the Frontiers in Innovation, Research, 
Science and Technology Act, was reported favorably from the Full Committee on 
May 28 and included a provision requiring the Director of the Office of Science and 
Technology Policy (OSTP) to establish a working group responsible for reviewing 
federal regulations surrounding research and research universities and making rec-
ommendations on ways to minimize the regulatory burden on universities. 

I want to be sure we address the concern that 42 percent of a researcher’s time 
(according to the Federal Demonstration Partnership (FDP)) is spent on administra-
tive tasks which may take away from the conduct of science. But we must also en-
sure that we maintain processes to safeguard accountability, transparency and re-
sponsibility in handling taxpayer resources.I am confident that we are taking 
thoughtful and beneficial steps toward addressing the issue of regulatory burden. 
I look forward to hearing from our witnesses today on their experiences, concerns 
and suggestions to alleviate this problem while preserving accountability. 

Chairman BROUN. Thank you, Dr. Bucshon. I now recognize the 
Ranking Member of the Research and Technology Committee, my 
friend, Mr. Lipinski. You are recognized for five minutes. 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Thank you, Chairman Broun, and thank you, 
Chairman Broun and Chairman Bucshon, for holding this hearing 
on reducing the administrative workload for researchers. My prior 
life as a university professor, researcher, I certainly do have an ap-
preciation for this. 

There have been numerous reports, including some we will hear 
about this morning, that have found that researchers face signifi-
cant administrative burdens, as all of my colleagues have talked 
about. That is concerning because time spent on administrative 
tasks from applying for grants, to submitting progress reports, to 
complying with rules for human participant requirements is time 
not spent on conducting research. This could mean a delay in re-
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search progress and lengthening the time for the next scientific 
breakthrough. 

I want to stress that many administrative requirements are very 
important. We must have a system that ensures that federal re-
sources are not being wasted and that human participants are 
being protected. That being said, we need to find the right balance 
that meets those goals and allows researchers to focus on what 
they do best: advancing science. I am concerned that we might not 
be striking the appropriate balance. If researchers are spending 
over 40 percent of their time on administrative tasks and not re-
search, that is wasteful. 

At a hearing in 2012, the Research Subcommittee heard testi-
mony from university witnesses expressing concern about the grow-
ing toll of administrative burdens. After that hearing, I sent a let-
ter to OMB as the agency sought to reform federal grants policies. 
The letter urged OMB to make changes to reduce administrative 
burdens in some of the same areas addressed in the Board’s report. 
While the OMB has not adopted these recommendations in full, I 
do feel that substantive progress has been made and I hope that 
we can continue to address these matters moving forward. I look 
forward to working with research groups, the university commu-
nity, science agencies, and other interested parties to identify and 
act on additional opportunities for reform. 

Although this Committee cannot solve all the problems associ-
ated with administrative burdens, we do have an important role to 
play in working on and highlighting these issues. Both the America 
COMPETES Reauthorization Act of 2014 and the FIRST Act, as 
mentioned by Chairman Bucshon, include language that would es-
tablish a working group under the National Science and Tech-
nology Council to make recommendations on how to harmonize, 
streamline, and eliminate duplicative federal regulations and re-
porting requirements. I am interested to hear the witnesses’ 
thoughts on these legislative proposals. 

I am also interested in hearing from the witnesses about how 
other legislation such as the DATA Act, which has just been en-
acted, and the GRANT Act, which has been proposed, would affect 
administrative burdens for researchers. 

Finally, I am interested in hearing about the progress that is al-
ready being made to streamline and harmonize administrative 
tasks. For example, I know that federal agencies have been work-
ing on harmonizing the grant proposal process and progress report-
ing requirements. Additionally, I understand that agencies have 
started exploring ways for researchers to submit only the informa-
tion needed for the initial peer review phase and then requiring ad-
ministrative information from the researchers only if the proposal 
is likely to be awarded. I look forward to hearing from the wit-
nesses about these efforts and other proposals that could help re-
duce the administrative burden for researchers. 

In closing, federal agency and institutional requirements have 
been put in place to protect human participants and animal sub-
jects in research, ensure integrity in the research enterprise, and 
eliminate waste, fraud and abuse. There is no question that we 
need to have these requirements in place but there is room to make 
changes to the implementation of these requirements. We must 
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strike the right balance that both protects our research enterprise 
and enables scientists to spend more time on their important re-
search. 

I look forward to the witness testimony today and I thank you 
for being here, and I yield back the balance of my time. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Lipinski follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SUBCOMMITTEE ON RESEARCH & TECHNOLOGY 
RANKING MINORITY MEMBER DAN LIPINSKI 

Thank you Chairman Broun and Chairman Bucshon for holding this hearing on 
reducing the administrative workload for researchers. 

There have been numerous reports, including some we will hear about this morn-
ing, that have found that researchers face significant administrative burdens. That 
is concerning because time spent on administrative tasks—from applying for grants, 
to submitting progress reports, to complying with rules for human participant re-
quirements—is time not spent on conducting research. This could mean a delay in 
research progress and lengthening the time for the next scientific breakthrough. 

I want to stress that many administrative requirements are very important. We 
must have a system that ensures that human participants are being protected and 
that federal resources are being used wisely. That being said, we need to find the 
right balance that meets those goals and allows researchers to focus on what they 
do best—advancing science. I am concerned that we might not be striking the appro-
priate balance. If researchers are spending over 40 percent of their time on adminis-
trative tasks and not research, that is not productive. 

At a hearing in 2012, the Research subcommittee heard testimony from university 
witnesses expressing concern about the growing toll of administrative burdens. As 
a result, in May of last year I made several recommendations along the lines of the 
issues raised in the Board’s report in a letter to OMB as the agency sought to re-
form federal grants policies. While the OMB has not adopted these recommenda-
tions in full, I do feel that substantive progress has been made and I hope that we 
can continue to address these matters moving forward. I look forward to working 
with research groups, the university community, science agencies, and other inter-
ested parties to identify and act on additional opportunities for reform. 

Although this Committee cannot solve all the problems associated with adminis-
trative burdens, we do have an important role to play in working on and high-
lighting these issues. Both the America Competes Reauthorization Act of 2014 and 
the FIRST Act include language that would establish a working group under the 
National Science and Technology Council to make recommendations on how to har-
monize, streamline, and eliminate duplicative federal regulations and reporting re-
quirements. I am interested to hear from the witnesses their thoughts on these leg-
islative proposal. 

I am also interested in hearing from the witnesses about how other legislation 
such as the DATA Act, which has just been enacted, and the GRANT Act, which 
has been proposed, would affect administrative burdens for researchers. 

Finally, I am interested in hearing about the progress that is already being made 
to streamline and harmonize administrative tasks. For example, I know that federal 
agencies have been working on harmonizing the grant proposal process and progress 
reporting requirements. Additionally, I understand that agencies have started ex-
ploring ways for researchers to submit only the information needed for the initial 
peer review phase and then requiring administrative information from the research-
ers only if the proposal is likely to be awarded. I look forward to hearing from the 
witnesses about these efforts and other proposals that could help reduce the admin-
istrative burden for researchers. In closing, federal agency and institutional require-
ments have been put in place to protect human participants and animal subjects 
in research, ensure integrity in the research enterprise, and eliminate waste, fraud, 
and abuse. There is no question that we need to have these requirements in place. 
But there is room to make changes to the implementation of these requirements. 
We must strike the right balance that both protects our research enterprise and en-
ables scientists to spend more time on their important research. 

I look forward to all of the witness testimony and the Q&A, and I thank you all 
for being here today. I yield back the balance of my time. 

Chairman BROUN. Dr. Lipinski, I appreciate your opening state-
ment. 
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If there are Members who wish to submit additional opening 
statements, your statements will be added to the record at this 
point. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Johnson follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF FULL COMMITTEEE RANKING MEMBER 
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to join you in thanking all the witnesses for 
being here. 

This morning we are discussing how to reduce the administrative workload for re-
searchers. As I am sure we will hear this morning, numerous reviews by esteemed 
organizations have found that researchers face significant administrative burdens at 
perhaps too high a cost to benefit ratio. That is not good. 

It is clear that we must ensure full accountability for all federal funding. How-
ever, it is also clear that in order for our country to remain a leader in research, 
we need our researchers conducting research—not spending excessive amounts of 
time on paperwork. 

I am interested in hearing from our witnesses about ideas for streamlining and 
harmonizing some of these reporting requirements to ensure that researchers are 
spending most of their time conducting research. 

I do find it interesting though that we are holding this hearing on administrative 
burdens so soon after marking up the FIRST Act, which the National Science Board 
and others have pointed out would lead to significant increases in regulations and 
red tape. 

Instead of having a genuine conversation about how we can reduce the adminis-
trative burdens on our researchers, I am concerned that the Majority wants to have 
it both ways. They want to pass a bill that would add significant burdens one week 
and then lament all of the increasing burdens on researchers the next week. That 
doesn’t make any sense. 

I hope that we can move to an honest conversation about how this Committee can 
help ensure that the research community has all the tools they need to be success-
ful. That includes fewer administrative burdens, but also includes increased and 
predictable research funding. Otherwise our researchers will continue to spend more 
and more time applying for grants and checking boxes rather than conducting re-
search. 

