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Stimulus Funding  Plan 

Overview 
· No specifics today.  Details not yet finalized.  Broadest outline only. 
· Incredibly grateful for agency to provide economic stimulus and to make advances in science leading  to improved national health.  
· Committed to thoughtful, transparent process for use of funds.
· Working closely with Administration to develop funding plans and decisions. 
· Communicate those plans when finalized. 
· Purpose of funds:  preserve & create jobs and promote economic recovery; funds also intended to be smart, long-term investments for the nation 
· Focus – investments in science for short & long term growth

Total - $10.4 billion available to agency until September 2010 
· Effort to spend as many resources in FY09 as possible but challenges exist. 
· Wise use of dollars. 
· No assumptions that these resources will be added to base of NIH funding level in future budgets.  Hopeful that this level of support will result in continued support from Congress.  Will affect how decisions are made about spending.  
· Congress provided flexibility in use of funds to have maximum impact in science & economic recovery.  
· Important to recognize this is STIMULUS funding.  Therefore, there will be unprecedented reporting requirements vis-à-vis jobs preserved and/or created.
· NIH hopes to show multiplier effect of NIH funding through research institutions.

$8.2 billion – scientific research priorities
· $7.4 billion from Director office to institutes, centers, and common fund (Roadmap) based on a formula 
· $800 million to Director’s Office – to support range of scientific efforts without formula allocation, via scientific priority setting
· All to be used to support scientific activities that align with recovery act 

Additional dollars
· $1 billion – Extra-mural construction grants 
· $300 million – shared instrumentation (implementation?), equipment - infrastructure
· $500 million – construction/renovation/improvements of intramural campus (NIH Buildings)
· $400 million – AHRQ  (comparative effectiveness research) NIH does a good amount of this now.


Three broad activities for use of funds - scientific opportunities, scientific priorities and public health needs
· $8.2 billion for research – mechanism will be  peer review and 2nd level of review of Institutes and Centers Councils (use system in place) 
· Funding directed to 3 areas.
· Area #1 – Unfunded grant applications from FY08 & early ’09 – highly scientifically meritorious & approved but not funded because of budget limitations (R01); awards likely based on NIH judgments of progress with only 2-year commitment of funding; there are 14,000 RO1’s in line now.  This is the starting point; most were originally proposed as 4-year projects; negotiations would identify provisions within proposals that could be advanced within 2 year period, with no commitment to further funding.  There will also be some newly proposed projects.  This will NOT be done in a formulaic way;  also should not be looked at as ‘restoring cuts.” They will need to make hard decisions about competing demands.

· Area #2 – Supplemental funding to existing grants - Accelerate tempo of science already being conducted in currently funded grants; allows administrative supplements that permit expansion of original research within broad parameters of proposal; may have themes to support summer students, fellowships, instruments (only given as examples, not yet determined).  Some will be awarded competitively, some administratively.


·  Area #3 - NIH Challenge Grant program – reasonable expectation that advances can be made within 2-year period of award;  based on scientific merit, competitive; each Institute/Center to identify specific areas that they wish to focus on ( “to fund with $500,000 total per year for 2 years, with major impact on science or public health.”)  New RFA-shortened process with peer review.  Continue to rely on research that has undergone peer review.  (possible $150-$200 million available  but exact dollar amount not yet determined)  Will depend on opportunities.  Deliberative, thoughtful process.  No idea about number of awards.  Focus on scientific merit and scientific opportunity, such as a compelling public health need.  SENSITIVE TO GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION.  Not formulaic; no restoration of previously cut funds;  looking to the future.

Additional Comments
· Commitment to funding best science, relying on peer review to inform decisions, broadest impact 
· Not business as usual; increased level of reporting requirements, such as documenting jobs created/retained
· When more detailed guidance available, it will be communicated.  
· Need to start process quickly.  Prepare to make decisions that have both short- and long-term impacts.
· Intend to look at portfolio.  Look at “churn.”
· Process may result in many more applications in 2 years.
· Will use well-established priorities and principles: Merit, Opportunity, Transparancy
· Jobs Focus – could result in new Investigators and new Faculty.
· Research Fellows are now looking for jobs.  ARRA funds may be used to support young scientists as supplements for post-doctoral research.
· Trying to improve peer review system so it is better suited to do expedited reviews.
· Changes to peer review initiative may accelerate options such as more electronic review meetings, etc.
· If you can’t spend the $$ the way it’s intended, Do Not Apply!
· Will need to demonstrate how $$ is spent on a regular basis, with focus on JOBS.
· No $$ target to spend this year.

Q&A
· Will $$$ be awarded in one lump sum?  NO.  Long standing policy to provide appropriate oversight and flow of funds.    
· Does “obligated within 2 years” mean spent in 2 years?  YES.  Do not go into this thinking of ways to extend funding of proposal.    
· Follow-up question – What about “carry over” for construction funds? Possible, but no firm commitment.  TBD.  
· What mechanisms will be used to Challenge Grant program?  RFA for Challenge Grant program and application process.  Standard principles for review.  Range of mechanisms being developed for expedited review (large numbers in short amount of time)
· What mechanism will be used for supplemental funding to existing grants?  Considering a recompete form or possibly, shorter, less formal request for funding .
· What process will be used for construction/renovation/instrumentation funding?  Solicitation and review process TBD.  2-year clock will favor quick programs, but there are no existing building and construction programs, so must go to new proposals.
· Will cost-sharing be required for equipment/construction/renovation?  TBD.
· Will CTSA program funding be restored to original $30 million?   NO dollars from stimulus funding will be used to restore reduced funding for programs or grants.  For CTSA, possible opportunity for supplemental dollars after appropriate consultations.  No formulaic restoration of dollars to any program.
· Broadest opportunities in supplementing existing programs.
· AWAITING GUIDANCE FROM OMB.  NIH Guidance should be coming “soon.”
· What about SBIR (Small Business Innovation Research) and STTR (Small Business Technology Transfer) Programs?  The ARRA has no set-aside requirement.

Note:  Information for this summary was acquired through a conference call involving Dr. Kington with  Association of American Universities members, and a public briefing in Washington, DC.  Both were held on February 18, 2009.  
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