


NOTES FROM FIRST SESSION – HRA, September 25, 2019


[bookmark: _GoBack]The session included presentations by Amy Laster, Diane Bovenkamp, and  Andrew Smith.

The aim of this session’s discussion is in large part to gauge interest in the topic, and to receive thoughts about priorities.

FIRST (Funders-Institutions RelationS Task Group) is an initiative started by HRA as a result of contacts from university administrators and focused initially on IP and tech transfer issues with the goal of looking broadly at relationships regarding grants, contracts and administrative policies and procedures.

A separate collaborative initiative called NFRI (Nonprofit Funder-Research Institution Partnership) was launched and supported by HRA, COGR (Council on Governmental Relations) and AUTM (previously called the Association of University Technology Managers)  about three years ago. The FIRST activities support NFRI efforts. NFRI identified three issues:  cost of research, IP and tech transfers, streamlining processes. Each area’s deliberations were to develop tangible products.


The IP/tech transfer group, discussions focused on how to define IP foreground property and background property. Some foundations are interested in participating in the commercialization of inventions, others are not. Funder input is needed. 
· Royalty sharing:  
· Progress in having university staff understand the funders need to share
· Development of guiding principles for royalty and revenue sharing. Concerns regarding whether funders pay indirect costs. Institutions discussed recouping some of the indirect costs with a flat fee like $250,000. 
· Development of “considerations” for each party. Putting in “if then” clauses with terms if there are commercial benefits.
· Patient access:
· Patients who need treatments will get treatment and the IP would not be diverted to other uses. Requirements like “licensee to report back in one year regarding patient access” and creating a patient access program. 

The Research Project Support Costs (RPSC) group reviewed indirect cost rates. 
· HRA organizations have IDR policies that range from 0% to about 20%, with many set at 0%. Some institutions have set rigid policies for grant awards (Partners has set a 30% strict requirement). 
· Funders have indicated that they will pay costs that can be defended as project related. These would be paid as direct project expenses and could include costs like hazardous waste removal.

The Streamlining Administrative Practices group began with efforts launched by Faster Cures and Institutions with recommendations that followed the NIH model.  All efforts aimed to create a tool kit and possibly create funder profiles like that available in the FDP clearinghouse.
· Application processes
· Clear policies that are easy to find on funders’ websites
· Sponsored program administrative staff tools
· Reminders to PIs regarding pending applications to track PI efforts to seek funding
· Financial reporting
· The goal was to create templates for consideration by funders
· Policies needed regarding the return of funds
· Attention to reporting timelines
· Contracting language
· Cataloguing contract language and determining if more mutually agreeing language was needed
· Need for language regarding anti-terrorism, data sharing, use of name, Sunshine Act 

Discussion Items:
1. Concern that investigators may be disadvantaged by having previous indirect costs included in the direct cost budget – reducing the funds available for the lab. “Why would a PI accept costs of disposable waste instead of getting a post doc?”
2. PIs may find this more comprehensive budgeting for expenses helpful in negotiating for space.
3. Concern that these NFRI/FIRST issues should be better communicated to the membership and a greater effort to understand the membership.
4. Surprise by the extent of institutional representation at NFRI and the that AUTM group exists.
5. Agreement that feedback is needed to determine funders interest and needs.