If we were serious about promoting U.S. science and competitiveness, this Com-
mittee would be investing in research and reducing unnecessary red tape—not pro-
viding flat funding, rewriting merit-review, and adding more bureaucratic burdens 
as the FIRST Act does. 

Thank you Mr. Chairman and I yield back the balance of my time. 

Chairman BROUN. At this time I would like to introduce our 
panel of witnesses. Our first witness is Dr. Arthur Bienenstock, 
Chairman of the Task Force on Administrative Burden at the Na-
tional Science Board. Dr. Bienenstock is also a Professor Emeritus 
of Photon Science, Special Assistant to the President for Federal 
Research Policy, and Director of the Wallenberg Research Link at 
Stanford University. 

Our second witness is Dr. Susan Wyatt Sedwick, Chair of the 
Federal Demonstration Partnership and President of the FDP 
Foundation. Dr. Sedwick is also an Associate Vice President for Re-
search and Director of the Office of Sponsored Projects at the Uni-
versity of Texas at Austin. At least you didn’t have to drive from 
Austin. That is good. 

Our third witness is Dr. Gina Lee-Glauser, the Vice President of 
Research at Syracuse University’s Office of Research, and again, 
thank you so much for taking a tremendous effort to drive all the 
way down here from Syracuse. We really appreciate it. 

Our final witness is the Hon. Allison Lerner, Inspector General 
at the National Science Foundation’s Office of Inspector General. 
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Let me just say that I especially appreciate your presence here 
today, Ms. Lerner. I am aware that your father is not well, and I 
want you to know that I will keep him and you and your family 
in my prayers. So thank you. 

As our witnesses should know, spoken testimony is limited to 
five minutes each after which the Members of the Committee have 
five minutes each to ask questions. Your written testimony will be 
included in the record of the hearing. 

It is the practice of this Subcommittee on Oversight to receive 
testimony under oath. If you now would all please stand and raise 
your right hand? I hope no one objects to taking an oath. Do you 
solemnly swear to affirm to tell the whole truth and nothing but 
the truth, so help you God? You may be seated. Let the record re-
flect that all the witnesses participating have taken the oath. 

I now recognize Dr. Bienenstock for five minutes. Sir, you are 
recognized. Let me remind all the witnesses that we are going to 
have votes this morning, and so if you could, please try to limit 
your comments to five minutes. Your written testimony will be 
placed in the record. If you all could try to watch the clock and 
make sure that if you can as much as possible just adhere to the 
five minutes, I would appreciate it. 

Dr. Bienenstock. 

TESTIMONY OF DR. ARTHUR BIENENSTOCK, CHAIRMAN, 
TASK FORCE ON ADMINISTRATIVE BURDEN, 

NATIONAL SCIENCE BOARD 

Dr. BIENENSTOCK. Chairmen Broun and Bucshon, Ranking Mem-
bers Maffei and Lipinski, and Members of the Subcommittees, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to speak with you today on streamlining 
the red tape that is slowing the pace of scientific research. 

While this is a topic with which I have been engaged for many 
years as a former Associate Director for Science at OSTP and Vice 
Provost for Research at Stanford, I am here today representing the 
National Science Board, which is an independent adviser to Con-
gress and the President. The Board’s Task Force on Administrative 
Burdens recently completed a report on reducing investigators’ ad-
ministrative workload for federally funded research. The Board cre-
ated this task force because our scientists are dealing with heavy 
administrative workloads that interfere with the effectiveness of 
our nation’s research enterprise as indicated by successive federal 
demonstration partnership surveys. This Committee heard this 
concern voiced before at its hearing two years ago on the National 
Academies’ report on research universities and the future of Amer-
ica. 

I would like to thank this Committee for your sustained atten-
tion to this issue including through Section 302 of the FIRST Act 
that would require the creation of a high-level interagency inter-
sector committee to harmonize regulations across agencies. This is 
recommended in our report as well. 

The Board’s report is available on our website, and I have a 
number of copies available here today, so I will highlight only a few 
key points in my oral remarks. 

First, I want to emphasize that the NSB is absolutely committed 
to the principle that research must be conducted with integrity, ad-
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herence to standards, safety and full accountability. Administrative 
compliance requirements are needed to ensure this. However, it is 
equally important that we achieve these goals without creating un-
necessary burdens. 

Second, while regulatory requirements add to the workload of 
many stakeholders including NSF program officers and university 
administrators, our task force focused on research scientists and 
how we may be hindering their productivity. To prepare our report, 
the NSB issued an open request for information to the U.S. re-
search community and held three roundtables across the country. 
Over 3,000 researchers and research administrators provided us 
with feedback. We also consulted with the major organizations 
studying research administration and burden issues including ac-
crediting organizations for human and animal subject protections. 
The Board believes that by using stakeholder input to help identify 
and prioritize concerns, agencies like the National Science Founda-
tion can provide an even better return on scarce taxpayer dollars. 

Let me now present our overarching findings and a few key rec-
ommended actions. First, the Board believes that we need to focus 
on the science. Proposals to the NSF include much information that 
is not critical to judging the intellectual merit and potential broad-
er impacts of a proposal. Much researcher and reviewer time could 
be saved if materials like detailed budgets or postdoctoral men-
toring plans were not submitted until after a project has been 
through merit review and deemed worthy of support. 

Second, we need a continued government-wide push to stream-
line regulations. For instance, the Federal Demonstration Partner-
ship’s payroll certification pilot may help us to reduce the burden 
associated with effort reporting without reducing accountability. 
You may hear more on this from both the FDP and Allison Lerner 
as she and her colleagues are reviewing this pilot. The Board and 
many universities are looking forward to their report and hope to 
learn from it. 

Third, we need to continue to push for harmonization and 
streamlining across the federal government. The OMB Uniform 
Guidance and the new research performance progress reports are 
steps in the right direction but more needs to be done. For exam-
ple, the research community perceives that federal audit practices 
are not applied in a uniform and consistent way. The Board will 
try to facilitate discussions between the audit and university com-
munities to address this. There will be ongoing challenges of this 
sort. This is why we recommend the establishment of a permanent 
high-level intersector interagency committee. 

Finally, the report recommends ways in which our universities 
might increase their efficiency and effectiveness as stewards of re-
search and taxpayer dollars. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify, and I look forward to 
your questions. 

[The prepared statement of Dr. Bienenstock follows:] 
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Chairman BROUN. Thank you, Dr. Bienenstock. 
Our next witness is Dr. Sedwick. You are recognized for five min-

utes, Dr. Sedwick. Thank you. 

TESTIMONY OF DR. SUSAN WYATT SEDWICK, 
CHAIR, FEDERAL DEMONSTRATION PARTNERSHIP; 

PRESIDENT, FDP FOUNDATION 

Dr. SEDWICK. Thank you. Chairman Broun, Chairman Bucshon, 
Ranking Members Lipinski and Maffei, and honorable Members of 
the Oversight and Science and Technology Subcommittees, my 
name is Susan Wyatt Sedwick. I am Chair of Phase V of the Fed-
eral Demonstration Partnership and also serve as President of the 
FDP Foundation. As you will note from my CV, I am an Associate 
Vice President for Research and Director of the Office of Sponsored 
Projects at the University of Texas at Austin. I appreciate your in-
vitation to appear before you today to provide an overview of the 
FDP’s involvement in efforts to reduce the administrative burdens 
facing institutions and principal investigators that receive federal 
funding to conduct scientific research while not compromising prop-
er stewardship. 

The FDP began in 1986 as the Florida Demonstration Project, 
and as of October 1 of this year, we will have grown to membership 
of over 155 research institutions and 10 federal agencies as mem-
bers of Phase VI. The National Academy of Science, Government, 
University Research Roundtable serves as the neutral convenor of 
the FDP. 

The FDP acknowledges the need for federal government to en-
sure transparency, accountability and the efficient use of federal 
research funding, but the 26 percent cap on the reimbursement of 
administrative costs to universities has not kept pace with the 
growing regulatory burden. Since the imposition of the cap over 20 
years ago, university research has been subject to over 80 new or 
significantly revised regulatory requirements. This does not include 
the extremely burdensome requirements associated with the Amer-
ican Recovery and Reinvestment Act funding support. 

Almost 20 years ago, the FDP first surveyed federally funded fac-
ulty researchers to evaluate the Florida Demonstration Project’s 
first demonstration of the expanded authorities which allowed 
grantees to perform some actions such as unilaterally extending 
final project periods for up to 12 months without prior federal 
agency approval. The results indicated that those expanded au-
thorities save significant time, much of which could be redirected 
toward actively conducting research. 

In 2005 and in 2012, the FDP conducted faculty workload sur-
veys of principal investigators of federally funded research to docu-
ment the continuing impact of federal regulations and require-
ments on the research process. The 2012 survey reached almost 
twice as many investigators as the first survey, accumulating re-
sponses from almost 13,500 principal investigators with active re-
search grants funded by the federal government. The results from 
both surveys were astonishingly similar. Researchers estimated 
that an average of 42 percent of their research time associated with 
federally funded projects is spent on meeting administrative re-
quirements rather than conducting active research. These findings 
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mirror those of the NSB survey and suggest that whatever 
progress may have been made in reducing administrative burdens 
has been countered by the introduction of new requirements. 

The FDP’s payroll certification demonstration is an example of 
how the FDP works to provide less burdensome alternatives to 
meeting regulatory requirements. With payroll certification, the 
focus shifts to certification cycles that coincide with project funding 
periods so principal investigators spend much less time trying to 
translate the extrapolated percentages of effort that are inherent 
with the disconnect between effort reporting and accounting cycles 
and project funding periods. 

The Office of Management and Budget has published its Uniform 
Guidance, which combines the requirements of eight longstanding 
OMB circulars, including those impacting universities. The Council 
on Financial Assistance Reform must be commended for their laud-
able work at combining requirements for diverse grantees. How-
ever, one size fits all doesn’t fit anyone well. 

There are some positive changes in the Uniform Guidance as out-
lined in my written testimony. It remains unclear whether the Uni-
form Guidance will offer any demonstrable relief but it is clear that 
in some cases, certain requirements may exacerbate the adminis-
trative burdens that are already breaking the backs of universities 
and principal investigators. As an example, new procurement re-
quirements more applicable to the government’s acquisition of com-
modities may result in thousands of transactions for research sup-
plies being delayed on average by two or more weeks at most insti-
tutions. 

The FDP is perfectly positioned to provide a forum and test bed 
for exploring possibilities that will benefit our nation’s research vi-
ability while shaping a more efficient and effective research enter-
prise. 

I would like to close by expressing my sincere appreciation to the 
Committee and Congress for the continued support of academic re-
search and your proposal to consider a holistic approach to reform. 
Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Dr. Wyatt Sedwick follows:] 
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Chairman BROUN. Thank you. Dr. Sedwick. 
Now, Dr. Lee-Glauser, you are recognized for five minutes. 

Thank you. 

TESTIMONY OF DR. GINA LEE-GLAUSER, 
VICE PRESIDENT FOR RESEARCH, 

SYRACUSE UNIVERSITY, OFFICE OF RESEARCH 

Dr. LEE-GLAUSER. Thank you. Chairmen Broun and Bucshon, 
Ranking Members Maffei and Lipinski, and distinguished Members 
of the Subcommittees. Thank you for the invitation to testify at 
this joint Subcommittee hearing. It is both timely and important in 
light of the recently released reports on administrative burden. I 
will discuss the role and impact that federal research regulations 
have on Syracuse University and our principal investigators and 
comment on select recommendations of National Science Board’s 
administrative burdens report most relevant to SU. 

My remarks will focus on three topics: the application process, 
research subjects’ protections and progress reporting. 

Syracuse University is a member of the FDP and we have par-
ticipated in its administrative burden surveys. With and through 
the FDP, we strive to put our limited resources to their best use 
in support of research. Time perhaps is the most precious resource 
of our faculty and staff and we all share in the responsibility to 
identify and implement processes that efficiently and effectively 
allow us to achieve our goals of supporting research without com-
promising our accountability to sponsors’ requirements, the safety 
and well-being of research participants or the welfare of our nation 
and the environment. 

The question we are all grappling with is, how best to achieve 
these ends. Complicating our collecting efforts is the construction 
in federal support for research. As a consequence, Syracuse Univer-
sity faculty members are submitting greater numbers of proposals 
in order to just get one application funded. The success rates of the 
research programs to which SU faculty apply including the NSF 
and NIH are now in the single digits. So, our faculty are spending 
considerable time rewriting applications for the next cycle. Disturb-
ingly, there is likely no meaningful difference in quality or the po-
tential impact between the funded applications and the next tier of 
non-funded applications. So in addition to the time lost for our re-
searchers, the pace of innovation and of knowledge creation is de-
layed. 

This discouraging state of competitive funding also is having a 
chilling effect on our students. I am passionate about supporting 
students from the groups underrepresented in the academy and 
STEM disciplines as you do. I have directly observed the stifling ef-
fect that the current funding environment is having on these stu-
dents’ career plans. Every day they see their advisors cope with the 
stress caused by an uncertain funding environment and the chal-
lenges in successfully achieving work-life balance and so most are 
choosing to pursue non-academic careers. This is a tragedy for re-
search institutions that desperately need the diversity of thought 
and experience that these exceptionally talented individuals bring. 

The NSB has recommended a number of ways to streamline the 
proposal submission process. I support them and would suggest an-
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other, that research granting agencies be required to use the 
Grants.gov portal or system like FASTLANE. Public Law 106–107, 
the Federal Financial Management Assistance Act of 1999, created 
the foundation for Grants.gov. It expired in 2007, perhaps enabling 
the proliferation of new grant application systems. 

A second burdensome area for SU faculty pertains to adhering to 
regulations governing human and animal subjects. These regula-
tions importantly protect the rights of research subjects and ensure 
that the risks and benefits are assessed and managed appro-
priately. Human subjects’ research at Syracuse is predominantly 
social or behavioral in nature and so is ordinarily of low risk. How-
ever, current federal regulations do not yet provide a clear frame-
work to more efficiently oversee this lower-risk research. SU sup-
ports the Board’s recommendations to address this issue as well as 
similar changes to animal use procedures. 

Lastly, I know that submission of research progress reports is 
often a pain point for my faculty. We look forward to the effi-
ciencies expected from the federal-wide implementation of the Re-
search Performance Progress Report. Like all new tools, we know 
that there will be hiccups along the way, but the willingness of our 
federal research sponsors to work in collaboration with the FDP 
and the grantee community to further enhance these reporting 
tools will go a long way to reducing administrative burden on our 
faculty. 

I would like to close with a few remarks about the recently re-
leased OmniCircular. Syracuse, like other research universities, is 
currently evaluating the impact of the Circular’s new provisions on 
our current policies and procedures. We view this as an oppor-
tunity to identify and implement reengineered processes that will 
allow us to more efficiently and effectively use federal funds in sup-
port of research. We are also closely monitoring agency implemen-
tation of these regulations, with the hope that there will be very 
few deviations from the provisions. I ask this Committee’s help in 
avoiding the introduction or enactment of new legislation that 
would result in additional grant-related requirements on an agency 
and the grantees. 

I thank the Committee for taking a leadership role on this impor-
tant topic and I would be happy to answer any questions you may 
have. Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Dr. Lee-Glauser follows:] 
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Chairman BROUN. Thank you, Dr. Lee-Glauser. 
Now, Ms. Lerner, you are recognized for five minutes. 

TESTIMONY OF THE HON. ALLISON LERNER, 
INSPECTOR GENERAL, 

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION, 
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 

Ms. LERNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the chance 
to discuss the National Science Foundation Office of Inspector Gen-
eral’s perspective on the National Science Board report, Reducing 
Investigators’ Administrative Workload for Federally Funded Re-
search, our audits of the Federal Demonstration Partnership pilot 
effort reporting systems and the comments our office provided the 
Office of Management and Budget during its creation of the Uni-
form Guidance on Administrative Requirements, cost principles 
and audit requirements for federal awards. Because both the NSB 
report and the Uniform Guidance address the need for changes to 
the effort reporting process, I will begin with that issue. 

Every year, billions of dollars in federal funds are spent for sal-
ary cost of individuals who work on federal grants. Labor effort re-
ports are essential documents for ensuring accountability of grant 
funds as they represent the main support for salaries and wages 
charged under those awards. Over the years OIG auditors and in-
vestigators have repeatedly found that not all of these charges are 
appropriate, and some are even fraudulent. My office has had nu-
merous investigations involving university grantees that have 
failed to adequately track time and effort. The cases that have been 
resolved to date have resulted in criminal convictions, civil settle-
ments under the False Claims Act, and government-wide suspen-
sions and debarments. In many cases, those outcomes would not 
have been possible without effort reports. 

As part of the Federal Demonstration Project, labor effort pilots 
of universities’ payroll distribution systems are underway at four 
universities. My office and the HHS Office of Inspector General are 
auditing those pilots, and we hope to complete our work by the end 
of the calendar year. 

The NSB report on administrative burden identified effort report-
ing as a top area of concern and recommended that OMB identify 
a way for the piloted approaches to be used by universities and ac-
cepted by OIGs. We appreciate the fact that the report recognized 
the importance of having the pilots audited, and I look forward to 
discussing the results of those audits when they are complete. 

The NSB report also made findings about administrative burden 
resulting from financial management, noting several audit folks’ 
concerns. It is unclear to me what the respondents meant when 
they indicated that auditors were exceeding requirements. Most 
grant-related audit work conducted by OIG would use OMB circu-
lars or the Uniform Guidance as criteria and be conducted in ac-
cordance with audit standards, which should contribute to consist-
ency in audit approaches. I would be happy to facilitate a dialog 
between the grantee and the IG communities to obtain greater in-
sights on this issue. 

The report also urged universities to consider requiring receipts 
only for large purchases. While it is hard to see that requiring re-
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ceipts for purchases made using federal funds imposes a substan-
tial burden, the lack of such receipts would have an immediate and 
detrimental impact on both an institution’s and an OIG’s ability to 
detect and prosecute fraudulent purchases. Requiring receipts only 
for large purchases would not provide protection for the not infre-
quent situations where individuals make many small fraudulent 
purchases with grant funds that eventually add up to a great deal 
of money. 

Finally, to put the impact of audits in perspective, it is important 
to recognize that most institutions are not audited by OIGs on a 
regular basis. NSF funds approximately 2,000 universities, colleges 
and institutions annually. Due to size and resource constraints, my 
office conducts fewer than 20 audits of such recipients each year. 

With respect to the Uniform Guidance, our office led an IG com-
munity working group that worked diligently to ensure that the 
right balance between reducing burden and maintaining account-
ability was struck. The OMB circulars include many tools essential 
for combating fraud, waste and abuse. Using these tools, OIGs 
have identified situations where recipients have misused grant dol-
lars and been able to pursue criminal, civil and administrative ac-
tions to recover those funds. The feedback we provided to OMB 
highlighted the importance of maintaining and not diminishing or 
eliminating valuable tools such as effort reports, cost accounting 
standards and disclosure statements, certifications and Single Au-
dits. 

Unlike contracts, the federal government has little insight into 
how grant funds are used by awardees. It is therefore essential 
that tools like IG audits and Single Audits, which are used to en-
sure accountability over federal funds, remain robust and provide 
sufficient oversight. 

While we recognize the need for a reasonable amount of flexi-
bility to limit administrative burden, acceptance of public money 
brings with it a responsibility to uphold the public trust. NSF 
awardees must never forget that they are spending the public’s 
money and that they will be held accountable for using that money 
for its intended purpose. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify, and I would be happy 
to answer any questions. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Lerner follows:] 
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Chairman BROUN. Thank you, Ms. Lerner. I thank you all for 
your testimony, and I really appreciate the witnesses being here 
today. Committee rules limit questioning to five minutes per Mem-
ber, and the Chair at this point will open the first round of ques-
tions, so the Chair recognizes himself for five minutes. 

Dr. Bienenstock and Dr. Sedwick, as you know, the National 
Science Board’s recent report notes that there has been an increase 
in administrative and compliance requirements associated with fed-
erally funded research. However, the Federal Demonstration Part-
nership’s recent survey noted the principal investigators spend 42 
percent of their time on associated administrative tasks, as Dr. 
Sedwick just told us, and that is the same as it was in 2005. I won-
der about that, but it is an interesting piece of data. How can one 
claim an increase in administrative and compliance requirements 
when that 42 percent figure has remained static since 2005? Dr. 
Sedwick, why don’t we start with you? 

Ms. SEDWICK. Efforts of my colleagues and the FDP to limit— 
after we had the first survey, we have really stepped up our efforts 
to really focus on removing the administrative burdens on our fac-
ulty, and an example of this, when the ARRA reporting, the Amer-
ican Recovery and Reinvestment Act requirements for reporting 
came out, we worked very hard at minimizing the input that we 
had to get from our faculty, and we took that on our chins by devel-
oping systems, electronic systems, and these were not minimal en-
deavors. And so I think that we have worked very hard to mini-
mize those increases in our faculty, and quite frankly, we were sur-
prised that the number was exactly 42 percent but we were grate-
ful that it had not increased. 

Chairman BROUN. This is unacceptable. Forty-two percent to me 
is a tremendous regulatory burden. 

Dr. Bienenstock, what are your comments or answer? 
Dr. BIENENSTOCK. I am afraid my age shows here. I was a work-

ing scientist in the late 1980s and early 1990s, and there was a 
marked change in the administrative load after A–21, the circular 
governing reimbursement of universities, was modified. That did 
away with much administrative support that we had as faculty. So 
when I say that it is increased, it is increased relative to the situa-
tion that I faced as a scientist back in the late 1980s and early 
1990s before that modification of A–21, and it is markedly different 
now. 

Chairman BROUN. For all witnesses, what do you all consider to 
be an acceptable amount of time for researchers to spend on associ-
ated administrative tasks? Let us start with Ms. Lerner and we 
will go down. 

Ms. LERNER. I don’t think that I can give you a strict percentage, 
not being a working scientist myself. Certainly, 42 percent does 
seem like a great amount of time but some of the activities are ob-
viously highly important. Ensuring the protection of human sub-
jects and informing funders and the public about the progress of re-
search are obviously very important factors. 

Chairman BROUN. So the IG Office doesn’t have any comment 
about that? 

Ms. LERNER. I would defer to people more involved in that proc-
ess than me. 
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Chairman BROUN. Dr. Lee-Glauser? 
Dr. LEE-GLAUSER. As an engineer and practiced in both industry 

as well as NASA, now at the universities, I cannot just tell you per-
centages but I think when we went into this discipline, we wanted 
to make an impact and we wanted to make a contribution in inno-
vating, and I think even ten percent would be too much, but at the 
same time, understanding what is required and due diligence, and 
I think there are amicable compromise. What is really exacerbating 
the situation is funding levels. When you have to constantly look-
ing out for where your next funding to support all your postdocs 
and graduate students and undergraduates, I think that is a part 
of that exacerbation from our faculty members. 

Chairman BROUN. Okay. Dr. Sedwick? 
Ms. SEDWICK. Since I am representing the FDP, I don’t want to— 

this has not been discussed, a particular number, but I do want to 
tell you that we know that it is not zero. 

Chairman BROUN. What is your personal feeling of the percent-
age? 

Ms. SEDWICK. I think—— 
Chairman BROUN. What is a good compromise? 
Ms. SEDWICK. A reasonable goal would be to cut that half. I 

mean, if we could get down to 20 percent or so, I think that would 
be reasonable. 

Chairman BROUN. Okay. Dr. Bienenstock? 
Dr. BIENENSTOCK. You know, the problem is that we are dealing 

with regulations that serve a real function. I don’t have a number 
in mind. I think what we are going to have to do is just chip away 
and chip away at this. I was really pleased to hear Ms. Lerner pro-
pose that the audit community and the university communities get 
together. We are just going to have to chip away, and there is no 
magic bullet. We are just going to have to eat away at little things. 

Chairman BROUN. Okay. Thank you, Dr. Bienenstock. 
My time is expired. Mr. Maffei, you are recognized for five min-

utes. 
Mr. MAFFEI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and again, I think this 

is a tremendously important hearing to have, so thank you again 
for that. 

I would like to ask Dr. Bienenstock, so we have been talking 
about trying to get this cut yet I fear that the FIRST Act may add 
to the administrative burden. There are several changes to the 
merit review process that I think would lead to NSF having to de-
velop new policies for peer reviewers and PIs. Could you speak a 
little bit to the potential impact of some of these changes in this 
bill should it become law? Would that add to it? 

Dr. BIENENSTOCK. First of all, let me repeat my applauding the 
call for OSTP to form a committee to harmonize regulations. Har-
monization is a key way to save researchers’ administrative time. 
For that reason, I was a little surprised by the treatment of re-
search misconduct. When I was at OSTP, it took me three years 
to get all the agencies to agree on a common definition of research 
misconduct and on common procedures for dealing with an allega-
tion of research misconduct. 

So it was surprising to find in the same Act a section that would 
completely deharmonize NSF from all the other agencies in the 
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treatment of allegations of research misconduct. It would be par-
ticularly troublesome in a situation in which a paper was funded 
by both the NSF and the NIH, for example, in which there was an 
allegation of research misconduct. Because NSF was a funder, the 
Inspector General would have a responsibility for dealing with the 
allegation. Because NIH was a funder, the university would have 
the responsibility or initial responsibility with dealing with it. I 
think that section is going to create real problems for the commu-
nity. 

Let me say once more that as Stanford’s Vice Provost for Re-
search, I had to deal with allegations of misconduct. Some of them 
were really subtle, and I was fortunate that I could immediately 
call upon faculty members who had expertise in the field because 
there was no way that I could figure out whether it was misconduct 
or two researchers trying to use research misconduct as a way of 
settling what should have been a scholarly argument. I think you 
are going to add to the burden of the IG and we are going to have 
chaos. 

Mr. MAFFEI. Dr. Bienenstock, that is extremely helpful, and I 
hope we can, you know—we passed it through Committee but I 
hope we can before it becomes law take a look at that to try to re-
duce as much as possible. 

I do want to get back to this point that was made by a couple 
of people. We are dealing with 42 percent. That is an estimate. 
Who really knows what the answer is, but way, way too high. I 
think we are all agreed on that. The issue, though, is that we can 
reduce the regulatory burden significantly. Let us assume we can. 
It is still—the number of times you apply for the same grant pro-
posal is going to increase the percentage of time that scientists are 
spending on paperwork. So again, Dr. Lee-Glauser, I will ask you 
because you talk about the discouraging state of competitive fund-
ing, is this burden, even if we are able to reduce it somewhat by 
just reducing the paperwork requirements, but is this burden of 
constantly having to reapply for funds, is that turning off young 
people to the sciences? Are you seeing an effect on that? 

Dr. LEE-GLAUSER. I think—— 
Chairman BROUN. Turn on your microphone, please. 
Dr. LEE-GLAUSER. Sorry. I think greater number of students are 

thinking twice about going into academics, and I think what I am 
really scared of is women and underrepresented minority students. 
They see their faculty hustling left and right and constantly work-
ing 24/7, and I hear from them, if I have to work like that, I would 
rather do something else, and yet their idea of coming into univer-
sity and trying to get a Ph.D. was to teach and they ended up 
working elsewhere. I have a number of underrepresented, excep-
tional underrepresented minority students going into industries left 
and right as well as government labs. 

Mr. MAFFEI. Okay. Thank you. My time is up. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Chairman BROUN. Thank you, Mr. Maffei. 
Now Dr. Bucshon, you are recognized for five minutes. 
Mr. BUCSHON. Thank you, Chairman Broun. 
First of all, let me make a comment about competitive funding. 

Obviously there needs to be competition, and when you are fund-



69 

ing, there is never going to be a time where 100 percent of people’s 
proposals are going to be accepted for funding. The question I have 
is where do we strike that balance to make sure that we are fund-
ing basic science research from the federal level at the appropriate 
level that is not impeding the ability of the scientific community to 
actually make progress, but also not fund projects that clearly, in 
my view, are not in the national interest or worthy of the taxpayer 
dollars. There is a very difficult balance there, and there is dis-
agreement in Congress of where that balance is. I would think ev-
eryone would agree that it is probably a little—I would agree, I will 
give my opinion—that it is probably a little lower than it should 
be at this point and hasn’t kept up. The argument that always 
throwing more dollars into it without continuing to look at that 
balance is something we need to be careful about because as a 
steward of the taxpayer dollar myself, we want to make sure that 
things are funded at the appropriate level but not wasting money. 

The other thing is, anyone that has ever filled out FAFSA if you 
have a college student—anybody ever fill that out—knows that 
there is reporting and then there is reporting. So my question is 
to your point, Ms. Lerner and everyone else, there is valid reasons 
to have reporting when we are looking at getting federal dollars to 
fund projects. I think areas to look at are making sure the report-
ing is reporting the appropriate things that need to be reported, 
but leaving out stuff that really has no impact on the grant pro-
posal, and I am hearing some of that is happening. Dr. 
Bienenstock, do you want to comment on that first? 

Dr. BIENENSTOCK. Well, we definitely proposed that progress re-
ports, annual progress reports, be limited to the pertinent scientific 
information and outreach information that is needed to assess 
progress and that we strip away other aspects of it. Similarly, in 
proposal writing, we propose that initially the proposals be limited 
to those things needed to assess whether it is appropriate to fund 
the research and only when the decision has been made that the 
research should be funded do we request the other information. 

Mr. BUCSHON. Dr. Lee-Glauser, do you want to comment on that? 
Dr. LEE-GLAUSER. Totally in agreement. I think we need to use 

it just in time. 
Mr. BUCSHON. I think this is a potential area where my personal 

view of hearing your testimony that without limiting accountability 
that there is some significant progress that can potentially be made 
to improve the situation. Ms. Lerner, do you have any comments 
on that? 

Ms. LERNER. I would certainly agree that progress can be made. 
Mr. BUCSHON. The other question, how much administrative 

workload faced by universities is due to federal agency require-
ments versus institutional requirements? Dr. Lee-Glauser maybe 
can comment on that first. 

Dr. LEE-GLAUSER. Now you are putting me on the spot here, and 
I think both. So part of—in light of the OmniCircular, we are re-
viewing our institutional policies that we have and how do we meet 
the requirements but how do we look into reengineering rather 
than just comparing and how to meet the requirement to meet the 
OmniCircular. We want to have process improvement in mind so 
we are looking that way. Yes, we do have internal policies and pro-
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cedures that are very, very cognizant about and we wanted to 
streamline those as well. 

Mr. BUCSHON. Dr. Sedwick? 
Ms. SEDWICK. The focus at our universities is on mitigating risk 

but I think that in the same way that teaching to the test is maybe 
not always the best way to educate, administering to the audit, 
which is what happens often in these situations, is not the best 
way to reduce the administrative burden, and I think that we all 
live in fear of audit findings. And so it is very true that sometimes 
we maybe overextend what we could do and we are taking that 
same look at all of our institutions, but again, whenever you have 
change, we are all wondering what that is going to mean for future 
audits because it is an uncertain future. 

Mr. BUCSHON. Thank you. I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman BROUN. Thank you, Dr. Bucshon. 
Now Dr. Lipinski. We have got a lot of doctors up here as well 

as down there. We have two physicians and a Ph.D. 
Mr. LIPINSKI. I was going to ask the—— 
Chairman BROUN. Dr. Lipinski, you are recognized. 
Mr. LIPINSKI. I was going to ask the Chairman not to refer to me 

as doctor because the real doctors are over there, people actually 
heal people, and so I usually don’t like to use the doctor for my 
Ph.D., especially if someone is looking for emergency help. But I do 
appreciate whoever just turned the air conditioning on. I do appre-
ciate that help. 

I saw, Dr. Bienenstock, you had your hand up there. You want-
ed—why don’t you continue? I think you had a comment on that 
last question. 

Dr. BIENENSTOCK. I just wanted to say that universities do fear 
audits and they fear—and are often more conservative than federal 
government regulations would require, and that is why I think Ms. 
Lerner’s suggestion or pledge to seek a meeting between the uni-
versities and the audit communities is so important, and I think 
she deserves our praise for leading that effort. 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Thank you, and I want to thank you for your com-
ments on some of the provisions of the FIRST Act, and I know we 
had worked on the—you have been helpful with comments when 
we did the last NSF reauthorization bill, and I appreciate your 
work there and especially also the fact that I am a Stanford grad-
uate and much appreciate it. 

I wanted to focus on the Omni Circular, which is scheduled to 
be implemented at the end of this year. I would like to get every-
one’s thoughts briefly on the Omni Circular. What are the areas in 
which it helps reduce administrative burdens the most and does it 
address the leading concerns of the scientific community? What 
other issues remain unaddressed? So just sort of your—a few com-
ments, a couple comments from each of you on the Omni Circular, 
where you think this helps and where more might be done. 

Ms. SEDWICK. I will be happy to address that. I have been very 
involved in looking at the Uniform Guidance and what the wins are 
for universities and what the areas are that we are most concerned 
about. The treatment of terminal pay as an indirect cost, which in-
direct costs are capped at our universities, will once again be an-
other unfunded mandate. The manner in which we are going to 
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have to compete our procurement actions that are $3,000 and 
above is going to be a significant burden and change for our insti-
tutions, and these are two examples of the types of changes in the 
Uniform Guidance that are going to require revision of systems and 
processes and policies that are outside of the purview of research 
administration offices. So, you know, at each of our institutions, we 
are working across our campus to try to come up with implementa-
tion strategies for our own institutions, and as we understand it, 
we are not even going to see the implementation plans for the 
agencies besides the National Science Foundation’s perhaps until 
the date that the Uniform Guidance goes into effect. So it is rather 
hard for us to plan our own implementations when we don’t know 
how those might be different among agencies. 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Dr. Bienenstock? 
Dr. BIENENSTOCK. There was one feature that I really like, and 

that is the ability to charge administrative time that is directly 
linked to the research to the contract itself. That was the way we 
did things prior to about 1991, and it meant that one could get ad-
ministrative help locally. That is an extremely important change. 

Let me explain why we are so stressed out over effort reporting, 
and it is almost a question of integrity. That is suppose I have two 
grants and a new technique comes out. Well, I have got to study 
that technique as a PI and spend a fair bit of time deciding is it 
applicable to grant A, is it applicable to grant B. Now, suppose it 
isn’t applicable to either. On the one hand, it would have been neg-
ligent of me not to study it and see if it was applicable but then 
how do I charge that time to the two grants or suppose it is appli-
cable, how do I charge the time that I spend teaching a graduate 
student about it. Is that teaching or is that research? So you put 
a scientist in a situation where he or she must affirm in detail how 
time is spent where one cannot do that with integrity. It is for that 
reason that we are so looking forward to the Inspector General’s re-
port on the payroll certification with the hope that—we expect that 
there will be difficulties but we hope that the IGs and OMB and 
the university community will find a way of making that method 
meet our needs and meet the needs of the auditing community. 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Thank you. I see I am out of time. Yield back. 
Chairman BROUN. Thank you, Dr. Lipinski. By the way, my fa-

ther-in-law was an agronomist, a tropical-soil specialist at Purdue 
University, and he would argue with me all the time that a Ph.D. 
was the original doctor. 

So anyway, let us see. The next Member is Mr. Johnson. Mr. 
Johnson, you are recognized for five minutes. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you to the 
panel for being with us today. 

As I am sure many of you know, Ohio State University is a major 
academic institution within my home state. Its continual and sig-
nificant contributions to the scientific community and to the State 
of Ohio must be able to continue free of ineffective and burdensome 
administrative regulations. OSU has about 600 active subawards 
with multiple agencies at any one time, the vast majority of which 
are with other academic institutions to which the federal govern-
ment also makes direct awards. However, Ohio State, like many in-
stitutions of higher education, believes that it is required to subject 
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subawardees to much higher levels of scrutiny than when federal 
agencies monitor awardees that have been funded directly. Many 
believe that these additional requirements on universities to mon-
itor each other are a total waste of effort and resources. 

So for each of you, how can we improve this process of sub-
recipient monitoring of grant subawards to alleviate this burden-
some administrative process that is placed on these institutions? 
And I will let any of you answer that would like to. Ms. Sedwick— 
Dr. Sedwick. Sorry. 

Ms. SEDWICK. That is okay. My daughter is a physician and she 
calls me a faux doctor. 

Mr. JOHNSON. She calls you Mom, too, right? 
Ms. SEDWICK. Yes, she does. 
Mr. JOHNSON. There you go. 
Ms. SEDWICK. This is one of the areas of the Uniform Guidance 

that we as research administrators were disappointed because we 
felt like—that we could concentrate—if we got some relief in sub-
recipient monitoring of other institutions that are audited under 
the A–133 standards, that if we could spend less time on our sub-
recipient monitoring for them, we could concentrate our efforts and 
spend our resources really looking at those subawardees who do 
pose a greater risk, foreign subawardees, small startup companies 
or smaller institutions that maybe don’t have that kind of annual 
audit scrutiny. So that is one of the things that we would have 
really liked to have seen in the Uniform Guidance. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Okay. Anybody else care to respond on that one? 
Okay. Well, you know, for Ms. Lerner, similar to the grant pro-

posal findings and recommendations included in the National 
Science Board’s recent report on reducing administrative burden, 
OSU has stated that many principal investigators have struggled 
with an increase in grant proposal resubmissions due to the con-
tinual development of more complex and detailed proposals, cou-
pled with declining funding rates. So what steps has the NSF al-
ready taken to address these concerns? 

Ms. LERNER. I think that question might be better addressed to 
someone from the foundation proper. As the auditor or the inde-
pendent body within the foundation, we don’t have a role in deter-
mining what projects are funded and what the process is, so I can’t 
speak directly to what the foundation has done there. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Okay. All right. Yes. Go right ahead. 
Dr. BIENENSTOCK. A section of the National Science Foundation 

is piloting a program of pre-proposals, and in that way you can 
weed out about 50 percent and even more of the proposals that are 
not likely to get funding. These pre-proposals are very short. So 
that reduces both the amount of time that the proposers spend on 
writing the proposals and also the amount of time that the review-
ers spend. 

In response to that question I have to say that this Committee 
could do us a great deal of good if it would modify the authoriza-
tion bill in a way—presently, the authorization of the America 
COMPETES Act requires that postdoc mentoring plans be included 
in the original proposal. We value very highly postdoc mentoring 
programs but we believe that that could be put off until we know 
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that a proposal is likely to be funded, and we need legislation al-
tered in order to achieve that. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Well, thanks for being very clear on that. I appre-
ciate it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 
Chairman BROUN. Thank you, Mr. Johnson. 
Now, Ms. Kelly, you are recognized for five minutes. 
Ms. KELLY. Thank you, Mr. Chair. Good morning. 
In the NSB report, the FDP survey, and other recent reports, 

time and effort reporting is identified as a leading concern for re-
searchers in terms of time spent on paperwork while being a poor 
metric for the conduct of science. Can you elaborate on the nature 
of the concerns and what efforts are underway to try to simplify 
or mitigate the burden of this requirement? And anyone who wants 
to answer. 

Ms. SEDWICK. Okay. Imagine if you will that you are a principal 
investigator in your office, your lab, and you are funded from dif-
ferent funding streams. You have your institutional duties and 
then you have projects that don’t have the same project period. And 
so in effort reporting once or twice a year we ask the faculty to look 
at those percentages that were individuals on their awards, their 
postdocs, graduate students related to your staff, how much time 
they spent. Did they actually spend the time that they were sup-
posed to spend on those projects? Which that is all fine and good 
but it is very confusing because it doesn’t have a 1:1 correlation. 

Our payroll certification project has the certification for the spe-
cific project, so you are looking at that on an annualized basis and 
it is just much easier for the faculty to look at it on a project-by- 
project basis versus in the whole. 

Ms. KELLY. Anyone else? 
Dr. LEE-GLAUSER. One of the things that—Art was pointing it 

out earlier, when you are doing the research, it really is very hard 
to compartmentalize whether it is a project A or project B or 
project C, especially very active faculty members may have mul-
tiple grants and contracts and it is not all from the federal govern-
ment; it could be from the corporations as well. So it is very hard 
to—as Art pointed out, if you are finding something new, are we 
supposed to stop? As a researcher, curiosity is the best effort to go 
through in that process and then trying to find it out, where do I 
docket that time, whether it is with a graduate student or under-
graduate or postdoc. So these are some of the inherent challenges 
in a research institution. 

Ms. LERNER. And as the auditor on the panel, I am not going to 
tell anyone that the current effort reporting system is perfect. It is 
not. And I think that things could be made better. But the thing 
to bear in mind is the amount of money that goes towards salaries 
each and every year. We looked at two years, fiscal years 2012 and 
2013. NSF put about $11 billion into research funding; $4 billion 
of that approximately went to salaries. That is about 36 percent of 
the research funding in a year. So there needs to be some way of 
ensuring that that money is spent appropriately. 

Ms. KELLY. So you are saying it is vital for accountability—— 
Ms. LERNER. Yes. 
Ms. KELLY. —and you have examples of how things—— 



74 

Ms. LERNER. Yes, absolutely. 
Ms. KELLY. —grant funds have been misused. Is there a middle 

ground? 
Ms. LERNER. I think, you know, that that is the thing for us to 

discuss right now, and that is why our community has stepped up 
and offered to come in and audit these pilots because if there is a 
better way of doing things, we want to embrace that. 

Ms. KELLY. Okay. Thank you very much. 
I yield back. 
Chairman BROUN. Thank you, Ms. Kelly. 
And, Mr. Collins, you are recognized for five minutes. 
Mr. COLLINS. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I want to thank the witnesses. I am new to this Committee and 

I found this very interesting. By the way, I have participated in 
some CDC grants so I know something about this, although not 
necessarily as you are talking about, the professors. 

Ms. Lerner, I am hearing a willingness of the IG to work with 
the universities, call it continuous improvement, to have that con-
versation? 

Ms. LERNER. Certainly we have to maintain auditor independ-
ence, but we should obviously be involved in a dialogue about ac-
countability and about how to improve things. So I think there is 
a way of being involved in that conversation while maintaining 
independence. 

Mr. COLLINS. Yeah. I mean calling that balance, the IG is open 
to—— 

Ms. LERNER. Yeah. 
Mr. COLLINS. —suggestions coming in, streamlining ways to 

make sure your auditors know taxpayer dollars are being—— 
Ms. LERNER. Exactly. 
Mr. COLLINS. —protected and lessening the burden to the extent 

but you need to make sure taxpayer dollars are being properly 
spent. 

Ms. LERNER. We do. And what I hate to see happen sometimes 
is conversations get very far along without the audit community 
being included and then people think solutions have been reached 
and we have to come in and rain on the parade. So it is better to 
be involved in the conversation early on. 

Mr. COLLINS. Now, what I am hearing, the 26 percent overhead 
rate—— 

Ms. LERNER. Twenty-six percent? 
Mr. COLLINS. Did I hear that from Dr. Sedwick that—— 
Ms. LERNER. That was her recommendation as a kind of middle 

ground. 
Ms. SEDWICK. The 26 percent is a cap that was imposed back in 

the 1990s on the ability for universities to be reimbursed for their 
administrative costs, and almost all research universities that be-
long to the FDP far exceed that cap. 

Mr. COLLINS. So does that just go in as a plug number when they 
are doing it and then you just say times 1.26 or—— 

Ms. SEDWICK. The 26 percent is the administrative portion of our 
facilities and administrative costs and it is capped and then we ne-
gotiate our negotiated rate, which is then applied. 
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Mr. COLLINS. Right. So that is really not audited so much. That 
is just an automatic slipped-in number? Yeah, okay. 

But if it was—what you’re, Dr. Sedwick, suggesting perhaps that 
didn’t cover everything. For every dollar that we increase, that 
would be, to refer to Dr. Lee-Glauser, a dollar then not spent some-
where else. 

Dr. LEE-GLAUSER. That is right. 
Mr. COLLINS. You can’t have it both ways. It is called balance. 

I look at it that it is probably not a bad balance. 
Ms. SEDWICK. Well, in my administrative—I mean my written 

testimony, I talk about the fact that the administrative burdens on 
our faculty are exacerbated by the fact that we are trying to, in our 
offices, absorb as much of the administrative burden as we can but 
every time we have to take on a new regulation, then those are dol-
lars that we have to spend on the administrative requirements 
versus just helping our faculty with their administrative tasks. 

Mr. COLLINS. No. No, understood. Dr. Lee-Glauser, you have 
many principal investigators. I have to assume they don’t all have 
the same hit rate when they are applying. They don’t have the 
same amount of time. Have you gone to really try to deep-dive why 
is this investigator hitting 40 percent and this one three percent 
and why does—in other words, are you looking for efficiencies and 
suggestions because any improvements you can make you are help-
ing yourself. 

Dr. LEE-GLAUSER. So it differs significantly by the agency to 
agencies. So if you are—if some of our faculty are targeting defense 
agency ONR, OSR, or ARO, the importance of having a relationship 
with the program director is that important. And I think it is very 
aligned with almost like a proposal type of action. Many of our pro-
grams are done with white papers—— 

Dr. LEE-GLAUSER. —which is one to five pages and you have a 
go, no-go. Once you have ‘‘go,’’ success rate is very high. So the fac-
ulty members who are doing more defense-related projects, their 
success rate is much higher typically than faculty members who 
are seeking funding from the National Science Foundation, as well 
as the National Institutes of Health. 

Mr. COLLINS. So you do—I mean it would make sense to try to 
help your investigators do better. The better their hit rate, the 
less—and, you know—— 

Dr. LEE-GLAUSER. Exactly. 
Mr. COLLINS. It is common sense but—— 
Dr. LEE-GLAUSER. We would like to have our—— 
Mr. COLLINS. Help yourself again, yeah. 
Dr. LEE-GLAUSER. Yes. We would like to have our faculty writing 

one proposal and getting that one funded—— 
Mr. COLLINS. Yeah. 
Dr. LEE-GLAUSER. —if it is at all possible. Yes. 
Mr. COLLINS. I think we all would. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back. 
Mr. BUCSHON. Thank you. We are going to switch out here again 

real quickly. 
Chairman BROUN. We are having a little discussion here about 

doing a second round. We have a lot of questions. I know other 
Members do. I have also. We also have votes on the Floor, and we 
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have conflicting idea about when we are going to have votes. I 
think we are going to go ahead and start a second round of ques-
tioning if you all don’t mind. Also, we are going to, when we get 
through with this, present any other questions to you all for the 
record so we call them QFRs. So, if you all don’t mind, be antici-
pating questions from the Members of both Subcommittees for fur-
ther questioning. 

So Ms. Lerner, in the Council of Inspectors General for Integrity 
and Efficiency’s response to the Office of Management and Budget’s 
Uniform Guidance or Omni-Circular, it states that it is important 
to strike the appropriate balance between reducing burden and 
maintaining proper accountability. Can you help illustrate what an 
appropriate balance looks like? For example, what do Inspectors 
General need to see at a minimum in order to be able to ensure 
accountability and transparency with federal grants without im-
pinging upon a researcher’s extremely valuable time to do their re-
search? 

Ms. LERNER. Thank you. Both my written and my spoken testi-
mony mention several tools that are extremely important to IGs. 
We have talked a lot about effort reporting. Another area that we 
haven’t spent as much time to focus on that I think does and has 
served to fight back some of the burden on researchers, is Single 
Audits. Single Audits were put in place back in the ’80s and a Sin-
gle Audit is a high level audit looking at internal controls and fi-
nancial management within a recipient. 

Prior to the creation of the Single Audit, an entity funded by 
multiple federal agencies, all of whom would have a need to audit, 
and they can all go in at the same time. If you receive funding from 
five different agencies, you could have five different sets of auditors 
walking in simultaneously or after each other looking at the same 
things. So what the Single Audit did was say we are going to do 
this once, you know, at this very high level and spare some burden 
there. And so maintaining the integrity of the Single Audit process 
is very important to IGs and to institutions and other folks who 
rely on the information there, so maintaining a robust Single Audit 
process, having strong cost principles that clearly delineate what 
are allowable costs so that there is some clarity both for auditors 
and for folks who are incurring cost. All of those are important 
things to IGs. 

Chairman BROUN. Very good. Thank you, Ms. Lerner. 
Dr. Bienenstock, the Board has suggested that agencies and in-

stitutions consider requiring receipts and justifications only for 
larger purchases. Conversely, the NSF OIG makes a compelling 
case requiring investigators to obtain and retain receipts for all 
purchases. Can you please elaborate on your justifications for the 
Board’s suggestion, including at what amount you would require 
receipts? 

Dr. BIENENSTOCK. As I understand it, federal regulations allow 
one to not submit a receipt for expenditures under $75. And yet 
many institutions are required—and federal regulations allow, for 
instance, a researcher who is traveling to use a per diem reim-
bursement rather than providing receipts for each little meal and 
things of that sort. Yet many States require receipts for every little 
transaction and don’t allow the use of the per diem rules that so 
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eases things with the federal government. So we were looking pri-
marily at the States there that don’t allow per diem. That is my 
memory in that recommendation. 

Chairman BROUN. Okay. What level, though, of receipts would 
you require? Just a number—— 

Dr. BIENENSTOCK. I think the $75 is—— 
Chairman BROUN. Is appropriate? 
Dr. BIENENSTOCK. Yes. 
Chairman BROUN. Okay. Ms. Lerner, can you please provide us 

with the IG community’s perspective on this issue? 
Ms. LERNER. I think I was fairly clear in my written testimony 

speaking for myself and I think probably reflecting the views of my 
community, we rely on receipts and just because an expense is 
small doesn’t mean that there can’t be many small fraudulent ex-
penses. 

Chairman BROUN. Um-hum. 
Ms. LERNER. So ensuring that if a threshold was set at higher 

than 75 percent, we would have some challenges. As I noted in my 
written remarks, we had one very creative person who made 3,800 
small purchases that added up to over $300,000 of fraudulent pur-
chases. So, we do need to have receipts to help us make cases like 
that. 

Chairman BROUN. That is a lot of pizza and hamburgers. 
Ms. LERNER. It was. And she really liked to tailgate for a univer-

sity other than the university that she worked at. That did not go 
over well. 

Chairman BROUN. Very good. My time is expired. 
Mr. Maffei, you are recognized for five minutes. 
Mr. MAFFEI. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Dr. Sedwick, I was struck by the fact that both the 2005 and 

2012 FDP faculty workload surveys found that principal investiga-
tors reported in both surveys spending an average of less than 60 
percent of their time on active research, so the scientists spending 
less than 60 percent of their time on science. Can you comment on 
what policies if any—because I know you said there were things 
put in place to try to reduce the workload but then there were 
things that added to it—was it mostly the Recovery Act—of why we 
didn’t get improvements in the administrative workload between 
those two times? 

Ms. SEDWICK. The results were quite often in the human—the re-
search compliance areas for those researchers that utilized animals 
or those researchers that used human subjects—participants. 
Those were very high burdens for them. And so that is what we 
looked at is not only was it prevalent across all researchers but 
what were the big pressure points for researchers in general. And 
so if you had human subject participants or if you had animal use 
and care to deal with, those were very high, and a lot of that is 
regulatory-driven. And then just the financial management, the ef-
fort reporting remains to be high across all sectors, because that 
touches all faculty. 

Mr. MAFFEI. Thanks. I think that is very helpful. 
Somebody made the comparison between applying for the re-

search grants and, you know, getting through that administrative 
burden and sort of teaching to the test. And that part of the chal-
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lenge is that researchers are designing their applications more to 
sort of teach to the way that is done. And I don’t know, Ms. Lerner, 
whether you were able to comment on that at all but I am curious 
as to whether you think that is true and how can that be reduced? 

Ms. LERNER. I think the expression was that they were trying to 
teach to the audit with the idea of avoiding any possibility of a neg-
ative audit finding. And I know we are scary people and I say that 
in jest, but I recognize that an audit to question costs and tries to 
take money back from an institution is a frightening thing to have 
to deal with. What I would say is, really it is not the audit. We 
audit to criteria and the criteria come out of first, previously, the 
OMB circulars and now the Uniform Guidance. And so if we can 
have a better understanding and set policies and procedures that 
are harmonized with the criteria that the federal government has, 
then there shouldn’t be a problem with the audit down the road. 

And I think what I have heard some of my colleagues here refer-
ring to is that sometimes standards are raised beyond what the 
federal standards require in an excess of caution. And if that can 
be avoided, that might be an area of improvement. 

Mr. MAFFEI. Dr. Sedwick, you seem to—— 
Ms. SEDWICK. Well, I am the one that said we administer to the 

audit, and by that I mean—keep in mind that the Inspectors Gen-
eral for the federal agencies are not the only auditors that are au-
diting us. 

Ms. SEDWICK. Ms. Lerner has alluded to our A–133 Single Audits 
and those are conducted by our state—run by our state audit of-
fices for those of us that are state institutions. And so it is not just 
Inspectors General that we are, you know, concerned about. 

I will give you an example. In the Uniform Guidance there is 
much more burdensome subrecipient monitoring requirements, and 
we already feel that at our institution and I think some of my col-
leagues who we have—how you make subawards to feel like that 
we are pretty risk-averse. Well, our state auditors have already 
told us they want to talk to us about, you know, increasing what 
we do at our state institutions, and that is really concerning for me 
and I think that that is what we are all thinking is coming out of 
the Uniform Guidance is we don’t know where not just the Inspec-
tors General but our state auditors are going to take it 

Mr. MAFFEI. That is really helpful. 
I am curious, and Dr. Lee-Glauser, I will ask if you have a 

thought on this, but I am curious as to whether you think that 
these requirements put any bias in terms of the kinds of univer-
sities, the sort of home universities or colleges that—for instance, 
you mentioned state. Are state institutions having to deal with 
more of this and therefore biased against? Do the sort of the huge 
traditional names, are they helped? Or the smaller colleges, if you 
are from there, they don’t have the resources to support scientists 
as much. Do you detect any of that? 

Dr. LEE-GLAUSER. I think we—Syracuse University is a private 
institution. We are not a state institution but we have the same 
burden. 

Mr. MAFFEI. Right. 
Dr. LEE-GLAUSER. We receive funding from the State as well as 

the federal and different agencies, so we have the same burden. 
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Mr. MAFFEI. I know my time is up but, Ms. Lerner, do you ever 
detect any sort of—are you concerned at all about different—you 
know, the nature of the institution? 

Ms. LERNER. You know, over the years the IG community has 
found problems at—you know, at every size institution that you 
can imagine from the biggest names to the smallest. So there is no 
guarantee that size prevents problems. What I would say is in larg-
er research institutions like the University of Texas, my alma 
mater and a lovely place, you do have places—people like Dr. 
Sedwick who are able to provide support and ensure an environ-
ment where you are more likely to have controls. That may be dif-
ficult to replicate at smaller institutions and certainly when you 
have small businesses that are receiving funding. 

Mr. MAFFEI. Thank you. I thank the Chairman for his obliging 
me. I think this is all very, very valuable. 

Chairman BROUN. Certainly. Gladly. No problem. You know I 
have always tried to give lots of leeway. 

Dr. Bucshon, you are recognized for five minutes. 
Mr. BUCSHON. Yes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am going to go 

a little different direction. I think Mr.—Dr. Bienenstock, excuse 
me, mentioned an intriguing thought that sometimes misconduct 
allegations are done because there is an academic argument for 
competitive purposes and we all know that the academic environ-
ment is really hypercompetitive. I want to see what people’s insight 
is what happens when those things happen within your own uni-
versity—this may go to the university folks. What are the repercus-
sions of that when that is found to be the case where it is not— 
it is an academic argument in the competitive environment people 
have made accusations. 

And then, Ms. Lerner, maybe you can address what implications 
that may have on the future ability of the person making the accu-
sation that is found to be false on their further ability to ever get 
federal funding again? Because in my mind if they do that, I would 
not want to give them another taxpayer dollar ever. Or—we have 
discussed this at the Committee—or have a time frame where you 
would maybe—you know, there would be some forgiveness there. 

Do you want to follow up on that, Dr. Bienenstock? I mean how 
significant do we think that a lot of this stuff we are spending time 
on within the university is actually related to academic competition 
and not related to actual fraudulent behavior by researchers? 

Dr. BIENENSTOCK. Let me say that approximately half of the 
cases that I had to deal with as Vice Provost were of that nature. 
Okay. 

On the other hand, I have to say that it was pretty subtle. That 
is you know the processes. First, you determine is the allegation 
one that should be dealt with under the definition of falsification, 
fabrication, or plagiarism? Then you do an inquiry. And in both of 
those cases the inquiry said we better do an investigation. So it is 
subtle. And then in the end when we got the senior faculty together 
to really look at it carefully, it was decided there isn’t research mis-
conduct here. It really is an argument that should be settled in the 
literature. 

Now—— 
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Mr. BUCSHON. So is there a reporting requirement? Say an insti-
tution finds that within their own institutional investigation. Is 
there a requirement to inform the federal government of who made 
the allegation in the first place and what the outcome was? 

Dr. BIENENSTOCK. No. I believe in circumstances like this we 
don’t report. And remember, the person who made the allegation 
had a real reason for doing it and we wouldn’t—— 

Mr. BUCSHON. Well, maybe they didn’t. 
Dr. BIENENSTOCK. —go beyond the inquiry stage if we didn’t 

think there was enough justification to go into the investigation. So 
it is not as if you really want to stop these things because in some 
cases there is real misconduct, and you are supposed by the rules 
to keep these things confidential unless there is a real finding of 
research misconduct. 

Mr. BUCSHON. Okay. Ms. Lerner, you have a comment on that? 
Ms. LERNER. I would just say if NSF funding is involved, we are 

supposed to be informed even at the inquiry stage because the ini-
tial inquiry and investigation is conducted by the institution, and 
if there is a determination that no investigation is warranted, we 
are informed of that. What the institution is doing is looking at the 
interest of the institution and we look at research misconduct and 
allegations from the perspective of the funding agency. And some-
times we will look at the inquiry and/or investigation and decide 
that additional work is necessary and we do go on and do that. It 
is not often. Usually, we can rely on the determinations that are 
made by the institutions. But in instances—and we have had some 
prominent ones where we don’t think that sufficient work has been 
done, we go in and do more and then we make recommendations 
to the director intended to protect the federal funds. 

Mr. BUCSHON. I want to give both the doctors from the univer-
sities—there was some surprise about your initial part of your 
statement. So, Dr. Lee-Glauser, first can you comment on that? 

Dr. LEE-GLAUSER. Yes. 
Mr. BUCSHON. And then with your indulgence, Mr. Chairman, 

Dr. Sedwick. 
Dr. LEE-GLAUSER. So it is my understanding that during the in-

quiry stage within the institution we do not have to report to NSF. 
When it goes into the investigation—so we are very careful—— 

Ms. SEDWICK. Yeah, that is—— 
Dr. LEE-GLAUSER. —as to how we are awarding what we are 

doing. 
Ms. SEDWICK. I agree. 
Dr. LEE-GLAUSER. Yes. 
Ms. SEDWICK. That is—we are required to report at the—when 

we start the investigation stage and then the results of our inves-
tigation. 

Ms. LERNER. And—— 
Mr. BUCSHON. Your mike is not on, Dr.—Ms. Lerner. 
Ms. LERNER. What is that? 
Mr. BUCSHON. Your mike is not on. 
Ms. LERNER. But sometimes allegations come to us and we send 

them to the institution for inquiry, so that is what I am speaking 
of. In those situations we are already aware. In other instances we 
are not aware of them until they get to the inquiry stage. 
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Mr. BUCSHON. Okay. Because this issue actually seems very im-
portant to me because, like I said, there is a discussion on when 
you fraudulently use taxpayer dollars or you accuse someone of 
fraudulently using taxpayer dollars and they weren’t, what the re-
percussions of that are. 

And so thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back. 
Chairman BROUN. Thank you, Dr. Bucshon. 
As a practicing physician, I have seen the burden that is placed 

upon medical practitioners by the federal government and it has 
markedly driven up the cost of the practice of medicine. This drives 
up the cost of insurance, it drives up the cost for all of us, society 
as a whole, because of the heavy burden of the federal government 
that comes from Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services. So 
this regulatory burden on all scientists, whether it is a researcher 
in a university or whether it is a private researcher or whether it 
is even medical providers that are working. The cost in time, en-
ergy, which of course are extremely valuable, as well as the finan-
cial cost are huge. And I appreciate you all being here today to help 
elucidate some of the issues that you all face. 

By the way, for those of you all that are not from the South, you 
all is singular for all you all, which is the plural for us, or you all 
could be plural itself so it is singular and plural. So, but greatly 
appreciate you all being here today. And, it is great testimony from 
each of you. I appreciate—certainly all of you all have made some 
personal sacrifice in your valuable time to come here and give us 
your testimony, and personally, I greatly appreciate it. 

And then others have even made some other types of sacrifices, 
driving a long way from Syracuse, New York, down here, and then, 
Ms. Lerner, I am sorry for your father’s health problems and I 
greatly appreciate your personal sacrifice to come. I know that 
there was some question whether you could attend or not because 
of that and I will keep you and your family and your dad in my 
prayers. 

But all of the Committee Members may have—or some of us may 
have further questions for each of you all, and I would appreciate 
a very rapid response to that. Members are reminded that the 
record will remain open for two weeks for additional comments or 
for those written questions from Members, and then if you all 
would please get your responses back as expeditiously as possible 
so that we can go ahead and close this record. 

And if you have any suggestions of how we can get this burden 
off of our scientific community so that we can do science instead 
of fulfill the regulatory burden that the federal government has 
placed upon you all, and also give Ms. Lerner and her compatriots 
in IG offices across this country the resources that they need to do 
their job. We all have to be held responsible and accountable and 
so that is what Ms. Lerner and her office is all about. So, if you 
all could let us know. Ms. Lerner, if you could help us, too, I would 
appreciate that. 

So I thank all of you all for your valuable testimony. I thank 
Members for your great questions and this hearing is now ad-
journed. 

[Whereupon, at 10:41 a.m., the Subcommittees were adjourned.] 
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Responses by Dr. Arthur Bienenstock 
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Responses by Dr. Susan Wyatt Sedwick 



98 



99 



100 



101 



102 



103 



104 



105 



106 



107 



108 



109 



110 

Responses by Dr. Gina Lee-Glauser 
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Responses by The Honorable Allison Lerner 
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